
 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

 

AGENDA FOR THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 

 
Village Board Council Chambers 

 
         

Tuesday, June 27, 2017 
7:30 p.m. 

 
 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
 
 

2.0        PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
 
3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
    (The matters listed for consideration on the Consent Agenda are items of routine 

business, land use items coming to the Village Board with a positive recommendation 
from a hearing body, and other items that appear to have the unanimous support of 
the Board of Trustees. The Village President will inquire if any member of the Board 
or member of the public wishes to discuss any item on the Consent Agenda. If such 
a request is made, the matter will be removed from the Consent Agenda and will be 
taken up by the Village Board in the order shown. Thereafter, the Village President 
will request a motion and second for passage of all remaining items listed. The 
resulting roll call vote on the Consent Agenda will be applicable to each remaining 
agenda item. Any item removed from the Consent Agenda is subject to a five-minute 
time limit). Any agenda item beginning with a 3 is on the Consent Agenda. 

 
3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held June 13, 2017. 

 
  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 

held May 1, 2017. 
 

3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Plan Commission meeting held May 2, 2017. 
 

3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held May 
17, 2017. 
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3.5 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2017-TU-10 for the St. Francis Xavier 
Parish Block Party to be held on Saturday, August 26, 2017 from 12:00 pm 
to 9 pm. 

 

3.6 Appointment of the Appearance Review Commission as a Special Zoning 
Committee to review Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance regulations. 

 

3.7 Historic Preservation Commission Report, Case #2017-HPC-02, 301 
Sheridan Road regarding a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness for 
the demolition of a detached garage and construction of a new attached 
garage, a dormer addition, the demolition of side and rear porches for new 
construction of a wraparound open porch, and selective window and door 
replacement. 

 

3.8 Plan Commission Report, Case #2017-P-02, 511-515 Pinecrest Lane 
regarding a request for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision in 
accordance with the plat, with the condition that the existing houses be 
removed prior to the final plat being recorded. 

 

3.9 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-24, 1817 Elmwood Avenue 
regarding a request for a lot separation variation to separate the ownership 
of two lots each measuring 50.02’ by 140.0’, 7,002.8 square feet in area 
according with the plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-37. 

 

3.10 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-25, 1030 Greenleaf 
Avenue regarding a request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of an addition to an existing detached 
two-car garage in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of 
Ordinance #2017-O-38. 

 

3.11 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-26, 1125 Wilmette Avenue 
regarding a request for an 11.0’ side yard play house setback variation to 
permit the installation of a play house in accordance with the plans 
submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-39. 

 

 3.12 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-23, 701 Lake Avenue  
  regarding a request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage variation 
  and a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-
  story attached garage addition and new  front porch in accordance with the 
  plans submitted – REQUEST TO TABLE TO JULY 11, 2017 REGULAR  
  VILLAGE BOARD MEETING. 

 

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

3.13 Presentation of May 2017 Monthly Financial Report. 
 

  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

  3.14 Reappointment of George Vandervoort to the Building Code Board of  
   Appeals from July 2017 to July 2022. 
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  3.15 Appointment of Peter Barrow to the Transportation Commission from June 
   27, 2017 to June 27, 2021. 
 
  3.16 Notice of vacancy on the Board of Fire and Police Commissioners due to  
   the term expiration of Terry Porter. 
 
  3.17 Notice of vacancy on the Transportation Commission due to the term  
   expiration of Brendan McCarthy. 
 
  3.18 Presentation of minutes of the Historic Preservation Commission meeting  
   held May 3, 2017. 

 

    
4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

 
  

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 

 
6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 

 
6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

No Report 
 

6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 

6.61 Adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying Home Rule conflicts 
 with certain County Ordinances regarding paid sick leave and 
 minimum hourly wage. 
 

   TIME LIMIT:  90 MINUTES 
 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
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7.0       NEW BUSINESS 
 
 

8.0      MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
  8.1 Review text amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. 

   
8.2 Review adding group homes for private school students as a permitted or 
 special use in the residential zoning districts. 
 
8.3      Review the Sign Ordinance. 
 

9.0 ADJOURNMENT 
 

    

    
 



6/13/17  Not yet approved 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD 
     OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS HELD IN THE 
      COUNCIL ROOM OF SAID VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, JUNE 13, 2017. 

The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 
Trustees Julie Wolf 

Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr. 
Senta Plunkett 
Kathy Dodd 
Joel Kurzman 
Stephen M. Leonard 

 President Bob Bielinski 

Staff Present:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk 
John Adler, Director of Community Development  
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
Brigitte Berger-Raish, Director of Engineering & Public Works 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 

President Bielinski noted that there have been inquiries regarding item 3.20 which is 
the introduction of Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying Home Rule conflicts with 
certain County Ordinances regarding paid sick leave and minimum hourly wage.   He 
noted that no action will be taken on the item this evening.  The normal procedure for 
new ordinances is to place them on the Village Board Agenda for introduction and at 
the subsequent meeting, the ordinance will be discussed and considered by the 
Village Board. The Village Board follows this process to provide more than two weeks 
notice to the residents and interested parties that come before the Village Board. 

      Agenda Item: 3.1
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Kate Gjaia, 325 Central Avenue, asked to remove item 3.20 from the Consent 
Agenda on behalf of the League of Women Voters. 
 
Trustee Plunkett moved approval of the remaining items of the Consent Agenda as 
follows: 

 
3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held May 23, 2017. 

 
  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

 
3.2 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held May 

3, 2017. 
 

3.3 Approval of Temporary Use Permit #2017-TU-11 for the St. Joseph Parish 
Summer Block Party to be held on June 24, 2017 from 5 pm to 11 pm. 
 

3.4 Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-16 for final plat approval of the two-lot 
subdivision of the property at 2428 Pomona Lane in accordance with the 
plat submitted. 

 
3.5 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-19, 1529 Elmwood Avenue 

regarding a request for a 259.92 square foot total floor area variation and a 
7.04’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of a first floor 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans 
submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-Z-32. 
 

3.6 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-20, 500 Gregory Avenue 
regarding a request for a 293.35 square foot (5.64%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of a new one-car detached garage on 
the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans submitted; 
adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-33. 
 

3.7 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-21, 1617 Central Avenue 
regarding a request for a 9.49’ front yard setback variation and a 3.49’ 
combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition and a 3.84’ combined side yard deck setback variation, a 
3.84’ combined side yard pergola setback variation, and a 0.96’ combined 
side yard stair setback variation to permit the construction of a new deck 
and pergola on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the 
plans submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-O-34. 
 

3.8 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-22, 732 11th Street 
regarding a request for a special use to expand the existing special use 
(townhouse) and a 6.33’ rear yard pergola setback variation in accordance  

 with the plans submitted.  The use shall run with the use; adoption of 
Ordinance #2017-O-35. 
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FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

 3.9 Approval of May 2017 Disbursement Report. 
 

  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

  3.10 Appointment of Michael Taylor to the Plan Commission from June 13,  
   2017 to June 13, 2021. 
 
   3.11 Appointment of Julie Wolf to “Housing Our Own Wilmette” Board of   
    Directors. 

  
  3.12 Recommendation of reappointment of George Vandervoort to the Building  
   Code Board of Appeals from July 2017 to July 2022. 
 
  3.13 Recommendation of appointment of Peter Barrow to the Transportation  
   Commission from June 27, 2017 to June 27, 2021. 
 
  3.14 Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-13 regarding the annual determination of  
   prevailing wages for Public Works contracts. 
 

3.15 Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-14 to allow the Village of Wilmette 
 Summer Concert Series to be held Tuesdays from 5:30 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
 on June 20, July 18 and August 15, 2017. 
 
3.16 Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-15 to allow the Chamber of  Commerce 
 Summerfest to be held Friday, July 21 through Sunday, July 23, 2017. 

 
  MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.17 Approval of one-year contract in the amount not to exceed $84,606 and a  
   four-year option for annual contract extensions with Monroe Truck   
   Equipment, Inc., Monroe, WI for outfitting of one truck chassis with a snow 
   plow, dump body, salt spreader, liquid deicer pre-wetting system and  
   underbody scraper.  
 
  3.18 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $193,689 with P.R. Streich 
   and Sons, Franklin Park, IL for replacement of in-ground vehicle hoists at  
   the Public Works Facility.  
 
  3.19 Approval of contract extension at a rate of $13.00 per compacted cubic yard 
   with KLF Trucking Inc., Markham, IL for leaf hauling and disposal. 

 

  JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 

Item 3.20 was removed from the Consent Agenda. 
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 Trustee Wolf seconded the motion.  Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Sullivan,   

  Plunkett, Dodd, Kurzman, Leonard and President Bielinski.  The motion carried. 
   

4.0 REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 
 
4.1 Introduction of Peter Barrow who is recommended for appointment  to the 
 Transportation Commission. 
  
           President Bielinski introduced Peter Barrow to the Village Board and     
           recommended his appointment to the Transportation Commission. 
 
4.2 Announcement of cancellation of the August 8, 2017 Regular Village 
 Board Meeting.  
 
 President Bielinski announced the cancellation of the August 8, 2017 
 Regular Village Board Meeting. 
 
Village Manager Timothy Frenzer welcomed Jeffrey Stein as the new 
Corporation Counsel for the Village of Wilmette. 
 

5.0 REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0 STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

6.1 LAND USE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
  All items listed on the Consent Agenda 

 
6.2 FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

 
  6.21 Presentation of the Fiscal Year 2016 Comprehensive Annual  
   Financial Report (CAFR). 

 
    Melinda Molloy, Finance Director, introduced Jamie Wilke with the  

 firm of Lauterbach & Amen LLP, the auditors for the Village.  They 
 have completed the review of the Village of Wilmette’s financial 
 statements for 2016.  Once again, the Village has received a clean 
 opinion because of their strong revenue performance in 2016 and 
 prudent expenditure management.   

 
    Ms. Wilke thanked the Village Staff for all the effort that goes into 

 preparation for the audit as it takes approximately six months from 
 start to finish.  The Village received an unmodified “clean” audit 
 opinion” and the Certificate of Achievement for Excellence in 
 Financial Reporting. The Financial Section is prepared in 
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 accordance with Generally Accepted Accounting Principles (GAAP) 
 and includes Management’s Discussion and Analysis (MD&A), the 
 basic financial statements, including the notes and the Required 
 Supplementary Information. She also noted the Statistical Section 
 which includes select unaudited financial, economic and 
 demographic date depicting historical information on the Village 
 along with other information that would be of interest to potential 
 bond investors, creditors and other readers. 

 
    Ms. Wilke said the CAFR also includes supplementary information 

 as required by the Government Accounting Standards Board 
 (GASB) related to the reporting of the Village’s Pension Plans. The 
 process for the audit was very clean with no internal control issues 
 to report or concerns. 

 
    Trustee Sullivan said it is worth noting the quality of the Village staff 

 that put together a financial report of this size.   
 

6.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda 

   
6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
3.20 Introduction of Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying Home Rule conflicts 
 with certain County Ordinances regarding paid sick leave and 
 minimum hourly wage. 
 
 Trustee Plunkett introduced Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying Home 
 Rule conflicts with certain County Ordinances regarding paid sick 
 leave and minimum hourly wage. 
 
 President Bielinski noted that the ordinance is being introduced this 
 evening and will not be formally discussed until the June 27, 2017 
 Regular Village Board meeting. 
  
 Allyson Haut, 523 Maple Avenue said she is the Co-President of the 
 Wilmette League of Women Voters. She said in November 2014, 
 Wilmette voters were asked this question on the ballot “Shall the 
 minimum wage in Illinois for adults over the age of 18 be raised to 
 $10 per hour by January 1, 2015” and 69.4% said yes.  In November 
 2016, Wilmette voters were asked this question on the ballot “Shall   
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Illinois enact the Earned Sick Time for Employees Act which will allow 

 Illinois workers to earn up to 40 hours of sick time per year to take 
 care of their own health or a family member’s health and 69.7% said 
 yes. The League of Women Voters opposes the proposed opt out 
 ordinance in principal opposes the Village process to place the 
 introduction of the ordinance on the Consent Agenda.  The League 
 expected to see more data regarding the proposed ordinance for the 
 Village Board to consider. She urged the Village Board to not opt out 
 of the Cook County Ordinance and uphold the values of the 
 community. 
 
 Emily Hayden, 310 Wilshire Drive East, quoted an article and a 
 statement from Representative Jan Schakowsky supporting the Cook 
 County Ordinance regarding paid sick leave and minimum hourly 
 wage. 
 

Lali Watt, 811 Chilton Lane, said she applauded the small businesses 
for everything they do in supporting the community. She definitely 
wants the people who work in the community to feel like they are 
welcome and cared for. 

 
 Jon Marshall, 822 Prairie, said he hoped the Village Board would 
 support the Cook County Ordinance noting that there are studies 
 that show there is no correlation between minimum wage 
 increases and employment levels, and that 88% of the workers that 
 would be affected by the raise in minimum wage are at least 20 
 years old and one third of them are at least 40 years old. He  hopes 
  the Village Board will choose not to opt out of the Cook County 
 Ordinance. 
 
 Julie Yusim, Executive Director of the Wilmette/Kenilworth 
 Chamber of Commerce, said a majority of the members of the 
 Chamber are concerned with the proposed Cook County as it may 
 be a burden to some businesses and they feel it is not necessary 
 for the County to impose a mandate on the businesses.  There are 
 a lot of businesses that the paid sick leave requirement would 
 create very difficult situations especially for those businesses with 
 part-time employees. They request that the Village opt out of the 
 Cook County Ordinance noting that many businesses are already 
 paying above the minimum wage and providing paid time off when   

necessary for their employees. The Village has a large number of 
 unique and small independently owned businesses who are not 
 getting rich from their businesses, they care about their employees 
 and do what they can to ensure that their employees live well and 
 comfortably. 
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Igor Rayden said he owns Wilmette Massage Center at 417 Fourth 

 Street in Wilmette. He can see both sides of the issue of the  
 proposed ordinance, however it concerns him that the structure of 
 compensation will be mandated and put the burden on the business 
 owner. 

 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
 

No Reports 
 

7.0       NEW BUSINESS 
 

  No Report 
 
8.0       MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
 
  8.1 Review text amendments to the Zoning Ordinance. 

   
8.2 Review adding group homes for private school students as a permitted or 
 special use in the residential zoning districts. 
 
8.3  Review the Sign Ordinance. 

 
9.0       ADJOURNMENT 

 
 Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 8:11 p.m., seconded by Trustee   
 Wolf. All voted aye, the motion carried. 
 

      Barbara L. Hirsch 
      Deputy Village Clerk 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

MONDAY, MAY 1, 2017  

7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

Members Present: William Bradford, Chairman 

Nada Andric 

Daniel Elkins  

Mason Miller 

Craig Phillips 

Carrie Woleben-Meade    

Members Absent: None 

Guests: Abraham Kelly, 50 Lakeview Parkway, Vernon Hills, IL 

Julie Shelton, 732 11th Street, Wilmette, IL 

Werner Brisske, 19349 W. Forest Lane, Mundelein, IL 

Martina Stoycheva, 620 W. Belmont Avenue, Chicago, IL 

Chris Vallace, 522 Forest Avenue, Wilmette, IL 

Staff Present: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Bradford called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

Agenda Item: 3.2
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II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 

OF MARCH 6, 2017. 

 

Mr. Elkins moved to approve the March 6, 2017 meeting minutes as amended.  The motion 

was seconded by Mr. Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and Commissioners 

Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Mr. Phillips moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2017-AR-07, 723 

Ridge Road, Peterson Orthodontics, and Case 2017-AR-12, 114 Skokie Boulevard, ATI 

Physical Therapy.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Chairman 

Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: 

none.  The motion carried. 

 

 

IV. CASES 

 

2017-AR-11 732 11th Street 

Julie Shelton Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-11, 732 11th Street, Julie Shelton for an Appearance 

Review Certificate to construct an attached pergola at the rear of an existing townhome 

unit. 

 

Mr. Abraham Kelly stated his company did the plans for Ms. Shelton’s project.  He 

presented the remodeling proposal to the Commission.  A new mortared bluestone terrace 

would be installed with a brick seatwall.  The pergola will be white painted cedar with a 

standing seam roof. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if the roof of the pergola would match the existing building. 

 

Mr. Kelly said the roof of the pergola will match the roof of an existing bay window on the 

unit. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he noticed on the plan that an enclosure was proposed around the grill. 

 

Mr. Kelly said there would be a low wall around the grill which is proposed due to a 

grading issue.  The wall will form around the bluestone. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade said she would like to know the species of plants proposed so she can 

verify they are not considered invasive. 

 

Mr. Kelly said they were using Annabelle Hydrangea, Hosta, Rheinland Astilbe, Lamb’s 

Ear, Brunnera, and maybe some Salvias. 
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Ms. Woleben-Meade said those species sounded fine. 

 

Mr. Bradford suggested extending the drip line on the metal roofing past the seat wall. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approved Case 2017-AR-11, 732 11th Street, for an 

Appearance Review Certificate to construct an attached pergola and terrace at the rear of 

the existing townhome unit as submitted, with the notes that 1) the metal roofing extend 

past the seat wall, and 2) that the planting palate is not invasive per the standards of review.  

The motion was seconded by Mr. Elkins.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and 

Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The 

motion carried. 

 

 

2017-AR-10 808 Linden Avenue 

St. Francis Xavier School Appearance Review Certificate 
 

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-10, 808 Linden Avenue for a preliminary review of an 

Appearance Review Certificate request.  He stated the school was planning an expansion to 

their existing facilities and had requested a preliminary review before submitting for a 

formal review by the Commission.  The proposal will also need to go before the Zoning 

Board of Appeals for a special use and variation request.  That application has not yet been 

submitted. 

 

Mr. Chris Vallace said he was heading up the Capital Campaign Committee at St. Francis 

Xavier School to help fund the school’s expansion project.  He said St. Francis Parish has 

grown by 25% over the past ten years.  Education is a vital part of the parish.  The school 

serves children from kindergarten through eighth-grade with over 463 students enrolled.  

Ten years ago it was approximately 250 students, so they have outgrown their current 

facilities.  The reason for the presentation is to show where they are with their schematic. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked what their net gain in classrooms would be with the proposed addition. 

 

Mr. Vallace said the net gain will be five classrooms, but that doesn’t include the other 

rooms like the library that are being used to make do. 

 

Ms. Andric asked if this was their master plan for a certain period of time. 

 

Mr. Vallace said the addition is phase one of their master plan.  That will allow early 

childhood education to move from the Parish Community Center into the school.  Phase 

two will then be to remodel the community center to better accommodate parish functions.  

The timing of this project is tricky because they are trying to work within the limits of the 

school year. 

 

Mr. Werner Brisske provided a presentation of the proposed addition.  The plan includes 

demolishing the existing gymnasium which surrounds an existing courtyard on the north 
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side.  The courtyard would transition into an interior atrium space that will be open to the 

classroom area. 

 

Mr. Vallace said he wanted to add that there were a few spaces they were making do with.  

The library is being used as a classroom and they are using another space as a cafeteria. 

 

Mr. Brisske said they were proposing precast panels with inlaid brick so that they can fit 

the exterior construction within the school’s summer recess.  It’s a natural clay brick that is 

inlaid into the panel.  They used a similar brick on the west end addition to the Glenview 

Police Station.  The classroom area would be a post and beam type construction.  In the 

gymnasium the precast vertical panels would be the loadbearing members.  A pitched metal 

roof would span the existing building to the new gymnasium. 

 

Ms. Andric asked what would happen to the mosaic. 

 

Mr. Brisske said one of the options was to move it into the atrium area.  They would like to 

save the mosaic and are looking at their options.  They’re not sure how it was constructed.  

The building drawings don’t show it. 

 

Mr. Vallace said that part of the building was built in 1955, but he’s not sure when the 

mosaic was added.  The mosaic means a lot to the parish so they want to keep it. 

 

Ms. Andric said the building appeared to have a consistent limestone finish all around it 

which matched the church.  There was a careful planned approach to use limestone in 

previous construction and now the limestone is disappearing with the proposed addition. 

 

Mr. Vallace said they were looking at the efficiency of construction when determining the 

materials used.  Timing is a big part of their plans. 

 

Ms. Andric said the problem with using precast panels is that they don’t look as good after 

50 years.  The existing limestone on the building looks wonderful.  They have a real gem in 

the existing building and the proposed addition is becoming more industrial.  The precast 

panel is a third element they are adding to the campus.  It is not limestone or brick.  She 

said the Women’s Club of Wilmette is rebuilding with limestone.  They cut the limestone 

so as to extend the amount of limestone they could use. 

 

Mr. Bradford said since they are using inlaid brick already, they could decide to use more 

inlaid brick in place of the precast finish.  That would help the addition tie more closely 

into the existing buildings on campus.  He understands the desire for the school to want to 

use precast panels to assist in helping the efficiency of construction, now they just need to 

find a way to work with the precast panels to that they fit in better with the existing 

campus. 

 

Mr. Brisske said some of that can be done with additional articulation or scoring. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked if the neighbors have seen the drawings yet. 
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Mr. Vallace said some of the neighbors have seen the drawings. 

 

Mr. Miller said they should deemphasize the heavy vertical lines on the precast panels.  

There will be lines in the joints, but finding a way to deemphasize the lines will improve 

the look of the building. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked what the neighbors who have seen the proposal have said. 

 

Mr. Vallace said the neighbors who will be the most impacted will be the ones to the east.  

They will be additionally impacted because their building is a nonconforming structure that 

is two feet off the property line.  The structure closest to the property line was a garage 

which they received a variation to make it attached. 

 

Mr. Phillips assumed the building will be air conditioned so they should show where the 

units are going and show how they will be screened either by extending the parapet or 

providing a separate screen. 

 

Mr. Brisske asked how high the screening needed to be. 

 

Mr. Bradford said it needed to be a full height screen, not just line of sight from the ground. 

 

Ms. Andric asked for the finish on the Linden Avenue façade. 

 

Mr. Brisske said the Linden Avenue side will remain the same.  The perspective and 

elevations of the existing building were not complete.  They only show the massing of the 

building. 

 

Mr. Bradford said when they come back to the Commission, they need to provide all four 

elevations.  They also need to render the existing elevations at the same level of detail as 

the proposed addition.  It’s hard to see how the new is fitting in with the old on the current 

drawings. 

 

Mr. Elkins said they needed to see the mechanical equipment and their screening, lighting 

and cut-sheets, photometrics, landscape plans, fencing, exterior materials (window framing, 

coping, trim, glass).  Regarding the look of the proposal he tends to agree with some of his 

fellow commissioners.  His firm works a lot with precast.  They do acid etched and light 

sandblasted.  While it can be a wonderful material, over time it tends to not age well.  It 

needs to be well maintained.  Some of their contractors have done form liners that gave the 

panels almost of split faced texture.  He appreciates their effort to find a middle ground 

between the limestone and brick, but his feeling is that it should be more brick and less 

‘stone’ if the stone is going to be precast. 

 

Mr. Bradford said he cannot support the north and the east elevations as proposed.  They 

looks too industrial and too monolithic.  The clearstory windows on the gymnasium need 

more work.  He thinks there’s a way they can look more like the punched windows on the 

existing school building.  He also thinks the sloped roof over the gathering space needs to 
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be studied further.  It looks unresolved and doesn’t join well with the rest of the building.  

On the west elevation, the second floor windows extend the entire length of the precast 

panel while the first floor the windows are divided by a central precast piece.  He thinks 

bringing the division on the first floor up to the second floor would help.  It would bring 

down the scale of the windows to be more in line with the existing building. 

 

Mr. Elkins said he agrees with Chairman Bradford on the windows.  He thinks the 

clearstory windows on the south elevation need to be increased in height so as to take into 

advantage the natural light. 

 

Ms. Woleben-Meade asked Mr. Sivertsen for the landscape variations that were requested. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said staff has not yet done a complete review of the project since the plans 

were only preliminary, but the potential variations would be for a buffer yard variation on 

the east yard and a landscape screening for the perimeter of the parking lot.  They first need 

to find out how much work is proposed to the parking lot.  That will determine which 

landscape requirements are triggered. 

 

Mr. Bradford asked if there would be an increase to the impervious surface coverage. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen thought the site was pretty well already paved in the areas of planned work. 

 

Ms. Andric said the massing on the east elevation looked very industrial.  It’s a wonderful 

area around the existing school, but the proposed building is very large for a residential 

area.  It was important to soften the exterior.  She would encourage them to talk with the 

Women’s Club of Wilmette to see how they are using limestone. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen asked the applicant if the area between the proposed addition and the east 

property line would continue to be used as a playground. 

 

Mr. Brisske said the area was used for the school’s early childhood students. 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said that’s going to limit the amount and size of landscaping they would 

place in that area.  He wondered if the applicant’s had thought about how they were going 

to landscape that area. 

 

Mr. Bradford said the basic planning was sound they just needed to do some work on the 

building envelope. 

 

Mr. Phillips said he has worked a lot with precast panels and he thinks the inlaid brick can 

look really nice.  There are some things that can help soften the exterior like playing with 

some of the planes, columnar landscaping, and including some elements from the existing 

buildings.  He suggested the sandblasted finish over the acid etched.  He said if they are 

going to put mortar in the joints between the brick that it starts to look more like traditional 

brick. 
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Mr. Sivertsen said they should provide a sample of the brick and take a photo of it next to 

the existing brick. 

 

 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

There were no additional public comments. 

 

 

VI. NEW BUSINESS 

 

Mr. Sivertsen said the regularly scheduled meeting falls on July 3, 2017.  He asked if the 

Commissioners would prefer to move the meeting to July 10 or June 26.  The general 

consensus was July 10, but Mr. Sivertsen said he would email the Commissioners for their 

availability. 

 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

 

At 8:40 p.m., Mr. Elkins moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 

Phillips.  Voting yes:  Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, 

Phillips, Woleben-Meade.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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MEETING MINUTES 
PLAN COMMISSION 

TUESDAY, MAY 2, 2017 
7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM 

Members Present: Maria Choca Urban, Chairman 
Michael Bailey  
Homa Ghaemi  
Jeffrey Head 
Christine Norrick  

Members Absent: Steven Schwab 

Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development 

I. CALL TO ORDER. 

Chairman Urban called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  

II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETING OF FEBRUARY 7,
2017. 

Ms. Norrick moved to approve the minutes of the February 7, 2017 meeting.  The motion 
was seconded by Mr. Head.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey, Ms. Ghaemi, Mr. 
Head and Ms. Norrick.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

III. 2017-P-01  Pomona Lane

A request by Chad Blankenbaker, 500 Karey Court LLC, for tentative plat approval of a
two-lot subdivision at 2428 Pomona Lane in accordance with the plat, with the condition
that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being recorded.

Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend approval of the request for tentative plat
approval of a two-lot subdivision at 2428 Pomona Lane in accordance with the plat, with
the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being recorded.
Commissioner Head seconded the motion.

3.3
6-27-17
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The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   Yes 
 Homa Ghaemi    Yes 
 Jeffrey Head    Yes 
 Christine Norrick   Yes 
 Steven Schwab   Absent 
        
  Motion was approved.  The subject request will be on the May 23, 2017 Village 

Board agenda.  
 
  Mr. Bailey moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-01.   
 
 Ms. Ghaemi seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   

 
The motion carried. 
 
Case Minutes are attached.   

 
IV. NEW BUSINESS 

There was no new business. 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 

There was no public comment. 

VII. AJDOURNMENT. 

At 7:20 p.m., Commissioner Norrick moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Head.  Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey, Ms. Ghaemi, Mr. Head 
and Ms. Norrick.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

The meeting was thereafter adjourned. 

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John Adler 
Director of Community Development 
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Case Minutes 2017-P-01 – 2428 Pomona Lane 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
3.11 Mr. Chad Blankenbaker, 2507 Laurel Lane, Wilmette 

 
3.12 Mr. Terry Cahill, CES Consultants 

           
 3.2 Summary of comments 

 
3.21 Mr. Adler said the request is for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision at 

2428 Pomona Lane. It is a conforming subdivision in that the lot width exceeds 60’ 
and the lot area exceeds 8,400 square feet. The property is in the R1-A zoning 
district. Of the approximately 178 parcels in the subject neighborhood, 
approximately 86 have lot areas less than the proposed lots and approximately 82 
have lot widths less than the proposed lots.  The proposed lots are 10,833 square 
feet and 10,849 square feet and 62.5’ in width. If tentative plat approval is granted 
by the Village Board, the applicant will complete a final plat that will contain 
easement and other information required by the Engineering Department. 
 

3.22 Mr. Blankenbaker said he is a builder in town and purchased the lot last October. 
He said he is expecting his engineer to arrive shortly but he can try and answer any 
questions the Commission has. 

 
3.23 Commissioner Head ask about the easements Mr. Adler referred to. Mr. Adler said 

they are shown as 6’ around the two proposed lots. Mr. Adler explained that the 
easement size is fine; it is the easement wording that the Engineering Department 
is reviewing. Mr. Adler said if the subdivision is approved, the new houses 
proposed will need to address grading and drainage before those permits are issued.  

 
3.24 Commissioner Norrick said she has no issues with the proposed subdivision as the 

proposed lots are conforming.  
 
3.25  Commissioner Head asked if there was any opposition by any of the neighbors. 

(See 4.21). 
 
3.26 Commissioner Bailey asked why action by the Plan Commission is needed if the 

lots are a conforming size. Chairman Urban said she thought it was because the 
property was being subdivided. Mr. Adler agreed and said any subdivision of 
property in the Village has to be reviewed by the Plan Commission. He said most 
of the time when a subdivision comes before the Plan Commission, it is conforming 
or relief has already by granted by the Village Board. There have been subdivisions 
that have needed relief to subdivision code requirements, which the Plan 
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Commission would review and recommend on. 
 
3.27 Commissioner Head said the Plan Commission is not opining on the building 

design. Mr. Adler agreed. 
 
3.28 Commissioner Norrick clarified that there were no variations required for the 

proposed subdivision. Mr. Adler agreed saying it was a conforming subdivision. 
 
3.29 Mr. Blankenbaker said Terry Cahill, project engineer, had arrived and that he could 

address any engineering questions the Commission may have. They know there is 
a low point along the northeast corner that they will need to address. That will be 
addressed down the line when the houses are designed and permitted. (See 4.22). 
 

4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Tom Boyd, 2424 Pomona Lane 
 

4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 (After 3.25) Mr. Boyd said he lives just east of the proposed subdivision and he 

was there on a fact finding mission. He stopped by to see the building plans about 
ten days ago but wasn’t able to view them. Mr. Adler said the subdivision 
paperwork should have been available and gave Mr. Boyd a copy of the case report. 
Mr. Boyd asked about grading and Mr. Adler answered that would be addressed 
with the new home permits. Mr. Adler said the applicant submitted a preliminary 
site development plan but that wasn’t necessarily what the developer was going to 
build. 

 
4.22 (After 3.29) Mr. Boyd said they have been through this once on Pomona Lane. 

There were issues with the previous builder who wasn’t Chad. They took down big 
Cottonwood trees barely missing the powerlines. He asked if the submittal 
addresses what would happen to the nice trees on the property.  

 
4.23 Mr. Blankenbaker said that tree impact has not been completely addressed. They 

have prepared a preliminary site plan but they are not sure exactly what will be 
built. They are in the design phase for the home on the western lot. He said on the 
eastern property there are a couple of Spruces that will interfere with the driveway. 
Mr. Boyd asked about a large Maple tree on the property line to the east and Mr. 
Blankenbaker said they have no intention of touching the trees on the property line 
as they are fantastic and they want to keep them. 

 
4.24 Mr. Adler said that there are no conditions regarding tree preservation that will be 

placed on tonight’s approval but the applicant will need to submit a tree canopy 
plan that shows which trees will be saved/removed and how they are meeting the 
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tree canopy requirement. Mr. Adler recommended that Mr. Boyd and Mr. 
Blankenbaker exchange numbers so they can be in contact while the new house 
plans are developed. 

 
4.25 Mr. Boyd asked about the timeline going forward. Mr. Adler said proposed 

subdivision will be going to the Village Board on May 23rd for tentative approval. 
Depending on how quickly engineering comments are addressed they could seek 
final approval the second Tuesday in June. Given this timing it would probably be 
at least July before construction started. 

 
4.26 Mr. Boyd said living east of the subject property his property will likely be the most 

impacted property. Mr. Boyd asked whom the notices were sent to. Mr. Adler said 
all properties within 250’. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 

     
 No additional discussion 
 
 6.0 DECISION   

 
6.1 Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend granting a request for tentative plat 

approval of a two-lot subdivision at 2428 Pomona Lane in accordance with the plat, 
with the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being 
recorded. 

    
 6.11 Mr.  Head seconded the motion. 
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   Yes 
 Homa Ghaemi    Yes 
 Jeffrey Head    Yes 
 Christine Norrick   Yes 
 Steven Schwab   Absent 
        
  Motion was approved.  The subject request will be on the May 23, 2017 Village 

Board agenda.  
 
 6.2 Mr. Bailey moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-01.   
 
 6.21 Ms. Ghaemi seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.   
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7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH THE DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Plan Commission finds that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the density 
and development pattern of the surrounding neighborhood.  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Plan Commission recommends tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision at 2428 
Pomona Lane in accordance with the plat, with the condition that the existing house be 
removed prior to the final plat being recorded. 
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1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 
MEETING MINUTES 

 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
WEDNESDAY, MAY 17, 2017 

 
7:30 P.M. 

 
COUNCIL CHAMBERS 

 
 
Members Present: Chairman Patrick Duffy 
 Mike Boyer  
 John Kolleng  
 Michael Robke  
 Reinhard Schneider 
 Bob Surman 
 Christopher Tritsis 
 
Members Absent: None 
 
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 
  
 
I. Call to Order 

 
Chairman Duffy called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

 
II. 2017-Z-19 1529 Elmwood Avenue  
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 
III. 2017-Z-17 732 11th Street  
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 

3.4 
6-21-17 



May 17, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals  Approved June 21, 2017 
2 

 

IV. 2017-Z-20 500 Gregory Avenue  
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

V. 2017-Z-21 1617 Central Avenue  
 

See the complete case minutes attached to this document. 
 

VI. Approval of the April 19, 2017 Meeting Minutes 
 

Mr. Kolleng moved to approve the April 19, 2017 meeting minutes. 
 
Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  Motion 
carried. 

 
VII. Public Comment 
 
 There was no public comment. 
 
VIII. Adjournment 
 

The meeting was adjourned at 8:24 p.m. 
 
 
 Respectfully submitted, 
 
 Lisa Roberts 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Doug Harness, owner and president 
   Harness Real Estate and Construction 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a lot separation variation to separate the 

ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 7,002.8 square feet in area. 
The Village Board will hear this case on June 27, 2017.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Harness is the contract purchaser for the property. It is two separate lots of 

record, two PINs and has been owned by the Kerrigan family of Kerrigan Plumbing 
for over 70 years. Staff wrote up the details. Over 92% of the properties with 500’ 
do not comply with the zoning requirements. They meet the 50’ minimum but the 
depth of the lots is only 140’ so the lots are over 7,000 square feet instead of 8,400 
square feet. As part of their due diligence, he went beyond the 500’ radius. He went 
from 14th Street to Ridge, on Elmwood, on Walnut, on Forest. There are a few lots 
that meet the minimum requirement but not many. All the lots adjoining them are 
50’ wide. There are some across the street that are about 36’ wide. They made their 
contract offer to the Kerrigans contingent on the Village granting their request to 
separate the lots.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Kolleng said that new homes would be at 3,670.21 square feet. He asked Ms. 

Roberts if this was the amount allowed on a 7,000 square foot or an 8,400 square 
foot lot. 

 
  Ms. Roberts said the square footage shown for new homes is what would be allowed 

on the two lots being discussed tonight.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Surman asked if they are able to save any trees on the properties.  
 
  Mr. Harness said that one of the big trees towards the front probably cannot be 

saved. The large one in the back should be able to be saved.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman said that there is a tree on the far northeast corner but he is not sure 

which property this tree is on. 
 
  Mr. Harness said he was not sure whose property this tree was on. They are not 

going to cut down a big tree to build a garage. He said that the addresses are 1815 
and 1817. The garage for 1817 can be built where the current garage is. The other 
garage can be built towards the east side.  
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 3.26 Mr. Tritsis said it appeared as if they were not building below the drip line of the 
tree in the back.  

 
  Mr. Harness said he did not think so. He has not completed the engineering study. 

It is pretty far back on the lot so they will try to avoid the drip line. He is not sure 
what species the tree is.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Kolleng asked if any variances would be required for the houses they are 

planning to build.  
 
  Mr. Harness said he is a builder and does not ask for variances. He has been told 

no before.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Robke asked if it was fair to say that there is no true hardship with the property 

and that this is strictly a financial consideration.  
 
  Mr. Harness said that the hardship would not be his but would be the Kerrigan’s 

hardship. It would be an economic hardship.  
 
 3.29 Mr. Kolleng said that in the analysis of doing two homes on two lots as opposed to 

one home on one lot, one home would be over 5,000 square feet. From a financial 
perspective, where is there more value? 

 
  Mr. Harness said that the challenge would be the cost of the larger home. This is 

not a neighborhood of $2.5 million or $3 million homes.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Kolleng said that one home would not be a real option.  
 
  Mr. Harness said that it would not be a real option for him. It would not make 

financial sense. A home that would be $2 million or $3 million is not in character 
with the neighborhood.  

 
 3.31 The Board had no additional questions.  
 
 3.32 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he does not have a problem with this request. Many lots in the 

area are of similar size as this lot. This lot was not sold off until this time. If a larger 
home went on the lot, it would not fit with the neighborhood’s character. The 
request will fit in with the neighborhood. He can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke said he is troubled because the standards state that the difficulty or 

hardship resulting from the application of this ordinance would prevent the owner 
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from making reasonable use of the property. However, the fact that the property 
could be utilized more profitably with a variance than without a variation is not 
considered as grounds for granting the variation. The Board spends a lot of time 
looking at hardship. Typically, the basis of the hardship is that this lot is smaller 
than what was allowed by zoning so someone could not do something as much as 
their neighbors. Now they are going to create two parcels that meet the criteria that 
seems to be the hardship that is typically defined when people request a variance. 
The Board spends a lot of time trying to interpret and find room for hardships to 
allow residents and developers to maximize the use of their property. He cannot 
support this request. It is too much of a stretch to turn the language around. The 
reason for this request is strictly financial.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said he can support this request. The 8,400 square foot standard and 

the 50’ minimum width was intended for larger subdivisions. In this case, there are 
two lots that are consistent with the predominant size of the lots in the area. To 
insist that they meet the 8,400 square foot minimum is not what was intended in 
this situation.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Kolleng said he is a little troubled by paragraph four, standards of review. In 

the past, before the change from 60’ to 50’, there was a lot of discussion about the 
economic impact and the driver in this type of situation. That is what is at work in 
tonight’s case and what mollifies that somewhat is that the neighborhood has 
houses in similar situations. The Board does not want to grant variances for new 
construction, which is why he asked the above questions about whether the 
applicant would be seeking variations for the houses. He is 50/50 at this time but 
he can probably support this because of the character of the neighborhood.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Tritsis said that the Board always struggles with the point that Mr. Robke 

brought up regarding hardship. Tonight’s ask seems significant and they are 
creating more density. The applicant is creating his own challenge. He does not 
think that he can support this request.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that no neighbors are at the meeting to complain about the request. 

One of the neighbor’s light and air could be impacted yet they are not at the 
meeting.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Robke said he would define the hardship as shown in the language of the code 

that if they are commonly held by a common owner for a period of time, they need 
to be separated in this way. He is not sure that the Board is granting a variance for 
the hardship is the zoning code that creates that with the section 17.5.B that talks 
about the continuous lots being held in common ownership. He is not within the 
purview of the Board to change this. He would not agree with the law if he was 
making the law, but that is not what the Board is doing.  

 
 5.8 Mr. Surman said that if one looks at the Sanborn map, it was originally designed as 

two lots, the owners bought two lots, there are two separate PIN numbers. It aligns 
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with the north to south direction of lots of the same size. In this case, it was never 
developed. People along the way might have sold off lots next to their homes and 
this one was remaining. He views it differently than if the applicant was coming in 
and saying they have an x-foot wide lot and want to divide it but it was initially 
planned that way. It did not have a separate PIN. But in tonight’s case it was planned 
that way and there are separate PINs.  

 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy said that he spoke with Ms. Roberts before the meeting asking 

why the Board had to hear this case since it is two separate PINs. His opinion, if he 
was not a Board member, he would say that this is two lots already so what is the 
point. But the technicality is the wording of the code, which says that if they are 
continuous lot and they are held by one owner for a period of time then there has to 
be a subdivision. Even with the technicality he thought that there were two PINs 
and two lots. As pointed out by Mr. Surman, in the past some of these lots were 
undeveloped and sold off and houses were built on them. Recently the Board had a 
case on Lake Avenue just east of St. Joseph Church. The property owner owned 
100’ along Lake Avenue and the Board allowed him to subdivide his lot and let his 
son build a house next door to him. That was not a case, however, where the lot 
was smaller than 8,400 square feet and it was substantially larger because the lots 
were much deeper. In tonight’s case, his opinion is that so many of the lots are of 
similar size to the two lots.  

 
 5.10 Mr. Robke said the applicant should be able to develop them as two separate lots. 

He went through the same process as to why this is even an issue. He does not 
believe that it is within the Board’s purview to grant this request. He disagrees with 
the wording of the ordinance and would love to find another recourse.  

 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider said that raises a great point that maybe the intent is for when one is 

subdividing larger parcels or multiple parcels. This request is kind of an anomaly.  
 
 5.12 Mr. Robke said he would like to see this section removed from the ordinance. If 

there are two PINs, they should be two separate parcels.  
 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that PINs are for the county and taxes and not for the local 

municipality and how the Village determines lots.  
 
 5.14 Mr. Robke said that his objection is with the language included in the ordinance. 

Can he abstain so that it doesn’t go as a negative vote?  
 
 5.15 Chairman Duffy said that there have to be four positive votes for a positive 

recommendation.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a lot separation variation 

to separate the ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 7,002.8 
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square feet in area at 1817 Elmwood Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-24.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F and the non-conforming lot variation standards of Section 17.5 
of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the common ownership 
of two 50-foot subdivided parcels, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty in 
redeveloping the vacant lot. This condition is based on the ownership of the property and 
is not actively caused by the owner. The difficulty is peculiar to the lot in question. The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with 
redevelopment that is economically viable. The applicant is unable to purchase property 
either from the east or the west to create a conforming situation. Approximately 93% of 
the properties within 500’ are non-conforming in lot area. Any new construction will be 
conforming and will have no negative impact to light and air on neighboring properties.  
Any new construction will be infill on the lots in a pattern consistent with the rest of the 
lots on the south side of Elmwood Avenue.  The neighborhood character thus will not be 
altered.   
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F and the non-conforming lot variation standards of 
Section 17.5 of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the fact that the owner or applicant can 
make more money by separating off lot 4 is not a reason to grant a variation. 
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8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a lot separation variation 
to separate the ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 7,002.8 square feet 
in area at 1817 Elmwood Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 



2017-Z-22 732 11th Street May 17, 2017 

1 
 

3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Abraham Kelly, landscape architect  
   The Arrow Shop 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a special use to expand the existing special 

use (townhouse) and a 6.33’ rear yard pergola setback variation. The Village Board 
will hear this case on June 13, 2017.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Kelly said he was hired by the applicants to replace their rear terrace and to put 

a pergola over the top. Originally, they were told that the setback was 40’ but when 
he received the paperwork he learned that the setback is 34’. They are not 
requesting as much as they originally thought they would need. They want the 
pergola because one of the applicants has a condition where he cannot be exposed 
to sunlight. For him to be outside they need a covered pergola.  

 
  The pergola conforms to height, FAR and impervious surface coverage 

requirements.  
 
 3.23 Mr. Boyer clarified that there was construction done in 1998 and this was 

conforming at that time.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it was conforming at that time but with new zoning ordinance, it 

is no longer conforming.  
 
 3.24 There were no additional questions from the Board.  
 
 3.25 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said this is a minor request. It is nicely designed. He has no issue with 

it, but he has no context as to whether there are other pergolas like this in the 
development.  

 
 5.2 Chairman Duffy said he didn’t see any other pergolas.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Boyer said that the request is minimal. It is a good addition to the property. All 

standards of review are met. There is no issue with impacting neighboring 
properties.  
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 5.4 Chairman Duffy said that the way the development is set up and this unit is notched 

back, it will not impact the adjacent neighbor to the south. To the north, there is a 
single-family home with dense trees and shrubbery. He can support this and the 
request is reasonable.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a special use to expand 

the existing special use (townhouse) and a 6.33’ rear yard pergola setback variation 
at 732 11th Street in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the 
use.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Boyer moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-22.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the special use standards of 
Section 5.3.E and the variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The 
request is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan. The proposed pergola will not be 
injurious to other property, impede normal and orderly development, or diminish property 
value.  The request will not impact the adequate provision of road access, utilities, and 
adequate ingress and egress. The request will be consistent with community character. 
There are no known archaeological, historical, or cultural resources that will be impacted 
by this request.  No other provisions of Article 12 apply. 
 
The physical conditions of the property, the siting of the townhouse on the lot, impose upon 
the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and 
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is due to the circumstances of the lot. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. 
The difficulty prevents the owner from making use of their outdoor space. The proposed 
variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The 
variation, if granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a special use to expand 
the existing special use (townhouse) and a 6.33’ rear yard pergola setback variation at 732 
11th Street in accordance with the plans submitted. The use shall run with the use. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Andrew Venamore, applicant 
   Mach 1 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 293.35 square foot (5.64%) total floor 

area variation to permit the construction of a new one-car detached garage on the 
legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on June 13, 
2017.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Venamore said that the owners plan to replace an existing decrepit one-car 

garage. The garage will be in approximately the same location as it currently is. 
The existing structure is 18’ deep, which is impractical. The goal of the project is 
to build a new and more usable garage.  

 
  The variation is for FAR which is related to lot size at 5,200 square feet and rather 

small. The house is not large but has some spaces that contribute to FAR including 
over 700 square feet in the attic, which is not usable or practical square footage. By 
replacing the structure, they hope to get to a depth that is more practical. They kept 
the 14’ width and made it a little deeper. Staff report indicates that the allowance 
for the garage changes based on its size so it is now 280 square feet. But they cannot 
get around the essential issue that the house is driving the FAR non-conformity. If 
the garage was to be rebuilt from scratch to a conforming situation, it would be 
limited to 120 square feet, which is not practical.  

 
  The garage currently has two small setbacks, one to the rear – west of 1.54’ and to 

the north, which is the interior side yard, of 1.35’. It is also nonconforming with 
regard to these two setbacks. The new garage will comply with setbacks. They will 
have 3’ setback from the rear and 3’ setback from the side yard.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked about the existing rear lot line setback.  
 
  Mr. Venamore said it is hard to read on the survey but it is 1.54’ and that will 

become 3’ from the side, which brings it forward about 1.5’.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy clarified that they are adding another 2’ to the garage.  
 
  Mr. Venamore said that the front yard setback drops down to 17’.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked if the garage would no longer line up with the adjacent 

garage.  
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  Mr. Venamore said that the two garages would no longer line up. He continued and 
said that the hardships are related to small lot size and the way the house is sited on 
the lot and the way that the FAR is calculated and the use of attic space is driving 
the request. They are replacing the current structure with something that is more 
practical.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy asked when the house was built.  
 
  Mr. Venamore said that the house was built in 1911.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Kolleng asked if the garage was currently used.  
 
  The applicant said they do not use the garage because it is too small. It currently 

serves as a shed.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Surman asked about the elevation of the new floors. Does it impact drainage 

around the property?  
 
  Mr. Venamore said existing slab height with an assumed benchmark is 101.51 and 

they are going up to 101.75. They are running down spouts.  
 
 3.29 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said that this is a case that shows the need for the variance process. The 

large attic is driving the FAR non-conformity. Even though they do get the bonus, 
it does not cover the total size of the attic. The request is reasonable and they are 
asking for a replacement of what they currently have. The additional square footage 
comes from needing to have a slightly deeper garage so they can still use their 
garage. All standards of review are met and he can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke agreed with the above and he can support the request.  
 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said this is straightforward. They are replacing existing and 

making it functional. They are complying with setbacks. He can support the request.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 293.35 square foot 

(5.64%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new one-car 
detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure at 500 Gregory Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
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   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-20.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the lot size and the 
house size, impose upon the owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not 
created by the owner and is due to the unique circumstances of the lot. The hardship is 
peculiar to the property in question and not generally shared by others. The hardship 
prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with a functional garage. 
The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air. The proposed 
garage is adjacent to the neighbor’s detached garage. The proposed garage also moves the 
garage to a conforming location, improving the situation. The variation, if granted, will not 
alter the essential character of the neighborhood.  

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 293.35 square foot 
(5.64%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new one-car detached 
garage on the legal non-conforming structure at 500 Gregory Avenue in accordance with 
the plans submitted. 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mark Miller, architect 
 
  3.12 Mr. Cary Kelly, owner 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 9.49’ front yard setback variation and a 

3.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition and a 3.84’ combined side yard deck setback variation, a 3.84’ 
combined side yard pergola setback variation, and a 0.96’ combined side yard stair 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new deck and pergola on the legal 
non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on June 13, 2017.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Miller said that they are adding a master bath adjacent to the master bedroom, 

a new deck and pergola so they can dine at kitchen height level and a mudroom. 
The deck and master bedroom will require a variance due to the home being on a 
substandard width lot. The lot is 40’ wide. If they had the extra 10’ some of the 
issues could be eliminated. They are in compliance with FAR and permeable 
surfaces. They are not asking for additional square footage. They are simply 
looking to do what is logical. There is a one-story office on the first floor and they 
want to build on top of that to get the master bath. They are staying within the 
home’s footprint. The footprint is not in compliance with the front yard setback or 
the combined side yard setback requirement.  

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy said that the architect addressed the combined side yard setback 

for the addition but he did not say why it was a hardship for the deck and pergola 
in the application.  

 
  Mr. Miller said that if they had the additional 10’ in lot width they would have more 

side yard to meet the side yard combined variance setback. The house is tight to the 
existing property lines so that is causing the issue with noncompliance of the 
combined side yard setback.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy said his issue was that there is a lot of room behind the house for 

the deck and pergola and that it does not have to be on the side.  
 
  Mr. Miller said that there is an existing egress to the basement that comes out of 

the rear elevation of the home so the deck would be covering that egress point, 
which did not seem like a good idea. A favorable solution would be on the east side 
as proposed.  
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 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked how much the deck expanded beyond the existing structure. 
The proposed deck sticks out further into the side yard than the office.  

 
  Mr. Miller said that the amount that it sticks out further is small – less than 24” but 

he does not have the exact number in front of him.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that the dimension looks larger on the drawing.  
 
  Mr. Miller said that decks can extend 2’ beyond the side yard setback.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that this deck has a pergola on it so that is bulk that comes 

into the side yard.  
 
  Mr. Miller said that the pergola is airy. Bulk is a strong word. It is not mass, it is 

sticks.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Robke asked where the stair was located that comes out of the basement.  
 
  Mr. Miller showed the location to the Board and showed a photo.  
 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked if that was the only access to the basement.  
 
  Mr. Miller said that there is an interior stair down to the basement. The exterior 

stair is not the only access to the basement. But it is the only access to get equipment 
in and out of the basement.  

 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy asked if there is a workshop in the basement.  
 
  Mr. Kelly said he has a workshop in the basement. He does not build cabinets but 

he does need to get items in and out of the basement. The deck that they have is 
decrepit and falling apart. They want to fix that.  

 
 3.31 Chairman Duffy said if they look at the east elevation, 1.8. To him it looks like a 

box on top of a box. When they look at the front of the house which is 1.7, it is a 
little bit softer of a look. It seems to not fit in with the house. Were there any 
additional attempts to soften it like adding a peak? 1.8 really shows what he is 
talking about.  

 
  Mr. Miller said that an earlier scheme had a gabled look to the structure. But it made 

interior usage of the bathroom not useful.  
 
  Mr. Kelly said that the neighbors to the east are at the meeting and they can speak 

if the Board wants to hear their thoughts on the proposal.  
 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy said that the addition is 8.5’ x 14.8’.  
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  Mr. Miller said that the addition matches what is below.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Surman asked if they had considered having the deck not quite as deep.  
 
  Mr. Miller said that there is not enough passage space if they have a dining space 

to get to the side entry of the house. They needed walkway and dining widths. 
That’s how they came up with the size.  

 
 3.34 Chairman Duffy said it looks like the widest part of the deck is 10’.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Surman said it is 10’10” deep.  
 
  Mr. Miller said that there is an existing dining room bay that cuts into that 

dimension.  
 
 3.36 Chairman Duffy asked what the width of the stairway opening that goes into the 

backyard.  
 
  Mr. Miller said it is about 7’. It is close to the dimension of the existing office.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider asked if the deck was permeable.  
 
  Mr. Miller said that rain can go through that and they don’t know what the surface 

is below – gravel or ground cover but it will allow rain to get back into the soil. It 
will not be solid.  

 
 3.38 Mr. Boyer asked if the lot was 50’ wide there would be no issues. It would be 

conforming? 
 
 3.39 Mr. Surman said that the dining table is more of a want than a need.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that what is giving them trouble is the existing west side yard 

setback. They have to make up the difference on the west side because they are 
short on the other side. The combined setback would be 12.5’ whether it is 40’ or 
50’ wide.  

 
 3.40 Discussion regarding setback if the house was centered then the setback would 

move further to the east, which would put it up to or close to the property line.   
 
 3.41 Mr. Boyer asked if the Board usually allowed for a 6’ deep front porch.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is the allowable encroachment.  
 
4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 
 4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
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  4.11 Mr. Jim Schmid 
   1611 Central Avenue 
 
 4.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 4.21 Mr. Schmid lives just to the east of the applicant. They want to extend the house a 

little to the east. They hardly look at their neighbor’s house and it’s fine if they want 
to extend the house a little to the east. He has plenty of side yard between his house 
and his lot line – maybe about 10’.  

 
  Chairman Duffy asked Mr. Schmid how long he has lived in his house.  
 
  Mr. Schmid has lived in his house since 1975. His house was built in 1926.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Schmid’s house is on a 50’ lot. At some point in time 

someone may say that Mr. Schmid’s house is ripe for development.  
 
  Mr. Schmid said that his house will be torn down at some point in time.  
 
  Chairman Duffy said that additions and encroachments would impact those 

building a new house.  
 
  Mr. Schmid said they have a driveway on the east side that could be eliminated to 

make more room for a new house. There is an alley behind him. Garbage pick-up 
is off the alley.  

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Boyer said he would like to hear what his colleagues must say. There are five 

requests and two are for the addition, which seemed reasonable due to home siting 
and lot width. The proposed addition is going over the existing footprint. The deck, 
although nice, there are issues. In looking at the size of the request, the request is 
causing the need for the variances. They are creating their own hardship by asking 
for such a large deck. For front porches, 6’ is allowed. This functions in the same 
sort of way. The request could be minimized. They must balance private property 
rights with the zoning code and what people can do with their home. It is a 
reasonable request in some ways but he is on the fence.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Kolleng said as it relates to the stair setback, it is only 1’ so that is very small. 

Do they need a 10’ wide deck? There might be a lack of a hardship. The neighbor 
spoke and had no issue and that moves him a little more that he could support the 
request. Regarding future development on the neighbor’s site, someone will have 
to replace the deck and pergola. They will have to come to the Board. He is okay 
with the request and will support it.  
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 5.3 Mr. Robke said that everyone is talking about the 10’ depth on the deck, which is 
not being caused by a hardship and is also being caused by a mud room. They chose 
to configure everything on the side when they could have gone to the rear. He 
understands the issue of the door going down the basement, but there is a lot of 
space to create a deck in the back. The current neighbors have no objection to the 
request. But in 15 years someone might take advantage of full development 
potential on the adjacent structure this becomes close and seems more like the city 
than the Village. He is troubled. He does not have a problem with the addition 
request but is concerned about the deck and the pergola. He worries about the 
impact in the future and is troubled by it.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Schneider asked Ms. Roberts why if the deck juts out 2’ beyond the east wall 

of the existing office and the bathroom on top, why is the setback variation almost 
the same given that it is 2’ further.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said they take the required combined setback for the house which is 

12.5’ and subtract 2.37’ which is the existing setback on the other side and then 
they take that 2’ encroachment that the deck is allowed to go. That gets them to a 
requirement of 8.13’.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Schneider asked if there was a patio and no pergola would there be an issue.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there would not be an issue. 
 
 5.6 Mr. Schneider asked how high a patio can be before it becomes a deck.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that patios are defined as being less than 1’ off the ground.  
 
 5.7 Mr. Schneider said that the pergola is an addition and is also a variation request. If 

the pergola were to stop 2’ west of the deck would that be a problem.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that they need 8.13’. 
 
  Chairman Duffy said that the pergola setback is 3.8’.  
 
 5.8 Mr. Schneider said that if it was a patio, 1’ or less above grade, and there was a 

pergola, the issue would be the pergola or 30 square feet. But because the patio is 
3’ above grade, it is a deck and there is a variation request. His view is that it is 
permeable and there is no water runoff issue. It is a minimal request to make the 
space more usable. The addition of the mud room is important to the home’s 
function. He can support this.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Surman has no problem with any of the variances except for the pergola. He is 

on the fence. If the request was being made and it was a front yard issue would the 
Board consider putting the deck this size in front of the house. Is that a want or a 
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need? They could maybe wrap a deck. He does not see the need to extend further 
out than the line of the house.  

 
 5.10 Mr. Robke referenced 8.32’ and there is an extension on the pergola that goes 

further into the side yard setback.  
 
 5.11 Mr. Surman said that it then is close to the neighbor.  
 
 5.12 Mr. Tritsis said that the second story addition makes sense. The pergola is a 

challenge for all reasons mentioned.  
 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that he has seen decks to accommodate an exterior entrance 

to the basement where the deck opens and there is a gate that opens and then you 
can put the deck back down and close it. They could ask for no variances and have 
the deck and pergola off the back and still accomplish the goal of having the deck 
and using it for eating. They could have a larger deck if they go off the back. Then 
they are not impacting the side yard. Regarding the addition, he thought it was kind 
of blocky but he does not have a problem with the setbacks. He thought that maybe 
he could live with the deck being in line with the addition. Then they lose 2.5’ to 
3’ of the deck, which makes it 7.5’ of width. Is that bad? It is wider than an allowed 
front porch.  

 
 5.14 Mr. Schneider asked if the deck was in line with the addition what would be the 

variance request.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it would be 1.49’ versus 3.8’.  
 
 5.15 Mr. Kolleng said that the Board should not get hung up on the pergola piece of the 

request because it is not a solid structure. It is open. If this was a cement slab there 
would not be an issue with the pergola. No one eats on their front porch and the 
proposal is off the kitchen and mud room so the location makes sense. Maybe the 
Board is overthinking this.  

 
 5.16 Mr. Tritsis said that the current neighbor supports the request and that is a strong 

statement. He is okay with the request.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 9.49’ front yard setback 

variation and a 3.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and a 3.84’ combined side yard deck 
setback variation, a 3.84’ combined side yard pergola setback variation, and a 0.96’ 
combined side yard stair setback variation to permit the construction of a new deck 
and pergola on the legal non-conforming structure at 1617 Central Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  
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  6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   Yes 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Mike Robke   No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   No 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
 

Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-21.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions, the lot width, 
the siting of the house on the lot, and the location of exterior basement stairs, impose upon 
the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and 
is due to unique circumstances. The difficulties are peculiar to the property in question and 
not generally shared by others. The difficulties prevent the owner from making reasonable 
use of the property with master bathroom addition and with a deck and pergola. The 
addition is above an existing first floor and the pergola is an open structure; neither will 
impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The variations if granted 
will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there is no 
hardship on the lot that is preventing the owners from doing a conforming deck and pergola. 
The owners are creating their own plight with the proposed size of the deck and pergola. It 
may be possible to construct a deck and pergola in a more conforming location and working 
around the exterior basement stair. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 9.49’ front yard setback 
variation and a 3.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition and a 3.84’ combined side yard deck setback variation, a 3.84’ 
combined side yard pergola setback variation, and a 0.96’ combined side yard stair setback 
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variation to permit the construction of a new deck and pergola on the legal non-conforming 
structure at 1617 Central Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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SUBJECT: 2017-TU-10 – 808 Linden Avenue St. Francis Xavier Parish Block Party 
  
MEETING DATE:  June 27, 2017      
 
FROM:   Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 

Approval of a temporary use for the St. Francis Xavier Parish Block Party to be held on Saturday, 
August 26, 2017 from 12:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. 
 
Background 
 
Section 13.6.C of the Zoning Ordinance authorizes the Village Board to issue a Temporary Use 
Permit for the outdoor event. 
 
Discussion 
 
The St. Francis Xavier Parish is requesting temporary use approval to hold a Block Party with 
live music, food, and alcohol on Saturday, August 26, 2017 from 12:00 p.m. to 9:00 p.m. Event 
set-up will begin on Saturday at 8:00 a.m. with clean up completed by 11:00 p.m. 
 
The event will take place in the parish parking lot at 808 Linden Avenue and in the school 
playfield and parking lot on Greenleaf Avenue. The event consists primarily of a musical festival 
with an anticipated attendance of 300-350 people. Food trucks will provide a variety of food 
items and non-alcoholic beverages. A beer and wine station will be located in the center of the 
main parking lot. Music will be played throughout the day beginning at 12:00 p.m. and ending 
at 9:00 p.m. A 40’ by 80’ tent is proposed.  The applicants have filed for a temporary liquor 
license and a temporary food service license.   
 
Because the playfield on Greenleaf Avenue will be used for arts and crafts, the applicant has 
requested a public demonstration permit to partially close the alley to through traffic. Moveable 
barriers will be installed at the alley at 9th Street and at the alley west of the two homes at 8th 
Street. 
 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/808+Linden+Ave,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0742575,-87.7022145,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fc54a62a58d2d:0x14ac656b1af70cbf!8m2!3d42.0742535!4d-87.7000258
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com
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The applicant has been notified that the sound must be limited to a reasonable level throughout 
the event. The applicant has further been advised that regardless of the times approved for the 
temporary use, if complaints about noise are received, the Police Department will ask that the 
music be turned off. 
 
The Village Board has previously approved this event from at least 2007 to 2013. In 2014, the 
event was approved administratively under new provisions in the Zoning Ordinance. In 2015, the 
event was reviewed by the Village Board because of a noise complaint received after the 2014 
event. In 2016, the event was reviewed and approved by the Village Board because the scope 
of the event had expanded. The event will need to be approved by the Village Board two more 
years in a row (2017 and 2018) before subsequent requests may be approved administratively 
provided there is no change in the scope of the event. 
 
Since the proposed activity will continue for five days or less, no notice of the temporary use 
request is required.   
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Application 
2. Letter 
3. Site Plan 

 
 













REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.6 
 

Page 1 of 2 

 

   
 

       

SUBJECT: Appointment of Special Zoning Committee  
Review of Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance 

 
MEETING DATE:  June 27, 2017 
 
FROM: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 

 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 

Appoint the Appearance Review Commission sitting as a Special Zoning Committee to review 
Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance regulations. 
 
Background 
 
In 1982 the Village Board approved an ordinance creating a Local Sign Ordinance (LSO) for 
the Westlake Plaza Shopping Center.  This ordinance was specific to the size, location, type 
and color of all signs in the shopping center.  It was most recently amended in 2013 when the 
shopping center was remodeled. 
 
Local Sign Ordinances allow the Village to approve a specific set of standards for a unified 
development which are binding on all the tenants in the development. Because the standards 
have already been recommended by the Appearance Review Commission, staff may issue a 
sign permit to the applicant without having to wait for a formal review by the Appearance 
Review Commission. This saves time for both the applicant and the Village and new 
businesses are able to receive expedited permits. 
 
Discussion 
 
The owner of Westlake Plaza, Westport Capital, has requested the Village amend the local 
sign ordinance to permit multi-tenant ground signs identifying the businesses in the shopping 
center.  They feel the signage will provide greater identification of their tenants.  Two ground 
signs are proposed which would list the businesses located on their respective sides of the 
shopping center. 
 
The Appearance Review Commission has historically reviewed text amendments to local sign 
ordinances. 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:sivertsenl@wilmette.com
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Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 



REPORT TO THE  
BOARD OF TRUSTEES FROM THE 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
  
Recommendation: The Historic Preservation Commission recommends 

granting a Certificate of Appropriateness for the 
demolition of a detached garage and construction of 
a new attached garage, a dormer addition, the 
demolition of side and rear porches for new 
construction of a wraparound open porch, and 
selective window and door replacement. 

 
Case Number:   2017-HPC-02 
 
Property:    301 Sheridan Road 
 
Historic Name:   The Alexander McDaniel House 
 
Applicant:    Erich Wefing, Wefing Design Studio 
 
Request:    The granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness for 

the demolition of a detached garage and construction 
of a new attached garage, a dormer addition, the 
demolition of side and rear porches for new 
construction of a wraparound open porch, and 
selective window and door replacement. 

 
Hearing Date:    June 7, 2017 
      
Date of Application:   April 26, 2017 
 
Vote by HPC: Chairman Hutchinson Yes 
 Commissioner FitzGerald Not Present 
 Commissioner Furniss Yes 
 Commissioner Ghaemi Not Present 
 Commissioner Glass  Yes 
 Commissioner St. Peter  Yes 
  Commissioner Vitu Yes 
 
Notices mailed to:   Village President and Trustees of the Village Board 
     Village Manager 
     Members of the Historic Preservation Commission 
     Wilmette Historical Society 
     Petitioner      
     All Adjacent Property Owners 
             
Report Prepared By:   Erika Block, Planner I 

3.7 
6-27-17 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 
COMMISSION 
 
History of Designation   
At a public hearing on January 11, 2000, the Village Board of Trustees approved the 
recommendation by the Wilmette Historic Preservation Commission that the Alexander 
McDaniel House at 301 Sheridan Road be designated a local landmark.  The Alexander 
McDaniel House was nominated as a local landmark under category 4: Link with Significant 
Person: Identification with a person or persons who significantly contributed to the culture or 
development of Wilmette.   
 
Historical Background 
The Alexander McDaniel House is significant because of its identification with a prominent 
citizen who contributed to Wilmette’s culture and development.  Alexander McDaniel was 
one of the earliest settlers of Wilmette and he platted much of what is now Wilmette when the 
Ouilmette Reservation was sold.  Alexander McDaniel also served at the Village’s first Post 
Master and the first Treasurer. 
 
McDaniel first came to the Chicago area in 1836 at 21 years old.  He owned the lot at Hill 
(now Maple) and Sheridan in 1858. When Wilmette was platted in 1869, McDaniel built a 
home at the southeast corner of Central and Wilmette where he lived the remainder of his life.   
 
In 1869, McDaniel formed a land syndicate with Henry A. Dingee, Simon V. Kline, John G. 
Westerfield and Judge Henry Blodgett.  They worked to bring a regular train stop to the 
unorganized village on the Chicago and Milwaukee Railroad and to promote the area to 
settlers.  McDaniel was also active in the group that collected money for the building of the 
brick train depot that has since been moved to 1135 Wilmette Avenue.  In 1870, McDaniel 
became the first post master for the area. On August 15, 1872 an election was held at the depot 
that called for the creation of the Village.  Later that same year McDaniel was elected to the 
position of Village Treasurer.   
 
McDaniel was active in the real estate business and served as postmaster for 19 years, and as 
Village Trustee from 1872 to 1875.  McDaniel died on October 11, 1898 and is buried in 
Rosehill Cemetery in Chicago, along with his wife and their children.   
 
Architectural Background 
The oral history reports that McDaniel owned land at Hill and Sheridan and lived there, but 
the description of the home is absent from the story.  In 1869, McDaniel built a home at the 
southeast corner of Central and Wilmette where he lived the remainder of his life.  The home 
at Central and Wilmette is featured in the book, Wilmette: A History, written by George D. 
Bushnell which profiles the life of Alexander McDaniel and his role in the development of 
Wilmette.  There is no mention of the house at Hill street and Sheridan Road and its 
architectural style in the in the book, nor are there photographs of the original home.  There is 
a photograph of the home with the original barn that is from a glass plate slide with no date 
but guessed to be taken before 1944. 
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The Alexander McDaniel House is named after its owner of the land.  The date of construction 
of the home, the architect and builder, and homeowner are unknown.  
 
The home was built in the popular Queen Anne style of architecture poplar from 1880 to 1910.  
The Queen Anne style is defined as the most popular residential building style in American 
for the last two decades of the 19th century with an eclectic mix of design elements that 
typically include a steeply pitched, irregularly shaped roof, a dominant front-facing gable, 
bay windows and an asymmetrical façade with a porch that wraps around one side or the 
other.1   
 
The home has a hipped roof with two lower cross gables, one front-facing and one side facing, 
both asymmetrically placed on their respective facades.  The tower is placed at one corner of 
the front faced.  There are cutaway bay windows, a full-width one-story high porch on the 
front and side walls of the home.  This Queen Anne style home exemplifies the style with 
distinctive characteristics which include roof cresting, finials, bay window ornamental 
designs, cornice-line dentils, Palladian windows, large panes of glass windows and patterned 
wood shingles over the bay window.  There are matching Palladian windows on the front and 
rear gables.   
 
An early photograph of the Alexander McDaniel house shows a large home with all sides 
of the façade visible from both Maple and Sheridan.  There is a large detached two-story, 
garage with cupola, roof cresting, double hung windows, timber banding on the second 
floor façade and a brick chimney.   
 
The porch has round columns and a railing with simple spindles.  The decorative half-
timbered ornamental panels on the turreted bay window on the first and third floor and the 
second story bay window were removed and covered with siding. All of the roof cresting was 
removed when the roof was replaced.  The Palladian window on the rear façade was replaced, 
date unknown.  Additional changes to the facades include the removal and replacement 
include delicate spindlework porch supports side porch spindlework and trim matches the 
front porch, removal of the half-timbering, removal of the roof cresting, and porch brackets. 
 
Despite the unknowns, the Alexander McDaniel home as it exists today is a high-style 
landmark.  
 
Description of Proposed Alterations 
The proposed scope of the project includes the demolition of an existing detached garage 
and construction of a new attached garage, a dormer addition, the demolition of a side 
porch, demolition of a rear, two-story porch, new construction of a wraparound open porch 
from side to rear yard, and selective window and door replacement on side and rear facades. 
 
The architect states that the new porch will be consistent in detailing with the existing porch 
on the front, east side of the house facing Sheridan Road.  The proposed porch depth will 

                                                 
1 McAlester, Virginia & Lee.  A Field Guide to American Houses. NY: Alfred A. Knopf, 
1996. 
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be (10’-6”).  The architect states that the garage addition will be on the rear of the house 
facing the alley to the west.  The architect states that the garage addition will have a similar 
gable to the west facing gable of the existing house with barn doors visible from the 
east/Sheridan Road.  The proposed garage addition is (600 square feet).   
 
The architect states that the garage addition has a separate and distinct roof from the 
existing house but also complements the gable on the west façade.  The architect says that 
the garage addition could be removed and the house returned to its current configuration. 
 
The architect states that the existing window and door on the south side will be removed.  
The architect shows the door and window will be reused just swapping locations in the 
existing frame and that the openings are the same width so no new headers will be 
necessary.  The architect states there will be new construction of a dormer on the north side 
of the house and replacement of a door on the second floor (west side) with a new Palladian 
window that will return the window pattern it to its original configuration.   
 
Summary list of work proposed by the architect: 

• Demolition of detached garage  
• Demolition of side porch and stairs 
• Demolition of rear, two-story porch and stairs 
• New attached garage, 600 square feet (north and west sides) 
• New dormer (north side) 
• Window replacement on rear of house (west side) 
• Window and door replacement  (south side) 

 
The architect states that all elements with architectural significance are remaining and 
existing detailing is being respected and the new porches are created with this detailing in 
mind. Likewise, the architect says that any cleaning of historical elements will be done 
with care. 
 
Action Required by the Commission 
The Historic Preservation Commission can make a recommendation to the Village Board to 
grant or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolition of a detached garage and 
construction of a new attached garage, a dormer addition, the demolition of side and rear 
porches for new construction of a wraparound open porch, and selective window and door 
replacement to the local landmark provided they find the proposed scope of work meets the 
Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the standards set forth in the Wilmette 
Historic Preservation Ordinance.  The Secretary of Interior’s guidelines provide property 
owners the freedom to return a property to a state of utility, through repair or alteration, which 
makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those portions and features of 
the property which are significant to its historic, architectural and cultural values.   
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INDEX TO DOCUMENTS 

 Doc. No. Documents 
 Location Maps and Plans 
 

1.0 Plat of Survey for 301 Sheridan 
 1.1 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.2 Sanborn Fire Map 

1.3  Proposed Plans and Elevations 
1.4  Project Statement from Architect 
  

 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
   

2.0  Application for Additions or Alterations to Local Landmarks 
2.1 Notice as published in the Wilmette Beacon, May 18, 2017 
2.2  Posting Notice Affidavit dated April 17, 2017 
2.3 Ordinance 2004-O-27 for Landmark Designation of 301 Sheridan 
2.4 Historic Preservation Commission Ordinance 2005-O-123 
2.5 Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter Landmarks 
2.6   The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation  
2.7  Emails from Resident Re: Neighbor Notice 
 

 Photography 
 
 3.0  Photos of 301 Sheridan, Alexander McDaniel House  

 Building Permit History 
  
 4.0  Summary of Permits Issued for 301 Sheridan  
 4.1  Porch Permit issued in 1990 

 Minutes of the Historic Preservation Commission 
 
 5.0  June 7, 2017 







































 

 
 
Project:  The Alexander McDaniel House, 310 Sheridan Road 
 
Please find below responses to each of the criteria of rehabilitation for the above referenced project.   
 
We have highlighted the responses in blue. 
 
The Standards for Rehabilitation are as follows: 
 

1. Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property which requires 
minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a property for its 
originally intended purpose. 
Response: The use of the property will not be changed and will remain a single-family residence.  

 
2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its environment 

shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive architectural 
features shall be avoided when possible. 
Response: All of the architecturally significant features are being maintained and the additions are 
respectful of that architecture.  The demolished portions of the home are the elements that do not 
respect the existing architecture and are not consistent with the historic qualities of the house.  

 
3. All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time.  Alterations that 

have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 
Response: The modifications to the existing structure return the west façade to its original 
configuration.  The door that walks out on the screen porch roof is returned to a window.  The porch 
additions are consistent with the detailing of the existing front porch.  The garage addition is a distinct 
structure that is respectful of the existing house. 

 
4. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 

development of a building, structure, or site and its environment.  These changes may have acquired 
significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 
Response: All elements with architectural significance are remaining.  The screen porch and second 
floor walk out do not have significant architectural value.  

 
5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a building, 

structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 
Response: Existing detailing is being respected and the new porches are created with this detailing in 
mind. 

 
6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever possible.  In the 

event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in position, 
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities.  Repair or replacement of missing architectural 
features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or 
pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural 
elements from other buildings or structures. 
Response: The second floor west façade is being restored to its original configuration with the aid of 
historical photos.  The screen porch is being replaced with a porch that is more consistent with the 
historical precedent.  

 
7. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible.  Sandblasting 

and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken. 



 

Response: Any cleaning of historical elements will be done with care. 
 

8. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources affected by, or 
adjacent to any project. 
Response: If any archeological elements are found they will be dealt with sensitively. 

 
9. Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be discouraged 

when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, architectural or cultural 
material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material and character of the 
property, neighborhood or environment. 
Response: The garage addition has a separate and distinct roof from the existing house but also 
complements the gable on the west façade.  

 
10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner that if 

such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the 
structure would be unimpaired. 
Response: The garage addition could be removed and the house returned to its current configuration. 
 



VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 
LOCALLY DESIGNATED HISTORIC LANDMARKS 

Application for Additions or Alterations 
 
 
Property Address ___________________________________________________ 
 
Historic Name of Property ___________________________________________ 
 
Common Name ____________________________________________________ 
 
Property Owner  
Name                ______________________________________________________  
Address             ______________________________________________________ 
                ______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________     ___________________ 
   (home)    (work) 
 
Architect  
Name                ______________________________________________________  
Address             ______________________________________________________ 
                ______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________      
   (work)  
 
Developer/Contractor    
Name                ______________________________________________________  
Address             ______________________________________________________ 
                ______________________________________________________ 
Phone Number __________________      
   (work)  
 
Please identify all applications (building permit, zoning variations, etc.) 
pending before the Village of Wilmette.  
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
 

301 Sheridan Road

McDaniel House

Dan and Tiffany Neely
Same as above

(415) 794-1311

Wefing Design Studio, Erich Wefing
133 North Jefferson Street, Suite 600
Chicago, IL 60661
847 636-6983

Not Determined At This TIme

No variations necessary



Please discuss how the proposed additions or alterations comply with the 
Secretary of the Interior’s Guidelines for Rehabilitation (where applicable). 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
__________________________________________________________________
__________________________________________________________________ 
 
Provide the following information to the Commission: 
 

  Detailed plans of the alterations or additions drawn to scale.  Please include 
elevations. 

 Sample board of all materials to be used including paint chips for any 
proposed color changes and shingle samples. 

 Product literature and specifications of new fixtures including doors and 
windows. 

 
Please be prepared to discuss the following topics: 
 
  Proposed Additions:  materials, size, color, scale 
  Alterations:  if elements are to be removed, indicate product substitution.   
  Do plans include the restoration of missing historic elements? 

 If the existing structure or elements are to be cleaned, indicate the method 
and product. 
 If repainting, indicate method, material, and intention to match original 
color and texture. 
 Discuss treatment of fenestration:  doors, entranceways, windows, porches. 

 
  
 
 

The existing screen porch that was an additional to the historic 
structure is being demolished and replaced with a more appropriate 
porch.  The garage which does not have any historic significance is 
being relocated and integrated into the architecture of the main 
house.  This provided more green space for gardening in the back of 
the home and it places the garage in a place that is not visible from 
either Sheridan or Maple.

Materials to match existing

Windows to match existing



























Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter or Demolish Landmarks 
 

3.1 Commission and Commission Member Responsibility: Prior to engaging in review 
of applications to alter or demolish designated landmarks (“applications”), the 
Commission shall, in each case, advise the applicants and owners that the Village of 
Wilmette and the Commission shall not, by reviewing such applications, assume any 
liability for its comments, suggestions, or recommendation, or for the completeness 
or quality of the work of any contractor or the safety of contractor methods, means 
of operations, or the safety of conditions on the work site, or for any act or 
omission by any contractor, subcontractor, materials supplier or worker. 

 
 3.2 Submission of Applications: Prior to alteration or demolition of a Landmark, an 

application must be submitted to the Commission in the form required by the 
Commission. 

 
 3.3 Hearings on Applications: Within 30 days of receiving a completed application, the 

Commission shall announce a public hearing on the application, which hearing shall 
be held within a reasonable time.  At that time, the Preservation Commission will 
review the application to determine its compliance with the guidelines set forth in 
Appendix C. 

 
 
 3.4 Notice of Hearings on Applications to Alter or Demolish: At least fifteen 

days in advance of commencing a hearing on an application, the Commission shall 
post a public notice of the hearing and shall deliver a written notice of the hearing to 
the applicant, the owner, the Village Board, the Village Manager, the Wilmette 
Historical Society, and any persons who have informed the Commission in writing 
that they have an interest in the application. 

 
 3.5 Testimony: 
  a. Any interested person may submit testimony or other evidence to the 

Commission by oral testimony at a hearing or by submitting written 
comments. 

  b. Persons wishing to testify at the hearing on an application should notify the 
Commission of that fact by no later than two business days before the 
hearing.  The Commission may, in its discretion, have more than one 
session of a hearing on an application. 

  c. The record may be kept open for at least five days after the conclusion of a 
hearing on an application to permit any interested person to submit 
additional written comments. 

 
 3.6 Report and Recommendation on Report on Applications: After the hearing, the 

Commission shall prepare a Report and Recommendation that shall include: 
 
  a. Identification of the building, structure, or place; 
  b. Name and address of the applicant and owner; 



c. Record of compliance with the requirements of these rules regarding notice 
and hearings; 

  d. Summary of the applicant's position; 
  e. Summary of the Record; 
  f. The Commission's recommendation on the application; and 
  g. Date and record of the Commission's vote. 
 
  A copy of a Report and Recommendation on an application shall be delivered to the 

Village Board and the Village Manager and mailed to the applicant, the owner, and 
the Wilmette Historical Society. 

 
 3.7 Presentation of Report and Recommendation: One or more representatives of the 

Commission shall attend the Village Board meeting where the Commission's Report 
and Recommendation on an application is presented for the purpose of answering 
or providing other information. 

 
Additional Procedures: In addition to these procedures, the Commission may undertake such 
further actions as it sees fit in connection with recommendations relating to applications 



 

Guidelines for Alterations and Additions  
Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation 

 
The following Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation shall be used by the Wilmette Historic 
Preservation Commission when determining if an application for a building permit to alter a Wilmette Local 
Landmark merits approval.  These guidelines provide property owners the freedom to return a property to a state of 
utility, through repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those 
portions and features of the property which are significant to its historic, architectural, and cultural values. 
 
The Standards for Rehabilitation are as follows: 
 

1. Every reasonable effort shall be made to provide a compatible use for a property which requires 
minimal alteration of the building, structure, or site and its environment, or to use a property for its 
originally intended purpose. 

 
2. The distinguishing original qualities or character of a building, structure, or site and its environment 

shall not be destroyed.  The removal or alteration of any historic material or distinctive architectural 
features shall be avoided when possible. 

 
3. All buildings, structures, and sites shall be recognized as products of their own time.  Alterations that 

have no historical basis and which seek to create an earlier appearance shall be discouraged. 
 

4. Changes which may have taken place in the course of time are evidence of the history and 
development of a building, structure, or site and its environment.  These changes may have acquired 
significance in their own right, and this significance shall be recognized and respected. 

 
5. Distinctive stylistic features or examples of skilled craftsmanship which characterize a building, 

structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 
 

6. Deteriorated architectural features shall be repaired rather than replaced, wherever possible.  In the 
event replacement is necessary, the new material should match the material being replaced in position, 
design, color, texture, and other visual qualities.  Repair or replacement of missing architectural 
features should be based on accurate duplications of features, substantiated by historic, physical, or 
pictorial evidence rather than on conjectural designs or the availability of different architectural 
elements from other buildings or structures. 

 
7. The surface cleaning of structures shall be undertaken with the gentlest means possible.  Sandblasting 

and other cleaning methods that will damage the historic building materials shall not be undertaken. 
 

8. Every reasonable effort shall be made to protect and preserve archeological resources affected by, or 
adjacent to any project. 

 
9. Contemporary design for alterations and additions to existing properties shall not be discouraged 

when such alterations and additions do not destroy significant historical, architectural or cultural 
material, and such design is compatible with the size, scale, color, material and character of the 
property, neighborhood or environment. 

 
10. Wherever possible, new additions or alterations to structures shall be done in such a manner that if 

such additions or alterations were to be removed in the future, the essential form and integrity of the 
structure would be unimpaired. 





























Approved Minutes on June 21, 2017 

1 

V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 7, 2016 

7:00 P.M. 
VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 
Members Present: Bob Furniss 

Melanie Glass  
Charles Hutchinson 
Michael St. Peter 
Joseph Vitu 

Staff Present: Erika Block, Planner I 
Rachael B. Randolph, Zoning Review Planner 

Guest: Dan and Tiffany Neely 
Erich Wefing, Wefing Design Studios 

I.       CALL TO ORDER 
Mrs. Block called the meeting to order at 7:11 p.m.  

II. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM MAY 3, 2016
The meeting minutes from May 3, 2017 were approved.  Motion by Chairman Hutchinson,
seconded by Commissioner Furniss and approved unanimously.

III. CHAIR’S REPORT
No Chair Report was discussed.

IV. STAFF REPORT
Ms. Block reported that a map with local landmarks will be going up on the website.
There will be a story map and if you hover over the addresses a picture of the home will
appear and that should go up on the site this summer.  There will also be a link to this
map from the HPC page.

V. LOCAL LANDMARK UPDATE
Ms. Block reported that the sale of 1134 Elmwood, the Gage House was finalized.  There
has been no contact with the new owners.

The John Stut House, 1136 Sheridan Road, is also for sale and has a contract pending.

5.0
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VI. SIGNIFICANT STRUCTURES REPORT 
802 Lake is for sale.  The owner had previously contacted Ms. Block about land marking 
the home, but the children of the homeowners did not support this.  It is now for sale and 
is being marketed as a teardown.   
 
930 Lake, a home designed by Marion Gutnayer, has applied for a permit for an addition 
off of the rear of the home. 
 
1635 Lake is also in for a permit for a two-story addition. 
 

VII. REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 2017-HPC-02, 301 
SHERIDAN ROAD, THE ALEXANDER MCDANIEL HOUSE 
Ms. Block introduced Mr. and Ms. Neely the homeowners of 301 Sheridan Road.  Mr. 
Neely stated that he wanted to discuss three things in regards to their project: how they got 
where they are today, how they came up with what they want to do with the house and then 
the specifics.  They previous lived in Madison, WI.  They did a major 
restoration/renovation of their home there.  As part of the project they wanted to restore 
the house, but also make it into a house that they wanted to live in.  They had also gone 
through a review process in Madison as part of that work and after it was completed they 
won a preservation award for their restoration.   
 
When they found 301 Sheridan they fell in love with it and hope to live there the rest of 
their lives.  They have lived there for a number of years and then they began to think of 
how they will continue to live there.  They have three adopted children and ageing parents 
who like to spend time with them.  Getting into the house is a challenge for their parents 
and so that is something that they had to think about 
 
They had first considered building ramps around the house.  Then they started to think 
about alternatives and also started working with Erich Wefing on some ideas for restoration 
work around the house and the idea of an attached garage that would allow them to drive 
their parents into the house.  That is one of the major changes presented here.  This new 
garage would be largely non-visible from the street.  The current garage is seen by everyone 
on Maple as is a two-story porch that was added on the back of the house.  Both of these 
added features will be removed.  They plan to add a wraparound porch to the back of the 
house in addition to the new garage. 
 
They will be making some changes to the inside of the house as well.  It is very much still 
set up as if there were servants in the house.  The kitchen is small and in the back of the 
house.  They plan to move the kitchen to where the dining room is and the dining room to 
where one of the living rooms is to accommodate the spaces they need.  They now think 
that we have a plan that solves the livability problems of the house: how to make the house 
more easily accessible for their parents and how to make the space more livable for the 
whole family.  Additionally, they wanted to ensure that any changes made could be 
reversed by someone living there next if so desired. 
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Ms. Neely spoke about how they tried to make the garage look as if it were detached from 
the house if you were just walking by.  The garage will be largely hidden by vegetation 
from the front of the house and will not be visible from Maple. 
 
Mr. Neely spoke about some of the interior changes and also the eventual restoration of 
some of the original exterior features that they hoped to make. 
 
Commissioner St. Peter brought up the fact that the Commission had received some 
negative feedback about the attached garage.  He asked them to describe how the design of 
the garage would be consistent with the original structure. 
 
Mr. Neely described the high pitched roofs that are seen on Victorian homes and that the 
roof of the proposed garage will match that of the house.  Similar windows will also be 
used.   If you are in the front of the house there is another part of the house that projects 
out in front of the garage that will cover the addition partially.  From the side of the house 
on Maple you will not see the garage at all.  One of the goals was to construct it so that it 
could also be removed in the future. 
 
Commissioner Furniss spoke about the original garage and what a loss it was but that the 
current garage has no historic value and its removal is not a loss.  The other issue is the 
porch.  He was not concerned about the removal of the rear porch.  The garage being 
attached was concerning.  Both letters that the Commission received brought up concerns 
with the garage being visible from the front.  Mr. Neely explained that the existing foliage 
will completely hide the new garage.  Also there is an existing projection that will partially 
cover the addition.   
 
Ms. Block did speak to a neighbor who did write in an objection to the garage addition.  
The neighbor felt that an attached garage denotes a new construction – this will indicate to 
a passerby that this is a new home and not a historic home. 
 
Chairman Hutchinson did not agree with that assessment as one could hardly see the 
garage.  He agreed with what she was saying about attached garages usually meaning new 
construction, but it does not apply in this case.  This garage will be on the side.  Chairman 
Hutchinson then asked some of the future restoration – in regards to front porch and the 
roof detailing.  Mr. Neely is still working on how to replicate these details and this work is 
certainly a goal.  It is not part of the plan at this time, however. 
 
Chairman Hutchinson then asked about the “barn door” on the garage and why have doors 
on both sides of the garage?  Mr. Neely replied that this would allow them access to both 
sides of the house.  Both doors could be opened and they would be able to access through.  
This is more for utility than anything else.  The front is a regular garage door and on the 
back would be more of a “barn door”. 
 
Chairman Hutchinson then asked about the kitchen remodel, specifically about the moving 
of the side porch door and window.  Mr. Neely explained that in that room that there are 
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three windows and a door.  Their plan is to reuse the existing window and the existing door 
– just the order of the doors and windows will be changed. 
 
Commissioner Glass then asked about seeing a proposed elevation of the front of the house 
with the addition.  Ms. Block pointed out that this was in the supplemental packet.   
 
Commissioner St. Peter stated that as a response to the concerns from the public that the 
Secretary of Interiors Standards of the Review should be applied.  He felt that the Standards 
have been met – nothing historically significant is being altered and the responses from the 
homeowners have shown how nothing original is being altered.  He then moved for a vote 
on this project.  Chairman Hutchinson seconded and Ms. Block restated the request:  The 
granting of a Certificate of Appropriateness for the demolition of a detached garage and 
construction of a new attached garage, a dormer addition, the demolition of a side and rear 
porch for the new construction of a wraparound open porch and selective window and door 
replacement.  All voted in favor of the motion. There were no nays or abstentions.  
 

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS/NEW BUSINESS 
 
Ms. Block then introduced Ms. Randolph who will be taking over as staff liaison to the 
commission as she is leaving the Village to stay at home with her new daughter.  Ms. 
Randolph explained that she had previously been the staff liaison to the HPC and is looking 
forward to doing so again.   
 
Ms. Block brought up the deteriorated condition of the Wilmette North District signs as a 
potential project as well as restarting the preservation awards. 
 
Chairman Hutchinson would like to recognize our older homes and thank the owners for 
being stewards.  He would specifically like to look at doing something for the midcentury 
modern homes. 
 
Commissioner Furniss recognized Ms. Block for all of her hard work and dedication.  All 
of the commissioners agreed and stated how much she will be missed.  The best of luck 
was wished for her future. 
 

IX. UPCOMING PRESERVATION MEETINGS/OTHER BUSINESS 
The Landmarks Illinois annual meeting will be held on Thursday, June 29, 2017 in 
Ravenswood.  The National Trust for Historic Preservation Conference will be held in 
Chicago in November 14-17, 2017 at the Palmer House Hotel. 
 

X. ADJOURNMENT 
Motion to adjourn at 8:13 p.m. by Commissioner Furniss and seconded by Commissioner 
St. Peter and approved unanimously.   

 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Rachael B. Randolph 



REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

PLAN COMMISSION 

Recommendation: The Plan Commission recommends granting a request for tentative 
plat approval of a two-lot subdivision at 511 & 515 Pinecrest Lane 
in accordance with the plat, with the condition that the existing 
houses be removed prior to the final plat being recorded. 

Case Number: 2017-P-02 

Property: 511 & 515 Pinecrest Lane 

Zoning District: R1-A, Single Family Detached Residence 

Applicant: Michael Swain 

Nature of Application: Request for tentative plat approval for a two-lot subdivision 

Section of Code: Chapter 15, Planning and Platting 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 8.3 

Hearing Date: June 6, 2017 

Date of Application: April 12, 2017 

Plan Commission Vote: Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
Michael Bailey Yes 
Homa Ghaemi Yes 
Christine Norrick  Yes 
Steven Schwab Yes 
Jeffrey Head  Absent 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, May 16, 2017.  Notice 
of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon May 18, 2017.  
Posted on the property, May 22, 2017. Affidavit of compliance 
with notice requirements dated May 23, 2017. 

3.8
6-27-17

https://www.google.com/maps/place/511+Pinecrest+Ln,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.0741928,-87.7298825,841m/data=!3m1!1e3!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fc57298271de3:0xd0316002bbb3b81e!8m2!3d42.0741928!4d-87.7276938
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Report Prepared By:   John Adler, Director of Community Development 
 
Report Approved and  
Submitted By: Chairman Maria Choca Urban 
 
 

    6-20-2017 
 _____________________________________________ 
 Chairman Maria Choca Urban  Date 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE PLAN COMMISSION 
  

Description of Property 
 

The Subject Property is located on the west side of Pinecrest Lane approximately 417’ 
south of Washington Avenue. The property consists of two parcels each improved with 
single-family homes. The southernmost lot (511 Pinecrest) measures 50’ wide by 135’ 
deep and is 6,750 square feet in area. The northernmost parcel (515 Pinecrest) measures 
100’ wide by 135’ deep and is 13,500 square feet in area.  

 
The Subject Property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-A, Single Family Detached 
Residence and improved with single-family homes. 511 Pinecrest is nonconforming in 
width and area as it does not meet the 60’ minimum lot width requirement and the 
minimum 8,400 square foot lot area requirement of the R1-A district. 

 
 Subdivision Request 
 

The petitioner is seeking to subdivide two existing parcels, 511 and 515 Pinecrest Lane, into 
two new lots.  The parcels are proposed to be re-subdivided from one conforming and one 
nonconforming lot into two conforming lots measuring 75’ wide by 135’ deep and an area 
of 10,125 square feet each. The Village Code requires Plan Commission review and Village 
Board approval of a plat of subdivision. 
 

 The zoning will remain R1-A, Single Family Detached Residence and the existing 
structures will be removed and two new homes will be built if the subdivision is approved.  
Section 8.3 of the Zoning Ordinance requires lots in the R1-A District to have a minimum 
lot size of 8,400 square feet and a lot width of 60'.  The proposed lots conform to the lot 
area and lot width requirements. 

 
 

R1-A District Lot Requirements 
 
     Minimum  Proposed  Proposed 
     Requirement  Lot 1   Lot 2 
 
  Lot Width  60'   75'   75' 
 
  Lot Area  8,400 s.f.  10,125 s.f.  10,125 s.f. 
 
 
 
 Subdivision Code, Chapter 15 of the Village Code 
 
 Chapter 15, Planning and Platting contains the subdivision regulations and sets forth the 

plat requirements. 
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 Chapter 15-2.3(d) requires lots to be "consistent with the density and the existing pattern of 

development in the surrounding neighborhood.  For the purpose of this Section, 
"neighborhood" shall mean that area delineated in the Neighborhood Area Map, 
incorporated by reference in this Section as if fully set forth herein, within which the 
property proposed to be subdivided is located.  "Neighborhood Map" means the 
Neighborhood Area Map approved by the Board of Trustees as well as any amendments 
adopted thereto."  "Each lot in a proposed subdivision or resubdivision in a residential 
zoning district shall be substantially rectangular in shape, unless the contours of an adjacent 
street or previously established lot render such shape impractical.  A lot whose relationship 
to one or more adjacent lots is such as to form an "L" shape is considered inconsistent with 
the foregoing requirement and shall not be included in any residential subdivision or 
resubdivision."  A copy of the Neighborhood Area Map for the subject property is attached 
as Document Number 1.5.   

  
 If the tentative approval is granted the applicant will be required to obtain engineering 

approval of the Final Plat before seeking final approval from the Village Board. 
 
 Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
 Section 8.3 references Table 8-3 which establishes a minimum lot area of 8,400 square feet, 

a minimum lot width of 60’, and the setback provisions for lots in the R1-A, Single Family 
Detached Residence District.  

 
 Action Required 
 
 Approval of this request entails a recommendation to grant tentative plat approval for the 

proposed two-lot subdivision of the property located at 511 & 515 Pinecrest Lane, in 
conformance with plans submitted, with the condition that the existing houses be removed 
prior to the final plat being recorded. 

 
 (After the vote on the request) 
 Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Plan 

Commission for case number 2017-P-02. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 Location Maps and Plans 
 
  1.0 Aerial Map 
  1.1 Sidwell Tax Map 
  1.2 Zoning Map 
  1.3 Plat of Survey 511 Pinecrest Lane 
  1.4 Plat of Survey 515 Pinecrest Lane 
  1.5 Proposed Plat of Subdivision 
  1.6 Neighborhood Area Map 
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 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
  2.0 Completed application form dated April 12, 2017 
  2.1 Letter of Application dated May 11, 2017 
  2.2 Proof of ownership 
  2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, May 

16, 2017 
  2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

May 18, 2017 
  2.5 Certificate of publication 
  2.6 Certificate of posting, dated May 22, 2017 
  2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, May 23, 2017 
  2.8 Email from Rich Fisher, 501 Pinecrest Lane, dated May 24, 

2017 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 

3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
3.11 Mr. Michael Swain, 2045 Highland Avenue, Wilmette 

           
 3.2 Summary of comments 

 
3.21 Mr. Adler said the request is for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision 

at 511 & 515 Pinecrest Lane. He explained that this is a subdivision where there 
are currently two developed lots and the petitioner is looking to make the lots 
equal in width. Currently one of the lots is 50’ wide and the other is 100’ wide. 
The subdivision would make the lots both 75’ wide. The nonconforming 50’ wide 
lot would be made conforming in both lot width and area. 

 
3.22 Mr. Swain lives across the street from the lots and has been working to acquire 

them for some time. They both were rental properties. It has legally been 
described as a two lot subdivision and they are trying to deed 25’ from the wider 
lot to the narrower lot. He plans to tear down the two existing homes and build 
two spec homes. 

 
3.23 Commissioner Bailey gathered that there were a number of nonconforming lots 

in the area and the proposed subdivision will eliminate one of those 
nonconforming lots. Mr. Adler agreed. 

 
3.24 Commissioner Norrick asked if there was a pedestrian/bicycle connection 

between Pinecrest Lane and Highcrest Drive. Mr. Swain said there was a cut 
through south of the subject properties that can be seen on the aerial. 
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4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES 
 

4.1 Persons speaking on the application 
 

4.11 Donna Nye,  473 Highcrest Drive 
4.12 Mary Libby Neiman, 450 Highcrest Drive 

 
4.2 Summary of Comments 
 
4.21 Ms. Nye asked if this was the first time the property had been addressed by the 

Plan Commission. Commissioner Urban answered yes. Ms. Nye said she liked the 
petitioner’s house because it went up so quickly.  

 
4.22 Ms. Neiman said her house backs up to the larger of the two lots. She was 

interested in how long the construction would take, simply because of the noise 
she will be subjected to during construction. Mr. Swain said typically 6 months to 
finish a house. Ms. Nieman asked how many stories the house would be. Mr. 
Adler answered two and a half stories is the maximum number of stories it could 
be. Mr. Swain said the maximum height is regulated at 35’. 

 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION 

     
 No additional discussion 
 
 6.0 DECISION   

 
6.1 Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend granting a request for tentative plat 

approval of a two-lot subdivision at 511 & 515 Pinecrest Lane in accordance with 
the plat, with the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final 
plat being recorded. 

    
 6.11 Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion. 
 

6.12 The vote was as follows: 
 
 Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes 
 Michael Bailey   Yes 
 Homa Ghaemi    Yes      
 Christine Norrick   Yes 
 Steven Schwab   Yes 
 Jeffrey Head    Absent 
   
  Motion was approved.  The subject request will be on the June 27, 2017 Village 

Board agenda.  
 
 6.2 Commissioner Bailey moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Plan Commission for case number 2017-P-02.   
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 6.21 Ms. Ghaemi seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.   
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH THE DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Plan Commission finds that the proposed subdivision is consistent with the density 
and development pattern of the surrounding neighborhood.  
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Plan Commission recommends tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision at 511 
& 515 Pinecrest Lane in accordance with the plat, with the condition that the existing house 
be removed prior to the final plat being recorded. 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 

request for a lot separation variation to separate the 
ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 
7,002.8 square feet in area at 1817 Elmwood Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
Case Number: 2017-Z-24 
 
Property: 1817 Elmwood Avenue 
 
Zoning District: R1-D, Single-Family Detached Residence 
 
Applicant: Doug Harness, Harness Real Estate and Construction 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a lot separation variation to separate the 

ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 
7,002.8 square feet in area 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 
 Section 8.3 
 Section 17.5.B 
 Section 17.5.C 

 
Hearing Date: June 7, 2017 
 
Date of Application: April 10, 2017 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Not Present 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke  No 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  No 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, May 16, 2017.  

Notice of Public Hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
May 18, 2017. Posted on the property, May 12, 2017. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated May 
18, 2017.  

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP 
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
 
  

3.9 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the south side of Elmwood Avenue approximately 220’ west of 
Ridge Road. The property has 100.4’ of frontage on Elmwood Avenue and is 140.0’ in depth, for a 
total area of 14,005.6 square feet. 
 
The property consists of two legally subdivided lots (Lots 4 and 5). The existing home and detached 
two-car garage currently sit on lot 5. The property is surrounded by properties that are zoned R1-D, 
Single-Family Detached Residence, Single Family Residence, and improved with single-family 
homes. 
  
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is requesting permission to separate legal ownership of two legally subdivided lots 
currently held in common ownership.  Each lot measures 50.02’ by 140.0’ and is 7,002.8 square 
feet in area.  The existing home and detached garage are proposed to be demolished and a new 
home built on each of the separated lots.  
 
The Zoning Ordinance requires a minimum lot width of 50’ and a minimum lot area of 8,400 
square feet for lots in the R1-D zoning district.  Because the separation would result in two lots 
less than 8,400 square feet in area, a variation is necessary to permit the separation of ownership. 
 
 Lot Width Lot Area 
 Required Proposed Required Proposed 
Lot 1 50’ 50’ 8,400 s.f.  7,002.8 s.f. * 
Lot 2 50’ 50’ 8,400 s.f. 7,002.8 s.f. *  
 
* Non-conforming 
 
If the variation is granted, the petitioners will remove an existing one-and-one-half-story house and 
detached garage and construct two new homes, one on each lot. The new homes could be 
constructed up to 3,670.21 square feet in total floor area, including the maximum applicable 
bonuses. 
 
If the variation is denied, the current home could be expanded or a new home built with a floor 
area of 5,690.84 square feet, including all available floor area bonuses. 
 
Section 17.5.C of the Zoning Ordinance states that no variation from these restrictions shall be 
granted unless the property owner can demonstrate that one (1) of the following standards have been 
met, in addition to the general standards for granting a variation: 
 
1.  The lot met the lot area and lot width requirements of the zoning ordinance in effect at the 

time the owner acquired the lot. 
 
2.  Over fifty percent (50%) of the lots within five-hundred (500) feet of the lot in question have 
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been developed as individual building sites, containing one (1) principal building or structure 
each, which do not meet the lot width or lot area requirement for the district in which they are 
located. 

 
3.  The owners of abutting lots refuse to sell or convey, at a fair market price, portions of those lots 

that could be added to the lot in order to make it meet the area and width requirements without 
reducing the lot area, lot width, and yards required by this Ordinance for any such abutting lot. 

 
There are currently 78 lots within 500’ of the Subject Property, including the Subject Property itself 
as one lot, and excluding the Mallinckrodt parcels and Forest Park. Of the 78 lots, 75 (96.2%) 
currently do not meet the lot area requirement.  
 
Other Lot Separation Requests 
 
815 Forest Avenue Case 2012-Z-44 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a lot separation variation to separate the ownership of two lots each measuring 50’ x 
185.0’, 9,250 square feet in area 
 
625 Harvard Street Case 2012-Z-21 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a lot separation variation to separate the ownership of two lots each measuring 50’ x 
185.0’, 9,250 square feet in area 
 
1318-1320 Isabella Street Case 2012-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a lot separation variation to separate the ownership of two lots each measuring 50’ x 
174.50’, 8,725 square feet in area and a 3.74’ side yard setback variation, an 8.1’ combined side 
yard setback variation, a 2.5’ side yard deck setback variation, and a variation from the 
requirement that no more than one principal structure may be located on one lot for the property 
at 1318 Isabella Street 
 
801-805 Harvard Street Case 2008-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a lot separation variation resulting in two lots each measuring 50’ x 185’, 9,250 
square feet in area 
 
4015 Fairway Drive Case 2006-Z-2 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.1’ side yard setback variation and a lot separation variation to permit the separation 
of ownership of two legally subdivided lots resulting in a lot 60.0’ by 190.0’, 11,400.0 s.f. and a 
lot 59.7’ by 190.0’, 11,343.0 s.f. 
 
910 Osage Lane Case 2005-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a lot separation variation to permit the separation of ownership of two legally 
subdivided lots resulting in a lot approximately 80’ by 160’, 12,343 square feet and a lot 
approximately 85’ by 175’, 13,916 square feet. 
 
909 Osage  Lane Case 2005-Z-2 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.01’ combined side yard setback variation, a 148.05 square foot (3.9% of required 
front yard - 13% of permitted front yard impervious surface) required front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation and a lot separation variation to permit the separation of ownership of two 
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legally subdivided lots resulting in a lot 80.5’ by 147’, 12,349.26 square foot and a lot 85.25’ by 
151’, 13,908.66. 
 
2001 Highland Avenue Case 2004-Z-57 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 0.18’ side yard setback variation, a 1.15’ landing side yard setback variation, a 0.15’ 
step side yard setback variation, and a variation to permit the separation of ownership of two legally 
subdivided lots resulting in two 50’ by 132.22, 6,611 square foot lots 
 
714 Linden Avenue Case 2002-Z-22 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a variation to separate ownership of two legally subdivided lots resulting in two 50’ by 
196’, 9,800 square foot lots. 
 
2301 Greenwood Avenue Case 1999-Z-54 ZBA: Deny VB: Denied* 
Request for a variation to allow the separation of ownership of one nonconforming and one 
conforming legally subdivided lot.  An agreement reached between the petitioner and the Village 
permitted the creation of one lot 53.68 wide and 7,729.92 square feet in area and a second lot 60 
feet wide and 8,640 square feet in area. *separation approved through subsequent settlement 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum lot width of 50.0’ and a minimum 
lot area of 8,400.0 square feet for the R1-D, single-family detached residence, zoning district. 
 
Section 17.5.B states that if two or more contiguous lots of record are held in common ownership 
or are owned or controlled by related parties and one or more of the lots does not meet the 
requirements for lot area or lot width as established by this Ordinance, then the lots of record are 
considered to be a single undivided parcel for purposes of this Ordinance. No portion of the 
parcel may be used, transferred or conveyed which does not meet the lot width and lot area 
requirements established by this Ordinance. No division of the parcel may be made which leaves 
the remaining lot(s) with lot width or lot area below the requirements of this Ordinance. No 
building permit will be issued for the use of any lot, or portion of a lot, transferred or conveyed 
in violation of this Article.  
  
Section 17.5.C establishes additional standards for the separation of substandard legally subdivided 
lots held in common ownership.  
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a lot separation variation to separate the ownership of 
two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 7,002.8 square feet in area at 1817 Elmwood Avenue, 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-24. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps and Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 

1.1 Sanborn Map 
1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
1.3 Plat of Survey – Lot 4 
1.4 Plat of Survey – Lot 5 

 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 

2.0 Completed application form 
2.1 Letter of application 
2.2 Proof of ownership 
2.3 Notice of Public Hearing, dated May 16, 2017 
2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, May 18, 

2017 
2.5 Certificate of publication 
2.6 Certificate of posting, dated May 12, 2017 
2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by petitioner, 

May 18, 2017 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Doug Harness, owner and president 
   Harness Real Estate and Construction 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a lot separation variation to separate the 

ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 7,002.8 square feet in area. 
The Village Board will hear this case on June 27, 2017.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Harness is the contract purchaser for the property. It is two separate lots of 

record, two PINs and has been owned by the Kerrigan family of Kerrigan 
Plumbing for over 70 years. Staff wrote up the details. Over 92% of the properties 
with 500’ do not comply with the zoning requirements. They meet the 50’ 
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minimum but the depth of the lots is only 140’ so the lots are over 7,000 square 
feet instead of 8,400 square feet. As part of their due diligence, he went beyond 
the 500’ radius. He went from 14th Street to Ridge, on Elmwood, on Walnut, on 
Forest. There are a few lots that meet the minimum requirement but not many. All 
the lots adjoining them are 50’ wide. There are some across the street that are 
about 36’ wide. They made their contract offer to the Kerrigans contingent on the 
Village granting their request to separate the lots.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Kolleng said that new homes would be at 3,670.21 square feet. He asked Ms. 

Roberts if this was the amount allowed on a 7,000 square foot or an 8,400 square 
foot lot. 

 
  Ms. Roberts said the square footage shown for new homes is what would be 

allowed on the two lots being discussed tonight.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Surman asked if they are able to save any trees on the properties.  
 
  Mr. Harness said that one of the big trees towards the front probably cannot be 

saved. The large one in the back should be able to be saved.  
 
 3.25 Mr. Surman said that there is a tree on the far northeast corner but he is not sure 

which property this tree is on. 
 
  Mr. Harness said he was not sure whose property this tree was on. They are not 

going to cut down a big tree to build a garage. He said that the addresses are 1815 
and 1817. The garage for 1817 can be built where the current garage is. The other 
garage can be built towards the east side.  

 
 3.26 Mr. Tritsis said it appeared as if they were not building below the drip line of the 

tree in the back.  
 
  Mr. Harness said he did not think so. He has not completed the engineering study. 

It is pretty far back on the lot so they will try to avoid the drip line. He is not sure 
what species the tree is.  

 
 3.27 Mr. Kolleng asked if any variances would be required for the houses they are 

planning to build.  
 
  Mr. Harness said he is a builder and does not ask for variances. He has been told 

no before.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Robke asked if it was fair to say that there is no true hardship with the property 

and that this is strictly a financial consideration.  
 
  Mr. Harness said that the hardship would not be his but would be the Kerrigan’s 

hardship. It would be an economic hardship.  
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 3.29 Mr. Kolleng said that in the analysis of doing two homes on two lots as opposed 
to one home on one lot, one home would be over 5,000 square feet. From a 
financial perspective, where is there more value? 

 
  Mr. Harness said that the challenge would be the cost of the larger home. This is 

not a neighborhood of $2.5 million or $3 million homes.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Kolleng said that one home would not be a real option.  
 
  Mr. Harness said that it would not be a real option for him. It would not make 

financial sense. A home that would be $2 million or $3 million is not in character 
with the neighborhood.  

 
 3.31 The Board had no additional questions.  
 
 3.32 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Surman said he does not have a problem with this request. Many lots in the 

area are of similar size as this lot. This lot was not sold off until this time. If a 
larger home went on the lot, it would not fit with the neighborhood’s character. 
The request will fit in with the neighborhood. He can support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Robke said he is troubled because the standards state that the difficulty or 

hardship resulting from the application of this ordinance would prevent the owner 
from making reasonable use of the property. However, the fact that the property 
could be utilized more profitably with a variance than without a variation is not 
considered as grounds for granting the variation. The Board spends a lot of time 
looking at hardship. Typically, the basis of the hardship is that this lot is smaller 
than what was allowed by zoning so someone could not do something as much as 
their neighbors. Now they are going to create two parcels that meet the criteria 
that seems to be the hardship that is typically defined when people request a 
variance. The Board spends a lot of time trying to interpret and find room for 
hardships to allow residents and developers to maximize the use of their property. 
He cannot support this request. It is too much of a stretch to turn the language 
around. The reason for this request is strictly financial.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider said he can support this request. The 8,400 square foot standard 

and the 50’ minimum width was intended for larger subdivisions. In this case, 
there are two lots that are consistent with the predominant size of the lots in the 
area. To insist that they meet the 8,400 square foot minimum is not what was 
intended in this situation.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Kolleng said he is a little troubled by paragraph four, standards of review. In 

the past, before the change from 60’ to 50’, there was a lot of discussion about the 
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economic impact and the driver in this type of situation. That is what is at work 
in tonight’s case and what mollifies that somewhat is that the neighborhood has 
houses in similar situations. The Board does not want to grant variances for new 
construction, which is why he asked the above questions about whether the 
applicant would be seeking variations for the houses. He is 50/50 at this time but 
he can probably support this because of the character of the neighborhood.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Tritsis said that the Board always struggles with the point that Mr. Robke 

brought up regarding hardship. Tonight’s ask seems significant and they are 
creating more density. The applicant is creating his own challenge. He does not 
think that he can support this request.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Kolleng said that no neighbors are at the meeting to complain about the 

request. One of the neighbor’s light and air could be impacted yet they are not at 
the meeting.  

 
 5.7 Mr. Robke said he would define the hardship as shown in the language of the code 

that if they are commonly held by a common owner for a period of time, they need 
to be separated in this way. He is not sure that the Board is granting a variance for 
the hardship is the zoning code that creates that with the section 17.5.B that talks 
about the continuous lots being held in common ownership. He is not within the 
purview of the Board to change this. He would not agree with the law if he was 
making the law, but that is not what the Board is doing.  

 
 5.8 Mr. Surman said that if one looks at the Sanborn map, it was originally designed 

as two lots, the owners bought two lots, there are two separate PIN numbers. It 
aligns with the north to south direction of lots of the same size. In this case, it was 
never developed. People along the way might have sold off lots next to their 
homes and this one was remaining. He views it differently than if the applicant 
was coming in and saying they have an x-foot wide lot and want to divide it but 
it was initially planned that way. It did not have a separate PIN. But in tonight’s 
case it was planned that way and there are separate PINs.  

 
 5.9 Chairman Duffy said that he spoke with Ms. Roberts before the meeting asking 

why the Board had to hear this case since it is two separate PINs. His opinion, if 
he was not a Board member, he would say that this is two lots already so what is 
the point. But the technicality is the wording of the code, which says that if they 
are continuous lot and they are held by one owner for a period of time then there 
has to be a subdivision. Even with the technicality he thought that there were two 
PINs and two lots. As pointed out by Mr. Surman, in the past some of these lots 
were undeveloped and sold off and houses were built on them. Recently the Board 
had a case on Lake Avenue just east of St. Joseph Church. The property owner 
owned 100’ along Lake Avenue and the Board allowed him to subdivide his lot 
and let his son build a house next door to him. That was not a case, however, 
where the lot was smaller than 8,400 square feet and it was substantially larger 
because the lots were much deeper. In tonight’s case, his opinion is that so many 
of the lots are of similar size to the two lots.  
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 5.10 Mr. Robke said the applicant should be able to develop them as two separate lots. 
He went through the same process as to why this is even an issue. He does not 
believe that it is within the Board’s purview to grant this request. He disagrees 
with the wording of the ordinance and would love to find another recourse.  

 
 5.11 Mr. Schneider said that raises a great point that maybe the intent is for when one 

is subdividing larger parcels or multiple parcels. This request is kind of an 
anomaly.  

 
 5.12 Mr. Robke said he would like to see this section removed from the ordinance. If 

there are two PINs, they should be two separate parcels.  
 
 5.13 Chairman Duffy said that PINs are for the county and taxes and not for the local 

municipality and how the Village determines lots.  
 
 5.14 Mr. Robke said that his objection is with the language included in the ordinance. 

Can he abstain so that it doesn’t go as a negative vote?  
 
 5.15 Chairman Duffy said that there have to be four positive votes for a positive 

recommendation.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Surman moved to recommend granting a request for a lot separation variation 

to separate the ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 7,002.8 
square feet in area at 1817 Elmwood Avenue in accordance with the plans 
submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Kolleng moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-24.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
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7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F and the non-conforming lot variation standards of Section 17.5 
of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the common ownership 
of two 50-foot subdivided parcels, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty in 
redeveloping the vacant lot. This condition is based on the ownership of the property and 
is not actively caused by the owner. The difficulty is peculiar to the lot in question. The 
difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the property with 
redevelopment that is economically viable. The applicant is unable to purchase property 
either from the east or the west to create a conforming situation. Approximately 93% of 
the properties within 500’ are non-conforming in lot area. Any new construction will be 
conforming and will have no negative impact to light and air on neighboring properties.  
Any new construction will be infill on the lots in a pattern consistent with the rest of the 
lots on the south side of Elmwood Avenue.  The neighborhood character thus will not be 
altered.   
 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F and the non-conforming lot variation standards of 
Section 17.5 of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, the fact that the owner or applicant 
can make more money by separating off lot 4 is not a reason to grant a variation. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a lot separation 
variation to separate the ownership of two lots each measuring 50.02’ x 140.0’, 7,002.8 
square feet in area at 1817 Elmwood Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 

















REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 

request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of an addition to an 
existing detached two-car garage at 1030 Greenleaf Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
Case Number:   2017-Z-25 
 
Property:    1030 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
Zoning District:   R2, Attached Residence District 
 
Applicant:    Kent Salsbery 
 
Nature of Application: Request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area 

variation to permit the construction of an addition to an 
existing detached two-car garage 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3.C 
 
Hearing Date:    June 7, 2017 
 
Date of Application:   April 13, 2017 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
     Mike Boyer   Not Present 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke  No 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
 
Notices:    Notice of public hearing to the applicant, May 16, 2017.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
May 18, 2017. Posted on the property, May 22, 2017.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated May 
24, 2017. 

 
Report Prepared By:   Lisa Roberts, AICP 
     Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the northeast corner of Greenleaf Avenue and 11th Street. The 
property has 50.0’ of frontage on Greenleaf Avenue and has 191.30’ of frontage on 11th Street.  
The property is 9,568.5 square feet in area. The property is improved with a two-story single-
family home and detached two-car garage. The previous home was demolished in 2013 and a new 
home completed in 2014. The garage was retained from the previous home.  
 
To the north, east, and south are properties zoned R2, Attached Residence District, and improved 
with single-family homes. To the east are properties zoned VC, Village Center, and improved with 
the Scott Funeral Home, townhouses, and three- and four-story commercial and residential buildings. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct an addition to the existing detached two-car garage. The 
proposed addition measures 5.0’ x 20.2’ and 101.0 square feet. With the proposed addition to the 
garage, the proposed floor area is 4,441.12 square feet. Because the Zoning Ordinance limits floor 
area on the subject property to 4,390.89 square feet, a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area 
variation is required. 
 
The proposed addition to the garage is conforming to setback, lot coverage, impervious surface 
coverage, and height requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
At the time of construction in 2013, the new home was 3.4 square feet under the maximum allowed. 
With the adoption of the 2014 zoning ordinance, the garage floor area bonus was increased to 440 
square feet and more of the front porch qualifies for the floor area bonus, increasing the allowable 
bonus to 143.60 square feet. The attic floor area likely reflects a minor modification to the roof 
during construction, with the applicable bonus still equal to the attic area. 
 
The garage with the proposed addition is 505.0 square feet for which a 440.0 square foot floor area 
bonus is provided. The front porch is 143.60 square feet for which a 143.60 square foot floor area 
bonus is provided. The attic is 167.49 square feet for which a 167.49 square foot floor area bonus 
is provided.  
 
Floor Area Base Garage Porch Attic Maximum   
Calculations (sf) Formula Bonus Bonus Bonus Allowable Floor Area  
 
New Home/2013 3,638.75 400.00 111.48 126.87 4,277.10 4,273.70 
 
Current/2017 3,639.80 408.04 143.60 167.49 4,358.93 4,344.16 
 
Proposed Garage 3,639.80 440.00 143.60 167.49 4,390.89 4,441.12* 
 
* Non-conforming 
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Other Floor Area Variation Requests 
 
500 Gregory Avenue Case 2017-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Pending 
Request for a 293.35 square foot (5.64%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
new one-car detached garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
419 Prairie Avenue Case 2017-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 154.45 square foot (3.3%) total floor area variation, a 0.86’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 5.15’ garage separation variation to permit the construction of a second-floor 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
617 Linden Avenue Case 2017-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 299.03 square foot (5.36%) total floor area variation, a 1.56’ west side yard setback 
variation, and a 6.49’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a second-
story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-01 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 737.6 square foot (7.38%) total floor area variation and a 3.9’ side yard air 
conditioner condenser setback variation to permit the construction of a first floor addition and a 
second floor addition 
 
2222 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-54 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 343.25 square foot (5.62%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor and a second floor addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1728 Walnut Avenue Case 2016-Z-45 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 316.32 square foot (6.02%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story addition 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1809 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-26 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 54.02 square foot (0.87%) total floor area variation, a 1.1’ side yard garage setback 
variation, a 5.0’ rear yard parking pad setback variation, a 2.0’ parking space depth variation, a 
52.46 square foot (4.22%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage variation, and a 45.62 square 
foot (3.67%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a 
detached two-car garage and parking pad 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
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744 Sheridan Road Case 2016-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 2.93’ side yard setback variation and a 507.96 square foot (3.65%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a one-and-one-half-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
 
819 Michigan Avenue  Case 2016-Z-07 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 967.41 square foot (9.93%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
two-story and second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
114 Girard Avenue Case 2015-Z-55 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 258.29 square foot (5.01%) total floor area variation to permit the 
construction of a second-story addition and a 6.67’ side yard air conditioner condenser setback 
variation to permit the installation of one air conditioner condenser 
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction 
of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1519 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-50 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 845.91 square foot (10.57%) total floor area variation, 0.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 4.1’ side yard setback variation, a 2.89’ front yard porch setback variation, a 0.93’ side 
yard porch setback variation, a 7.12’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 23.29 square 
foot (1.55%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition, 
two second-story additions, and replacement front porch and steps on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
342 Gregory Avenue Case 2015-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.22 square foot (2.42%) total floor area variation and a 4.04’ side yard adjoining 
a street setback variation, and a 58.33 square foot (5.84%) side yard adjoining a street impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
2026 Washington Avenue Case 2015-Z-36 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.96 square foot (1.58%) total floor area variation for a new detached two-car 
garage on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
930 Pontiac Road Case 2015-Z-35 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 47.68 square foot (0.62%) total floor area variation, a 0.29’ minimum side yard 
setback variation, and a 0.64’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
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second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1536 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-24 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Revised request for a 139.14 square foot (1.78%) lot coverage variation and a 197.57 square foot 
(2.53%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front 
porch 
 
743 8th Street  Case 2014-Z-54 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 336.04 square foot (3.9%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
second-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
500 Lake Avenue Case 2014-Z-48 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.36 square foot (1.41%) total floor area variation, a 2.01’ side yard setback 
variation, and a 2.17’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation to permit a one-story addition 
on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1025 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 268.63 square foot (3.03%) total floor area variation and a 2.56’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
 
706 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 133.44 square foot (0.96%) lot coverage variation and a 995.59 square foot (7.18%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story addition on 
the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1233 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 232.2 square foot (2.72%) total floor area variation, a 1.0’ front yard porch stair 
setback variation, and a 5.86 square foot (0.47%) front yard porch impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1100 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-24 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for 201.61 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation, a 13.75’ side yard adjoining a 
street parking pad setback variation, and a 4.5’ rear yard parking pad setback variation to permit 
the construction of a 2.5 car detached garage and parking pad on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1323 Ashland Avenue Case 2014-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 141.66 square foot (1.61%) total floor area variation to permit a two-story addition 
 
1238 Glendenning Road Case 2014-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 165.91 square foot (2.65%) total floor area variation to permit construction of a first 
floor bay window on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
1106 Greenwood Avenue Case 2014-Z-04 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 713.4 square foot (5.95%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a 
first floor mud room and a second floor addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
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1240 Maple Avenue Case 2014-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.37’ side yard setback variation, a 1.71’ front yard porch setback variation, a 4.71’ 
front yard stair setback variation, and a 205.29 square foot (2.46%) total floor area variation to 
permit the construction of a second floor and two-story addition and front porch on a legal 
nonconforming property 
 
1723 Elmwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-49 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.16’ combined side yard setback variation, a 1.46’ combined side yard setback 
variation, a 284.84 square foot (5.42%) lot coverage variation, a 196.31 square foot (3.74%) total 
floor area variation, and a 72.5 square foot (6.9%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a first floor addition, a second floor addition, and a new detached two-car garage 
on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
2347 Thornwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request a 2.14’ front yard setback variation and a 410.6 square foot (6.19%) total floor area 
variation to permit the construction of one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2150 Greenwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-41 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 275.25 square foot (4.51%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story rear 
addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
247 Maple Avenue Case 2013-Z-39 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 3.0’ minimum side yard setback variation and a 190.02 square foot (3.11%) total 
floor area variation to permit the construction of a detached one-car garage on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
1610 Spencer Avenue Case 2013-Z-38 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 157.24 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a first floor bay 
window on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
214 5th Street Case 2013-Z-36 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 53.08 square foot (0.5%) total floor area variation and a 511.5 square foot (25.58%) 
rear yard flat surface impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a raised deck 
(tree house) and artificial turf surface 
 
239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
1706 Walnut Avenue Case 2013-Z-25 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 217.65 square foot (4.09%) total floor area variation, a 0.62’ combined side yard 
setback variation, and a 27.6 square foot (2.59%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit a two-story addition and detached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming 



Case 2017-Z-25 
1030 Greenleaf Avenue 

 

 

8 

structure 
 
901 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2013-Z-23 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 208.58 square foot (2.18%) total floor area variation to permit a one-story addition 
*Village Board approved a modified variation request for a 120 square foot (1.24%) total floor 
area variation to permit a one-story addition 
 
1234 Glendenning Road Case 2013-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 158.07 square foot (2.53%) total floor area variation and a 0.32’ combined side yard 
setback variation to permit the construction of a carport on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
200 9th Street Case 2013-Z-13 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 310.07 square foot (3.93%) total floor area variation to permit the reconstruction of 
an existing enclosed porch on a legal nonconforming structure and a 1.68’ side yard porch setback 
variation to permit the replacement of a porch roof 
 
123 Sheridan Road Case 2013-Z-11 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 114.79 square foot (1.31%) total floor area variation and a 4.0’ roofed accessory 
structure separation variation to permit the retention of a detached pergola and a 2.5’ side yard 
generator setback variation and a 1.3 decibel sound variation to permit the retention of an 
emergency standby generator  
 
801 15th Street Case 2013-Z-10 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a 
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming 
structure 
 
1133 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-03 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.6’ front yard porch setback variation, a 6.18’ front yard step setback variation, a 
4.02 square foot (0.3%) front porch coverage variation, and a 200.07 square foot (2.22%) total 
floor area variation to permit the replacement and expansion of a front porch on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum total floor area of 4,390.89 square feet on the Subject Property. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor area variation 
to permit the construction of an addition to an existing detached two-car garage at 1030 Greenleaf 
Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-25. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Plan 
 1.5 Garage Demolition Plan 
 1.6 Existing Garage – East and North Elevations 
 1.7 Existing Garage – South and West Elevations 
 1.8 Garage Floor Plan 
 1.9 Proposed Garage – East and North Elevations 
 1.10 Proposed Garage – South and West Elevations 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated May 

16, 2017 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

May 18, 2017 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated May 22, 2017 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, May 24, 2017 
 2.8 Total Floor Area Worksheets 
 2.9 Email from Loryn Kogan, 1020 Greenleaf Avenue, dated June 

7, 2017 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Ken Salsbery, applicant 
   1030 Greenleaf Avenue 
 
  3.12 Ms. Healy Rice, architect 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 50.23 square foot (0.52%) total floor 

area variation to permit the construction of an addition to an existing detached two-
car garage. The Village Board will hear this case on June 27, 2017.  

 
 3.22 The applicant is seeking a 50 square foot variance, which is 1.1%. 24 square feet is 

currently taken up by a back porch covering so he can open the door without getting 
rained on. If you take out the 24 square feet, the variation request is only 26 square 
feet. He would like to store bikes, strollers and lawn equipment in the garage rather 
than outside on the lawn or front porch.  

 
  Currently his wife works part time. When she pulls out the baby carrier there is no 

room to get it out of the garage. She almost tripped a few times. There is no 
overnight parking on their street so they cannot remove one car to allow for more 
room. The property borders the downtown commercial area. Directly west is a 
funeral home, parking lots, and an alley. To the north is a row of townhomes that 
are currently separated by an 11’ high fence. The fence is covered by thick ivy so 
their view would not be impacted.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked if the existing garage was improved upon in 2014 or was it new.  
 
  The applicant said that his architect, Healy Rice, reminded him that he was not the 

owner at that time and had no input on design. The house was a tear down and 
rebuild.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy asked Ms. Rice if she designed the current house.  
 
  Ms. Rice said she did not design the current house.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that at the time the garage was built, the ordinance said that 

garage maximum size was 20’ x 20’. Since then the garage dimensions were 
changed to 20’ x 22’. Is the porch bonus the same?  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the porch and attic bonuses are the same.  
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 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that they get 40 more square feet for the garage, but they are 
adding 100 square feet with 50 square feet of variance.  

 
 3.27 Ms. Rice showed the original lot coverage calculations when the house was built. 

It is showing as a new structure at that time. The garage dimension is showing at 
20.12’ and it would not have built at that dimension. They probably left the original 
garage there. The house was built in 2013.  

 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said when the house was built four years ago, they maxed out 

everything like all new homes do. Things have changed since that time. He 
understands where the applicant is coming from. He then said that hardship needed 
to be addressed.  

 
  The applicant said he wanted to store things securely in the garage. He is brand new 

to the Village and to the suburbs. He did not imagine that adding to the garage 
would be a problem.  

 
  Ms. Rice said that the key is the house location and its adjacency to the commercial 

area. There is lack of ability to park on the street overnight so cars must go in a 
garage. At this point with a 20’ x 20’ garage and two mid-size SUVs they fill the 
garage. They want the ability to store family equipment in the garage in addition to 
two cars.  

 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy asked if they considered a shed for storage.  
 
  Ms. Rice said that is a possibility. She asked if was 64 square feet that was allowed? 

Could the shed be done without a building permit?  There is not enough room for a 
garage on the side.  

 
  The applicant said that his understanding when he spoke with Erika Block that a 

shed would have to be in front of the garage. They would need to rip up a sidewalk. 
It would not look nice.  

 
 3.30 Mr. Surman said he was on site today. Is there a parking pad next to the garage?  
 
  The applicant said that there is no parking pad next to the garage.  
 
 3.31 Ms. Rice said that they are on a corner, which imposes tougher limitations. 

Everything has to be over to the east side because of the side yard adjoining the 
street. They are limited as to where they can put things.  

 
 3.32 Chairman Duffy asked if they could add 2.5’ rather than 5’ to minimize the request.  
 
  Ms. Rice said she does not see how they can make the request smaller.  
 
  The applicant said he is friendly with the neighbor to the east. He would not be 
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impacted. The applicant personally delivered letters to several neighbors. No one 
objected.  

 
  Ms. Rice said that there are a number of large garages in the area. It would not be 

out of context.  
 
 3.33 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said that the request is very modest compared to other requested 

approved by the Board. They are on a corner, they cannot park on the street 
overnight, they have two SUVs and there is no room to get things out of the car, 
they are new to the suburbs. Standards of review are met and he can support it.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider drove down the alley and noticed a lot of three-car garages. He does 

not know if any of them needed a variation when built. They were built for a reason 
– street parking is prohibited overnight. Being on the corner makes the situation 
even harder. He can sympathize with the need for storage in the garage. A storage 
shed is not attractive. A larger garage for storage is a much more integrative 
addition that would solve the problem. He will support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Tritsis asked how many children the applicant has.  
 
  The applicant has one child.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman can support the request. Given the condition of no parking in the area 

and being adjacent to the downtown area, he can support it. If this was a situation 
that did not have those issues he would have a hard time with it. It is a small request.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Robke said that it is a small request but he is troubled that something was built 

to meet code four years ago. Code now allows for more square footage. A 25’ wide 
garage is nice when the standard is usually 22’. He does not know why the applicant 
could not do a 22.5’ garage. Many people, including board members, have two cars 
and lots of stuff to store. He is not clear why they could not expand the garage and 
still stay within the ordinance for a four-year-old house.  

 
 5.6 Mr. Surman said that depending on the developer, he might have put on the 

minimum sized garage to have more square footage in the house. He cannot support 
this request.  

 
 5.7 Chairman Duffy agreed with Mr. Robke. The house is new and the intent of that 

developer was to maximize the house. The garage is small. He wants them to stay 
within the limits.  

 5.8 Mr. Kolleng said that they are talking about 50 square feet. The applicant moved in 
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not anticipating any problem and the finds out there is an issue and is seeking a 
little relief. He cannot believe that the Board is spending this much time on the 
request.  

 
 5.9 Mr. Schneider said that there are a lot of three car garages up and down that alley. 

They must have met the requirements. It is not unusual to have more than a 22’ 
wide garage on that alley. The location is unique and they are asking for 50 square 
feet. He agrees with Mr. Kolleng that this is a minimal request.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said she would need to research individual cases of the other garages 

on the alley. 
 
 5.10 Mr. Surman said he originally thought that they should only do 2’, but then he 

looked at it from a financial standpoint. If they are adding 2’ or 5’, it will cost about 
the same.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 50.23 square foot 

(0.52%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of an addition to an 
existing detached two-car garage at 1030 Greenleaf Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-25.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  
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7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation 
standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of 
the property, the size of the current garage and the location of the lot, impose upon the 
owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner in that 
he had no involvement in the construction of the new home or the decision to retain the 
garage. The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question in that other homes along the 
alley have larger garages. The proposed garage addition is to the west towards the street 
therefore it will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The 
variation, if granted, will result in the garage being similar in size to other garages on the 
block and therefore will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood. 

 
A minority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there is no 
difficulty or hardship preventing reasonable use of the property. Also, the plight of the 
owner, while not created by the current owner, was created when the home was built in 
2013 to the maximum allowable without any expansion of the existing garage. That the 
homeowner now wants additional floor area to expand the garage when this could have 
been included in the new construction is not a hardship. Many residents have garages the 
same size and the current garage and the owner can make reasonable use of the property 
with a garage that conforms to the floor area requirements. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 50.23 square foot 
(0.52%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of an addition to an existing 
detached two-car garage at 1030 Greenleaf Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

 
 

















































REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a 

request for an 11.0’ side yard play house setback variation 
to permit the installation of a play house at 1125 Wilmette 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 

  
Case Number:  2017-Z-26 
 
Property:  1125 Wilmette Avenue 
 
Zoning District:  R2, Attached Residence District 
 
Applicant:  Ellen McCue, Wilmette Community Nursery School 
 
Nature of Application: Request for an 11.0’ side yard play house setback variation 

to permit the installation of a play house 
 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3 
     Section 13.5.A 
         
Hearing Date: June 7, 2017 
 
Date of Application: April 20, 2017 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Not Present 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Michael Robke  Yes 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
     Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, May 16, 2017.  

Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
May 18, 2017.  Posted on the property, September 2, 2014.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated May 
24, 2017. 

 
Report Prepared By: Lisa Roberts, AICP  
 Assistant Director of Community Development 
 Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the southeast corner of Lake Avenue and Wilmette Avenue.  
The property has 332.75’ of frontage on 11th Street and 334.20’ of frontage on Wilmette Avenue.  
The property is approximately 31,303.63 square feet in area.  The property is improved with a two-
and-one-half story brick church building, the First Congregational Church of Wilmette.  The 
applicant, Wilmette Community Nursery School, operates within the church building.  The nursery 
school is not affiliated with the church. 
 
The Subject Property is zoned R2, Attached Residence District.  To the east are properties zoned 
R1-G and improved with single-family homes and properties zoned R2, Attached Residence, and 
improved with townhouses.  To the north are properties zoned R1- G and R1-H and improved with 
a parking lot, church, and single-family homes.  To the west are properties zoned R2 and improved 
with townhouses.  To the south is property zoned R2 and improved with a senior housing apartment 
building, Gates Manor. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to remove an existing play structure and construct a new play house 
structure. The play house structure consists of two play houses each measuring 9.0’ x 5.5’ and 
connected by an at-grade wood platform between them. The proposed play house structure is 8.0’ 
in height. 
 
The play house structure is proposed to be located 1.0’ from the south side lot line and 8.0’ from 
the chain link fence. Because the Zoning Ordinance requires a 12.0’ side yard setback, an 11.0’ 
side yard play house setback variation is required. 
 
Requirement Minimum Existing Proposed 
Side Yard Setback 12.0’  appx. 1.0’* 1.0’* 
 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Requests at the Subject Property 
 
1125 Wilmette Avenue Case 2014-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a 12.0’ front yard playground equipment setback variation to permit the replacement 
of playground equipment 
 
1125 Wilmette Avenue Case 2009-Z-14 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a special use to expand a place of worship, a 14,636.98 square foot (46.76%) total floor 
area variation, a 17.29’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a one-half story height 
variation, a 2.0’ gate height and openness variation, and a 2.0’ fence height and openness variation 
on the legal nonconforming structure 
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Other Play Equipment/Recreation Equipment Variation Requests 
 
1125 Wilmette Avenue Case 2014-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a 12.0’ front yard playground equipment setback variation to permit the replacement 
of playground equipment 
 
1129 Romona Road Case 2012-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 21.75’ front yard setback variation to permit the construction of play equipment (tree 
house) 
 
2245 Kenilworth Avenue Case 2010-Z-43 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.5’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 99.17 square foot (1.5%) total 
floor area variation, and a 73.84 square foot (5.51%) total rear yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of an accessory structure (play house) 
 
414 Sandy Lane Case 2010-Z-30  ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a special use for unusual recreation equipment (batting cage), a 1.0’ side yard setback 
variation, a 0.17’ side yard setback variation, a 0.08’ rear yard setback variation, and a 323.75 
square foot (17.27%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation to retain a batting 
cage 
 
516 Lake Avenue Case 2009-Z-42 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 321.51 square foot (2.75%) total floor area variation, a 1.92’ accessory structure 
height variation, and an 8.88 square foot rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation 
to retain a tree house and deck on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2245 Thornwood Avenue Case 2004-Z-78 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 21.56’ front yard setback variation to permit the retention of playground equipment. 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a side yard setback of 12.0’ on the subject 
property. 
 
Section 13.5.A establishes that playground equipment is not an allowable encroachment into a side 
yard. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for an 11.0’ side yard play house setback variation to 
permit the installation of a play house at 1125 Wilmette Avenue, in accordance with the plans 
submitted. 
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(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-26. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
  1.3 Plat of Survey 
  1.4 Existing Site Plan 
  1.5 Proposed Site Plan 
  1.6 Plan View and Elevation View 
  1.7 Impervious Surface Calculations 
  
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated May 

16, 2017 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

May 18, 2017 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated May 22, 2017 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, May 24, 2017 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
 3.11 Ms. Robin Stark, parent volunteer 
  Wilmette Community Nursery School 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for an 11.0’ side yard play house setback 

variation to permit the installation of a play house. The Village Board will hear this 
case on June 27, 2017.  
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 3.22 Ms. Stark said that the projects proposes to remove an old wooden play structure 
that is in disrepair and replace it with two new playhouses made of wood. They will 
be in approximately the same location as the current structure. The reason why the 
variation is important is that due to the playground location on the church’s 
property. About half of the playground is within the setback and the other half is 
directly adjacent to the building’s entry doors. It is difficult to locate a play structure 
outside of the setback.  

 
  The new playhouses will improve the playground and will allow more opportunity 

for imaginative play.  
 
 3.23 The Board had no questions for the applicant.  
 
 3.24 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Schneider said that there was a similar case before the Board. Was it a different 

structure? 
 
  Ms. Stark said they had two old playhouses and a few years ago replace those one 

of them with a new climbing play structure. The current structure cannot be 
replaced by a climbing structure due to new rules about how much space they need. 
They are now asking to replace the current structure with the playhouses.  

 
  Mr. Schneider continued and said that he did not see a problem with the variance. 

There is an apartment building on one side. The request will not impact neighbors 
regarding use of their property. No one objects to the request. It is appropriate to 
support the request.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Surman agreed with the above comments. They are removing the other play set 

so it is a wash and he can support the request.  
 
 5.3 Chairman Duffy said that this is a simple request and he can support it.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for an 11.0’ side yard play 

house setback variation to permit the installation of a play house at 1125 Wilmette 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
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   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   Yes 
   Michael Robke  Yes 
   Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
   Bob Surman   Yes 
   Christopher Tritsis  Yes 
    
   Motion carried. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Schneider moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-26.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

nays.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the shape of the 
lot and the siting of the structures on the lot, impose upon the owner a practical difficulty. 
The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is due to the unique lot and its 
use.  The difficulty is peculiar to the property in question. The difficulty prevents the owner 
from making reasonable use of the available outdoor play space. The proposed variation 
will not impair an adequate supply of light and air. The proposed variation is to replace an 
existing piece of playground equipment, therefore there will be no change to the essential 
character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for an 11.0’ side yard play 
house setback variation to permit the installation of a play house at 1125 Wilmette Avenue 
in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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SUBJECT: 2017-Z-23 701 Lake Avenue – Request to Table to July 11, 2017 
  
MEETING DATE:  June 27, 2017     
 
FROM:   Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development 

 
None  

 
 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Table case 2017-Z-23, a request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage variation and 
a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage 
addition and new front porch at 701 Lake Avenue, to July 11, 2017. 
 
Discussion 
 
The Zoning Board of Appeals voted to make a negative recommendation on this request at 
their June 7, 2017 meeting.  Because of an expected agenda for the June 27, 2017 meeting, 
the applicant is requesting that the case be tabled to July 11, 2017. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
There is no impact to the budget. 
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Email from Carol Fine, Cook Architectural Design, dated June 21, 2017 

Community Development 
Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

https://www.google.com/maps/place/701+Lake+Ave,+Wilmette,+IL+60091/@42.078456,-87.6997227,17z/data=!3m1!4b1!4m5!3m4!1s0x880fdacb34ce7925:0xe9f2e131fe263f2b!8m2!3d42.078452!4d-87.697534
mailto:robertsl@wilmette.com
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

Recommendation: The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a 
request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage 
variation and a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of a one-story attached garage addition and 
new front porch at 701 Lake Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted. 

Case Number: 2017-Z-23 

Property: 701 Lake Avenue 

Zoning District: R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence 

Applicant:  Charles Cook, Cook Architectural Design 

Nature of Application: Request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage 
variation and a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of a one-story attached garage addition and 
new front porch 

Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance: Section 5.4 

Section 8.3 
Section 8.3.C 

Hearing Date:  June 7, 2017 

Date of Application: April 6, 2017 

Zoning Board Vote: Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
Mike Boyer  Not Present 
John Kolleng  No 
Michael Robke No 
Reinhard Schneider  No 
Bob Surman  No 
Christopher Tritsis  No 

Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, May 16, 2017.  
Notice of public hearing published in the Wilmette Beacon, 
May 18, 2017. Posted on the property, May 22, 2017.  
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated May 
17, 2017. 

Report Prepared By:  Lisa Roberts, AICP 
Assistant Director of Community Development 
Minutes transcribed by Alexa Markoff Zerevitz 

3.12 
6-27-17 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located at the southwest corner of Lake Avenue and 7th Street.  The 
property has 60.0’ of frontage on Lake Avenue and 159.0’ of frontage on 7th Street.  The property 
is 9,540.0 square feet in area.  The property is improved with a one-story single-family home and 
attached two-car garage. 
 
To the east, north, and west are properties zoned R1-G, Single-Family Detached Residence, and 
improved with single-family homes. To the south are properties zoned R1-H, Single-Family 
Detached Residence, and improved with single-family homes. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner is proposing to construct a one-story attached garage addition to be accessed from 
the alley. The existing attached garage is proposed to be converted into a family room and mud 
room. The existing driveway on 7th Street would be removed. The proposed addition measures 
24.92’ x 22.83’ and consists of 568.92 square feet. The petitioner also proposes to construct a new 
front porch facing 7th Street. The proposed porch measures 35.28’ x 8.81’ and consists of 307.86 
square feet. With the addition and front porch, the proposed lot coverage is 3,719.53 square feet. 
Because the Zoning Ordinance limits lot coverage on the subject property to 3,105.55 square feet, 
a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage variation is required. 
 
The proposed garage addition has a rear yard (south) setback of 7.25’. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance requires a rear yard setback of 31.08’, a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation is required. 
 
The proposed addition conforms to the front and side yard setback, floor area, impervious surface 
coverage, and height requirements of the Zoning Ordinance. 
 
Requirement Required Existing Proposed 
Rear Yard Setback 31.8’ 32.08’ 7.25’* 
 
Requirement Maximum Existing Proposed 
Lot Coverage 3,105.55 s.f. 2,842.75 s.f. 3,719.53 s.f.* 

 
* Non-conforming 
 
Other Lot Coverage Requests 
 
1322 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-09 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.37 square foot (1.82%) lot coverage variation, a 4.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 0.91’ side yard setback variation, a 4.83’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 7.83’ 
front yard step setback variation, a 128.64 square foot (12.37%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 51.94 square foot (4.41%) side yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story addition and the reconstruction of an 
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enclosed front entry on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
3027 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2016-Z-59 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted  
Request for a 360.91 square foot (6.82%) lot coverage variation, a 109.56 square foot (10.35%) 
rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0 square foot (0.28%) rear yard 
total impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction detached two-car garage 
 
218 17th Street Case 2016-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 29.41 square foot (0.46%) lot coverage variation and a 445.94 square foot (6.98%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
1530 Greenwood Avenue Case 2016-Z-12 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 40.16 square foot (0.64%) lot coverage variation, a 262.5 square foot (4.2%) total 
floor area variation, a 0.3’ rear yard garage setback variation, a 2.5 square foot (0.2%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 2.8’ side yard air conditioner setback 
variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and a new detached two-car garage 
Revised and approved for a 162.5 square foot (2.6%) total floor area variation and a 5.0’ side yard 
air conditioner setback variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition  
 
233 Linden Avenue Case 2015-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 191.17 square foot (2.73%) lot coverage variation, a 498.01 square foot (7.1%) total 
floor area variation, and a 1.89’ combined side yard setback variation to permit the construction of 
a one-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1536 Central Avenue Case 2015-Z-24 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised/Granted 
Request for a 215.5 square foot (2.76%) lot coverage variation and a 351.69 square foot (4.51%) 
total floor area variation to permit the construction of a two-story addition and new front porch 
 
3039 Indianwood Road Case 2014-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 137.4 square foot (1.07%) lot coverage variation, a 2.3’ front yard porch 
setback variation, and an 86.68 square foot (3.4%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
706 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Revised request for a 45.46 square foot (0.19%) lot coverage variation and a 907.61 square foot 
(6.54%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of a roofed patio and second-story 
addition on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
2952 Iroquois Road Case 2014-Z-12 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 81.16 square foot (0.6%) lot coverage variation to convert an open roofed patio to 
interior living space on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2028 Highland Avenue Case 2013-Z-33 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 339.36 square foot (5.13%) lot coverage variation to permit a pergola on the legal 
nonconforming structure 
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239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
3039 Indianwood Road Case 2013-Z-08 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 87.4 square foot (0.7%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-
story addition 
 
1017 Miami Road Case 2013-Z-02 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.68’ rear yard setback variation and a 118.48 s.f. (1.62%) lot coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a one-story addition on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
934 Manor Drive Case 2012-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.75’ front yard setback variation, a 3.05’ side yard setback variation, a 3.56’ 
combined side yard setback variation, and a 35.21 square foot (0.38%) lot coverage variation to 
permit the enclosure of an existing non-conforming car port on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
2323 Kenilworth Avenue Case 2012-Z-23 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.77’ front yard chimney setback variation, a 411.14 square foot (4.12%) lot coverage 
variation, and a 535.35 square foot (5.37%) total floor area variation to permit the construction of 
a second-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
828 Leamington Avenue Case 2011-Z-50 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 226.54 s.f. (3.01%) lot coverage variation, an 8.52’ front yard setback variation, a 
261.21 s.f. (12.01%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a variation to eliminate a 
required enclosed parking space, and a variation to retain two parking spaces in a required front 
yard to permit the construction of a one-story addition on the legal nonconforming structure and to 
allow the loss of one enclosed parking space 
 
1029 Miami Road Case 2011-Z-04 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 113.2 square foot (1.39%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
front porch 
 
910 Locust Road Case 2010-Z-48 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 170.63 square foot (1.03%) lot coverage variation to permit the construction of a one-
story addition on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2100 Elmwood Avenue Case 2010-Z-20 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.98’ side yard adjoining a street setback variation, a 4.98’ side yard adjoining a street 
eave setback variation, a 109.63 square foot (13.37%) rear yard total impervious surface coverage 
variation, a 153.10 square foot (18.68%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, 
a 256.98 square foot (6.27%) lot coverage variation, and a 467.94 square foot (11.42%) total floor 
area variation to permit the construction of a replacement two-car detached garage 
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Other Rear Yard Setback Variation Requests 
 
803 Lake Avenue Case 2016-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 118.76 square foot (0.83%) total floor area variation and 20.62’ rear yard setback 
variation to permit the construction of an attached two-car garage and mudroom on the legal non-
conforming structure 
 
202 Golf Terrace Case 2015-Z-29 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 18.86’ rear yard setback variation to permit the retention of a roof-top deck on the 
legal non-conforming structure 
 
347 Oak Circle Case 2015-Z-10 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 22.78’ rear yard setback variation, a 22.03’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 3.45’ 
accessory structure separation variation, and a 25.57 square foot (1.98%) rear yard total impervious 
surface coverage variation to permit an attached or detached garage 
 
239 Apple Tree Lane Case 2013-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 137.11 square foot (1.62%) lot coverage variation, a 903.76 square foot (10.70%) 
total floor area variation, a 6.26’ side yard deck setback variation, a 2.92’ rear yard deck setback 
variation, a 5.26’ side yard stair setback variation, a 5.35’ rear yard stair setback variation, and a 
6.21’ fence height variation to permit the replacement of an existing deck, stairs, and fence on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
900 Oakwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-18 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.77’ rear yard street setback variation and a 192.11 square foot (16.41%) side yard 
adjoining a street impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a two-car 
attached garage 
 
732 Romona Road Case 2012-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 35.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the installation of an attached three-car 
garage on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
400 8th Street Case 2012-Z-13 ZBA: Deny VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 24.0’ front yard setback variation, a 21.0’ rear yard setback variation, a 21.0’ front 
yard eave setback variation, an 18.0’ rear yard eave setback variation, a 29.42’ front yard step 
setback variation, a 28.0’ front yard porch setback variation, a 119.25 square foot (2.8%) lot 
coverage variation, a 282.40 square foot (4.72%) total floor area variation, a 288.85 (9.52%) square 
foot front yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 100.4 square foot (7.14%) rear yard 
structure impervious surface coverage variation, and a 3.0’ rear yard air conditioner condenser 
setback variation to permit the construction of a new home 
 
624 Elmwood Avenue Case 2011-Z-31 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
a 379.89 square foot (4.52%) total floor area variation, a 2.8’ side yard setback variation, and a 
22.0’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one and two-story addition with 
an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure at 624 Elmwood Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.   
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2121 Parkview Court Case 2011-Z-11 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 19.45’ rear yard of a double frontage lot setback variation, a 102.23 square foot 
(9.31%) rear yard structure impervious surface coverage variation, and an 84.96 square foot 
(7.75%) total rear yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new 
detached two-car garage 
 
1372 Ashland Lane Case 2010-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.62’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached 
garage addition 
 
645 Leamington Avenue Case 2010-Z-19 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 8.8’ rear yard setback variation, a 64.14 square foot (4.0%) side yard adjoining a 
street impervious surface coverage variation, and a 105.62 square foot (5.37%) lot coverage 
variation to permit a two-car attached garage addition 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a rear yard setback of 31.8’ on the subject 
property. 
 
Section 8.3.C establishes a maximum lot coverage of 3,105.55 square feet on the subject property. 
 
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage variation 
and a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a one-story attached garage 
addition and new front porch at 701 Lake Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted. 
 
(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-23. 
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CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
 1.0 Zoning Map 
 1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
 1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 
 1.3 Plat of Survey 
 1.4 Site Plan 
 1.5 Existing First Floor Plan 
 1.6 Existing Roof Plan 
 1.7 Existing East and South Elevations 
 1.8 Existing West Elevation 
 1.9 Existing Northeast Perspective 
 1.10 Existing Southeast Perspective 
 1.11 Existing Southwest Perspective 
 1.12 Proposed First Floor Plan 
 1.13 Proposed Roof Plan 
 1.14 East and South Elevations 
 1.15 Proposed West Elevations 
 1.16 Proposed Northeast Perspective 
 1.17 Proposed Southeast Perspective 
 1.18 Proposed Southwest Perspective 
 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
 2.0 Completed application form 
 2.1 Letter of application 
 2.2 Proof of ownership 
 2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated May 

16, 2017 
 2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon, 

May 18, 2017 
 2.5 Certificate of publication 
 2.6 Certificate of posting, dated May 22, 2017 
 2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, May 17, 2017 
 2.8 Lot Coverage Worksheets 
 2.9 Email from Mary Quirke, 702 Washington Avenue, dated June 

2, 2017 
 2.10 Letter from Scott Krone, 631 Lake Avenue, dated June 6, 2017 
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3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 
APPLICANT 

 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Chuck Cook, architect 
   Cook Architectural Design Studio 
   150 N. Wacker, Chicago 
 
  3.12 Ms. Joanne Binkley, owner 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 613.98 square foot (6.44%) lot coverage 

variation and a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit the construction of a 
one-story attached garage addition and new front porch. The Village Board will 
hear this case on June 27, 2017.  

 
 3.22 Mr. Cook is a Village resident and has lived here for 25 years. He is representing 

the applicants who are at the hearing as is their realtor and his project manager.  
 
  He summarized the reason why they were at the meeting. His client bought the 

house in the past year. They were looking for a single-story home in the Village. 
This is their long-term house and there are things that need to be modified in the 
house in anticipation of future restrictions on mobility. They are currently working 
on the home’s interior like widening doors, making bigger baths and kitchen, and 
adding an elevator that will go down to the basement. In addition, they want to 
bring the house up to meet the current standards of today’s lifestyle. They want to 
have a family room and a mud room space. They also want a garage sufficient for 
their needs.  

 
  The best way to do the above was to take the current garage to provide the space 

for the family and mud rooms and build a new garage with a slightly larger footprint 
that could hold larger cars and provide accessibility out of the cars. They looked at 
the option of a detached garage. That would require less on the zoning side. 
Physically it does not fit because a detached garage has to be 3’ off of the rear 
property line and at least 10’ away from the house. The only solution is an attached 
garage at the south end, leaving about 7’ from the garage to the line of the alley. 
Loading the garage from the alley is beneficial to the Village.  

 
  The current house has a curb cut and driveway coming off of 7th. He knows that the 

Village prefers garages that load off of the alley system and have as few curb cuts 
as possible. They are providing some beneficial aspects to what they are doing.  

 
  The issue of lot coverage also comes into play. The garage is requiring an extra 400 

square feet of lot coverage, which is about a 4.3% increase. The front porch is 207 
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square feet or a 2.1% increase in lot coverage.  
 
  There was a letter from the neighbor across the street talking about the overbuild of 

the rear yard. They state that the rear yard is being filled in 100%, which is grossly 
inaccurate. The impervious surface is allowed in the rear yard and they can have 
60% coverage. Their rear yard is 51.1% coverage. The house in aggregate is under 
the allowable total FAR. The request is not detrimental to the neighborhood. The 
other comment in the letter talked about the latter and thought that the home should 
be two stories like every other house in the Village and have a different 
configuration. That goes against the grain of what is great about the Village. There 
is social diversity and architectural diversity. There are not many single-level 
structures in the Village. It would be great to allow this home to be one.  

 
  There was a letter from another neighbor across the alley who was concerned about 

alley flooding. Mr. Cook thinks that the proposed work will not aggravate flooding 
and that they can improve the situation. The current yard drains towards the 
southeast and towards the alley. With the addition of the garage, they will control 
the rain water runoff and, through storm water management, route the water 
towards 7th or due east. They are concerned about the alley condition. There has 
been some discussion with the Village and Engineering is looking into alley 
conditions to make sure that it is draining property and also looking at what else 
needs to be done to improve the alley. They will do their part to improve water off 
of their property. The topography information shows the alley is essentially flat in 
that area and does not have positive drainage. Maybe this will become a permeable 
alley.  

 
  The precedent for attached garages is high. There are precedents for lot coverage 

variations; some that are larger than their request have been granted in the past. 
There were setbacks approved that were similar and/or greater than their request. 
What they are asking for is not grossly unusual or out of character.  

 
  They looked at the neighborhood. He explained the map that he showed at the 

meeting. He talked about houses that had similar conditions – attached garages 
coming off an alley or facing the street, some are encroaching into side yards or 
rear yards or appear to have greater lot coverage. There is a page for each of those 
locations. He could review each one if requested. There are a dozen homes in the 
immediate areas that have similar conditions.  

 
 3.23 Mr. Surman asked if they had some that were similar because he wouldn’t say that 

what was shown was similar to the applicant’s house.  
 
  The architect showed a photo of a garage that was up to the alley. It does not load 

off the alley. But his clients’ garage is right up to the alley. He does not have surveys 
but could scale them. Another picture of a house that is south of their property. It 
is a much newer home. His clients’ home was built over 50 years ago. The house 
in the photo is not that old but has a three-car garage and is within the required rear 
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yard setbacks and does not load off of the alley. It is a more aggressive condition.  
 
 3.24 Mr. Schneider said that the utility pole appears to be in the way of the driveway.  
 
  The architect said that it is very close. They will skirt right by it and this was a 

concern.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy asked the location of the utility pole.  
 
  The architect said that the pole is at the corner of the driveway.  
 
  The applicant said that the garage door location is offset west to avoid any issues.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy asked if the house had an elevator at this time. The plans show an 

existing elevator.  
 
  The architect said they are adding an elevator. That work has been approved and 

permitted and is under construction.  
 
 3.27 Mr. Schneider said that people are working in the house right now.  
 
  The architect said that there are interior renovations going on.  
 
 3.28 Mr. Schneider asked if the permit for interior renovations was provided some time 

ago. Is tonight’s request separate? 
 
  The architect does not remember the date of the permit. Tonight’s request is 

separate and resulted from the master plan of the house and what they wanted to 
do. The applicants are homeless right now. They needed to get construction started 
on the interior work. They did not want to delay the ability for the applicants to 
move into the house.  

 
 3.29 Mr. Robke said he is a little confused. There is so much discussion about the garage. 

He looks at the plan and sees the desire to add more living area with the family 
room. He is not seeing a hardship with the current garage. There is some reference 
to making things accessible yet the new front porch is not accessible. There is 
reference to a future ramp. There is ongoing interior renovation but there is nothing 
being done to make the interior accessible.  

 
  The architect said that the goal was to have family and mud room spaces. The new 

garage is larger than the current garage.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Robke asked the depth of the current garage.  
 
  The architect said that the current garage is 21’8”. The garage floor is below the 

floor of the house and there are multiple stairs to get up to the garage and to the 
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door to enter into the house. That limits the amount of space to park a car. It does 
not leave enough length for a ramp.  The proposed front porch is intended to be 
accessible. There is a ramp coming off the south end of the porch. The porch is 
large enough for furniture. It is a usable porch. Wilmette encourages porches. The 
ramp is driving the dimension.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Robke asked the construction of the floor of the sunroom.  
 
  The architect said that it is a concrete slab with wood over it.  
 
 3.32 Mr. Surman asked about the 1’2 ¾” dimension.  
 
  The applicant said that dimension is the new slab to the existing front door. The 

existing garage slab to the first floor is about 2’.  
 
 3.33 Mr. Surman referenced the new plan. There is a block at the top of the ramp – what 

is that? 
 
  The architect said it gives them the ability to add a ramp at any time.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Surman said he is an architect who does a lot of ADA work and what is going 

on with the proposal baffles him. Nothing in the bathroom is ADA compliant. It is 
not even livable ADA. How steep is the ramp? The code requires 1:20; if they are 
going up 1’ they have to go 20’ in length, which is the length of the garage. It is 
one thing to come in and say they are adding this to accommodate ADA but they 
did not plan it appropriately. They wouldn’t want the ramp in front of the car. They 
would want it on the side so you open the car and go right up the ramp. It is a 
disservice to put the bathroom with a 3’ wide area that is hard to get into. If they 
are trying to address ADA it should be done properly. 3’6” is not enough space for 
the ramp.  

 
  The architect said they are not making it ADA compliant. They are not meeting 

commercial ADA requirements. They are trying to make the house more livable.  
 
 3.35 Mr. Robke said that there is no plan shown for the basement.  
 
  The architect said that there is a laundry room in the basement. There is a rec space 

and another bedroom. It is a full basement. It is not space that they intend to live in.  
 
 3.36 Mr. Robke said that they are spending a lot of money to get to the basement as 

opposed to putting the washer and dryer upstairs.  
 
  The owner said that she made decisions that an architect probably would not have 

made. One decision was whether to bring the laundry room up to the first floor. 
They thought about this a lot. The only way to take the laundry room out of the 
basement was to eliminate the third bedroom on the first floor, which they did not 
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want to do. That would ruin the house value. A wheelchair can fit into the 
bathrooms. The master bathtub has a bench. There are no tubs on the main floor. 
This was important for her issues. The ramp will hopefully never be a necessity. It 
is easier to walk up a ramp than stairs.  

 
 3.37 Chairman Duffy asked if they could put a ramp in the current garage.  
 
  The applicant said that then she would have to always come in and out of the garage.  
 
  The architect said it would require more vertical travel.  
 
  The applicant said that it is very hard to get down the stairs in the garage.  
 
 3.38 Chairman Duffy asked if a ramp would help.  
 
  The architect said it would have to be a steeper ramp.  
 
 3.39 Chairman Duffy said she would have to come in and out of the garage if they add 

the garage off of the alley.  
 
  The applicant said she could also come in and out of the front door using the 

proposed ramp.  
 
  The architect said that the proposed ramp is in front of the existing garage.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Kolleng asked if this request is not approved, what happens to the interior 

design of the house? 
 
  The applicant said that they would stop where they are at with the interior 

modifications. They are doing this in stages. They are missing her husband’s 
library. He has rare books.  

 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy said that they have pulled permits for bathrooms, kitchen, dry wall, 

and the elevator.  
 
 3.42 Mr. Robke asked if the garage reconfiguration and the family room was not 

approved, would they still be looking to do something with the front porch.  
 
  The applicant said that she does not know.  
 
 3.43 Mr. Kolleng said that they would have a back yard that they could use.  
 
  The applicant said that the back yard is much higher than any other part of the 

house.  
 
 3.44 Mr. Tritsis asked if anything would change if there was a parking pad instead of a 
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garage.  
 
  The applicant said she was willing to go without a garage to have a family room, 

but the Village said they have to have a garage.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said they could have a parking pad but would need to retain two 

enclosed parking spaces or get a variation to not have two enclosed parking spaces.  
 
  The architect asked if it would be easier to seek a variance for a detached garage 

that was not 10’ from the house.  
 
 3.45 Chairman Duffy said that there is a big lot coverage issue. They are trying to use 

too much of the structure for living and there is not enough room for the garage. 
They are impacting the neighborhood. They are changing the way that the house is 
on the lot relative to others in the neighborhood. There are similar existing 
conditions but in their case, they are creating the condition. He is not quite sure 
what the solution is. They would be adding a structure with a detached garage. 

 
 3.46 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case. There was no additional 

communication on this case.   
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said he has a lot of trouble with the requests. It is a small lot with a lot 

on it already. The request is large. They have a plan that if this is not approved, they 
still have an interior that they can live with. There are some neighbors that object. 
It does change some of the character of the neighborhood. They are trying to put 
too much on the lot and he cannot support this.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider said he understands their desire to make this fit the applicant’s 

wishes and lifestyle and to accommodate any handicaps now or in the future. The 
existing footprint if carefully thought out can accommodate their needs. He is 
concerned about impervious surface coverage and they are adding to water runoff. 
The hardship is self-imposed and does not have to be. The architect and applicant 
can work on the existing footprint. He does not think he can support the request.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Robke said he cannot support this.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said it would be nice to add that space, but the Board cannot grant 

variances based on what they want to have. It would not be consistent with the 
neighborhood to have the garage out there.  

 
 5.5 Mr. Tritsis agrees with all of the above comments.  
 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said he expressed his thoughts earlier in the meeting. He could not 

support this as proposed. There has to be a way of working around this without 
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creating more bulk on the lot.  
 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 613.98 square foot 

(6.44%) lot coverage variation and a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit 
the construction of a one-story attached garage addition and new front porch at 701 
Lake Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

 
  6.11 Mr. Schneider seconded the motion and the vote was as follows: 
 
   Chairman Patrick Duffy No 
   Mike Boyer   Not Present 
   John Kolleng   No 
   Michael Robke  No 
   Reinhard Schneider  No 
   Bob Surman   No 
   Christopher Tritsis  No 
    
   Motion failed. 
 
 6.2 Mr. Surman moved to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and 

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2017-Z-23.  
 
  6.21 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
   Motion carried.  

 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the variation standards 
of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. There are no physical conditions of the property 
that are imposing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The owners are creating their 
own plight by the design decisions that were made with the proposed design. The owners 
would be able to make reasonable use of the property while still accommodating their needs 
if they made different choices in the design of the modifications. The proposed addition 
may negatively impact adjoining property because of the proximity of the garage to the 
alley. Similarly, the proximity of the garage to the alley will alter the essential character of 
the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 613.98 square foot 
(6.44%) lot coverage variation and a 24.83’ rear yard setback variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story attached garage addition and new front porch at 701 Lake 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted. 









































































 Agenda Item 3.13 

   
              
         

Date:   June 27, 2017 
 
To: Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
 
From: Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 

 
Subject: Presentation of the May Monthly Financial Report  
 

 
Recommendation 
 
The Village Board accept the May monthly financial report and direct staff to place it on 
file. 
 
Background  
 
Section 6-4.1 of the Village Code reads as follows: 
 

The Village Treasurer shall submit monthly financial reports to the Village Manager 
and Board of Trustees, clearly reflecting the Village’s assets and liabilities, receipts 
and disbursements, and expended and unexpended balances of appropriation.  

 
The Finance Director is the appointed Village Treasurer. When presenting the report, the 
Finance Director typically advises of significant fluctuations in revenues or expenses to 
the Village’s funds, and discusses the impact on the year-end balance for the particular 
fund.   
 
Each month, the Board will receive two reports: 

1. The monthly financial report (follows this memorandum) 
2. Monthly disbursements (separate report) 

The monthly financial report includes the following: 

• General Fund, Sewer Fund, and Water Fund Analysis 

• Investments Summary  

• YTD Budget Detail  - direct output from our MUNIS financial system 

mailto:molloym@wilmette.com
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General Fund Summary – Revenue 

 

Revenue Analysis – Total Revenues are up approximately $220,000 compared to the original budget 
estimate. 
 
Property Tax – Property Tax is 37% of the total operating revenue budget.  The first installment of the 2016 
property tax levy (collectible in 2017) had a due date of March 1st.   The levy represents a 4.97% increase 
over the prior year levy and the first installment is based on 55% of the prior year levy.  The Village received 
a net amount of approximately $79,000 in the month of May.    
 
Sales Tax – Sales Tax is 15% of the total operating revenue budget.  There are three major categories to the 
sales tax revenue budget.  A very basic description of each follows.  One category is the State mandated sales 
tax (ST) which is collected from retailers based on the gross receipts of sales of tangible personal property.  
The rate is 6.25% and the State will remit 1% back to the municipality where the collection of the tax 
occurred.  The Home Rule sales tax (HRST) is a tax authorized by a municipality and applies only to 
purchases made within its jurisdiction.  The tax generally does not apply to grocery, drug store and 
automobile purchases.  This tax is also collected by the State, and all of it is remitted back to the authorizing 
municipality.  Since 2015, the Village rate is 1%.  The Local Use tax (LUT) is for items purchased outside of 
Illinois for use or consumption within the State.   Common examples are catalogue or internet purchases 
made from companies outside the State.  The rate is 6.25% and approximately 1% is remitted to 
municipalities based on a formula that looks at the municipality’s population in proportion to the total state 
population.    Historically, the amount of LUT was so minor that there has been very little discussion as to the 
trend of collections and it was treated as part of regular sales tax collections.  As internet purchase continue 
to rise, the amount of LUT has become important.  The amount and trend is broken out on a separate chart.  
All sales tax that the State remits to municipalities is three months in arrears; thus collections in May are 
from sales in February.  ST collections for the month are up approximately 6% compared to May last year, 
and up 4% year-to-date.  LUT collections are up year-to-date approximately 10% compared to last year.  
HRST collections are up year-to-date approximately 2% compared to last year.  The year-end projection is 
adjusted up $50,000 to reflect the slight positive trend in sales tax collections. The charts which follow 
provide historical perspectives of ST, LUT and HRST collections since January of 2016 along with a 12 month 

General Fund Revenue Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual

Revenues 2017 Budget May YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget

Where 
should we be 

YTD?
Year End 

Actual May YTD Actual
 YTD % of 

Actual
YTD Actual 

Variance
Property Tax 13,736,000    7,004,338              51% 51% 13,736,000           13,090,361    6,708,819             51% 4%
Sales Tax 5,796,500      2,375,881              41% 39% 5,846,500             ↗ 5,680,376      2,286,324             40% 4%
Service Charges 3,183,700      1,284,833              40% 39% 3,183,700             3,338,934      1,190,846             36% 8%
Income Tax 2,674,700      1,278,239              48% 50% 2,574,700             ↙ 2,636,758      1,361,023             52% -6%
Utility Tax 2,244,700      998,745                 44% 48% 2,164,700             ↙ 2,220,579      1,070,308             48% -7%
Permits 1,991,900      1,336,671              67% 34% 2,561,900             ↗ 3,345,091      1,032,289             31% 29%
Licenses 1,823,000      1,635,324              90% 90% 1,823,000             1,870,035      1,673,523             89% -2%
R.E. Transfer Tax 1,238,300      515,892                 42% 35% 1,247,300             ↗ 1,303,787      537,234                41% -4%
Water Fund Transfer 1,100,000      -                         0% 0% 1,100,000             1,000,000      -                        0% 0%
Others 3,810,070      1,253,466              33% 31% 3,581,070             ↙ 3,284,232      974,237                30% 29%
Bond Proceeds 4,845,000      -                         0% 0% 4,845,000             -                 -                        
Total 42,443,870    17,683,389            42% 45% 42,663,870           37,770,153    16,834,603           45% 5%

2017 2016

   2017 Year-End 
Projection
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rolling trend line.  Beyond the variances in the month-to-month actuals, note that the trend in collections 
over time as shown in the 12 month rolling line shows recent minor improvement.      
 

      

 
 
Service Charges – Service charges are approximately 8% of the operating revenue budget.  Service charges 
revenue is mainly comprised of refuse collections, ambulance transport charges, yard waste sticker sales, 
sanitarian services, elevator inspections, and alarm charges.   In March, the Board was informed of the 
impending retirement of the employee who performs the sanitarian inspections for the Village as well as 
three surrounding communities.  Mid-year, sanitarian inspections will be outsourced and thus the year-end 
projection for sanitarian services will be half of the budget estimate.   Offsetting the reduced revenue from 
sanitarian services, ambulance transport charges and elevator inspections, are performing better than last 
year.  No adjustment to the total category year-end projection was warranted.     
 
Income Tax – Income Tax is approximately 7% of the operating revenue budget.  May collections were down 
approximately 2% compared to the same month last year, but year-to-date collections are down 
approximately 6% from last year.  The year-end projection has been adjusted down $100,000. The chart that 
follows provides a historical perspective of income tax collections and a 12 month rolling trend line.  There 
is a decline of approximately 13% since January 2016. 
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Utility Tax – Utility Taxes are approximately 6% of the operating revenue budget.  The Electricity Excise Tax 
and the Natural Gas Use Tax (NGUT) are weather driven.  The Electricity collections are down approximately 
9% from last year.  NGUT collections are up approximately 3% compared to last year.  The 
Telecommunication Tax revenue is down $40,000 compared to last year.  The year-end projection has been 
adjusted down $80,000.    
 
Permits- Permit revenue is approximately 5% of the operating revenue budget.  May collections for regular 
permits were down from the same month last year, but year-to-date are still up 9% compared to last year.  
There have been several non-recurring permits received through May totaling approximately $444,000.  The 
year-end projection has been revised up $570,000 to account for the strong activity.  The chart that follows 
provides a historical perspective of permit revenue and a 12 month rolling trend line.  The amounts do not 
include non-recurring permits.  There is positive growth of approximately 17% since January 2016. 
 

 
 
 
Licenses- Licenses fees in total are approximately 5% of the operating revenue budget.   License revenue is 
comprised of vehicle, taxi, animal, business, contractor and liquor fees.   Year-to-date through May, totals 
are down slightly compared to last year.  Vehicle License collections are down approximately 2% compared 
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to last year.  Vehicle stickers are to be purchased and displayed by April 15th.    A late fee will be assessed 
after May 15th.  No adjustment to the year-end projection was warranted at this time.    
 
R.E. Transfer Tax – RETT is 3% of the operating revenue budget.  May collections were down compared to 
the same month last year.  For the year, total revenue (minus non-recurring RETT) is up 2% compared to 
last year.  Growth in the RETT was driven by the number of sales, which were up 11%. Per John Nash of 
Sotheby’s Realty, “The number of home sales in the North Shore increased by 10% in the first quarter of 2017. 
Wilmette did see an increase again (in inventory) rising from 160 to 179 active single family homes that are 
not under contract. (Interest) Rates are slightly higher than they were a year ago.  The 30 year fixed rate jumbo 
or conforming is at about 4%.  This is down about a quarter point from December of last year, but up a quarter 
point from April 2016.   Adjustable rates can be gotten in the low 3’s.”  The year-end projection has been 
adjusted up $9,000 for the budget estimate.  The chart that follows provides a historical perspective of 
transfer tax and a 12 month rolling trend line of real estate transfer tax collection since January of 2016.  
The 12 month rolling line shows minimal growth since January of 2016. 

 
 
Water Fund Transfer – The transfer represents approximately 3% of the total operating revenue budget.  
The annual Water Fund transfer reflects the profitable operation of our water plant from the sale of 
wholesale water.   The transfer usually does not occur until the 4th quarter after we can analyze how water 
sales are performing.   
 
Other – The “Other” category of the Village’s General Fund revenues make-up approximately 10% of the 
total operating revenue budget.  Some of the revenue sources included in this category are: Personal 
Property Replacement Tax (PPRT), 911 fees and taxes, Hotel tax, Fuel tax, Fines, Rental income, Commercial 
Refuse Franchise fees, Donations and Grants.  Collections year-to-date are up approximately $279,000 from 
last year. A portion of the increase, $70,000, is tied to a planned increase in Fuel tax collections.  In 2017, to 
support the road program, the Village increased the tax from 1 cent per gallon to 4 cents per gallon.  In 
March the Village received an anticipated grant of $44,546 from the Department of Homeland Security 
(Assistance to Firefighters Grant) for the replacement of the Fire Department’s self-contained breathing 
apparatus (SCBA). PPRT and cable franchise collections were performing better than last year by 
approximately $40,000 collectively.  The remaining difference was mainly due to the timing of E-911 
distributions from the State which were slow last year.  Although overall this category was up compared to 
year-to-date collections from last year, the budget estimate includes a general estimate of $336,000 for 
potential grants/revenue.  The year-end projection was revised down $229,000 to account for the backing 
out of the grant placeholder and the recognition of the growth in PPRT and cable franchise collections.   
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Bond Proceeds – This category is not part of the operating revenue budget.  The Village anticipates issuing 
General Obligations bonds in the later part of the year to fund approximately $4.845 million in long deferred 
Village facility work.   
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General Fund Summary – Revenue Actuals per Month 

 

General Fund Revenue Summary - 2017, 2016, and 2015 Actual per Month
2017 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD

Property Tax (15,917)      1,909,572   4,969,024      62,395        79,263        7,004,338      7,004,338      
Sales Tax 466,948      501,389      608,263         405,115      394,167      2,375,881      2,375,881      
Service Charges 171,526      268,567      271,223         289,147      284,371      1,284,833      1,284,833      
Income Tax 232,914      269,380      140,995         271,905      363,045      1,278,239      1,278,239      
Utility Tax 236,742      226,379      199,047         186,921      149,656      998,745         998,745         
Permits 367,028      274,028      298,919         182,063      214,634      1,336,671      1,336,671      
Licenses 142,933      35,523        915,285         414,223      127,361      1,635,324      1,635,324      
R.E. Transfer Tax 55,125        57,375        114,078         146,556      142,758      515,892         515,892         
Water Fund Transfer -             -              -                 -             -             -                 -                 
Other 168,448      229,073      281,956         270,756      303,234      1,253,466      1,253,466      
Bond Proceeds 0 -              -                 -                 -                 
Total 1,825,747   3,771,285   7,798,788      2,229,081   2,058,489   -             -             -               -                -             -                -               17,683,389    17,683,389    

2016 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD
Property Tax (2,917)        2,001,732   4,606,102      41,955        61,946        32,129        2,130,831   3,782,799    159,972         14,954        137,919        122,939        13,090,361    6,708,819      
Sales Tax 464,708      467,151      608,905         372,063      373,498      445,360      451,468      556,838       540,514         480,897      434,049        484,926        5,680,376      2,286,324      
Service Charges 155,169      229,231      259,878         268,096      278,473      365,887      264,267      266,959       323,896         290,140      260,107        376,833        3,338,934      1,190,846      
Income Tax 267,402      292,621      169,407         262,128      369,465      176,605      252,045      146,776       160,323         236,914      159,011        144,060        2,636,758      1,361,023      
Utility Tax 207,820      241,195      234,387         192,660      194,245      157,322      169,103      177,020       176,312         166,332      145,445        158,737        2,220,579      1,070,308      
Permits 90,202        162,785      383,722         164,229      231,352      288,925      632,794      545,818       210,481         346,364      123,894        164,528        3,345,091      1,032,289      
Licenses 145,078      75,280        900,111         426,489      126,565      42,667        49,986        50,726         16,505           12,734        13,194          10,700          1,870,035      1,673,523      
R.E. Transfer Tax 85,833        52,551        96,189           146,172      156,489      173,202      117,942      140,394       110,387         92,427        82,539          49,662          1,303,787      537,234         
Water Fund Transfer -              1,000,000     1,000,000      -                 
Other 60,133        214,083      157,236         258,220      284,566      181,538      211,883      327,607       162,083         694,628      355,902        376,353        3,284,232      974,237         
Bond Proceeds -              -                 -                 
Total 1,473,427   3,736,629   7,415,937      2,132,011   2,076,599   1,863,635   4,280,319   5,994,937    1,860,472      2,335,389   1,712,060     2,888,739     37,770,153    16,834,603    

2015 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD
Property Tax (5,131)        1,995,423   4,128,751      206,297      108,432      7,339          2,002,966   3,554,729    329,087         37,443        63,077          87,062          12,515,475    6,433,772      
Sales Tax 342,495      358,657      448,271         361,990      370,038      443,261      466,296      529,540       533,339         508,667      484,102        498,443        5,345,098      1,881,451      
Service Charges 149,060      241,306      253,241         315,814      274,214      259,843      362,042      249,896       268,027         318,234      266,231        382,866        3,340,773      1,233,635      
Income Tax 220,652      329,214      143,619         293,489      485,550      201,641      284,504      165,103       157,251         276,375      182,230        142,516        2,882,143      1,472,524      
Utility Tax 201,643      244,521      251,230         214,040      176,999      158,759      165,747      160,776       153,162         184,811      161,839        164,218        2,237,745      1,088,433      
Permits 94,586        98,876        210,758         223,885      197,368      475,669      276,313      234,399       140,701         146,898      174,256        196,517        2,470,227      825,473         
Licenses 142,711      37,427        865,740         498,373      122,691      62,178        30,965        31,811         19,608           11,200        13,971          6,653            1,843,328      1,666,942      
R.E. Transfer Tax 55,152        44,289        100,848         106,722      162,666      238,347      131,586      111,903       62,541           143,916      73,755          80,067          1,311,792      469,677         
Water Fund Transfer -               -             1,100,000     1,100,000      -                 
Other 118,204      263,900      231,276         366,855      238,569      135,882      407,256      165,094       154,973         217,181      406,693        451,770        3,157,655      1,218,805      
Bond Proceeds -             -               -                 -                 
Total 1,319,373   3,613,613   6,633,734      2,587,464   2,136,528   1,982,919   4,127,674   5,203,251    1,818,688      1,844,724   1,826,155     3,110,112     36,204,235    16,290,711    
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General Fund Summary – Expense & Reserve Balance 

 

Expenditure Analysis – Total Expenditures are down $611,600 compared to the original budget estimate.  

Regular Wages – There is $165,000 in savings projected at this time and the year-end projection has been 
adjusted accordingly.  The Village sanitarian is retiring mid-year and an outside firm has been engaged to 
perform that function.  The in-house corporation counsel position will be reinstated.  The contractual 
services account has been adjusted for both changes; addition of a sanitarian contract and the end of the 
outside legal counsel contract.  Additionally, vacancies in Police and turnover in Public Works and Finance 
will result in savings.  

Overtime- Not surprising given the mild winter, we are tracking below last year’s spending by approximately 
16% through May.   

Benefits- The year-end projection was revised down $89,600 to reflect the actuarially calculated employer 
pension contribution being less than the budget estimate. 

Contractual – The year-end estimate has been adjusted down $9,000 to reflect the changes noted previously 
regarding the addition of sanitarian inspection services and the end of an outside corporation counsel 
contract.  Moreover, the projection reflects additional engineering professional services spending, fire 
dispatch services costs, and an organizational study, offset by savings in snow removal and landscape 
maintenance. 

Refuse – This expenditure category includes expenditures for refuse, yard and recycling collection, and 
landfill tipping fees.  Landfill tipping costs were down from the same time period last year.  The year-end 
projection has been revised down $15,000.   

General Fund Expense Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual

Expenditures 2017 Budget May YTD Actual
YTD % of 

Budget

Where 
should we be 

YTD?
Year End 

Actual May YTD Actual
 YTD % of 

Actual
YTD Actual 

Variance
Regular Wages 15,991,100    6,481,891              41% 41% 15,826,100           ↙ 15,262,454    6,359,991             42% 2%
Overtime 797,475         223,919                 28% 36% 797,475                851,259         266,774                31% -16%
Benefits 8,831,675      6,578,640              74% 66% 8,742,075             8,275,420      6,233,091             75% 6%
Contractual 3,201,560      1,073,923              34% 36% 3,192,560             ↙ 3,004,072      1,018,690             34% 5%
Refuse 2,333,645      770,174                 33% 39% 2,318,645             ↙ 2,381,686      817,053                34% -6%
Commodities 755,445         256,417                 34% 47% 681,445                ↙ 732,799         312,904                43% -18%
Contingency 500,000         25,857                   5% 16% 189,000                ↙ 269,751         43,147                   16% -40%
Capital 1,970,655      804,816                 41% 13% 2,111,655             ↗ 1,854,641      784,567                42% 3%
Other 3,057,300      62,175                   2% 49% 3,057,300             2,052,037      251,998                12% -75%
CERF current projects 853,000         120,230                 14% 13% 824,000                ↙ 539,144         133,315                25%
CERF allocation 384,000         -                         0% 25% 384,000                342,000         -                        0%
Capital - Bond 4,845,000      12,586                   0% 0% 4,785,000             ↙ -                 -                        0%
Total 43,520,855    16,410,628            38% 45% 42,909,255           35,565,263    16,221,529           46% 1%

   2017 Year-End 
Projection

2017 2016
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Commodities – The year-end projection has been adjusted down $74,000 to reflect anticipated saving in salt  
costs.     

Contingency – The appropriation for contingency is used for items that were not anticipated at the time the 
budget was adopted as well for the transfer monies to the Debt Service Fund to offset the impact of property 
tax refunds. Thus far spending was related to costs associated with the demolition of 1225 Central Ave.  The 
year-end projection has been adjusted down $311,000. 

Capital – This category is mainly comprised of the street resurfacing, alley and brick street work.  The year-
end projection has been increased $141,000 to reflect $67,000 in additional work for the Park District that 
they will reimburse, higher bid prices for the brick street renovation work, and estimated costs associated 
with the creation of a parking lot at 676 Park Ave. 

Other – The major expenditures items included in this category: automotive expense, training, insurance 
premiums and deductibles, various joint public safety agency contributions, and the hotel tax rebate.    
There are no adjustments to the  year-end projection at this time.   

CERF current projects – “CERF” is short for Capital Equipment Replacement Fund.  The capital equipment 
items included in the budget were a large dump truck, an asphalt roller, a street sweeper, four squad cars, an 
ambulance and a fire command vehicle.   The year-end projection reflect savings in the purchase of the large 
dump truck, street sweeper, and ambulance totaling $29,000.   

CERF transfer – In the departments of Engineering, Fire and Police there are monies budgeted for transfer to 
the CERF which will be used to meet the ongoing capital equipment needs for those departments.  The 
allocation was reflected as an expense in each department and revenue in the CERF department. 

    

 

 

General Fund Reserve Balance 

2016 Year End Reserve   2017 Projected Reserve  Recommended Reserve 
Operating   $8,456,626                $8,753,700      
CERF            1,747,689                 1,529,100     
Total          $10,204,315             $10,282,800   $4,568,000 
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Sewer Fund Summary – Revenue 

 

Revenue Analysis 
 
Residential Sewer Charges – Sewer charges are tied to water consumption and as such will fluctuate with 
weather patterns. Also note that because of the quarterly billing process, revenue accounted for in a given 
month really reflects usage in the three months prior. May billings, which were up compared to the same 
month last year by approximately 3.5%, reflect a portion of February through a portion of May usage.  There 
is no sewer fee increase in 2017; the rate is $4.24.   The year-end projection has been revised down $38,000. 
 
Bond Proceeds – This revenue source is comprised of IEPA loans.  The 2017 budget includes estimates for 
IEPA loans for both 2016 and 2017 for eligible sewer lining work.  The year-end projection has been 
adjusted to reflect one year’s program being completed.   
 

Sewer Fund Revenue Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual

Revenues 2017 Budget
May YTD 

Actual
YTD % of 

Budget

Where 
should we be 

YTD?
Year End 

Actual 
May YTD 

Actual
 YTD % 

of Actual
YTD Actual 

Variance
Residential Sewer Charges 5,082,900      1,618,847          32% 34% 5,044,900      ↙ 4,912,549      1,601,835          33% 1%
Other -                 -                     0% 0% -                 1,143             -                     0%
Bond/Loan Proceeds 1,640,000      484                     0% 0% 820,000         ↙ 703,834         1,747                 0% -72%
Total 6,722,900      1,619,331          24% 17% 5,864,900      5,617,526      1,603,582          29% 1%

2017 2016

   2017  Year-End 
Projection
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Sewer Fund Summary – Revenue Actuals per Month 

 

 

Sewer Fund Revenue Summary - 2017, 2016,  and 2015 Actual per Month
2017 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD

Residential Sewer Charges 219,144  364,558   314,203          355,689  365,253  1,618,847      1,618,847      
Other -                 -                 
Bond Proceeds 108         95            105                 81           95           484                484                
Total 219,252  364,653   314,308          355,770  365,348  -          -          -          -              -          -             -               1,619,331      1,619,331      

2016 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD
Residential Sewer Charges 227,488  345,284   304,665          371,640  352,758  323,323  447,822  529,376  504,463      534,953  474,442     496,335       4,912,549      1,601,835      
Other 1,143      -          1,143             -                 
Bond Proceeds 581 309 309                 288         260         235         196         161         93               58           55               701,289       703,834         1,747             
Total 228,069  345,593   304,974          371,928  353,018  323,558  449,161  529,537  504,556      535,011  474,497     1,197,624    5,617,526      1,603,582      

2015 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD
Residential Sewer Charges 229,850  319,065   324,582          384,691  355,331  338,513  435,587  465,088  438,249      528,170  481,955     492,655       4,793,735      1,613,518      
Other -                 -                 
Bond Proceeds 2,369      2,084       2,416              2,294      1,935      1,726      1,474      1,363      1,141          1,133      792            621               19,348           11,098           
Total 232,219  321,149   326,998          386,985  357,266  340,239  437,061  466,451  439,390      529,303  482,747     493,276       4,813,083      1,624,616      
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Sewer Fund Summary – Expense & Reserve Balance 

 

Expenditure Analysis 

Regular Wages- There were no changes projected as of the end of May. 

Overtime- Until May, these costs were tracking below last year due to the mild winter.  During the last 
weekend in April, a heavy rain event took place which necessitated overtime costs. No adjustment to the 
year-end projection was warranted. 

Contractual services –  Included in this expenditure category are sewer maintenance, catch basin and sewer 
line cleaning, GIS services, and contractual services work for sewer main repairs.  Spending, year-to-date, 
was higher than last year mainly due to the timing of sewer maintenance work. No adjustment to the year-
end projection was warranted.  
 
Commodities – This expenditure category includes utility expenses, uniforms, and general materials and 
supplies.  Through May, overall spending in this category was slightly higher than last year, but still below 
the budget expectations.  No adjustment to the year-end projection was warranted.  
 
Capital – Sewer main repairs, a portion of the purchase of a street sweeper and the overhead sewer 
program expenses are included in this category.  The year-end projection has been adjusted up $121,000.  
The adjustment reflects $25,000 in savings from a lower purchase cost for the street sweeper offset by 
$146,000 in additional alley repair work tied to sewer main work.     
 
Others – This expenditure category mainly reflects automotive expenses and a small amount of training.     
 
Capital Bond - The budget includes estimates for two program years worth of IEPA financed sewer lining 
work.  Also included in this category is the remaining amount of work tied to the Sewer Capacity 
Improvement Program (SCIP). The year-end projection has been revised down $610,000 which reflects one 
program year worth of spending on sewer lining work and the final spending of the SCIP.     
 

Sewer Fund Expense Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual

Expenditures 2017 Budget
May YTD 

Actual
YTD % of 

Budget

Where 
should we be 

YTD?
Year End 

Actual 
May YTD 

Actual
 YTD % 

of Actual
YTD Actual 

Variance
Regular Wages 564,000         236,685             42% 41% 564,000         533,680         218,889             41% 8%
Overtime 22,100           9,205                  42% 38% 22,100           22,331           7,219                 32% 28%
Benefits 233,885         104,942             45% 45% 233,885         225,058         102,496             46% 2%
Contractual 421,200         56,740                13% 17% 421,200         306,743         33,847               11% 68%
Commodities 85,575           34,858                41% 44% 85,575           81,080           30,361               37% 15%
Capital 646,000         -                     0% 48% 767,000         ↗ 267,898         -                     0%
Debt Service 3,318,000      633,378             19% 15% 3,318,000      3,266,125      648,164             20% -2%
Other 86,000           36,941                43% 45% 86,000           66,743           28,501               43% 30%
Capital - Bond 1,990,000      177,320             9% 20% 1,380,000      ↙ 1,832,397      378,957             21% -53%
Total 7,366,760      1,290,067          18% 21% 6,877,760      6,602,056      1,448,434          22% -11%

   2017  Year-End 
Projection

20162017
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Sewer Fund Reserve Balance 

2016 Year End Reserve  2017 Projected Reserve  Recommended Reserve 
       $3,309,198         $2,856,000             $1,016,600   
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Water Fund Summary – Revenue 

 

Revenue Analysis 
 
Residential Water Sales – Water consumption will fluctuate with weather patterns. Also note that because of 
the quarterly billing process, revenue accounted for in a given month really reflects usage in the three 
months prior.  May billings for the month were up from last year by approximately 4%, and year-to-date 
billing were closely tracking the original budget estimate.   A water fee increase went into effect in March of 
2016 of $0.12 bringing the total rate to $2.61; there is no additional fee increase for 2017.  The year-end 
projection is flat to the budget estimate.      
 
Wholesale Water Sales – Unlike residential sales, wholesale revenues reflect the prior month’s usage.  
Wholesale water collections were down from the same time period last year by approximately $105,000.    
Additionally, consumption is down for year-over-year by approximately 6%. Kenilworth and Golf are new 
wholesale customers.  The rate is $1.331 and will be re-calculated later this year.  The year-end projection 
has been revised down $120,000 from the original budget estimate.  
 
Other – In order to replace old water meters in a timely fashion, and attain a 15 year replacement cycle, a 
new fee was added to residential water bills in January 2016.  The Future Meter Replacement Charge is a flat 
fee that is based on meter size.  The 18% increase in Other revenue year-over-year is mainly due to the 
timing of the sales of water meters.  No adjustment to the year-end projection was warranted at this time.   
 
Bond Proceeds – This revenue source is comprised of an IEPA loan.  The Village anticipates receiving a low 
interest rate loan for electrical improvement work at the Water Plant.  
 

Water Fund Revenue Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual

Revenues 2017 Budget
May YTD 

Actual
YTD % of 

Budget
Where should 

we be YTD?
Year End 

Actual 
May YTD 

Actual
 YTD % of 

Actual
YTD Actual 

Variance
Residential Water Sales 3,214,300        1,051,332        33% 34% 3,214,300         3,145,608    1,019,481     32% 3%
Wholesale Water Sales 5,403,000        1,831,306        34% 36% 5,283,000         ↙ 5,125,555    1,936,689     38% -5%
Other 190,000           52,454             28% 20% 190,000            157,748       44,584          28% 18%
Bond Proceeds 700,000           -                   0% 0% 700,000            -               -                0% 0%
Total 9,507,300        2,935,091        31% 35% 9,387,300         8,428,911    3,000,753     36% -2%

20162017

   2017 Year-End 
Projection
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Water Fund Summary – Revenue Actuals per Month 

 

 

Water Fund Revenue Summary - 2017, 2016, and 2015 Actual per Month
2017 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD

Residential Water Sales 146,166  236,767   201,780     231,732  234,887  1,051,332      1,051,332      
Wholesale Water Sales 384,124  316,707   366,033     330,896  433,545  1,831,306      1,831,306      
Other 8,555      11,614     9,504         11,709    11,072    52,454           52,454           
Bond Proceeds -          -           -          -          
Total 538,845  565,088   577,317     574,337  679,504  -          -            -           -              -          -             -            2,935,091      2,935,091      

2016 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD
Residential Water Sales 142,482  212,943   195,460     242,654  225,942  208,898  290,048    337,987   324,015      344,057  304,920     316,203     3,145,608      1,019,481      
Wholesale Water Sales 420,748  423,860   343,461     331,245  417,376  496,930  539,953    577,758   474,880      391,293  343,105     364,947     5,125,555      1,936,689      
Other 4,193      8,931       7,514         8,721      15,226    9,517      8,251        13,533     8,581          44,286    9,276         19,722       157,748         44,584           
Total 567,422  645,733   546,434     582,619  658,544  715,344  838,252    929,278   807,475      779,636  657,301     700,872     8,428,911      3,000,753      

2015 Revenues January February March April May June July August September October November December Total YTD
Residential Water Sales 158,454  215,682   200,968     237,079  220,101  208,844  271,123    285,836   269,986      325,609  295,073     301,179     2,989,933      1,032,283      
Wholesale Water Sales 366,570  275,626   367,710     326,601  352,119  399,305  440,543    502,164   728,999      384,024  350,286     350,230     4,844,177      1,688,626      
Other 5,446      5,070       4,897         7,893      9,046      7,191      7,642        7,764       3,143          56,828    8,493         6,097         129,511         32,353           
Total 530,470  496,377   573,576     571,574  581,266  615,339  719,309    795,765   1,002,127   766,462  653,852     657,506     7,963,622      2,753,263      



VILLAGE OF WILMETTE MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT 

Page 15 

Water Fund Summary – Expense & Reserve Balance 

 

Expenditure Analysis 

Regular Wages- There were no changes projected at this time.   

Overtime- These costs through the end of May were lower than last year due to a mild winter.  

Contractual services –  Included in this expenditure category are unidirectional main flushing, GIS services, 
telephone costs, bank and postage fees associated with water billing and contractual services work for 
water main repairs.  Although spending was at a rate lower than expected no adjustments are warranted at 
this time.     
 
Commodities – This expenditure category includes utility expenses, chemicals, laboratory supplies, water 
meters and parts, uniforms, and general supplies.  Although spending is at a rate lower than expected no 
adjustments are warranted at this time.  
 
Capital – High and low lift pump rebuilds, surface wash piping replacement, fire hydrant painting, valve 
installation, leak correlator purchase and a portion of the purchase of a street sweeper are all included in 
this expenditure category.  The year-end projection has been adjusted down $25,000 to reflect a lower 
purchase cost for the street sweeper. 
  
Transfer – The annual Water Fund transfer reflects the profitable operation of our water plant from the sale 
of wholesale water.   The transfer usually does not occur until the 4th quarter after we can analyze how 
water sales are performing.   
 
Others – Automotive, training, insurance and MWRD user charges are included in this expenditure category.   
Although spending was at a rate slightly higher than expected, no adjustment to the year-end projection 
was warranted at this time. 
 

Water Fund Expense Summary - 2017 YTD with Comparision to 2016 Actual

Expenditures 2017 Budget
May YTD 

Actual
YTD % of 

Budget
Where should 

we be YTD?
Year End 

Actual 
May YTD 

Actual
 YTD % of 

Actual
YTD Actual 

Variance
Regular Wages 2,347,025        973,888           41% 41% 2,347,025         2,207,460    927,618        42% 5%
Overtime 70,900             11,922             17% 42% 70,900              50,062         18,331          37% -35%
Benefits 954,650           430,163           45% 45% 954,650            883,639       407,131        46% 6%
Contractual 441,945           119,597           27% 48% 441,945            308,526       118,937        39% 1%
Commodities 986,550           313,134           32% 40% 986,550            835,938       337,207        40% -7%
Capital 312,900           11,378             4% 21% 287,900            ↙ 343,905       51,079          15% -78%
Debt Service 2,273,500        204,796           9% 18% 2,273,500         1,875,424    224,120        12% -9%
Transfers 1,100,000        -                   0% 0% 1,100,000         1,000,000    -                0% 0%
Others 242,500           158,961           66% 53% 242,500            187,874       136,994        73% 16%
Capital - Bond 700,000           142,473           20% 27% 700,000            215,262       17,954          8% 694%
Total 9,429,970        2,366,313        25% 30% 9,404,970         7,908,090    2,239,371     28% 6%

   2017 Year-End 
Projection

20162017
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Capital Bond - Electrical improvement work at the Water Plant will be accomplished with a low interest loan 
from IEPA. 
 

 

Water Fund Reserve Balance 

2016 Year End Reserve    2017 Projected Reserve   Recommended Reserve  
       $2,975,048    $2,957,000    $1,761,500   
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Investment Summary 

 

 

 

Investment Summary
May 31, 2017

Net Book Maturity (Par) Market
Value of Value of Value of

Fund Investments Investments Investments

General Fund 13,182,534.56$             13,182,534.56$       13,182,534.56$             

General Fund - Bond Proceeds 10,250.00                      10,250.00                10,250.00$                    

Section 105 Fund 1,300,854.57                 1,300,854.57           1,300,854.57$               

Motor Fuel Tax Fund 578,911.15                    578,911.15              578,911.15$                  

Firemen's Pension Fund 39,507,791.53               38,776,067.53         46,557,187.14$             

Police Pension Fund 38,981,823.15               38,236,268.15         46,229,173.44$             

Water & Sewer Operating Funds 6,414,584.18                 6,414,584.18           6,414,584.18$               

Sewer Fund -- Bond Proceeds 482,216.65                    482,216.65              482,216.65$                  

Water Fund -- Bond Proceeds -                                -                           -$                              

Total  -- All Funds Deposits & Investments 100,458,965.79$           98,981,686.79$       114,755,711.69$           
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Revenue and Expense – May MUNIS Report 

 

The pages that follow contain a direct output from the Village’s financial system, MUNIS. The Year-To-Date 
Budget Report is the primary monthly budget report for revenues and expenses tied to a specific period. 

When the report is run for a particular period, an asterisk (*) in the far right column indicates that the 
expended amounts, plus the encumbrances, exceed the monthly budget allocation. Unless otherwise 
specified, the monthly budget allocation is 1/12th of the annual budget. 

Those Expense line items that have a budget of $30,000 or greater and have Percent Used of greater than 
55% (5 months / 12 months plus a buffer of approx. 13%) have been highlighted.  The highlighted items 
reflect that spending is not occurring at a rate of 1/12th per month and does not necessarily mean that there 
is a budget issue.  For example, the purchase of a large item like a vehicle, or entering into a contract for 
services, or insurance payments that occur at the start of the year will show as highlighted accounts.  
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11000001 GENFUND-NON-DEPT-REVENUE           
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11000001 300010  PROP. TAXES - CURR  -13,747,000 -13,747,000  -7,068,147.41    -102,858.75            .00  -6,678,852.59   51.4%*
11000001 300020  PROP. TAXES - PRIO     -132,000    -132,000     -47,932.11       8,271.64            .00     -84,067.89   36.3%*
11000001 300030  PROP. TAXES-LEVIES      144,000     144,000     112,547.15      15,324.22            .00      31,452.85   78.2% 
11000001 300040  ROAD & BRIDGE TAX       -1,000      -1,000        -805.47            .00            .00        -194.53   80.5%*
11000001 300100  SALES TAX   -3,702,500  -3,702,500  -1,538,411.60    -256,103.31            .00  -2,164,088.40   41.6%*
11000001 300101  HOME RULE SALES TA   -2,094,000  -2,094,000    -837,469.33    -138,063.61            .00  -1,256,530.67   40.0%*
11000001 300110  INCOME TAX   -2,674,700  -2,674,700  -1,278,239.47    -363,045.40            .00  -1,396,460.53   47.8%*
11000001 300120  UTILITY TAX - ELEC     -980,000    -980,000    -375,906.70     -59,029.38            .00    -604,093.30   38.4%*
11000001 300125  UTILITY TAX - GAS     -400,000    -400,000    -300,254.98     -28,113.63            .00     -99,745.02   75.1%*
11000001 300135  UTILITY TAX - TELE     -864,700    -864,700    -322,582.99     -62,513.37            .00    -542,117.01   37.3%*
11000001 300140  WIRELESS 911 TAX     -195,900    -195,900    -170,647.64     -35,135.16            .00     -25,252.36   87.1%*
11000001 300145  E-911 SURCHARGE     -190,000    -190,000            .00            .00            .00    -190,000.00     .0%*
11000001 300150  REAL ESTATE TRANSF   -1,238,300  -1,238,300    -515,892.00    -142,758.00            .00    -722,408.00   41.7%*
11000001 300170  PERSONAL PROP.REPL     -245,300    -245,300    -178,884.03     -43,510.31            .00     -66,415.97   72.9%*
11000001 300175  FUEL TAX     -300,000    -300,000    -100,625.82     -23,814.47            .00    -199,374.18   33.5%*
11000001 300176  Hotel Tax     -398,900    -398,900     -96,893.31     -29,218.52            .00    -302,006.69   24.3%*
11000001 300310  CIRCUIT COURT FINE      -68,000     -68,000     -20,620.64      -9,885.74            .00     -47,379.36   30.3%*
11000001 300320  LOCALLY COLLECTED     -250,000    -250,000     -82,228.25     -18,015.50            .00    -167,771.75   32.9%*
11000001 300330  ANIMAL IMPOUND CHA       -3,700      -3,700      -1,614.00        -642.00            .00      -2,086.00   43.6%*
11000001 301000  VEHICLE LICENSES   -1,475,400  -1,475,400  -1,394,064.10    -112,265.50            .00     -81,335.90   94.5%*
11000001 301010  TAXI LICENSES       -8,100      -8,100            .00            .00            .00      -8,100.00     .0%*
11000001 301020  ANIMAL LICENSES       -1,500      -1,500        -675.00        -260.00            .00        -825.00   45.0%*
11000001 301030  BUSINESS LICENSES      -94,000     -94,000     -86,115.00        -465.00            .00      -7,885.00   91.6%*
11000001 301035  CONTRACTOR LICENSE     -160,000    -160,000    -113,200.00     -11,360.00            .00     -46,800.00   70.8%*
11000001 301040  LIQUOR LICENSES      -84,000     -84,000     -41,270.00      -3,010.00            .00     -42,730.00   49.1%*
11000001 302000 00010 BUILDING PERM   -1,073,000  -1,073,000    -485,427.68    -116,663.14            .00    -587,572.32   45.2%*
11000001 302000 00150 ROOF PERMITS      -11,000     -11,000      -3,198.00      -1,014.00            .00      -7,802.00   29.1%*
11000001 302000 00160 DEMOLITION PE     -158,000    -158,000     -36,429.00      -9,039.00            .00    -121,571.00   23.1%*
11000001 302000 00170 AIR COND. PER            0           0      -5,535.00        -975.00            .00       5,535.00  100.0% 
11000001 302000 00180 INSPECTION FE     -302,400    -302,400    -158,470.00     -34,281.00            .00    -143,930.00   52.4%*
11000001 302005  BUILDING PERMITS-N      -30,000     -30,000    -443,766.72            .00            .00     413,766.72 1479.2% 
11000001 302010 00010 ELECTRICAL PE      -67,000     -67,000     -44,450.50      -8,546.60            .00     -22,549.50   66.3%*
11000001 302015 00010 PLUMBING PERM      -46,400     -46,400     -25,208.00      -5,690.00            .00     -21,192.00   54.3%*
11000001 302020  DRIVEWAY/R.O.W. PE      -19,600     -19,600      -6,262.00      -2,108.00            .00     -13,338.00   31.9%*
11000001 302022  GRADING PERMITS      -73,400     -73,400     -28,322.50      -4,175.00            .00     -45,077.50   38.6%*
11000001 302023  PAVEMENT DEGRADATI      -60,000     -60,000     -24,459.75     -10,170.00            .00     -35,540.25   40.8%*
11000001 302025  DUMPSTER PERMITS      -10,300     -10,300      -4,005.00        -855.00            .00      -6,295.00   38.9%*
11000001 302030  FENCE PERMITS      -13,100     -13,100      -7,839.00      -2,223.00            .00      -5,261.00   59.8%*
11000001 302033  TREE REMOVAL PERMI       -8,200      -8,200      -5,046.00      -1,363.00            .00      -3,154.00   61.5%*
11000001 302035  OTHER PERMITS       -7,500      -7,500      -5,660.00      -1,597.00            .00      -1,840.00   75.5%*
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11000001 302050  PLAN REVIEW FEES      -78,300     -78,300     -31,195.00      -8,426.00            .00     -47,105.00   39.8%*
11000001 302060  FILING FEES      -23,700     -23,700     -14,788.00      -5,548.00            .00      -8,912.00   62.4%*
11000001 302070  PERMIT PENALTIES      -10,000     -10,000      -6,609.17      -1,960.61            .00      -3,390.83   66.1%*
11000001 303010  REFUSE COLLECTION   -2,403,900  -2,403,900    -907,257.44    -193,876.12            .00  -1,496,642.56   37.7%*
11000001 303015  SALES OF YARD WAST      -90,300     -90,300     -37,228.50     -16,020.00            .00     -53,071.50   41.2%*
11000001 303020  AMBULANCE TRANSPOR     -405,400    -405,400    -229,580.54     -50,405.77            .00    -175,819.46   56.6%*
11000001 303030  BURGLAR ALARM CHAR      -20,000     -20,000      -9,055.00      -3,705.00            .00     -10,945.00   45.3%*
11000001 303040  FIRE ALARM CHARGES       -4,000      -4,000        -400.00            .00            .00      -3,600.00   10.0%*
11000001 303050  STREET LIGHT & PAR      -30,000     -30,000     -25,683.60            .00            .00      -4,316.40   85.6%*
11000001 303057  Professional Servi      -20,000     -20,000            .00            .00            .00     -20,000.00     .0%*
11000001 303060  SANITARIAN SERVICE      -62,600     -62,600     -36,320.00     -18,160.00            .00     -26,280.00   58.0%*
11000001 303064  WINNETKA CAD - OPE         -500        -500            .00            .00            .00        -500.00     .0%*
11000001 303071  Ethernet Service C       -6,600      -6,600      -2,735.00        -547.00            .00      -3,865.00   41.4%*
11000001 303075  FRENCH MARKET SERV       -2,100      -2,100            .00            .00            .00      -2,100.00     .0%*
11000001 303085  PARK DIST. PERSONN      -58,000     -58,000            .00            .00            .00     -58,000.00     .0%*
11000001 303086  OTHER POLICE SERVI         -800        -800            .00            .00            .00        -800.00     .0%*
11000001 303100  ELEVATOR INSPECTIO      -15,000     -15,000      -9,395.00      -1,257.00            .00      -5,605.00   62.6%*
11000001 303110  MUNICPAL SERV-SHOR      -20,300     -20,300     -24,285.06            .00            .00       3,985.06  119.6% 
11000001 303120  MUNICPAL SERV-FAIR      -36,000     -36,000            .00            .00            .00     -36,000.00     .0%*
11000001 303130  CPR PROGRAM FEES       -1,200      -1,200        -480.00        -100.00            .00        -720.00   40.0%*
11000001 303135  FLU SHOT REIMBURSE       -5,000      -5,000      -1,492.73            .00            .00      -3,507.27   29.9%*
11000001 303138  OTHER HEALTH DEPT.       -2,000      -2,000        -920.00        -300.00            .00      -1,080.00   46.0%*
11000001 304010  RENTAL INC.-WILMET      -55,000     -55,000            .00            .00            .00     -55,000.00     .0%*
11000001 304020  RENTAL INC. - DEPO      -48,200     -48,200     -20,369.60      -4,073.92            .00     -27,830.40   42.3%*
11000001 304030  RENTAL INC.-3545 L       -2,400      -2,400      -1,000.00        -200.00            .00      -1,400.00   41.7%*
11000001 304040  RENTAL INC.-CELLUL     -358,500    -358,500    -177,445.02      -5,483.88            .00    -181,054.98   49.5%*
11000001 304100  CABLE TV FRANCHISE     -555,000    -555,000    -288,508.22    -123,178.49            .00    -266,491.78   52.0%*
11000001 304105  PEG- CABLE      -42,500     -42,500     -21,434.36      -6,289.15            .00     -21,065.64   50.4%*
11000001 304110  COMMERCIAL REFUSE      -79,200     -79,200     -22,058.76            .00            .00     -57,141.24   27.9%*
11000001 309010  SALE OF GENERAL FI      -20,000     -20,000            .00            .00            .00     -20,000.00     .0%*
11000001 309030  INTEREST FROM PROP       -1,000      -1,000        -143.50            .00            .00        -856.50   14.4%*
11000001 309040  HISTORICAL SOCIETY      -26,700     -26,700            .00            .00            .00     -26,700.00     .0%*
11000001 309099  OTHER INCOME      -21,000     -21,000      -6,265.14        -316.59            .00     -14,734.86   29.8%*
11000001 309995  CASHIER'S OVER / S            0           0         428.27           5.67            .00        -428.27  100.0%*
11000001 360000  INTEREST EARNINGS      -10,000     -10,000     -14,583.25      -3,453.74            .00       4,583.25  145.8% 
11000001 360013  Police Seizure Int            0           0        -123.59         -21.75            .00         123.59  100.0% 
11000001 374200  WATER FUND TRANSFE   -1,100,000  -1,100,000            .00            .00            .00  -1,100,000.00     .0%*
11000001 375000  BOND PROCEEDS   -4,845,000  -4,845,000            .00            .00            .00  -4,845,000.00     .0%*
11000001 375100  POLICE GRANT REVEN      -20,000     -20,000      -4,467.65            .00            .00     -15,532.35   22.3%*
11000001 375101  GRANT     -336,000    -336,000            .00            .00            .00    -336,000.00     .0%*
11000001 375101 80109 LOCUST ROAD R     -146,000    -146,000            .00            .00            .00    -146,000.00     .0%*
11000001 375105  Police Seizure Rev      -20,000     -20,000      -1,435.20            .00            .00     -18,564.80    7.2%*
11000001 375200  FIRE GRANT REVENUE      -20,000     -20,000            .00            .00            .00     -20,000.00     .0%*
11000001 375200 70503 SCBA GRANT      -44,500     -44,500     -44,546.00            .00            .00          46.00  100.1% 
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11000001 375901 80107 Skokie/Hibbar     -352,270    -352,270            .00            .00            .00    -352,270.00     .0%*

 
TOTAL GENFUND-NON-DEPT-REVENUE    -42,443,870 -42,443,870 -17,683,388.91  -2,058,488.88            .00 -24,760,481.09   41.7%

 
 

11011010 LEGISLATIVE - GENERAL GOVT.        
_________________________________________

 
11011010 420010  MEMBERSHIPS       18,850      18,850      17,431.60      13,814.00            .00       1,418.40   92.5% 
11011010 420100  ANNUAL AUDIT       10,700      10,700       6,000.00       6,000.00            .00       4,700.00   56.1% 
11011010 441000  INCIDENTALS        2,000       2,000         619.72          50.97            .00       1,380.28   31.0% 

 
TOTAL LEGISLATIVE - GENERAL GOVT.       31,550      31,550      24,051.32      19,864.97            .00       7,498.68   76.2%

 
 

11041010 ADMINISTRATION - GENERAL GOVT.     
_________________________________________

 
11041010 410100  REGULAR WAGES      445,625     445,625     184,055.03      37,176.12     261,827.21        -257.24  100.1%*
11041010 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      136,100     136,100      66,449.57      16,630.21            .00      69,650.43   48.8% 
11041010 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        5,555       5,555       3,747.50       2,917.00            .00       1,807.50   67.5% 
11041010 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI       10,255      10,255       7,533.40         759.35            .00       2,721.60   73.5% 
11041010 420020 20300 COMMUNITY NOT        4,500       4,500       3,981.00            .00            .00         519.00   88.5% 
11041010 420040  LEASE / PURCHASE C        8,650       8,650       2,946.16         668.64            .00       5,703.84   34.1% 
11041010 420200  PRE-EMPLOYMENT EXA        5,850       5,850       1,125.00         691.00            .00       4,725.00   19.2% 
11041010 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE        3,000       3,000         684.08          47.99            .00       2,315.92   22.8% 
11041010 441000  INCIDENTALS        1,500       1,500         318.55            .00            .00       1,181.45   21.2% 
11041010 442000  TRAINING       10,450      10,450       8,598.20            .00            .00       1,851.80   82.3% 
11041010 442010  PERSONNEL TRAINING          500         500            .00            .00            .00         500.00     .0% 
11041010 442020  EMPLOYEE RECOGNITI        8,900       8,900            .00            .00            .00       8,900.00     .0% 
11041010 443010  NEWS LETTERS       16,500      16,500       5,485.49            .00            .00      11,014.51   33.2% 
11041010 443020  LEGAL NOTICES        2,000       2,000         444.82            .00            .00       1,555.18   22.2% 
11041010 443025  CLASSIFIED ADVERTI        4,200       4,200       1,223.00            .00            .00       2,977.00   29.1% 

 
TOTAL ADMINISTRATION - GENERAL GO      663,585     663,585     286,591.80      58,890.31     261,827.21     115,165.99   82.6%

 
 

11051210 INFO. TECHNOLOGY - GEN GOVT.       
_________________________________________

 
11051210 410100  REGULAR WAGES      288,525     288,525     118,953.84      24,671.04     170,492.24        -921.08  100.3%*
11051210 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       99,665      99,665      45,461.20       9,595.05      19,192.06      35,011.74   64.9% 
11051210 420010  MEMBERSHIPS          250         250         300.00            .00            .00         -50.00  120.0%*
11051210 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI        5,150       5,150            .00            .00            .00       5,150.00     .0% 
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1100     GENERAL FUND                       APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
11051210 420020 20014 GEOGRAPHIC IN       31,000      31,000      11,600.35       2,173.16      14,511.60       4,888.05   84.2% 
11051210 420020 20016 ADMINISTRATIV       40,000      40,000            .00            .00            .00      40,000.00     .0% 
11051210 421500  CONTRACTUAL HARDWA        5,700       5,700       1,076.39            .00            .00       4,623.61   18.9% 
11051210 421510  CONTRACTUAL SOFTWA      150,210     150,210      54,877.52       1,854.94            .00      95,332.48   36.5% 
11051210 421515  PC SOFTWARE SUBSCR       40,910      40,910      40,903.14            .00            .00           6.86  100.0% 
11051210 421520  CONTRACTUAL INTERN        5,900       5,900       3,594.41         304.85            .00       2,305.59   60.9% 
11051210 428100  COMPUTER COMMUNICA       42,900      42,900      12,265.01       3,085.80            .00      30,634.99   28.6% 
11051210 430150  SUPPLIES - COMPUTE       15,000      15,000       3,538.25            .00            .00      11,461.75   23.6% 
11051210 430160  SUPPLIES - COMPUTE        2,000       2,000         761.46         761.46            .00       1,238.54   38.1% 
11051210 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE          500         500            .00            .00            .00         500.00     .0% 
11051210 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE        2,000       2,000         870.00         180.00            .00       1,130.00   43.5% 
11051210 441000  INCIDENTALS          200         200           3.50            .00            .00         196.50    1.8% 
11051210 442000  TRAINING        6,400       6,400       4,181.17       3,543.27            .00       2,218.83   65.3% 
11051210 490100 40798 Police Squad       12,000      12,000            .00            .00            .00      12,000.00     .0% 
11051210 490100 50200 OFF. FURN.&EQ       25,800      25,800      14,672.18            .00       3,030.96       8,096.86   68.6% 

 
TOTAL INFO. TECHNOLOGY - GEN GOVT      774,110     774,110     313,058.42      46,169.57     207,226.86     253,824.72   67.2%

 
 

11061410 FINANCE - GENERAL GOVT.            
_________________________________________

 
11061410 410100  REGULAR WAGES      763,125     763,125     285,878.63      55,440.47     401,458.74      75,787.63   90.1% 
11061410 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      245,015     245,015     104,461.38      25,723.26            .00     140,553.62   42.6% 
11061410 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        1,500       1,500         820.00         725.00            .00         680.00   54.7% 
11061410 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI       30,000      30,000      13,188.97         505.00            .00      16,811.03   44.0% 
11061410 420040  LEASE / PURCHASE C       16,750      16,750       6,544.15       1,487.04            .00      10,205.85   39.1% 
11061410 420150  BANK CHARGES       80,000      80,000      43,763.72       6,564.34            .00      36,236.28   54.7% 
11061410 420160  POSTAGE       35,000      35,000      11,614.76       2,524.22            .00      23,385.24   33.2% 
11061410 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC       18,000      18,000       9,919.26       1,895.00            .00       8,080.74   55.1% 
11061410 422000  MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI        2,000       2,000         479.88            .00            .00       1,520.12   24.0% 
11061410 428000  TELEPHONE SERVICE       26,000      26,000      19,571.31       2,306.09            .00       6,428.69   75.3% 
11061410 428010  TELEPHONE MAINTENA        7,000       7,000         219.00       1,464.00            .00       6,781.00    3.1% 
11061410 428020  TELEPHONE SERVICE       30,000      30,000      11,562.38       2,545.04            .00      18,437.62   38.5% 
11061410 428030  TELEPHONE-LONG DIS          100         100        -145.56          65.19            .00         245.56 -145.6% 
11061410 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE       19,000      19,000      10,231.48       8,475.00            .00       8,768.52   53.8% 
11061410 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T        9,600       9,600       3,419.55       3,158.80            .00       6,180.45   35.6% 
11061410 441000  INCIDENTALS          400         400          48.33            .00            .00         351.67   12.1% 
11061410 442000  TRAINING        3,000       3,000       1,519.60         942.60            .00       1,480.40   50.7% 
11061410 443020  LEGAL NOTICES        1,000       1,000            .00            .00            .00       1,000.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL FINANCE - GENERAL GOVT.       1,287,490   1,287,490     523,096.84     113,821.05     401,458.74     362,934.42   71.8%

 
 

11071610 LAW - GENERAL GOVT.                
_________________________________________

 
11071610 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        1,285       1,285       1,020.00            .00            .00         265.00   79.4% 
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
1100     GENERAL FUND                       APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
11071610 420300  CODE REVISION SERV       12,000      12,000            .00            .00            .00      12,000.00     .0% 
11071610 420320  SPECIAL ATTORNEY F      100,000     100,000      60,302.88      24,195.18            .00      39,697.12   60.3% 
11071610 420350  CONTR. CORPORATION      205,200     205,200      68,400.00      17,100.00            .00     136,800.00   33.3% 
11071610 430220  SUPPLIES - LEGAL          750         750         366.59          67.59            .00         383.41   48.9% 
11071610 441000  INCIDENTALS          150         150          46.86          16.99            .00         103.14   31.2% 
11071610 444000  EXPENSE OF LITIGAT        5,000       5,000       6,615.43       2,245.40            .00      -1,615.43  132.3%*

 
TOTAL LAW - GENERAL GOVT.             324,385     324,385     136,751.76      43,625.16            .00     187,633.24   42.2%

 
 

11091845 COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT              
_________________________________________

 
11091845 410100  REGULAR WAGES      902,925     902,925     359,766.22      73,737.44     517,599.07      25,559.71   97.2% 
11091845 410200  OVERTIME WAGES          500         500          67.84            .00            .00         432.16   13.6% 
11091845 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      299,160     299,160     136,230.03      33,578.27            .00     162,929.97   45.5% 
11091845 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        2,395       2,395       1,221.00         596.00            .00       1,174.00   51.0% 
11091845 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI        5,450       5,450       1,450.00         400.00            .00       4,000.00   26.6% 
11091845 420030  Digital Records Co        3,500       3,500            .00            .00            .00       3,500.00     .0% 
11091845 420400  PLAN REVIEW SERVIC       74,000      74,000      30,086.55       7,974.70            .00      43,913.45   40.7% 
11091845 421010  Contr. Elevator In       16,000      16,000       4,395.00         150.00      13,635.00      -2,030.00  112.7%*
11091845 422000  MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI          200         200            .00            .00            .00         200.00     .0% 
11091845 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE        2,500       2,500         771.84         236.88            .00       1,728.16   30.9% 
11091845 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T        1,385       1,385         180.40            .00            .00       1,204.60   13.0% 
11091845 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE       16,400      16,400       6,870.00       1,420.00            .00       9,530.00   41.9% 
11091845 441000  INCIDENTALS          300         300            .00            .00            .00         300.00     .0% 
11091845 442000  TRAINING        3,850       3,850         225.00            .00            .00       3,625.00    5.8% 
11091845 443020  LEGAL NOTICES        2,000       2,000         752.38         361.45            .00       1,247.62   37.6% 

 
TOTAL COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT         1,330,565   1,330,565     542,016.26     118,454.74     531,234.07     257,314.67   80.7%

 
 

11091846 BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT               
_________________________________________

 
11091846 410100  REGULAR WAGES       56,725      56,725      23,579.00       4,715.80      33,010.57         135.43   99.8% 
11091846 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       17,385      17,385       9,218.95       1,691.73            .00       8,166.05   53.0% 
11091846 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        1,425       1,425       1,121.25            .00            .00         303.75   78.7% 
11091846 420450  BUSINESS PROMOTION       73,350      73,350       3,230.00          80.00            .00      70,120.00    4.4% 
11091846 441000  INCIDENTALS          650         650         257.08            .00            .00         392.92   39.6% 
11091846 448910  Hotel Tax Rebate      306,800     306,800            .00            .00            .00     306,800.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL BUSINESS DEVELOPMENT            456,335     456,335      37,406.28       6,487.53      33,010.57     385,918.15   15.4%

 
 

11101060 BOARDS & COMM. - MISC.             
_________________________________________

 
11101060 441000  INCIDENTALS          500         500          32.95            .00            .00         467.05    6.6% 
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11101060 449010  WILMETTE HOUSING C        3,000       3,000            .00            .00            .00       3,000.00     .0% 
11101060 449035  HIST. PRESERVATION        1,600       1,600            .00            .00            .00       1,600.00     .0% 
11101060 449040  HUMAN RELATIONS CO        3,200       3,200         569.75         420.00            .00       2,630.25   17.8% 
11101060 449060  BICYCLE TASK FORCE        2,000       2,000            .00            .00            .00       2,000.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL BOARDS & COMM. - MISC.           10,300      10,300         602.70         420.00            .00       9,697.30    5.9%

 
 

11111060 MUSEUM - MISC.                     
_________________________________________

 
11111060 410100  REGULAR WAGES      129,050     129,050      54,907.30      11,106.64      75,765.32      -1,622.62  101.3%*
11111060 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       27,580      27,580      13,112.04       3,110.58            .00      14,467.96   47.5% 

 
TOTAL MUSEUM - MISC.                  156,630     156,630      68,019.34      14,217.22      75,765.32      12,845.34   91.8%

 
 

11151060 CABLE TV - MISC.                   
_________________________________________

 
11151060 410100  REGULAR WAGES       91,900      91,900      37,879.28       7,448.99      52,602.20       1,418.52   98.5% 
11151060 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       35,015      35,015      15,831.40       3,730.51            .00      19,183.60   45.2% 
11151060 420010  MEMBERSHIPS          190         190         195.00            .00            .00          -5.00  102.6%*
11151060 421512  CONTRACTUAL WEBSIT        7,500       7,500       1,650.00         330.00            .00       5,850.00   22.0% 
11151060 422000  MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI        4,000       4,000            .00            .00            .00       4,000.00     .0% 
11151060 428120  HIGH SPEED ETHERNE       17,600      17,600       7,480.98       1,502.91            .00      10,119.02   42.5% 
11151060 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE          250         250            .00            .00            .00         250.00     .0% 
11151060 430300  SUPPLIES - VIDEO        2,500       2,500            .00            .00            .00       2,500.00     .0% 
11151060 441000  INCIDENTALS          300         300            .00            .00            .00         300.00     .0% 
11151060 442000  TRAINING          600         600            .00            .00            .00         600.00     .0% 
11151060 448700  RENT - CATV STUDIO       13,200      13,200            .00            .00            .00      13,200.00     .0% 
11151060 490350  OFFICE FURN. & EQU        5,000       5,000            .00            .00            .00       5,000.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL CABLE TV - MISC.                178,055     178,055      63,036.66      13,012.41      52,602.20      62,416.14   64.9%

 
 

11191060 CONTINGENCY - MISC.                
_________________________________________

 
11191060 448035  Debt Service Fund      110,000     110,000            .00            .00            .00     110,000.00     .0% 
11191060 449500  CONTINGENCY - REGU      390,000     390,000      25,856.54      19,154.95      52,150.00     311,993.46   20.0% 

 
TOTAL CONTINGENCY - MISC.             500,000     500,000      25,856.54      19,154.95      52,150.00     421,993.46   15.6%

 
 

11202035 ENGINEERING - OTHER PUB. WORKS     
_________________________________________

 
11202035 410100  REGULAR WAGES      372,175     372,175     149,102.71      31,971.59     250,994.24     -27,921.95  107.5%*
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11202035 410200  OVERTIME WAGES  500  500  18.01  18.01  .00  481.99  3.6% 
11202035 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS  121,090  121,090  55,603.90  13,991.95  .00  65,486.10  45.9% 
11202035 420010  MEMBERSHIPS  1,485  1,485  1,320.00  .00  .00  165.00  88.9% 
11202035 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI  122,500  122,500  47,742.45  9,606.85  58,716.28  16,041.27  86.9% 
11202035 420400  PLAN REVIEW SERVIC  57,750  57,750  4,301.07  .00  .00  53,448.93  7.4% 
11202035 420410  Non-Oper. Plan Rev  39,000  39,000  .00  .00  .00  39,000.00  .0% 
11202035 422000  MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI  1,600  1,600  325.18  .00  .00  1,274.82  20.3% 
11202035 422100  MAINT.-TRAFFIC SIG  50,200  50,200  11,633.25  2,115.00  21,252.00  17,314.75  65.5% 
11202035 425000  SIDEWALK REPLACEME  70,000  70,000  .00  .00  .00  70,000.00  .0% 
11202035 425100  CURB REPAIRS  40,000  40,000  .00  .00  .00  40,000.00  .0% 
11202035 425200  S.A.M.P. PROGRAM  500,000  500,000  .00  .00  596,501.00  -96,501.00  119.3%*
11202035 425220  PAVEMENT MARKING P  50,000  50,000  .00  .00  53,735.00   -3,735.00  107.5%*
11202035 425230  BRICK STREET MAINT  136,000  136,000  .00  .00  135,490.00  510.00  99.6% 
11202035 425235  BRICK STREET RENOV  240,000  240,000  .00  .00  348,408.95  -108,408.95  145.2%*
11202035 425240  CRACK SEALING PROG  40,000  40,000  .00  .00  40,000.00  .00  100.0% 
11202035 425250  STREET RESURFACING  1,023,000  1,023,000  .00  .00  1,068,405.45  -45,405.45  104.4%*
11202035 425250 80107 Skokie/Hibbar  567,000  567,000  .00  .00  250,882.22  316,117.78  44.2% 
11202035 425250 80109 Locust Road R  208,000  208,000  1,477.71  .00  .00  206,522.29  .7% 
11202035 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE  2,100  2,100  513.88  283.77  .00  1,586.12  24.5% 
11202035 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T  2,500  2,500  .00  .00  .00  2,500.00  .0% 
11202035 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE  9,500  9,500  4,010.00  830.00  .00  5,490.00  42.2% 
11202035 441000  INCIDENTALS  2,400  2,400  319.59  51.24  .00  2,080.41  13.3% 
11202035 442000  TRAINING  5,300  5,300  120.00  40.00  .00  5,180.00  2.3% 
11202035 470350 80304 INFRASTRUCTUR  0  0  .00  .00  2,100.00  -2,100.00  100.0%*

TOTAL ENGINEERING - OTHER PUB. WO  3,662,100  3,662,100  276,487.75  58,908.41  2,826,485.14  559,127.11  84.7%

11233030 STREETS - PUBLIC WORKS   
_________________________________________

11233030 410100  REGULAR WAGES  1,027,100  1,027,100  363,389.38  78,456.70  545,629.19  118,081.43  88.5% 
11233030 410200  OVERTIME WAGES  87,350  87,350  11,799.31  2,238.45  .00  75,550.69  13.5% 
11233030 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS  377,835  377,835  147,551.55  39,073.39  .00  230,283.45  39.1% 
11233030 420010  MEMBERSHIPS  1,745  1,745  1,580.00  .00  .00  165.00  90.5% 
11233030 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI  400  400  .00  .00  .00  400.00  .0% 
11233030 420020 20015 GPS FLEET MAN  6,685  6,685  .00  .00  .00  6,685.00  .0% 
11233030 420040  LEASE / PURCHASE C  5,000  5,000  1,873.33  274.95  .00  3,126.67  37.5% 
11233030 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC  44,000  44,000  5,485.90  4,285.57  9,900.00  28,614.10  35.0% 
11233030 421200  CONTRACTUAL SNOW R  73,110  73,110  15,801.14  .00  .00  57,308.86  21.6% 
11233030 423200  J.U.L.I.E. EXPENSE  6,740  6,740  6,738.92  .00  .00  1.08  100.0% 
11233030 423300  LNDSCP&MAINT-PUB R  34,000  34,000  750.00  750.00  33,233.25  16.75  100.0% 
11233030 426000  RE-ACCREDITATION E  5,500  5,500  .00  .00  .00  5,500.00  .0% 
11233030 427400  LEASE LEAF PACKERS  0  0  .00  -8,400.00  .00  .00  .0% 
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06/21/2017 12:31    |VILLAGE OF WILMETTE |P      8
riskoj              |YEAR TO DATE BUDGET REPORT |glytdbud

5/31/17
 
 

FOR 2017 05
 

ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
1100     GENERAL FUND                       APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
11233030 427450  LEAF DISPOSAL      122,850     122,850            .00            .00            .00     122,850.00     .0% 
11233030 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        6,755       6,755       1,840.54         510.39            .00       4,914.46   27.2% 
11233030 430130  SUPPLIES - MISC. T        3,125       3,125       1,267.64         470.00            .00       1,857.36   40.6% 
11233030 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE        3,300       3,300       1,020.76          62.15            .00       2,279.24   30.9% 
11233030 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T        1,000       1,000         246.99            .00            .00         753.01   24.7% 
11233030 430410  MATERIALS - TRAFFI       22,900      22,900       8,904.70       6,206.06            .00      13,995.30   38.9% 
11233030 430420  MATERIALS - SALT      132,880     132,880      50,957.32      32,823.67            .00      81,922.68   38.3% 
11233030 430430  MATERIALS - STREET       35,000      35,000      11,015.94       3,450.51       4,212.00      19,772.06   43.5% 
11233030 430432  MATERIALS-LEAF PAN        5,250       5,250            .00            .00       5,000.00         250.00   95.2% 
11233030 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE      573,000     573,000     240,702.19      49,603.62            .00     332,297.81   42.0% 
11233030 441000  INCIDENTALS        1,000       1,000         189.39           9.00            .00         810.61   18.9% 
11233030 442000  TRAINING        9,245       9,245       1,703.50         260.50            .00       7,541.50   18.4% 
11233030 447050  N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTR        1,500       1,500       1,500.00            .00            .00            .00  100.0% 
11233030 448024  CAPITAL EQPT REPL      145,000     145,000            .00            .00            .00     145,000.00     .0% 
11233030 490450 70105 SNOW PLOWS       12,500      12,500            .00            .00            .00      12,500.00     .0% 
11233030 490450 70157 ANTI-ICING EQ            0           0            .00            .00      15,784.00     -15,784.00  100.0%*

 
TOTAL STREETS - PUBLIC WORKS        2,744,770   2,744,770     874,318.50     210,074.96     613,758.44   1,256,693.06   54.2%

 
 

11243030 REFUSE - PUBLIC WORKS              
_________________________________________

 
11243030 427000  REFUSE COLLECTION      986,920     986,920     328,684.56      82,171.14            .00     658,235.44   33.3% 
11243030 427100  RECYCLING COLLECTI      762,610     762,610     253,968.04      63,492.01            .00     508,641.96   33.3% 
11243030 427200  LANDFILL TIPPING F      377,400     377,400     161,706.60      33,332.82            .00     215,693.40   42.8% 
11243030 427300  YARD WASTE COLLECT      206,715     206,715      25,815.24      25,815.24            .00     180,899.76   12.5% 
11243030 430310  SUPPLIES - YARD WA        2,550       2,550            .00            .00            .00       2,550.00     .0% 
11243030 443041  PROMOTIONAL / EDUC          600         600            .00            .00            .00         600.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL REFUSE - PUBLIC WORKS         2,336,795   2,336,795     770,174.44     204,811.21            .00   1,566,620.56   33.0%

 
 

11273030 GARAGE - PUBLIC WORKS              
_________________________________________

 
11273030 309050  INSURANCE REIMBURS      -10,330     -10,330            .00            .00            .00     -10,330.00     .0%*
11273030 310010  GENERAL FUND CONTR   -1,179,300  -1,179,300    -495,522.19    -102,153.62            .00    -683,777.81   42.0%*
11273030 310030  SEWER FUND CONTRIB      -83,100     -83,100     -34,920.00      -7,200.00            .00     -48,180.00   42.0%*
11273030 310040  WATER FUND CONTRIB     -100,200    -100,200     -42,080.00      -8,680.00            .00     -58,120.00   42.0%*
11273030 410100  REGULAR WAGES      580,150     580,150     241,736.83      49,095.00     343,665.03      -5,251.86  100.9%*
11273030 410200  OVERTIME WAGES        2,600       2,600       1,468.00         350.00            .00       1,132.00   56.5% 
11273030 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      223,710     223,710      99,939.99      23,419.15            .00     123,770.01   44.7% 
11273030 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC       40,000      40,000      12,815.72       3,918.84       3,741.00      23,443.28   41.4% 
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11273030 422400  Maint. of Emergenc       56,530      56,530      31,990.46      12,220.92      11,528.75      13,010.79   77.0% 
11273030 422410  MAINT.-RADIOS          200         200            .00            .00            .00         200.00     .0% 
11273030 423400  VEHICLE WASHING        1,170       1,170         392.82         314.97            .00         777.18   33.6% 
11273030 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        3,700       3,700         863.41         255.93            .00       2,836.59   23.3% 
11273030 430100  SUPPLIES - AUTOMOT      149,150     149,150      58,443.80      15,363.22            .00      90,706.20   39.2% 
11273030 430110  SUPPLIES - AUTO SH       15,375      15,375       4,291.24       1,272.24            .00      11,083.76   27.9% 
11273030 430120  SUPPLIES-VEH. STRI        2,200       2,200         672.83            .00            .00       1,527.17   30.6% 
11273030 430122  SUPPLIES - SQUAD C        2,050       2,050            .00            .00            .00       2,050.00     .0% 
11273030 430700  GAS & OIL      225,505     225,505      55,799.83      11,321.52            .00     169,705.17   24.7% 
11273030 430720  MECHANICS' TOOL AL        3,000       3,000       1,349.90            .00            .00       1,650.10   45.0% 
11273030 441000  INCIDENTALS          250         250         165.28         126.83            .00          84.72   66.1% 
11273030 442000  TRAINING        3,100       3,100         692.00         285.00            .00       2,408.00   22.3% 
11273030 446000  LICENSE, TITLE&INS        5,240       5,240       1,474.00          90.00            .00       3,766.00   28.1% 
11273030 450100  AUTOMOBILE INSURAN       59,000      59,000      59,000.00            .00            .00            .00  100.0% 

 
TOTAL GARAGE - PUBLIC WORKS                 0           0      -1,426.08            .00     358,934.78    -357,508.70  100.0%

 
 

11303030 TREE MAINT. - PUBLIC WORKS         
_________________________________________

 
11303030 410100  REGULAR WAGES      287,050     287,050     116,960.50      23,392.10     163,744.82       6,344.68   97.8% 
11303030 410200  OVERTIME WAGES        8,375       8,375       1,854.44       1,304.46            .00       6,520.56   22.1% 
11303030 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      119,600     119,600      54,166.27      13,862.89            .00      65,433.73   45.3% 
11303030 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC        2,000       2,000            .00            .00            .00       2,000.00     .0% 
11303030 424000  TREE PLANTING PROG       61,000      61,000      27,045.00      27,045.00            .00      33,955.00   44.3% 
11303030 424100  TREE PRUNING & REM      316,570     316,570     144,709.30       8,216.50      54,357.20     117,503.50   62.9% 
11303030 424100 20210 EAB TREE REMO       43,600      43,600      25,316.00      25,316.00         990.00      17,294.00   60.3% 
11303030 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        1,250       1,250         581.39          76.60            .00         668.61   46.5% 
11303030 430400  MATERIALS        2,100       2,100         530.70            .00            .00       1,569.30   25.3% 
11303030 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE       29,300      29,300      12,320.00       2,540.00            .00      16,980.00   42.0% 
11303030 442000  TRAINING        2,000       2,000         276.50            .00            .00       1,723.50   13.8% 

 
TOTAL TREE MAINT. - PUBLIC WORKS      872,845     872,845     383,760.10     101,753.55     219,092.02     269,992.88   69.1%

 
 

11333030 STR. LIGHTING - PUBLIC WORKS       
_________________________________________

 
11333030 410100  REGULAR WAGES      114,475     114,475      46,053.38       9,378.82      65,982.97       2,438.65   97.9% 
11333030 410200  OVERTIME WAGES        6,100       6,100         650.48         473.60            .00       5,449.52   10.7% 
11333030 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       50,090      50,090      19,677.66       4,573.24            .00      30,412.34   39.3% 
11333030 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC        5,000       5,000            .00            .00            .00       5,000.00     .0% 
11333030 422200  MAINT & DISPOSAL-B        1,000       1,000            .00            .00            .00       1,000.00     .0% 

 
 
 
 
 

https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=egi65c7lIySNwDCYJONx1eHisCO4Y6ObmDtj6UlR9yDGhmjIN5AxwHxIPn45efyh&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=RmBAHN3I9UnNvCCxwt3lhQJqbQlieeeYSrLDyDa37okYH85npV%2BbDtM/VS%2B7jAFP&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=GGT2bdDEwyyQIcVtCq9WrLOnVXEncq77T882B1xh9QBFyLmjEi2ApzXeyj2Cl4G4&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=aV1KY2g%2Bm4SYwtNWyTVIEfxL7LecUKr2qs/f1CMzQ5utnL6JSJtcjfUPmNlSGveQ&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=IpnjjiLkiJH55bqYbWjleYkSvhC948jH8qjWdgiPjC8SY8ndJM/FKPafpworr/T0&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=orv2%2B8ZGiS4eAQ/GrHymUK6HMYUx7JDr3utP5AvnNbl7mEw8WHM/lcxLZeYagFaF&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=tmGsxsy5TvyqjIhHIP4kVTV2S8Z1YRlZTPU0mIfF%2BL9Ljl2UD9EZ%2B1WfEdXyN4vk&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=rlQbspQJGfHD3aKPEwqLuoIkMboX31A4DyUa5JyGwG1mkmWNrMERbAWl5OS7U9DC&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=ia78giLtQZl%2Bqjft2/0cxlN5WfsHRDDzGzi3CAkFRh/ReaB8hAbcbqgdOAF2sVrA&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=PZX48/FqOnmAfPg1WU08jHYOpMp%2B%2BYqOuYCyq8uz8R%2BkmieFSc1Xai3qOQ5GUU/P&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=C85R5aCbzfmBLzYh5TwkGK9Aw/u/Y1eoNPWEluRN9vVkqVSTduUYMHHW1QDpTcbY&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=fviaIT62JylSVZQ6PqxEZlGaqcSKwyr%2Bmoedt1jJuVkANFeGZu8SzRPZ22nHO6dn&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=vnLn8hJpoDjxhbORo8OqQGc9BoZwm08Ijj6bYOj5f%2BLpFEPf9QkJ1t4d7srtT%2BcC&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=Jd%2BN/dIuugMXSAGDIonATOO1OYR5zbqf%2B6i2iYFYPRV3zuJtnROQtKewJAoqD20Y&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=ymo9FLO1ba1kg16b8bMpBCnNReU/GIpr1sOHp7CnUOlgr34hFXTMqcy5qGKjU446&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=EwDV3lDUmwfMzYimgzF6uvygT8UdOoXQwt3Fxbjb/zpazaRUnJpTQ8rVr7iYtpD/&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=MGbcwhH/kVpPFXvwXlJcjW/r4vZgsc35Q8JO/RY3UC23M2aMGANhxjCfyZLb3BmV&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=fFPsbRYbKhRSsrYrJILIPPKFPRRbC3c8LuLP/M5NKHhnLHPKJw/CvaUyyBfPnsga&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=3cR4WOLBfn7onKOBZ/QIcH3yecp38PaM%2BHBAQAJIR0ujHwoLtiUumP9GoYBdT5JI&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=Ysym2ltNDDylv7ZEsELYaXN6drIkilzXyhiEByeIwCLJGgsFMiUeK8qm5tZcW9rz&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=xWsmP64IIPGzww58dzLgVHJ3urFdoHnnzdsxqnQAq0nQutXqyTJORCz1kRAwrT0uBkZn3XMgw1ixUGUldI35jA==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=x3Bu0j6Kk4%2Brx0DoOc60%2B5xM3vwDx7QI2bEli6HV9IZURPGdcVqETLEsndQkfW1l&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=fUPYJHgwqNM0KSCHx5kj9IzJN600CNoxk/zfD4qtP2%2B4jmqbmIt23EMVgc7Uv1iA&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=UsYyK4NeoF0hba0ySLqEbsZvrboLseo8DnLGVxqGXTQYBwf17UWydPrKjEg%2BMfwj&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=4Q9uTfpnumnkji0QWl6%2BVWkWfTN9kYWntjIJvN1XzB10GE1mdNXfqMCvgc4OX0p4&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=yFZN1DSOGL5%2B1ZXsS2%2BWfUkmKzHDBBPpJNrWsfk/dBT3h/4d%2B4P1pdJA9zJpBuse&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=D48iDJ%2BJr0Ppit/1RS80hAVYdW7V904ynuGUbnnxm6/HfW/dOr0XeISahaZ2mSnM&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=mCfPRi4nT5%2B6NGEyql3JEOP0cJs6HgZoOQc2sPjfFXkPe3qYAbDbV16brUQtboVD&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=%2Bq%2BHMO5eEWuhfWmmuhxkfGeUqb3QRbe%2BdDA7rxVA/h%2BN/wQ0QV/Tx%2BWc1kzJfNnJ&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=x%2BmADPaIDjJkA3m4zUTWmnmNbTKbI84skxi//v8KsRxHPsSW7yrQ7Jayh8mdT45c&
molloym
Highlight

molloym
Highlight

molloym
Highlight



 
 
 

06/21/2017 12:31    |VILLAGE OF WILMETTE |P     10
riskoj              |YEAR TO DATE BUDGET REPORT |glytdbud

5/31/17
 
 

FOR 2017 05
 

ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
1100     GENERAL FUND                       APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
11333030 422210  Street Light Pole       65,340      65,340            .00            .00      65,324.82          15.18  100.0% 
11333030 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE          600         600          71.46          71.46            .00         528.54   11.9% 
11333030 430075  SUPPLIES       23,700      23,700       5,113.74            .00            .00      18,586.26   21.6% 
11333030 430124  SUPPLIES - LIGHT P       26,125      26,125            .00            .00            .00      26,125.00     .0% 
11333030 430500  LEASED LIGHTING PO       20,000      20,000      10,785.75       1,947.29            .00       9,214.25   53.9% 
11333030 430510  STREET LIGHTING PO       73,000      73,000      28,282.77       5,690.35            .00      44,717.23   38.7% 
11333030 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE       21,100      21,100       8,870.00       1,830.00            .00      12,230.00   42.0% 
11333030 442000  TRAINING          370         370            .00            .00            .00         370.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL STR. LIGHTING - PUBLIC WORK      406,900     406,900     119,505.24      23,964.76     131,307.79     156,086.97   61.6%

 
 

11342035 BLDG&GRDS - OTHER PUB. WORKS       
_________________________________________

 
11342035 410100  REGULAR WAGES      230,200     230,200      96,140.76      19,410.28     135,871.99      -1,812.75  100.8%*
11342035 410200  OVERTIME WAGES       10,100      10,100       3,152.19         596.04            .00       6,947.81   31.2% 
11342035 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       89,740      89,740      40,755.27      10,192.69            .00      48,984.73   45.4% 
11342035 420010  MEMBERSHIPS          575         575            .00            .00            .00         575.00     .0% 
11342035 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC       93,460      93,460      30,441.29       3,170.00            .00      63,018.71   32.6% 
11342035 421125  CONTRACTUAL CUSTOD       74,000      74,000      30,185.85       6,037.17            .00      43,814.15   40.8% 
11342035 423000  HEATING & A/C SYST       63,000      63,000      11,193.26       2,508.10            .00      51,806.74   17.8% 
11342035 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        1,300       1,300          73.61          17.32            .00       1,226.39    5.7% 
11342035 430140  SUPPLIES - BUILDIN       49,800      49,800      17,785.34       3,338.03            .00      32,014.66   35.7% 
11342035 430180  SUPPLIES - GROUNDS        2,500       2,500        -991.06            .00            .00       3,491.06  -39.6% 
11342035 430270  SUPPLIES - PRINTIN        6,000       6,000       2,757.00       1,200.00            .00       3,243.00   46.0% 
11342035 430350  BUILDING FURNITURE       58,000      58,000      16,323.49       9,475.62            .00      41,676.51   28.1% 
11342035 430560  HEATING - GAS       30,000      30,000       7,386.10       1,360.25            .00      22,613.90   24.6% 
11342035 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE        9,500       9,500       4,010.00         830.00            .00       5,490.00   42.2% 
11342035 441000  INCIDENTALS            0           0          50.34            .00            .00         -50.34  100.0%*
11342035 442000  TRAINING        1,000       1,000            .00            .00            .00       1,000.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL BLDG&GRDS - OTHER PUB. WORK      719,175     719,175     259,263.44      58,135.50     135,871.99     324,039.57   54.9%

 
 

11401020 F&P COMM - PUB. SAFETY             
_________________________________________

 
11401020 410100  REGULAR WAGES       49,200      49,200      20,533.66       4,219.76      29,538.36        -872.02  101.8%*
11401020 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       15,415      15,415       6,763.89       1,245.00            .00       8,651.11   43.9% 
11401020 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI       34,000      34,000      20,582.24      16,710.00            .00      13,417.76   60.5% 

 
TOTAL F&P COMM - PUB. SAFETY           98,615      98,615      47,879.79      22,174.76      29,538.36      21,196.85   78.5%

 
 

11414020 POLICE OPER. - PUB. SAFETY         
_________________________________________

 
11414020 410100  REGULAR WAGES    4,874,050   4,874,050   1,989,538.61     380,832.70   2,669,374.31     215,137.08   95.6% 
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
1100     GENERAL FUND                       APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
11414020 410200  OVERTIME WAGES      300,000     300,000      89,780.72      13,985.71            .00     210,219.28   29.9% 
11414020 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS    2,987,320   2,987,320   2,485,281.46   2,147,201.37            .00     502,038.54   83.2% 
11414020 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        1,375       1,375       1,085.00            .00            .00         290.00   78.9% 
11414020 420210  MEDICAL EXAMS       15,000      15,000         643.00         146.00            .00      14,357.00    4.3% 
11414020 421300  Cont. Animal Contr       18,000      18,000       5,150.00       1,732.00       6,377.00       6,473.00   64.0% 
11414020 422400  MAINT.-EQUIPMENT       38,350      38,350      17,541.85       2,093.00            .00      20,808.15   45.7% 
11414020 422410  MAINT.-RADIOS       16,350      16,350       1,015.00         165.00            .00      15,335.00    6.2% 
11414020 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE       40,140      40,140      13,930.04       5,240.26            .00      26,209.96   34.7% 
11414020 430170  SUPPLIES - FIRING        9,000       9,000       5,290.03       1,291.40            .00       3,709.97   58.8% 
11414020 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T       13,900      13,900       3,752.27         930.51            .00      10,147.73   27.0% 
11414020 430450  MATERIALS - CRIME        2,000       2,000       1,027.00            .00            .00         973.00   51.4% 
11414020 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE      224,900     224,900      94,470.00      19,480.00            .00     130,430.00   42.0% 
11414020 441000  INCIDENTALS        4,600       4,600       7,485.32       3,215.13            .00      -2,885.32  162.7%*
11414020 442000  TRAINING       41,100      41,100      19,946.84       5,687.39            .00      21,153.16   48.5% 
11414020 445500  Police Seizure Exp       20,000      20,000      16,594.65         439.76            .00       3,405.35   83.0% 
11414020 447010  CRIME LAB EXPENSE       41,100      41,100      39,113.00      39,113.00            .00       1,987.00   95.2% 
11414020 447030  N.I.P.A.S. CONTRIB        6,200       6,200       6,205.00            .00            .00          -5.00  100.1%*
11414020 447040  MAJOR CRIMES TASK        4,300       4,300       4,100.00            .00            .00         200.00   95.3% 
11414020 447050  N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTR        8,140       8,140       8,134.00            .00            .00           6.00   99.9% 
11414020 448024  CAPITAL EQPT REPL      114,000     114,000            .00            .00            .00     114,000.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL POLICE OPER. - PUB. SAFETY    8,779,825   8,779,825   4,810,083.79   2,621,553.23   2,675,751.31   1,293,989.90   85.3%

 
 

11424020 POLICE SERV. - PUB. SAFETY         
_________________________________________

 
11424020 410100  REGULAR WAGES      527,175     527,175     217,146.03      43,749.67     308,252.79       1,776.18   99.7% 
11424020 410200  OVERTIME WAGES          300         300         788.30            .00            .00        -488.30  262.8%*
11424020 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      189,920     189,920      86,640.61      20,874.28            .00     103,279.39   45.6% 
11424020 420010  MEMBERSHIPS          500         500          50.00          50.00            .00         450.00   10.0% 
11424020 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI       22,510      22,510       8,649.88       1,681.68            .00      13,860.12   38.4% 
11424020 420040  LEASE / PURCHASE C        6,100       6,100       2,327.55         274.95            .00       3,772.45   38.2% 
11424020 422000  MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI          500         500          19.17            .00            .00         480.83    3.8% 
11424020 426000  RE-ACCREDITATION E        7,000       7,000       1,965.00            .00            .00       5,035.00   28.1% 
11424020 426100  L.E.A.D.S./P.I.M.S        3,000       3,000       1,500.00            .00            .00       1,500.00   50.0% 
11424020 426200  POLICE GRANT PROF.        1,500       1,500            .00            .00            .00       1,500.00     .0% 
11424020 426300  VEHICLE TOWING SER          800         800         135.00         135.00            .00         665.00   16.9% 
11424020 428300  LIVESCAN  COMMUNIC        3,000       3,000            .00            .00            .00       3,000.00     .0% 
11424020 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE          300         300            .00            .00            .00         300.00     .0% 
11424020 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE        8,000       8,000       2,371.16         208.61            .00       5,628.84   29.6% 
11424020 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T        2,000       2,000         109.83            .00            .00       1,890.17    5.5% 
11424020 441000  INCIDENTALS          300         300            .00            .00            .00         300.00     .0% 
11424020 442000  TRAINING        1,200       1,200         539.21            .00            .00         660.79   44.9% 
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11424020 445000  CARE OF PRISONERS        1,500       1,500         328.50            .00            .00       1,171.50   21.9% 

 
TOTAL POLICE SERV. - PUB. SAFETY      775,605     775,605     322,570.24      66,974.19     308,252.79     144,781.97   81.3%

 
 

11434020 PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATIONS       
_________________________________________

 
11434020 410100  REGULAR WAGES      726,850     726,850     299,232.16      60,386.64     452,650.51     -25,032.67  103.4%*
11434020 410200  OVERTIME WAGES       64,000      64,000      14,716.47       2,147.06            .00      49,283.53   23.0% 
11434020 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      270,370     270,370     123,163.61      29,738.38            .00     147,206.39   45.6% 
11434020 420010  MEMBERSHIPS          185         185         167.00            .00            .00          18.00   90.3% 
11434020 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI          600         600            .00            .00            .00         600.00     .0% 
11434020 420020 20021 CONTR. FIRE D      223,300     223,300      86,064.44      19,977.96            .00     137,235.56   38.5% 
11434020 421510  C.A.D. SOFTWARE SU       83,850      83,850       1,625.00            .00            .00      82,225.00    1.9% 
11434020 421510 70450 911 software        6,970       6,970       6,964.20            .00            .00           5.80   99.9% 
11434020 422000  MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI        5,600       5,600            .00            .00            .00       5,600.00     .0% 
11434020 422300  MAINT.-E-911 SYSTE       61,050      61,050      12,291.98      10,589.78            .00      48,758.02   20.1% 
11434020 422600  NORCOM NETWORK EXP       95,750      95,750      49,604.90      26,792.95            .00      46,145.10   51.8% 
11434020 426110  IWIN PROGRAM        9,000       9,000       2,645.23       1,294.58            .00       6,354.77   29.4% 
11434020 428105  COMPUTER COMMUNICA       11,340      11,340       2,619.30         523.86            .00       8,720.70   23.1% 
11434020 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        4,000       4,000       1,430.40         470.25            .00       2,569.60   35.8% 
11434020 441000  INCIDENTALS          200         200            .00            .00            .00         200.00     .0% 
11434020 442000  TRAINING        2,300       2,300         457.00            .00            .00       1,843.00   19.9% 

 
TOTAL PUBLIC SAFETY COMMUNICATION    1,565,365   1,565,365     600,981.69     151,921.46     452,650.51     511,732.80   67.3%

 
 

11454020 CROSSING GUARDS - PUB. SAFETY      
_________________________________________

 
11454020 410100  REGULAR WAGES      237,000     237,000     105,811.63      23,680.13     161,546.82     -30,358.45  112.8%*
11454020 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       21,835      21,835      11,813.97       1,971.50            .00      10,021.03   54.1% 
11454020 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        1,000       1,000            .00            .00            .00       1,000.00     .0% 
11454020 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T          500         500            .00            .00            .00         500.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL CROSSING GUARDS - PUB. SAFE      260,335     260,335     117,625.60      25,651.63     161,546.82     -18,837.42  107.2%

 
 

11515020 FIRE - PUB. SAFETY                 
_________________________________________

 
11515020 410100  REGULAR WAGES    4,685,225   4,685,225   1,936,829.34     419,391.15   2,672,107.57      76,288.09   98.4% 
11515020 410200  OVERTIME WAGES      310,250     310,250      96,274.84      19,899.00            .00     213,975.16   31.0% 
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
1100     GENERAL FUND                       APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
11515020 410300  OFF-DUTY RESPONSE       10,000      10,000       4,816.23            .00            .00       5,183.77   48.2% 
11515020 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS    3,660,220   3,660,220   3,125,266.37   2,763,614.93            .00     534,953.63   85.4% 
11515020 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        4,575       4,575       3,303.25         284.00            .00       1,271.75   72.2% 
11515020 420040  LEASE / PURCHASE C        5,000       5,000       1,730.83         274.95            .00       3,269.17   34.6% 
11515020 420210  MEDICAL EXAMS       17,675      17,675         627.00          60.00            .00      17,048.00    3.5% 
11515020 422400  MAINT.-EQUIPMENT        5,650       5,650         592.00            .00            .00       5,058.00   10.5% 
11515020 422410  MAINT.-RADIOS        4,350       4,350            .00            .00            .00       4,350.00     .0% 
11515020 422420  MAINT.-BREATHING E        6,000       6,000         641.62         457.10            .00       5,358.38   10.7% 
11515020 422430  MAINT.-TELEMETRY E          750         750         570.00            .00            .00         180.00   76.0% 
11515020 422440  MAINT.-SPECIAL RES        8,500       8,500       1,816.91         965.00            .00       6,683.09   21.4% 
11515020 426000  RE-ACCREDITATION E        2,250       2,250       1,300.00            .00            .00         950.00   57.8% 
11515020 428100  COMPUTER COMMUNICA       24,350      24,350       8,437.94       1,595.46            .00      15,912.06   34.7% 
11515020 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE       26,200      26,200       4,909.41       2,456.91            .00      21,290.59   18.7% 
11515020 430055  PROTECTIVE CLOTHIN       32,300      32,300      24,879.45       3,090.77            .00       7,420.55   77.0% 
11515020 430175  SUPPLIES - FIRE HO        9,500       9,500       7,126.02       1,889.17            .00       2,373.98   75.0% 
11515020 430176  SUPPLIES - MEDICAL       12,885      12,885       4,215.41       1,332.74            .00       8,669.59   32.7% 
11515020 430177  SUPPLIES - EMERGEN        4,900       4,900       1,130.18          54.09            .00       3,769.82   23.1% 
11515020 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE        2,000       2,000         734.61           6.99            .00       1,265.39   36.7% 
11515020 430250  SUPPLIES - OTHER T        8,400       8,400         964.54         286.01            .00       7,435.46   11.5% 
11515020 430440  MATERIALS - PUBLIC        4,000       4,000          65.95           5.98            .00       3,934.05    1.6% 
11515020 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE      290,900     290,900     122,240.00      25,200.00            .00     168,660.00   42.0% 
11515020 441000  INCIDENTALS        1,000       1,000         467.05          42.86            .00         532.95   46.7% 
11515020 442000  TRAINING       51,100      51,100      25,859.96       3,710.00            .00      25,240.04   50.6% 
11515020 447050  N.I.P.S.T.A. CONTR        8,325       8,325       7,470.00            .00            .00         855.00   89.7% 
11515020 447060  M.A.B.A.S. CONTRIB        5,500       5,500       5,000.00            .00            .00         500.00   90.9% 
11515020 448024  CAPITAL EQPT REPL      125,000     125,000            .00            .00            .00     125,000.00     .0% 
11515020 448800  RENT - COMMONWEALT          575         575            .00            .00            .00         575.00     .0% 
11515020 450045  Fire Truck Debt Re       12,500      12,500            .00            .00            .00      12,500.00     .0% 
11515020 490600 70503 SCBA FILLING       49,000      49,000            .00            .00      48,938.00          62.00   99.9% 

 
TOTAL FIRE - PUB. SAFETY            9,388,880   9,388,880   5,387,268.91   3,244,617.11   2,721,045.57   1,280,565.52   86.4%

 
 

11566040 HEALTH                             
_________________________________________

 
11566040 410100  REGULAR WAGES      182,725     182,725      76,133.80      15,226.76     103,787.32       2,803.88   98.5% 
11566040 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       68,320      68,320      31,191.07       7,553.10            .00      37,128.93   45.7% 
11566040 420010  MEMBERSHIPS          395         395         190.00            .00            .00         205.00   48.1% 
11566040 421400  CONTRACTUAL LAB SE        1,300       1,300         154.07            .00            .00       1,145.93   11.9% 
11566040 422000  MAINT.-OFFICE EQUI          200         200            .00            .00            .00         200.00     .0% 
11566040 430210  SUPPLIES - LABORAT        6,000       6,000            .00            .00            .00       6,000.00     .0% 
11566040 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE          200         200          59.00            .00            .00         141.00   29.5% 
11566040 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE        2,700       2,700       1,160.00         240.00            .00       1,540.00   43.0% 
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11566040 441000  INCIDENTALS          700         700          34.56            .00            .00         665.44    4.9% 
11566040 442000  TRAINING        1,000       1,000         200.00            .00            .00         800.00   20.0% 
11566040 443060  C.P.R. PROGRAM        1,100       1,100         480.00         150.00            .00         620.00   43.6% 

 
TOTAL HEALTH                          264,640     264,640     109,602.50      23,169.86     103,787.32      51,250.18   80.6%

 
 

11910050 LIABILITY & PROPERTY INSURANCE     
_________________________________________

 
11910050 450110  PROPERTY/LIABILITY      125,000     125,000     124,263.34            .00            .00         736.66   99.4% 
11910050 450130  PROPERTY/LIABILITY       30,000      30,000       7,513.94      -2,500.00            .00      22,486.06   25.0% 

 
TOTAL LIABILITY & PROPERTY INSURA      155,000     155,000     131,777.28      -2,500.00            .00      23,222.72   85.0%

 
 

11952070 ENGR. - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENTS       
_________________________________________

 
11952070 420410 20046 Non-Oper. Pla            0           0            .00            .00       3,250.00      -3,250.00  100.0%*
11952070 460050  LAND ACQUISITION       79,000      79,000      46,025.27            .00       2,730.91      30,243.82   61.7% 
11952070 460600 60112 VILLAGE HALL      630,000     630,000         550.00            .00            .00     629,450.00     .1% 
11952070 460600 60301 HVAC REPLACEM      200,000     200,000         386.25            .00            .00     199,613.75     .2% 
11952070 460700 60210 PUBLIC WORKS    2,320,000   2,320,000      11,649.27      11,649.27      29,466.73   2,278,884.00    1.8% 
11952070 460700 60211 PUBLIC WORKS      500,000     500,000            .00            .00     234,184.00     265,816.00   46.8% 
11952070 460700 60212 PUBLIC WORKS      380,000     380,000            .00            .00            .00     380,000.00     .0% 
11952070 460700 60213 GENERATOR REP      180,000     180,000            .00            .00            .00     180,000.00     .0% 
11952070 460800 60213 GENERATOR REP      135,000     135,000            .00            .00            .00     135,000.00     .0% 
11952070 460800 70403 POLICE RADIO      500,000     500,000            .00            .00            .00     500,000.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL ENGR. - CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT    4,924,000   4,924,000      58,610.79      11,649.27     269,631.64   4,595,757.57    6.7%

 
 

11960070 CAPITAL EQUIPMENT - GEN FUND       
_________________________________________

 
11960070 420030 20017 DOCUMENT MANA      102,000     102,000            .00            .00      35,015.00      66,985.00   34.3% 
11960070 480225 40569 PW LARGE DUMP      175,000     175,000            .00            .00      79,900.00      95,100.00   45.7% 
11960070 480275 40214 PW ASPHALT RO       38,000      38,000            .00            .00            .00      38,000.00     .0% 
11960070 480275 40222 STREET SWEEPE       88,000      88,000            .00            .00      72,239.00      15,761.00   82.1% 
11960070 480300 40700 SQUAD CAR SQ-       35,000      35,000      29,395.00      29,395.00       3,271.15       2,333.85   93.3% 
11960070 480300 40745 SQUAD CAR SQ-       35,000      35,000      30,084.00      30,084.00       4,223.95         692.05   98.0% 
11960070 480300 40765 SQUAD CAR SQ-       35,000      35,000      29,466.00      29,466.00       3,862.55       1,671.45   95.2% 
11960070 480300 40770 SQUAD CAR SQ-       35,000      35,000      30,073.00      30,073.00       3,271.15       1,655.85   95.3% 

 
 
 
 
 

https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=UzUnNLT5rBUlomVe/rTtVCDzzwOLOO7dILNdHk2HRH97VwhUIDrnzWbUSRBXULjB&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=Lz%2BAvZKs%2BeNQuNrc4KHF9kt2sfGzqh36G9a63CDxczqSfrYF/nJLC%2BwTgYkaG7wX&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=LZtbh7IO1gvl7rk7GR8C7bdhLWw0T1FSph4SeIsPpsIrbv2Vf6fu5X5b2tULLolr&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=ymgCKgK/OOe4uADyVCLTxg3tralaKI/%2BnbhrZHPiOtzkv1DE6gvCX6C%2Bp%2BEUnt6g&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=1r8oAqhzYiWj3gx3C1gL%2BdLLv3ie/Fuc/3CxZGsxoO068CODG1nLaveVttR9ctV8&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=wbEv5e7L5xBRVosF2TNm4hOlf%2BrvyLcmhyOxMrXqkznmBMH%2BsQM62Pa1QEcsL32PBI%2BOJrPwF/paoOXtg5hK9w==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=YtFb6B5DF9Qx0qEIQtodhzrixRgEcpXlU6A0QmAyTKeShgcjO/wwizhEYJ3Oqesg&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=d0wN%2BMdR0%2BKrOLPcMh2bhg3y1hh3tQR0WS35unM3CrXDQKSdyGJ9j4D%2BqYkl3oWQurShwS44yxVglVo8kCuT4g==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=dOEkl1giymWkWEkA45x0TZS08mV9RyYP//esDIJNngVIdTS4uazpAIUb3JLSY0v9msctete/GCM3GedtlfKnZw==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=4KEejmki26laVmK4VHccYPBTsQzo%2BQnhDmpt/oZLs5j7HIPYuNPX1g/JqV/kvAY2d5lo5sZo5iLmNRiIF5ioJg==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=oUIc61C0E/RviR8LreIogAWfQlGP1Q0cz3j8qVnTk5IcIzyEmyRxFJe/CMfkoz0jNCMan1yHikIIvuduFT38uw==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=QWmVpVnyTf3LFmmbTcgdgl5OG4jlbL2otztIolPSweiP7LQum2MDLaDfOdVz328ziSGnjFPeUlNJ4cnL6ce1iw==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=zVgMrasJc0H9bBED%2B/Gqs59W0tOrk8nBv6sFre05pckt2Uv5hbVI1%2BnkBzh6nmLauOmEWvj8TpPP%2BluXBeBtPA==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=BOs6JuAtaxQDu69pyTlj1qqpoe4XysiQj3Ptk3mOhG/bMOCtkJgdoaYX4%2BoAPMJl6l9JNTBLihqFJR8d4hpDbQ==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=eS6SWiAE5bs7YIGQBMBw8qK3R9%2BmaiHa44SsTJU4XsV0pcD3cyz8JDaiBMOqxUjOfUZU9ug5cdoUefyXlbfyww==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=bfww0z9CHsFq2ujZuWB297kWreDknO07hQ56EW41k3H9oVcYkzOBzknwogeDUEwSpQ%2BMyleSIM2MJardGUrcmQ==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=VE2glYybjHH%2BbZeGRL/EVhjb3%2BJwN3e8osnEPU54pMrUboM8uaKzhX9co5AvHtkaeaZdCTlcGBkSXnIJ3mXu2w==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=espKZaWek3v6P5q2UUtUPuoqbh6P3ml8SpYtoWe6q54Q1DgDMBzB86RtPw7I/0U1z%2B%2BNyyGL1%2BGhjQdoLfdn3w==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=br1anaYgegayNIp1tUFwWKYcF0dYGCEayuyW5nCi6Ltg15wAGiDqKtKPh5qfdg2QYQmUq5aSy68AUt0PoD7kBA==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=3J02q4bF3/eKGV9VwVVZDyI6qAj/Muz21PgjY2jrcUJ/EDwGwyQl/Kve0%2B9Um7m8EK50a6EmHktvhhYWJ6/6nQ==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=67TxbT4xVKSqpNdAo3i16sy8582B5oMd57LQ0foxrNbrXx5i4DhUSI82jzxwPshvklXH%2BCgdORLkvd4WttYx3A==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=tXsU7VnKaYezP1ADUDIXdKn4j601RI1QkqcZn%2BroZLZIflhoIN9CrjOqLdRWffwZ3BQbtScY%2B/qkfmjcG9R33g==&
https://munis.wilmette.com/_layouts/15/DashboardMunisV6.3/PassThru.aspx?-E=B1Lza0upYkPc9F9JvdvKRvLmIbp8npx5eKkE3akaOuUP2uM6OPvuOChhH3YS0VvwM/eOR54/9yxCZn2sSjcImA==&
molloym
Highlight

molloym
Highlight

molloym
Highlight



 
 
 

06/21/2017 12:31    |VILLAGE OF WILMETTE |P     15
riskoj              |YEAR TO DATE BUDGET REPORT |glytdbud

5/31/17
 
 

FOR 2017 05
 

ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
1100     GENERAL FUND                       APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
11960070 480400 40835 AMBULANCE FD-      250,000     250,000         950.00         950.00     231,252.00      17,798.00   92.9% 
11960070 480400 40845 FIRE COMMAND       60,000      60,000         261.77         261.77      48,839.14      10,899.09   81.8% 

 
TOTAL CAPITAL EQUIPMENT - GEN FUN      853,000     853,000     120,229.77     120,229.77     481,873.94     250,896.29   70.6%

 
TOTAL GENERAL FUND                  1,076,985   1,076,985  -1,274,187.24   5,338,718.70  13,104,803.39 -10,753,631.15 1098.5%

 
TOTAL REVENUES  -43,816,800 -43,816,800 -18,255,911.10  -2,176,522.50            .00 -25,560,888.90
TOTAL EXPENSES   44,893,785  44,893,785  16,981,723.86   7,515,241.20  13,104,803.39  14,807,257.75
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1200     EMPLOYEE INSURANCE FUND            APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

12000001 EMPL.INS.-REV                      
_________________________________________

 
12000001 310010  GENERAL FUND CONTR   -2,275,330  -2,275,330    -953,150.03    -197,091.37            .00  -1,322,179.97   41.9%*
12000001 310020  MUNIC. GARAGE CONT      -95,850     -95,850     -38,852.16      -8,075.05            .00     -56,997.84   40.5%*
12000001 310025  PARKING METER FUND      -21,380     -21,380      -5,669.62        -738.78            .00     -15,710.38   26.5%*
12000001 310030  SEWER FUND CONTRIB     -105,410    -105,410     -41,764.96      -8,120.60            .00     -63,645.04   39.6%*
12000001 310040  WATER FUND CONTRIB     -428,720    -428,720    -180,556.47     -36,860.71            .00    -248,163.53   42.1%*

 
TOTAL EMPL.INS.-REV                -2,926,690  -2,926,690  -1,219,993.24    -250,886.51            .00  -1,706,696.76   41.7%

 
 

12900050 EMPLOYEE INSURANCE                 
_________________________________________

 
12900050 413000  EMPLOYER FLEX CONT      139,680     139,680      57,660.00      11,460.00            .00      82,020.00   41.3% 
12900050 413010  HEALTH INSUR. PREM    1,568,460   1,568,460     652,707.00     129,942.00            .00     915,753.00   41.6% 
12900050 413020  HEALTH INSUR. PREM    1,148,550   1,148,550     478,761.13      94,427.97            .00     669,788.87   41.7% 
12900050 414000  GROUP LIFE INSURAN       40,000      40,000      15,612.42       3,124.67            .00      24,387.58   39.0% 
12900050 414010  UNEMPLOYMENT COMPE       30,000      30,000      11,963.00      11,963.00            .00      18,037.00   39.9% 
12900050 414090  OTHER EMPLOYER CON            0           0       3,310.64            .00            .00      -3,310.64  100.0%*

 
TOTAL EMPLOYEE INSURANCE            2,926,690   2,926,690   1,220,014.19     250,917.64            .00   1,706,675.81   41.7%

 
TOTAL EMPLOYEE INSURANCE FUND               0           0          20.95          31.13            .00         -20.95  100.0%

 
TOTAL REVENUES   -2,926,690  -2,926,690  -1,219,993.24    -250,886.51            .00  -1,706,696.76
TOTAL EXPENSES    2,926,690   2,926,690   1,220,014.19     250,917.64            .00   1,706,675.81
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1600     GENERAL DEBT SERVICE FUND          APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

16000001 BOND DEBT REVENUE                  
_________________________________________

 
16000001 300010  PROP. TAXES - CURR   -3,425,200  -3,425,200  -1,761,107.10     -25,628.40            .00  -1,664,092.90   51.4%*
16000001 300020  PROP. TAXES - PRIO      -34,100     -34,100     -12,376.10       2,139.20            .00     -21,723.90   36.3%*
16000001 300030  PROP. TAXES-LEVIES       48,000      48,000      31,421.80       4,194.70            .00      16,578.20   65.5% 
16000001 374100  GENERAL FUND TRANS     -110,000    -110,000            .00            .00            .00    -110,000.00     .0%*

 
TOTAL BOND DEBT REVENUE            -3,521,300  -3,521,300  -1,742,061.40     -19,294.50            .00  -1,779,238.60   49.5%

 
 

16930080 GENERAL DEBT SERVICE               
_________________________________________

 
16930080 450010  BOND REGISTRAR FEE        2,000       2,000         250.00         125.00            .00       1,750.00   12.5% 
16930080 450030  G.O. BOND RETIREME    2,555,000   2,555,000            .00            .00            .00   2,555,000.00     .0% 
16930080 450060  INTEREST EXPENSE      966,000     966,000     482,898.75     482,898.75            .00     483,101.25   50.0% 

 
TOTAL GENERAL DEBT SERVICE          3,523,000   3,523,000     483,148.75     483,023.75            .00   3,039,851.25   13.7%

 
TOTAL GENERAL DEBT SERVICE FUND         1,700       1,700  -1,258,912.65     463,729.25            .00   1,260,612.65*******%

 
TOTAL REVENUES   -3,521,300  -3,521,300  -1,742,061.40     -19,294.50            .00  -1,779,238.60
TOTAL EXPENSES    3,523,000   3,523,000     483,148.75     483,023.75            .00   3,039,851.25
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1900     WORKERS' COMPENSATION FUND         APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

19000001 WORK COMP- REVENUE                 
_________________________________________

 
19000001 310010  GENERAL FUND CONTR     -263,070    -263,070    -241,482.81      -1,241.20            .00     -21,587.19   91.8%*
19000001 310020  MUNIC. GARAGE CONT       -9,100      -9,100      -8,750.00         -40.00            .00        -350.00   96.2%*
19000001 310025  PARKING METER FUND       -1,620      -1,620      -1,470.00          10.00            .00        -150.00   90.7%*
19000001 310030  SEWER FUND CONTRIB       -8,970      -8,970      -8,510.00         -40.00            .00        -460.00   94.9%*
19000001 310040  WATER FUND CONTRIB      -37,940     -37,940     -35,420.00        -160.00            .00      -2,520.00   93.4%*

 
TOTAL WORK COMP- REVENUE             -320,700    -320,700    -295,632.81      -1,471.20            .00     -25,067.19   92.2%

 
 

19920050 WORKERS COMPENSATION               
_________________________________________

 
19920050 450120  WORKERS' COMP. INS      278,800     278,800     278,800.00            .00            .00            .00  100.0% 
19920050 450140  WORKERS' COMP. DED       41,900      41,900      18,323.82       2,962.21            .00      23,576.18   43.7% 

 
TOTAL WORKERS COMPENSATION            320,700     320,700     297,123.82       2,962.21            .00      23,576.18   92.6%

 
TOTAL WORKERS' COMPENSATION FUND            0           0       1,491.01       1,491.01            .00      -1,491.01  100.0%

 
TOTAL REVENUES     -320,700    -320,700    -295,632.81      -1,471.20            .00     -25,067.19
TOTAL EXPENSES      320,700     320,700     297,123.82       2,962.21            .00      23,576.18
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2200     MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND                APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

22000001 MFT REVENUE                        
_________________________________________

 
22000001 300180  MOTOR FUEL TAX ALL     -640,000    -640,000    -292,544.94     -59,306.19            .00    -347,455.06   45.7%*
22000001 360000  INTEREST EARNINGS       -2,000      -2,000        -473.91        -122.10            .00      -1,526.09   23.7%*

 
TOTAL MFT REVENUE                    -642,000    -642,000    -293,018.85     -59,428.29            .00    -348,981.15   45.6%

 
 

22632070 MFT - CAPITAL IMPROV.              
_________________________________________

 
22632070 470100 80190 INFRASTRUCTUR      700,000     700,000            .00            .00     700,000.00            .00  100.0% 

 
TOTAL MFT - CAPITAL IMPROV.           700,000     700,000            .00            .00     700,000.00            .00  100.0%

 
TOTAL MOTOR FUEL TAX FUND              58,000      58,000    -293,018.85     -59,428.29     700,000.00    -348,981.15  701.7%

 
TOTAL REVENUES     -642,000    -642,000    -293,018.85     -59,428.29            .00    -348,981.15
TOTAL EXPENSES      700,000     700,000            .00            .00     700,000.00            .00
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2300     PARKING METER FUND                 APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

23753001 PMF - CBD - REVENUE                
_________________________________________

 
23753001 340010  METER REV.-COMMUTE      -49,000     -49,000     -24,404.25      -5,015.13            .00     -24,595.75   49.8%*
23753001 340012  METER REV.-COMMUTE     -148,000    -148,000     -60,158.95     -12,163.59            .00     -87,841.05   40.6%*
23753001 340015  METER REV.-POPLAR-      -16,500     -16,500      -8,313.86      -1,680.98            .00      -8,186.14   50.4%*
23753001 340025  METER DEBIT CARD R            0           0          30.00            .00            .00         -30.00  100.0%*
23753001 340040  PERMIT REV.-PARK A      -18,300     -18,300      -9,150.00      -4,575.00            .00      -9,150.00   50.0%*
23753001 340045  Permit Rev. - West      -12,000     -12,000      -1,440.00            .00            .00     -10,560.00   12.0%*
23753001 340050  PERMIT REV.-ST. AU       -6,500      -6,500      -2,850.00      -1,050.00            .00      -3,650.00   43.8%*
23753001 340055  PERMIT REV. - 11TH       -3,000      -3,000      -2,080.00        -640.00            .00        -920.00   69.3%*
23753001 340060  PERMIT REV.-MASONI       -1,400      -1,400        -670.00        -280.00            .00        -730.00   47.9%*
23753001 340070  PERMIT REV.-ATRIUM       -1,460      -1,460        -720.00        -360.00            .00        -740.00   49.3%*
23753001 340090  METRA STATION RENT       -3,000      -3,000      -1,250.00        -250.00            .00      -1,750.00   41.7%*

 
TOTAL PMF - CBD - REVENUE            -259,160    -259,160    -111,007.06     -26,014.70            .00    -148,152.94   42.8%

 
 

23753090 PMF - CBD - ENTERPRISE             
_________________________________________

 
23753090 410100  REGULAR WAGES       52,725      52,725      17,685.38       2,073.81      18,907.33      16,132.29   69.4% 
23753090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES        2,250       2,250            .00            .00            .00       2,250.00     .0% 
23753090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       23,045      23,045       6,630.72         600.39            .00      16,414.28   28.8% 
23753090 420150  BANK CHARGES       27,000      27,000      14,222.54       2,929.97            .00      12,777.46   52.7% 
23753090 421175  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC       29,150      29,150      10,696.95         228.99      12,607.50       5,845.55   79.9% 
23753090 421200  CONTRACTUAL SNOW R       17,545      17,545       2,784.30            .00            .00      14,760.70   15.9% 
23753090 430140  SUPPLIES - BUILDIN          315         315         167.06          83.53            .00         147.94   53.0% 
23753090 430190  SUPPLIES -GROUNDS        4,370       4,370            .00            .00            .00       4,370.00     .0% 
23753090 430200  SUPPLIES -GROUNDS        2,000       2,000            .00            .00       1,010.10         989.90   50.5% 
23753090 430515  METRA STATION POWE        5,000       5,000       1,722.63         278.99            .00       3,277.37   34.5% 
23753090 430520  PARKING LOT LIGHTI        5,400       5,400       1,755.21         172.13            .00       3,644.79   32.5% 
23753090 430560  HEATING - GAS        1,500       1,500         745.99          45.89            .00         754.01   49.7% 
23753090 430800  PARKING METER PART          400         400            .00            .00            .00         400.00     .0% 
23753090 430810  PARKING METER PART        1,500       1,500            .00            .00            .00       1,500.00     .0% 
23753090 448510  RENT - COMMUTER LO       47,500      47,500      12,224.27       3,204.73            .00      35,275.73   25.7% 
23753090 448520  RENT - POPLAR LOTS        2,800       2,800       2,210.96         584.10            .00         589.04   79.0% 
23753090 448530  RENT - ST. AUGUSTI        2,400       2,400            .00            .00            .00       2,400.00     .0% 
23753090 448540  RENT - MASONIC TEM          675         675            .00            .00            .00         675.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL PMF - CBD - ENTERPRISE          225,575     225,575      70,846.01      10,202.53      32,524.93     122,204.06   45.8%

 
 

23763001 PMF - CTA - REVENUE                
_________________________________________

 
23763001 340100  CTA LOT REV.-SLOT     -130,000    -130,000     -47,679.89     -13,095.50            .00     -82,320.11   36.7%*
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23763001 340110  CTA LOT REV.-COMMU      -16,000     -16,000     -11,360.00      -3,280.00            .00      -4,640.00   71.0%*
23763001 340120  CTA LOT REV.-MERCH       -4,200      -4,200      -2,106.00        -702.00            .00      -2,094.00   50.1%*
23763001 340130  CTA LOT REV.-24 HO       -4,000      -4,000      -1,280.00        -320.00            .00      -2,720.00   32.0%*

 
TOTAL PMF - CTA - REVENUE            -154,200    -154,200     -62,425.89     -17,397.50            .00     -91,774.11   40.5%

 
 

23763090 PMF - CTA - ENTERPRISE             
_________________________________________

 
23763090 410100  REGULAR WAGES       45,250      45,250      14,575.49       1,451.84      14,553.50      16,121.01   64.4% 
23763090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES        3,750       3,750            .00            .00            .00       3,750.00     .0% 
23763090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       21,050      21,050       5,518.82         483.98            .00      15,531.18   26.2% 
23763090 420150  BANK CHARGES        4,000       4,000       1,359.69         377.30            .00       2,640.31   34.0% 
23763090 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC        2,155       2,155            .00            .00            .00       2,155.00     .0% 
23763090 421150  CONTRACTUAL GROUND        4,120       4,120            .00            .00       1,621.25       2,498.75   39.4% 
23763090 421200  CONTRACTUAL SNOW R        9,950       9,950       1,656.32            .00            .00       8,293.68   16.6% 
23763090 422400  Equipment Repairs        1,900       1,900          70.00          70.00            .00       1,830.00    3.7% 
23763090 430400  MATERIALS        2,800       2,800            .00            .00         897.00       1,903.00   32.0% 
23763090 448550  RENT - CTA LOTS       64,500      64,500      15,932.44       4,094.28            .00      48,567.56   24.7% 

 
TOTAL PMF - CTA - ENTERPRISE          159,475     159,475      39,112.76       6,477.40      17,071.75     103,290.49   35.2%

 
 

23773001 PMF - BURMEISTER - REVENUE         
_________________________________________

 
23773001 340200  PERMIT REV.-BURMEI      -22,500     -22,500     -10,900.00      -4,625.00            .00     -11,600.00   48.4%*

 
TOTAL PMF - BURMEISTER - REVENUE      -22,500     -22,500     -10,900.00      -4,625.00            .00     -11,600.00   48.4%

 
 

23773090 PMF - BURMEISTER - ENTERPRISE      
_________________________________________

 
23773090 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC        6,690       6,690         857.65          46.97         224.00       5,608.35   16.2% 
23773090 430400  MATERIALS          500         500            .00            .00            .00         500.00     .0% 
23773090 430520  PARKING LOT LIGHTI        7,900       7,900         702.12         111.60            .00       7,197.88    8.9% 

 
TOTAL PMF - BURMEISTER - ENTERPRI       15,090      15,090       1,559.77         158.57         224.00      13,306.23   11.8%

 
TOTAL PARKING METER FUND              -35,720     -35,720     -72,814.41     -31,198.70      49,820.68     -12,726.27   64.4%

 
TOTAL REVENUES     -435,860    -435,860    -184,332.95     -48,037.20            .00    -251,527.05
TOTAL EXPENSES      400,140     400,140     111,518.54      16,838.50      49,820.68     238,800.78
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____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

33000001 FIRE PENSION REVENUE               
_________________________________________

 
33000001 309099  OTHER INCOME            0           0        -557.91            .00            .00         557.91  100.0% 
33000001 320000  EMPLOYEE PENSION C     -440,000    -440,000    -180,265.08     -35,752.96            .00    -259,734.92   41.0%*
33000001 320100  EMPLOYER PENSION C   -2,678,600  -2,678,600  -2,609,000.00  -2,609,000.00            .00     -69,600.00   97.4%*
33000001 360000  INTEREST EARNINGS   -2,500,000  -2,500,000    -140,876.33      -1,253.34            .00  -2,359,123.67    5.6%*
33000001 360110  VANGUARD-DIV. & CA            0           0     -53,398.05            .00            .00      53,398.05  100.0% 
33000001 360121  Sterling Div. & Ca            0           0     -23,154.80      -1,800.16            .00      23,154.80  100.0% 
33000001 360122  LONDON Div. & Cap.            0           0     -12,575.00      -1,144.28            .00      12,575.00  100.0% 
33000001 360140  VANGUARD REIT-DIV.            0           0      -8,613.12            .00            .00       8,613.12  100.0% 
33000001 360200  TREAS.- CHANGE IN            0           0    -114,807.77     -25,871.00            .00     114,807.77  100.0% 
33000001 360210  Corp. Bonds-Mkt. V            0           0    -129,847.00     -83,494.00            .00     129,847.00  100.0% 
33000001 360215  LAZARD CHANGE IN M            0           0    -391,194.00     -27,549.00            .00     391,194.00  100.0% 
33000001 360216  Sterling Change in            0           0    -102,255.00      50,901.00            .00     102,255.00  100.0% 
33000001 360217  LONDON - Change in            0           0      59,410.00      67,262.00            .00     -59,410.00  100.0%*
33000001 360220  VANGUARD CHANGE IN            0           0      87,714.00    -158,420.00            .00     -87,714.00  100.0%*
33000001 360221  Vang. REIT Change            0           0      25,438.00       7,831.00            .00     -25,438.00  100.0%*
33000001 360222  Sm. Cap 600 - Mkt.            0           0       7,196.00       7,196.00            .00      -7,196.00  100.0%*
33000001 360230  INT'L EQUITY CHANG            0           0    -757,303.00    -164,825.00            .00     757,303.00  100.0% 
33000001 360300  GAIN / LOSS - TREA            0           0      35,809.03      -6,306.80            .00     -35,809.03  100.0%*
33000001 360316  Gain /Loss on Sale            0           0     -48,644.67      52,800.33            .00      48,644.67  100.0% 
33000001 360317  Gain/Loss Sale of            0           0      43,610.86      21,927.60            .00     -43,610.86  100.0%*
33000001 360320  GAIN / LOSS-VANGUA            0           0  -1,007,619.00            .00            .00   1,007,619.00  100.0% 
33000001 360325  Gain/Loss-Corp.Bon            0           0      20,348.50      10,199.50            .00     -20,348.50  100.0%*

 
TOTAL FIRE PENSION REVENUE         -5,618,600  -5,618,600  -5,300,584.34  -2,897,299.11            .00    -318,015.66   94.3%

 
 

33000095 FIRE PENSION EXPENSE               
_________________________________________

 
33000095 411000  PENSION PAYMENTS    3,949,000   3,949,000   1,551,485.66     314,119.70            .00   2,397,514.34   39.3% 
33000095 411010  PENSION CONTRIBUTI       50,000      50,000            .00            .00            .00      50,000.00     .0% 
33000095 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI      169,110     169,110       8,112.06            .00            .00     160,997.94    4.8% 
33000095 420100  ANNUAL AUDIT        3,500       3,500       3,375.00       3,375.00            .00         125.00   96.4% 
33000095 420150  BANK CHARGES        1,200       1,200         202.04         107.45            .00         997.96   16.8% 
33000095 447500  D.O.I. STATE REPOR       10,000      10,000            .00            .00            .00      10,000.00     .0% 
33000095 447550  OTHER PENSION ADMI        2,500       2,500            .00            .00            .00       2,500.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL FIRE PENSION EXPENSE          4,185,310   4,185,310   1,563,174.76     317,602.15            .00   2,622,135.24   37.3%

 
TOTAL FIREFIGHTERS' PENSION FUND   -1,433,290  -1,433,290  -3,737,409.58  -2,579,696.96            .00   2,304,119.58  260.8%

 
TOTAL REVENUES   -5,618,600  -5,618,600  -5,300,584.34  -2,897,299.11            .00    -318,015.66
TOTAL EXPENSES    4,185,310   4,185,310   1,563,174.76     317,602.15            .00   2,622,135.24
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3400     POLICE PENSION FUND                APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

34000001 POLICE PENSION REVENUE             
_________________________________________

 
34000001 309099  OTHER INCOME            0           0        -557.91            .00            .00         557.91  100.0% 
34000001 320000  EMPLOYEE PENSION C     -461,000    -461,000    -190,872.42     -36,954.88            .00    -270,127.58   41.4%*
34000001 320100  EMPLOYER PENSION C   -2,043,000  -2,043,000  -2,023,000.00  -2,023,000.00            .00     -20,000.00   99.0%*
34000001 360000  INTEREST EARNINGS   -2,400,000  -2,400,000    -140,761.12       2,212.75            .00  -2,259,238.88    5.9%*
34000001 360110  VANGUARD-DIV. & CA            0           0     -53,423.32            .00            .00      53,423.32  100.0% 
34000001 360121  Sterling Div. & Ca            0           0     -24,212.97      -1,895.00            .00      24,212.97  100.0% 
34000001 360122  LONDON Div. & Cap.            0           0     -12,770.00      -1,187.04            .00      12,770.00  100.0% 
34000001 360140  VANGUARD REIT-DIV            0           0      -7,891.36            .00            .00       7,891.36  100.0% 
34000001 360200  TREAS.- CHANGE IN            0           0    -112,944.71     -32,716.00            .00     112,944.71  100.0% 
34000001 360210  Corp. Bonds-Mkt. V            0           0    -136,970.00     -75,791.00            .00     136,970.00  100.0% 
34000001 360215  LAZARD CHANGE IN M            0           0    -373,348.00     -26,292.00            .00     373,348.00  100.0% 
34000001 360216  Sterling Change in            0           0    -155,882.00      41,193.00            .00     155,882.00  100.0% 
34000001 360217  LONDON - Change in            0           0      33,608.00      69,639.00            .00     -33,608.00  100.0%*
34000001 360220  VANGUARD CHANGE IN            0           0     141,438.00    -158,495.00            .00    -141,438.00  100.0%*
34000001 360221  Vang. REIT Change            0           0      36,357.00       7,174.00            .00     -36,357.00  100.0%*
34000001 360230  INT'L EQUITY CHANG            0           0    -726,034.00    -158,094.00            .00     726,034.00  100.0% 
34000001 360300  GAIN / LOSS - TREA            0           0      24,641.83      -5,660.08            .00     -24,641.83  100.0%*
34000001 360316  Gain /Loss on Sale            0           0         626.44      69,464.85            .00        -626.44  100.0%*
34000001 360317  Gain/Loss Sale of            0           0      72,702.56      22,447.77            .00     -72,702.56  100.0%*
34000001 360320  GAIN / LOSS-VANGUA            0           0  -1,075,276.00            .00            .00   1,075,276.00  100.0% 
34000001 360325  Gain/Loss-Corp. Bo            0           0      20,270.50         -27.50            .00     -20,270.50  100.0%*

 
TOTAL POLICE PENSION REVENUE       -4,904,000  -4,904,000  -4,704,299.48  -2,307,981.13            .00    -199,700.52   95.9%

 
 

34000095 POLICE PENSION EXPENSE             
_________________________________________

 
34000095 411000  PENSION PAYMENTS    3,104,400   3,104,400   1,266,895.19     251,310.78            .00   1,837,504.81   40.8% 
34000095 411010  PENSION CONTRIBUTI       50,000      50,000            .00            .00            .00      50,000.00     .0% 
34000095 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI      139,110     139,110      10,931.21       3,190.04            .00     128,178.79    7.9% 
34000095 420100  ANNUAL AUDIT        3,500       3,500       3,375.00       3,375.00            .00         125.00   96.4% 
34000095 420150  BANK CHARGES        1,000       1,000          83.90          35.08            .00         916.10    8.4% 
34000095 447500  D.O.I. STATE REPOR       10,000      10,000            .00            .00            .00      10,000.00     .0% 
34000095 447550  OTHER PENSION ADMI        3,000       3,000       1,145.00            .00            .00       1,855.00   38.2% 

 
TOTAL POLICE PENSION EXPENSE        3,311,010   3,311,010   1,282,430.30     257,910.90            .00   2,028,579.70   38.7%

 
TOTAL POLICE PENSION FUND          -1,592,990  -1,592,990  -3,421,869.18  -2,050,070.23            .00   1,828,879.18  214.8%

 
TOTAL REVENUES   -4,904,000  -4,904,000  -4,704,299.48  -2,307,981.13            .00    -199,700.52
TOTAL EXPENSES    3,311,010   3,311,010   1,282,430.30     257,910.90            .00   2,028,579.70
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3500     ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL RETIREMENT      APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

35000001 IMRF REVENUE                       
_________________________________________

 
35000001 310010  GENERAL FUND CONTR   -1,372,950  -1,372,950    -544,781.47    -111,275.41            .00    -828,168.53   39.7%*
35000001 310020  MUNIC. GARAGE CONT     -110,140    -110,140     -46,127.83      -9,094.10            .00     -64,012.17   41.9%*
35000001 310025  PARKING METER FUND      -19,740     -19,740      -5,009.92        -355.59            .00     -14,730.08   25.4%*
35000001 310030  SEWER FUND CONTRIB     -108,020    -108,020     -47,940.94      -9,272.19            .00     -60,079.06   44.4%*
35000001 310040  WATER FUND CONTRIB     -456,550    -456,550    -185,347.94     -35,625.20            .00    -271,202.06   40.6%*

 
TOTAL IMRF REVENUE                 -2,067,400  -2,067,400    -829,208.10    -165,622.49            .00  -1,238,191.90   40.1%

 
 

35000095 IMRF EXPENSE                       
_________________________________________

 
35000095 412000  EMPLOYER IMRF    1,140,740   1,140,740     461,129.61      91,669.62            .00     679,610.39   40.4% 
35000095 412010  EMPLOYER FICA      628,720     628,720     252,370.86      50,926.28            .00     376,349.14   40.1% 
35000095 412020  EMPLOYER MEDICARE      297,940     297,940     115,707.63      23,408.20            .00     182,232.37   38.8% 

 
TOTAL IMRF EXPENSE                  2,067,400   2,067,400     829,208.10     166,004.10            .00   1,238,191.90   40.1%

 
TOTAL ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL RETIREME            0           0            .00         381.61            .00            .00     .0%

 
TOTAL REVENUES   -2,067,400  -2,067,400    -829,208.10    -165,622.49            .00  -1,238,191.90
TOTAL EXPENSES    2,067,400   2,067,400     829,208.10     166,004.10            .00   1,238,191.90
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3900     SECTION 105 FUND                   APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

39000001 SECTION 105 REVENUE                
_________________________________________

 
39000001 310010  GENERAL FUND CONTR     -202,630    -202,630    -207,225.89    -207,225.89            .00       4,595.89  102.3% 
39000001 310020  MUNIC. GARAGE CONT       -8,070      -8,070      -6,210.00      -6,210.00            .00      -1,860.00   77.0%*
39000001 310030  SEWER FUND CONTRIB       -8,070      -8,070      -6,726.00      -6,726.00            .00      -1,344.00   83.3%*
39000001 310040  WATER FUND CONTRIB      -32,830     -32,830     -28,838.11     -28,838.11            .00      -3,991.89   87.8%*
39000001 360000  INTEREST EARNINGS       -4,000      -4,000        -928.00        -195.00            .00      -3,072.00   23.2%*

 
TOTAL SECTION 105 REVENUE            -255,600    -255,600    -249,928.00    -249,195.00            .00      -5,672.00   97.8%

 
 

39000095 SECTION 105 EXPENSE                
_________________________________________

 
39000095 413040  HEALTH INSUR. - RE            0           0      11,650.86       6,755.03            .00     -11,650.86  100.0%*
39000095 417500  SECTION 105 MEDICA      251,600     251,600      81,385.95      15,203.07            .00     170,214.05   32.3% 

 
TOTAL SECTION 105 EXPENSE             251,600     251,600      93,036.81      21,958.10            .00     158,563.19   37.0%

 
TOTAL SECTION 105 FUND                 -4,000      -4,000    -156,891.19    -227,236.90            .00     152,891.19 3922.3%

 
TOTAL REVENUES     -255,600    -255,600    -249,928.00    -249,195.00            .00      -5,672.00
TOTAL EXPENSES      251,600     251,600      93,036.81      21,958.10            .00     158,563.19
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4000     SEWER FUND                         APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

40000001 SEWER REVENUE                      
_________________________________________

 
40000001 350100  RESIDENTIAL SEWER   -5,082,900  -5,082,900  -1,618,846.87    -365,252.54            .00  -3,464,053.13   31.8%*
40000001 360010  INT. EARNINGS - BO            0           0        -484.00         -95.00            .00         484.00  100.0% 
40000001 375000  BOND PROCEEDS   -1,640,000  -1,640,000            .00            .00            .00  -1,640,000.00     .0%*

 
TOTAL SEWER REVENUE                -6,722,900  -6,722,900  -1,619,330.87    -365,347.54            .00  -5,103,569.13   24.1%

 
 

40807090 SEWER MAINT. - ENTERPRISE          
_________________________________________

 
40807090 410100  REGULAR WAGES      564,000     564,000     236,684.60      44,552.61     328,364.42      -1,049.02  100.2%*
40807090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES       10,100      10,100       3,272.66       1,225.17            .00       6,827.34   32.4% 
40807090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      231,415     231,415     103,808.01      23,546.05            .00     127,606.99   44.9% 
40807090 420020  PROFESSIONAL SERVI        5,000       5,000       1,375.00            .00            .00       3,625.00   27.5% 
40807090 420020 20014 GEOGRAPHIC IN       31,000      31,000      11,845.10       2,206.92      15,448.40       3,706.50   88.0% 
40807090 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC      112,800     112,800       6,019.78         450.00      68,820.00      37,960.22   66.3% 
40807090 425300  SEWER MAINTENANCE      261,500     261,500      37,500.00            .00     174,000.00      50,000.00   80.9% 
40807090 425320  SEWER-N.P.D.E.S. P        6,000       6,000            .00            .00            .00       6,000.00     .0% 
40807090 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        3,825       3,825         792.21         265.25            .00       3,032.79   20.7% 
40807090 430130  SUPPLIES - MISC. T        2,625       2,625       2,416.62         839.12            .00         208.38   92.1% 
40807090 430400  MATERIALS       33,725      33,725      16,743.37       4,162.16            .00      16,981.63   49.6% 
40807090 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE       83,100      83,100      34,920.00       7,200.00            .00      48,180.00   42.0% 
40807090 441000  INCIDENTALS          500         500          45.58          45.58            .00         454.42    9.1% 
40807090 442000  TRAINING        2,400       2,400       1,975.00       1,950.00            .00         425.00   82.3% 
40807090 470375 80721 50/50 OVERHEA       30,000      30,000            .00            .00            .00      30,000.00     .0% 
40807090 470400 80707 Sewer Main Re      514,000     514,000            .00            .00     383,000.30     130,999.70   74.5% 
40807090 480275 40222 STREET SWEEPE      102,000     102,000            .00            .00      69,990.00      32,010.00   68.6% 

 
TOTAL SEWER MAINT. - ENTERPRISE     1,993,990   1,993,990     457,397.93      86,442.86   1,039,623.12     496,968.95   75.1%

 
 

40847090 SEWER - SWPS - ENTERPRISE          
_________________________________________

 
40847090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES       12,000      12,000       5,931.98       3,227.04            .00       6,068.02   49.4% 
40847090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS        2,470       2,470       1,133.89         612.74            .00       1,336.11   45.9% 
40847090 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC        2,500       2,500            .00            .00            .00       2,500.00     .0% 
40847090 422400  MAINT.-EQUIPMENT        2,400       2,400            .00            .00         459.12       1,940.88   19.1% 
40847090 430075  SUPPLIES        1,200       1,200         138.02          70.74            .00       1,061.98   11.5% 
40847090 430260  SUPPLIES - OUTFALL          500         500            .00            .00            .00         500.00     .0% 
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40847090 430540  STORM WATER PUMP S       38,000      38,000      13,091.35       2,763.27            .00      24,908.65   34.5% 
40847090 430560  HEATING - GAS        5,700       5,700       1,676.34         141.21            .00       4,023.66   29.4% 

 
TOTAL SEWER - SWPS - ENTERPRISE        64,770      64,770      21,971.58       6,815.00         459.12      42,339.30   34.6%

 
 

40937090 SEWER-DEBT SERVICE-ENTERPRISE      
_________________________________________

 
40937090 450010  BOND REGISTRAR FEE        2,000       2,000            .00            .00            .00       2,000.00     .0% 
40937090 450030  G.O. BOND RETIREME    1,785,000   1,785,000            .00            .00            .00   1,785,000.00     .0% 
40937090 450040  EPA LOAN RETIREMEN      230,000     230,000      91,754.04      26,444.03            .00     138,245.96   39.9% 
40937090 450060  INTEREST EXPENSE    1,301,000   1,301,000     541,623.71     108,303.74            .00     759,376.29   41.6% 

 
TOTAL SEWER-DEBT SERVICE-ENTERPRI    3,318,000   3,318,000     633,377.75     134,747.77            .00   2,684,622.25   19.1%

 
 

40957090 SEWER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPRISE     
_________________________________________

 
40957090 470400 80703 SEWER LINING    1,640,000   1,640,000            .00            .00            .00   1,640,000.00     .0% 
40957090 470500 20401 INFRASTRUCTUR      120,000     120,000      42,242.99            .00      88,818.01     -11,061.00  109.2%*
40957090 470500 80717 Princeton Pla      130,000     130,000      12,243.04       5,023.04       9,503.15     108,253.81   16.7% 
40957090 470500 80718 Harms Road Pu      100,000     100,000     122,833.93            .00      72,537.31     -95,371.24  195.4%*

 
TOTAL SEWER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPR    1,990,000   1,990,000     177,319.96       5,023.04     170,858.47   1,641,821.57   17.5%

 
TOTAL SEWER FUND                      643,860     643,860    -329,263.65    -132,318.87   1,210,940.71    -237,817.06  136.9%

 
TOTAL REVENUES   -6,722,900  -6,722,900  -1,619,330.87    -365,347.54            .00  -5,103,569.13
TOTAL EXPENSES    7,366,760   7,366,760   1,290,067.22     233,028.67   1,210,940.71   4,865,752.07
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
4100     WATER FUND                         APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

41000001 WATER REVENUE                      
_________________________________________

 
41000001 350200  RESIDENTIAL WATER   -3,214,300  -3,214,300  -1,051,332.03    -234,886.85            .00  -2,162,967.97   32.7%*
41000001 350210  GLENVIEW WATER SAL   -4,068,000  -4,068,000  -1,328,071.80    -321,099.76            .00  -2,739,928.20   32.6%*
41000001 350220  ILL. AMERICAN WATE   -1,073,000  -1,073,000    -427,885.89     -92,350.10            .00    -645,114.11   39.9%*
41000001 350221  KENILWORTH WATER S     -225,000    -225,000     -64,431.05     -17,384.19            .00    -160,568.95   28.6%*
41000001 350222  GOLF WATER SALES      -37,000     -37,000     -10,916.87      -2,711.25            .00     -26,083.13   29.5%*
41000001 350240  SALES OF WATER - O            0           0        -922.63        -410.00            .00         922.63  100.0% 
41000001 350300  WATER METER SALES            0           0     -17,150.00      -2,100.00            .00      17,150.00  100.0% 
41000001 350305  WATER METER RPLMNT      -55,000     -55,000     -18,964.82      -4,467.43            .00     -36,035.18   34.5%*
41000001 350310  WATER SERVICE CONN            0           0      -7,824.00      -2,392.00            .00       7,824.00  100.0% 
41000001 350410  WATER - OTHER INCO     -120,000    -120,000      -2,160.00        -330.00            .00    -117,840.00    1.8%*
41000001 360000  INTEREST EARNINGS      -15,000     -15,000      -5,432.37      -1,372.82            .00      -9,567.63   36.2%*
41000001 375000  BOND PROCEEDS     -700,000    -700,000            .00            .00            .00    -700,000.00     .0%*

 
TOTAL WATER REVENUE                -9,507,300  -9,507,300  -2,935,091.46    -679,504.40            .00  -6,572,208.54   30.9%

 
 

41818090 WATER PLANT - ENTERPRISE           
_________________________________________

 
41818090 410100  REGULAR WAGES    1,356,425   1,356,425     560,223.70     114,232.06     807,352.84     -11,151.54  100.8%*
41818090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES       34,000      34,000       7,968.52         983.41            .00      26,031.48   23.4% 
41818090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      568,810     568,810     258,121.76      63,073.07            .00     310,688.24   45.4% 
41818090 420020 20071 SCADA SYSTEM        2,400       2,400            .00            .00            .00       2,400.00     .0% 
41818090 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC       32,600      32,600      19,635.69       7,743.00            .00      12,964.31   60.2% 
41818090 421125  CONTRACTUAL CUSTOD       11,000      11,000       4,575.00         915.00            .00       6,425.00   41.6% 
41818090 422400  MAINT.-EQUIPMENT       36,000      36,000       9,765.72       7,035.72       5,255.66      20,978.62   41.7% 
41818090 428100  COMPUTER COMMUNICA          460         460         106.11          25.02            .00         353.89   23.1% 
41818090 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        5,800       5,800       1,698.64         379.44            .00       4,101.36   29.3% 
41818090 430075  SUPPLIES       30,000      30,000      16,190.05       4,648.45            .00      13,809.95   54.0% 
41818090 430150  SUPPLIES - COMPUTE        1,000       1,000            .00            .00            .00       1,000.00     .0% 
41818090 430210  SUPPLIES - LABORAT       15,300      15,300       3,947.24          64.10            .00      11,352.76   25.8% 
41818090 430475  MATERIALS - EQUIPM       34,000      34,000      12,516.63       4,554.91            .00      21,483.37   36.8% 
41818090 430530  WATER PLANT POWER      390,000     390,000     112,213.67      26,730.26            .00     277,786.33   28.8% 
41818090 430560  HEATING - GAS       55,000      55,000      13,995.43       1,398.00            .00      41,004.57   25.4% 
41818090 430600  CHEMICALS      172,000     172,000      42,667.98      10,377.87            .00     129,332.02   24.8% 
41818090 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE        8,900       8,900       3,720.00         770.00            .00       5,180.00   41.8% 
41818090 441000  INCIDENTALS        1,000       1,000         216.68          53.57            .00         783.32   21.7% 
41818090 447070  MWRDGC USER CHARGE       40,000      40,000      23,793.42      12,390.07            .00      16,206.58   59.5% 
41818090 470530 80805 INFRA-WTRPLNT       35,000      35,000       1,547.41       1,547.41      29,338.00       4,114.59   88.2% 
41818090 470530 80843 REBUILD LOW L       40,000      40,000            .00            .00            .00      40,000.00     .0% 
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
4100     WATER FUND                         APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
41818090 470530 80844 SURFACE WASH       30,000      30,000       9,831.00       3,683.40       7,039.15      13,129.85   56.2% 
41818090 490500 70903 Laboratory Eq       30,000      30,000         723.10         723.10            .00      29,276.90    2.4% 

 
TOTAL WATER PLANT - ENTERPRISE      2,929,695   2,929,695   1,103,457.75     261,327.86     848,985.65     977,251.60   66.6%

 
 

41828090 WATER METERING - ENTERPRISE        
_________________________________________

 
41828090 410100  REGULAR WAGES      141,450     141,450      59,070.10      11,920.42      83,442.94      -1,063.04  100.8%*
41828090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES          625         625            .00            .00            .00         625.00     .0% 
41828090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       48,125      48,125      22,679.72       6,104.30            .00      25,445.28   47.1% 
41828090 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC        9,600       9,600       1,777.20       1,032.20       3,400.00       4,422.80   53.9% 
41828090 422520  MAINT.-RESERVOIR &        3,500       3,500       2,525.00            .00            .00         975.00   72.1% 
41828090 422560  MAINT.-STANDPIPE        5,200       5,200            .00            .00            .00       5,200.00     .0% 
41828090 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE          700         700         163.52            .00            .00         536.48   23.4% 
41828090 430075  SUPPLIES        2,300       2,300       1,283.10          16.76            .00       1,016.90   55.8% 
41828090 430280  SUPPLIES - RESERVO        3,000       3,000         975.29         295.38            .00       2,024.71   32.5% 
41828090 430900  WATER METERS - COS       20,000      20,000      10,059.79       6,731.71          33.00       9,907.21   50.5% 
41828090 430910  WATER METERS - PAR        2,200       2,200            .00            .00            .00       2,200.00     .0% 
41828090 430920  WATER METERS - REP       88,000      88,000      40,029.73            .00      21,487.20      26,483.07   69.9% 
41828090 430930  WATER METERS - AMR       20,000      20,000            .00            .00            .00      20,000.00     .0% 
41828090 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE        8,200       8,200       3,440.00         710.00            .00       4,760.00   42.0% 
41828090 442000  TRAINING          300         300            .00            .00            .00         300.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL WATER METERING - ENTERPRISE      353,200     353,200     142,003.45      26,810.77     108,363.14     102,833.41   70.9%

 
 

41838090 WATER DISTRIB. - ENTERPRISE        
_________________________________________

 
41838090 410100  REGULAR WAGES      463,075     463,075     195,411.48      36,201.50     270,006.93      -2,343.41  100.5%*
41838090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES       35,775      35,775       3,953.33         367.75            .00      31,821.67   11.1% 
41838090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS      205,260     205,260      90,083.00      20,790.53            .00     115,177.00   43.9% 
41838090 420020 20014 GEOGRAPHIC IN       31,000      31,000      12,847.90       2,407.48      16,852.30       1,299.80   95.8% 
41838090 421000  CONTRACTUAL SERVIC      116,725     116,725       8,728.76         467.22      82,902.00      25,094.24   78.5% 
41838090 421000 20110 UNIDIRECTIONA       60,000      60,000            .00            .00            .00      60,000.00     .0% 
41838090 422540  MAINT.-DISTRIBUTIO       11,000      11,000            .00            .00            .00      11,000.00     .0% 
41838090 430050  UNIFORM EXPENSE        3,825       3,825         792.18         265.25            .00       3,032.82   20.7% 
41838090 430130  SUPPLIES - MISC. T        2,625       2,625       2,416.63         839.13            .00         208.37   92.1% 
41838090 430400  MATERIALS       66,600      66,600      22,066.05       6,062.85            .00      44,533.95   33.1% 
41838090 430480  MATERIALS - FIRE H       22,800      22,800      22,440.00            .00            .00         360.00   98.4% 
41838090 440500  AUTOMOTIVE EXPENSE       83,100      83,100      34,920.00       7,200.00            .00      48,180.00   42.0% 
41838090 441000  INCIDENTALS          250         250            .00            .00            .00         250.00     .0% 
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
4100     WATER FUND                         APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
41838090 442000  TRAINING        3,000       3,000         305.00         280.00            .00       2,695.00   10.2% 
41838090 470550 80306 FIRE HYDRANT       10,400      10,400            .00            .00      10,350.00          50.00   99.5% 
41838090 470550 80900 INFRA-WTRMNS-       62,500      62,500            .00            .00       7,480.20      55,019.80   12.0% 
41838090 480275 40222 STREET SWEEPE      102,000     102,000            .00            .00      75,373.00      26,627.00   73.9% 
41838090 490500 70806 REPL. LEAK CO       33,000      33,000            .00            .00            .00      33,000.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL WATER DISTRIB. - ENTERPRISE    1,312,935   1,312,935     393,964.33      74,881.71     462,964.43     456,006.24   65.3%

 
 

41848090 WATER MISC. - ENTERPRISE           
_________________________________________

 
41848090 410100  REGULAR WAGES      320,950     320,950     127,434.52      26,195.86     189,700.51       3,814.97   98.8% 
41848090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       96,560      96,560      42,599.49       7,783.98       4,798.02      49,162.49   49.1% 
41848090 420010  MEMBERSHIPS        2,960       2,960       1,674.00         166.00            .00       1,286.00   56.6% 
41848090 428000  TELEPHONE SERVICE       38,000      38,000      19,322.59       3,853.53            .00      18,677.41   50.8% 
41848090 428010  TELEPHONE MAINTENA        1,500       1,500       1,245.00            .00            .00         255.00   83.0% 
41848090 428020  TELEPHONE SERVICE        9,000       9,000       3,784.90         848.35            .00       5,215.10   42.1% 
41848090 430140  SUPPLIES - BUILDIN        8,000       8,000       3,193.38         168.00            .00       4,806.62   39.9% 
41848090 430350  BUILDING FURNITURE        7,000       7,000         249.99            .00            .00       6,750.01    3.6% 
41848090 442000  TRAINING        6,950       6,950       2,278.89         412.89            .00       4,671.11   32.8% 
41848090 448000  GENERAL FUND TRANS    1,100,000   1,100,000            .00            .00            .00   1,100,000.00     .0% 
41848090 450110  PROPERTY/LIABILITY       90,200      90,200      90,200.00            .00            .00            .00  100.0% 

 
TOTAL WATER MISC. - ENTERPRISE      1,681,120   1,681,120     291,982.76      39,428.61     194,498.53   1,194,638.71   28.9%

 
 

41858090 WATER BILLING - ENTERPRISE         
_________________________________________

 
41858090 410100  REGULAR WAGES       65,125      65,125      31,748.14       4,130.76      28,915.32       4,461.54   93.1% 
41858090 410200  OVERTIME WAGES          500         500            .00            .00            .00         500.00     .0% 
41858090 415000  EMPLOYEE BENEFITS       35,895      35,895      16,678.55       3,732.14            .00      19,216.45   46.5% 
41858090 420100  ANNUAL AUDIT       14,000      14,000      14,000.00      14,000.00            .00            .00  100.0% 
41858090 420150  BANK CHARGES       38,000      38,000      13,110.31       2,956.46            .00      24,889.69   34.5% 
41858090 420160  POSTAGE       19,000      19,000       6,499.04       1,333.74            .00      12,500.96   34.2% 
41858090 430230  SUPPLIES - OFFICE        4,000       4,000       4,376.40       1,565.00            .00        -376.40  109.4%*
41858090 430240  SUPPLIES - OFFICE        2,400       2,400       1,135.61         127.53            .00       1,264.39   47.3% 
41858090 441000  INCIDENTALS          100         100          87.00            .00            .00          13.00   87.0% 
41858090 442000  TRAINING          500         500            .00            .00            .00         500.00     .0% 

 
TOTAL WATER BILLING - ENTERPRISE      179,520     179,520      87,635.05      27,845.63      28,915.32      62,969.63   64.9%

 
 

41938090 WATER DEBT SERVICE -ENTERPRISE     
_________________________________________

 
41938090 450010  BOND REGISTRAR FEE        2,500       2,500         250.00         125.00            .00       2,250.00   10.0% 
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
4100     WATER FUND                         APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
41938090 450030  G.O. BOND RETIREME    1,780,000   1,780,000            .00            .00            .00   1,780,000.00     .0% 
41938090 450060  INTEREST EXPENSE      491,000     491,000     204,546.25      40,908.73            .00     286,453.75   41.7% 

 
TOTAL WATER DEBT SERVICE -ENTERPR    2,273,500   2,273,500     204,796.25      41,033.73            .00   2,068,703.75    9.0%

 
 

41958090 WATER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPRISE     
_________________________________________

 
41958090 470530 80842 INFRASTRUCTUR      700,000     700,000     142,472.99     142,472.99     431,809.21     125,717.80   82.0% 

 
TOTAL WATER CAP. IMPROV. -ENTERPR      700,000     700,000     142,472.99     142,472.99     431,809.21     125,717.80   82.0%

 
TOTAL WATER FUND                      -77,330     -77,330    -568,778.88     -65,703.10   2,075,536.28  -1,584,087.40-1948.5%

 
TOTAL REVENUES   -9,507,300  -9,507,300  -2,935,091.46    -679,504.40            .00  -6,572,208.54
TOTAL EXPENSES    9,429,970   9,429,970   2,366,312.58     613,801.30   2,075,536.28   4,988,121.14
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ACCOUNTS FOR: ORIGINAL REVISED AVAILABLE PCT
5000     FOREIGN FIRE INSURANCE FUND        APPROP BUDGET   YTD ACTUAL   MTD ACTUAL ENCUMBRANCES BUDGET USED
____________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________

 
 

50000001 FOREIGN FIRE REVENUE               
_________________________________________

 
50000001 360000  INTEREST EARNINGS            0           0        -516.00        -110.00            .00         516.00  100.0% 

 
TOTAL FOREIGN FIRE REVENUE                  0           0        -516.00        -110.00            .00         516.00  100.0%

 
 

50000095 FOREIGN FIRE EXPENSE - PENSION     
_________________________________________

 
50000095 413040  HEALTH INSUR. - RE            0           0      20,250.00            .00            .00     -20,250.00  100.0%*

 
TOTAL FOREIGN FIRE EXPENSE - PENS            0           0      20,250.00            .00            .00     -20,250.00  100.0%

 
TOTAL FOREIGN FIRE INSURANCE FUND            0           0      19,734.00        -110.00            .00     -19,734.00  100.0%

 
TOTAL REVENUES            0           0        -516.00        -110.00            .00         516.00
TOTAL EXPENSES            0           0      20,250.00            .00            .00     -20,250.00
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GRAND TOTAL   -1,362,785  -1,362,785 -11,091,899.67     658,588.65  17,141,101.06  -7,411,986.39 -443.9%
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

WEDNESDAY, MAY 3, 2017
7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 

Members Present: Bob Furniss 

Melanie Glass  

Charles Hutchinson 

Michael St. Peter 

Joseph Vitu 

Staff Present: Erika Block, Planner 

Guest: Roberto Mustacchi and Loreen Mershimer  

Fred Wilson, Architect, Morgante-Wilson Architects 

Ellen Whitehead, Architect, Morgante-Wilson Architects 

Erich Wefing, Wefing Design Studios 

I.       CALL TO ORDER 

Mrs. Block called the meeting to order at 7:14 p.m.  

II. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM MAY 3, 2016

The meeting minutes from August 3, 2016 were approved.  Motion by Commissioner

Glass, seconded by Commissioner Furniss and approved unanimously.

III. CHAIR’S REPORT

No Chair Report was discussed.

IV. STAFF REPORT

Mrs. Block requested to move the agenda item for local landmark update and significant

structures report for discussion after the requests for Certificates of Appropriateness.

V. LOCAL LANDMARK UPDATE  

Mrs. Block an update on 1215 Washington, the SIPRE building, and a new first floor 

tenant, Coco Nails.  The local landmark house for sale at 1134 Elmwood, the Gage House, 

has a contingent buyer. 
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VI. SIGNIFICANT STRUCTURES REPORT 

Mrs. Block gave an update on the projects in for permit at 1635 Lake Avenue and 930 

Sheridan- both homes are doing large addition projects. The home at 811 15th is owned by 

a developer, no plans in yet for changes to the home. The homeowner at 802 Lake 

submitted a request for local landmark designation and then withdrew the request and now 

her home is listed for sale. 

 

VII. REQUEST FOR CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS 2017-HPC-01, 1040 

CHESTNUT AVENUE, THE SCHAGER HOUSE 

Mr. Mustacchi and Mrs. Mershimer introduced themselves to the members of the Historic 

Preservation Commission.  They purchased the home in 2016 and are doing several 

improvements to the interior and exterior including restoration of the landscape and 

gardens. 

 

Mr. Wilson introduced himself to the members of the Historic Preservation Commission. 

 

Ms. Whitehead introduced herself to the members of the Historic Preservation Commission 

and summarized the proposed scope of work which is selective replacement of seventeen 

(17) double hung windows and one (1) divided lite swinging French door on the west and 

rear sides of the home. 

 

Ms. Whitehead said the age of the current windows are unknown. 

 

Ms. Whitehead said the windows to be replaced are located in in master bed and master 

bathroom and the upstairs bedroom and bathroom. 

 

Ms. Whitehead said the windows are drafty and do not open or operate properly. 

 

Ms. Whitehead said they are proposing to replace the seventeen (17) double hung windows 

with Marvin custom clad insert double hung sashes.  The inserts will be in the frame of the 

windows without disrupting the existing trim or brick mold of the exterior walls.  The 

inserts will match the size, configuration, divided-lite pattern and color and likeness of the 

existing windows—they are replacement in-kind. 

 

Ms. Whitehead said the French door replacement will be a replaced in the master bedroom 

with a Marvin custom swinging French door to match the windows’ current height, 

configuration and will match the divided-lite pattern and color of the existing door. 

 

Ms. Whitehead said there are two window repair contractor estimates provided to repair 

the current windows and door.  The cost breakdown is included in packet of information. 

 

Ms. Whitehead showed a sample of the window to be installed and a paint sample of the 

“Cashmere” color for the trim. 

 

Chair Hutchinson asked about proposed plans for any additional window replacement.  
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Mrs. Mershimer said no, just these windows only. 

 

Mr. Wilson said there is more restoration work ongoing inside the home. 

 

Mrs. Mershimer said she is restoring the gardens. 

 

Commissioner St. Peter asked about the visibility from the street of the new windows on 

the west and rear sides of the home. 

 

Mr. Wilson said yes, the windows on the west side of the home are visible from Chestnut 

Avenue but only farther down the street. 

 

Mr. Wilson said they are using the inserts to keep the brick mold detailing on the outside 

for a custom fit without recreation of a new window.  This design decreases the reveal of 

windows on interior and will look very authentic. 

 

Commissioner St. Peter said if the insert will be in the existing frame of the window it 

makes the decision much easier. 

 

Chair Hutchinson spoke on the significance of the home and the ongoing improvements 

being made to the home 

 

Commissioner Glass moved to recommend to the Village Board to grant a Certificate of 

Appropriateness for selective replacement of seventeen (17) double hung windows and one 

(1) divided lite swinging French door on the west side and north side (rear) of the local 

landmark based on meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the 

standards set forth in Wilmette Historic Preservation Ordinance.   

 

The Commission supports the request and unanimously recommends to the Village Board 

to grant a Certificate of Appropriateness for the scope of work.  Commissioner Vitu seconded 

the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 

VIII. OTHER BUSINESS/NEW BUSINESS 

The architect at 301 Sheridan, the Alexander McDaniel house, has preliminary drawings 

for the HPC to review with proposed changes to demolish the existing detached garage and 

remove the rear, two-story frame porch, new addition of an attached two car garage with 

mudroom, new frame porch on south (Maple) and west sides of the house, and window 

replacement. The scope of the work also includes an interior remodel of the kitchen.  The 

architect explained the numerous changes to the landmark home and the Commissioners 

asked questions. 
 

IX. UPCOMING PRESERVATION MEETINGS/OTHER BUSINESS 

The next Chicago Suburban Preservation Alliance meeting will be in Lombard on 

Saturday, May 13, 2017 and Mrs. Block will attend that meeting. The National Trust for 
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Historic Preservation Conference will be held in Chicago in November 14-17, 2017 at the 

Palmer House Hotel. 

 

X. ADJOURNMENT 

Motion to adjourn at 8:10 p.m. by Commissioner Furniss and seconded by Commissioner 

St. Peter and approved unanimously.   

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Erika Block, Planner I 
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SUBJECT: Cook County Minimum Wage & Sick Leave Ordinances Opt Out 
 
MEETING DATE:  June 27, 2017 
 
FROM:   Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 

     
None 
 

 
 

Recommended Motions 
 
Move to adopt Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying home rule conflicts with certain County 
Ordinances regarding paid sick leave and minimum hourly wage.  

Background & Discussion 
 
On June 13, 2017, the Village Board introduced an ordinance which would opt the Village out 
of the Cook County Minimum Wage and Sick Leave ordinances effective July 1, 2017. 

Since the June 13th meeting date, the Village has put together a considerable amount of 
information on the subject, which has been posted to the Village website. These materials are 
attached and included as part of the Village Board’s agenda materials which include: 

1. Memo from June 13, 2017 introducing Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying home rule 
conflicts with certain county ordinances regarding paid sick leave and minimum hourly wage 
(a portion of the memo regarding training wage is corrected in the Corporation Counsel’s 
memo below in attachment #4) 

a. Village of Wilmette Ordinance #2017-O-36 
b. Cook County Ordinance No. 16-5768 regarding minimum wage 
c. Cook County Ordinance No. 16-4229 regarding sick leave 
d. Cook County State’s Attorney’s Opinions (3) 
e. Updated list of “Opt out” municipalities 
f. Updated map of municipalities which have opted out of the County Ordinances 
g. Map of Cook County municipalities and boundaries 

2. Memo from Village of Wilmette Corporation Counsel Jeff Stein analyzing the Cook County 
ordinances and the Village’s opt out ordinance 

3. Memo from Village of Wilmette Corporation Counsel Jeff Stein regarding prior minimum 
wage and sick leave referenda 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Village Manager’s Office 

mailto:frenzert@wilmette.com
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4. Memo from Village President Bob Bielinski  
5. City of Chicago minimum wage working group report 
6. Economist authored articles 

a. The Minimum Wage and Employment Dynamics, Jonathon Meer and Jeremy West, 
VOX, CEPR’s Policy Portal 

b. The Minimum We Can Do, Arindrajit Dube, The New York Times 
c. No, a Minimum Wage-Wage Boost Won’t Kill Jobs, Michael Reich, Politico 
d. Minimum Wage Debate Goes Local, Ken Jacobs and Annette Bernhardt, SFGATE 
e. The Unappetizing Effect of Minimum-Wage Hikes (In San Francisco and Oakland, 

restaurants are already shutting down), Michael Saltsman, Wall Street Journal 
f. The Minimum Wage: How Much is Too Much?, Alan B. Krueger, The New York 

Times 
g. The Evidence is Piling Up That Higher Minimum Wages Kill Jobs, David Neumark, 

The Wall Street Journal 
h. A $15 wage won’t cost New York jobs, Michael Reich, New York Daily News 
i. A minimum wage hike is the wrong fix, David Neumark, Los Angeles Times 

7. Local News Stories 
a. City Council raises Chicago minimum wage to $13 by 2019, Hal Dardick, Monique 

Garcia, Rick Pearson, and Ray Long, Chicago Tribune 
b. Business Owners Cope as Chicago’s minimum wage creeps higher, Alexia Elejalde-

Ruiz, Chicago Tribune 
c. Cook County Approves $13 hourly minimum wage affecting suburbs, Alexia Elejalde-

Ruiz, Chicago Tribune 
d. Evanston officials, businesses mixed on proposed minimum wage hike, Aaron 

Boxerman, The Daily Northwestern 
8. Harvard Business School study on impact of minimum wage on San Francisco restaurants 
9. Letter from Village President Bob Bielinski to Cook County Commissioner Larry Suffredin 
10. Letter from Village President Bob Bielinski to Cook County Commissioner Sean Morrison 
11. Letter from Village President Bob Bielinski to President & Chief Executive Officer of the 

Illinois Restaurant Association 
a. Response letter from Sam Toia, President & CEO of the Illinois Restaurant 

Association 
12. Letter from Village President Bob Bielinski to President of Local 881 United Food and 

Commercial Workers Union 
13. Letter from Kenilworth & Wilmette Chamber of Commerce 
14. Questions and Responses to and from Kenilworth & Wilmette Chamber of Commerce 
15. Second letter from Kenilworth & Wilmette Chamber of Commerce and survey results 
16. Letter from President of Local 881 United Food and Commercial Workers Union 
17. Village of Wilmette jobs and wage data 
18. Email comments 
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SUBJECT: Cook County Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances – 
Consideration of Ordinance 2017-O-36, Identifying Conflicts with Cook 
County Ordinances   

MEETING DATE:  June 13, 2017 

FROM:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 

N/A 

Recommended Motion 

At the June 13, 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting – Introduce Ordinance 2017-O-36.  No 
motion is required to introduce an Ordinance. 

At the June 27, 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting – Move adoption of Ordinance 2017-O-
36, in order for adoption of the Ordinance to be debated and considered. 

Adoption of Ordinance 2017-O-36 would have the effect of “opting out” of Cook County 
Ordinances creating a separate minimum wage and minimum paid sick leave benefits for 
private sector employees in Cook County. 

Background 

The Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce submitted a letter, dated June 1, 2017, 
requesting that the Village Board adopt an ordinance “opting out” of new Cook County 
Ordinances covering minimum wage and paid sick leave, which take effect July 1, 2017.  A 
copy of that letter is attached.   

The Chamber of Commerce’s letter state’s that the Chamber has surveyed its members and 
the majority want the Village to adopt opt out ordinances for both the Cook County minimum 
wage and sick leave ordinances, questioning the propriety of the County’s legislating on this 
subject, and identifies concerns over adverse impact on Village businesses.   

Wilmette businesses would be subject to the Cook County Ordinances on July 1, 2017, unless 
the Village Board adopts an opt out ordinance prior to that date. 

As a point of reference, the Village’s 2017 Budget projects annual sales tax revenue of 
$5,796,500, which constitutes 15% of the Village’s General Fund revenues. 

Village Manager’s Office

BUDGET IMPACT: 

mailto:frenzert@wilmette.com
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Discussion 

Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance 

On October 26, 2016, the Cook County Board passed an Ordinance requiring “employers” to 
pay “covered employees” (as defined in the Ordinance) a minimum wage higher than that 
otherwise required by Illinois law.   

Federal law sets the minimum wage in 2017 at $7.25/hour.  Illinois has a higher minimum wage 
- $8.25/hour.  The City of Chicago has a minimum wage ordinance of $11.00/hour (which 
increases $1/hr. in each of the next two calendar years, so $13/hour in 2019). 

The Cook County Ordinance sets a minimum wage of $10/hour, effective July 1, 2017.  The 
minimum wage goes up $1/hour each July 1 through 2020, so that by July 1, 2020 it will be 
$13/hour. 

A “covered employee” is one that performs any work whatsoever anywhere in Cook County 
(including deliveries and compensated travel time).  An employer is a business that employs 
one or more employees that has any business facility in Cook County. 

A copy of the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance is attached.   

It should also be noted that the Illinois General Assembly passed a bill to increase the State 
minimum wage over a number of years to, eventually, $15/hour.  The Governor has not yet 
acted on this bill. 

Cook County Sick Leave Ordinance 

On October 5, 2016, the Cook County Board also passed an Ordinance prescribing minimum 
paid sick leave benefits.  The definitions of “covered employee” and “employer” are essentially 
the same as in the sick leave ordinance.  An employer would be obligated to provide 1 hour of 
paid sick leave for each 40 hours of work to any employee who works at least 80 hours within 
a 120-day period, up to a maximum of 40 hours per year.  An employee can roll over or “bank” 
up to one-half of the prior year’s earned sick leave up to a maximum of 20 hours.  

A copy of the Cook County Sick Leave Ordinance is attached.   

Excluded Employers and Employees 

All units of federal, state and local government are excluded from coverage by the County 
Minimum Wage and Sick Leave Ordinances.  Thus, the Village, the Park District, Public Library, 
District 37 and District 39 are all excluded. 

Additionally, unionized employers and employees are not covered insofar as their collective 
bargaining agreements provide different terms of employment and compensation.  Future 
collective bargaining agreements would need to explicitly waive the County Ordinances’ 
provisions to provide less benefits, and collective bargaining agreements are not precluded for 
agreeing to better terms. 
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Validity of Cook County Ordinances 

Three legal opinions were prepared by the staff of the Cook County State’s Attorney’s Office in 
response to questions submitted by members of the Cook County Board of Commissioners 
regarding the County’s authority to legislate on these subjects, as well as the consequence of 
the County Ordinances being in conflict with municipal ordinances.  Those opinions have been 
released to the public and copies are attached.1 

On July 22, 2016 the State’s Attorney issued an opinion to County Commissioner Timothy 
Schneider to the effect that the County minimum wage and sick leave ordinances would not be 
applicable in places where they conflicted with a municipal ordinance.  The opinion suggests 
that non-home rule units may opt out as well, but as the constitutional discussion in the next 
section of this memorandum explains, the authority of a home rule municipality to opt out is 
much clearer. 

On July 22, 2016, the State’s Attorney issued an opinion to County Commissioner Sean 
Morrison stating that the County lacked the legal authority to enact a mandatory paid sick leave 
ordinance, and that such an ordinance exceeded the County’s home rule authority. 

On October 25, 2016, the State’s Attorney issued an opinion to County Commissioner Sean 
Morrison stating that the County lacked the legal authority to enact a mandatory minimum wage 
ordinance, and that such an ordinance exceeded the County’s home rule authority. 

Home Rule and “Opt Out” 

As provided in Article VII, Section 6(c) of the State of Illinois Constitution, when a home rule 
municipal ordinance conflicts with a home rule county ordinance, the municipal ordinance 
prevails within the municipality’s jurisdiction.  Based on this, a number of home rule 
municipalities have passed local ordinances providing that the County Ordinances will not be 
in effect in their municipalities.  This is referred to, for purposes of this situation, as passing an 
“opt out” ordinance.  

Cook County is the State of Illinois’ only home rule county.  The Village of Wilmette is a home 
rule municipality. 

Since the County Ordinances take effect July 1, a municipality wishing to “opt out” would 
probably want to do so before the end of June.  A home rule municipality is not precluded from 
opting out after July 1, 2017.  However, businesses would be subject to the County Ordinances 
until such time as the home rule municipality adopted an opt out ordinance. 

It should be noted that, for some types of larger employers, a local opt out ordinance may be 
of limited practical effect.  For example, in the case of some larger employers whose employees 
perform work in Chicago or suburbs that have not opted out, the County Ordinance suggests 
that their employees may still be “covered” for any work performed in those places.  The same 
could be said of a business that does delivery, installation or any other work in another 
municipality that does not opt out.  

                                                 
1 The opinions were each issued under former State’s Attorney Anita Alvarez.  We are unaware of any contrary 
opinion being issued by the new State’s Attorney, Kimberly Foxx. 
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In the case of non-governmental employers whose employees are unionized and covered by 
collective bargaining agreements, those agreements may provide benefits different from the 
County Ordinances.  Retailers with locations in other municipalities may find themselves in the 
situation of having employees performing work in communities still subject to the County 
Ordinances.  However, employers in Wilmette that are smaller, single location businesses, 
such as shops and restaurants, as well as employers that rely on seasonal labor, will likely find 
themselves impacted. 

Finally, the County Ordinances make no provision for entry, training or apprentice wages. 

Action by Other Suburban Cook County Municipalities 

A significant number of municipalities have now passed “opt out” ordinances.   

Cook County Commissioner Sean Morrison has circulated a list (attached) of 41 Cook County 
municipalities that have opted out, through May 26, 2017.  Since that list was provided to us, 
Glenview, Lincolnwood and Orland Park have also opted out, raising the total to 44.  Des 
Plaines voted against opting out.  Morton Grove is set to consider opting out on June 13, 2017. 

North and northwest suburban municipalities that have opted out so far include Buffalo Grove 
and, which both straddle the Lake/Cook County border, promptly opted out for that reason.  
Northbrook and Niles are two of the municipalities that have most recently opted out.  I have 
attached two newspaper articles about the debates surrounding their decisions to adopt opt 
out ordinances.  Additional north and northwest suburban Cook County municipalities that have 
opted out are Arlington Heights, Barrington, Elk Grove Village, Glenview, Hoffman Estates, 
Lincolnwood, Mount Prospect, Niles, Palatine, Rolling Meadows, Rosemont, Schaumburg, 
Streamwood and Wheeling. 

A map of Cook County municipalities that have opted out is also attached. 

Other Considerations 

Cook County has passed an Ordinance providing, essentially, that any municipality that opts 
out will be excluded from future consideration for participation in its redevelopment property tax 
incentive programs (the 6B and 7B incentive programs covering distressed industrial and 
commercial property).  The most common of these relate to redevelopment of commercial 
areas, which Wilmette businesses do not participate in at this time. 

Process 

In order to place the Village Board in the position of being able to consider an “opt out” 
ordinance, as requested by the Chamber of Commerce, prior to July 1, 2017, the Village Board 
would need to introduce the appropriate ordinance on June 13, 2017 at its regular meeting.   

The ordinance would then be up for debate and be voted on at the June 27, 2017 regular 
meeting. 
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Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance No. 2017-O-36 
2. Letter from Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 
3. Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance 
4. Cook County Sick Leave Ordinance 
5. Cook County State’s Attorney’s Opinions (3)  
6. List of “opt out” municipalities  
7. Map of “opt out” municipalities 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-O-36 

AN ORDINANCE IDENTIFYING HOME RULE CONFLICTS WITH CERTAIN COUNTY 
ORDINANCES REGARDING PAID SICK LEAVE AND MINIMUM HOURLY WAGE 

 
WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (“the Corporate Authorities”) of the 

Village of Wilmette (“Village”) find that the Village is a home rule municipality as provided in Article VII, 

Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois, 1970, and may pursuant to said authority undertake any 

action and adopt any ordinance relating to its government and affairs; and 

WHEREAS, Article VII, Section 6(c) of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970 provides 

that when a county ordinance conflicts with an ordinance of a home rule municipality, the municipal 

ordinance shall prevail within its jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS, on October 5, 2016, the County of Cook Board of Commissioners adopted an 

ordinance Establishing Earned Sick Leave for Employees in Cook County that requires employers in Cook 

County to provide a minimum number of paid sick days to employees (“Cook County Sick Leave 

Ordinance”); and 

WHEREAS, on October 26, 2016, the County of Cook Board of Commissioners adopted an 

ordinance creating a minimum wage in Cook County (“Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance”) that 

stipulates scheduled increases in the minimum hourly wage paid by employers in Cook County; and 

WHEREAS, certain provisions of the Cook County Sick Leave Ordinance and the Cook County 

Minimum Wage Ordinance (collectively referred to as the “County Ordinances”) take effect on July 1, 

2017; and 

WHEREAS, the Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce (“Chamber of Commerce”) 

conducted a survey of its membership regarding the impact the County Ordinances will have upon local 

businesses and determined that the County Ordinances may have a negative impact upon certain 

businesses located within the Village; and 

WHEREAS, on June 1, 2017, the Chamber of Commerce formally requested the Village to “opt 
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out” of the County Ordinances; and 

WHEREAS, the Village finds that the County Ordinances place an undue burden on employers 

within the Village given the current rights of employees available under federal and state law; and 

WHEREAS, the Village finds that given the considerable number of businesses that employ 

individuals that are required to work across municipal and county borders within the Chicago metropolitan 

region and throughout the State of Illinois, the Village believes that employment-related laws are best 

established at the federal and state level; and 

WHEREAS, the Village finds that given a significant number of businesses located within the 

Village are smaller family owned businesses, the County Ordinances could detrimentally harm the 

financial health and operations of those businesses; and 

WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities find it in the public interest to clearly define the minimum 

requirements regarding minimum hourly wage and paid sick leave which apply to the employers within 

the Village, and that this ordinance is in the best interests of the health, safety and welfare of the public.   

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Corporate Authorities of the Village of Wilmette, 

Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

SECTION 1. INCORPORATION OF PREAMBLES 

The Corporate Authorities hereby find that the recitals contained in the preambles are true and 

correct, and incorporate them into this Ordinance by this reference. 

SECTION 2. MINIMUM HOURLY WAGES AND PAID SICK LEAVE  

A. Employers located within the Village shall comply with all applicable federal and/or state laws 
and regulations as such laws and regulations may exist from time to time with regard to payment 
of minimum hourly wages and paid sick leave for its employees.  
 

B. Any employee’s eligibility for minimum hourly wages and paid sick leave shall be in compliance 
with all applicable federal and/or State of Illinois laws and regulations as such laws and 
regulations may exist from time to time.  
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C. No additional obligations with regard to minimum hourly wages and paid sick leave, including 
without limitation, any obligations adopted by ordinance of the County of Cook Board of 
Commissioners, shall apply to businesses and/or employers located within the Village, except 
those required by federal and/or State of Illinois laws and regulations as such laws and regulations 
may exist from time to time.  
 

D. 1: For the purposes of this Section the following definitions shall apply: 
 

a. “employee” means an individual permitted to work by an employer regardless of the 
number of persons the employer employs.   

b. “employer” means any person employing one or more employees, or seeking to 
employ one or more employees, if the person has its principal place of business within 
the Village or does business within the Village.   

2: For the purposes of this Section, the term “employer” does not mean:  

a. the United States or a corporation wholly owned by the government of the United 
States;  

b. an Indian tribe or a corporation wholly owned by an Indian tribe;  
c. the State of Illinois or any agency or department thereof; or   
d. any unit of local government. 

 SECTION 3. SEVERABILITY 

If any section, paragraph, clause or provision of this Ordinance is held invalid, the invalidity of 

such section, paragraph, clause or provision shall not affect any of the other provisions of this Ordinance. 

SECTION 4. REPEALER 

All ordinances, resolutions, order or parts thereof, which conflict with the provisions of this 

Ordinance, to the extent of such conflict, are hereby repealed. 

SECTION 5. FULL FORCE AND EFFECT 

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage, approve and publication 

in pamphlet form as required by law.  

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 27th day 

of June, 2017, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: ______________________________________________________ 
 
NAYS: ______________________________________________________ 
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ABSTAIN: ______________________________________________________ 
  
ABSENT: ______________________________________________________ 
  
 __________________________________ 
 Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  
   
    

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 27th day of June, 2017. 

 
 _______________________________ 
 President of the Village of Wilmette, IL  
ATTEST: 

  
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

Published in Pamphlet Form this 27th day of June, 2017 



 

 Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 

 

 
 

W i l m e t t e / K e n i l w o r t h  C h a m b e r  o f  C o m m e r c e  
3 5 1  L i n d e n  A v e ,  W i l m e t t e ,  I L .  6 0 0 9 1  

 

Ph. 847.251.3800 
wilmettekenilworth.com 

June 1, 2017 
 
Village President Bob Bielinski 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
 
Dear President Bielinski: 
 
The Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce would like to formally request that the Village of 
Wilmette opt out of both the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance No. 16-5768 and the Cook County 
Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinance No. 16-4229. 
 
The Chamber conducted a survey of its members, and a majority of responding businesses requested 
that the Village of Wilmette opt out of these ordinances. The Chamber does not believe it is right for 
county government to regulate these business issues. 
 
We believe that workers are entitled to a living wage, and that most Wilmette businesses already pay 
their employees above minimum wage.  However, there may be some Wilmette businesses for whom 
this will cause a hardship. In the case of paid sick leave, numerous businesses feel that it would create 
financial and logistical difficulties for them.  
 
Thank you for considering our request to opt out of these Cook County ordinances. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Julie Yusim 
Executive Director 
Cc: Wilmette/Kenilworth Board of Directors 
 
 
 
 



16-5768 
ORDINANCE 

Sponsored by 

THE HONORABLE LARRY SUFFREDIN, LUIS ARROYO JR, RICHARD R. BOYKIN, 

JERRY BUTLER, JOHN P. DALEY, JOHN A. FRITCHEY, BRIDGET GAINER, 

JESUS G. GARCiA, EDWARD M. MOODY, STANLEY MOORE, DEBORAH SIMS, 

ROBERT B. STEELE AND JEFFREY R. TOBOLSKI, COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

AN ORDINANCE CREA TING A MINIMUM WAGE IN COOK COUNTY 

WHEREAS, Cook County, Illinois is a home-rule unit of government under Article VII, Section 6(a) of the 
1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois and, as such, may regulate for the protection of the public welfare; 
and 

WHEREAS, promoting the welfare of those who work within the County's borders is an endeavor that 
plainly meets this criterion; and 

WHEREAS, enacting a minimum wage for workers in Cook County that exceeds the state minimum wage 
is entirely consistent with the Illinois General Assembly's finding that it "is against public policy for an 
employer to pay to his employees an amount less than that fixed by" the Illinois Minimum Wage Law, 820 
ILCS 105/2. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED, by the Cook County Board of Commissioners that Chapter 
42 Human Relations, Article I In General, Division 2 Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance, Sections 42-
7 through 42-19 of the Cook County Code are hereby enacted as follows: 

Sec. 42-7. - Short Title. 

This Division shall be known and may be cited as the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance. 

Sec. 42-8. - Definitions. 

For purposes of this Division, the following definitions apply: 

Covered Employee means any Employee who is not su~ject to any of the exclusions set out jn Section 42-
12 below, and who, in any particular two-week period, performs at least two hours of work for an Employer 
while physically present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County. For purposes of this definition, 
time spent traveling in Cook County that is compensated time, including, but not limited to, deliveries, sales 
calls, and travel related to other business activity taking place within Cook County, shall constitute work 
while physically present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County; however, time spent traveling 
in Cook County that is uncompensated commuting time shall not constitute work while physically present 
within the geographic boundaries of Cook County. 

CPI means the Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers most recently published by the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics of the United States Department of Labor. 
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Director means the Executive Director of the Cook County Commission on Human Rights. 

Domestic worker means a person whose primary duties include housekeeping; house cleaning; home 
management; nanny services, including childcare and child monitoring; caregiving, personal care or home 
health services for elderly persons or persons with illnesses, injuries, or disabilities who require assistance 
in caring for themselves; laundering; cooking; companion services; chauffeuring; and other household 
services to members of households or their guests in or about a private home or residence, or any other 
location where the domestic work is performed. 

Employee, Gratuities, and Occupation have the meanings ascribed to those terms in the Minimum Wage 
Law, with the exception that all Domestic Workers, including Domestic Workers employed by Employers 
with fewer than four (4) employees, shall fall under the definition of the term "Employee". 

Employer means any individual, partnership, association, corporation, limited liability company, business 
trust, or any person or group of persons that gainfully employs at least one Covered Employee. To qualify 
as an Employer, such individual, group, or entity must (I) maintain a business facility within the geographic 
boundaries of Cook County and/or (2) be subject to one or more of the license requirements in Title 4 of 
this Code. 

Fair Labor Standards Act means the United States Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, 29 USC§ 201 et seq., 
in force on the effective date of this chapter and as thereafter amended. 

Minimum Wage Law means the ll1inois Minimum Wage Law, 820 ILCS . 105/l et seq., in force on the 
effective date of this chapter and as thereafter amended. 

Subsidized Temporary Youth Employment Program means any publicly subsidized summer or other 
temporary youth employment program through which persons aged 24 or younger are employed by, or 
engaged in employment coordinated by, a nonprofit organization or governmental entity. 

Subsidized Transitional Employment Program means any publicly subsidized temporary employment 
program through which persons with unsuccessful employment histories and/or members of statistically 
hard-to-employ populations (such as formerly homeless persons, the Jong-term unemployed, and formerly 
incarcerated persons) are provided temporary paid employment and case-managed services tmder a 
program administered by a nonprofit organization or governmental entity, with the goal of transitioning 
program participants into unsubsidized employment. 

Tipped Employee has the meaning ascribed that term in the Fair Labor Standards Act. 

Wage means compensation due an Employee by reason of his employment. 

Sec. 42-9. - Minimum Hourly Wage. 

Except as provided in Sections 42-10 of this Code, every Employer shall pay no less than the follov.ring 
Wages to each Covered Employee for each hour of work performed for that Employer while physically 
present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County: 
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(a) Beginning on July I , 2017, the greater of: (J)the minimum hourly Wage set by the Minimum Wage 
Law; (2) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Fair Labor Standards Act; or (3) $10.00 per hour. 
(b) Beginning on July 1, 2018, the greater of: (1) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Minimum Wage 
Law; (2) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Fair Labor Standards Act; or (3) $11.00 per hour. 

(c) Beginning on July I, 2019, the greater of: (1) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Minimum Wage 
Law; (2) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Fair Labor Standards Act; or (3) $12.00 per hour. 

(d) Begjnning on July 1, 2020, the greater of: (1) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Minimum Wage 
Law; (2) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Fair Labor Standards Act; or (3) $13.00 per hour. 

(e) Beginning on July 1, 2021, and on every July I thereafter, the greater of: (!) the minimum hourly 
Wage set by the Minimum Wage Law; (2) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Fair Labor Standards Act; 
or (3) Cook County's minimum hourly Wage from the previous year, increased in proportion to the increase, 
if any, in the CPI, provided, however, that if the CPI increases by more than 2.5 percent in any year, the 
Cook County minimum Wage increase shall be capped at 2.5 percent, and that there shall be no Cook County 
minimum Wage increase in any year when the unemployment rate in Cook County for the preceding year, 
as calculated by the Illinois Department of Employment Security, was equal to or greater than 8.5 percent. 
Any increase pursuant to subsection 42-9(e) shall be rounded up to the nearest multiple of $0.05. Any 
increase pursuant to subsection 42-9(e) shall remain in effect until any subsequent adjustment is made. On 
or before June 1, 2021, and on or before every June 1 thereafter, the Director shall make available to 
Employers a bulletin announcing the adjusted minimum hourly Wage for the upcoming year. 

Sec. 42-10. - Minimum hourly wage in occupations receiving gratuities. 

(a) Every Employer of a Covered Employee engaged in an Occupation in which Gratuities have 
customarily and usually constituted part of the remuneration shall pay no less than the following Wage-to 
each Covered Employee for each hour of work performed for that Employer while physically present within 
the geographic boundaries of the County: 

(1) Beginning on July 1, 2017, the greater of: (A) the minimum how-Jy Wage set by the Fair Labor 
Standards Act for Tipped Employees; or (B) the minimum hourly Wage set by the Minimum Wage Law for 
workers who receive Gratuities. 
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(2) Beginning on July 1, 2018, and on every July 1 thereafter, the greater of (A) the minimum hourly 
Wage set by the Fair Labor Standards Act for tipped workers; (B) the minimum hourly Wage set by the 
Minimum Wage Law for workers who receive Gratuities; or (C) Cook County's minimum hourly Wage 
from the previous year for workers who receive Gratuities, increased in proportion to the increase, if any, in 
the CPI, provided, however, that if the CPI increases by more than 2.5 percent in any year, the Cook County 
minimum Wage increase for workers who receive Gratuities shall be capped at 2.5 percent, and that there 
shall be no Cook County minimum Wage increase for workers who receive Gratuities in any year when the 
unemployment rate in Cook County for the preceding year, as calculated by the Illinois Department of 
Employment Security, was equal to or greater than 8.5 percent. Any increase pursuant to subsection 42-10 
(a)(3)(C) shall be rounded up to the nearest multiple of $0.05. Any increase pursuant to subsection 42-10 
(a)(3) shall remain in effect until any subsequent adjustment is made. On or before June 1, 2018, and on or 
before every June 1 thereafter, the Director shall make available to Employers a bulletin announcing Cook 
County's minimum hourly Wage for the upcoming year for workers who receive Gratuities. 

(b) Each Employer that pays a Covered Employee the Wage described in subsection 42-10 (a) shall 
transmit to the Director, in a manner provided by regulation, substantial evidence establishing: (1) the 
amount the Covered Employee received as Gratuities during the relevant pay petiod; and (2) that no part of 
that amount was rerurned to the Employer. If an Employer is required by the Minimum Wage Law to provide 
substantially similar data to the Illinois Department of Labor, the Director may allow the Employer to 
comply with this subsection 42-10 (b) by filing a copy of the state documentation. 

Sec. 42-11. - Overtime compensation. 

The Wages set out in Sections 42-9 and 42-10 are subject to the overtime compensation provisions in the 
Cook County Minimum Wage Law, with the exception that the definitions of"Employer" and "Employee" 
in this chapter shall apply. 

Sec. 42-12. - Exclusions. 

This chapter shall not apply to hours worked: 

(a) By any person subject to subsection 4(a)(2) of the Minimum Wage Law, with the exception that 
the categories of Employees described in subsections 4(a)(2)(A) and 4(a)(2)(B) of the Minimum Wage Law 
shall be entitled to the Wages described in Sections 42-9 and 42-10 , whichever applies, as well as the 
overtime compensation described in Section 42-11; 

(b) By any person subject to subsection 4(a)(3), subsection 4(d), subsection 4(e), Section 5, or Section 
6 of the Minimi1m Wage Law; 

(c) For any governmental entity other than the Cook County, a category that, for purposes of this 
chapter, includes, but is not limited to, any unit oflocal government, the Illinois state government, and the 
government of the United States, as well as any other federal, state, or local goverrunental agency or 
department; 

(d) For any Subsidized Temporary Youth Employment Program; or 

(e) For any Subsidized Transition.al Employment Program. 
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Sec. 42-13. - Applications to Collective Bargaining Agreements. 

Nothing in this chapter shall be deemed to interfere with, impede, or in any way diminish the right of 
employees to bargain collectively with their employers through representatives of their own choosing in 
order to establish wages or other conditions of work in excess of the applicable minimum standards of the 
provisions of this chapter. The requirements of this chapter may be waived in a bona fide collective 
bargaining agreement, but only if the waiver is set forth explicitly in such agreement in clear and 
unambiguous tenns. 

Sec. 42-14. - Applications to the Cook County Living Wage Ordinance for Procurements. 

Nothing in this chapter shall be deemed conflict with Article IV, Division 3 of the Cook County Code. All 
Contractors must comply with the Wage Requirements set forth in Article JV, Division 3, even if the wages 
required to be paid are higher than those set fmth within this chapter. 

Sec. 42-15. - Notice and Posting. 

(a) Every Employer shall post in a conspicuous place at each facility where any Covered Employee 
works that is located within the geographic boundaries of Cook County a notice advising the Covered 
Employee of the current minimum Wages under this chapter, and of his rights under this chapter. The 
Director shall prepare and make available a form notice that satisfies the requirements of this subsection 42-
14 (a). Employers that do not maintain a business facility within the geographic boundaries of Cook County 
and households that serve as the worksites for Domestic Workers are exempt from this subsection 42-14(a). 

(b) Every Employer shall provide with the first paycheck subject to this chapter issued to a Covered 
Employee a notice advising the Covered Employee of the cunent minimum Wages under this chapter, and 
of the Employee's rights under this chapter. The Director shall prepare and make available a form notice 
that satisfies the requirements of this subsection 42-14(b). 

Sec. 42-16. - Retaliation Prohibited. 

It shall be unlawful for any Employer to discriminate in any manner or take any adverse action against any 
Covered Employee in retaliation for exercising any right under this chapter, including, but not limited to, 
disclosing, reporting, or testifying about any violation of this chapter or regulations promulgated thereunder. 
For purposes of this Section, prohibited adverse actions include, but are not limited to, unjustified 
termination, ~justified denial of promotion, unjustified negative evaluations, punitive schedule changes, 
punitive decreases in the desirability of work assignments, and other acts of harassment shown to be linked 
to such exercise of rights. 

Sec. 42-17. - Enforcement- Regulations. 

The Cook County Commission on Human Rights shall enforce this chapter, and the Director is authorized 
to adopt regulations for the proper administration and enforcement of its provisions. 

Sec. 42-18. - Violation - Penalty. 

Any Employer who violates this chapter or any regulation promulgated thereunder shall be subject to a fine 
of not less than $500.00 nor more than $1,000.00 for each offense. Each day that a violation continues shall 
constitute a separate and distinct offense to which a separate fine shall apply. 
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Sec. 42-19. - Private Cause of Action. 

If any Covered Employee is paid by his Employer less than the Wage to which he is entitled under this 
chapter, the Covered Employee may recover in a civil action three times the amount of any such 
underpayment, together with costs and such reasonable attorney's fees as the court allows. An agreement 
by the Covered Employee to work for less than the Wage required under this chapter is no defense to such 
action. 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED, by the Cook County Board of Commissioners, that Chapter 34 
Finance, Article IV Procurement Code, Division 4 Disqualifications and Penalties, Section 34-179 of the 
Cook County Code is hereby amended as follows: 

Sec. 34-179. - Disqualification due to violation of laws related to the payment of wages and Employer 
Paid Sick Leave Ordinance. 

(a) A Person including a Substantial Owner (as defined in Part J, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-
367 of the Cook County Code) who has admitted guilt or liability or has been adjudicated guilty or liable in 
any judicial or administrative proceeding of committing a repeated or willful violation of the Illinois Wage 
Payment and Collection Act, 820 ILCS 115/1 et seq., Illinois Minimum Wage Act, 820 ILCS 105/ I et seq., 
the Illinois Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act, 820 ILCS 65/ 1 et seq., the Employee 
Classification Act, 820 ILCS 185/1 ef seq., the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, 29 U.S.C. 201, et 
seq., or any comparable state statute or regulation of any state, which governs the payment of wages shall 
be ineligible to enter into a Contract with the County for a period of five years from the date of conviction, 
entry of a plea, administrative finding or admission of guilt. 

{bl A person including a Substantial Owner who has admitted guilt or liabilily or has been 
adjudicated guilry or liable in any judicial or administrative proceeding of violating the Cook County 
Minimum Wage Ordinance {Section 42-7 - 42-15 of the Cook Coun1v Code) shall be ineligible to 
enter into a Contract with the County for a period of five years from the date of conviction, entry of a 
12lea, administrative finding or admission of guilt. 

(b Q) The CPO shall obtain an affidavit or certification from every Person or Substantial Owner (as 
defined in Part I, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367 of the Cook County Code) from whom the County 
seeks to make a Contracr with certifying that the Person seeking to do business with the County including its 
Substantial Owners (as defined in Part I, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34- 367 of the Cook County Code) 
has not violated the statutory provisions identified in Subsection (a) and or (b) of this Section. 

(e Q) For Contracts entered into following the effective date of this Ordinance, if the County becomes 
aware that a Person including Substantial Owner (as defined in Part J, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367 
of the Cook County Code) under contract with the County is in violation of Subsection (a) or Cb) of this 
Section, then, after notice from the County, any such violation(s) shall constitute a default under the 
Contract. 

(4 ~ If a Person including a Substantial Owner (as defined in Pait I, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367 
of the Cook County Code) is ineligible to contract with the County due to the provisions of Subsection (a) 
or (b) of this Section, the Person seeking the Contract may submit a request for a reduction or waiver of 
the ineligibili ty period to the CPO. The request shall be in writing in a manner and fom1 prescribed by 
the CPO and shall include one or more of the following actions have been taken: 
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(1) There has been a bona fide change in ownership or Control of the ineligible Person or 
Substantial Owner; 

(2) Disciplinary action has been taken against the individual(s) responsible for the acts giving rise to 
the violation; 

(3) Remedial action has been taken to prevent a recurrence of the acts giving rise to the 
disqualification or default; or 

(4) Other factors that the Person or Substantial Owner believe are relevant. 

The CPO shall review the documentation submitted, make any inquiries deemed necessary, request 
additional documentation where warranted and detem1ine whether a reduction or waiver is appropriate. 
Should the CPO determine that a reduction or waiver of the ineligibility period is appropriate; the CPO 
shall submit its decision and findings to the County Board. 

(e D A Using Agency may request an exception to such period of ineligibility by submitting a written 
request to the CPO, supported by facts that establish that it is in the best interests of the County that the 
Contract be made from such ineligible Person. The CPO shall review the documentation, make any 
inquiries deemed necessary, and determine whether the request should be approved. If an exception is 
granted, such exception shall apply to that Contract only and the period of ineligibility shall continue for 
its full term as to any other Contract. Said exceptions granted by the CPO shall be communicated to the 
County Board. 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED, by the Cook County Board of Commissioners, that Chapter 74 
Taxation, Article JI Real Property Taxation, Division 2 Classification System for Assessment, Section 74-
74 of the Cook County Code is hereby amended as follows: 

Sec. 74-74. - Laws regulating the payment of wages and Em plover Paid Sick Leave. 

(a) Except where a Person has requested an exception from the Assessor and the County Board 
expressly finds that granting the exception is in the best interest of the County, such Person including any 
Substantial Owner (as defined in Part l, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367 of the Cook County Code) 
shall be ineligible to receive any prope1ty tax incentive noted in Division 2 of this Article if, during the 
five yeaT period prior to the date of the application, such Person or Substantial Owner (as defined in Part I, 
Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367 of the Cook County Code) admitted guilt or liability or has been 
adjudicated guilty or liable in any judicial or administrative proceeding of committing a repeated or willful 
violation of the Illinois Wage Payment and Collection Act, 820 ILCS 115/1 et seq., the Illinois Minimum 
Wage Act, 820 lLCS 105/1 et seq., the Illinois Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act, 820 
ILCS 6511 el seq., lhe Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act, 29 U.S.C. 210 1 et seq., 
the Employee Classification Act, 8201LCS 185/1 et. seq., the Fair Labor Standards Act ofl 938, 29 U.S.C. 
201, et seq., or any comparable state statute or regulation of any state, which governs the payment of wages. 

(b) The Assessor shall obtain an affidavit or certification from every Person and Substantial Owner 
(as defined in Pait 1, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367of the Cook County Code) who seeks a property 
tax incentive from the County as noted in Division 2 of this Article certifying that the Person or Substantial 
Owner (as defined in Part l, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367of the Cook County Code) has not 
violated the statutory provisions identified in Subsection (a) of this Section. 
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(c) If the County or Assessor becomes aware that a Person or Substantial Owner (as defined in Part 
I, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367of the Cook County Code) has admitted guilt or liability or has been 
adjudicated guilty or liable in any judicial or administrative proceeding of committing a repeated or willful 
violation of the Illinois Wage Payment and Collection Act, 820 ILCS 115/ l et seq., the TIJinois Minimum 
Wage Act, 820 ILCS 105/1 et seq., the Illinois Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act, 820 
ILCS 65/1 et seq., the Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act, 29 U.S.C. 2101 et seq., the 
Employee Classification Act, 820 ILCS 185/l et. seq., the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, 29 U.S.C. 
201, et seq., or any comparable state statute or regulation of any state, which governs the payment of wages 
during the five year period prior to the date of the application, but after the County has reclassified the 
Person's or Substantial Owner's (as defined in Part I, Chapter 34, Article V, Section 34-367of the Cook 
County Code) subject property under a property tax incentive classification, then, after notice from the 
Assessor of such violation, the Person or Substantial Owner shall have 45 days to cure its violation and 
request an exception or waiver from the Assessor. Failure to cure or obtain an exception or waiver of 
ineligibility from the Assessor shall serve as grounds for revocation of the classification as provided by the 
Assessor or by the County Board by Resolution or Ordinance. In case of revocation or cancellation, the 
Incentive Classification shall be deemed null and void for the tax year in which the incentive was revoked 
or cancelled as to the subject property. In such an instance, the taxpayer shall be liable for and shall 
reimburse to the County Collector an amount equal to the difference in the amount of taxes that would have 
been collected had the subject property not received the property tax incentive. 

(d) The Assessor shall obtain an affidavit or certification from every Person and Substantial Owner 
who seeks a propertV tax incentive from the County that the applicant pays a Wage as defined in Section 
42-8 to its empJovees in accordance with Sections 42-7 through 42-15 of the Cook County Code. 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED, by the Cook County Board of Commissioners, that Chapter 54 
Licenses, Permits and Miscellaneous Business Regulations, Article X General Business Licenses, 
Section 54-384 and Section 54-390 of the Cook County Code are hereby amended as follows: 

Sec. 54-384. - License application . . 
All applications for a General Business License shall be made in writing and under oath to the Director of 
Revenue on a form provided for that purpose. 

(a) Every application for a County General Business License shall be submitted and signed by the 
Person doing business or authorized representative of the Person doing business and shall contain the 
following: 

(1) Name of the applicant. 

(2) Business address. 

(3) Social security numbers, Tax ID number, and residence addresses of its sole proprietor or the three 
individuals who own the highest percentage interests in such Person and any other individual who 
owns five percent or more interest therein. 

(4) Pin number of the property or properties where the business is being operated. 

(5) A brief description of the business operations plan. 
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(6) Sales tax allocation code. The sales tax allocation code identifies a specific sales tax geographic area 
and is used by the State of Illinois for sales tax allocation purposes. 

(7) Certification that applicant is in compliance with all applicable County Ordinances. 

(8) For Business Licenses applied for or renewed following the effective date of this provision, 
certification that the applicant has not, during the five-year period prior to the date of the application 
for a Business License, admitted guilt or liability or has been adjudicated guilty or liable in any judicial or 
admini~trative proceeding of committing a repeated or willful violation of the lllinois Wage Payment and 
Collection Act, 820 JLCS 115/1 et seq., the lllinois Minimum Wage Act, 820 ILCS 105/1 et seq., the lllinois 
Worker Adjustment and Retraining Notification Act, 820 ILCS 65/1 et seq., the Worker Adjustment and 
Retraining Notification Act, 29 U.S.C. 2101 et seq., the Employee Classification Act, 820 ILCS 185/1 
et. seq., the Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, 29 U.S.C. 201, et seq., or any comparable state statute or 
regulation of any state, which governs the payment of wages. 

(9} Certification that the applicant pavs a Wage as defined in . Section 42-8 to its employees that 
conforms with Sections 42-7 - 42-15 of the Cook County Code 

(b) The Director of Revenue shall be the custodian of all applications for licenses which [sic] 
under provisions of this Code. All information received by the Department from applications filed pursuant 
to this article or from any investigations conducted pursuant to this article, except for official County purposes, 
or as required by the Freedom of Information Act, shall be confidential. 

(c) The General Business License applicant may be subject to an inspection by the following 
county departments including, but not limited to, Health, Building and Zoning and the Environment, 
prior to licensing. 

(d) It shall be grounds for denial and/or revocation of any license issued under the provisions of this 
article whenever the license applicant knowingly includes false or incomplete information in the license 
application or is in violation of a County Ordinance. 

*** 

Sec. 54-390. - Failure to comply-Code of Ordinances. 

(a) Failure to comply with applicable Cook County Code of Ordinances may result in general business 
license suspension or revocation. · 

(b) Persons doing business in unincorporated Cook County must comply with this aiticle and, 
including but not limited to, the following Cook County Code of Ordinances: 

(1) Chapter 30, Environment; or 

(2) Chapter 38, Article Ill, Public Health and Private Nuisances; or 
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(3) Chapter 58: Article Ill, Offenses involving Public Safety, and Article IV, Offenses Involving Public 
Morals; or 

(4) The Cook County Building Ordinance, adopted originally on March 11, 1949, as amended, and/or 
the Cook County Building Code; or 

(5) Chapter 74 Taxation; or 

(6) The Cook County Zoning Ordinance, as amended: or 

( 7 ) Chapter 42 Human Relations. 

Effective Date: This Ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage. 

Approved and adopted this 26th of October 2016. 

TONI PRECKWINKLE, President 
Cook County Board of Commissioners 

Attest: DA YID ORR, County Clerk 
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16-4229 
ORDINANCE 

Sponsored by 

THE HONORABLE BRIDGET GAINER, JESUS G. GARCIA, LUIS ARROYO JR., 

RICHARD R. BOYKIN, JOHN P. DALEY, JOHN A. FRITCHEY, DEBORAH SIMS, 

ROBERT B. STEELE AND LARRY SUFFREDIN, COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

ESTABLISHING EARNED SICK LEA VE F9R EMPLOYEES IN COOK COUNTY 

WHEREAS, the County of Cook is a home rule unit of government pursuant to the 1970 Illinois 
Constitution, A1ticle Vll, Section 6 (a); and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to their home rule powers, the Cook County Commissioners may exercise any power 
and perfonn any function relating to their governments and affairs, including the power to regulate for the 
protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare; and 

WHEREAS, employees in every industry occasionally require time away from the workplace to tend to 
their own health or the health of family members; and 

WHEREAS, in Cook County approximately 40 percent, or 840,000, private sector workers receive no paid 
sick leave; and 

WHEREAS, earned sick leave has a positive effect on the health of not only employees and their family 
members, but also the health of fellow workers and public at large and the most comprehensive national 
survey of United States restaurant workers found that two-thirds of restaurant wait staff and cooks have 
come to work sick; and 

WHEREAS, earned sick leave reduces healthcare expenditures by promoting access to primary and 
preventative ca.re and reduces reliance on emergency care; imd 

WHEREAS, nationally providing all workers with earned sick leave would result in $1 .1 billion in annual 
savings in hospital emergency department costs; and 

WHEREAS .. nearly one (1) in four (4) American women report domestic violence by an intimate partner, 
nearly one (1) in five (5) women have been raped, and nearly one (l) in six (6) women have been stalked. 
Many workers, men and women, need time off to care for themselves after these incidents, or to find 
solutions, such as protective orders or new housing, to avoid or prevent further domestic or sexual violence. 
Without paid time off, employees are in grave danger of losing their jobs, which can be devastating when 
victims need economic security to ensure their own safety and that of their children; and 

WHEREAS, at least 28 local jurisdictions have enacted Earned Sick Leave including Chicago, New York 
City, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Oakland, Minneapolis, Philadelphia, Jersey City and Seattle; and 

WHEREAS, a cost model developed by the Civic Consulting Alliance found that a paid sick leave 
framework similar to the one reflected in this Ordinance would result in only a small, 0.7 to 1.5 increase in 
labor costs for most employers. 
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NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED, by the Cook County Board of Commissioners, that Chapter 
42 Human Relations, A1ticle 1 In General, Sections 42-1 through 42-6 of the Cook County Code is hereby 
enacted as follows: 

Sec. 42-1. Short title. 

This article shall be known and may be cited as the Cook County Earned Sick Leave Ordinance 
("Ordinance"). 

Sec. 42-2. Definitions. 

The following words, terms and phrases, when used in this article shall have the meanings ascribed 
to them in this section, except where the context clearly indicates a different meaning: 

Agency shall mean the Cook County Commission on Human Rights. 

Construction Industry means any constructing, altering, reconstructing, repairing, rehabilitating, 
refinishing, refurbishing, remodeling, remediating, renovating, custom fabricating, maintenance, 
landscaping, improving, wrecking, painting, decorating, demolishing, and adding to or subtracting from 
any building, structure, highway, roadway, street, bridge, alley, sewer, ditch, sewage disposal plant, water 
works, parking facility, railroad, excavation or other structure, project, development, real property or 
improvement, or to do any part thereof, whether or not the performance of the work herein described 
involves the addition to, or fabrication into, any structure, project, development, real property or 
improvement herein described of any material or article of merchandise. ConstTuction shall also include 
moving construction related materials on the job site to or from the job site, snow plowing, snow removal, 
and refuse collection. 

Covered Employee means any Employee who, in any particular two~week period, performs at least 
two hours of work for an Employer while physically present within the geographic boundaries of Cook 
County. For purposes of this definition, time spent traveling in Cook County that is compensated time, 
including, but not limited to, deliveries, sales calls, and travel related to other business activity taking place 
within Cook County, sha11 constitute work while physically present within the geographic boundaries of 
Cook County; however, time spent traveling in Cook County that is uncompensated commuting time shall 
not constitute work while physically present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County. The 
definition of "Covered Employee" for purposes of this ordinance does not include any "employee" as 
defined by Section 1(d) of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, 45 U.S.C. § 351(d). 

Domestic partner means any person who has a registered domestic partnership, or qualifies as a 
domestic partner under Sections 2-173 and 174 of this Code or as a party to a civil union under the Illinois 
Religious Freedom Protection and Civil Union Act, 750 ILCS 75/1 et seq., as currently in force and 
hereafter amended. 

Earned Sick Leave means time that is provided by an Employer to a Covered Employee that is 
eligible to be used for the purposes described in Section 42-3 of this Chapter, and is compensated at the 
same rate and with the same benefits, including health care benefits, that the Covered Employee regularly 
earns during hours worked. 

Employee means an individual permitted to work by an employer regardless of the number of 
persons the Employer employs. 
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Employer means: 

(l) "Employer" means any individual, partnership, association, corporation, limited 
liability company, business trust, or any person or group of persons that gainfully 
employs at least one Covered Employee with a place of business within Cook 
County. 

(2) The term "employer" does not mean: 

a. The government of the United States or a corporation wholly owned by 
the government of the United States; 

b. An Indian tribe or a corporation wholly owned by an Indian tribe; 

c. The government of the State or any agency or department thereof; or 

d. Units of local goverrunent. 

Family and Medical Leave Act means the United States Family and Medical Leave Act of 1993. 
29 USC S 2601 et seq. as currently in force and hereafter amended. 

Family member means a Covered Employee's child, legal guardian or ward, spouse under the Jaws 
of any state, domestic partner, parent, spouse or domestic partner's parent, sibling, grandparent, grandchild, 
or any other individual related by blood or whose close association with the Covered Employee is the 
equivalent of a family relationship. A child includes not only a biological relationship, but also a 
relationship resulting from an adoption, step-relationship, and/or foster care relationship, or a child to whom 
the Covered Employee stands in loco parentis. A parent includes a biological, foster, stepparent or adoptive 
parent or legal guardian of a Covered Employee, or a person who stood in loco parentis when the Employee 
was a minor child. 

Health Care Provider means any person licensed to provide medical or emergency services, 
including, but not limited to doctors, nurses, and emergency room personnel. 

Sec. 42-3. Earned sick leave. 

(a) General Provisions 

( 1) Any Covered Employee who works at least 80 hours for an Employer within any 
120·day period shall be eligible for Earned Sick Leave as provided under this 
Section. 

(2) Unless an applicable collective bargaining agreement provides otherwise, upon a 
Covered Employee's termination, resignation, retirement or other separating from 
employment, his or her Employer is not required to provide financial or other 
reimbursement for unused Earned Sick Leave. 

(b) Accrual of Earned Sick Leave 

(1) Earned Sick Leave shall begin to accrue either on the J st calendar day after the 
commencement of a Covered Employee's employment or on the effective date of 
this Ordinance, whichever is later. 
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(2) For every 40 hours worked after a Covered Employee's Earned Sick Leave begins 
to accrue, he or she shall accrue one hour of Earned Sick Leave. Earned Sick Leave 
shall accrue only in hourly increments; there shall be no fractional accruals. 

(3) A Covered Employee who is exempt from overtime requirements shall be assumed 
to work 40 hours in each workweek for purposes of Earned Sick Leave accrual, 
unless his or her normal work week is less than 40 hours, in which case Earned 
Sick Leave shall accrue based upon that normal work week. 

(4) For each Covered Employee, there shall be a cap of 40 hours Earned Sick Leave 
accrued per 12-month period, unless his or her Employer sets a higher limit. The 
12-month period for a Covered Employee shall be calculated from the date he or 
she began to accrue Earned Sick Leave. 

(5) At the end of a Covered Employee's 12-month accrual period, he or she shall be 
allowed to carry over to the following 12-month period half of his or her unused 
accrued Earned Sick Leave, up to a maximum of 20 hours. 

(6) If an Employer is subject to the Family and Medical Leave Act, each of the 
Employer's Covered Employees shall be allowed, at the end of his or her 12-month 
Earned Sick Leave accrual period, to carry over up to 40 hours of his or her unused 
accrued Earned Sick Leave, in addition to the carryover allowed under subsection 
42-3(b )(5), to use exclusively for Family and Medical Leave Act eligible purposes. 

(7) If an Employer has a policy that grants Covered Employees paid time off in an 
amount and a manner that meets the requirements for Earned Sick Leave under 
this Section, the Employer is not required to provide additional paid leave. If such 
Employer's policy awards the full complement of paid time off immediately upon 
date of eligibility, rather than using an accrual model, the Employer must award 
each Covered Employee 40 hours paid time off within one calendar year of his or 
her date of eligibility. 

(c) Use of Earned Sick Leave 

(1) An Employer shall allow a Covered Employee to begin using Earned Sick Leave 
no later than on the l 80th calendar day following the commencement of his or her 
employment. A Covered Employee is entitled to use no more than 40 hours of 
Earned Sick Leave per 12-month period, unless his or her Employer sets a higher 
limit. The 12-month period for a Covered Employee shall be calculated from the 
date he or she began to accrue Earned Sick Leave. If a Covered Employee carries 
over 40 hours of Family and Medical Leave Act leave pursuant to subsection 42-
3(b )(6) and uses that leave, he or she is entitled to use no more than an additional 
20 hours of accrued Earned Sick Leave in the same 12 month period, unless the 
Employer sets a higher limit. A Covered Employee shall be allowed to determine 
how much accrued Earned Sick Leave he or she needs to use, provided that his or 
her Employer may set a reasonable minimum increment requirement not to exceed 
four hours per day. 
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(2) A Covered Employee may use Earned Sick Leave when: 

a. He or she is ill or injured, or for the purpose of receiving medical care, 
treatment, diagnosis or preventative medical care; 

b. A member of his or her family is ill or injured, or to care for a family 
member receiving medical care, treatment, diagnosis or preventative 
medical care; 

c. He or she, or a member of his or her family, is the victim of domestic 
violence, as defined in Section 103 of the Illinois Domestic Violence Act 
of 1986, or is the victim of sexual violence or stalking as defined in Article 
11, and Sections 12-7.3. 12-7.4. and 12-7.5 of the Illinois Criminal Code 
of2012; or 

d. His or her place of business is closed by order of a public official due to a 
public health emergency, or he or she needs to care for a child whose 
school or place of care has been closed by order of a public official due to 
a public health emergency. For the purposes of this section, "public .health 
emergency" is an event that is defined as such by a Federal, State or Local 
government, including a school district. 

(3) An Employer shall not require, as a condition of a Covered Employee taking 
Earned Sick Leave that he or she search for or find a replacement worker to cover 
the hours during which he or she is on Earned Sick Leave. 

(4) If a Covered Employee's need for Earned Sick Leave is reasonably foreseeable, an 
Employer may require up to seven days' notice before leave is taken. If the need 
for Earned Sick Leave is not reasonably foreseeable, an Employer may require a 
Covered Employee to give notice as soon as is practicable on the day the Covered 
Employee intends to take Earned Sick Leave by notifying the Employer via phone, 
e-mail, or text message. The Employer may set notification policy if the Employer 
has notified Covered Employee in writing of such policy and that policy shall not 
be unreasonably burdensome. For purposes of this subsection, needs that are 
"reasonably foreseeable" include, but are not limited to prescheduled appointments 
with health care providers for the Covered Employee or for a family member, and 
court dates in domestic violence cases. Any notice requirement imposed by an 
Employer pursuant to this subsection shall be waived in the event a Covered 
Employee is unable to give notice because he or she is unconscious, or otherwise 
medically incapacitated. If the leave is one that is covered under the Family and 
Medical Leave Act, notice shall be in accordance with the Family and Medical 
Leave Act. 

(5) Where a Covered Employee is absent for more than three consecutive work days, 
his or her Employer may require certification that the use of Earned Sick Leave 
was authorized under subsection 42-3(c)(2). For time used pursuant to subsections 
(c)(2)(a) or (b), documentation signed by a licensed health care provider shall 
satisfy this requirement. An Employer shall not require that such documentation 
specify the nature of the Covered Employee's or the Covered Employee's family 
member's injury, illness, or condition, except as required by law. For Earned Sick 
Leave used pursuant to subsection (c)(2)(c) a police report, court document, a 
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signed statement from an attorney, a member of the clergy, or a victim services 
advocate, or any other evidence that supports the Covered Employee's claim, 
including a written statement from him or her, or any other person who has 
knowledge of the circumstances, shall satisfy this requirement. The Covered 
Employee may choose which document to submit, and no more than one document 
shall be required if the Earned Sick Leave is related to the same incident of 
violence or the same perpetrator. The Employer shall not delay the commencement 
of Earned Sick Leave taken for one of the purposes in subsection 42-3(c)(2) nor 
delay payment of wages, on the basis that the Employer has not yet received the 
required certification. 

(6) Nothing in this Section shall be construed to prohibit an Employer from taking 
disciplinary action, up to and including tennination, against a Covered Employee 
who uses Earned Sick Leave for purposes other than those described in this 
Section. 

(7) This Section provides minimum Earned Sick Leave requirements; it shall not be 
construed to affect the applicability of any other law, regulation, requirement, 
policy, or standard that provides for greater Eamed Sick Leave benefits. 

Sec. 42~5. Application to collective bargaining agreements. 

Nothing in this Ordinance shall be deemed to interfere with, impede, or in any way diminish the 
right of Covered Employees to bargain collectively with their Employers through representatives of their 
own choosing in order to establish wages or other conditions of work in excess of the applicable minimw11 
standards of the provisions of this Ordinance. The requirements of this Ordinance may be waived in a bona 
fide collective bargaining agreement, but only if the waiver is set forth explicitly in such a£,>Teement in clear 
and unambiguous terms. Nothing in this Ordinance shall be deemed to affect the validity or change the 
terms of bona fide collective bargaining agreements in force on the effective date of this Ordinance. After 
that date, requirements of this Ordinance may be waived in a bona fide collective bargaining agreement, 
but only if the waiver is set forth explicitly in such agreement in clear and unambiguous tenns. ln no event 
shall this Ordinance apply to any Covered Employee working in the Construction Industry who is covered 
by a bona .fide collective bargaining agreement. 

Sec. 42-6. Notice and posting. 

(a) Every Employer shall post in a conspicuous place at each facili ty where any Covered 
Employee works that is located within the geographic boundaries of Cook County a notice advising the 
Covered Employee of his or her rights to Earned Sick Ti.me under this Ordinance. The Agency shall prepare 
and make available a fonn notice that satisfies the requirements of this Ordinance. Employers that do not 
maintain a bus iness facility within the geographic boundaries of the County are exempt from this 
subsection. 

(b) Every Employer shall provide to a Covered Employee at the commencement of 
employment written notice advis ing the Covered Employee of his or her rights to Earned Sick T ime under 
this Ordinance. The Agency shall prepare and make available a form notice that satisfies the requirements 
of this Ordinance. 
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Sec. 42-7. Retaliation prohibited. 

It shall be unlawful for any Employer to discriminate in any manner or take any adverse action 
against any Covered Employee in retaliation for exercising, or attempting in good faith to exercise, any 
right under this Ordinance, including, but not limited to, disclosing, reporting, or testifying about any 
violation of this Ordinance or regulations promulgated thereunder. For purposes of this Section, prohibited 
adverse actions include, but are not limited to, unjustified termination, unjustified denial of promotion, 
unjustified negative evaluations, punitive schedule changes, punitive decreases in the desirability of work 
assignments, and other acts of harassment shown to be linked to such exercise of rights. An Employer shall 
not use its absence-control policy to count Earned Sick Leave as an absence that triggers discipline, 
discharge, demotion, suspension, or any other adverse activity. 

Sec. 42-8. Enforcement and penalties. 

(a) The Agency shall administer and enforce this Ordinance in accordance with Chapter 42, 
Article JI, Section 42-34 of the Cook County Human Rights Ordinance, except as allowed for in subsection 
(b) of this Section. 

(b) If any Employer violates any of the Earned Sick Leave provisions in this Ordinance, the 
affected Covered Employee may recover in a civil action damages equal to three times the full amount of 
any unpaid Sick Leave denied or lost by reason of the violation, and the interest on that amount calculated 
at the prevailing rate, together with costs and such reasonable attorney's fees as the court allows. Such 
action may be brought without first filing an administrative complaint. The statute of limitations for a civil 
action brought pursuant to this Ordinance shall be for a period of three years from the date of the last event 
constituting the alleged violation for which the action is brought. 

Sec. 42-9. Effect of invalidity; scvcrability. 

If any section, subdivision, paragraph, sentence, clause, phrase or other portion of this local law is, 
for any reason, declared unconstitutional or invalid, in whole or in part, by any court of competent 
jurisdiction, such portion shall be deemed severable, and such unconstitutionality or invalidity shall not 
affect the validity of the remaining portions of this local Jaw, which remaining po11ions shall continue in 
full force and effect. 

Sec. 42-10. After passage and publication, this Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 2017. 

Effective Date: This Ordinance shall take effect on July 1, 2017. 

Approved and adopted this 5th of October 2016. 

TONI PRECKWTNKLE, President 
Cook County Board of Commissioners 

Attest: DAVID ORR, County Clerk 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE'S ATTORNEY 
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

ANITA ALVAREZ 
STATE'S ATTORNEY 

October 25, 2016 

Honorable Sean M. Morrison 
Commissioner - 1 J1h District 
Cook County Board of Commissioners 
118 No1ih Clark Street, Room 567 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

CIVIL ACTIONS BUREAU 

CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY CLIENT COMMUNICATION 

Re: Item 16-5768: Living Wage Ordinance 

Dear Commissioner Morrison: 

500 RICHARD J. DALEY CENTER 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60602 
AREA 312-603-5440 

We received your request for advice with regard to the legality of a proposed ordinance 
(Item 16-5768) that purports to institute a countywide living wage mandate. You have also asked 
several related questions. The specific questions you have asked, our conclusions and a discussion 
of the reasons supporting our conclusions follow. 

ISSUES AND CONCLUSIONS: 

ISSUE 1 

Question: "As a home rule government, does Cook County have the legal authority to create a 
Living (Minimum) Wage in the State of Illinois?" 

Answer: Our legal conclusion is that Cook County lacks the home rule authority to enact such an 
ordinance. 

ISSUE 2 

Question: "Can you ascertain if a local home rule government in Illinois has attempted to establish 
their own minimum wage? If so, [have] there been any legal challenges?" 

Answer: We know that the City of Chicago has enacted a living wage ordinance and that it has not 
yet been challenged. Regardless, we believe that the outcomes of lawsuits in other states 
challenging living wage legislation would not provide reliable guidance for Cook County with 
respect to Item 16-5768 because laws and state constitutions differ from state to state and as such, 
these other lawsuits offer little predictive value. 
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ISSUE 3 

Question: "If this ordinance were enacted and then challenged in court in a protracted lawsuit is 
there a quantifiable measurement in place that calculates the time and expense for the State's 
Attorney's Office to defend this legislation?" 

Answer: There is no way to precisely predict how long such a lawsuit would last or what resources 
would be expended in defending it. It has been our experience, however, that cases challenging 
Cook County's home rule authority have taken two or more years to be decided in the Circuit Court 
and one or more years to be decided in the Appellate Court. Typically, one or two Assistant State's 
Attorneys are assigned to lawsuits of this type. 

ISSUE4 

Question: "Do municipalities have the ability through passage of their own Ordinance to "Opt
Out" of the Cook County Minimum Wage Increase Ordinance?" 

Answer: If a municipality has enacted or subsequently enacts an ordinance that "conflicts" with the 
County's living wage mandate ordinance, the municipal ordinance would be controlling within the 
geographic boundaries of the municipality. · 

DISCUSSION 

Issue 1 

As a home rule unit of local government, the County may exercise any power and perform 
any function pertaining to its government and affairs, including, but not limited to, the power to 
regulate for the protection of the public welfare. 1970 Ill. Const., art. VII, § 6(a). Notwithstanding 
the forgoing, if the home rule entity's action does not pertain to its "government and affairs" it is 
invalid and the local unit of government may not legislate in that field. 

The Illinois Supreme Court's ruling in Bernardi v. City of Highland Park, 121 Ill. 2d. 1 
(1988) directly calls into question the County's home rule authority to enact Item 16-5768. As a 
general rule, the authority of home rule units under section 6(a) is limited in those fields where the 
State of Illinois has the greater or more vital interest in regulating. In Bernardi, the Illinois 
Supreme Court considered whether a home rule municipality must conform to the requirements of 
the Illinois Prevailing Wage Act. Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 5. The court opined that " [e]stablishing 
minimum requirements to . . . improve working conditions has traditionally been a matter of State 
concern, outside the power oflocal officials to contradict, and it remains so today." Id. at 14. 

Although the facts in Bernardi involved a municipality's attempt to ignore and thereby 
effectively lower the prevailing wage, whereas Item 16-5768 proposes to increase wages it must be 
emphasized that the Supreme Court characterized the local legislation as an attempt to "interven[ e] 
in the workplace." Id. at 14. Identifying a long list of statutes as within the scope of State labor 
regulations, the court opined that a departure from them was beyond the authority of a home rule 
unit because the State has a far more vital interest in regulating labor conditions than did local 
entities. Id. at 15-16. The court concluded that allowing home rule units to govern "local labor 
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conditions" would destroy the General Assembly's "carefully crafted and balanced economic 
policies." Id. at 16. Accordingly, we interpret Bernardi to stand for the proposition that local 
legislation that purports to regulate local labor conditions does not pertain to a home rule unit's 
"government and affairs" for purposes of Section 6(a), and we believe that if challenged a court 
would likely find that the ordinance exceeds the County's home rule authority. 

We wish to briefly discuss a potential alternative argument that attempts to distinguish 
Bernardi's application to attempts by local units of government to regulate workplace conditions. 
This alternative argument is premised upon a characterization of the Bernardi decision as one in 
which the court held that the State's interest in the field of labor regulation is only to set minimum 
standards that can be exceeded by local units of government. See, Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 14 
(discussing "[e]stablishing minimum requirements to ... improve working conditions has 
traditionally been a matter of State concern, outside the power of local officials to contradict, and it 
remains so today." (Emphasis supplied). There are cases in which Illinois courts have upheld local 
laws that provide greater protection than state laws. See, e.g., Crawford v. City of Chicago, 304 Ill. 
App. 3d 818, 828 (1st Dist. 1999) (City of Chicago's policy of extending benefits to same sex 
domestic partners upheld); see also, Village of Bolingbrook v. Citizens Utilities Co., 158 Ill. 2d 133, 
134-143 (1994) (environmental ordinances that regulate sewage discharge more restrictively than 
state law); Kalodimos v. Village of Morton Grove, 103 Ill. 2d 483, 501 (1984) (gun safety ordinance 
regulated hand guns more restrictively than state law). 

Under this alternative argument, it could be argued that Item 16-5768 would pertain to the 
County's "government and affairs" because it provides more protections to workers than state law 
requires. However, we believe that in light of the Supreme Court's clear holding in Bernardi that 
labor regulations are not a matter pertaining to home rule units' "government and affairs" and the 
fact that none of the local laws at issue in Crawford, Village of Bolingbrook, or Kalodimos, above, 
involved the regulation of local labor conditions, a court likely would find that the County is 
prohibited from legislating in the field of labor regulation regardless of whether Item 16-5768 
purportedly improves local labor conditions. 

Issue 2 

The City of Chicago has enacted a living wage ordinance that has yet to be challenged. We 
are anecdotally aware that other municipalities have enacted similar legislation in other states. 
However, it bears mentioning that constitutions and labor laws vary from state to state. 
Accordingly, the outcome of litigation in out-of-state jurisdictions in which local living wage 
legislation is being challenged is not predictive of how Illinois courts would view the legality of 
Item 16-5768 were it to be enacted. 

Issue 3 

Were Item 16-5768 to be enacted and challenged, the State's Attorney's Office would be 
tasked with defending it in court. There is no way to precisely predict how long such a lawsuit 
would last or what resources would be expended in defending it. It has been our experience, 
however, that cases challenging Cook County's home rule authority have taken two or more years 
to be decided in the Circuit Court and one or more years to be decided in the Appellate Court. 
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Issue 4 

Regarding your question as to whether municipalities may "opt out", we understand your 
use of that term to refer to the ability of a municipality to enact an ordinance that conflicts with the 
ordinance of a home rule county. In the instant situation, assuming that Item 16-5768 or similar 
living wage ordinance is enacted and a court finds it valid, such ordinance would be applicable 
countywide except to the extent that it conflicts with the ordinance of a municipality, home rule or 
not. Article VII, § 6( c) of the Illinois Constitution provides that "[i]f a home rule county ordinance 
conflicts with an ordinance of a municipality, the municipal ordinance shall prevail within its 
jurisdiction." Please note that Section 6(c) does not distinguish between home rule and non-home 
rule municipalities. 

The Report of the Committee on Local Government of the 1970 Illinois constitutional 
convention recognized the problem of legislating in the same field by both a municipality and a 
home-rule county not as a question or preemption of authority but as a matter of resolving conflicts 
in ordinances. (7 Proceedings 1591 , 1646-1650.) In defining the problem to be resolved by section 
6( c) the committee proposal states: " * * * there may be differences or actual conflicts and 
inconsistencies between municipal legislation and county legislation. Some provision must be made 
to resolve these potential disagreements and conflicts." (p. 1647). 

The Illinois Attorney General has opined that "to the extent that a home-rule county 
ordinance and a municipal ordinance actually conflict, the municipal ordinance will be given effect 
within the municipality's corporate boundaries." See 1996 Ill. AG LEXIS 36 (Ill. AG 1996) 
(Emphasis supplied). The Attorney General relied on Evanston v. County of Cook, 5 3 Ill. 2d 312, 
31 7 (1972) wherein the Court noted that in zoning, regulatory and licensing ordinances, "there are 
clear opportunities for contradictions and conflicts between the ordinances of the municipalities and 
ordinances of the county." As such, it appears that, as a general rule, a county may not regulate 
within a home-rule municipality if that municipality has conflicting ordinances of its own. 

Case law has not defined the word "conflict" for purposes of Section 6(c). Accordingly, 
what would be considered a "conflict" for purposes of Section 6( c) would have to be decided on a 
case-by-case basis. Thus, in the instant case, assuming that Item 16-5768 or similar living wage 
ordinance is enacted and found to be legally valid and a municipality (home rule or otherwise) 
either has enacted or subsequently enacts a "conflicting" ordinance, the municipal ordinance would 
be controlling within the geographic boundaries of the municipality. 

Sincerely, 

ANITA ALVAREZ 
STATE'S ATTORNEY OF COOK COUNTY 

~~ 
Chief, Civil Actions Bureau 
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ANITA ALVAREZ 
STATE'S ATTORNEY 

OFFICE OF THE STATE'S ATTORNEY 
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

July 22, 2016 

Honorable Sean M. Morrison 
Commissioner - 17th District 

CIVIL ACTIONS BUREAU 

Cook County Board of Commissioners 
118 North Clark Street, Room 567 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY CLIENT COMMUNICATION 

Re: Item 16-4229: Countywide Paid Leave Mandate 

Dear Commissioner Morrison: 

500 RICHARD J. DALEY CENTER 
CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 60602 
AREA 312-603-5440 

We received your request for advice with regard to the legality of a proposed ordinance 
(Item 16-4229) that purports to institute a countywide paid sick leave mandate. You have also 
asked several ancillary questions. The issues presented, our conclusions and a discussion of the 
reasons supporting our conclusions follow. 

ISSUES AND CONCLUSIONS: 

ISSUE 1 

Question: Does Cook County have the legal authority to enact a paid leave mandate for private 
employers in both unincorporated and incorporated areas of Cook County? 

Answer: Our legal conclusion is that Cook County lacks the home rule authority to enact a paid 
leave mandate for employers whether countywide or within unincorporated Cook County. 

ISSUE2 

Question: Can the State's Attorney's Office ascertain the status of lawsuits challenging the 
authority of other local governments around the country to enact paid sick leave mandates? 

Answer: We believe that the outcomes of lawsuits in other states challenging sick leave 
mandates would not provide reliable guidance for Cook County with respect to Item 16-4229 
because laws and state constitutions differ from state to state and as such, these other lawsuits 
offer little predictive value. 
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ISSUE3 

Question: If Item 16-4229 were to be enacted and then challenged in court in a protracted 
lawsuit is there a quantifiable measurement in place that calculates the time and expense for the 
State's Attorney's Office to defend this litigation? 

Answer: There is no way to precisely predict how long such a lawsuit would last or what 
resources would be expended in defending it. It has been our experience, however, that cases 
challenging Cook County's home rule authority have taken two or more years to be decided in 
the Circuit Court and one or more years to be decided in the Appellate Court. Typically, one or 
two Assistant State's Attorneys are assigned to lawsuits of this type. 

ISSUE 4 

Question: Did the author of Item 16-4229 seek an opinion and/or guidance from the State's 
Attorney's as to its legality and merit? 

Answer: We are not at liberty to say whether any other person has requested advice from us as 
to the legality of item 16-4229. 

ISSUE 5 

Question: Does the imposition of a mandatory paid sick leave ordinance "fall within the 
county's domain of public safety or ministerial duties?" 

Answer: We believe that this inquiry is related to Issue 1, above. As such, we reiterate our 
conclusion that Cook County does not have the home rule authority to enact a paid leave 
mandate for employers whether countywide or within unincorporated Cook County. 

DISCUSSION 

Any analysis regarding the validity of home rule power must begin with the legal 
question of whether the problem pertains to local government and affairs, as required by section 
6(a) of the 1970 Illinois Constitution. As a home rule unit of local government, the County may 
exercise any power and perform any function penaining to its government and affairs, including, 
but not limited to, the power to regulate for the protection of the public welfare and to tax. 1970 
Ill. Const., art. VII, § 6(a). Notwithstanding the forgoing, if the home rule entity's action does 
not pertain to its "government and affairs" it is invalid and the local unit of government may not 
legislate in that field. 

The Illinois Supreme Court's ruling in Bernardi v. City of Highland Park, 121 Ill. 2d. 1 
(1988) directly calls into question the County's home rule authority to enact Item 16-4229. As a 
general rule, the authority of home rule units under section 6(a) is limited in those fields where 
the State of Illinois has the greater or more vital interest in regulating. In Bernardi, the Illinois 
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Supreme Court considered whether a home rule municipality must conform to the requirements 
of the Illinois Prevailing Wage Act. Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 5. The court opined that 
"[ e ]stablishing minimum requirements to . . . improve working conditions has traditionally been 
a matter of State concern, outside the power of local officials to contradict, and it remains so 
today." Id. at 14. 

It must be emphasized that although the ordinance in question in Bernardi pertained to 
wages, the Supreme Court characterized the local legislation as an attempt to "interven[e] in the 
workplace." Id. at 14. Identifying a long list of statutes as within the scope of State labor 
regulations, the court opined that a departure from them was beyond the authority of a home rule 
unit because the State has a far more vital interest in regulating labor conditions than did local 
entities. Id. at 15-16. The court concluded that allowing home rule units to govern "local labor 
conditions" would destroy the General Assembly's "carefully crafted and balanced economic 
policies." Id. at 16. 

There is no existing Illinois law creating an obligation on employers to provide paid sick 
leave. We note that that two bills, House Bill 4420 and Senate Bill 2789, c~eating the Earned 
Sick Time Act [30 ILCS 805/8.38 (new)] were introduced in late 2014. which if enacted would 
have provided for minimum requirements with regard to a mandatory accrual of sick time. 
However, these bills died at the end of the legislative session and no further action has been 
taken by the legislature. As such, the clearest guidance with regard to this issue rests with our 
Supreme Court. Consistent with the Illinois Supreme Court's decision in Bernardi, there is a 
substantial likelihood that Item 16-4229 would likely be found not to pertain to the County's 
"government and affairs" within the meaning of Article VII,§ 6(a). 

Other states have enacted preemption laws prohibiting cities, counties, and other state 
municipalities from passing mandatory paid sick leave laws. At least eleven states - Alabama. 
Arizona. Florida, Georgia, Indiana. Kansas. Louisiana. Mississippi, North Carolina. Tennessee, 
and Wisconsin have responded in this manner. For example, the Wisconsin state legislature, 
citing a need for statewide uniformity, passed a statute (W.S.A. § 103.10 (lm) (a)) nullifying a 
Milwaukee ordinance and prohibiting future local ordinances that required businesses to provide 
paid sick leave to employees. Notwithstanding the foregoing, it bears mentioning that 
constitutions and labor laws vary from state to state. Accordingly, the outcome of litigation in 
out-of-state jurisdictions in which local paid sick leave legislation is being challenged is not 
predictive of how Illinois courts would view the legality ofitem 16-4229 were it to be enacted. 

Were Item 16-4229 to be enacted and challenged, the State's Attorney's Office would be 

tasked with defending it in court. There is no way to precisely predict how long such a lawsuit 
would last or what resources would be expended in defending it. It has been our experience, 
however, that cases challenging Cook County's home rule authority have taken two or more 
years to be decided ill the Circuit Court and one or more years to be decided in the Appellate 
Court. 

As to your remaining questions. we are not at liberty to say whether any other person has 
requested advice from us regarding Item 16-4229. Finally, we believe that your inquiry as to 
whether the imposition of a mandatory paid sick leave ordinance "fall[s] within the county's 
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domain of public safety or ministerial duties" has been addressed by our above-stated conclusion 
that Item 16-4229 would not likely be found to pertain to the County's "government and affairs" 
within the meaning of Article VII. § 6(a) of the Illinois Constitution. 

We hope that we have been of assistance. Please feel free to call if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely. 

ANITA ALVAREZ 
STATE'S ATTORNEY OF COOK COUNTY 

~~ 
Chief, Civil Actions Bureau 
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OFFICE OF THE STATE'S ATTORNEY 
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 

ANITA ALVAREZ 
STATE·s ATIORNEY 

July 22, 2016 

Honorable Timothy 0. Schneider 
Commissioner - 15lh District 

CIVIL ACTIONS BUREAU 

Cook County Board of Commissioners 
118 North Clark Street. Room 567 
Chicago, Illinois 60602 

CONFIDENTIAL ATTORNEY CLIENT COMMUNICATION 

Re: llem 16-../2 29: Countywicle Paid Leave Mandate 

Dear Commissioner Schneider: 

500 RICHARD J. DALEY CENTER 
CHICAGO. ILLINOIS 60602 
AREA 312-603-54-10 

We received your request for advice with respect to whether a proposed ordinance (Item 
16-4229) that purpo11s to institute a countywide paid sick leave mandate would have to be 
obeyed by home rule municipalities in Cook County or would only affect the unincorporated 
areas. Our advice is limited to the sole issue presented. The issue presented, our conclusion and 
a discussion of the reasons supporting our conclusions follow. 

ISSUE PRESENTED: 

Would an ordinance that requires employers in Cook County to give their employees paid 
sick leave be applicable countywide or only within the unincorporated areas of Cook County? 

CONCLUSION: 

Such ordinance would be applicable countywide except to the extent that it conflicted 
with the ordinance of a mWlicipality, home rule or otherwise, in which case the municipal 
ordinance would prevail within the municipality's jurisdiction. 

DISCUSSION 

Article VII, § 6(c) of the Illinois Constitution provides that "[i]f a home rule county 
ordinance conflicts with an ordinance of a municipality, the municipal ordinance shall prevail 
within its jurisdiction." It is critical to note thal a municipality whose ordinance conjlicrs with 
Cook County's ordinance does not have to be a home rule unit of local government for its 
ordinance to prevail under Section 6(c). 
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, 

The Rep011 of the Committee on Local Government of the 1970 Illinois constitutional 
convention recognized the problem of legislating in the same field by both a municipality and a 
home-rule county not as a question or preemption of authority but as a matter of resolving 
conflicts in ordinances. (7 Proceedings 1591, 1646-1650.) In defining the problem to be resolved 
by section 6(c) the committee proposal states: ·' * * * there may be differences or actual conflicts 
and inconsistencies bet\:veen municipal legislation and county legislation. Some provision must 
be made to resolve these potential disagreements and conflicts." (p. 1647). 

The Illinois Attorney General has opined that "to the extent that a home-rule county 
ordinance and a municipal ordinance actually conflict, the municipal ordinance will be given 
effect within the municipality's corporate boundaries." See 1996 Ill. AG LEXIS 36 (Ill. AG 
1996) (emphasis supplied). The Anomey General relied on Evanston v. County of Cook, 53 Ill. 
2d 312. 317 ( 1972) wherein the Court noted that in zoning, regulatory and licensing ordinances, 
''there are clear opportunities for contradictions and conflicts between the ordinances of the 
municipalities and ordinances of the county." As such. it appears that, as a general rule, a county 
may not regulate within a home-rule municipality if that municipality bas conflicting ordinances 
of its own. 

Case law has not defined the word "conflict" for purposes of Section 6(c). Accordingly, 
what would be considered a "conflict" for purposes of Section 6( c) would have to be decided on 
a case-by-case basis. Thus, in the instant case, if a municipality (home rule or otherwise) were to 
enact a ·'conflicting" ordinance relating to paid sick leave, that ordinance would be controlling 
within the geographic boundaries of the municipality. 

We hope that we have been of assistance. Please feel free to call if you have any 
questions. 

Sincerely, 

ANITA ALVAREZ 
STATE'S ATTORNEY OF COOK COUNTY 

~~ 
Chief, Civil Actions Bureau 
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MUNICIPALITIES 'OPT OUT' LIST UPDATED: 6-22-17

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43

A
Alsip

Arlington Heights
Barrington

Bartlett
Bedford Park* (PSL)

Bellwood
Berkeley

Bridgeview
Buffalo Grove

Burbank
Burr Ridge

Chicago Heights
Chicago Ridge
Cicero* (MW)

Crestwood
Des Plaines

East Hazel Crest
Elgin

Elk Grove Village
Elmwood Park
Evergreen Park

Forest Park
Glenview

Hanover Park
Harwood Heights

Hickory Hills
Hillside

Hinsdale
Hodgkins

Hoffman Estates
Homewood

Indian Head Park
Justice

La Grange Park
Lansing

Lincolnwood
Lynwood

Lyons
Maywood

Melrose Park
Midlothian

Morton Grove
Mount Prospect



MUNICIPALITIES 'OPT OUT' LIST UPDATED: 6-22-17

44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60
61
62
63
64
65
66
67
68
69
70
71
72
73
74
75
76
77

A
Niles

Norridge
North Riverside

Northbrook
Northlake
Oak Forest
Oak Lawn

Orland Hills
Orland Park

Palatine
Palos Heights

Palos Hills
Palos Park
Park Ridge

Prospect Heights
River Forest
River Grove

Riverside
Rolling Meadows

Rosemont
Schaumburg
Schiller Park

South Barrington
South Chicago Heights

South Holland
Steger

Streamwood
Summit

Thornton
Tinley Park

Western Springs* (CY17)
Wheeling

Willow Springs
Worth



PALATINE

SCHAUMBURG

GLENVIEW

SKOKIEDES 
PLAINES

NORTHBROOKWHEELING

EVANSTON

WILMETTE

HOFFMAN 
ESTATES

ARLINGTON 
HEIGHTS

ELK GROVE VILLAGE

PARK 
RIDGE

MOUNT 
PROSPECT

GLENCOE

WINNETKA

MORTON 
GROVE

BUFFALO 
GROVE

Cook County Minimum Wage and 
Paid Sick Leave Opt Out Status.

Date: 6/23/2017

Non-Home Rule
Opted Out
Unincorporated Cook County 5 0 52.5 Miles
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COOK COUNTY MINIMUM WAGE AND SICK LEAVE 

ORDINANCES 
 

 
 

DATE: June 19, 2017 
 
TO: Village President and Board of Trustees  

Village Manager 

From:   Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 

SUBJECT: Village’s Options Regarding Cook County’s Minimum Wage and Sick Leave 
Ordinances  

 
 
Background on the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance and Cook County Sick Leave 
Ordinance (“County Ordinances”) 

On June 13, 2017, the Village Board introduced Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying home rule conflicts 
with certain County Ordinances regarding paid sick leave and minimum hourly wage (“Opt Out 
Ordinance”).   

Since that time, the Corporation Counsel has been directed to provide: 

1. A brief overview of both County Ordinances; 
2. An opinion regarding the legal authority of Cook County to enact the County Ordinances; 
3. An opinion regarding Wilmette’s legal authority to enact its own ordinances regulating the 

minimum wage and imposing mandatory sick leave for employees in Wilmette; 
4. An opinion regarding Wilmette’s legal authority to “opt out” of the County Ordinances and other 

options; 

Overview of County Ordinances  

Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance (“Minimum Wage Ordinance”) 

On October 26, 2016, the Cook County Board of Commissioners (“County Board”) passed the Minimum 
Wage Ordinance which requires “Employers” to pay “Covered Employees” (as defined in the Minimum 
Wage Ordinance and discussed more thoroughly below) a minimum wage higher than that otherwise 
required by Illinois law.   Federal law sets the minimum wage in 2017 at $7.25/hour.  Illinois has a higher 
minimum wage set at $8.25/hour pursuant to the Illinois Minimum Wage Act.   

A “Covered Employee” is one that performs any work whatsoever anywhere in Cook County (including 
deliveries and compensated travel time).  An “Employer” is (1) a business that employs one or more 
employees that has any business facility in Cook County or (2) any business that receives a license 
under Chapter 54 (erroneously labeled as “Title 4” in the Minimum Wage Ordinance).  

Law Department 

mailto:steinj@wilmette.com
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The Minimum Wage Ordinance sets a minimum wage of $10 per hour, effective July 1, 2017.  The 
minimum wage goes up $1 per hour each July 1st through 2020, so that by July 1, 2020 it will be $13 
per hour. After 2020, the minimum wage in Cook County will be increased by the Consumer Price Index 
(not to exceed an increase of 2.5% in a given year).  If at any time after 2020, the unemployment rate 
in Cook County as determined by the Illinois Department of Employment Security was equal to or 
greater than 8.5%, the minimum wage would not increase and remain the same rate as the previous 
year.  There is no year in which the minimum wage increase would sunset without additional action 
being taken by the County Board.   

The Minimum Wage Ordinance does provide for certain exceptions.  In a roundabout way, the Minimum 
Wage Ordinance under the “Exclusions” section (and not as an exception to “Covered Employees”), 
exempts time worked by entry level employees for the first ninety (90) days, employees under the age 
of 18, and employees licensed as “learners” or otherwise known as apprentices.  Therefore, these 
categories of employees are not subject to the minimum wage set forth by the Minimum Wage 
Ordinance and their minimum rate of pay will be as determined by the Illinois Minimum Wage Act. In 
addition, the “Exclusions” section also provides for exceptions to the types of Employers that are subject 
to the Minimum Wage Ordinance.  All other governments (including the Village) are not subject to the 
Minimum Wage Ordinance.  Section 42-11 of the Minimum Wage Ordinance. 

The Minimum Wage Ordinance does not provide for a statute of limitations for a “Covered Employee” 
to bring a private cause of action in the Circuit Court.  It does provide for a damages cap of up to “three 
times the amount of any such underpayment together with costs and such reasonable attorney’s fees 
as the court allows.”  Section 42-19 of the Minimum Wage Ordinance.   Should the Commission (defined 
below) enforce any violation, a fine between $500 and $1000 for each offense may be imposed.  The 
Minimum Wage Rules (defined below) also provide for additional forms of relief to aggrieved Covered 
Employees.  The Commission may order back wages to be paid, disqualify a business from receiving 
a Cook County contract for up to five years and other injunctive relief to ensure future compliance with 
the Minimum Wage Ordinance.  Furthermore, the Minimum Wage Rules do provide for a three year 
statute of limitations in regards to the Commission to investigate, prosecute and adjudicate any claim 
made under the Minimum Wage Ordinance.  This statute of limitations does not apply to private causes 
of action.   

The Minimum Wage Ordinance will become effective July 1, 2017.   

Interpretive and Procedural Rules Governing the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance approved 
May 25, 2017 (“Minimum Wage Rules”) 

The Cook County Commission on Human Rights (“Commission”) has the authority to promulgate and 
enforce certain rules relating to the County Ordinances.  The Commission has done so by drafting and 
adopting the Minimum Wage Rules.   

The purpose of such rules is to provide guidance for the “proper administration and enforcement of” the 
provisions of the Minimum Wage Ordinance.  The Minimum Wage Rules bind the administrative 
departments, including the administrative enforcement wing of the County.  The Minimum Wage Rules, 
may provide guidance and a possible interpretation to Courts, but they are not binding and need not be 
considered if a Court were to hear a private cause of action for a violation as authorized in the Minimum 
Wage Ordinance.   

In addition, the Minimum Wage Rules attempt to clarify; and in some cases correct certain defects with 
the Minimum Wage Ordinance. Two examples of the Minimum Wage Rules attempt to change or clarify 
the Minimum Wage Ordinance are as follows: 
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A clarification is made in the Minimum Wage Rules which appears to redefine and reorganize the 
otherwise oddly placed exceptions to the types of employees that must receive the minimum wage.   
The “Exclusions” (discussed above) in the Minimum Wage Ordinance, have been reclassified in the 
Minimum Wage Rules as a “Covered Employee” exclusion and not as an hours worked exclusion.  While 
the exclusion remains the same, it is not common to see a differing categorization of an otherwise clear 
provision between the initiating ordinance and its administrative rules.  

A defect that is corrected in the Minimum Wage Rules relates to the definition of “Employer” which 
states in the second and relevant part:  “(2) be subject to one or more of the license requirements in 
Title 4 of this Code” (emphasis added). There is no delineation in the Cook County Code with the 
moniker “Title” much less one that is identified as “Title 4”.  This is clearly a typo.  It became obvious 
that this specific provision was copied from the Chicago’s Minimum Wage Ordinance which contains 
the exact same language, including a correct cross reference to Chicago’s Title 4.   

The Chicago Minimum Wage Ordinance was passed after the City of Chicago published “A Fair Deal 
for Chicago’s Working Families: A Proposal to Increase the Minimum Wage,” a 24 page report 
discussing Chicago’s proposal to increase the minimum wage within the City limits.   This report states 
that “a diverse group of community, labor and business leaders” were tasked with evaluating options 
for developing a balanced proposal to raise the minimum wage for Chicago’s workers.  There was a 
public engagement component to the study.  It provided for the rationale of the proposed (now enacted) 
minimum wage increase as well as the rationale for the exemptions of youth and training wages.  It 
discusses the impact upon businesses and their anticipated responses. The report ends with a 
Summary of Academic Research, where cites nearly 40 academic articles as being relevant to the issue 
of minimum wage.   
 
No such report from Cook County has been discovered or disclosed at the time this memorandum was 
drafted.  A Cook County staff member has verified that no such report for the County Ordinances was 
ever created and therefore, it is likely that no study was conducted regarding the impact the Minimum 
Wage Ordinance would have upon suburban businesses, employees, and communities.  As stated 
above, the Minimum Wage Ordinance is almost word-for-word the same as Chicago’s Minimum Wage 
Ordinance, even with incorrect cross references included.  The Minimum Wage Ordinance was 
introduced on October 5, 2016 and passed three weeks later on October 26, 2016. 
 
Cook County Sick Leave Ordinance (“Sick Leave Ordinance”) 

On October 5, 2016, the County Board passed the Sick Leave Ordinance which provides for mandatory 
paid sick leave benefits to be provided by employers to employees.  A Covered Employee is any 
employee that performs work for at least two hours for an Employer in a two-week period and is 
physically present in Cook County.  Once that threshold is met, Employers are obligated to provide 1 
hour of paid sick leave for each 40 hours of work to any employee who works at least 80 hours within 
a 120-day period, up to a maximum of 40 hours per year.  An employee can roll over up to one-half of 
the prior year’s earned sick leave up to a maximum of 20 hours. All units of local government, which 
includes the Village, are excluded from the “Employer” definition.         

The Sick Leave Ordinance provides for a three year statute of limitation for a “Covered Employee” to 
bring a private cause of action in the Circuit Court.  It also provides for a damages cap of up to “three 
times the full amount of any unpaid sick leave denied or lost by reason of the violation, and the interest 
on that amount calculated at the prevailing rate, together with costs and such reasonable attorney’s 
fees as the court allows.”  Section 42-8(b) of the Sick Leave Ordinance.   The Sick Leave Rules (defined 
below) provide for penalty for violations that can be imposed by the Commission, which are a fine 
between $500 and $1000 for each offense, order lost wages to be paid, and other injunctive relief as 
deemed necessary to ensure future compliance with the Sick Leave Ordinance.     
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The Sick Leave Ordinance will become effective July 1, 2017.   

Interpretive and Procedural Rules Governing the Cook County Earned Sick Leave Ordinance approved 
May 25, 2017 (“Sick Leave Rules”) 

The Commission also adopted a set of rules for the Sick Leave Ordinance.  The Sick Leave Rules do 
not attempt to clarify any terms or “fix” any discrepancies found in the Sick Leave Ordinance.  The Sick 
Leave Rules do, as discussed above, set the penalties that the Commission may impose upon violators. 

There were no studies or reports created by the County in relation to the Sick Leave Ordinance that 
have been discovered by the Village’s staff.  A Cook County staff member verified that no such study 
or reports were ever created.  The Sick Leave Ordinance was introduced on June 29, 2016, sent to the 
Labor Committee on July 13, 2017.  It was then sent to the Finance Committee on October 5, 2017 and 
then passed that same day by the County Board.  There were no discovered reports generated by the 
Labor or Finance Committees.  The Sick Leave Ordinance, does in its recitals, provide for certain 
statistics and findings; however, there is no discussion how the Sick Leave Ordinance may or may not 
impact suburban business, employees and communities.       

Cook County’s Home Rule Authority to Enact the County Ordinances  

State’s Attorney Opinion 

The authority of Cook County to adopt the County Ordinances has been called into question by Cook 
County’s own attorney, the Cook County State’s Attorney.  In response to the request of Cook County 
Commissioners, three separate legal opinions were prepared by the Chief of the Civil Actions’ Bureau 
of the State’s Attorney.  Two opinions discuss the lawful authority of the County Ordinances (one opinion 
for each ordinance). On both occasions the State’s Attorney opined that the County, “lacks the home 
rule authority” to enact both a minimum wage and a mandatory sick leave policy. (emphasis added). 

The State’s Attorney relied significantly upon People ex rel. Bernardi v. Highland Park, 121 Ill. 2d 1, 520 
N.E.2d 316 (1988), to come to its conclusion that the County’s authority to enact either a minimum wage 
or mandatory sick leave is non-existent.  Accordingly, a discussion of that case is necessary.   

People ex rel. Bernardi v. Highland Park 

In Bernardi, the issue of the City of Highland Park’s Home Rule authority to fund public work’s projects 
without complying with the Illinois Prevailing Wage Act was addressed by the Illinois Supreme Court.  
This case remains the state of the law today.   

The Supreme Court provided guidance on the limitations of home rule units and how it determined 
whether or not such units have the power to enact certain laws and regulations, when the State 
government has preempted a field.  The Court wrote: 

The limited grant of power to home rule units in section 6(a) legitimizes only those assertions of 
authority that address problems faced by the regulating home rule unit, not those faced by the 
State or Federal governments. Whether a particular problem is of statewide rather than local 
dimension must be decided not on the basis of a specific formula or listing set forth in the 
Constitution but with regard for the nature and extent of the problem, the units of government 
which have the most vital interest in its solution, and the role traditionally played by local and 
statewide authorities in dealing with it. Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 12-13, 520 N.E.2d at 321. 
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The Court provided for a three prong test that lower courts will use to examine if a home rule unit has 
the power and authority to enter and regulate a certain field.  A court will examine (but not all three 
prongs must be met): 

1. the extent to which the conduct in question affects matters outside of the corporate boundaries 
of the home rule unit,  

2. the traditional role of municipal (in this case county) versus State regulation in this field, and  
3. which level of government has the more vital interest in regulating the field. 

Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 13, 520 N.E.2d at 321. 

While Bernardi does not specifically address the issue of a home rule unit of government’s authority to 
enact a minimum wage or mandatory sick leave for employees; it does provide guidance that matters 
dealing with “working conditions,” which are of a statewide concern and not subject to local legislation.  
The Supreme Court evaluated prevailing wage laws and determined that “to otherwise improve working 
conditions has traditionally been a matter of State concern, outside the power of local officials to 
contradict…”  Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 14, 520 N.E.2d at 322.  But the Supreme Court did not stop there, 
it then gave a laundry list of other Illinois statutes that designate workplace regulations as examples of 
why the regulations regarding the worker’s rights and the like are matters of statewide concern.  Most 
notably, in regards to the Minimum Wage Ordinance, the Supreme Court specifically names the Illinois 
Minimum Wage law as an example of how workplace regulations have been preempted by the State. 
Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 15, 520 N.E.2d at 322.  The Supreme Court was essentially stating (as an 
example, but not a citable ruling), that minimum wages are a matter already of statewide concern.  The 
Supreme Court did not just list the Illinois Minimum Wage Act as the only example; it listed the following 
Illinois statutes which were enacted presumably to promote the safety and wellbeing of workers in 
Illinois, much like the County Ordinances: 

1. Eight Hour Work Day Act  
2. Equal Wage Act 
3. One Day Rest in Seven Act 
4. Child Labor Law 
5. Illinois Wage Assignment Act 
6. Medical Examination of Employees Act 
7. Wages of Women and Minors Act 
8. Unemployment Insurance Act 

The statutes listed, albeit numbered differently and have been presumably amended since 1985, are 
still in effect today.   

Highland Park’s argument that it could regulate prevailing wage rates within Highland Park were 
disregarded by the Supreme Court in the following text (which again used the Illinois Minimum Wage 
Act as an example that workplace regulations are not subject to home rule legislation): 

Adopting the defendants' definition of home rule authority in this case would put at risk all of the 
State's labor laws and invite increasingly localized definition of workers' rights. Consistent with 
the defendants' arguments, home rule units could condone 12-hour work days, suspend 
minimum-wage requirements and repeal child-labor laws within their jurisdictions. In those 
cases, as in many others, superseding local regulation would be justified as affecting only local 
industries and workers. Bernardi, 121 Ill. 2d at 15, 520 N.E.2d at 322-323.  (emphasis added) 

The Supreme Court continued: 
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Were home rule authorities allowed to govern their local labor conditions, the Illinois 
Constitution’s vision of home rule units exercising their powers to solve local problems would be 
corrupted and that power used to create a confederation of modern feudal estates which, to 
placate local economic and political expediencies, would in time destroy the General Assembly's 
carefully crafted and balanced economic policies. It is precisely for this reason, to avoid a chaotic 
and ultimately ineffective labor policy, that the State has a far more vital interest in regulating 
labor conditions than do local communities. The disintegration of uniform labor rights and 
standards under State law would certainly follow the breakup of State monopoly in this field, and 
it is doubtful whether local units of government could agree upon statewide labor policies that 
would bring to Illinois the benefits of a well-compensated and skilled labor force. Bernardi, 121 
Ill. 2d at 15, 520 N.E.2d at 323.   

The Court concluded that Highland Park’s attempt to abrogate the prevailing wage law was an act ultra 
vires, and outside of the grant of home rule powers under the Illinois Constitution.   

Employee Sick Leave Act, 820 ILCS 191/1 et. seq. 

On January 1, 2017 (after the issuance of the State’s Attorney’s Opinions), the State enacted the 
Employee Sick Leave Act.  This new law requires employers to allow employees to use a portion of 
their otherwise earned sick leave for not only their own illnesses but also to care for certain 
relatives.  820 ILCS 191/10.  

This new law is important as it regulates the use of personal sick leave benefits for all employees in 
Illinois.  If the State government wanted to provide for mandatory sick leave for all employees in Illinois, 
it could very easily have done so in the Employee Sick Leave Act, but did not.  

It is likely had this Act been in effect at the time Bernardi was written, it would be listed as yet another 
example of statewide preemption in the area of workplace regulations.  Accordingly, a court could look 
at this law as the State’s preemption into the specific field of sick leave for employees; and could rule 
that the Mandatory Sick Leave Ordinance is invalid because Cook County cannot regulate this field. 

Wilmette Corporation Counsel Opinion – Validity of the County Ordinances 

It is important to note that the County Ordinances carry with them a presumption of validity; and only a 
court or the County Board can deem them invalid.  As such, on July 1, 2017, the County Ordinances 
will be in full effect and able to be enforced by the Commission and a court.   

However, should someone challenge the validity of these ordinances, it is the Corporation Counsel’s 
opinion that the State’s Attorney correctly opined that the County exceeded its authority by enacting the 
County Ordinances.  The reasoning already provided by the Illinois Supreme Court regarding the need 
of uniform workplace regulations lends itself to the conclusion that the County Ordinances can be 
deemed ultra vires, just like Highland Park’s ordinance abrogating the Illinois Prevailing Wage Act.  
While the questions of whether a home rule unit of government can enact its own minimum wage or 
mandatory sick leave time was not the question that was ruled upon, it was certainly discussed in dicta 
and as part of the ruling, a circuit court will closely examine that language.   

For the reasons provided for in the State’s Attorney Opinions, in Bernardi, and stated in this 
memorandum, it is the Corporation Counsel’s Opinion that while the County Ordinances do not per se 
violate any rule of law and are valid; if challenged in court, it is highly probable that a court will determine 
that Cook County acted beyond its home rule powers and the County Ordinances will be deemed null 
and void.   

Wilmette’s lack of authority to enact its own minimum wage or sick leave ordinances 



Page 7 of 8  COROPRATION COUNSEL MEMORANDUM (COUNTY ORDINANCES) 

 
 

It is the Corporation Counsel’s opinion that the field of workplace regulations, specifically minimum wage 
and mandatory sick leave have been preempted by the State and are not within the home rule powers 
of the Village.  In gathering this opinion, the Corporation Counsel found no relevant distinguishing 
characteristics that would allow Wilmette to enact minimum wage or mandatory sick leave regulations 
without facing the same level of scrutiny Highland Park faced in the Bernardi case.  Should Wilmette 
attempt to enact its own ordinances establishing a minimum wage or mandatory sick leave time, it could 
face the same problems the County Ordinances may face.  Therefore, the opinion of the Corporation 
Counsel is that the Village not consider enacting its own such ordinances as in doing so would be an 
improper extension of the Village’s home rule powers.  Doing so, despite the current validity and status 
of the Cook County Ordinance, would subject Wilmette to potential litigation and liability.       

Home Rule Power to “Opt Out” and the Power to Encourage State Action 

Wilmette may choose which set of standards will apply within its corporate boundaries 

The question now becomes is “what can Wilmette, as a home rule municipality, do in regards to the 
County Ordinances”?  The short answer is Wilmette can choose between allowing the Cook County 
standards to apply in Wilmette or pass the “Opt Out Ordinance” to keep the standards of the State intact 
within the Village.   

If Wilmette does nothing, the unchecked County standards will be enforceable as long as the ordinance 
is not successfully challenged or changed.  However, Wilmette may pass the already introduced “Opt 
Out Ordinance” which would create a conflict with the County Ordinances, thereby ensuring the State 
standards currently in place, remain so, after July 1, 2017.   

Pursuant to the Illinois Constitution, a Home Rule County ordinance will apply within the territory of a 
municipality, unless the “county ordinance conflicts with an ordinance of a municipality” then “the 
municipal ordinance shall prevail within its jurisdiction.” Illinois Const., Art. VII, § 6.   

An ordinance providing for a conflict with the Cook County Ordinances, would allow for the State 
regulations to remain in place.  This option is expressly provided for in the Illinois Constitution and is 
the opinion shared by the State’s Attorney Office in its opinion number 16-4229 and dated July 22, 
2016.1   

Based upon the State’s Attorney’s opinion, the discussion of opting out by Suburban Cook County 
municipalities began before the County Ordinances were adopted.  After opinion number 16-4229 was 
disclosed to suburban communities, discussions at various suburban boards and counsels began to 
take place.  Those municipalities have the same options as Wilmette, accept the County regulations or 
opt out of those regulations and keep the State standards intact within their boundaries. As discussed 
in Village Manager Frenzer’s memorandum, dated June 2, 2017, 41 municipalities had opted out as of 
May 26, 2017.  Since that time, 8 more municipalities, including Morton Grove and Glenview, opted out; 
leaving the total number of already opted out municipalities at 49.  In addition, this matter is on the 
agenda for at least two more Suburban municipalities before July 1, 2017.   

Accordingly, Wilmette is now discussing what at least 50 other Suburban Cook County municipalities 
have or will discuss.  The Opt Out Ordinance is drafted and titled in such a way to expressly address 
the issue that a “conflict” is being created. This is consistent with the other municipal “opt out” 
ordinances already adopted in those other communities. The term “conflict” as used in the Illinois 
Constitution is an undefined term.  There is also no statutory interpretation or jurisprudence addressing 
that term.  Therefore, by labeling the ordinance as “an ordinance identifying Home Rule conflicts” with 

                                                 
1 All three Cook County State’s Attorneys’ Opinions have been provided to you as part of the Agenda packet and in Village 
Manager Frenzer’s memorandum to you on June 2, 2017.     
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the County Ordinances, there will be little room to have the Opt Out Ordinance interpreted as Wilmette’s 
own regulation or an ordinance that does not create a conflict. 

The Opt Out Ordinance would have the effect of keeping the minimum wage and sick leave provisions 
as the status quo – the State standards.  The Opt Out Ordinance need not be permanent and can be 
amended by a future action of the Village Board. Should the Village Board determine that additional 
information be needed to determine the benefits or disadvantages of the County Ordinances, it can 
temporarily halt the effective date of the County Ordinances to a time after such information regarding 
the County Ordinance’s effect upon the entire County as a whole has been gathered and analyzed by 
the County.     

Next Steps 
 
As the Opt Out Ordinance was introduced at the last Village Board Meeting, the ordinance will be up 
for debate at the June 27, 2017 regular meeting.  Action upon the introduced ordinance is in order.   
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SECTION 1.  DEFINED TERMS 

Rule 1.01 Definitions 

All defined terms used in these Rules have the same meaning as the defined terms set out in 
Section 42-12 of the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance.  In addition, the following terms 
shall have the following meanings when used in these Rules.  

“Business Facility” means a place where Covered Employees may work for a Covered 
Employer, including a residence or dwelling unit.  A facility must be owned, leased, rented, 
operated, managed or in some manner controlled by a Covered Employer to meet this definition.  

“Commission” means the Cook County Commission on Human Rights. 

“Commissioners” means the members of that body of eleven Commissioners appointed by the 
President of the Cook County Board and approved by the County Board pursuant to the Cook 
County Human Rights Ordinance. 

“Commission Staff” means those individuals who shall perform investigative, clerical, 
administrative or other duties as described and delegated by the Commissioners on behalf of the 
Commission through the Executive Director. 

“Cook County Minimum Wage” means the minimum wage required by the Ordinance. 

“Covered Employee” is defined and explained below in Rule 3.03. 

“Covered Employer” is defined and explained below in Rule 3.01. 

“CPI” means the Seasonally Adjusted Consumer Price Index for All Urban Consumers, 
inclusive of all items and averaged across all U.S. cities as published monthly by the U.S. 
Department of Labor Bureau of Labor Statistics and as it is determined by the Commission 
pursuant to Rule 2.04.  The data that the Commission will use to calculate this figure is currently 
available online at: https://data.bls.gov/cgi-bin/srgate under the data series ID: CUSR0000SA0, 
but may change from time to time. 

“Director” means the Executive Director of the Cook County Commission on Human Rights. 

“Domestic Worker” means a person whose primary employment duties include housekeeping; 
house cleaning; home management; nanny services, including childcare and child monitoring; 
caregiving, personal care or home health services for elderly persons or persons with illnesses, 
injuries, or disabilities who require assistance in caring for themselves; laundering; cooking; 
companion services; chauffeuring; and other household services to members of households or 
their guests in or about a private home or residence, or any other location where the domestic 
work is performed. 

“Federal Minimum Wage” means the minimum wage required under the federal Fair Labor 
Standards Act to be paid to an employee who does not usually and traditionally receive gratuities 
as part of his or her compensation. 
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“Federal Minimum Wage for Tipped Employees” means the minimum wage required under 
the federal Fair Labor Standards Act to be paid to an employee whose compensation usually and 
traditionally includes gratuities.     

“Fair Labor Standards Act” means the United States Fair Labor Standards Act of 1938, 29 
USC § 201 et seq., in force on the effective date of the Ordinance and as thereafter amended. 

“Government Employer” means any government entity other than Cook County that employs a 
Covered Employee, including any unit of local government, the Illinois State government, and 
the government of the United States, as well as any other federal, state or local governmental 
agency or department.  The Commission will define “units of local government” as that term is 
used in Article VII, Section 1 of the Illinois Constitution to include counties, municipalities, 
townships, special districts and units designated as units of local government by law that exercise 
limited governmental powers or powers in respect to limited governmental subjects.  However, 
the Commission also includes school districts within its definition of Government Employers as 
used in these Rules. 

“Illinois Minimum Wage” means the minimum wage required under the Illinois Minimum 
Wage Law to be paid to an employee who does not usually and traditionally receive gratuities as 
part of his or her compensation. 

“Illinois Minimum Wage for Tipped Employees” means the minimum wage required under 
the Illinois Minimum Wage Law to be paid to an employee whose compensation usually and 
traditionally includes gratuities.   

“Illinois Minimum Wage Law” means the Illinois Minimum Wage Law, 820 ILCS 105/1 et 

seq., in force on the effective date of the Ordinance and as thereafter amended. 

“Ordinance” means the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance, enacted by the Cook County 
Board of Commissioners on October 26, 2016, as amended from time to time.  The Ordinance is 
compiled in the County Code at Sections 42-11 through 42-23. 

“Ordinance Rate for Non-Tipped Employees” means the hourly wage set out in Section 42-13 
of the Ordinance, as amended from time to time, and as published by the Commission annually. 

“Ordinance Rate for Tipped Employees” means the hourly wage set out in Section 42-14 of 
the Ordinance, as amended from time to time, and as published by the Commission annually.  

“Overtime-Exempt Employees” means Covered Employees who are exempt from overtime 
pay benefits under the Fair Labor Standards Act and/or the Illinois Minimum Wage Law.  

“Person” means any individual, partnership, association, corporation, limited liability company, 
business, or trust. 

“Tipped Employee” means any Covered Employee engaged in an occupation in which 
gratuities have customarily and usually constituted part of the remuneration.  
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“Unemployment Rate” means the average of the not seasonally adjusted unemployment rate as 
published by the Illinois Department of Employment Security through the Local Area 
Unemployment Statistics program for the 12 months between March of the year in which the 
Commission is determining a change in the CPI pursuant to Rule 2.04 and March of the previous 
year.  The data that the Commission will use to calculate this figure is currently available online 
at:  http://www.ides.illinois.gov/lmi/Pages/Local_Area_Unemployment_Statistics.aspx, but may 
change from time to time. 
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SECTION 2.  MINIMUM WAGE 

Rule 2.01 Applicability to Work Performed in Cook County 

The Cook County Minimum Wage applies to the payment of wages by a Covered Employer to a 
Covered Employee for work that is performed while the Covered Employee is physically present 
within the geographic boundaries of Cook County; provided that the Cook County Minimum 
Wage does not apply to work performed by a Covered Employee while he or she is physically 
present within the geographic boundaries of a municipality that has lawfully preempted the 
Ordinance. 

The Cook County Minimum Wage does not apply to the payment of wages by a Covered 
Employer to an employee for work that is performed while physically present within the 
geographic boundaries of Cook County until the employee has satisfied the two-hour minimum 
criterion for coverage described in Rule 3.01. 

Rule 2.02 Non-Tipped Employees 

Except as provided for Tipped Employees in Rule 2.03, Covered Employers must pay Covered 
Employees the greater of: (1) the Illinois Minimum Wage; (2) the Federal Minimum Wage; or 
(3) the Ordinance Rate for Non-Tipped Employees.  

As of the date of these Rules, the Illinois Minimum Wage is $8.25 per hour (and has been since 
2010), and the Federal Minimum Wage is $7.25 per hour (and has been since 2009).  

The Ordinance Rate for Non-Tipped Employees is: beginning on July 1, 2017, $10.00 per hour; 
beginning on July 1, 2018, $11.00 per hour; beginning on July 1, 2019, $12.00 per hour; and 
beginning on July 1, 2020, $13.00 per hour.  Beginning on July 1, 2021, and on every July 1 
thereafter, the Ordinance Rate for Non-Tipped Employees will be calculated by the Commission 
in the manner described in Rule 2.04 and published by June 1 of each year.  

Rule 2.03  Tipped Employees 

For Tipped Employees, Covered Employers must pay Covered Employees the greater of (1) the 
Illinois Minimum Wage for Tipped Employees; or (2) the Federal Minimum Wage for Tipped 
Employees.  

As of the date of these Rules, the Illinois Minimum Wage for Tipped Employees is $4.95 per 
hour (i.e. 60 percent of the $8.25 Illinois Minimum Wage), and the Federal Minimum Wage for 
Tipped Employees is $2.13 per hour. 

Beginning on July 1, 2018, Covered Employers must pay Tipped Employees the greater of: (1) 
the Illinois Minimum Wage for Tipped Employees; (2) the Federal Minimum Wage for Tipped 
Employees or (3) the Ordinance Rate for Tipped Employees. 

Beginning on July 1, 2018, and on every July 1 thereafter, the Ordinance Rate for Tipped 
Employees will be calculated by the Commission in the manner described in Rule 2.04 and 
published by June 1 of each year. 
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Consistent with the practice of the Illinois Department of Labor, if for hours worked during any 
seven-day period, a Covered Employee’s compensation inclusive of gratuities and the greater of 
(1) the Illinois Minimum Wage for Tipped Employees; (2) the Federal Minimum Wage for 
Tipped Employees or (3) the Ordinance Rate for Tipped Employees is less than the number of 
hours worked by that Covered Employee during the seven-day period times the greater of (1) the 
Illinois Minimum Wage or (2) the Federal Minimum Wage, the Covered Employer must make 
up the difference.  

Rule 2.04  Cost of Living Increases in the Cook County Minimum Wage 

Starting in 2018 for Tipped Employees and in 2021 for all other Covered Employees, on or about 
June 1, the Commission will announce whether there will be any CPI-based increase in the Cook 
County Minimum Wage by posting such notice on its website at:  
https://www.cookcountyil.gov/service/minimum-wage-ordinance.  Any annual adjustments to 
the Cook County Minimum Wage that are based on increases, if any, in the CPI, as described in 
Rules 2.02 and 2.03, shall be done as follows:  

1. Calculation 

On or about May 15 of each year, the Commission shall multiply the percentage change in the 
CPI from April of the prior year to April of the current year, and shall multiply that percentage 
by the greater of: (1) the Illinois Minimum Wage; (2) the Federal Minimum Wage; or (3) the 
Ordinance Rate for Non-Tipped Employees, and also by the greater of: (1) the Illinois Minimum 
Wage for Tipped Employees; (2) the Federal Minimum Wage for Tipped Employees or (3) the 
Ordinance Rate for Tipped Employees.  

The resulting increase, if any, shall be rounded up to the nearest multiple of $0.05 and added to 
the applicable wage.  For example, if the Cook County Minimum Wage between July 1, 2020 
and June 30, 2021, is $13.00 per hour and the CPI increases by 1.8 percent between April 2020 
and April 2021, then the Commission would advise and post by June 1, 2021 that the Cook 
County Minimum Wage will increased by $0.25 (i.e. $13.00 x 0.018 = 0.234, then round up to 
the nearest nickel) effective July 1, 2021.  

If the CPI decreases in the annual time period, the Cook County Minimum Wage will remain the 
same.  For example, if the Cook County Minimum Wage between July 1, 2020 and June 30, 
2021, is $13.00 per hour and the CPI decreases by 0.1 percent between April 2020 and April 
2021, then the Commission would advise by June 1, 2021 that the Cook County Minimum Wage 
will remain $13.00 per hour until at least June 30, 2022.   

2. Limitations  

a. Recessionary Breaker 

There shall be no increase in the Cook County Minimum Wage pursuant to an increase in the 
CPI in any year when the Unemployment Rate in Cook County is equal to or greater than 8.5 
percent.  For example, if the Cook County Minimum Wage between July 1, 2020 and June 30, 
2021, is $13.00 per hour and the CPI increases by 1.8 percent between April 2020 and April 
2021, but the Unemployment Rate in Cook County averaged 8.7 percent between March 2020 
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and March 2021, the Commission would not increase the Cook County Minimum Wage by 
$0.25.  Instead, the Cook County Minimum Wage would remain $13.00 per hour for the year 
between July 1, 2021 and June 30, 2022.    

b. Inflationary Cap 

Any annual increase in the Cook County Minimum Wage shall be capped at 2.5 percent.  For 
example, if the Cook County Minimum Wage between July 1, 2020 and June 30, 2021, is $13.00 
per hour and the CPI increases by 3.1 percent between April 2020 and April 2021, the 
Commission would not increase the Cook County Minimum Wage by $0.45 (i.e. $13.00 x 0.031 
= 0.403, then round up to the nearest nickel) effective July 1, 2021.  Instead, the Cook County 
Minimum Wage would increase by only $0.35 (i.e. $13.00 x 0.025 = 0.325, then round up to the 
nearest nickel) for the year between July 1, 2021 and June 30, 2022.  

Rule 2.05 Overtime Pay 

Covered Employers must pay Covered Employees who work over 40 hours in any particular 
workweek a minimum wage of at least 1.5 times the Cook County Minimum Wage (e.g., when 
the Cook County Minimum Wage is $10.00 per hour, the minimum wage for overtime is $15.00 
per hour); provided that this requirement does not apply to Overtime-Exempt Employees.  

Examples of such Overtime-Exempt employees include, but are not limited to: employees 
employed in a bona fide executive, administrative or professional capacity; employees who 
receive more than half of their compensation in the form of commission; mechanics primarily 
engaged in servicing automobiles, trucks and farm implements; salespersons primarily engaged 
in selling to ultimate purchasers automobiles, trucks, farm implements, trailers, boats, and 
aircraft; and employees of Government Employers, who are permitted to substitute 
compensatory time in lieu of overtime pay. 
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SECTION 3.  EMPLOYERS AND EMPLOYEES 

Rule 3.01  Covered Employer - Definition 

To qualify as an “Employer” within the meaning of the Ordinance and a “Covered Employer” as 
that term is used in these Rules, a Person must satisfy both of the following two requirements: 

1. Minimum Number of Employees 

To be a Covered Employer, a Person must employ for compensation at least: 

a. One (1) Covered Employee as a Domestic Worker, or 

b. Four (4) employees, at least one (1) of whom is a Covered 
Employee.  

2. Cook County Location or Cook County Licensee 

To be a Covered Employer, a Person must also:  

a. Maintain a Business Facility within the geographic 
boundaries of Cook County and/or  

b. Be subject to one or more of the license requirements in 
Chapter 54 of the Cook County Code of Ordinances. 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, no Person will be considered to be a Covered Employer if that 
Person is:   

a. A Government Employer, other than Cook County;  

b. An employer that employs only employees who are 
excluded from coverage by the Ordinance as set forth and 
described in Rule 3.05 below;  

c. A regulated motor carrier subject to subsection 3(d)(7) of 
the Illinois Minimum Wage Law; or  

d. An employer who is preempted by Federal or State Law 
from being covered by the Ordinance.  

Rule 3.02 Covered Employer – Location of Business Facility 

An employer with a single Business Facility within the geographic boundaries of Cook County 
satisfies the location requirement to qualify as a Covered Employer without regard to the 
location of its other Business Facilities, including whether its corporate headquarters, primary 
place of business, or the majority of its business, sales, facilities, or employees are located 
outside of Cook County.  Examples of Business Facilities include, but are not limited to, stores, 
restaurants, offices, factories and storage facilities.   
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Both (i) a residence within Cook County that is used in part for a home business by a person who 
employs at least four (4) employees, at least one (1) of whom is a Covered Employee, and (ii) a 
residence where a person employs at least one (1) Covered Employee as a Domestic Worker 
whose work is performed in or about the residence or any other location constitute a Business 
Facility that satisfies the location requirement to qualify as an Employer covered by the 
Ordinance.  

The Commission will consider any Business Facility within the geographic boundaries of Cook 
County for the purpose of determining whether the employer is a Covered Employer.  

Rule 3.03  Covered Employee - Definition 

A Covered Employee is an employee who: 

1. Is not subject to any of the exclusions set out in Rule 3.05; and  

2. In any particular two-week period, has performed at least two (2) hours of 
work for a Covered Employer (as defined in Rule 3.01) while physically 
present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County (except as 
limited by Rule 3.04). 

Rule 3.04  Covered Employees - Location of Work 

The Commission will consider any compensated work that an individual performs within the 
geographic boundaries of Cook County for the purpose of determining whether the individual 
has worked a sufficient number of hours in Cook County to be a Covered Employee with the 
following exception:  The Commission will not consider work that an individual performs within 
the geographic boundaries of a municipality that has lawfully preempted the Ordinance. 

The Commission will not consider the following to constitute compensated work while 
physically present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County: 

1. Uncompensated commuting or 

2. Traveling through Cook County without stopping for a work purpose.  
Examples of stopping for a work purpose include, but are not limited to, 
making deliveries or sales calls.  Stopping for a work purpose would not 
include making only incidental stops, such as to purchase gas or buy a 
snack. 

The Commission will consider the following to constitute compensated work while physically 
present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County: 

1. Compensated commuting and 

2. Traveling into Cook County for a work purpose, including but not limited 
to deliveries, sales calls, and travel related to other business activity for a 
Covered Employer which is taking place within Cook County.  
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For the purpose of determining whether an individual is a Covered Employee, the Commission 
will consider time that an individual spends performing compensated work for a Covered 
Employer at the individual’s residence or any other location that is physically present in Cook 
County that is not the Covered Employer’s Business Facility if the Covered Employer explicitly 
requires that the individual to work at that location. 

Rule 3.05 Covered Employees – Exclusions  

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Commission will not consider any of the following to be 
Covered Employees: 

1. Employees who are covered by a bona fide Collective Bargaining 
Agreement, under the conditions described in Rule 4.01; 

2. Employees of any Subsidized Temporary Youth Employment Program (as 
defined in Section 41-12 of the Ordinance); 

3. Employees of any Subsidized Transitional Employment Program (as 
defined in Section 41-12 of the Ordinance); 

4. Employees subject to the provision in subsection 4(a)(2) of the Illinois 
Minimum Wage Law which currently allows employers to pay certain 
employees a wage up to 50¢ per hour less than the Illinois Minimum 
Wage during the first ninety (90) consecutive calendar days of 
employment; 

5. Employees subject to the provision in subsection 4(a)(3) of the Illinois 
Minimum Wage Law, which currently allows employers to pay employees 
who are less than 18 years old a wage up to 50¢ per hour less than the 
Illinois Minimum Wage; 

6. Employees who perform compensated work as camp counselors subject to 
subsections 4(d) and 4(e) of the Illinois Minimum Wage Law; 

7. Persons whose earning capacity is impaired by age, physical or mental 
deficiency, or injury, who are subject to Section 5 of the Illinois Minimum 
Wage Law;  

8. Employees licensed as “learners” by the Illinois Commission of Labor, 
which generally refers to employees involved in occupational training 
programs, who are subject to Section 6 of the Illinois Minimum Wage 
Law;  

9. Persons employed in agriculture or aquaculture subject to subsection 
3(d)(2) of the Illinois Minimum Wage Law;  

10. Persons employed as outside salespersons subject to subsection 3(d)(4) of 
the Illinois Minimum Wage Law;  
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11. Persons employed as members of a religious corporation or organization 
subject to subsection 3(d)(5) of the Illinois Minimum Wage Law; and 

12. Students employed at an accredited Illinois college or university at which 
they are students subject to subsection 3(d)(6) of the Illinois Minimum 
Wage Law.  

The exclusions described in this Rule that are defined by reference to the Illinois Minimum 
Wage Law may be affected by changes to that law or, where relevant, to the Fair Labor 
Standards Act.  
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SECTION 4.  GENERAL INFORMATION  

Rule 4.01 Waiver – Collective Bargaining Agreements  

The Commission will not enforce the Ordinance with respect to employment that is governed by 
a bona fide collective bargaining agreement that was entered into prior to July 1, 2017 and that 
remains in force on July 1, 2017.  After July 1, 2017, the Commission will enforce the Ordinance 
with respect to Covered Employees and Covered Employers who are governed by any bona fide 
collective bargaining agreement that is entered into after July 1, 2017, unless that agreement 
provides in clear and unambiguous terms that the Covered Employees have waived their rights 
under the Ordinance. 

The Commission will enforce the Ordinance, except in cases where the waiver of rights complies 
with this Rule, whether a bona fide collective bargaining agreement executed after July 1, 2017 
is the first collective bargaining agreement between the parties or a renewal or extension of a 
previously existing collective bargaining agreement. 

Rule 4.02 Required Employer Records  

1. For All Covered Employees 

Covered Employers are not required to retain any records prior to being named as respondents to 
a claim filed under the Ordinance with the Commission.  The Commission, however, anticipates 
that moderately sophisticated Covered Employers who are complying with the Ordinance will 
have personnel and payroll records from the three (3) most recent years that are sufficient to 
demonstrate:   

a. Each Covered Employee’s name;  

b. Each Covered Employee’s contact information, including 
mailing address, telephone number and/or email address; 

c. Each Covered Employee’s occupation or job title; 

d. Each Covered Employee’s hire date; 

e. The number of hours that each Covered Employee worked 
each workweek or pay period; 

f. The rate of pay for each Covered Employee, including 
regular and overtime pay, if applicable; 

g. The type of payment for each Covered Employee (e.g., 
hourly rate, salary, commission) and whether any overtime 
pay; 

h. The amount and explanation of any additions to and 
deductions from the wages of each Covered Employee; and 
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i. The date of all wage payments to Covered Employees.  

Failure of a moderately sophisticated Covered Employer to be able to produce such records if 
requested by the Commission in response to a complaint alleging a violation of the Ordinance 
may result in an adverse presumption against the Covered Employer by which the Commission 
will presume the accuracy of a Covered Employee’s testimonial evidence with respect to the 
specific issue when it is in conflict with the testimonial evidence of a moderately sophisticated 
Covered Employer who cannot produce the expected records. 

For the purpose of this Rule, the Commission will presume that any Covered Employer who does 
business in any corporate form or any natural person who employs more than four (4) Covered 
Employees is moderately sophisticated. 

2. For Tipped Employees 

In lieu of annual filings pursuant to Section 42-14(b) of the Ordinance, a Covered Employer 
must maintain records of Tipped Employees for a period of not less than three (3) years 
sufficient to show the following information for each Tipped Employee: 

a. An identifying symbol, letter, or number on the payroll 
record indicating such Covered Employee is a person 
whose wage is determined in part by gratuities. 

b. The report received from the Covered Employee setting 
forth gratuities received during each workday.  Such 
reports submitted by the Covered Employee shall be signed 
and include a unique identifier such as his or her social 
security number. 

c. The amount by which the wage of each such Covered 
Employee has been deemed to be increased by gratuities as 
determined by the Covered Employer.  The amount per 
hour which the Covered Employer takes as a gratuity credit 
shall be reported to the Covered Employee in writing each 
time it is changed from the amount per hour taken in the 
preceding pay period. 

d. If the Covered Employee worked for the Covered 
Employer some hours in an occupation in which he or she 
received gratuities and some hours in an occupation in 
which he or she did not receive gratuities, then the Covered 
Employer shall specify the total hours worked and the total 
daily or weekly straight-time payment made by the 
Covered Employer to the Covered Employee in each 
category (with and without gratuities).  
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Rule 4.03 Notice & Posting 

1. Every Covered Employer shall post in a conspicuous place at each 
Business Facility within the geographic boundaries of Cook County a 
notice advising Covered Employees of the current Cook County Minimum 
Wage and of their rights under the Ordinance; provided that (a) a Business 
Facility located within the geographic boundaries of a municipality that 
has lawfully preempted the Ordinance and (b) a residence that serves as 
the worksite for a Domestic Worker are exempt from this requirement.  

2. Every Covered Employer shall provide, with a Covered Employee’s first 
paycheck after the effective date of the Ordinance, and at least once per 
calendar year thereafter, a notice advising such employee of the current 
Cook County Minimum Wage and of Covered Employees’ rights under 
the Ordinance.  

3. Covered Employers can satisfy these notice and posting obligations by 
providing any notice that states the current Cook County Minimum Wage 
and explains employees’ rights under the Ordinance, including where to 
file a complaint for violation of the Ordinance and the prohibition against 
retaliation.  The Director shall prepare sample notices and will make them 
available online at https://www.cookcountyil.gov/service/minimum-wage-
ordinance, but Covered Employers are not required to use such samples as 
long as their notices convey all required information. 

Rule 4.04 Retaliation Prohibited 

A Covered Employer cannot subject a Covered Employee to adverse treatment because the 
Covered Employee exercises or has exercised his or her rights under the Ordinance or is or has 
engaged in conduct that is protected by the Ordinance.  A Covered Employee’s rights under the 
Ordinance include, but are not limited to, payment of the appropriate wage under Rule 2.02 or 
Rule 2.03 for work performed for a Covered Employer in Cook County.   

Conduct protected by the Ordinance includes, but is not limited to, disclosing, reporting, or 
testifying about a violation of the Ordinance to the Covered Employer, the Commission or a 
court of competent jurisdiction.  Adverse treatment is any conduct by, or at the direction of, the 
Covered Employer that is reasonably likely to deter a Covered Employee from exercising his or 
her rights under the Ordinance or in engaging in conduct that is protected by the Ordinance.  
Such conduct includes, but is not limited to, unjustifiable termination, unjustifiable negative 
evaluations, punitive schedule changes, punitive decreases in the desirability of work 
assignments, and other acts of harassment.   
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SECTION 5.  ENFORCEMENT    

Rule 5.01 Application of the Ordinance 

All functions and powers of the Commission and the Director under the Ordinance shall be 
exercised in cooperation with the functions and powers of the U.S. Commission of Labor under 
the Fair Labor Standards Act, the Illinois Commission of Labor under the Illinois Minimum 
Wage Law and the enforcement agency of any municipality within the geographic boundaries of 
Cook County that has enacted a minimum wage ordinance.   

With respect to enforcement of the Ordinance, the Commission will defer to the jurisdiction of 
any municipality that is within the geographic boundaries of Cook County, including but not 
limited to the City of Chicago, that has enacted a minimum wage law applicable to the Covered 
Employee at issue, which (a) provides a minimum wage that is the same as or higher than the 
Cook County Minimum Wage and (b) provides remedies against a Covered Employer that fails 
to pay such a wage. 

In any municipality that is located within Cook County which requires payment of a minimum 
wage that is the same as or higher than the Cook County Minimum Wage, such municipality’s 
minimum wage law shall apply within its geographic boundaries.   

Compliance with the Ordinance does not relieve a Covered Employer from complying with any 
other ordinance or law promulgated by Cook County or any other government that requires 
payment of a higher wage, including but not limited to the Cook County Living Wage 
Ordinance. 

Rule 5.02 Time Limit for Filing Complaints 

A Covered Employee who seeks to file a complaint with the Commission alleging that a Covered 
Employer has failed to pay the wage required by Rule 2.02 or Rule 2.03 must file any such 
complaint within three (3) years of the first underpayment provided that, if there is evidence that 
the Covered Employer concealed the underpayment, then any complaint must be filed with the 
Commission within three (3) years of when the Covered Employee discovered, or reasonably 
should have discovered, the underpayment.  A Covered Employee alleging any other violation of 
the Ordinance must file any such complaint with the Commission within three (3) years of the 
alleged violation.  Where such a violation is continuing, the claim must be brought within three 
(3) years of the last occurrence of the alleged violation. 

Once a Covered Employee has filed a complaint within the time allowed by this Rule, the 
Commission’s investigation of that complaint is not necessarily limited to the same time period, 
though as a matter of practice, the Commission will not focus its investigation on alleged 
violations of the Ordinance that are more than three (3) years old. 

That a claim may be too old to file at the Commission does not affect any right that the Covered 
Employee may have to bring the claim in a court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 
42-23 of the Ordinance.   
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Rule 5.03 Initiating Enforcement at the Commission 

1. Case Initiation 

A Covered Employee who believes that his or her Covered Employer has committed any 
violation of the Ordinance may file a complaint with the Commission.  Such a complaint must be 
in writing and verified by the complaining Covered Employee in addition to being timely 
pursuant to Rule 5.02.   

Further, the complaint must include:  

a. The name of the Covered Employee and his or her contact 
information;  

b. The name of the Covered Employer that has allegedly 
violated the Ordinance and its contact information;  

c. A statement of facts alleged to establish that the 
complaining employee and his or her employer are covered 
by the Ordinance, including, but not limited to, (i) the 
address of the Covered Employer’s Business Facility 
located in Cook County or an allegation that the Covered 
Employer has or should have a Cook County license; (ii) 
the names or a description of three (3) other employees of 
the Covered Employer, unless complainant is a Domestic 
Worker; (iii) the date(s) and place(s) where the complainant 
performed a minimum of two (2) hours of work for a 
Covered Employer while physically present within the 
geographic boundaries of Cook County, and a brief 
description of that work; and  

d. A statement of the facts alleged to constitute the violation 
of the Ordinance, including, but not limited to (i) the 
date(s) and amount(s) of any alleged underpayment for 
work within the geographic boundaries of Cook County; 
(ii) the date(s) and place(s) of any alleged failure to notify; 
and (iii) the date(s), place(s) and witness(es) to any alleged 
retaliation.   

The Commission will provide a form that a Covered Employee can use for this purpose on its 
website.  A complaining Covered Employee can be represented by counsel at this or any stage of 
the Commission process, but is not required to retain an attorney for this purpose.  

2. Review of Complaint 

Once filed with the Commission, (i) if the complaint is not timely, (ii) if the Commission lacks 
jurisdiction over the complaint, or (iii) if the complaint does not state facts that, if true, would 
constitute a violation of the Ordinance, the Commission will not serve the complaint.  The 
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Commission will issue an abeyance letter to the complaining employee and take no further action 
with respect to the employee’s claim.   

The Commission may also decline to serve a complaint from an employee who has previously 
filed multiple complaints with the Commission that subsequently were determined to be non-
meritorious if (i) the Commission previously determined that the employee had filed the non-
meritorious complaint for an improper purpose or (ii) the Commission has some articulable 
evidence that the current complaint is also being filed for an improper purpose.  The Commission 
will explain this determination in an abeyance letter issued to the complaining employee.   

In any instance, the Commission’s decision to decline an employee’s request to initiate a case for 
enforcement of the Ordinance does not in any way prejudice any right that employee may have 
to pursue enforcement of the Ordinance outside of the Commission in a court of competent 
jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-23 of the Ordinance. 

If the complaint is acceptable to the Commission, the Commission will either serve the 
complaint on the Covered Employer named in the complaint or serve, as a substitute, a 
Commission Complaint as described in Rule 5.03(3). 

3. Commission Complaint 

In its discretion, in lieu of serving a complaint as filed, the Commission may serve instead on the 
Covered Employer named in the complaint, a complaint that is written in the Commission’s 
name.  Such a complaint does not have to disclose the name of the complaining Covered 
Employee and may allege violations of the Ordinance that are broader than those involving the 
complaining Covered Employee.   

The Commission will consider the totality of the circumstances, but at least two circumstances 
will favor this approach: (a) multiple Covered Employees of the same Covered Employer have 
filed, or attempted to file, complaints with the Commission alleging substantially similar 
violations of the Ordinance by the Covered Employer or (b) there is a reasonable probability, 
based on the nature of the allegations and any evidence provided by the complaining Covered 
Employee, that the Covered Employer has also violated the Ordinance with respect to other 
Covered Employees who have not yet filed a complaint with the Commission, but could 
conceivably do so. 

Rule 5.04 Commission Investigations of Alleged Ordinance Violations 

1. Response 

Once served with a complaint, whether in the name of a complaining Covered Employee or in 
the name of the Commission, the Covered Employer has thirty (30) days to file with the 
Commission a written and verified answer to the complaint that admits or denies each allegation 
and sets out any additional facts that, if true, would establish that the Covered Employer has 
complied with the Ordinance, the Ordinance does not apply, the Commission lacks jurisdiction 
over the claim, or any other reason in support of dismissal of the complaint.    
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The Covered Employer can request an extension of time to respond to a complaint but must do 
so in writing before the expiration of the time to answer.  Absent extraordinary circumstances, 
the Commission will only grant one extension.  The failure to promptly retain counsel is not an 
extraordinary circumstance. 

Where the Commission deems the Covered Employer’s response to be sufficient to demonstrate 
that the complaint lacks merit, the Commission will dismiss the complaint.  The Commission’s 
decision to dismiss at this stage does not in any way prejudice any right that a Covered 
Employee may have to pursue enforcement of the Ordinance outside of the Commission in a 
court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-23 of the Ordinance. 

Where the Commission deems the Covered Employer’s response to be insufficient to 
demonstrate that the complaint lacks merit, the Commission will proceed with discovery. 

Failure to submit a response within the time allotted will constitute an admission by the Covered 
Employer to the Commission of each allegation in the complaint.  The Commission will render 
an order pursuant to Rule 5.05 on the basis of such admissions, as appropriate. 

2. Discovery 

The Commission will direct all discovery related to its determination of whether a violation of 
the Ordinance has occurred.  The complaining Covered Employee and the Covered Employer 
can suggest discovery to the Commission that would facilitate the determination of whether or 
not a violation of the Ordinance has occurred, but the Commission will make the final 
determination of what information and testimony to obtain with the goal of conducting an 
accurate and expeditious investigation at the lowest reasonable cost to all parties and witnesses. 

In conducting discovery of the parties, the Commission may conduct interviews or submit 
document requests and questionnaires calling for written responses.  In conducting discovery of 
non-parties or as otherwise necessary, the Commission may issue a subpoena pursuant to Rule 
5.03(4). 

To the extent that the Commission is confronted with conflicting testimonial evidence on an 
issue that is material to its determination of whether a violation of the Ordinance has occurred, 
the Commission may order an Evidentiary Conference pursuant to Rule 5.03(3). 

All discovery requested by the Commission must be provided within the time provided to 
respond in the Commission’s request.  The Commission will presume that any evidence it 
requests but that has not been produced or that has not been produced within the time requested 
does not exist, and it will resolve the related question of fact or law on the basis of the absence of 
evidence and/or the presence of other evidence obtained from other sources.  Further, if a party 
fails to produce information requested by the Commission within the time requested, the party 
will be barred from presenting that evidence in any later setting related to enforcement of the 
Ordinance. 

Parties who may be producing confidential, proprietary or personal information to the 
Commission should identify that material as such and may request appropriate protections for 
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that information, including that any documents that are not included or referenced in the 
Commission’s final order be returned to the producing party at the close of the investigation. 

3. Evidentiary Conference 

The Commission may order an Evidentiary Conference to resolve simple factual disputes arising 
from conflicting testimonial evidence by parties and/or witnesses that is potentially 
determinative as to whether there is evidence of a violation of the Ordinance.  The Commission 
may order the parties and/or witnesses to provide in-person, sworn testimony on the disputed fact 
before an administrative law judge, who will make a determination as to the credibility of any 
testifying party or witness with respect to the disputed fact.  An order of an Evidentiary 
Conference will provide the parties with notice of the disputed issue of fact and the identity of 
the testifying parties and/or witnesses.  Additional witnesses may be added by the parties as 
provided in subsection (a).   

a. At an Evidentiary Conference, the testifying parties and/or 
witnesses will be examined by the administrative law 
judge.  The parties to the case, or their attorneys or 
representatives of record, will then have the opportunity to 
examine and cross-examine any party or witness testifying 
at an Evidentiary Conference.  The parties to the case, or 
their attorneys or representatives of record, may also 
present any additional witnesses or documentary evidence 
to the administrative law judge that the parties believe will 
assist the administrative law judge in resolving the disputed 
issue of fact.  A party must provide advance notice of any 
such additional evidence to the Commission and the other 
party at least five (5) business days before the Evidentiary 
Conference.  The Evidentiary Conference is limited to 
hearing evidence relevant to resolving the dispute of fact 
identified in the order of an Evidentiary Conference. 

b. Within twenty-one (21) days of the Evidentiary 
Conference, the administrative law judge will present in 
writing any findings of fact, including any determinations 
of testimonial credibility, to the Commission.  The 
administrative law judge’s findings shall be considered an 
additional piece of evidence in the Commission’s 
investigation into the merits of the complaint. 

4. Subpoenas 

The Commission may issue a subpoena for the appearance of witnesses or the production of 
evidence on its own initiative at any time.  If a person does not comply with a subpoena on the 
date set for compliance whether because of refusal, neglect, or a change in the compliance date 
(such as due to continuation of an Administrative Hearing) or for any other reason, the subpoena 
shall continue in effect for up to one year, and a new subpoena need not be issued.   
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When issuing a subpoena the Commission shall pay witness fees of $20.00 per day and mileage 
fees of $0.20 per mile to the person subpoenaed. 

The person to whom the subpoena is directed may object to the subpoena in whole or in part.  
The objection may be made to the Commission or to the administrative law judge (if one has 
been assigned) no later than five (5) business days prior to the time for appearance or production 
required by the subpoena.  The objection shall be in writing, filed with the Commission, served 
on all parties and on the administrative law judge (if any assigned), and shall specify the grounds 
for objection.  The party opposing the objection may file a written response to the objection 
specifying the need for certain witnesses or documentation no later than two (2) business days 
prior to the time for appearance or production required by the subpoena.  The Commission or, if 
assigned, the administrative law judge, shall consider the objection and render a decision on the 
objection.     

Failure to comply with a subpoena issued by the Commission shall constitute a separate violation 
of the Ordinance.  Every day that a person fails to comply with said subpoena shall constitute a 
separate and distinct violation.  The Commission may seek judicial enforcement of its 
subpoenas.   

Rule 5.05 Commission Findings 

If the Commission finds that the parties’ pleadings and the evidence that the Commission 
obtained through discovery is insufficient to establish that the Covered Employer violated the 
Ordinance, the Commission will render a Finding of No Violation and serve it on the parties.  A 
Finding of No Violation is on the merits and may prejudice any right that the complaining 
Covered Employee may have to pursue enforcement of the Ordinance outside of the Commission 
in a court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-23 of the Ordinance.  A Finding of No 
Violation is a final order of the Commission, subject to administrative review as described in 
Rule 5.07. 

If the Commission finds on the basis of its investigation that a violation has occurred, the 
Commission will render a Finding of Violation.  The Finding of Violation will order remedies 
and/or sanctions as described in Rule 5.10.  

The Covered Employer has thirty (30) days from the date that the Commission renders its 
Finding of Violation to accept the Commission’s finding or contest it pursuant to the procedures 
set out in Rule 5.06.  

If the Covered Employer accepts the Finding of Violation, the Covered Employer must 
demonstrate compliance with any remedies ordered within thirty (30) days or such other time as 
may be provided by the Commission. 

Rule 5.06 Administrative Hearing 

If the Covered Employer does not accept the Commission’s Finding of Violation pursuant to 
Rule 5.05, the Commission will appoint an administrative law judge to make a final 
determination as to whether the Covered Employer violated the Ordinance and the remedies 
ordered by the Commission are appropriate.  The Commission, or its designee, will present the 
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evidence it obtained that supports its Finding of Violation.  The Covered Employer can cross-
examine this evidence and/or produce additional relevant evidence (that it is not otherwise 
prohibited by Rule 5.04(2) from producing).  Neither the Commission nor the Covered Employer 
will be entitled to any additional discovery at this stage, though the Commission can use its 
subpoena power as described in Rule 5.04(4) to arrange for the presence of any necessary 
witnesses whose live testimony is requested by the administrative law judge or the Covered 
Employer.  In the case of a witness subpoenaed at the request of the Covered Employer, the 
Covered Employer must effect service of the subpoena and pay the associated witness and 
mileage fees. 

The administrative law judge will promptly issue a written opinion affirming or setting aside all 
or any portion of the Finding of Violation, including any proposed remedies and/or sanctions.  
The administrative law judge’s decision will be the final decision of the Commission. 

Rule 5.07 Administrative Review   

The Commission will not entertain motions for reconsideration of Findings of Violation or 
Findings of No Violation.  A party contesting the Commission’s Finding of Violation or Finding 
of No Violation may, however, seek administrative review of the Commission’s decision by 
filing a petition for writ of certiorari in the Circuit Court of Cook County within thirty (30) days 
of a Finding of No Violation as described in Rule 5.05 or within thirty (30) days of a Finding of 
Violation as described in Rule 5.06. 

Rule 5.08 Service 

For the purpose of any of these Rules that require service, a complaining Covered Employee 
shall be served by mail or in person at the address he or she provides on the complaint, provided 
that, if a complaining Covered Employee subsequently provides any other address, including the 
address of counsel, in writing to all parties and the Commission, then all future service upon the 
complaining Covered Employee shall be at that address.   

A Covered Employer shall be served by mail or in person at its principal place of business or the 
Business Facility in Cook County where all or some of the alleged Ordinance violations 
occurred, provided that, if a Covered Employer subsequently provides any other address, 
including the address of counsel, in writing to all parties and the Commission, then all future 
service upon the Covered Employer shall be at that address.   

The Commission shall be served at its 69 West Washington office by mail or in person Monday 
through Friday, excluding County holidays, between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.   

After the initial pleadings, service by electronic means to an email address provided by a party or 
the Commission can be made in lieu of mail or in person delivery to any party or the 
Commission with the prior written consent of that party or the Commission, as applicable.   

Electronic service is presumed to be effective on the date on which it is sent.  In-person service is 
presumed to be effective on the date on which it is made.  Service by U.S. mail is presumed to be 
effective three (3) business days after it is deposited in the mail with postage pre-paid.  
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Rule 5.09 Evidence of Compliance  

For any administrative enforcement proceeding between July 1, 2017 and June 30, 2018, if a 
Covered Employer that is the respondent in a complaint for violation of this Ordinance provides 
the Commission with competent evidence that it is in, or has come back into, full compliance 
with the Ordinance, then the Commission will terminate any investigation pursuant to Rule 5.04, 
will not proceed to rendering an order pursuant to Rule 5.05, and will dismiss the complaint with 
prejudice.  The Commission considers full compliance to include the payment of any back wages 
that would have been due to any Covered Employee had the case proceeded. 

The Commission will revisit this Rule on or before July 1, 2018 to determine whether it has 
furthered the Commission’s goal of encouraging Covered Employers who may be out of 
compliance with the Ordinance to come quickly into compliance.  If so, this Rule may be 
extended.     

Rule 5.10  Remedies 

When the Commission determines that a Covered Employer has violated the Ordinance, the 
Commission may (1) fine the Covered Employer; (2) order the Covered Employer to pay back 
wages to Covered Employees; (3) disqualify the Covered Employer from various County 
benefits; and/or (4) order other appropriate injunctive relief.  

1. Fines 

The Commission will impose fines payable to Cook County for any violation of the Ordinance.  
The amount of such fine will be at least $500 per violation per Covered Employee affected per 
day, but will not exceed $1,000 per violation per Covered Employee affected per day.  In 
exercising its discretion within this range, the Commission will take into account the extent of 
the violation, the culpability of the Covered Employer, and whether the Covered Employer 
promptly and thoroughly cooperated during the course of the Commission’s investigation into 
the complaint that led to the Finding of Violation.   

2. Back Wages 

The Commission may order a Covered Employer that has violated the Ordinance to pay to the 
affected Covered Employees the amount of back wages that resulted from noncompliance with 
the Ordinance.  In exercising its discretion, the Commission will take into account whether the 
Covered Employer is currently meeting its obligations under the Ordinance and the amount and 
duration of any underpayment to affected Covered Employees. 

If the Commission exercises the option pursuant to Rule 5.03(3) to proceed on behalf of the 
complaining Covered Employee, back wages will be based on all Covered Employees employed 
by the Covered Employer during the relevant time period.  The Commission will award the 
complaining Covered Employee his or her back wages.  The Commission will collect any back 
wages due to non-complaining Covered Employees to create a fund, administered by the 
Commission or its designee, to award back pay to non-complaining Covered Employees 
employed by the Covered Employer.    
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If the Commission does not proceed on behalf of the complaining Covered Employee, the 
amount of back wages awarded will be based only on back wages due to the complaining 
Covered Employee.  Back wages due to non-complaining Covered Employees will not be 
considered.  

3. Disqualifications 

A Covered Employer who admits to violating the Ordinance or is adjudicated liable of a 
violation of the Ordinance by an administrative law judge shall be ineligible to enter into a 
contract with Cook County for a period of five (5) years from the date of the admission or 
administrative finding.  Any failure to comply with the Ordinance also may result in suspension 
or revocation of a Covered Employer’s Cook County general business license, if any.  Failure to 
comply with the Ordinance may also adversely impact any property tax incentive a Covered 
Employer receives or seeks from Cook County. 

The Commission will forward any Finding of Violation rendered pursuant to Rule 5.06 to the 
appropriate County officer for further appropriate action.   

4. Injunctive Relief 

The Commission may impose appropriate post-judgment injunctive relief.  Such relief may 
include, for example, an order to cease and desist violating the Ordinance going forward or to 
reinstate a Covered Employee who was discharged in retaliation for exercising rights protected 
by the Ordinance. 

The Commission may require the Covered Employer to submit to monitoring of future 
compliance with the Ordinance by the Commission or its designee.  Monitoring may include 
additional recordkeeping obligations.  

Rule 5.11  Private Right of Action  

To the extent that a Covered Employee wishes to pursue a claim for failure to pay the 
appropriate wage under Rule 2.02 or Rule 2.03 for work performed for a Covered Employer in 
Cook County in a court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-23 of the Ordinance, the 
Commission will not require that the Covered Employee first bring such a claim to the 
Commission.  A Covered Employee requires no authorization from the Commission to pursue 
such a claim in a court of competent jurisdiction and the Commission will not purport to grant 
such authorization.  

If, however, a Covered Employee first brings such a claim to the Commission and, while it is 
pending, files a substantially similar claim pursuant to Section 42-23 of the Ordinance in a court 
of competent jurisdiction, the Commission will dismiss its pending matter so as to avoid the risk 
of rendering inconsistent determinations.  Similarly, the Commission will not entertain a claim to 
vindicate a right under the Ordinance that is substantially similar to a claim that was previously 
filed in a court of competent jurisdiction. 
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SECTION 6.  MISCELLANEOUS    

Rule 6.01 Construction of Rules  

These Rules shall be liberally construed to accomplish the purposes of the Ordinance.   

Rule 6.02 Effect of Rules  

These Rules shall constitute the policy and practice of the Commission and shall govern 
activities of the Commission. 

Rule 6.03 Amendment of Rules  

Changes in these Rules may be made by a vote of a majority of the full membership of the 
Commissioners at a regular or special meeting of the Commissioners. 

Rule 6.04 Availability of Rules  

The Rules of the Commission shall be available to the public, and copies may be obtained on the 
Commission’s website:  https://www.cookcountyil.gov/agency/commission-human-rights-0.   

Rule 6.05 Petition for Rulemaking  

Any person may request that the Commission promulgate, amend or repeal a rule by submitting a 
written petition to the Chairperson.  The petition, which shall be in writing, shall set forth in 
particular the rulemaking action desired and should contain the person’s arguments or reasons in 
support thereof.  The Commission shall be notified of any petition filed in accordance herewith.  
Any rulemaking undertaken in response to such petition shall be conducted in accordance with 
Rule 6.03 herein.  

Rule 6.06 Practice Where Rules Do Not Provide Clear Guidance 

If a matter arises in enforcing the Ordinance that is not specifically governed by these Rules, the 
Director shall, in the exercise of his or her discretion, specify the practice to be followed and as 
soon as practicable petition the Commission to adopt a clarifying rule pursuant to Section Rule 
6.03 herein. 

Rule 6.07 Delegation of Authority by Commissioners 

Except as to those matters specifically enumerated below, the Commissioners may delegate to 
the Commission Staff, as the Commissioners consider necessary, any matter properly before the 
Commission.  Such delegation to the Commission Staff, where permissible, shall be presumed, 
subject to recall as to specific items at any time by a vote of the majority of Commissioners 
present at a meeting of the Commission.  Any delegation of authority by the Commissioners to 
the Commission Staff shall be effectuated in accordance with both the Ordinance and these Rules 
adopted and approved by the Commissioners. 

The following matters are reserved for consideration of and disposition by the Commissioners: 
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1. Rulemaking and similar proceedings involving the promulgation of 
Commission rules; and 

2. Conducting Commission meetings.   
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PART 100 GENERAL PROVISIONS 

SUBPART 110 DEFINITIONS 

Section 110.100 Defined Terms   

All defined terms used in these regulations have the same meaning as the defined terms set out in 
Section 42-2 of the Cook County Earned Sick Leave Ordinance (“Ordinance”).  In addition, the 
following terms shall have the following meanings when used in these Rules: 

Accrual Cap:  The maximum number of hours of Earned Sick Leave that a Covered Employer 
must allow a Covered Employee to accrue during any Accrual Period and as described in Section 
400.500. 

Accrual Period:  The 12-month period in which a Covered Employee accrues Earned Sick 
Leave, and which is used for purposes of determining the maximum number of hours of Earned 
Sick Leave that may be accrued, used and carried over on an annual basis.  The dates of each 
annual Accrual Period are based on the anniversary of an employee’s Date of Initial Accrual. 

Close Association:  A relationship between a Covered Employee and another individual which is 
deemed the equivalent of the specifically identified familial relationships that are listed in 
Section 42-2 of the Ordinance for the defined term “Family member” (e.g., a parent-child, 
grandchild-grandparent, sibling, spousal).  In determining whether a relationship is a Close 
Association, the Commission may consider whether, for some significant period of time, the 
Covered Employee provided uncompensated personal care for the individual and/or the 
individual provided such care for the Covered Employee and/or the Covered Employee and the 
individual lived together and shared financial and household responsibilities or one provided 
financial support for the other.  The Commission may also consider whether the Covered 
Employee and the individual would be considered “Family member[s]” as that term is used in 
federal sick leave regulations (e.g., 5 C.F.R. § 630.201(b)) and/or any other appropriate 
consideration raised in any particular case.  The Commission will not disregard a Close 
Association on the basis of terminology, if the terms used to describe a particular relationship 
vary from those used in Section 42-2 of the Ordinance for the defined term “Family member” 
due to identifiable cultural and/or linguistic differences.  

Commission:  The Cook County Commission on Human Rights. 

Commissioners:  The appointed members of the Commission pursuant to Section 42-34 of the 
Cook County Code of Ordinances. 

Commission Staff: Those individuals who shall perform investigative, clerical, administrative or 
other duties as described and delegated by the Commissioners on behalf of the Commission 
through the Director. 

Construction Industry:  As defined in Section 42-2 of the Ordinance to mean any constructing, 
altering, reconstructing, repairing, rehabilitating, refinishing, refurbishing, remodeling, 
remediating, renovating, custom fabricating, maintenance, landscaping, improving, wrecking, 
painting, decorating, demolishing, and adding to or subtracting from any building, structure, 
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highway, roadway, excavation or other structure, project, development, real property or 
improvement, or to do any part thereof, whether or not the performance of the work herein 
described involves the addition to, or fabrication into, any structure, project, development, real 
property or improvement herein described of any material or article of merchandise.  Per Section 
42-2 of the Ordinance, the Construction Industry also includes moving construction related 
material on the job site to or from the job site, snow plowing, snow removal and refuse 
collection. 

Covered Employee:  As defined in Section 42-2 of the Ordinance and Section 310.100. 

Covered Employer:  As “employer” is defined in Section 42-2 of the Ordinance and Section 
320.100. 

Date of Coverage:  The first date on which an employee meets the criteria to be a Covered 
Employee.  As fully described in Section 310.100, this primarily requires working at least two 
hours in a two-week period for a Covered Employer while physically present in Cook County.   

Date of Eligibility:  The first date upon which an employee has worked 80 hours within any 120-
day period for a Covered Employer.   

Date of First Allowable Use:  The first date on which a Covered Employee can use Earned Sick 
Leave, which is the later of (i) the Covered Employee’s Date of Eligibility or (ii) the expiration 
of the Covered Employer’s Use Waiting Period, if any. 

Date of Initial Accrual:  The first date upon which a Covered Employee starts accruing Earned 
Sick Leave, which is the later of (a) July 1, 2017, (b) the first calendar day after his or her Start 
of Employment, or (c) the Covered Employee’s Date of Coverage.  

Director:  The Director of the Cook County Commission on Human Rights. 

Eligible Employee:  An employee who has worked at least 80 hours regardless of location for a 
Covered Employer in any 120-day period. 

Family Member:  As defined in Section 42-2 of the Ordinance.  

FMLA-Eligible Covered Employee:  A Covered Employee who works for an FMLA-Eligible 
Covered Employer and is eligible for job-protected unpaid leave under the federal Family and 
Medical Leave Act.  

FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer:  A Covered Employer who is subject to the requirements of 
the federal Family and Medical Leave Act. 

FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave:  Paid leave awarded by a Covered Employer to a Covered 
Employee that the Covered Employee can use for any purpose set out in the federal Family and 
Medical Leave Act and still be compensated by the Covered Employer at the same rate and with 
the same benefits earned as if the Covered Employee had worked for the Covered Employer 
instead. 
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Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employee:  A Covered Employee who either works for a Non-
FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer or works for an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer but is not 
him or herself eligible for job-protected unpaid leave under the federal Family and Medical 
Leave Act for whatever reason, including that such an employee has not worked for the Covered 
Employer for at least 12 months, has not worked at least 1,250 hours for the Covered Employer 
in the last 12 months or does not work in a location that is close enough to a location where the 
Covered Employer employs 50 or more employees. 

Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer:  A Covered Employer who is not covered by the federal 
Family and Medical Leave Act, for whatever reason, including but not limited to because the 
Covered Employer employs fewer than 50 employees or employs 50 or more employees but for 
less than 20 workweeks in the current or preceding calendar year. 

Ordinance:  The Cook County Earned Sick Leave Ordinance as enacted by the Cook County 
Board of Commissioners on October 5, 2016, compiled into the Cook County Code of 
Ordinances at Chapter 42, Article I, Division 1, and as amended from time to time thereafter. 

Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave:  Paid leave awarded by a Covered Employer to a 
Covered Employee that the Covered Employee can use for any purpose set out in Section 42-
3(c)(2) and still be compensated by the Covered Employer at the same rate and with the same 
benefits earned as if the Covered Employee had worked for the Covered Employer instead. 

Overtime Eligible:  An employee who is eligible for additional compensation for overtime hours 
worked under the Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. § 201 et seq., the Illinois Minimum Wage 
Law, 820 ILCS 105/1 et seq., or other applicable law. 

Overtime Exempt:  An employee who is exempt from compensation for overtime hours worked 
under the Fair Labor Standards Act, 29 U.S.C. § 201 et seq., the Illinois Minimum Wage Law, 
820 ILCS 105/1 et seq., or other applicable law. 

Start of Employment:  The date on which an employee commences working for a Covered 
Employer.  As explained in Section 310.400, any rehire by the same Covered Employer within 
120 days of an employee’s prior separation from employment relates back to the original Start of 
Employment.  

Temporary Staffing Firm:  An employer that hires its own employees and assigns those 
employees to perform work or services for another entity or organization at that entity’s or 
organization’s place of business.   

Use Waiting Period:  A time period that may be established by a Covered Employer as the 
minimum duration of time that an employee must work for the Covered Employer before he or 
she can use any accrued Earned Sick Leave; provided that in no event may a Use Waiting Period 
be more than 180 calendar days after an employee’s Start of Employment.  
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SUBPART 120 RULES OF CONSTRUCTION 

Section 120.100  Construction of Rules  

These Rules shall be liberally construed to accomplish the purposes of the Ordinance.   

Section 120.200 Effect of Rules  

These Rules shall constitute the policy and practice of the Commission and shall govern 
activities of the Commission. 

Section 120.300 Amendment of Rules  

Changes in these Rules may be made by a vote of a majority of the full membership of the 
Commissioners at a regular or special meeting of the Commissioners. 

Section 120.400 Availability of Rules  

The Rules of the Commission shall be available to the public, and copies may be obtained on the 
Commission’s website:  https://www.cookcountyil.gov/agency/commission-human-rights-0.   

Section 120.500 Petition for Rulemaking  

Any person may request that the Commission promulgate, amend or repeal a rule by submitting a 
written petition to the Chairperson.  The petition, which shall be in writing, shall set forth in 
particular the rulemaking action desired and should contain the person’s arguments or reasons in 
support thereof.  The Commission shall be notified of any petition filed in accordance herewith.  
Any rulemaking undertaken in response to such petition shall be conducted in accordance with 
Section 120.300 herein.  

Section 120.600 Practice Where Rules Do Not Provide Clear Guidance 

If a matter arises in enforcing the Ordinance that is not specifically governed by these Rules, the 
Director shall, in the exercise of his or her discretion, specify the practice to be followed and as 
soon as practicable petition the Commission to adopt a clarifying rule pursuant to Section 
120.500 herein. 

Section 120.700 Days 

Where the Ordinance or these Rules refer to passage of time as being measured in days, the 
Commission will treat days as calendar days, inclusive of weekends and holidays.  The 
Commission will not assume that the passage of time is denominated in business days unless the 
Ordinance or these Rules state so explicitly. 

Section 120.800 Delegation of Authority by Commissioners 

Except as to those matters specifically enumerated below, the Commissioners may delegate to 
the Commission Staff, as the Commissioners consider necessary, any matter properly before the 
Commission.  Such delegation to the Commission Staff, where permissible, shall be presumed, 
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subject to recall as to specific items at any time by a vote of the majority of Commissioners 
present at a meeting of the Commission.  Any delegation of authority by the Commissioners to 
the Commission Staff shall be effectuated in accordance with both the Ordinance and these Rules 
adopted and approved by the Commissioners. 

The following matters are reserved for consideration of and disposition by the Commissioners: 

(1) Rulemaking and similar proceedings involving the 
promulgation of Commission rules; and 

(2) Conducting Commission meetings.  
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PART 200 BENEFIT 

Section 200.100 Description 

Earned Sick Leave is a benefit provided by a Covered Employer to a Covered Employee, which 
consists of (1) allowing job-protected absences from work for a given number of hours, for the 
purposes set out in Section 42-3(c)(2) of the Ordinance or, where applicable, the federal Family 
and Medical Leave Act and (2) compensating the absent Covered Employee for these hours as if 
he or she were not absent from work.   

(A) Compensation and Benefits 

Except as provided in subdivision (1) of this Section, when using Earned Sick Leave a Covered 
Employee shall be compensated at the same hourly rate that the Covered Employee would have 
earned at the time the Earned Sick Leave is taken. 

(1) If the Covered Employee uses Earned Sick Leave during 
hours that would have been designated as overtime, the 
Covered Employer is not required to pay the overtime rate 
of pay. 

(2) When using Earned Sick Leave, a Covered Employee is not 
entitled to compensation for lost tips or gratuities; 
provided, however, that a Covered Employer must pay a 
Covered Employee in an occupation in which Gratuities 
have customarily and usually constituted part of the 
remuneration at least the applicable minimum wage, 
inclusive of any additional compensation that a Covered 
Employer would be obligated by law to pay to the Covered 
Employee if he or she had worked the same number of 
hours for the Covered Employer but had received no 
gratuities. 

(3) When a Covered Employee who is paid on a commission 
basis (whether base wage plus commission or commission 
only) uses Earned Sick Leave, the Covered Employer must 
pay the Covered Employee the hourly rate of pay based on 
the base wage or the applicable minimum wage, whichever 
is greater. 

(4) For Covered Employees who are paid on a piecework basis 
(whether base wage plus piecework or piecework only), the 
Covered Employer shall calculate the Covered Employee’s 
hourly rate of pay by adding together his or her total 
earnings from all sources for the most recent workweek in 
which no sick time was taken and dividing that sum by the 
number of hours spent performing the work during such 
workweek.  For purposes of this subdivision, “workweek” 
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means a fixed and regularly recurring period of 168 hours, 
or seven consecutive 24-hour periods.   

If a Covered Employer would compensate a Covered Employee for regular work with any 
additional benefits, including but not limited to the accrual of paid leave, seniority or health 
benefits, a Covered Employer will compensate a Covered Employee using Earned Sick Leave 
with such additional benefits in the same manner and to the same extent as if he or she had 
performed regular work instead. 

(B) Without Adverse Employment Consequences 

Earned Sick Leave includes the entitlement to take such leave free from adverse employment 
consequences that would not have occurred if the Covered Employee had not taken the leave.  
The Ordinance does not insulate a Covered Employee from adverse employment actions that are 
unrelated to the exercise of rights established or protected by the Ordinance, including poor work 
performance, unexcused absenteeism and other failures to meet a Covered Employer’s 
reasonable expectations.   

Section 200.200 No Remuneration for Unused Earned Sick Leave 

A Covered Employer is not required to, but may, provide financial or other reimbursement for 
any unused accrued Earned Sick Leave upon a Covered Employee’s termination, resignation, 
retirement or other separation from employment, unless an applicable collective bargaining 
agreement provides otherwise. 

Section 200.300 No Consideration of Immigration Status 

The Commission will enforce the Ordinance without regard to the immigration status of any 
individual, employee, employer or witness.  Covered Employers must extend the benefit of this 
Ordinance to all Covered Employees without regard to immigration status of any Covered 
Employee. 
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PART 300 COVERAGE 

SUBPART 310 COVERED EMPLOYEES 

Section 310.100 Defined 

An individual who meets the following criteria is a Covered Employee as that term is used in the 
Ordinance: 

(1) the individual performs compensated work;  

(2) for a Covered Employer as defined in Section 320.100; 

(3) for a minimum of two hours in any two-week period; 

(4) while physically present within the geographic boundaries 
of Cook County; and 

(5) is not exempt from coverage under the Ordinance or 
Section 310.100(D). 

(A) Compensation for Work 

An individual must be legally or equitably entitled to compensation for his or her work by a 
Covered Employer in order for the Commission to consider the individual to be a Covered 
Employee.  The Commission will not consider an uncompensated volunteer to be a Covered 
Employee.   

(B)  Duration of Work 

The Commission will consider an individual’s work in any two-week period at any time after the 
commencement of an individual’s employment for a Covered Employer for the purpose of 
determining whether the individual has worked a sufficient number of hours in Cook County to 
be a Covered Employee. 

(C)  Location of Work 

The Commission will consider any compensated work that an individual performs within the 
geographic boundaries of Cook County for the purpose of determining whether the individual 
has worked a sufficient number of hours in Cook County to be a Covered Employee with the 
following exception:  The Commission will not consider work that an individual performs within 
the geographic boundaries of a municipality that has lawfully preempted the Ordinance. 

The Commission will not consider the following to constitute compensated work while 
physically present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County: 

(1) uncompensated commuting or 
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(2) traveling through Cook County without stopping for a work 
purpose.  Examples of stopping for a work purpose include, 
but are not limited to, making deliveries or sales calls.  
Stopping for a work purpose would not include making 
only incidental stops such as to purchase gas or buy a 
snack. 

The Commission will also consider the following to constitute compensated work while 
physically present within the geographic boundaries of Cook County: 

(1) compensated commuting and 

(2) traveling into Cook County for a work purpose, including 
but not limited to, deliveries, sales calls and travel related 
to other business activity for a Covered Employer which is 
taking place within Cook County.  

For the purpose of determining whether an individual is a Covered Employee, the Commission 
will consider time that an individual spends performing compensated work for a Covered 
Employer at the individual’s residence or any other location that is physically present in Cook 
County that is not the Covered Employer’s place of business if the Covered Employer explicitly 
requires that the individual work at that location. 

(D) Exempt Employees 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Commission will not consider an individual to be a Covered 
Employee under the following conditions:  

(1) the individual is an employee working in the Construction 
Industry who is covered by a bona fide collective 
bargaining agreement; 

(2) the individual is an employee covered by a bona fide 
collective bargaining agreement that was entered into prior 
to July 1, 2017 and remains in effect after July 1, 2017; 

(3) the individual is an employee who has waived his or her 
rights under the Ordinance pursuant to a bona fide 
collective bargaining agreement entered into after July 1, 
2017 under the conditions described in Section 330.100; 

(4) the individual is an “employee” as that term is defined by 
Section 1(d) of the Railroad Unemployment Insurance Act, 
45 U.S.C. § 351(d); 

(5) federal or state law preempts the individual from being 
covered by the Ordinance; or 
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(6) the individual is an independent contractor; however, 
merely labeling an employee as an “independent 
contractor” will not defeat an employee’s rights under the 
Ordinance. 

Section 310.200 Types of Employees Who Can Be Covered Employees 

The Commission will consider an individual who meets the criteria set out in Section 310.100 to 
be a Covered Employee without regard to whether that individual is a full-time, part-time, 
temporary, seasonal, occasional, long-term, new or re-hired employee.  Some of these types of 
employees, however, may be subject to special rules regarding accrual and use of Earned Sick 
Leave; for example, see Section 310.400 regarding employees who separate from service and 
return to work for the same employer within 120 days. 

Section 310.300 Impact of Timing and Location of Work by a Covered Employee 

(A) Accrual:  Only for Work Performed in Cook County 

Beginning on the Date of Initial Accrual, a Covered Employee starts accruing Earned Sick Leave 
based on work for a Covered Employer that is performed within the geographic boundaries of 
Cook County.  This Date of Initial Accrual may pre-date the Date of Eligibility.  

The Commission will not require that a Covered Employer award Earned Sick Leave to a 
Covered Employee for, or on the basis of, work performed outside of Cook County or within the 
geographic boundaries of a municipality that has lawfully preempted the Ordinance.  

(B) Eligibility:  Based on Work for Covered Employer in Any Location 

A Covered Employee becomes eligible to use Earned Sick Leave when he or she has worked for 
the Covered Employer for at least 80 hours in any 120-day period.  This requirement for 
eligibility may be satisfied by work that is performed in any location (i.e. within or outside of 
Cook County) and during any 120-day period after the employee’s Start of Employment.   

An employee may become an Eligible Employee before or after becoming a Covered Employee.  
An Eligible Employee cannot accrue or use his or her accrued Earned Sick Leave until he or she 
is also a Covered Employee.  An Eligible Employee’s ability to use his or her accrued Earned 
Sick Leave may also be delayed beyond his or her Date of Eligibility if the Covered Employer 
has established a longer Use Waiting Period that has not yet expired. 

(C) Use:  Can Use Earned Sick Leave Wherever They Work 

As of the Date of First Allowable Use, a Covered Employee is entitled to use his or her accrued 
Earned Sick Leave in any location (i.e. within or outside of Cook County) where the Covered 
Employee works for the Covered Employer.   
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Section 310.400 Separation from Service 

The Commission will consider a Covered Employee who is rehired by the same Covered 
Employer after more than 120 days have passed since the Covered Employee’s separation from 
service to have commenced new employment for the purpose of these Rules.  Accordingly, such 
an employee will have to reestablish his or her coverage pursuant to Section 310.100 and 
eligibility to use Earned Sick Leave pursuant to Section 310.300(B).   

The Commission will consider a Covered Employee who is rehired by the same Covered 
Employer within 120 days since his or her separation from service to have continued his or her 
employment with that employer for purposes of coverage pursuant to Section 310.100, eligibility 
to use Earned Sick Leave pursuant to Section 310.300(B)-(C) and the number of days passed in 
any applicable Use Waiting Period.  

If the Covered Employee is separated from service with unused accrued Earned Sick Leave, 
however, the Commission will not consider it to be a violation of the Ordinance if the Covered 
Employer fails to restore this leave when the Covered Employee is rehired unless it appears that 
the Covered Employer separated the Covered Employee from service in order to prevent the 
Covered Employee from using accrued Earned Sick Leave.  

Unused accrued Earned Sick Leave has no cash value at a Covered Employee’s separation from 
service. 

SUBPART 320 COVERED EMPLOYERS  

Section 320.100 Defined  

An employer who meets the following criteria is an Employer as that term is used in the 
Ordinance and a “Covered Employer” as that term is used in these Rules: 

(1) the employer gainfully employs at least one Covered 
Employee as defined in Section 310.100;  

(2) has at least one place of business within Cook County; and 

(3) is not exempt from coverage under the Ordinance or 
Section 320.100(C).  

(A) Place of Business 

The Commission will consider any fixed location where the business of the employer is 
transacted to be a “place of business” for the purpose of determining whether an employer is a 
Covered Employer.  Examples of places of business include, but are not limited to, stores, 
restaurants, offices, factories and storage facilities.  A residence that is a home business may be a 
place of business.  A residence where a person employs a Covered Employee as a domestic 
worker whose work is performed in or about the residence or any other location also constitutes a 
place of business for the purpose of determining the location of the Covered Employer’s place of 
business.  An employer with a single place of business within the geographic boundaries of Cook 
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County, subject to the limitations set out in Section 320.100(B), meets this qualification for 
being a Covered Employer, even if the employer’s corporate headquarters, primary place of 
business, or the majority of its business, sales, facilities, or employees are located elsewhere. 

The Commission will not consider a location within Cook County from which an employee 
telecommutes to be an employer’s place of business unless the employer explicitly requires that 
the employee work at that location. 

(B) Location of Place of Business 

The Commission will consider any place of business within the geographic boundaries of Cook 
County for the purpose of determining whether the employer is a Covered Employer. 

(C) Exempt Employers 

Notwithstanding the foregoing, the Commission will not consider an employer to be a Covered 
Employer if: 

(1) federal or state law preempts the employer from being 
covered by the Ordinance; 

(2) the employer exclusively employs employees who are 
exempt from the Ordinance pursuant to Section 
310.100(D); 

(3) the employer is a government employer, including: 

a. The government of the United States or a 
corporation wholly owned by the government of the 
United States; 

b. An Indian tribe or a corporation wholly owned by 
an Indian tribe; 

c. The government of the State of Illinois or any 
agency or department thereof; and 

d. Units of local government.  

The Commission will define units of local government as that term is used in Article VII, 
Section 1 of the Illinois Constitution to include counties, municipalities, townships, special 
districts and units designated as units of local government by law that exercise limited 
governmental powers or powers in respect to limited governmental subjects.  However, the 
Commission also includes school districts within its definition of exempt government employers.  

  



 

13 
 

Section 320.200 Temporary Staffing Firms  

When a Temporary Staffing Firm places one of its employees in a temporary position at another 
entity or organization, the Commission will continue to consider the Temporary Staffing Firm to 
be that employee’s employer for the purpose of determining whether the temporary staffing firm 
is a Covered Employer. 

Section 320.300  Joint Employers 

Where two or more employers have some control over the work or working conditions of an 
employee, the Commission may treat the employers as “joint employers” of the employee for 
purposes of the Ordinance.  To be considered joint employers, each employer must 
independently satisfy the definition of a Covered Employer pursuant to Section 320.100, 
including that each employer must have its own place of business that is located within Cook 
County.   

For example, if an out-of-state employer with no place of business in Cook County assigns one 
of its full-time employees to work on a long-term project at another employer’s place of business 
that is located in Cook County, the out-of-state employer does not become subject to the 
requirements of the Ordinance as a joint employer or otherwise.   

All joint employers are responsible, individually and jointly, for compliance with all applicable 
provisions of the Ordinance.  In discharging their obligations under this Ordinance, joint 
employers may allocate responsibility for such obligations among themselves.  Notwithstanding 
any agreement among joint employers, all joint employers remain responsible for compliance 
with the Ordinance and for satisfaction of any penalties imposed for any violation thereof.  

Section 320.400 Successor Employers 

If a Covered Employer sells, transfers or otherwise assigns its business to another employer who 
meets the criteria for coverage described in Section 320.100 after the sale, transfer or 
assignment, then any Covered Employee who continues to work for the new employer will retain 
coverage, eligibility, accrual and use of Earned Sick Leave with respect to the successor 
employer. 

SUBPART 330 WAIVER 

Section 330.100 Pursuant to Collective Bargaining 

The Commission will not enforce the Ordinance with respect to employment that is governed by 
a bona fide collective bargaining agreement that was entered into prior to July 1, 2017 and that 
remains in force on July 1, 2017.  After July 1, 2017, the Commission will enforce the Ordinance 
with respect to Covered Employees and Covered Employers who are governed by any bona fide 
collective bargaining agreement that is entered into after July 1, 2017, unless that agreement 
provides in clear and unambiguous terms that the Covered Employees have waived their rights 
under the Ordinance. 
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The Commission will enforce the Ordinance, except in cases where the waiver of rights complies 
with this rule, whether a bona fide collective bargaining agreement executed after July 1, 2017 is 
the first collective bargaining agreement between the parties or a renewal or extension of a 
previously existing collective bargaining agreement.  

Section 330.200 Pursuant to Individual Bargaining 

The Commission will deem any waiver, written or otherwise, by a Covered Employee of any 
provision of the Ordinance outside of the circumstances described in Section 330.100 as contrary 
to public policy, void and without effect on the Commission’s continued enforcement of the 
Ordinance. 
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PART 400 ACCRUAL 

Section 400.100 Date of Initial Accrual 

A Covered Employee begins to accrue Earned Sick Leave on the Date of Initial Accrual, which 
is the later of (a) July 1, 2017, (b) the first calendar day after his or her Start of Employment or 
(c) the Covered Employee’s Date of Coverage.   

A Covered Employee’s exact Date of Initial Accrual is dependent on two factors: (1) whether the 
employee started working for a Covered Employer before or after July 1, 2017 (i.e. the effective 
date of the Ordinance) and (2) whether the employee works for the Covered Employer in or 
outside of Cook County. 

To illustrate: for  a Covered Employee who begins working for a Covered Employer before July 
1, 2017 and who works for that Covered Employer in Cook County, the employee would start to 
accrue Earned Sick Leave on July 1, 2017.  But for any employee who was already working for a 
Covered Employer on July 1, 2017, but was working for this employer outside of Cook County, 
such employee’s Date of Initial Accrual would not be until his or her Date of Coverage (i.e. the 
date on which the employee works for the Covered Employer for two hours in Cook County as 
described in Section 310.100(C)).   

For a person who is hired by a Covered Employer after July 1, 2017, and whose first day of work 
for the Covered Employer is in Cook County, his or her Date of Initial Accrual would be the first 
calendar day after his or her Start of Employment.  For example, if a person starts working for a 
Covered Employer in Cook County on July 20, 2017, he or she will start to accrue Earned Sick 
Leave on July 21, 2017.  But if that same person started working for a Covered Employer outside 
of Cook County on July 20, 2017, and first performs two hours of work for that Covered 
Employer in Cook County on September 5, 2017, then that employee will only begin to accrue 
Earned Sick Leave on September 5, 2017 (i.e. September 5, 2017 will be both that Covered 
Employee’s Date of Initial Accrual and his or her Date of Coverage).  See Section 500.200 for 
rules governing the earliest date when a Covered Employee can use accrued Earned Sick Leave.   

Because there may be circumstances under which a Covered Employer may not reasonably know 
that an employee is a Covered Employee until after he or she has begun to accrue Earned Sick 
Leave, the Commission will not consider it to be a violation of the Ordinance if the Covered 
Employer does not calculate the Covered Employee’s Earned Sick Leave until the date on which 
the Covered Employee first expresses a desire to use accrued Earned Sick Leave. 

Section 400.200 Rate of Accrual 

A Covered Employee accrues one full hour of Earned Sick Leave for every 40 hours that he or 
she works for the Covered Employer within the geographic boundaries of Cook County, subject 
to the following qualifications:   

(A) Overtime-Exempt Employees 

The Commission will assume that a Covered Employee who is Overtime Exempt works 40 hours 
per week for the purpose of accruing Earned Sick Leave.  However, if such a Covered Employee 
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actually works for a Covered Employer less than 40 hours per week, the Covered Employer can 
award Earned Sick Leave to the employee on the basis of his or her actual number of hours 
worked.  If such an employee actually works more than 40 hours per week, the Commission will 
not require the Covered Employer to award more than one hour of Earned Sick Leave per week. 

For example, if a Covered Employee is a part-time Overtime-Exempt employee who is 
scheduled to work 10 hours per week, he or she will accrue one full hour of Earned Sick Leave 
after four weeks of work.  If a Covered Employee is a full-time Overtime-Exempt employee who 
works 60 hours in a given week, however, the Commission would not find an Ordinance 
violation if a Covered Employer awarded the employee only one full hour of Earned Sick Leave 
as if the employee had only worked 40 hours that week. 

(B) Overtime-Eligible Employees  

In contrast, an Overtime-Eligible Covered Employee accrues Earned Sick Leave based on actual 
hours worked. 

For example, if a Covered Employee is a part-time Overtime-Eligible employee who is 
scheduled to work 10 hours per week, he or she will accrue one full hour of Earned Sick Leave 
after four weeks of work.  If a Covered Employee is a full-time Overtime-Eligible employee who 
is scheduled to work 60 hours per week, he or she would accrue one full hour of Earned Sick 
Leave after his or her first 40 hours of work during the first week, another full hour of Earned 
Sick Leave after his or her next 40 hours of work during the second week, and another full hour 
of Earned Sick Leave by the end of the second week (at which point he or she will have worked 
120 hours), for a total of three hours of Earned Sick Leave after two weeks of work. 

(C) Location Worked 

The Commission will not require that a Covered Employer award Earned Sick Leave to a 
Covered Employee for, or on the basis of, work performed outside of the geographic boundaries 
of Cook County or within the geographic boundaries of a municipality that has lawfully 
preempted the Ordinance. 

(D) Hours Worked 

To the extent that uncertainty arises about what constitutes hours worked for the purpose of 
determining accrued Earned Sick Leave, the Commission will consider the principles for making 
such determinations for purposes of the Fair Labor Standards Act, which are set forth in Part 785 
of Title 29 of the Code of Federal Regulations, 29 C.F.R. § 785.1 et seq., as may be amended 
from time to time, and any analogous Illinois law, to be instructive. 

(E) Frequency of Accrual 

Earned Sick Leave accrues continuously up to the Accrual Cap (described in Section 400.500) 
for a Covered Employee’s Accrual Period (described in Section 400.300), but a Covered 
Employer is only required to award a Covered Employee Earned Sick Leave in hourly 
increments.  The Commission will not require that any Covered Employer award Earned Sick 
Leave in fractional increments when a Covered Employee has worked less than 40 hours since 
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accruing his or her last full hour of Earned Sick Leave.  However, a Covered Employer should 
track the hours of work required to earn the next full hour of Earned Sick Leave until the end of 
the Accrual Period.  Nothing in this Section prohibits a Covered Employer from using a payroll 
system that tracks fractional accruals of Earned Sick Leave. 

(F) Covered Employees of FMLA-Eligible Covered Employers 

Even for Covered Employees who work for FMLA-Eligible Covered Employers, the 
Commission considers Earned Sick Leave to be Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave during 
the Accrual Period in which a Covered Employee accrues it, even though if it is carried over 
from one Accrual Period to the next, it may become FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave in the 
next Accrual Period pursuant to Section 400.600(B). 

(G) Equivalent Alternative:  Front-Load Annual Accrual 

For ease of administration, Covered Employers may choose to front-load Earned Sick Leave for 
its Covered Employees rather than use the accrual method described in this Section.  The 
Commission will not consider this to be a violation of the Ordinance so long as at the start of the 
Covered Employer’s Accrual Period or, alternatively, on an individual Covered Employee’s Date 
of First Allowable Use, the Covered Employer awards the Covered Employee the maximum 
amount of Earned Sick Leave that the Covered Employee could accrue during that Accrual 
Period using the accrual method.  See also Section 600.300(A) (describing this as one of the 
alternative practices that the Commission has determined to be compliant with the Ordinance). 

To illustrate, a Covered Employer could front-load all 40 hours of Earned Sick Leave for full-
time Covered Employees at the start of their Accrual Periods instead of awarding them one hour 
of Earned Sick Leave at a time for every 40 hours they worked.  In fact, any Covered Employee 
who works at least 1,600 hours during the year would be awarded 40 hours of Earned Sick Leave 
up front under this methodology, but Covered Employees who were going to work fewer hours 
in a year could be front-loaded less Earned Sick Leave.  For example, the Commission would 
consider a Covered Employer to have complied with the Ordinance if that Covered Employer 
awards a Covered Employee who will work 1,040 hours during the year 26 hours of Earned Sick 
Leave up front.  Where a Covered Employer cannot accurately predict the number of hours that a 
part-time employee will work during an Accrual Period, the Covered Employer should use the 
accrual methodology instead or, if insisting on front-loading, should overestimate the amount of 
Earned Sick Leave due to a Covered Employee (e.g., award all Covered Employees 40 hours of 
Earned Sick Leave).  Such a Covered Employer can also use a combination of front-loading and 
accrual methodologies to true up employees who end up working more hours during the Accrual 
Period than the Covered Employer estimated at the start of the Accrual Period.  See also Section 
400.600(C) for rules on front-loading carryover and Section 600.300(C) for rules on front-
loading both annual accrual and carryover.  

Section 400.300  Accrual Period 

Each Covered Employee will accrue Earned Sick Leave during a 12-month Accrual Period that 
commences for that Covered Employee on his or her Date of Initial Accrual, stops upon reaching 
the Accrual Cap (described in Section 400.500), and then repeats annually.  Different Covered 
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Employees of the same Covered Employer are likely to have different Accrual Periods.  But see 
Section 600.300(E) explaining that the Commission will not treat as a violation of the Ordinance 
a deviation from the Accrual Period described in Section 400.300 so long as the Accrual Period 
used by the Covered Employer for the Covered Employee does not make the Covered Employee 
worse off with respect to the accrual, carryover or use of Earned Sick Leave.   

Section 400.400 [Reserved] 

Section 400.500 Maximum Accrual Per Accrual Period 

During any Accrual Period, a Covered Employee is only entitled under the Ordinance to accrue 
up to a maximum of 40 hours of Earned Sick Leave.  A Covered Employer, however, may set a 
higher Accrual Cap or allow unlimited accrual of Earned Sick Leave for hours worked.  If a 
Covered Employer has not established a different Accrual Cap, the Commission will assume that 
the Covered Employer intends to cap annual accrual at 40 hours of annual accrual of Earned Sick 
Leave. 

For the sake of clarity, after a Covered Employee’s first Accrual Period, he or she may have 
more hours of Earned Sick Leave available for use than the Accrual Cap as a result of carrying 
over unused Earned Sick Leave accrued during the prior Accrual Period as described in Section 
400.600. 

Section 400.600 Carryover from One Accrual Period to the Next 

The limit on the amount of unused accrued Earned Sick Leave that may be carried over from the 
end of one Accrual Period to the start of the next Accrual Period, and how that amount is 
calculated, varies depending whether the Covered Employer is FMLA-Eligible or Non-FMLA-
Eligible, as follows.  In all scenarios, the amount of unused accrued Earned Sick Leave that is 
carried over must be in hourly increments, and may not be fractional.  

(A) For Covered Employees of Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employers 

At the end of a Covered Employee’s Accrual Period (described in Section 400.300), a Non-
FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer must permit a Covered Employee to carry over half of his or 
her total unused accrued Earned Sick Leave to the next Accrual Period up to a maximum of 20 
hours.  If halving the number of hours of unused accrued Earned Sick Leave would result in a 
fraction, that fraction should be rounded to the next whole number.  

For example, if a Covered Employee of a Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer has 20 hours 
of unused accrued Earned Sick Leave at the end of her first Accrual Period, she can carry over 
only 10 of those hours into the second Accrual Period.  If that Covered Employee has 9 hours of 
unused accrued Earned Sick Leave at the end of her second Accrual Period, she can carry over 5 
of those hours into the third Accrual Period (i.e. half of 9 is 4.5; rounding to the nearest whole 
hour increment is 5).  If that Covered Employee has 44 hours of unused accrued earned Sick 
Leave at the end of her fourth Accrual Period, she can carry over only 20 of those hours into the 
fifth Accrual Period (i.e. half of 44 is 22, but there is a 20 hour maximum). 
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(B) For Covered Employees of FMLA-Eligible Covered Employers 

Calculating the required amount of carryover for Covered Employees of FMLA-Eligible 
Covered Employers requires two steps: 

First, an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer, like a non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer, must 
permit a Covered Employee to carry over half of his or her total unused accrued Earned Sick 
Leave to the next Accrual Period, up to a maximum of 20 hours and calculated as set forth in 
subsection (A) above.  Unused Earned Sick Leave carried over in this manner is Ordinance-
Restricted Earned Sick Leave, which means that a Covered Employer does not have to allow a 
Covered Employee to use it in the next Accrual Period for any purpose other than those set out in 
the Ordinance and described in Section 500.500(B). 

Second, in addition to the carryover described in the preceding paragraph, if a Covered 
Employee has any additional unused accrued Earned Sick Leave that was not carried over as 
Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave, then an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer must 
permit the Covered Employee to carry over any such remaining accrued unused Earned Sick 
Leave, without first dividing those hours in half, up to a limit of 40 hours.  Unused Earned Sick 
Leave carried over in this manner is FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave, which means that a 
Covered Employer does not have to allow a Covered Employee to use it in the next Accrual 
Period for any purpose other than those set out in the federal Family and Medical Leave Act and 
described in Section 500.500(C).   

For example, if a Covered Employee of an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer has 30 hours of 
unused accrued Earned Sick Leave at the end of her first Accrual Period, she can carry over 15 
of those hours into the second Accrual Period as Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave.  
However, rather than losing the remaining 15 hours of unused accrued Earned Sick Leave, she 
could carry over an additional 15 hours of Earned Sick Leave into the next Accrual Period as 
FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave.   If that Covered Employee has 70 hours of unused 
accrued Earned Sick Leave at the end of her second Accrual Period, she can carry over 20 as 
Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave into the third Accrual Period (half of 70 is 35, but a 
Covered Employer is not required to allow a Covered Employee to carry over more than 20 
hours of Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave from one Accrual Period to the next).  The 
Covered Employee could also carry over 40 hours of unused Earned Sick Leave that was not 
carried over as Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave as FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave 
(50 hours of unused Earned Sick Leave was not carried over as Ordinance-Restricted, but a 
Covered Employer is not required to allow a Covered Employee to carry over more than 40 
hours as FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave into the next Accrual Period).   

At the end of each Accrual Period, an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer should calculate the 
number of hours available for Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave carryover before 
calculating the carryover hours for FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave.  When calculating the 
two kinds of carryover at the end of the Accrual Period, the Covered Employer shall start with 
the total amount of each Covered Employee’s unused accrued Earned Sick Leave, without regard 
to whether during the course of that Accrual Period, such hours were considered Ordinance-
Restricted or FMLA-Restricted for purposes of tracking allowable usage.     
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If it is clear that a Covered Employee will not be eligible to take leave under the federal Family 
and Medical Leave Act at any time during the Accrual Period to which unused accrued Earned 
Sick Leave is being carried over (e.g., if the Covered Employee works too few hours to be 
FMLA-Eligible), the Commission will not consider it to be a violation of the Ordinance if an 
FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer does not allow the Covered Employee to carry over any 
FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave from the current Accrual Period to the next Accrual Period. 

(C) Equivalent Alternative:  Front-Load Annual Carryover Maximum 

The Commission will not consider it a violation of the Ordinance if a Covered Employer, for 
ease of administration, does not do individualized calculations of allowable carryover of unused 
accrued Earned Sick Leave from one Accrual Period to the next, but instead awards each 
Covered Employee at the start of each Accrual Period the maximum amount that the Covered 
Employee could have carried over pursuant to these Rules.  See also Section 600.300(B) 
(describing this as one of the alternative practices that the Commission has determined to be 
compliant with the Ordinance).   

For example, a Non-FMLA Eligible Covered Employer that awards Covered Employees at the 
start of each Accrual Period at least 20 hours of Earned Sick Leave typically does not need to 
allow carryover of unused accrued earned Sick Leave to comply with the Ordinance.  Similarly, 
an FMLA Eligible Covered Employer that awards Covered Employees at the start of each 
Accrual Period at least 20 hours of Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave and at least 40 hours 
of FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave typically does not need to allow carryover of unused 
accrued Earned Sick Leave to comply with the Ordinance.  See also Section 400.200(G) for rules 
on front-loading annual accrual and Section 600.300(C) for rules on front-loading both annual 
accrual and carryover. 
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PART 500 USE 

Section 500.100 Earned Sick Leave Available for Use 

A Covered Employee can only use Earned Sick Leave that he or she has accrued or carried over 
pursuant to these Rules or which a Covered Employer has otherwise awarded to a Covered 
Employee.  A Covered Employee is not entitled to use Earned Sick Leave in anticipation of 
accruing it at a later date. 

Section 500.200 Earliest Use of Earned Sick Leave 

A Covered Employee can use any of his or her accrued Earned Sick Leave at any time after the 
later of: (a) the Date of Eligibility or (b) the expiration of any Use Waiting Period.   

If a Covered Employer has not established a Use Waiting Period, the Commission will assume 
that the Covered Employer intends for Covered Employees to be able to use their accrued Earned 
Sick Leave beginning on each Covered Employee’s Date of Eligibility.  The Covered Employer 
may, however, establish a Use Waiting Period that would prohibit a Covered Employee from 
using his or her accrued Earned Sick Leave until as late as the 180th day after the Covered 
Employee’s Start of Employment. 

Section 500.300 Maximum Use Per Accrual Period 

(A) Maximum Use for Covered Employees of Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employers 

A Covered Employee of a Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer is entitled to use no more 
than 40 hours of Earned Sick Leave during any Accrual Period, without regard to whether the 
hours used were earned in the current Accrual Period or carried over from the prior Accrual 
Period, for any purpose allowed by the Ordinance.   

A Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer may – but is not required to – allow a Covered 
Employee to use more than 40 hours of Earned Sick Leave during an Accrual Period.  

(B) Maximum Use for Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employees of FMLA-Eligible Covered 
Employers 

A Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employee of an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer is entitled 
to use no more than 40 hours of Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave during any Accrual 
Period, without regard to whether the hours used were earned in the current Accrual Period or 
carried over from the prior Accrual Period, for any purpose allowed by the Ordinance.   

An FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer may – but is not required to – allow a Non-FMLA-
Eligible Covered Employee to use more than 40 hours of Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick 
Leave during an Accrual Period.   
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(C) Maximum Use for FMLA-Eligible Covered Employees of FMLA-Eligible Covered 
Employers 

An FMLA-Eligible Covered Employee of an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer is entitled to 
use no more than 40 hours of Earned Sick Leave during any Accrual Period, without regard to 
whether the hours used were earned in the current Accrual Period or carried over from the prior 
Accrual Period.  Further, these 40 hours used may consist of any combination of Ordinance-
Restricted Earned Sick Leave and FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave that the Covered 
Employee elects consist with these Rules. 

Under Section 42-3(c)(1) of the Ordinance, there is one circumstance in which, an FMLA-
Eligible Covered Employer is required to allow an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employee to use up 
to 60 hours of Earned Sick Leave in an Accrual Period.  If the FMLA-Eligible Covered 
Employee carries over the maximum allowable 40 hours of FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave 
from the previous Accrual Period and then uses all 40 of these hours during the current Accrual 
Period, the FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer must allow that employee to use up to an 
additional 20 hours of Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave during the current Accrual 
Period (i.e. for a total maximum use of 60 hours of Earned Sick Leave used during the Accrual 
Period).   

An FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer may – but is not required to – allow an FMLA-Eligible 
Covered Employee to use more Earned Sick Leave during any Accrual Period. 

Section 500.400 Increments of Use 

The Commission encourages a Covered Employee to consult with his or her Covered Employer 
in determining the duration (i.e. number of days and/or hours) of Earned Sick Leave used at any 
one point in time; however, in the event of a disagreement as to the duration of leave, the 
Covered Employee’s preference is determinative.   

A Covered Employer, however, can establish the minimum increment in which Earned Sick 
Leave can be used, provided that the minimum increment is no greater than four hours, even if 
this minimum requirement requires a Covered Employee to use more Earned Sick Leave at a 
time than he or she would otherwise prefer. 

For example, a Covered Employee who has 20 hours of accrued Earned Sick Leave is scheduled 
to work from 8:00 a.m. until 4:00 p.m., but he or she has a doctor’s appointment to attend at 8:00 
a.m. that day.  Although the Covered Employee could arrive at work by 10:00 a.m., if the 
Employer has established a minimum use increment of four hours, then he or she could be  
required to use four hours of Earned Sick Leave to attend the appointment and not arrive at work 
until 12:00 p.m.  Similarly, if a Covered Employee has only two hours of accrued Earned Sick 
Leave and the Covered Employer has established a minimum use increment of four hours, then 
the Covered Employee would not be able to use Earned Sick Leave to attend that appointment. 

If a Covered Employer has not established a written policy stating minimum increment for its 
employees’ use of Earned Sick Leave, the Commission will presume that Earned Sick Leave can 
only be used in one whole hour increments.  
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Section 500.500 Permissible Uses 

(A)  Generally 

A Covered Employee can use Earned Sick Leave for any of the following reasons: 

(1) the Covered Employee is physically or mentally ill or 
injured; 

(2) the Covered Employee is receiving medical care, treatment, 
diagnosis or preventative medical care or recuperating from 
the same; 

(3) the Covered Employee is the victim of domestic violence 
as defined in Section 103 of the Illinois Domestic Violence 
Act of 1986; 

(4) the Covered Employee is a victim of sexual violence of 
stalking as defined in Article 11, and Sections 12-7.3, 12-
7.4 and 12-7.5 of the Illinois Criminal Code of 2012; 

(5) the Covered Employee’s place of business is closed by 
order of a federal, state or local government public official 
(including a school district official) due to what the public 
official characterizes as a public health emergency; 

(6) the Covered Employee’s Family Member is physically or 
mentally ill or injured; 

(7) the Covered Employee’s Family Member is receiving 
medical care, treatment, diagnosis or preventative medical 
care or recuperating from the same;  

(8) the Covered Employee’s Family Member is the victim of 
domestic violence as defined in Section 103 of the Illinois 
Domestic Violence Act of 1986; 

(9) the Covered Employee’ Family Member is a victim of 
sexual violence of stalking as defined in Article 11, and 
Sections 12-7.3, 12-7.4 and 12-7.5 of the Illinois Criminal 
Code of 2012; or 

(10) the Covered Employee’s child’s school or place of care has 
been closed by order of a federal, state or local government 
public official (including a school district official) due to 
what the public official characterizes as a public health 
emergency and the Covered Employee needs to provide 
care for the child. 
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(B) Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave 

Covered Employees of FMLA-Eligible Covered Employers can use Ordinance-Restricted 
Earned Sick Leave only for the purposes set out in Section 500.500(A). 

(C) FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave 

FMLA-Eligible Covered Employees of FMLA-Eligible Covered Employers can use FMLA-
Restricted Earned Sick Leave for any reason that such an employee can take leave pursuant to 
the federal Family and Medical Leave Act, including, but not limited to: 

(1) a serious health condition that makes the Covered 
Employee unable to perform the functions of his or her job;  

(2) to care for the Covered Employee’s spouse, child, or parent 
who has a serious health condition; 

(3) the birth of the Covered Employee’s son or daughter and to 
care for the Covered Employee’s newborn child; or 

(4) the placement of a child with the Covered Employee for 
adoption or foster care and to care for the Covered 
Employee’s newly placed child. 

FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave is used in conjunction with, and provides compensation 
for, leave that is protected by the federal Family and Medical Leave Act, which may otherwise 
be unpaid.  A Covered Employee’s use of Earned Sick Leave for FMLA purposes runs 
concurrently with his or her use of leave under the FMLA, and does not reduce or extend the 
number of hours and/or days of FMLA leave to which a Covered Employee may be entitled 
under the federal Act, nor does such use otherwise affect a Covered Employee’s rights and duties 
under that Act. 

(D) Covered Employee’s Option 

If leave would be permissible under either Section 500.500(B) or 500.500(C), the Covered 
Employee may determine whether he or she will use Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave or 
FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave, provided that if a Covered Employee is taking leave 
pursuant to the federal Family and Medical Leave Act, he or she must satisfy all requirements for 
taking such leave under the federal Act. 

(E) No Protection for Impermissible Use 

The Commission will not protect a Covered Employee who uses, has used or intentionally 
attempts to use Earned Sick Leave for an impermissible purpose from discipline by his or her 
Covered Employer, up to and including termination of employment. 
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(F) Disciplinary Leave 

A Covered Employer is not required to allow a Covered Employee to use Earned Sick Leave 
when the Covered Employee has been suspended or otherwise placed on leave for disciplinary 
reasons. 

Section 500.600 Notice of Use 

(A) Covered Employer Can Set Reasonable Notification Requirements 

A Covered Employer may establish reasonable notice requirements for Covered Employees 
using Earned Sick Leave for both foreseeable and unforeseeable absences from work, as 
described in Sections 500.600(B) and 500.600(C) below. 

(B) Foreseeable Absences 

For the purpose of this Rule, a Foreseeable Absence includes any non-emergency, prescheduled 
appointment with a health care provider for the Covered Employee or the Covered Employee’s 
Family Member and any non-emergency, prescheduled court date in a case related to domestic 
violence, sexual violence or stalking of a Covered Employee or the Covered Employee’s Family 
Member.  If asked to make a determination of whether an absence was foreseeable, the 
Commission will consider foreseeability from both the subjective perspective of the Covered 
Employee and the objective perspective of whether another reasonable person under the same 
circumstances would have foreseen the absence. 

The Commission will consider a policy regarding required notification to use Earned Sick Leave 
for Foreseeable Absences to be unreasonable under the following conditions: 

(1) where such a policy is not in writing; 

(2) where such a policy has not been communicated to the 
Covered Employee in advance of the Covered Employee’s 
failure to provide notice;  

(3) where such a policy would require the Covered Employee 
to give notice when he or she is unconscious or otherwise 
incapacitated;  

(4) where such a policy requires a Covered Employee to 
provide notice prior to seven days before the absence; or 

(5) where such policy limits the means by which a Covered 
Employee can provide the required notice in a manner that 
makes compliance so unreasonably difficult that Earned 
Sick Leave cannot, as a practical matter, be used (e.g., 
requiring employees who work in the field to provide in-
person notice at a distant business facility or requiring 
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employees with limited written English abilities to submit 
notice by writing a complex memo). 

(C)  Unforeseeable Absences 

Unforeseeable Absences are those absences that are not Foreseeable Absences as described in 
Section 500.600(B).  

The Commission will consider a policy regarding required notification to use Earned Sick Leave 
for Unforeseeable Absences to be unreasonable under the following conditions: 

(1) where such a policy is not in writing; 

(2) where such a policy has not been communicated to the 
Covered Employee in advance of the Covered Employee’s 
failure to provide notice;  

(3) where such a policy would require the Covered Employee 
to give notice when he or she is unconscious or otherwise 
incapacitated;  

(4) where such a policy does not allow a person other than the 
Covered Employee to provide the required notice on behalf 
of the Covered Employee; 

(5) where such a policy requires a Covered Employee to 
provide notice prior to the day of the absence; or 

(6) where such a policy limits the means by which a Covered 
Employee can provide the required notice to exclude 
phone, email or text messaging.  

Although a Covered Employer cannot limit the means of communication by which a Covered 
Employee provides any required notice of an Unforeseeable Absence to exclude phone, email or 
text messaging, the Commission will not consider it to be an unreasonable policy for a Covered 
Employer to require that a Covered Employee memorialize the notification he or she provided of 
an Unforeseeable Absence after returning from the absence by the Covered Employer’s preferred 
means of communication to facilitate the Covered Employer’s recordkeeping.   

(D) In the Absence of a Written Policy 

If a Covered Employer cannot produce a written policy with respect to the notification it requires 
of its Covered Employees using Earned Sick Leave, the Commission will presume that no such 
policy exists and that Covered Employees can use Earned Sick Leave pursuant to the Ordinance 
without providing any prior notification and without suffering any discipline as a result. 
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(E) Preference for Written Notification 

Although Covered Employees can provide notification of use by any means of communication 
that is consistent with the reasonable written policy of his or her Covered Employer, the 
Commission encourages Covered Employees and Covered Employers to memorialize 
notification of use of Earned Sick Leave in writing.  When faced with conflicting evidence 
regarding an issue of notification, the Commission will presume the accuracy of evidence that is 
written and dated when it conflicts with evidence that is testimonial in nature. 

(F) FMLA Leave 

Notwithstanding anything else in this Rule, when an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employee uses 
FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave as described in Section 500.500(C) and pursuant to the 
federal Family and Medical Leave Act, the notification requirements of the federal Family and 
Medical Leave Act will take precedence over any conflicting requirements containing in a 
Covered Employer’s reasonable written policy for notification of use of Earned Sick Leave 
pursuant to the Ordinance. 

Section 500.700 Documentation of Use 

A Covered Employer may require the following documentation to verify that Earned Sick Leave 
is being used for permissible purposes when a Covered Employee is absent for more than three 
consecutive work days: 

(1) For time used for the purposes described in Sections 
500.500(A)(1)-(2) (i.e. the Covered Employee’s own 
illness, injury, or medical care) or (A)(6)-(7) (i.e. a Covered 
Employee’s Family Member’s illness, injury, or medical 
care), a Covered Employer may require that a Covered 
Employee provide a note signed by a licensed health care 
provider; however, the Covered Employer shall not require 
that such note specify the nature of the Covered 
Employee’s or his or her Family Member’s injury, illness, 
or condition, except as required by law.  Moreover, a 
Covered Employer who receives such documentation from 
a Covered Employee must maintain the confidentiality of 
the documentation to the extent that it contains sensitive or 
private medical information about any identifiable person. 

(2) For time used for the purposes described in Sections 
500.500(A)(3)-(4) (i.e. the Covered Employee is a victim 
of domestic violence, sexual violence, or stalking) or 
(A)(8)-(9) (i.e. a Covered Employee’s Family Member is a 
victim of domestic violence, sexual violence, or stalking), a 
Covered Employer may require that a Covered Employee 
provide a police report, court document, a signed statement 
from an attorney, a member of the clergy, or a victim 
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services advocate, or any other evidence that supports the 
Covered Employee’s claim, including a sworn declaration 
or affidavit from him or her or any other person who has 
knowledge of the circumstances.  The Covered Employee 
may choose which document to submit, and no more than 
one document shall be required if the Earned Sick Leave is 
related to the same incident of violence or the same 
perpetrator.  A Covered Employer who receives such 
documentation from a Covered Employee must maintain 
the confidentiality of the documentation.   

(3) For time used for the purposes described in Section 
500.500(C) (i.e. FMLA leave), a Covered Employer may 
require a Covered Employee to provide the type of 
documentation that is required for leave under the federal 
Family and Medical Leave Act. 

The Covered Employer cannot delay the use of Earned Sick Leave or delay the payment of 
wages due during an absence pursuant to the Ordinance on the basis that the Covered Employer 
has not yet received the required documentation under this Section.  The Commission, however, 
will not protect a Covered Employee from discipline, including termination, for failure to 
provide requested documentation pursuant to this Rule where the Covered Employer has given 
the Covered Employee a reasonable period of time to produce the requested documentation.   

For the purpose of determining whether the Covered Employee has been provided a reasonable 
period of time to produce the requested documentation, the Commission will consider (i) what 
documentation has been requested, (ii) the amount of time the Covered Employee has been given 
to obtain the requested documentation, (iii) the Covered Employee’s circumstances necessitating 
that he or she take Earned Sick Leave and (iv) in whose possession, custody or control the 
requested documents are. 

Although a Covered Employer cannot require documentation from a Covered Employee to 
substantiate that Earned Sick Leave was used for a proper purpose for absences of three 
consecutive workdays or less, a Covered Employer is not prohibited from demonstrating that a 
Covered Employee has misused Earned Sick Leave by reference to any other evidence or 
documentation that it obtains from any other source that is not the Covered Employee.  
Moreover, the Commission encourages Covered Employees to document the appropriateness of 
Earned Sick Leave used.  The Commission will presume the accuracy of evidence that is written 
and dated when it conflicts with evidence that is testimonial in nature. 

Section 500.800 Payment of Earned Sick Leave 

Wages earned during Earned Sick Leave must be paid no later than the next regular payroll 
period beginning after the Earned Sick Leave was used by the Covered Employee. 

  



 

29 
 

PART 600 ALTERNATIVE PRACTICES 

Section 600.100 Minimum Requirements 

Sections 400 and 500 provide minimum requirements for a Covered Employer with respect to 
the accrual, carryover and use of Earned Sick Leave.  Nothing in these Rules should be construed 
as prohibiting a Covered Employer from allowing a Covered Employee: 

(1) to accrue Earned Sick Leave at a faster rate than that 
described in Section 400.200; 

(2) to accrue Earned Sick Leave without regard to the location 
of where the Covered Employee performed work for the 
Covered Employer; 

(3) a higher annual Accrual Cap than that described in Section 
400.500; 

(4) to carry over more accrued Earned Sick Leave from one 
Accrual Period to the next than that described in Section 
400.600; 

(5) to use more Earned Sick Leave each Accrual Period than 
that described in Section 500.300; or 

(6) to use Earned Sick Leave, Ordinance-Restricted Earned 
Sick Leave, and/or FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave 
for purposes other than those described in Section 500.500. 

A Covered Employer who exercises one or more of the foregoing options does not create a cause 
of action for a Covered Employee under the Ordinance if the Covered Employer later reverts to 
the minimum requirements of these Rules or some other practice that exceeds the minimum 
requirements of these Rules but is less generous.  For example, if a Covered Employer had 
allowed Covered Employees to accrue one hour of Earned Sick Leave for every 10 hours of 
work, the Commission would not entertain the complaint of a Covered Employee if the Covered 
Employer, on a later occasion, requires a Covered Employee, for any nondiscriminatory reason, 
to instead work 30 hours before accruing an hour of Earned Sick Leave.   

Section 600.200 Terminology 

The Commission will not require a Covered Employer to use the same terminology used in the 
Ordinance or these Rules to describe paid leave benefits provided to Covered Employees as a 
precondition of finding that such paid leave benefits meet the requirements of the Ordinance. 

Section 600.300 Equivalent Practices 

The Commission recognizes that many Covered Employers have existing paid leave programs 
that they wish to modify as minimally as possible to achieve compliance with the Ordinance.  
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The Commission believes that the Ordinance provides Covered Employers with this flexibility so 
long as, in practical effect, Covered Employees (1) are awarded leave that, if it were converted 
into an hourly rate, accrues at a rate that is equivalent to or faster than that required by Section 
400.200; (2) can carry over unused leave in an amount equivalent to or greater than that required 
by Section 400.600 from one Accrual Period to the next; (3) can use an amount of leave in each 
Accrual Period that is equivalent to or greater than that required by Section 500.300; (4) can use 
such leave for purposes that include at least those grounds set out in Section 500.500; and (5) can 
do so without providing notice or documentation that is more burdensome than that described in 
Sections 500.600 and 500.700. 

The Commission observes that a number of additional alternative practices similarly may ease 
the administration of Earned Sick Leave while remaining its equivalent.  Here, the Commission 
outlines some of the practices that it has determined would be compliant with the Ordinance.  
The following list is not intended to be exhaustive: 

(A) Alternative to Accrual:  Front-Loading 

Section 400.200(G) of these Rules describes an equivalent practice for Covered Employers who 
prefer not to follow the accrual method described in Section 42-3(b)(2)-(4) of the Ordinance for 
awarding Earned Sick Leave to Covered Employees. 

(B) Alternative to Carryover:  Front-Loading 

Section 400.600(C) of these Rules describes an equivalent practice for Covered Employers who 
prefer not to do individualized calculations of the amount of unused accrued Earned Sick Leave 
to be carried over from one Accrual Period to the next as described in Section 42-3(b)(5)-(6) of 
the Ordinance. 

(C) Alternative to Accrual and Carryover:  Front-Loading Both 

For ease of administration, Covered Employers may choose to immediately grant at the 
beginning of each Accrual Period the maximum annual amount to which their Covered 
Employees could be entitled for both accrual during the current Accrual Period and carryover 
from the prior Accrual Period.  Covered Employers may do so while complying with the 
Ordinance as follows:  A Non-FMLA Eligible Covered Employer may comply by awarding its 
Covered Employees 60 hours of Earned Sick Leave (i.e. 40 hours maximum annual accrual plus 
20 hours maximum annual carryover).  An FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer may comply by 
awarding its Covered Employees 60 hours of Ordinance-Restricted Earned Sick Leave and 40 
hours of FMLA-Restricted Earned Sick Leave.  In both cases, the Covered Employer would then 
no longer be obligated either to track Covered Employee’s accrual of Earned Sick Leave during 
the year or to allow carryover of unused accrued Earned Sick Leave from one Accrual Period to 
the next.   

  



 

31 
 

(D) Alternative to Specific-Purpose Leave:  Multi-Purpose Paid Time Off 

Where the federal Family and Medical Leave Act does not apply (e.g., a Covered Employee of a 
Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer or a Non-FMLA-Eligible Covered Employee of an 
FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer), the Ordinance does not require a Covered Employer to 
allow a Covered Employee to use more than 40 hours of Earned Sick Leave in a year.  As a 
result, in such circumstances, the Commission will typically consider a Covered Employer to be 
in compliance with the Ordinance if the Covered Employer provides Covered Employees each 
Accrual Period with 5 days (i.e. 40 hours) of Paid Time Off (“PTO”), which can be used for the 
purposes described in Section 500.500 or for other leave purposes (e.g., vacation), at the option 
of the Covered Employee. 

Similarly, where the federal Family and Medical Leave Act does apply (i.e. an FMLA-Eligible 
Covered Employee of an FMLA-Eligible Covered Employer), the Ordinance does not require a 
Covered Employer to allow a Covered Employee to use more than 60 hours of Earned Sick 
Leave in a year.  As a result, in such circumstances, the Commission will typically consider a 
Covered Employer to be in compliance with the Ordinance if the Covered Employer provides 
Covered Employees each Accrual Period with 7.5 days (i.e. 60 hours) of PTO, which can be used 
for the purposes described in Section 500.500 or for other leave purposes (e.g., vacation), at the 
option of the Covered Employee.   

To be equivalent, the Covered Employer could not, for example, require notice or documentation 
from the Covered Employee that is any more burdensome than the notice or documentation 
described in Sections 500.600 and 500.700, when a Covered Employee uses PTO as the 
equivalent of Earned Sick Leave.   

(E) Alternative to Non-Uniform Accrual Periods:  Excess Front-Loading or Excess Carryover 

Under Section 42-3(b)(4) of the Ordinance, each Covered Employee has a specifically defined 
Accrual Period, the 12-month period starting on the Covered Employee’s Date of Initial Accrual, 
which ends 12 months later and repeats each year.  For ease of administration, some Covered 
Employers may prefer to shift the start and end dates of any particular Covered Employee’s 
Accrual Period from the dates set by the Ordinance.  One Covered Employer, for example, might 
prefer such a shift to align a particular Covered Employee’s Accrual Period with the Accrual 
Periods of other Covered Employees employed by the same Covered Employer (e.g., have all 
employees share the same benefit year based on the calendar year or the employer’s fiscal 
year).  Another Covered Employer might prefer such a shift to align a particular Covered 
Employee’s Accrual Period with the Covered Employer’s preexisting benefits administration 
practices (e.g., an employer that bases other employee benefits on the anniversary of an 
employee’s start date may want to continue to do that for existing employees in Cook County 
whose Date of Initial Accrual would otherwise be July 1, 2017).   

Regardless of the reason, shifting the start and end dates of a Covered Employee’s Accrual 
Period to fit a Covered Employer’s administrative preference or processes creates the risk that a 
Covered Employee may lose Earned Sick Leave to which he or she would otherwise be entitled 
to under the Ordinance.  This is because while a Covered Employee accrues one hour of Earned 
Sick Leave for every 40 hours of work in Cook County, at the end of each Accrual Period, that 
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Covered Employee may lose some of his or her unused accrued Earned Sick Leave.  As 
described in Section 400.600 of these Rules, the Ordinance does not require that a Covered 
Employer allow a Covered Employee to carry over all of his or her unused accrued Earned Sick 
Leave from one Accrual Period to the next.  As a result, if a Covered Employer ends a Covered 
Employee’s Accrual Period at a point where the Covered Employee has had less than 12 months 
since his or her Date of Initial Accrual, under the ordinary application of the carryover rules, the 
Covered Employee will be worse off.  It is, however, possible for a Covered Employer to shift 
the start and end dates of a Covered Employee’s Accrual Period in ways that do not make a 
Covered Employee worse off if the Covered Employer also extends Earned Sick Leave benefits 
to the Covered Employee that are in excess of those benefits required by the Ordinance.  

The Commission will consider a Covered Employer who shifts the start and end dates of a 
Covered Employee’s first Accrual Period to remain in compliance with the Ordinance so long as 
the Covered Employee is no worse off than he or she would be if the Covered Employer used the 
Accrual Period established in the Ordinance.  The Commission has determined that there are at 
least two ways that a Covered Employer may be able to achieve this.  First, in a Covered 
Employee’s first days of employment, the Covered Employer can front-load a greater amount of 
Earned Sick Leave than the amount to which the Covered Employee is otherwise entitled to 
under the Ordinance.  Second, at the end of a Covered Employee’s first Accrual Period, a 
Covered Employer can allow the Covered Employee to carry over into the next Accrual Period 
all (rather than half) of his or her unused accrued Earned Sick Leave.  The exact methodology – 
whether extra front-loading or extra carryover – is highly fact-specific and depends on, among 
other things, the dates that the Covered Employer is seeking to use for the Covered Employee’s 
Accrual Period, the Covered Employee’s Start of Employment, the Covered Employee’s Date of 
Initial Accrual and the number of hours that the Covered Employee will work in Cook County.      
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PART 700 NOTIFICATION OF RIGHTS 

Section 700.100 Posting Required 

Every Covered Employer shall post in a conspicuous place at each place of business where any 
Covered Employee works within the geographic boundaries of Cook County a notice advising 
Covered Employees of their rights under the Ordinance.  Such posting shall include, at a 
minimum, a description of the benefit, coverage, the rate of accrual, permissible uses and 
prohibited employer practices as well as contact information for the Commission and an 
explanation of how an employee who believes that his or her employer has violated the 
Ordinance can make a complaint. 

For the purpose of this Rule, the Commission will not consider a residence where a Covered 
Employer employs only one or more domestic workers to be a place of business where posting of 
notice is required by the Ordinance.  In addition, the Commission will not consider a place of 
business to be within the geographic boundaries of Cook County if it is also within the 
geographic boundaries of a municipality that has lawfully preempted the Ordinance. 

The Commission will provide on its website a model posting that satisfies a Covered Employer’s 
obligation under this Rule; however, a Covered Employer may satisfy its obligation under this 
Rule through any posting that advises Covered Employees of their rights under the Ordinance, 
including an explanation of how a Covered Employer’s specific leave policy, which may use 
different terminology than the Ordinance, meets the requirements of the Ordinance.  

Section 700.200 Notice of Rights Required 

Every Covered Employer shall also provide to every Covered Employee a notice of rights 
advising each Covered Employee of his or her rights under the Ordinance by the later of each 
Covered Employee’s Date of Coverage or Date of Eligibility, and at least once per calendar year 
thereafter.  Such notice may accompany a Covered Employee’s paycheck or paycheck deposit 
notification.  Such notice shall include, at a minimum, a description of the benefit, coverage, the 
rate of accrual, permissible uses and prohibited employer practices as well as contact information 
for the Commission and an explanation of how employees who believe that their employer has 
violated the Ordinance can make a complaint. 

The Commission will provide on its website a model notice of rights that satisfies a Covered 
Employer’s obligation under this Rule; however, a Covered Employer may satisfy its obligation 
under this Rule through any written notice that advises Covered Employees of their rights under 
the Ordinance, including an explanation of how a Covered Employer’s specific leave policy, 
which may use different terminology than the Ordinance, meets the requirements of the 
Ordinance. 
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PART 800 RECORDKEEPING 

Section 800.100 Required Records; Covered Employer 

Covered Employers are not required to retain any records prior to being named as respondents to 
a claim filed under the Ordinance with the Commission.  The Commission, however, anticipates 
that moderately sophisticated Covered Employers who are complying with the Ordinance will 
have personnel and payroll records that are sufficient to demonstrate over the course of the three 
most recent years:   

(1) each Covered Employee’s name;  

(2) each Covered Employee’s Contact Information, including 
mailing address, telephone number and/or email address; 

(3) each Covered Employee’s occupation or job title; 

(4) each Covered Employee’s hire date; 

(5) the number of hours that each Covered Employee worked 
each workweek or pay period; 

(6) the number of hours of Earned Sick Leave each Covered 
Employee was awarded; 

(7) the number of hours of Earned Sick Leave each Covered 
Employee used; and 

(8) the date upon which each Covered Employee used Earned 
Sick Leave. 

Failure of a moderately sophisticated Covered Employer to be able to produce such records if 
requested by the Commission in response to a complaint alleging a violation of the Ordinance 
may result in an adverse presumption against the Covered Employer by which the Commission 
will presume the accuracy of a Covered Employee’s testimonial evidence with respect to the 
enumerated issue when it is in conflict with the testimonial evidence of a moderately 
sophisticated Covered Employer who cannot produce the expected records. 

For the purpose of this Rule, the Commission will presume that any Covered Employer who does 
business in any corporate form or any natural person who employs more than four Covered 
Employees is moderately sophisticated. 

Section 800.200 Required Records; Covered Employee 

Covered Employees are not required to retain any records supporting their claim to a violation of 
the Ordinance in advance of filing such a claim with the Commission.  The Commission, 
however, encourages Covered Employees to retain such records if they will use the Commission 
to enforce their rights under the Ordinance.  The Commission will presume the accuracy of a 
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Covered Employer’s contemporaneously written business records when they are in conflict with 
a Covered Employee’s testimonial evidence. 

Section 800.300 Preservation Obligation 

Once a Covered Employer or Covered Employee has notice of a claim under the Ordinance, they 
have an obligation to retain all records related to the claim in their possession, custody or control 
until final disposition of the claim by the Commission.  Destruction, damage or loss of such 
records will result in an adverse presumption against any party who had a retention obligation 
under this Rule.  The Commission may also fine that party if the Commission determines that the 
destruction, damage or loss of such records was intentional. 
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PART 900 MISCELLANEOUS PRACTICES 

Section 900.100 Prohibited 

In addition to any other practice expressly or implicitly prohibited by the Ordinance, the 
Commission will consider a Covered Employer to have violated the Ordinance by: 

(1) requiring that a Covered Employee find coverage as a 
condition of using Earned Sick Leave; 

(2) retaliating against a Covered Employee for exercising 
rights under the Ordinance or participating as a party or 
witness in a case alleging a violation of the Ordinance that 
is or was pending before the Commission; 

(3) counting absences arising from the use of properly noticed 
Earned Sick Leave as an absence that triggers discipline, 
demotion, suspension or any other adverse employment 
action; 

(4) switching a Covered Employee’s schedule after he or she 
provides notice that he or she is using or will use Earned 
Sick Leave to avoid paying the employee during his or her 
absence; 

(5) forbidding or requiring a Covered Employee to take Earned 
Sick Leave, provided that it is not prohibited for a Covered 
Employer to require that a Covered Employee use accrued 
Earned Sick Leave when the Covered Employee can do so 
instead of taking an unpaid absence from work; or 

(6) paying a Covered Employee to not take Earned Sick Leave. 

Section 900.200 Permissible 

The Commission will not consider a Covered Employer to have violated the Ordinance by doing 
the following: 

(1) denying a Covered Employee’s request to use Earned Sick 
Leave for a foreseeable purpose where the Covered 
Employee failed to provide reasonable notice consistent 
with Section 500.600(B); 

(2) imposing discipline on a Covered Employee for failing to 
provide his or her Covered Employer with notice that he or 
she will use Earned Sick Leave to be absent from work in 
accordance with a reasonable written policy established by 
the Covered Employer; 
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(3) imposing discipline on a Covered Employee for abusing 
Earned Sick Leave by, for example, a proven use of Earned 
Sick Leave that is not one of the permissible uses described 
in Section 500.500; 

(4) if a Covered Employer fails to pay Earned Sick Leave on 
the grounds that the payment of Earned Sick Leave in the 
specific circumstances at issue would require the Covered 
Employer to compensate a Covered Employee at more than 
the appropriate rate of pay as described in Section 
200.100(A).  For example, if a Covered Employee is being 
compensated by a Covered Employer at 100 percent of his 
or her hourly rate of pay through workers’ compensation 
payments or disability leave benefits, the Commission will 
not require that a Covered Employer compensate the 
Covered Employee at 200 percent of his or her normal rate 
of pay through an additional payment for the use of Earned 
Sick Leave. 
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PART 1000 ENFORCEMENT 

SUBPART 1010 SCOPE 

Section 1010.100 Application of the Ordinance 

With respect to enforcement of the Ordinance, the Commission will defer to the jurisdiction of 
any municipality that is within the geographic boundaries of Cook County, including but not 
limited to the City of Chicago, that has enacted an earned sick leave law applicable to the 
Covered Employee at issue, which (a) provides Earned Sick Leave in an amount and manner that 
is as, or more, generous than the Ordinance and (b) provides remedies against a Covered 
Employer that fails to provide such benefits. 

SUBPART 1020 ADMINISTRATIVE PROCESS 

Section 1020.100  Time Limit for Filing Complaints 

A Covered Employee who seeks to file a complaint with the Commission alleging that a Covered 
Employer has violated the Ordinance must do so within three years of the alleged violation, 
provided that, if there is evidence that the Covered Employer concealed the violation, then any 
complaint must be filed with the Commission within three years of when the Covered Employee 
discovered, or reasonably should have discovered, the violation.  Where such a violation is 
continuing, the claim must be brought within three years of the last occurrence of the alleged 
violation. 

Once a Covered Employee has filed a complaint within the time allowed by this Rule, the 
Commission’s investigation of that complaint is not necessarily limited to the same time period 
though, as a matter of practice, the Commission will not focus its investigation on alleged 
violations of the Ordinance that are more than three years old. 

That a claim may be too old to file at the Commission will not impact the Covered Employee’s 
ability to bring the claim in a court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-8(b) of the 
Ordinance.   

Section 1020.200 Initiating Enforcement at the Commission 

(A) Case Initiation 

A Covered Employee who believes that his or her Covered Employer has committed any 
violation of the Ordinance may file a complaint with the Commission.  Such a complaint must be 
in writing and verified by the complaining Covered Employee in addition to being timely 
pursuant to Section 1020.100.   

Further, the complaint must include:  

(1) the name of the Covered Employee and his or her contact 
information;  
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(2) the name of the Covered Employer that has allegedly 
violated the Ordinance and its contact information;  

(3) a statement of facts alleged to establish that the 
complaining employee and his or her employer are covered 
by the Ordinance, including, but not limited to, (i) the 
address of the Covered Employer’s Place of Business 
located in Cook County and (ii) the date(s) and place(s) 
where the complainant performed a minimum of two hours 
of work for the Covered Employer while physically present 
within the geographic boundaries of Cook County and a 
brief description of that work; and  

(4) a statement of the facts alleged to constitute the violation of 
the Ordinance, including, but not limited to, (i) the date(s) 
and amount(s) of any alleged denial of use or under-accrual 
of Earned Sick Leave for work performed for the Covered 
Employer while in Cook County; (ii) the date(s) and 
place(s) of any alleged failure to notify; and (iii) the 
date(s), place(s) and witness(es) to any alleged retaliation.   

The Commission will provide a form that a Covered Employee can use for this purpose on its 
website.  A complaining Covered Employee can be represented by counsel at this or any stage of 
the Commission process but is not required to retain an attorney for this purpose. 

(B) Review of Complaint 

Once filed, the Commission will serve the complaint unless it finds upon review that (i) the 
complaint is not timely; (ii) the Commission lacks jurisdiction over the complaint; or (iii) the 
complaint does not state facts that, if true, would constitute a violation of the Ordinance.  The 
Commission then will issue an abeyance letter to the complaining employee and take no further 
action with respect to the employee’s claim.   

The Commission may also decline to serve a complaint from an employee who has previously 
filed multiple complaints with the Commission that subsequently were determined to be non-
meritorious if (i) the Commission previously determined that the employee had filed the non-
meritorious complaint for an improper purpose or (ii) the Commission has some articulable 
evidence that the current complaint is also being filed for an improper purpose.  The Commission 
will explain this determination in an abeyance letter issued to the complaining employee.   

In any instance, the Commission’s decision to decline an employee’s request to initiate a case for 
enforcement of the Ordinance does not in any way prejudice any right that employee may have 
to pursue enforcement of the Ordinance outside of the Commission in a court of competent 
jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-8(b) of the Ordinance. 

If the complaint is deemed viable by the Commission, the Commission will either serve the 
complaint on the Covered Employer named in the complaint or will serve, as a substitute, a 
Commission Complaint as described in Section 1020.200(C). 



 

40 
 

(C) Commission Complaint 

In its discretion, in lieu of serving a complaint as filed, the Commission may serve instead on the 
Covered Employer named in the complaint, a complaint that is written in the Commission’s 
name.  Such a complaint does not have to disclose the name of the complaining Covered 
Employee and may allege violations of the Ordinance that are broader than those involving the 
complaining Covered Employee.   

The Commission will consider the totality of the circumstances but at least two circumstances 
will favor this approach: (i) multiple Covered Employees of the same Covered Employer have 
filed, or attempted to file, complaints with the Commission alleging substantially similar 
violations of the Ordinance by the Covered Employer or (ii) there is a reasonable probability 
based on the nature of the allegations and any evidence provided by the complaining Covered 
Employee that the Covered Employer has also violated the Ordinance with respect to other 
Covered Employees who have not yet filed a complaint with the Commission but could 
conceivably do so. 

Section 1020.300 Commission Investigations of Alleged Ordinance Violations 

(A) Response  

Once served with a complaint, whether in the name of a complaining Covered Employee or in 
the name of the Commission, the Covered Employer has 30 days to file with the Commission a 
written and verified answer to the complaint that admits or denies each allegation and sets out 
any additional facts that, if true, would establish that the Covered Employer has complied with 
the Ordinance, the Ordinance does not apply, the Commission lacks jurisdiction over the claim, 
or any other reason in support of dismissal of the complaint.    

The Covered Employer can request an extension of time to respond to a complaint but must do 
so in writing before the expiration of the time to answer.  Absent extraordinary circumstances, 
the Commission will only grant one extension.  The failure to promptly retain counsel is not an 
extraordinary circumstance. 

Where the Commission deems the Covered Employer’s response to be sufficient to demonstrate 
that the complaint lacks merit, the Commission will dismiss the complaint.  The Commission’s 
decision to dismiss at this stage does not in any way prejudice any right that a Covered 
Employee may have to pursue enforcement of the Ordinance outside of the Commission in a 
court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-8(b) of the Ordinance. 

Where the Commission deems the Covered Employer’s response to be insufficient to 
demonstrate that the complaint lacks merit, the Commission will proceed with discovery. 

Failure to submit a response within the time allotted will constitute an admission by the Covered 
Employer to the Commission of each allegation in the complaint.  The Commission will render 
an order pursuant to Section 1020.400 on the basis of such admissions as appropriate. 
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(B) Discovery 

The Commission will direct all discovery related to its determination of whether a violation of 
the Ordinance has occurred.  The complaining Covered Employee and the Covered Employer 
can suggest discovery to the Commission that would facilitate the determination of whether or 
not a violation of the Ordinance has occurred, but the Commission will make the final 
determination of what information and testimony to obtain with the goal of conducting an 
accurate and expeditious investigation at the lowest reasonable cost to all parties and witnesses. 

In conducting discovery of the parties, the Commission may conduct interviews or submit 
document requests and questionnaires calling for written responses.  In conducting discovery of 
non-parties or as otherwise necessary, the Commission may issue a subpoena pursuant to Section 
1020.300(B)(4). 

To the extent that the Commission is confronted with conflicting testimonial evidence on an 
issue that is material to its determination of whether a violation of the Ordinance has occurred, 
the Commission may order an Evidentiary Conference pursuant to Section 1020.300(B)(3). 

(1) Failure to Produce Requested Evidence 

All discovery requested by the Commission must be provided within the time provided to 
respond in the Commission’s request.  The Commission will presume that any evidence it 
requests but that has not been produced or that has not been produced within the time requested 
does not exist, and it will resolve the related question of fact or law on the basis of the absence of 
evidence and/or the presence of other evidence obtained from other sources.  Further, if a party 
fails to produce information requested by the Commission within the time requested, the party 
will be barred from presenting that evidence in any later setting related to enforcement of the 
Ordinance. 

(2) Sensitive Information 

Parties who may be producing confidential, proprietary or personal information to the 
Commission should identify that material as such and may request appropriate protections for 
that information (e.g., request that any documents that are not included or referenced in the 
Commission’s final order be returned to the producing party at the close of the investigation). 

(3) Evidentiary Conference 

The Commission may order an Evidentiary Conference to resolve simple factual disputes arising 
from conflicting testimonial evidence by parties and/or witnesses that is potentially 
determinative as to whether there is evidence of a violation of the Ordinance.  The Commission 
may order the parties and/or witnesses to provide in-person, sworn testimony on the disputed fact 
before an administrative law judge who will make a determination as to the credibility of any 
testifying party or witness with respect to the disputed fact.  An order of an Evidentiary 
Conference will provide the parties with notice of the disputed issue of fact and the identity of 
the testifying parties and/or witnesses.  Additional witnesses may be added by the parties as 
provided in subsection (a).   
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(a) At an Evidentiary Conference, the testifying parties 
and/or witnesses will be examined by the 
administrative law judge.  The parties to the case, or 
their attorneys or representatives of record, will then 
have the opportunity to examine and cross-examine 
any party or witness testifying at an Evidentiary 
Conference.  The parties to the case, or their 
attorneys or representatives of record, may also 
present any additional witnesses or documentary 
evidence to the administrative law judge that the 
parties believe will assist the administrative law 
judge in resolving the disputed issue of fact.  A 
party must provide advance notice of any such 
additional evidence to the Commission and the 
other party at least five business days before the 
Evidentiary Conference.  The Evidentiary 
Conference is limited to hearing evidence relevant 
to resolving the dispute of fact identified in the 
order of an Evidentiary Conference. 

(b) Within 21 days of the Evidentiary Conference, the 
administrative law judge will present in writing any 
findings of fact, including any determinations of 
testimonial credibility, to the Commission.  The 
administrative law judge’s findings shall be 
considered an additional piece of evidence in the 
Commission’s investigation into the merits of the 
complaint. 

(4) Subpoenas 

The Commission may issue a subpoena on its own initiative at any time for the appearance of 
witnesses or the production of evidence.  If a person does not comply with a subpoena on the 
date set for compliance whether because of refusal, neglect, or a change in the compliance date 
(such as due to continuation of an Administrative Hearing) or for any other reason, the subpoena 
shall continue in effect for up to one year, and a new subpoena need not be issued.   

When issuing a subpoena the Commission shall pay witness fees of $20.00 per day and mileage 
fees of $0.20 per mile to the person subpoenaed. 

The person to whom the subpoena is directed may object to the subpoena in whole or in part.  
The objection may be made to the Commission or to the administrative law judge (if one has 
been assigned) no later than five business days prior to the time for appearance or production 
required by the subpoena.  The objection shall be in writing, filed with the Commission, served 
on all parties and on the administrative law judge (if any assigned), and shall specify the grounds 
for objection.  The party opposing the objection may file a written response to the objection 
specifying the need for certain witnesses or documentation no later than two business days prior 
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to the time for appearance or production required by the subpoena.  The Commission or, if 
assigned, the administrative law judge, shall consider the objection and render a decision on the 
objection.     

Failure to comply with a subpoena issued by the Commission shall constitute a separate violation 
of the Ordinance.  Every day that a person fails to comply with said subpoena shall constitute a 
separate and distinct violation.  The Commission may seek judicial enforcement of its 
subpoenas.   

Section 1020.400 Commission Findings 

(A) Finding of No Violation 

If the Commission finds that the parties’ pleadings and the evidence that the Commission 
obtained through discovery is insufficient to establish that the Covered Employer violated the 
Ordinance, the Commission will render a Finding of No Violation and serve it on the parties.  A 
Finding of No Violation is on the merits and may prejudice any right that the complaining 
Covered Employee may have to pursue enforcement of the Ordinance outside of the Commission 
in a court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-8(b) of the Ordinance.  A Finding of 
No Violation is a final order of the Commission, subject to administrative review as described in 
Section 1020.600. 

(B) Finding of Violation 

If the Commission finds on the basis of its investigation that a violation has occurred, the 
Commission will render a Finding of Violation.  The Finding of Violation will order remedies 
and/or sanctions as described in Subpart 1030.  

The Covered Employer has 30 days from the date that the Commission renders its Finding of 
Violation to accept the Commission’s finding or contest it pursuant to the procedures set out in 
Section 1020.500.  

If the Covered Employer accepts the Finding of Violation, the Covered Employer must 
demonstrate compliance with any remedies ordered within 30 days or such other time as may be 
provided by the Commission. 

Section 1020.500 Administrative Hearing 

If the Covered Employer does not accept the Commission’s Finding of Violation pursuant to 
Section 1020.400(B), the Commission will appoint an administrative law judge to make a final 
determination as to whether the Covered Employer violated the Ordinance and the remedies and 
sanctions ordered by the Commission are appropriate.  The Commission, or its designee, will 
present the evidence it obtained that supports its Finding of Violation.  The Covered Employer 
can cross-examine this evidence and/or produce additional relevant evidence (that it is not 
otherwise prohibited by Section 1020.300(B)(2) from producing).  Neither the Commission nor 
the Covered Employer will be entitled to any additional discovery at this stage though the 
Commission can use its subpoena power as described in Section 1020.300(B)(4) to arrange for 
the presence of any necessary witnesses whose live testimony is requested by the administrative 
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law judge or the Covered Employer.  In the case of a witness subpoenaed at the request of the 
Covered Employer, the Covered Employer must effect service of the subpoena and pay the 
associated witness and mileage fees. 

The administrative law judge will promptly issue a written opinion affirming or setting aside all 
or any portion of the Finding of Violation, including any proposed remedies and/or sanctions.  
The administrative law judge’s decision will be the final decision of the Commission and be 
subject to administrative review as described in Section 1020.600. 

Section 1020.600 Administrative Review   

The Commission will not entertain motions for reconsideration of Findings of Violation or 
Findings of No Violation.  A party contesting the Commission’s Finding of Violation or Finding 
of No Violation may, however, seek administrative review of the Commission’s decision by 
filing a petition for writ of certiorari in the Circuit Court of Cook County within 30 days of a 
Finding of No Violation as described in Section 1020.400(A) or within 30 days of a Finding of 
Violation as described in Section 1020.500. 

Section 1020.700 Service 

For the purpose of any of these Rules that require service:  

(A) On Complainant 

A complaining Covered Employee shall be served by mail or in person at the address he or she 
provides on the complaint, provided that, if a complaining Covered Employee subsequently 
provides any other address, including the address of counsel, in writing to all parties and the 
Commission, then all future service upon the complaining Covered Employee shall be at that 
address.   

(B) On Respondent 

A Covered Employer shall be served by mail or in person at its principal place of business or at 
its place of business where all or some of the alleged Ordinance violations occurred, provided 
that, if a Covered Employer subsequently provides any other address, including the address of 
counsel, in writing to all parties and the Commission, then all future service upon the Covered 
Employer shall be at that address.   

(C) On the Commission 

The Commission shall be served at its 69 West Washington office by mail or in person Monday 
through Friday, excluding County holidays, between 9:00 a.m. and 4:00 p.m.   

(D) Electronic Service 

Service by electronic means to an email address provided by a party or the Commission can be 
made in lieu of mail or in-person delivery after the initial pleadings to any party or the 
Commission with the prior written consent of that party or the Commission, as applicable.   
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(E) When Service is Effective 

Electronic service is presumed to be effective on the date on which it is sent.  In-person service is 
presumed to be effective on the date on which it is made.  Service by U.S. mail is presumed to be 
effective three business days after it is deposited in the mail with postage prepaid. 

Section 1020.800 Evidence of Compliance  

For the first year after the effective date of the Ordinance, if a Covered Employer that is the 
respondent in a complaint for violation of this Ordinance provides the Commission with 
competent evidence that it is in, or has come back into, full compliance with the Ordinance, then 
the Commission will terminate any investigation pursuant to Section 1020.300(A), will not 
proceed to rendering an order pursuant to Section 1020.400, and will dismiss the complaint with 
prejudice.  The Commission considers full compliance to include the payment of any lost wages 
to affected Covered Employees that resulted from noncompliance with the Ordinance. 

The Commission will revisit this rule on or before July 1, 2018 to determine whether it has 
furthered the Commission’s goal of encouraging Covered Employers who may be out of 
compliance with the Ordinance to come quickly into compliance.  If so, this Rule may be 
extended.     

SUBPART 1030 ADMINISTRATIVE REMEDIES 

When the Commission determines that a Covered Employer has violated the Ordinance, the 
Commission may (1) fine the Covered Employer; (2) order the Covered Employer to pay lost 
wages to affected Covered Employees; and/or (3) order other appropriate injunctive relief. 

Section 1030.100 Fines  

The Commission will impose fines payable to Cook County for any violation of the Ordinance.  
The amount of such fine will not exceed $500 per violation per Covered Employee affected per 
day.  In exercising its discretion to set an appropriate fine, the Commission will take into account 
the extent of the violation, the culpability of the Covered Employer, and whether the Covered 
Employer promptly and thoroughly cooperated during the course of the Commission’s 
investigation into the complaint that led to the Finding of Violation. 

Section 1030.200 Lost Wages   

The Commission may order a Covered Employer that has violated the Ordinance to pay to 
affected Covered Employees the amount of any lost wages that resulted from noncompliance 
with the Ordinance.  For example, if a Covered Employer violated the Ordinance by requiring a 
Covered Employee to take an unpaid sick day when the employee had accrued and could have 
used one day of Earned Sick Leave, the Commission may require the Covered Employer to pay 
the Covered Employee an amount equivalent to one day’s wages.  In exercising its discretion, the 
Commission will take into account whether the Covered Employer is currently meeting its 
obligations under the Ordinance and the amount and duration of any lost wages to affected 
Covered Employees. 
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If the Commission exercises the option pursuant to Section 1020.200(C) to proceed on behalf of 
the complaining Covered Employee, lost wages will be based on all Covered Employees 
employed by the Covered Employer during the relevant time period.  The Commission will 
award the complaining Covered Employee his or her lost wages.  The Commission will collect 
any back wages due to non-complaining Covered Employees to create a fund, administered by 
the Commission or its designee, to award lost wages to non-complaining Covered Employees 
employed by the Covered Employer.    

If the Commission does not proceed on behalf of the complaining Covered Employee, the 
amount of lost wages awarded will be based only on lost wages due to the complaining Covered 
Employee.  Back wages due to non-complaining Covered Employees will not be considered.  

Section 1030.300 Injunctive Relief 

The Commission may impose appropriate post-judgment injunctive relief.  Such relief may 
include, for example, an order to cease and desist violating the Ordinance going forward or to 
reinstate a Covered Employee who was discharged in retaliation for exercising rights protected 
by the Ordinance. 

The Commission may require the Covered Employer to submit to monitoring of future 
compliance with the Ordinance by the Commission or its designee.  Monitoring may include 
additional recordkeeping obligations.  

SUBPART 1040 JUDICIAL ENFORCEMENT 

Section 1040.100  Private Right of Action  

To the extent that a Covered Employee wishes to pursue a claim against a Covered Employer in 
Cook County in a court of competent jurisdiction pursuant to Section 42-8(b) of the Ordinance, 
the Commission will not require that the Covered Employee first bring such a claim to the 
Commission.  A Covered Employee requires no authorization from the Commission to pursue 
such a claim in a court of competent jurisdiction and the Commission will not purport to grant 
such authorization. 

Section 1040.200  Effect on Administrative Enforcement 

If a Covered Employee first brings a claim alleging an Ordinance violation to the Commission 
and, while it is pending, files a substantially similar claim pursuant to Section 42-8(b) of the 
Ordinance in a court of competent jurisdiction, the Commission will dismiss its pending matter 
so as to avoid the risk of rendering inconsistent determinations.  Similarly, the Commission will 
not entertain a claim to vindicate a right under the Ordinance that is substantially similar to a 
claim that was previously filed in a court of competent jurisdiction.  



ADVISORY REFERENDA REGARDING MINIMUM WAGE (2014) AND 

MANDATORY SICK LEAVE (2016) 
 

 
 

DATE: June 19, 2017 
 
TO: Village President and Board of Trustees  

Village Manager 

From:   Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 

SUBJECT: Advisory Referenda Regarding Minimum Wage and Mandatory Sick Leave 
Policies.    

 
 
In 2014, a non-binding referendum regarding a raise to the State minimum wage appeared on the ballot 
for all Illinois voters.  In 2016, a non-binding referendum regarding the imposition of mandatory earned 
sick time appeared on the ballet of all Cook County voters.  This memorandum will provide the exact 
language of each referendum, as well as, the State, Cook County, New Trier Township and Wilmette 
(as conditioned in the footnote) vote totals.1  All information gathered was from either the State Board 
of Elections or the Cook County Clerk’s databases, unless otherwise noted.    

November 4, 2014 Gubernatorial General Election Referendum Question (Minimum Wage) 

On November 4, 2014, every voter in the State, voting in that election, had the opportunity to vote “Yes” 
or “No” on the following advisory, non-binding referendum question: 

Shall the minimum wage in Illinois for adults over the age of 18 be raised to $10 per hour 
by January 1, 2015? 

The election results for that referendum is as follows: 

Jurisdiction Ballots Cast 
 

Votes Cast Yes (percent) No 

State of Illinois 3,669,886 3,504,697 2,339,173 
(66.74%) 
 

1,165,524 
(33.26%) 

Suburban  
Cook County 

696,403 645,804 483,066  
(74.80%) 
 

162,738 
(25.20%) 

                                                 
1 The State of Illinois and Cook County election results are organized as results for the entire State, Cook County or by 
individual Townships within Illinois Counties. Accordingly, official election results are not organized by specific 
municipalities, and therefore; the “Wilmette” totals are an estimate of the total votes cast in Wilmette based upon the New 
Trier Township precincts located within Wilmette.  The small Wilmette portion of Precinct 35 in Northfield Township is 
not accounted for in this calculation.  
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New Trier Township 25,509 23,551 15,634  
(66.38%) 
 

7,917  
(33.62%) 

Wilmette  
(see footnote) 

11,646 10,637 7,527  
(70.76%) 
 

3,110  
(29.23%) 

 

November 8, 2016 Presidential General Election Referendum Question (Earned Sick Time) 

On November 8, 2016, every voter in Cook County, voting at that election, had the opportunity to vote 
“Yes” or “No” on the following advisory, non-binding referendum question: 

Shall Illinois enact the Earned Sick Time for Employees Act which will allow Illinois workers 
to earn up to 40 hours of sick time a year to take care of their own health or a family 
member's health? 

The election results for that referendum is as follows: 

Jurisdiction Ballots Cast 
 

Votes Cast Yes (percent) No 

State of Illinois Not applicable 
 

Not applicable Not applicable Not applicable 

Suburban  
Cook County 

1,089,431 999,297 816,065  
(81.66%) 
 

183,232 
(18.34%) 
 

New Trier Township 33,219 30,499 21,280  
(69.77%) 
 

9,219  
(30.23%) 
 

Wilmette  
(see footnote) 
 

16,125 14,840 10,935  
(73.68%) 

3,905  
(26.31%) 

 



 
  

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 (847) 853-7509 
 Facsimile (847) 853-7700 
 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

 
Date:   June 19, 2017 

To:   Village Board of Trustees 

From:   Bob Bielinski, Village President 

Subject: Minimum Wage 

As you know, on June 27, 2017, the Village Board will consider an ordinance to “opt 
out” of the 2016 Cook County Ordinances concerning minimum wage and mandatory 
paid sick leave, both of which take effect on July 1, 2017. 

As directed by the Board, the Village Staff is working to provide additional information 
to help Board members make informed decisions at the meeting on the 27th. 

The Staff has requested additional information from the Wilmette/Kenilworth 
Chamber of Commerce, and the Chamber is reaching out to its members to help the 
Board better understand our business community’s point of view. 

I’ve also asked four individuals to submit additional information for the Board’s 
consideration, as well as extending an invitation to each to speak at the meeting. 

- Larry Suffredin, Cook County Commissioner (D-Evanston), sponsor of the 
County ordinances 

- Sean Morrison, Cook County Commissioner (R-Orland Park), an opponent of the 
County ordinances 

- Sam Toia, President and CEO of the Illinois Restaurant Association 
- Ron Powell, President, Local 881 United Food and Commercial Workers union 

In addition, I’ve asked Wilmette’s Corporation Counsel to draft a memo addressing 
legal issues related to the County ordinances and Wilmette’s legal authority in this area. 

As requested by a number of Trustees, I am also sharing some of the background 
materials which I’ve reviewed and which you may find helpful to your research of the 
issues surrounding an increase in the minimum wage. 
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Chicago Working Group Report 

“A Fair Deal for Chicago’s Working Families:  A Proposal to Increase the Minimum 
Wage” contains the recommendations of Mayor Rahm Emanuel’s Minimum Wage 
Working Group.  In May 2014, Mayor Emanuel appointed a working group of community, 
labor and business leaders to evaluate options for developing a balanced proposal to 
raise the minimum wage in Chicago.  The Working Group held five public meetings and 
consulted with experts and stakeholders.  In December 2014, the Chicago City Council 
approved an increase to the minimum wage. 

In addition to background information and the Group’s recommendations, the report 
includes a list of academic research studies on minimum wage along with bullet points 
of summary findings for each study.  I noted that a couple of the studies on the list were 
specific to Chicago, and not just general minimum wage research.  

A comparable document does not exist for the Cook County Ordinances because a 
similar evaluation and study process was not undertaken by the County Board prior to 
adoption of the Ordinances. 

Academic Research on the Minimum Wage 

The minimum wage is among the most studied economic topics, and a review of 
academic research finds mixed opinions on the impacts of increasing the minimum 
wage.  Much of the literature over the years suggests that a 10% increase in the 
minimum wage leads to a 1-3% reduction for teenage or low-skilled employment.  More 
recently, some economists have called into question those conclusions and published 
studies that show minimal negative impacts from increasing the minimum wage. 

David Neumark (economics professor and director of the Center for Economics and 
Public Policy at the University of California, Irvine) is one of the leading economists who 
promotes the traditional view of the impact of minimum wage increase.  Michael Reich 
(professor of economics and chair of the Center on Wage and Employment Dynamics 
at the Institute for Research on Labor and Employment (IRLE) of the University of 
California at Berkeley) leads the group of economists which has presented research 
which shows minimal impact of minimum wage increases.  Much of the recent literature 
is a back and forth between these two groups of economists, questioning the others 
research methodologies and data, as well as condemning their conclusions. 

While their academic studies can be technical, lengthy and difficult to read, some of 
these economists have authored articles and opinion pieces which summarize their work 
and provides history and context of the minimum wage debate.  For your convenience, 
I’ve attached a number of these articles.  Of course, simply googling variations on 
phrases including “minimum wage” will yield many additional results. 

Specifically, attached you will find the following articles: 
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“The Minimum Wage and Employment Dynamics.”  Center for Economic Policy and 
Research.  by Jonathan Meer and Jeremy West.  September 10, 2013.  
http://voxeu.org/article/minimum-wage-and-employment-dynamics 

“The Minimum We Can Do.”  The New York Times.  by Arindrajit Dube.  November 
30, 2013.  https://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/11/30/the-minimum-we-can-
do/ 

“No, a Minimum-Wage Boost Won’t Kill Jobs.” Politico Magazine.  by Michael Reich.  
February 21, 2014.  http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2014/02/minimum-
wage-boost-wont-kill-jobs-103769?o=1 

“Minimum Wage Debate Goes Local.”  San Francisco Chronicle.  by Ken Jacobs and 
Annette Bernhardt.  April 18, 2014.  http://www.sfgate.com/default/article/Minimum-
wage-debate-goes-local-5413650.php 

 “The Unappetizing Effect of Minimum-Wage Hikes.”  The Wall Street Journal.  by 
Michael Saltsman.  March 24, 2015.  https://www.wsj.com/articles/michael-
saltsman-the-unappetizing-effect-of-minimum-wage-hikes-1427240817 

“The Minimum Wage:  How Much is Too Much?”  The New York Times.  by Alan 
Krueger.  October 9, 2015.  
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/11/opinion/sunday/the-minimum-wage-how-
much-is-too-much.html 

“A $15 Wage Won’t Cost New York Jobs.”  New York Daily News.  by Michael Reich.  
March 11, 2016.  http://www.nydailynews.com/opinion/michael-reich-15-wage-won-
cost-new-york-jobs-article-1.2560449 

“The Evidence is Piling Up That Higher Minimum Wages Kill Jobs.”  The Wall Street 
Journal.  by David Neumark.  December 15, 2015.  https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-
evidence-is-piling-up-that-higher-minimum-wages-kill-jobs-1450220824 

“A Minimum Wage Hike is the Wrong Fix.” Los Angeles Times.  by David Neumark.  
March 18, 2016.  http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-0318-neumark-fair-
wage-act-problems-20160318-story.html 

 
News Coverage of Chicago Minimum Wage Increase and Cook County Minimum 
Wage Increase 

I’ve also attached local new stories relating to the December 2014 minimum wage 
increase in Chicago and the Cook County Ordinances.  Specifically: 

“City Council Raises Chicago Minimum Wage to $13 by 2019.” Chicago Tribune. 
December 2, 2014.  http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/local/politics/chi-chicago-
minimum-wage-increase-13-20141202-story.html 

http://voxeu.org/article/minimum-wage-and-employment-dynamics
https://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/11/30/the-minimum-we-can-do/
https://opinionator.blogs.nytimes.com/2013/11/30/the-minimum-we-can-do/
http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2014/02/minimum-wage-boost-wont-kill-jobs-103769?o=1
http://www.politico.com/magazine/story/2014/02/minimum-wage-boost-wont-kill-jobs-103769?o=1
http://www.sfgate.com/default/article/Minimum-wage-debate-goes-local-5413650.php
http://www.sfgate.com/default/article/Minimum-wage-debate-goes-local-5413650.php
https://www.wsj.com/articles/michael-saltsman-the-unappetizing-effect-of-minimum-wage-hikes-1427240817
https://www.wsj.com/articles/michael-saltsman-the-unappetizing-effect-of-minimum-wage-hikes-1427240817
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/11/opinion/sunday/the-minimum-wage-how-much-is-too-much.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2015/10/11/opinion/sunday/the-minimum-wage-how-much-is-too-much.html
http://www.nydailynews.com/opinion/michael-reich-15-wage-won-cost-new-york-jobs-article-1.2560449
http://www.nydailynews.com/opinion/michael-reich-15-wage-won-cost-new-york-jobs-article-1.2560449
https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-evidence-is-piling-up-that-higher-minimum-wages-kill-jobs-1450220824
https://www.wsj.com/articles/the-evidence-is-piling-up-that-higher-minimum-wages-kill-jobs-1450220824
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-0318-neumark-fair-wage-act-problems-20160318-story.html
http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-0318-neumark-fair-wage-act-problems-20160318-story.html
http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/local/politics/chi-chicago-minimum-wage-increase-13-20141202-story.html
http://www.chicagotribune.com/news/local/politics/chi-chicago-minimum-wage-increase-13-20141202-story.html
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“Business Owners Cope as Chicago’s Minimum Wage Creeps Higher.”  Chicago 
Tribune.  July 5, 2016.  http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/ct-minimum-wage-
update-0705-biz-20160701-story.html 

“Cook County Approves $13 Hourly Minimum Wage Affecting Suburbs.”  Chicago 
Tribune.  October 26, 2016.  http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/ct-cook-
county-minimum-wage-hike-1026-biz-20161025-story.html 

“Evanston Officials, Businesses Mixed on Proposed Minimum Wage Hike.”  The 
Daily Northwestern.  April 30, 2017.  
https://dailynorthwestern.com/2017/04/30/city/evanston-officials-businesses-mixed-
on-proposed-minimum-wage-hike/ 

 
Recent Harvard Business School Study 

Given the restaurant renaissance that downtown Wilmette has undergone since 
2013, I found a recently published (April 2017) study from the Harvard Business School 
to be interesting and relevant to Wilmette.  In “Survival of the Fittest: The Impact of 
Minimum Wage on Firm Exit,” the authors study the impact of the minimum wage on 
restaurant closures from 2008 – 2016 in the San Francisco Bay Area, where there have 
been 21 local minimum wage changes over the past decade. 

The authors conclude that the evidence suggests that higher minimum wages 
increase overall exit rates for restaurants, but lower quality restaurants (as determined 
by Yelp ratings) are disproportionately impacted by increases to the minimum wage.  
They estimate that a $1 increase in the minimum wage leads to a 14% increase in the 
likelihood of exit for a median rated restaurant (3.5 stars on Yelp), but no discernable 
impact on the best restaurants (5 stars on Yelp). 

I’ve attached the study for your review.  

I encourage each of you to review all the materials provided by the Staff.   

If you have any questions, please feel free to reach out to Tim, Mike, Jeff or me. 

 

RTB/ 

 

 

http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/ct-minimum-wage-update-0705-biz-20160701-story.html
http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/ct-minimum-wage-update-0705-biz-20160701-story.html
http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/ct-cook-county-minimum-wage-hike-1026-biz-20161025-story.html
http://www.chicagotribune.com/business/ct-cook-county-minimum-wage-hike-1026-biz-20161025-story.html
https://dailynorthwestern.com/2017/04/30/city/evanston-officials-businesses-mixed-on-proposed-minimum-wage-hike/
https://dailynorthwestern.com/2017/04/30/city/evanston-officials-businesses-mixed-on-proposed-minimum-wage-hike/


A Fair Deal for Chicago’s Working Families

A Proposal To Increase the Minimum Wage

Recommendations of Mayor Rahm Emanuel’s

Minimum Wage Working Group



Background on the Minimum Wage Working Group

On May 20th, 2014, Mayor Emanuel appointed a diverse group of community, labor and 

business leaders and tasked them with evaluating options for developing a balanced proposal 

to raise the minimum wage for Chicago’s workers.  

Working Group Members:
 

• John Bouman, President, Sargent Shriver Center on Poverty Law (co-chair)

• Will Burns, Alderman of the 4th Ward (co-chair)

• Deborah Bennett, Senior Program Officer, Polk Bros. Foundation 

• Matt Brandon, Service Employees International Union Local 73  

• Carrie Austin, Alderman, Alderman of the 34th Ward and Chairman of the City Council 

   Committee on the Budget and Government Operations

• Walter Burnett, Alderman of the 27th Ward and Chairman of the City Council Committee 

   on Pedestrian and Traffic Safety

• Sol Flores, Executive Director, La Casa Norte 

• Theresa Mintle, CEO, Chicagoland Chamber of Commerce 

• Emma Mitts, Alderman of the 37th Ward and Chairman of the City Council Committee on 

   License and Consumer Protection

• Joe Moore, Alderman of the 49th Ward and Chairman of the City Council Committee on 

   Special Events, Cultural Affairs and Recreation

• Ameya Pawar, Alderman of the 47th Ward 

• Maria Pesqueira, President and CEO, Mujeres Latinas en Accion 

• Ariel Reboyras, Alderman of the 30th Ward and Chairman of the City Council Committee 

   on Human Relations

• JoAnn Thompson, Alderman of the 16th Ward 

• Sam Toia, President, Illinois Restaurant Association 

• Tanya Triche, Vice President and General Counsel, Illinois Retail Merchants Association  

• Andrea Zopp, President and CEO, Chicago Urban League
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Public Engagement Process:

To ensure that its recommendations reflected the broadest range of input, the Working 

Group held five public meetings attended by hundreds of residents from across the city and 

consulted an array of experts and stakeholders. In addition, the Group received more than 

200 comments via its online portal at www.cityofchicago.org/MinimumWage. 



Following years of inaction by the Congress, it is long past time for cities and states to raise 

the minimum wage to lift more families out of poverty and stimulate the economy.  Cities like 

Seattle and Washington DC have already acted, while a coalition of advocates and elected 

officials including Governor Pat Quinn are leading an effort in Springfield to raise the Illinois 

minimum wage.  Raising the Illinois wage is critical, but due to Chicago’s higher cost of living 

a state increase alone is not enough. The Raise Chicago coalition has helped shape the public 

debate in Chicago, creating an opening for establishing a Chicago minimum wage higher 

than the rest of the state.

Mayor Rahm Emanuel created the Minimum Wage Working Group to develop a balanced 

proposal to establish a Chicago minimum wage that will help the city’s working families keep 

up with rising costs of living.  Following a comprehensive review of data and research, and 

after an extensive public engagement process in public meetings held across the city, the 

Minimum Wage Working Group recommends that the Mayor introduce an ordinance that 

would raise the minimum wage for workers in the City to $13 by 2018.  Our proposal will 

increase the earnings for approximately 410,000 Chicagoans and inject nearly $800 million 

into the local economy over four years.  The proposal would also help the minimum wage 

keep up with cost of living by indexing it to inflation.    
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The Working Group recommends that this increase phase in over four years to ensure the 

City’s business owners have time to adjust.  By phasing the increase over this time period, 

the proposal would ensure that the impact on overall business expenses during the phase 

in would be an increase ranging from 1-2 percent each year depending on the industry.  Our 

analysis focused on the industries that typically employ low-wage workers:  food service and 

hospitality, health care, and retail.     

Furthermore, the Working Group recommends that the Mayor and City Council not pass an 

ordinance that implements its recommendation until the Illinois General Assembly has had 

the opportunity to raise the statewide minimum wage during the next veto session at the 

end of 2014.
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• $13 by 2018

• 45% Increase in the   

   Minimum Wage

• 410,000 workers to benefit

• Nearly $800 million in 

   economic stimulus
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Why a Minimum Wage Increase is Needed

By historical standards, the value of the current minimum wage is fairly low. Rising inflation 

has outpaced the growth in the minimum wage, leaving its true value at 32 percent below 

the 1968 level of $10.71 in 2013 dollars.  Additionally, the value of the minimum wage has 

declined by 21.5% from its 20-year average between 1960 and 1980 of $9.23 in 2013 dollars 

with comparatively small increases in the 1990s and in 2007 failing to keep up.

As the value of the minimum wage declines, the Great Recession has brought more families 

to the brink.  According to the US Census, 22.1 percent of Chicagoans live below the poverty 

level. By comparison, 13.7 percent of the overall Illinois population and 14.9 percent of the 

national population lives below the federal poverty level. 

This decline in wealth is taking place as cost of living is going up.  In Chicago, rent as a 

percentage of income has risen to 31 percent, from a historical average of 21 percent. In 

addition, according to federal Commerce Department data, the Chicago metro region has 

the highest cost-of-living of any other city in the Midwest, and is also the only metropolitan 

region in Illinois that ranks above the national average in cost-of-living expenses. 
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The same data also reveal that the Chicago metro region’s cost of living is 20.1 percent 

higher than the rest of Illinois:

A significant percentage of Chicago workers earn low wages.  Nearly 31 percent of the 

Chicago workforce makes $13 per hour or less. The median age of a worker making $13 per 

hour is 33, and two-thirds of these workers are over the age of 25.  

Additionally, women and minorities make up a disproportionate share of low-wage workers 

in Chicago.

Race     Gender    Age 

Asian   7%  Female       55%       Under 18     2%

Black   27%  Male        45%  18-25      28%

Hispanic  38%       25-40     35%

White  27%       40-65     32%

Other  1%       65+      3%

CHICAGOANS MAKING UNDER $13 AN HOUR



These data demonstrate the importance of a Chicago minimum wage above the Illinois 

minimum that accounts for the City’s higher costs of living and larger concentrations of 

low-wage workers.   

It is important to be clear that none of the minimum wage increases under public 

consideration – including the $15 increase passed by the Seattle City Council – represent a 

living wage.  According to a recent report by the National Low Income Housing Coalition, 

a worker in the Chicago metro region must make $18.83 an hour to afford a two-bedroom 

apartment at Fair Market Rent (FMR) values.  This reality heightens the importance of 

income supports like the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC), which lifts millions out of 

poverty each year.

The Working Group’s Recommendation

A Minimum Wage of $13 by 2018

The Working Group recommends that the City establish a Chicago minimum wage of $13, 

phase in the increase over four years, and index it to inflation going forward.  We also 

recommend that the City increase the minimum wage for tipped employees by $1 above the 

tipped minimum set by state law – currently $4.95 –  over two years and index it to inflation.      
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Year   Non-Tipped Tipped 

2014   $8.25   $4.95 

2015   $9.50   $5.45 

2016   $10.75   $5.95 

2017   $12.00   $6.08*

2018   $13.00   $6.23* 

2019   $13.31*   $6.38* 

2020   $13.63*   $6.53* 

Proposed Minimum Wage Increase Over Time

*Increase due to inflation

What is the Tipped Minimum Wage?

Under Illinois law, employers are allowed to pay tipped employees a minimum wage 

equivalent to 60 percent of the state minimum.  The current tipped minimum wage is 

$4.95 an hour, but on average tipped employees in the Chicago region earn $10.50 an 

hour once tips are factored into their income.  State law mandates that employers ensure 

that all employees take home at least the state minimum of $8.25, requiring businesses 

to compensate employees who failed to reach $8.25 in tips during a given pay period.
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Why $13?

A minimum wage of $13 takes into account higher costs of living in Chicago as compared 

to the rest of the state and would increase the earnings for 31% of Chicago workers.  The 

Working Group anticipates that a $13 minimum wage would boost the local economy by 

$800 million.  By setting the Chicago minimum wage at $13 following a statewide increase 

to $10.65, the City would be accounting for the fact that the metro region’s cost of living 

is 20 percent higher than the rest of the state.  In fact, a Chicago minimum wage of $13 

is roughly equivalent to a wage of $10.65 in the rest of the state when costs of living are 

factored into the amount.

Exemptions

Our proposal includes a number of exemptions to prevent the minimum wage increase 

from having unintended negative consequences on other important policy priorities.  In 

most cases, we recommend simplifying the compliance process for businesses by adopting 

existing exemptions in Illinois state law.  We recommend that the language adopting state 

exemptions be drafted to incorporate any future changes to state law.

The Working Group discussed other issues that appear to be best handled at the state or 

federal level, there being no compelling reason to differentiate Chicago from other parts of 

the state and nation.  One example of this was the question of whether to repeal the exception 

to the Federal Labor Standards Act that allows a sub-minimum wage for supported work 

for people with disabilities.  While there was substantial support for recommending such a 

change amongst Working Group members, we recommend that the decision be left to state 

or federal government.   

Youth and Transitional Employment Programs
We recommend that the Mayor’s proposal include an exemption from the Chicago minimum 

wage for (i) transitional subsidized employment programs and (ii) nonprofit programs 

that employ youth under the age of 25 as part of a youth employment program.  These 

programs are designed to provide youth and hard-to-employ individuals with the training, 

experience, and other support to help them develop emotionally and professionally.  The 

exemption should not apply to youth that are employed by private or nonprofit employers 

in permanent or temporary positions outside of the scope of a youth employment program.     
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Youth Wage
The Working Group also recommends that the Chicago minimum wage ordinance adopt the 

existing state exemption for youth under the age of 18.  Under state law, youth under 18 can 

be paid a wage that is 50 cents below the state minimum wage.  We believe this exemption 

is appropriate because employees under 18 are not yet adults and unlikely to be heads of 

household with families to support.  To prevent the Chicago minimum wage increase from 

have a negative impact on youth employment, we believe it is necessary to adopt the state 

exemption. 

Training Wage
To continue to allow employers to train workers during a limited probationary period, the 

Working Group recommends that the City maintain the current state exemption that allows 

employers to pay leaners a wage no less than 70 percent of the state minimum.  Employers 

must apply to the Illinois Department of Labor (DOL) for authorization to pay a learner’s 

wage for a period not to exceed six months.     

Disabled Workers
We recommend that the City minimum wage ordinance retain the existing state authorization 

for employers to provide a subminimum wage to disabled workers when authorized by the 

DOL.  

Other State Exclusions

The Working Group recommends that the City retain the exclusions from the definition of 

“employee” in 820 ILCS 205/3(d). These exclusions include:

• An exclusion for small businesses that allows the employer to pay a subminimum wage 

  where the business has less than 4 employees not counting the employer’s parent, spouse, 

  child, or other members of immediate family. This exemption exists to allow the smallest 

  businesses that rely upon family to get off of the ground and make ends meet.

• An exclusion for members of religious organizations or corporations.  Under state law, this 

  exemption applies to individuals who perform religious or spiritual functions such as priests, 

  rabbis, nuns, imams, and pastors, but does not include laypersons who otherwise work for 

  these entities.

• Authorization for students in work-study programs to be paid a sub-minimum wage.



Impact on Business

In evaluating options for potential minimum wage increases, the Working Group analyzed 

the potential impact on different types of businesses.  Our analysis indicated that a minimum 

wage of $13 phased in over four years would result in increases in overall costs ranging from 

1-2 percent each year.  Overall, our proposal, when adjusted for inflation, will increase the 

minimum wage by 45 percent over four years - a proportion on par with the most recent 

federal minimum wage increase of 34.1 percent over three years from 2007-09.

How Will Businesses Respond

While each business will respond to increased personnel costs in its own way, the Working 

Group reviewed a wide range of studies that suggest that the impact on jobs and costs from 

prior minimum wage increases has been small.  Generally, the studies reviewed found small 

impacts on employment generally under 1 percent with a few outliers. In addition, some studies 

showed a heightened, though small, impact on young workers with associated price increases 

of less than 10 percent. It is important to note that these studies reviewed minimum wage 

increases of the past few decades, which resulted in real value wage increases ranging from 

34.1 percent over three years from 2007 to 2009 to 19 percent over two years from 1990 to 

1991.  Our proposed increase is on par with the 2007 increase in that it would increase the value 

of the wage by 45 percent over four years, leading us to believe that these studies provide a 

reasonable predictor of how businesses would respond. The Working Group anticipates that 

the anticipated $800 million in economic activity will blunt or reverse potential job losses. For 

example, a study performed on San Francisco’s minimum wage increase showed an overall 

growth in private employment during the same period as the increase. 

 

We have included a listing and summary of the studies in Appendix B.
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Other Recommendations

Cracking Down on Wage Theft
Although a minimum wage is crucial for securing the economic future of Chicago’s workers, 

the Working Group acknowledges that much can still be done to ensure that Chicagoans are 

receiving the wage they have rightfully earned. A recent study by the University of Illinois-

Chicago’s Center for Urban Economic Development found that approximately $7.3 million in 

employee wages are stolen in Cook County each week. In response to this issue, City Council 

and Mayor Emanuel worked together in January of 2013 to pass an ordinance that made 

Chicago a national leader in the protection of employee wages. Co-sponsored by Aldermen. 

Ameya Pawar (47), Danny Solis (25) and Ald. Emma Mitts (37), along with Mayor Emanuel, 

the ordinance enabled the City to ensure that businesses convicted of violating state and 

federal consumer protection or labor laws such as wage theft will come into compliance with 

the law, or risk City license denial or revocation. However, the Group urges that the State join 

the City by taking more action to address this urgent issue for Chicago’s workers and ensure 

that Chicagoans are safeguarded from wage theft.   

Expanding the Earned Income Tax Credit
The EITC is the nation’s largest and most successful bipartisan anti-poverty program that 

provides critical funds for working families and individuals, particularly those with children. 

Each year, the EITC lifts more than 6 million families out of poverty by enabling them to 

receive a tax credit of more than $6,000, and an Illinois EITC of more than $600. The average 

EITC recipient receives a refund of $2,200. This money often makes a significant difference 

for the recipients and their ability to meet essential daily expenses. 

The Working Group supports efforts to expand the EITC. Currently the EITC is unavailable 

to childless workers under the age of 25, and for childless workers older than 25, the credit 

is less than one tenth the average credit for filers with children. The Illinois General Assembly 

should expand the EITC by lowering the childless eligibility age to 21 and doubling the 

maximum credit available to childless filers. In addition, the Working Group applauds recent 

efforts to double the portion of the Illinois state EITC from 5 percent to 10 percent, and calls 

for the state portion to be doubled again to 20 percent.  

Study of Chicago Minimum Wage Impact Going Forward
To inform future policy making of the City of Chicago and other governments, we recommend 

the impact of the minimum wage increase on Chicago residents and its businesses be studied 

over the next several years.  To that end the Polk Bros. Foundation has graciously offered to 

contribute $25,000 to fund such work.
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Benefits Credit
The Working Group considered the potential incorporation of a benefits credit for employers 

that provide health insurance, paid sick leave, child care support, or pension benefits.  While 

we did not include a benefits credit in our final recommendation, we urge the City Council to 

consider the issue further.

A Progressive Income Tax
A majority of Working Group members also supports implementing a progressive income 

tax for the state of Illinois.  The state remains an outlier nationally by continuing to impose a 

flat income tax.  Reforming the Illinois tax code by making it progressive would help reduce 

income inequality by reducing taxes for low-income families and increasing them for the 

highest earners and also ensure that the state generates the revenue needed for programs 

that support work and a fair opportunity for upward mobility, such as education and an 

expanded state EITC.

Achieving Pay Equity
A majority of Working Group members also supports efforts to address structural barriers 

to women’s progress that contribute to long-standing gender-based wage gaps nationally 

and in Illinois. Women today earn only 77 cents for every dollar earned by men, and this is 

reflected in the finding that women make up 55 percent of all wage earners making $13 per 

hour or less in Chicago. In addition, black women earn 69.5 percent, and Hispanic women 60.5 

percent, compared to the earnings of their white male counterparts. Tackling this enduring 

social issue will require several important policy changes, such as efforts to ensure workers 

have access to paid sick leave, and proposals at the federal level to create paid family and 

medical leave programs.
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Final Vote on the Minimum Wage Proposal 

Working Group Member   Vote on Proposal

John Bouman     Yes

Will Burns      Yes

Carrie Austin     Yes

Deborah Bennett     Yes

Matt Brandon     Yes

Walter Burnett     Yes

Sol Flores      Yes

Theresa Mintle     No

Emma Mitts      Yes

Joe Moore      Yes

Ameya Pawar     Yes

Maria Pesqueira     Yes

Ariel Reboyras     Yes

JoAnn Thompson     Yes

Sam Toia      No

Tanya Triche     No

Andrea Zopp     Yes
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Business Impact

The Working Group developed a series of case studies to quantify the impact of a minimum 

wage increase on selected industries – primarily restaurants, retail merchants, hotels, and 

health care providers. The basis of our wage data was the May 2013 Metropolitan and 

Nonmetropolitan Area Occupational Employment and Wage Estimates for the Chicago-

Joliet-Naperville, IL Metropolitan Division. These estimates provided wage rates at the 

10th, 25th, 50th 75th, and 90th percentiles.

Using industry reports and interviews with business owners, we constructed wage models 

for various businesses, detailing the number of employees per business by occupation 

and assigning a wage percentile to the business depending on its wage structure.  We 

then modeled the estimated increase in wages both with and without a change to the 

minimum wage beginning in 2015 and continuing through 2025.  We then excluded the 

impact on inflation to show figures in real (2014) dollars.

Importantly, we assumed that not only would wages increase but also that a series of 

wage-based benefits and taxes would increase as well, including payroll taxes, workers 

compensation, unemployment insurance, and vacation/sick leave.  However, we did not 

increase payroll costs to account for non-wage based benefits such as health insurance, 

free food, or uniforms. For all case studies we assumed an additional 19 cents in non-

wage costs on top of every dollar a business spent directly on wages.

Appendix A

Methodology
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We increased wages not only for employees whose wages were below the minimum 
wage but also for those who are slightly above the minimum wage, accounting for a 
“spillover effect” cited in numerous studies. After a review of the academic research we 
incorporated into our calculations an assumption that any worker making within 10% of 
the new minimum wage would see an increase of double the CPI in a given year.  We are 
already assuming every employee receives an increase of the CPI annually, so the spillover 
effect is added on to the already inflation-adjusted wage. For example, assuming a $13 
minimum wage, an employee in 2018 who would make $14.00 (7.7% above the minimum 
wage), would then make $14.34, or 2.4% above what they normally would have made.  
This assumption held constant through all of our case studies.

Lastly, we looked at the impact of these increases on both the personnel and overall 
business expenses. We have more confidence about our projected impact on personnel 
expenses – the overall expenses estimates are based on commonly reported estimates 
of the proportion of overall expenses represented by personnel costs.  These numbers 
can vary significantly from business to business, from the 20 percent range in the fast 

food industry to the 45 percent range in the hotel industry. 

Economic Stimulus
To calculate the economic stimulus resulting from a minimum wage increase, the Working 

Group:

• Used Census Bureau and Bureau of Labor Statistics data to derive the distribution of 

   wages and income for Chicago workers.

• Totaled the increased wages for this distribution of wages and translated them into 

   2014 dollars

• Assumed no job loss in these figures 

• Assumed all workers would receive a wage increase equivalent to CPI and subtracted 

   that increase from the total

• Reduced the stimulus number by anticipated amount of additional taxes paid by 

   individuals – approximately 25 percent – giving us the net wages associated with the 

   proposed minimum wage increase.

• Used a multiplier of 0.38 based upon the work of Mark Zandi of Moody Analytics, with 

  downward adjustments based on changes in the national economy since his original 

   study and assumptions that some of the spending would take place outside of Chicago.
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Appendix B
APPENDIX 

 
Summary of Academic Research 

The Working Group assembled the following listing and summary of the studies on the topic of minimum wage increases and 
their impacts. Although not an exclusive list, the following has provided useful context to the Group on impacts of minimum 
wage increases on employment, price pass -throughs, and overall consumer spending. 
 
Study Authors Year Findings 
The Effects of a 
Minimum-Wage 
Increase on 
Employment and 
Family Income 

Congressional Budget 
Office 

2014  With minimum wage increase (either $10.10 
option or $9.00 option), most low-wage workers 
would see increase in income (16.5 million 
workers for $10.10 option and 7.6 million for 
$9.00 option) 

 Employment would fall slightly ($10.10 option – 
0.3% decline, $9.00 option – >.1% decline) 

Local Minimum Wage 
Laws: Impacts on 
Workers, Families and 
Businesses 

Michael Reich, Ken 
Jacobs, Annette 
Bernhardt 

2014  A meta-analysis shows minimum wage laws lead 
to positive income effects and reduces pay 
inequality 

 Costs to businesses are absorbed by reduced 
turnover costs and by small restaurant price 
increases 

 Price increases outside the restaurant industry are 
largely negligible 

 1 to 2 percent increase in restaurants’ operating 
cost and .7% one-time increase in price for every 
10 percent increase in minimum wage 

The Paychex | 
IHS Small Business Jobs 
Index 

Paychex/IHS 
 

2014  In survey of employment in small businesses, 
found that the state with the highest percentage 
of annual job growth was Washington, the state 
with the highest minimum wage in the nation, 
$9.32 an hour 

 The metropolitan area with the second highest 
percentage of annual job growth was San 
Francisco — the city with the highest minimum 
wage in the nation, at $10.74 

Raise Chicago: How a 
higher minimum wage 
would increase the 
wellbeing of workers, 
their neighborhoods, 
and Chicago’s economy 
 

The Center for Popular 
Democracy (CPD)  

2014  Report finds that a targeted $15 minimum wage 
would: 

 Increase wages: $1.47 billion in new gross wages 
 Stimulate Chicago’s economy: $616 million in new 

economic activity and 5,350 new jobs 
 Increase city revenues: Almost $45 million in new 

sales tax revenues 
 Decrease labor turnover: as much as 80% less 

annual turnover 
 Slightly increase some consumer prices: 2% price 

hikes at covered firms and franchises 
 Evidence shows manufacturing will be the most 

impacted sector  
Raising the Minimum 
Wage: Reviewing the 
Evidence on Why 
Minimum Wage 
Increases Boost 
Incomes Without 
Reducing Employment 

National Employment 
Law Project (NELP) 

2014  Reviews research on the impact of raising the 
minimum wage, drawing three conclusions: 

 Raising the minimum wage – including at the city-
wide level – boosts incomes for low-paid workers 
without reducing overall employment 

 Opponents of raising the minimum wage rely on 
outdated studies that use imprecise 
methodologies and fail to take advantage of the 
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most recent advancements in economic research 
 Businesses are able to pay higher wages without 

reducing employment due to a range of factors, 
including higher productivity and reductions in 
employee turnover that consistently result from 
minimum wage increases 

Out of Reach 2014 National Low Income 
Housing Coalition 

2014  A full-time worker needs to earn $18.92 an hour 
to afford a two-bedroom rental in the U.S., 
without spending more than 30 percent of income 
toward rent, according to an annual report by the 
National Low Incoming Housing Coalition 

 In Chicago, you'd need to make between $18.25 
and $19.25 an hour to afford a typical two-
bedroom rental 

Raising Chicago’s 
Minimum Wage: 
Background on the 
Proposal for a $15 City 
Minimum Wage for 
Chicago 

National Employment 
Law Project (NELP) 

2014  Provides background on characteristics of Chicago 
workforce earning less than $15 an hour and 
summary of economic evidence on impact of 
wage increase: 

 38% of Chicago’s workers earn less than $15 per 
hour, including disproportionate numbers of 
female, black, and Hispanic workers 

 Over half of workforce earning less than $15 per 
hour is estimated to be employed by large 
companies with annual revenue of $50 million or 
more 

 Research on the impact of other cities’ minimum 
wage increases indicates that they have boosted 
earnings without reducing employment 

Minimum Wage, 
Maximum Benefit 

Illinois Economic 
Policy Institute (ILEPI); 
University of Illinois 
Labor Education 
Program 

2014  Report finds that raising the Illinois minimum 
wage to $10 would: 

 Increase labor income by $1.9 to $2.3 billion for 
intended beneficiaries and by $5.4 to $7.2 billion 
for all workers;  

 Cause either a small drop or small gain in 
employment (between -70,000 and 32,000 jobs);  

 Have no impact or a small impact on weekly hours 
worked (between -0.7 and 0.0 hours per worker);  

 Generate $141.2 to $192.2 million in new annual 
state income tax revenue; and  

 Further raise total labor income by up to $414.2 
million annually if sub-minimum wage workers are 
actually paid the new minimum wage, increasing 
ten-year tax revenues by another $63.0 million for 
Illinois’ state and local governments and $89.2 
million for the federal government 

When Mandates Work: 
Raising Labor 
Standards at the Local 
Level 

Michael Reich 2014  In San Francisco County, median family income 
increased from $63,545 to $85,778 between 1999 
and 2006-2010, during a time when the minimum 
wage increased 

 During this same time period, household Income 
in SF relative to the United States increased from 
1.31 to 1.37 and relative to California increased 
from 1.16 to 1.17 

 The 10th percentile wage jumped in 2004, when 
the new minimum wage went into effect, and has 
remained constant, despite a decline in 10th 
percentile wage in surrounding counties 
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Raising The Federal 
Minimum Wage To 
$10.10 Would Lift 
Wages For Millions And 
Provide A Modest 
Economic Boost 

David Cooper 
(Economic Policy 
Institute (EPI)) 

2013  Key findings include raising the federal minimum 
wage to $10.10 by 2016 would return the federal 
minimum wage to roughly the same inflation-
adjusted value it had in the late 1960s 

 An increase to $10.10 would either directly or 
indirectly raise the wages of 27.8 million workers, 
who would receive about $35 billion in additional 
wages over the phase-in period 

 Across the phase-in period of the increase, GDP 
would grow by about $22 billion, creating roughly 
85,000 net new jobs over that period 

 Among affected workers, the average age is 35 
years old, nearly 88 percent are at least 20 years 
old, and more than a third (34.5 percent) are at 
least 40 years old 

 Of affected workers, about 54 percent work full 
time, about 69 percent come from families with 
family incomes less than $60,000, and more than 
a quarter have children 

 The average affected worker earns half of his or 
her family’s total income 

How does a federal 
minimum wage hike 
affect aggregate 
household spending? 

Federal Reserve Bank 
of Chicago 

2013  Article finds that a federal minimum wage hike 
would boost the real income and spending of 
minimum wage households 

 The impact could be sufficient to offset increasing 
consumer prices and declining real spending by 
most non-minimum-wage households and lead to 
an increase in aggregate household spending  

 The authors calculate that a $1.75 hike in the 
hourly federal minimum wage could increase the 
level of real gross domestic product (GDP) by up 
to 0.3 percentage points in the near term, but 
with virtually no effect in the long term 

Why Does Minimum 
Wage Have No 
Discernable Effect on 
Employment? 

John Schmitt 2013  In study of over hundred minimum wage studies, 
most since 1990s conclude that minimum wage 
has little/no discernable effect on employment 
prospects of low-wage workers 

 Most likely reason is cost shock of minimum wage 
is small relative to firms’ costs 

Minimum Wage 
Channels of 
Adjustment 

Barry T. Hirsch, Bruce 
E. Kaufman, Tetyana 
Zelenska 

2013  Some evidence that minimum wage increases 
compress wages for higher paid workers 

 Following a federal wage increase, found that 
nearly half of employers interviewed would limit 
pay increases or bonuses for more experienced 
employees 

 No evidence of employment or hours effects 
Minimum Wages: 
Evaluating New 
Evidence on 
Employment Effects 

David Neumark and 
J.M. Ian Salas 

2013  Strongly condemns the work of Dube et al. 2010 
and Allegretto et al. 2011 as having flawed 
methods 

 Invalidates their findings that there are no 
employment losses from minimum wage increases 

Minimum Wage Effects 
on Employment, 
Substitution, and the 
Teenage Labor Supply: 
Evidence from 
Personnel Data 

Laura Giuliano 2013  Examining large US retail firm’s response to 1996 
federal minimum wage increase, found increase in 
average wage had negative (but statistically 
insignificant) effects on employment (-.01% to -
.09%) 

 Found increase in relative employment of 
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teenagers, especially among younger, more 
affluent teens 

Effects of the Minimum 
Wage on Employment 
Dynamics 

Jonathan Meer and 
Jeremy West 

2013  Using state panel data, found that minimum wage 
reduces net job growth by about 0.5 percentage 
points while employment level remains 
unchanged 

 Effects are most pronounced for younger workers 
and industries with a higher proportion of low-
wage workers 

Minimum Wage 
Channels of 
Adjustment 

Barry Hirsch, Bruce 
Kaufman, Tetyana 
Zelenska 

2013  Small to no statistically significant impact of the 
federal minimum wage increase on restaurant 
employment and employee hours in Georgia and 
Alabama  

Are the Effects of 
Minimum Wage 
Increases Always 
Small?: New Evidence 
from a Case Study of 
New York State 

Joseph Sabia, Richard 
V. Burkhauser, 
Benjamin Hansen 

2012  Using Current Population Survey data for 16-to-
29-year-olds without a high school diploma found 
evidence that minimum wage increase from $5.15 
to $6.75 was associated with 20.2 to 21.8% 
reduction in employment 

Revisiting the 
Minimum Wage-
Employment Debate:  
Throwing Out the Baby 
with the Bathwater? 

David Neumark and 
J.M. Ian Salas 

2012  Reviewing recent minimum wage research, 
concludes research showing positive employment 
effects flawed 

 Concludes evidence still shows minimum wages 
pose tradeoff of higher wage for some against job 
losses for others 

 4.2% decline in youth employment  
Do Minimum Wages 
Really Reduce Teen 
Employment? 

Sylvia Allegretto, 
Arindrajit Dube, and 
Michael Reich 

2011  Using Current Population Survey data on teens for 
1990-2009, find no statistically significant 
employment effects of minimum wage 

 Finds that employment effects do not vary by 
business cycle 

Using Federal 
Minimum Wages to 
Identify the Impact of 
Minimum Wages on 
Employment and 
Earnings Across the 
U.S. States 

Yusef Soner Baskaya 
and Yona Rubinstein 

2011  Using CPS data for 1977-2007, found notable 
wage impacts and large corresponding 
disemployment effects (-1%), yet only when 
utilizing the differential influences of federal 
minimum wages to instrument for state wage 
floors 

Minimum Wage Effects 
Across State Borders: 
Estimates  
Using Contiguous 
Counties 

Arindrajit Dube, T. 
William Lester, and 
Michael Reich 

2010  Among contiguous county-pairs over 10 years, 
there are no adverse employment effects to 
minimum wage 

 There are strong positive earnings effects 

The Teen Employment 
Crisis: The Effects of 
the 2007-2009 Federal 
Wage Increases on 
Teen Employment 

William E. Even and 
David A. Macpherson 

2010  Using state-level data for 2007 federal wage hike, 
there was a 6.9% decline in employment for teens 
and 12.4% decline in employment for teens with 
less than 12 years of education  

Using Local Labor 
Market Data to Re-
Examine the 
Employment Effects of 
the Minimum Wage 

Jeffrey P. Thompson 2009  Using quarterly Census data for 1996-2000 on 
county level, no evidence of employment effects 

 In counties where minimum wage increase was 
binding, some evidence for negative impact 

 Suggests regional variation in minimum wage 
effects  
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The Effects of 
Minimum Wage 
Increases on Retail 
Employment and 
Hours: New Evidence 
from Monthly CPS Data 

Joseph J. Sabia 2008  Monthly CPS data from 1979-2004 shows 10% 
increase in minimum wage associated with 1% 
decline in retail trade employment and weekly 
hours worked 

 Larger negative employment and hours effects for 
least experienced workers in retail sector 

The Economic Effects 
of a Citywide Minimum 
Wage 

Arindrajit Dube, 
Suresh Naidu, Michael 
Reich 

2007  San Francisco’s indexed minimum wage increased 
worker pay and compressed wage inequality 

 Did not create any detectable employment loss 
among affected restaurants 

 6.2% increase (statistically significant) in fast-food 
restaurant prices compared to neighboring area 
that did not raise minimum wage 

 2.8% increase (not statistically significant) in 
overall restaurant prices compared to neighboring 
area that did not raise minimum wage 

The Minimum Wage, 
Restaurant Prices, and 
Labor Market Structure 
 

Daniel Aaronson, Eric 
French, and James 
MacDonald 

2007  No evidence that prices fall in response to a 
minimum wage increase  

 Price increase effects more pronounced among 
fast food restaurants 

Minimum Wages and 
Employment: A Review 
of Evidence from the 
New Minimum Wage 
Research 

David Neumark, 
William Wascher 

2006  In study of 90 minimum wage studies from 1996-
2006, majority points to slight negative 
employment effects  

 Concludes no consensus on overall effects of 
minimum wage 

The Dissipation of 
Minimum Wage Gains 
for Workers Through 
Labor-Labor 
Substitution 

David Fairris and Leon 
Fernandez Bujanda 

2005  Find evidence of labor-labor substitution by city 
contractors in response to the Los Angeles living 
wage ordinance – substitution for workers with 
more years of schooling, prior formal training, etc. 

 Intended wage gain for workers is dissipated by 
roughly 40% through labor-labor substitution 

The Effects of 
Minimum Wages 
Throughout the Wage 
Distribution 

David Neumark, Mark 
Schweitzer and 
William Wascher 

2004  Evidence for low-wage workers experiencing wage 
gains and high-wage workers experience little 
effects 

 Low-wage workers experience hours and 
employment decline - “adverse consequences, on 
net, for low-wage workers”  

Living Wages and 
Economic 
Performances 

Michael Reich, Peter 
Hall, 
Ken Jacobs  

2003  Study of San Francisco airport workers showed 
turnover dramatically fell after pay rose from 
$5.75 to $10 

 No evidence of significant reduction in 
employment 

 Turnover rate dropped by a statistically significant 
amount 

Minimum Wage Effects 
on Hours, Employment, 
and Number of Firms: 
The Iowa Case 

Peter F. Orezem and J. 
Peter Mattila 

2002  Analysis of county-level data of Iowa minimum 
wage changes in 1990, 1991, and 1992 suggests 
negative employment elasticities (-.3 to -.85) and 
reduced number of firms 

The effect of the 
minimum wage on 
employment and hours 

Madeline Zavodny 2000  Using state and individual level panel date, found 
evidence of some potential employment loss 
among teens 

 No evidence for negative effect on hours worked 
in teens 

Employment and the Donald Deere, Kevin 1995  Comparing the year before and after a federal 
minimum wage hike in 1990, employment of men 
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1990-1991 Minimum 
Wage Hike 

M. Murphy, Finis 
Welch 

25-64 fell 2.5% while women fell 0.3% 
 Reduction among low wage workers is greater 

than expected in the period after a minimum 
wage increase (4.8% for teenagers, 6.6% for 
teenage black females 7.5% for teenage black 
males) 

Minimum Wage Laws 
and the Distribution of 
Employment 

Kevin Lang 1995  Found evidence of increase in employment but 
displacement of low-skill workers in favor of 
higher-skill workers 

The Employment Effect 
in Retail Trade of 
California’s 1988 
Minimum Wage 
Increase 

Taeil Kim and Lowell J. 
Taylor 

1995  Evaluating California’s 1988 minimum wage 
increase in retail trade industry, found evidence 
suggesting that employment growth may have 
been tempered by wage increase  

Minimum Wages and 
Employment: A Case 
Study of the Fast-Food 
Industry in New Jersey 
and Pennsylvania 

David Card and Alan B. 
Krueger 

1994  No indication that the 1992 NJ rise in minimum 
wage reduced employment 

Comment on David 
Neumark and William 
Wascher, ‘Employment 
Effects of Minimum 
and Subminimum 
Wages: Panel Data on 
State Minimum Wage 
Laws.’ 

David Card, Lawrence 
F. Katz, Alan B. 
Krueger 

1994  Argues that Neumark and Wascher’s findings are 
invalid due to flaws in empirical analysis and that 
their data does not support negative employment 
effects 

Employment Effects of 
Minimum and 
Subminimum Wages 

David Neumark and 
William Wascher 

1992  Using panel data of state minimum wage laws, a 
10% increase in minimum wage causes a decline 
of 1-2% in teenage employment and 1.5-2% 
decline for young adults  

Using Regional 
Variation in Wages to 
Measure the Effects of 
the Federal Minimum 
Wage 

David Card 1992  Evaluating 1990 increase in federal minimum 
wage, found evidence for increase in teenagers’ 
wages 

 Found no corresponding losses in teenage 
employment or in teenage school enrollment  
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The minimum wage and employment dynamics 

Jonathan Meer, Jeremy West 10 September 2013 

The recent proposal by President Obama to raise the federal minimum wage has brought this issue back into 

the limelight. This column presents new research suggesting minimum-wage policies may not cause an 

immediate shock to employment, as is often feared, but do cause a reduction in the rate of net job growth. The 

long-run prospects for individuals are damaged, as they are delayed the opportunity to develop skills and work 

experience - that crucial first rung on the career ladder. 

11 

The minimum wage remains one of the most 

controversial policies in both the public discourse and 
labour economics. The recent proposal by President 

Obama to raise the federal minimum wage has 

Related 

Spending, income, and debt responses to minimum
wage hikes 
Daniel Aaronson. Eric French 

brought this issue to the fore once again (see Aaronson and French 2013). The reaction was 
predictable: some argued that this would cause serious unemployment problems, while others 
pointed to opposing research showing that the minimum wage has little, if any, effect on 
employment. 

New research 

In recent research, we revisit the question of the effects of the minimum wage using an alternative 
approach (Meer and West 2013). We directly examine employment dynamics - namely, the rate of 

net job growth - rather than the total number of jobs. The minimum wage is more likely to impact 
employment dynamics for a number of reasons, and we estimate the effects on net job growth using 

data from the US Census Bureau, finding that the minimum wage reduces net job growth, primarily 
through its effect on job creation by expanding establishments. 

Minimum wage and fast food, a classic but contentious study 

The most commonly cited economics research on the minimum wage is a 1994 paper by David 
Card and Alan Krueger. The authors surveyed about 400 fast food restaurants in New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania immediately before and about nine months after New Jersey increased its minimum 

wage. They compared employment at these restaurants before and after the increase, between the 
state with and the state without an increase, and found no impact of the minimum wage. There have 
been numerous papers in the two decades following the publication of Card and Krueger's work, 

some of which criticised their methodology and found negative effects of the minimum wage on 

employment. Others, using increasingly sophisticated econometric techniques and broader data, 
have also found no effects. It would be safe to characterise the state of the literature on the subject 
as 'contentious' . 

While nearly every paper in the long literature on minimum wages and employment has focused on 
the number of people employed, there are several reasons, grounded both in theory and data, to 

expect the effects to be reflected in the rate of net job growth (see, e.g ., Sorkin 2013). Despite the 
predictions of neoclassical economics, a near-instantaneous adjustment to a new level of 
employment in response to higher labour costs is unlikely (Hamermesh 1989). These transitions 
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may be slow due to adjustment costs or even an aversion to firing existing employees, so it is more 
likely that minimum wage increases result in a change in the rate at which employment grows. 

This phenomenon becomes more clear when one considers the composition of the minimum-wage 
work force. Using the Current Population Survey's Merged Outgoing Rotation Groups from 1979 to 
2011, we found that, although only about 3.3% of all employees are paid the minimum wage, nearly 
12% of those who enter the workforce are paid that amount. Indeed, nearly a third of minimum
wage workers are recent workforce entrants. Minimum-wage workers are also likely to transition to 
higher pay quickly: of those who remain employed after one year, about 60% are paid in excess of 
the minimum wage the following year. As such, it seems likely that any effects of the minimum wage 
are more likely to be reflected among new workers and in new job openings than on the existing 

stock of employment. 

Dynamics 

Yet, the previous literature has not focused on dynamics. This is particularly worrisome because, 
unlike many of the other policies that economists study, the minimum wage is characterised by 
frequent, relatively small increases. This means that slow adjustments in response to these 
increases are difficult to detect. Moreover, in Meer and West (2013), we use a simulation to show 
that a common practice in regression analysis in this literature - including state-specific time trends 
- leads to incorrect estimation of the effect of the minimum wage on the level of employment when 
the true effect is on the rate of employment growth. Essentially, the deck is often stacked against 
finding any effect. 

The data for our study are drawn from the Business Dynamics Statistics, which covers the 
population of non-agricultural private employer businesses between 1977 and 2011. The underlying 
data are sourced from mandatory employer tax filings and aggregated by state in each year. The 
Business Dynamics Statistics includes not only the number of jobs in each state for every year, but 
the number of jobs created by expanding establishments and the number of jobs destroyed by 
contracting establishments. These numbers are used to calculate the rate of net job growth. 

We combine the Business Dynamics Statistics with data on state minimum wages and other state 
attributes, like the state economic environment, to estimate how the minimum wage affects the rate 
of net job growth. We also account for annual shocks to the outcome variables occurring at the 
regional level, to account for any conditions that lead a state to see both a change in the minimum 
wage and job growth. This would be a concern if, for instance, a state legislature responded to 
lower job growth with a minimum-wage increase. We also conduct a number of robustness checks 
to ensure that our results are not driven by spurious correlation. For instance, we show that future 
increases in the minimum wage do not predict current job growth outcomes. If they did, we would be 
concerned that other factors are driving the correlation. 

Results 

Our findings are unequivocal: higher minimum wages lead to lower rates of job growth. Indeed, a 
ten percent increase in the minimum wage causes roughly half a percentage point reduction in the 
rate of job growth, a very large effect. The effect of this hypothetical increase is not permanent, 
though, since it is eroded by inflation and increases in the state's comparison group. Our 
calculations show that this ten percent increase in a state's real minimum wage, relative to its 
regional neighbours, causes a 1.2% reduction in total employment relative to what it would have 
been. We further find that this appears to be driven primarily by reductions in job creation by 
expanding establishments, not by increases in job destruction by contracting establishments. 
Essentially, then, the intuition is that employers respond to the minimum wage by growing more 
slowly. 

Judging whether the effect we find is large or small is not necessarily simple. Some might point to a 
1.2% reduction in the level of employment after five years and argue that is relatively small - it 
represents about 23,000 fewer jobs for the average state - and that those who earn the minimum 

wage and remain in the labour force would earn more. But that argument seems coldly indifferent to 
those who remain outside of the labour market, unable to take advantage of the relatively rapid 
transitions out of minimum-wage jobs. At a broader level, it is important to note that, in contrast to 
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much of the previous literature and the dismissiveness of some advocates, we document that the 
minimum wage does, in fact, affect employment. 

Conclusions 

The District of Columbia City Council recently passed an ordinance that would raise the District's 
minimum wage to $12.50 per hour, but that would apply only to large retailers. In response, Wal
Mart announced that it would no longer build three of the stores it had planned to open in the city. 
This sort of response is precisely the type of effect that we found in our study: a reduction of job 
creation, not a loss of existing jobs. Minimum-wage policies may not cause an immediate shock to 
employment, as is often feared, but a reduction in the rate of net job growth. This effect is all the 

more insidious for being difficult to detect. Employment growth is slowed, but more importantly, the 
long-run prospects for individuals are damaged, as they are delayed in the opportunity to develop 
skills and work experience - to grasp that crucial first rung on the career ladder. 
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The Opinion Pages 

The Minimum We Can Do 
By Arindrajit Dube November 30, 2013 2:25 pm 

The Great Divide is a series about inequality. 

During most of the 20th century, wages in the United States were set not just by 

employers but by a mix of market and institutional mechanisms. Supply and 

demand were important factors; collective bargaining and minimum wage laws also 

played a key role. Under Presidents Franklin D. Roosevelt and Richard M. Nixon, we 

even implemented more direct forms of wage controls. 

These direct interventions, however, were temporary, and unions have become 

rare in most parts of the United States - virtually disappearing from the private 

sector. This leaves minimum wage policies as one of the few institutional levers for 

setting a wage standard. But while we can set a wage floor using policy, should we? 

Or should we leave it to the market and deal with any adverse consequences, like 

poverty and inequality, using other policies, like tax credits and transfers? These 

longstanding questions take on a particular urgency as wage inequality continues to 

grow, and as we consider specific proposals to raise the federal minimum wage -

currently near a record low - and to index future increases to the cost of living. 

The idea of fairness has been at the heart of wage standards since their 

inception. This is evident in the very name of the legislation that established the 

minimum wage in 1938, the Fair Labor Standards Act. When Roosevelt sent the bill 

to Congress, he sent along a message declaring that America should be able to 

provide its working men and women "a fair day's pay for a fair day's work." And he 

tapped into a popular sentiment years earlier when he declared, "No business which 

depends for existence on paying less than living wages to its workers has any right to 

continue in this country." 
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This type of concern for fairness actually runs deep in the human psyche. There is a 

widespread sense that it is unfair of employers to take advantage of workers who 

may have little recourse but to work at very low wages. For example, the economists 

Colin F. Camerer and Ernst Fehr have documented in numerous experimental 

studies that the preference for fairness in transactions is strong: individuals are 

often willing to sacrifice their own payoffs to punish those who are seen as acting 

unfairly, and such punishments activate reward-related neural circuits. People also 

strongly support banning transactions they see as exploitative of others - even if 

they think such a ban would entail some economic costs. 

Of course, if most minimum wage workers were middle-class teenagers, many 

of us might shrug off concerns about their wages, since they are taken care of in 

other ways. But in reality, the low-wage work force has become older and more 

educated over time. In 1979, among low-wage workers earning no more than $10 an 

hour (adjusted for inflation), 26 percent were teenagers between 16 and 19, and 25 

percent had at least some college experience. By 2011, the teenage composition had 

fallen to 12 percent, while over 43 percent of low-wage workers had spent at least 

some time in college. Even among those earning no more than the federal minimum 

wage of $7.25 in 2011, less than a quarter were teenagers. 

Support for increasing the minimum wage stretches across the political 

spectrum. As Larry M. Bartels, a political scientist at Vanderbilt, shows in his book 

''Unequal Democracy," support in surveys for increasing the minimum wage 

averaged between 60 and 70 percent between 1965and1975. As the minimum wage 

eroded relative to other wages and the cost of living, and inequality soared, Mr. 

Bartels found that the level of support rose to about 80 percent. He also 

demonstrates that reminding the respondents about possible negative consequences 

like job losses or price increases does not substantially diminish their support. 

These patterns show up in recent survey data as well, as over three-quarters of 

Americans, including a solid majority of Republicans, say they support raising the 

minimum wage to either $9 or $10.10 an hour. It is therefore not a surprise that 

when they have been given a choice, voters in red and blue states alike have 

consistently supported, by wide margins, initiatives to raise the minimum wage. In 
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2004, 71 percent of Florida voters opted to raise and inflation-index the minimum 

wage, which today stands at $7.79 per hour. That same year, 68 percent of Nevadans 

voted to raise and index their minimum wage, which is now $8.25 for employees 

without health benefits. Since 1998, 10 states have put minimum wage increases on 

the ballot; voters have approved them every time. 

But the popularity of minimum wages has not translated into legislative success 

on the federal level. Interest group pressure - especially from the restaurant lobby 

- has been one factor. Ironically, the very popularity of minimum wages may also 

have contributed to the failure to automatically index the minimum wage to 

inflation: Democratic legislators often prefer to increase the wage themselves since it 

allows them to win more political points. While 11 states currently index the 

minimum wage, only one, Vermont, did so legislatively; the rest were through ballot 

measures. 

As a result oflegislative inaction, inflation-adjusted minimum wages in the 

United States have declined in both absolute and relative terms for most of the past 

four decades. The high-water mark for the minimum wage was 1968, when it stood 

at $10.60 an hour in today's dollars, or 55 percent of the median full-time wage. In 

contrast, the current federal minimum wage is $7.25 an hour, constituting 37 

percent of the median full-time wage. In other words, if we want to get the minimum 

wage back to 55 percent of the median full-time wage, we would need to raise it to 

$10.78 an hour. 

International comparisons also show how out of line our current policy is: the 

United States has the third lowest minimum wage relative to the median of all 

Organization for Economic Cooperation and Development countries. This erosion of 

the minimum wage has been an important contributor to wage inequality, especially 

for women. While there is some disagreement about exact magnitudes, the evidence 

suggests that around half of the increase in inequality in the bottom half of the wage 

distribution since 1979 was a result of falling real minimum wages. And unlike 

inequality that stems from factors like technological change, this growth in 

inequality was clearly avoidable. All we had to do to prevent it was index the 

minimum wage to the cost of living. 
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The social benefits of minimum wages from reduced inequality have to be 

weighed against possible costs. When it comes to minimum wages, the primary 

concern is about jobs. The worry comes from basic supply and demand: When labor 

is made more costly, employers will hire less of it. It's a valid concern, but what does 

the evidence show? 

For the type of minimum wage increases we have implemented in the United 

States, the best evidence shows that the impact on jobs is small, although there is 

still a debate in the literature. There are estimates that do suggest job losses - most 

prominently associated with work by the economists David N eumark and William 

Wascher. Since the early 1990s, they have consistently argued that minimum wage 

increases lead to substantial job losses for low-wage workers: a 10 percent increase 

in the minimum wage can be expected to reduce jobs among a group like teenagers 

by between 1 and 3 percent. The methodology pioneered by Mr. Neumark and Mr. 

Wascher has a critical problem, however: it does not properly account for differences 

between high- and low-minimum-wage states. Essentially, they make the unrealistic 

assumption that low-wage employment trajectories are similar in states as diverse as 

Texas and Massachusetts. 

As my colleagues and I show in our research, the states raising minimum wages 

have had very different trajectories when it comes to trends in demand conditions 

and business cycle variability. In fact, low-wage employment was often already 

falling (or growing more slowly) in the states raising the minimum wage -

sometimes years before the actual wage increase. Such divergence in trends between 

the "treatment" and "control" groups is a telltale sign that the control group is being 

constructed improperly - a major issue for evaluating policies using 

nonexperimental evidence, otherwise known as real life. 

The good news is that today we have much better tools in our toolbox. A 

particularly reliable methodology compares adjacent counties that are right across 

the state border but that experience different minimum wage shocks. Originally 

performed for a single case study of Pennsylvania and New Jersey by the economists 

David Card and Alan B. Krueger in 1994 and then again in 2000, this methodology 

has been substantially refined and expanded. 
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In my work with T. William Lester and Michael Reich, we use nearly two 

decades' worth of data and compare all bordering areas in the United States to show 

that while higher minimum wages raise earnings of low-wage workers, they do not 

have a detectable impact on employment. Our estimates - published in 2010 in the 

Review of Economics and Statistics - suggest that a hypothetical 10 percent 

increase in the minimum wage affects employment in the restaurant or retail 

industries, by much less than 1 percent; the change is in fact statistically 

indistinguishable from zero. 

In my most recent work with Sylvia Allegretto, Ben Zipperer and Michael Reich, 

we confirm these results using four data sets covering over two decades, other low

wage groups like teenagers, and five different statistical techniques, including an 

increasingly popular method that uses past economic trends to construct a 

"synthetic" control group. And other researchers have independently reached the 

same conclusion: minimum wage effects on employment are small. 

While the evidence may not convince the most strident of critics, it has shifted 

views among economists. A panel of 41 leading economists was asked recently by the 

University of Chicago's Booth School of Business to weigh in on President Obama's 

proposal to increase the minimum wage and automatically index it to inflation. A 

plurality, 47 percent, supported the policy, and only 11 percent opposed it, while the 

rest were uncertain or had no opinion. Only a third thought that the raise "would 

make it noticeably harder for low-skilled workers to find employment." 

But how can minimum wages rise without causing job losses? For starters, if the 

demand for burgers is not price sensitive, some of the cost increase can be passed on 

to customers without substantially reducing demand or jobs. Existing research 

suggests that if you raise the minimum wage by 10 percent, you can expect the price 

of a $3 burger to rise by a few cents, which is enough to absorb a sizable part of the 

wage mcrease. 

Going beyond simple supply and demand, economic models are getting better at 

incorporating frictions caused by the costs of finding jobs and filling vacancies, 

which turn out to be quite important when analyzing labor markets. There are good 

jobs and bad jobs at the low end of the labor market, and movements between these 
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lead to vacancies and turnover. If McDonald's is required to pay a higher wage, fewer 

of its workers will leave to take other jobs. This means fewer vacancies at 

McDonald's, and it means other employers are more likely to fill their job openings 

from the ranks of the unemployed - both of which can help keep unemployment 

down. So while higher costs may dissuade some employers from creating new 

positions, it also helps other employers recruit and retain workers. Moderate 

increases in the minimum wage, in other words, can reduce vacancies and turnover 

instead of killing jobs. In a follow-up study using our bordering areas methodology, 

we provide empirical evidence for this argument: while overall employment in low

wage sectors does not change much following a minimum-wage increase, worker 

turnover falls sharply as workers stay with their jobs longer. 

But even if minimum wage policies reduce inequality and improve the 

functioning oflow-wage labor markets, are there better alternatives when it comes 

to helping low-income families? 

In a forthcoming study commissioned by the Department of Labor, I review the 

evidence using data from the past two decades and find clear evidence that 

minimum wage raises have helped lift family incomes at the bottom: a 10 percent 

increase in the minimum wage reduces poverty by around 2 percent. 

The minimum wage can also increase the efficacy of a policy that is sometimes 

pushed as a substitute: the earned-income tax credit. This encourages more people 

to seek work, but can push wages down; a minimum wage ameliorates this. Of 

course, many families under the poverty line simply have no workers, making any 

work-based policy of limited help. This is why raising and indexing the minimum 

wage is just a part of the portfolio of policies we need to enact to ensure a decent 

living standard. 

What are actual policy options when it comes to raising the minimum wage? At 

the federal level, the legislation proposed by Senator Tom Harkin, Democrat of Iowa, 

and Representative George Miller, Democrat of California, would raise the minimum 

wage to $ 10.10 an hour, and index it to future cost of living increases. This is a 

sensible target that would be likely to put the minimum wage right around 50 

percent of the median wage for full-time workers - close to the international 
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standard and our own norm during the 1960s and '70s. Indexation is critical - it 

replaces politics with economics as the adjustment mechanism and makes changes 

predictable. This is why even economists opposed to higher minimum wages support 

indexation. 

Other policies can complement the federal minimum wage in building higher 

wage standards. City and state minimum wages play an important role in ensuring 

that places with higher costs ofliving have similarly higher wage standards. A 

number of cities have instituted "living wage" ordinances covering public sector 

workers and private city contractors. The most expansive of these ordinances cover 

major airports, like in the metropolitan areas of San Francisco, Los Angeles and 

most recently Seattle. Fast food workers in urban centers are beginning to organize 

and push for substantially higher voluntary wage standards at major chains. 

Together with a sensible federal minimum wage, these local initiatives can help 

rebuild wage standards and reduce inequality in a way that reflects our internal 

sense of fairness. 

Arindrajit Dube is an associate professor of economics at the University of 

Massachusetts, Amherst, and a research fellow at IZA. 

A version of this article appears in print on 12/01/2013, on page SR5 of the NewYork 
edition w ith the headline: The Minimum We Can Do. 

© 2017 The New York Times Company 
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POLITICO 

IN THE ARENA 

No, a Minimum-Wage Boost Won't Kill Jobs 
By MICHAEL REICH I February 21, 2014 

0 n Tuesday, the Congressional Budget Office, one of the last nonpartisan arbiters 

in a town where the trench lines are deep and getting deeper, dropped a political 

bombshell on Democrats. 

The bombshell came in the form of a new report with an innocuous title, "The Effects of a 

Minimum-Wage Increase on Employment and Family Income." In it, the CBO examines 

the effects of a bill to raise the federal minimum wage from its current $7.25 to $10.10 by 

2016, an increase of 39 percent. 

Based on its own research, the CBO report estimates some stunning benefits: about 23 

million people would receive pay increases and 900,000 people would be lifted above the 

federal poverty level. Pretty good news for a White House that has been touting the virtues 
of a minimum-wage increase. 
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Then came the bad news. The CBO also reported a definite cost: Employment would fall by 

500,000-a number immediately seized upon by opponents of a wage increase, including 

House Speaker John Boehner, who said, "This report confirms what we've long known: 

while helping some, mandating higher wages has real costs, including fewer people 

working." 

These estimated employment losses have become the subject of considerable disagreement 

among wonks and economists. Jason Furman, chair of the White House's Council of 

Economic Advisers, and his colleague Betsey Stevenson argue that the CBO could easily 
have picked a much lower job-loss number, including one that would be so small as to be 

negligible. Conservative groups, such as the Heritage Institute and the Employment 

Policies Institute, which channels the views of the restaurant and other low-wage 

industries, have said that the CBO's job loss figures are consistent with their own estimates. 

So who's right? 

We're not in the simple world of Econ 101 here, in which a higher price, i.e. a higher 

minimum wage, automatically means less demand for workers. Labor supply can also 

respond, for example, making it easier for employers to recruit workers and retain them 

longer. Those more experienced workers are then more productive workers. Firms can also 

raise their prices rather than reduce the number of employees. So economists regard the 

employment effect of a minimum-wage hike as a question to be decided by empirical 

testing. 

ADVERTISING 
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The CBO report's appendix describes, but not very clearly, how it estimated the likely job 

losses. Remarkably, the CBO did not do its own research on the potential employment 

effects. Instead, it reviewed a number of recent research papers on this subject, including 

several of my own. Since these studies contain a range of estimates, CBO constructed its 

own "synthesis" estimate. 

Most of the CBO's discussion of job losses focuses on the effects on teens. (Who, along with 

restaurant workers, make up the two groups most affected by minimum wages.) According 

to the CBO's "synthesis" estimate, a 1 percent increase in the minimum wage reduces teen 

employment by 0.075 percent in the first year and by 0.1 percent in later years. (The 0 .1 

figure comes from left field; CBO expects the effects to increase over time, but there is no 

evidence for this assumption.) The bill's proposed 39 percent minimum wage increase 

would therefore reduce teen employment by 3-4 percent. Furman and Stevenson 

responded that CBO's chosen estimate is much too high and does not reflect the consensus 

of the research literature. Douglas Elmendorf, the CBO's director, has replied that it does. 
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Opinion 

Minimum wage debate goes local 
Ken Jacobs and Annette Bernhardt Updated 4:39 pm, Friday, Apri l 18, 2014 

IMAGE 1OF2 

Fast food worl<ers and their supporters take part in a nationwide strike outside a McDonald's tastfood outlet demanding higher wages and the right to form a union 
on August 29, 2013 in Los Angeles. California, ... more 

Judging by the past three months, 2014 is on track to become the year of local minimum wage laws. Campaigns are under way 

in Richmond, Berkeley and Oakland to join San Francisco and San Jose in setting a minimum wage higher than state law. 

These are echoed by similar initiatives in Los Angeles and San Diego. The trendsetter, San Francisco, is itselflooking to go higher, 

with a new proposal to raise its minimum wage to $15 an hour. And state Sen. Mark Leno, D-San Francisco, has a proposal to raise 

the state minimum wage to $13 by 2017. (see Page E7) 

California is not unique. 

LATESi NEv"lS VIDEOS 
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Cities and states across the country, like Seattle, South Dakota and even Arkansas (the home ofWalmart), are looking to either 

establish or raise their local wage floors, with three states acting just in the last three weeks alone. 

What's driving this groundswell oflocal policymahlng? At root, it is a response to the profound growth in economic inequality over 

the past four decades, combined with an equally profound political failure to respond at the federal level. The inequality story has, of 

course, dominated national headlines, especially the astounding gains of the top 1 percent. But it's worth reviewing the flip side of 

the coin, namely the growing economic insecurity of working families. Here are three trends that best illustrate their struggles. 

First, real wages for low- and middle-income workers have stagnated or declined while incomes at the top have skyrocketed. In 

California, inflation-adjusted wages for the bottom two-thirds of the workforce were lower in 2012 than they were 12 years before. 

According to the National Employment Law Project, while mid-wage occupations accounted for 60 percent of the jobs lost during 

the great recession, low-wage occupations accounted for 58 percent of net job creation during the first three years of the recovery. 

A second trend is that as housing costs spike in response to greater demand, more and more people cannot meet their basic 

needs. Rental costs are escalating everywhere, and acutely so in the Bay Area. Between 2005 and 2013, median rents in San 

Francisco rose 35 percent while the minimum wage increased just 19 percent. In :2005, it would have taken 130 hours working at the 

minimum wage just to pay median monthly rent; by 2012 that figure was 48 hours. And note that calculation includes long

occupied units under rent control; rents for new tenants have risen even more. 

Finally, as the economy has changed, so have the demographics of low-wage workers. According to the Center for Economic 

and Policy Research, in 1979, 26 percent of low-wage workers were teenagers and 39.5 percent had less than a high school 

education. By 2011, only 12 percent of low-wage workers were teenagers and more than So percent had a high school education or 

more. In fact, more than a third had attended at least some college. The upshot is that we can't educate our way out of the low-wage 

jobs problem; since 2000, real wages have actually fallen for those with a bachelor's degree. 

This is a grim story, and multiple failures in our national public policy helped bring it about. 

E.xhibit No. l is the eroding value of the minimum wage. If the federal minimum wage had kept up with the cost ofliving since i968, 

it would be $10.60 an hour today, not $7.25. If it had kept pace with growth in productivity, it would be an astounding $22.62. It's 

no surprise then that the inequality debate has moved to states and cities - where it is finding fertile ground in low-wage worker 

organizations, the growing power of immigrant workers, and labor and community coalitions advocating to ensure that economic 

development creates quality jobs. Today, 25 states and nine cities and counties have set mininlum wages higher than the federal 

minimum wage. 

We want to be clear: To truly fight inequality we need the scale of federal resources, the breadth of federal labor standards and the 

coordination that only a national good-jobs agenda can deliver. But even when the federal government finally acts, there are good 
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reasons for local governments to set their own minimum wage levels that reflect their higher cost of living. And there is considerable 

evidence that they can do so without harming economic growth or employment. 

In the new campaigns to raise the local wage floor, we see a return to a Jong and proud history in the United States where states and 

cities are laboratories of policy innovation and grassroots organizing that then build momentum for national change. As a result, an 

innovative new way of thinking about inequality is emerging, ·where urban centers and regions like the Bay Area ,.,.ith higher costs of 

living use a range of tools, including robust minimum wage Jaws, to ensure that growth and prosperity are broadly shared. 

Ken Jacobs is the chair of the UC Berkeley Center for Labor Research and Education. Annette Bernhardt is a visiting 

professor of sociology and researcher at the UC Berkeley Institute for Research on Labor and Emplo}'ment. She is also a 

fellow at the Roosevelt Institute. 

© 2017 Hearst Communications, Inc. 
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COMMENTARY 

The Unappetizing Effect of Mi1tlmum
Wage Hikes 
In San Francisco and Oakland, restaurants are already shutting down. 

By Michael Saltsman 

March 24, 2015 7:46 p.m. ET 

Last fall, voters in the Bay Area cities of San Francisco and Oakland followed Seattle's 
lead and approved costly new minimum-wage mandates ($15 an hour and $12.25 an 
hour, respectively) for most businesses in the city boundaries. Now the bills have begun 
arriving, and some businesses can't pay them. 

The consequences of minimum-wage increases, at the historical levels studied in the 
U.S., are well known to labor economists. A summary of the research published last year 
by the Institute for the Study of Labor, and authored by University of California-Irvine 
economist David Neumark, found that each 10% hike in the minimum wage on the state 
and federal level has caused a 1% to 2% drop in youth employment. Similarly, 
researchers at the Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago found an increase in fast-food prices 
associated with the same wage change. 

Given the scope and schedule of these new minimum-wage increases, the impact on 
prices and employment may be even steeper this time. The current federal minimum 
wage is $7.25, half of what San Francisco's wage tloor will be set at by 2018 after a series 
of increases that begin in May. Nationally, Congress phased in the last 40% increase to 
$7.25 over a three-year period; in Oakland, an almost-identical 36% increase happened 
overnight on March 1. 

PHOTO: GETTY IMAGES 

Businesses' first line of 
defense against these labor
cost increases is an offsetting 
increase in prices. The 
magnitude is staggering: In 
Oakland, local restaurants are 
raising prices by as much as 
20%, with the San Francisco 
Chronicle reporting that 
"some of the city's top 
restaurateurs fear they will 
lose customers to higher 
prices." Thanks to a quirk in 
California law that prohibits 

full -service restaurants from counting tips as income, other operators-who were 
forced to give their best-paid employees a raise-are rethinking their business model by 
eliminating tips as they raise prices. 

Ironically, this change in compensation practices has reduced the take-home pay for 
some of the employees it was supposed to help: At the Oakland restaurant Homestead, 
the East Bay Express reported that servers are taking "a substantial pay cut," earning a 
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flat wage ofS18 to $24an hour and no tips instead of the $35 to SSS an hour they were 
accustomed to earning when tips were included. 

Though higher prices are a risk that some businesses were able to take, others haven't 
had the option. The San Francisco retailer Borderlands Books made national news in 
February when the owner announced that the city's $1S minimum wage would put him 
out of business, in part because the prices of his products were already printed on the 
covers. (A unique customer fundraiser gave Borderlands a stay of execution until at least 
March of 2016.) 

One block away from Borderlands, a fine-dining establishment called The Abbot's Cellar 

-twice selected as one of the city's top-100 restaurants-wasn't so lucky. The 
forthcoming SIS minimum wage, combined with a series of factors like the city's soaring 
rents, put the business over the edge and compelled its owners to close. One of the 
partners told me the restaurant had no ability to absorb the added cost, and neither a 
miraculous increase in sales volume nor higher prices were viable options. 

These aren't isolated anecdotes. In the city's popular SoMa neighborhood, a vegetarian 
diner called The Source closed in January, again citing the higher minimum wage as a 
factor. Back across the Bay in Oakland, the Chronicle reported that some of the city's 
businesses have been similarly affected. According to a board member of the Oakland 
Chinatown Chamber of Commerce, 10 restaurants or grocery stores opted to 
permanently close this year alone as a partial consequence of the wage hike. Even the 
Salvation Army's child-care facility is "scrambling to find ways to keep the doors open" 
in response to labor cost increases, according to the organization's county coordinator. 

Faced with convincing evidence of the policy's failures, you'd think advocates would be 
chastened or apologetic. You'd be wrong: Ken Jacobs, who runs the University of 
California-Berkeley's labor-backed Center for Labor Research and Education, chalked 
up possible consequences of new mandates to labor-market "churn." Research that Mr. 
Jacobs co-authored predicted that the Bay Area hikes would be mostly cost-free. At a 
forum earlier this month where dozens of Oakland business owners fretted about their 
viability, representatives of Lift Up Oakland-the labor union-backed coalition that 
advocated for the wage hike-were not in attendance. 

It's probably too late to save other Oakland and San Francisco businesses. But it's not too 
late for cities like New York and Los Angeles to heed the evidence before following their 
footsteps. 

Mr. Saltsman is research director at the Employment Policies Institute, which receives 
support from restaurants,foundations and individuals. 
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SundayReview I OPINION 

The Minimum Wage: How Much Is Too 
Much? 
By ALAN B. KRUEGER OCT. 9, 2015 

THE federal minimum wage has been stuck at $7.25 an hour since 2009. While 

Congress has refused to take action, Democratic politicians have been engaged in 

something of a bidding war to propose raising the minimum wage ever higher: first 

to $10.10, then to $12, and now some are pushing for $15 an hour. 

Research suggests that a minimum wage set as high as $12 an hour will do more 

good than harm for low-wage workers, but a $15-an-hour national minimum wage 

would put us in uncharted waters, and risk undesirable and unintended 

consequences. 

When Congress delays raising the minimum wage, states and cities typically 

step in and raise their own minimum wages. That is exactly what is happening now. 

More than half of the states, representing 60 percent of the United States 

population, now have minimum wages that exceed the federal level. The fact that 

voters in four "red" states - Alaska, Arkansas, Nebraska and South Dakota - voted 

overwhelmingly last year to raise their states' minimum wages to as high as $9. 75 an 

hour is a testament to the support the minimum wage enjoys among the population 

at large. 

Some cities plan to raise their wage floors to $15 an hour. And Gov. Andrew M. 

Cuomo declared last month that "every working man and woman in the state of New 

York deserves $i5 an hour as a minimum wage." 
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When I started studying the minimum wage 25 years ago, like most economists at 

that time I expected that the wage floor reduced employment for some groups of 

workers. But research that I and others have conducted convinced me that if the 

minimum wage is set at a moderate level it does not necessarily reduce employment. 

While some employers cut jobs in response to a minimum-wage increase, others find 

that a higher wage floor enables them to fill their vacancies and reduce turnover, 

which raises employment, even though it eats into their profits. The net effect of all 

this, as has been found in most studies of the minimum wage over the last quarter

century, is that when it is set at a moderate level, the minimum wage has little or no 

effect on employment. 

For example, David Card of the University of California, Berkeley, and I found 

that when New Jersey raised its minimum wage from $4.25 to $s.os an hour in 1992 

(or from about $7.25 to $8.60 in today's dollars), job growth at fast-food restaurants 

in the state was just as strong as it was at restaurants across the border in 

Pennsylvania, where the minimum wage remained $4.25 an hour. Equally important 

- but less well known - within New Jersey, job growth was just as strong at low

wage restaurants that were constrained by the law to raise pay as it was at higher

wage restaurants that were not directly affected by the increase since their workers 

already earned more than the new minimum. 

I am frequently asked, "How high can the minimum wage go without 

jeopardizing employment of low-wage workers? And at what level would further 

minimum wage increases result in more job losses than wage gains, lowering the 

earnings oflow-wage workers as a whole?" 

Although available research cannot precisely answer these questions, I am 

confident that a federal minimum wage that rises to around $12 an hour over the 

next five years or so would not have a meaningful negative effect on United States 

employment. One reason for this judgment is that around 140 research projects 

commissioned by Britain's independent Low Pay Commission have found that the 

minimum wage "has led to higher than average wage increases for the lowest paid, 

with little evidence of adverse effects on employment or the economy." A $12-per

hour minimum wage in the United States phased in over several years would be in 

the same ballpark as Britain's minimum wage today. 
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But $15 an hour is beyond international experience, and could well be 

counterproductive. Although some high-wage cities and states could probably 

absorb a $15-an-hour minimum wage with little or no job loss, it is far from clear 

that the same could be said for every state, city and town in the United States. 

More logical is the proposed legislation from Senator Patty Murray, Democrat 
of Washington, and Robert C. Scott, Democrat of Virginia, calling for raising the 

federal minimum wage to $12 an hour by 2020. Their bill is co-sponsored by 32 

senators, and supported by President Obama and Hillary Clinton. High-wage cities 

and states could raise their minimums to $15. 

Although the plight of low-wage workers is a national tragedy, the push for a 

nationwide $i5 minimum wage strikes me as a risk not worth taking, especially 

because other tools, such as the earned-income tax credit, can be used in 

combination with a higher minimum wage to improve the livelihoods of low-wage 

workers. 

Economics is all about understanding trade-offs and risks. The trade-off is likely 

to become more severe, and the risk greater, if the minimum wage is set beyond the 

range studied in past research. 

Alan B. Krueger is a professor of economics and public affairs at Princeton University 
and former chairman of President Obama's Council of Economic Advisers. 

A version of this op-ed appears in print on October 11, 2015, on Page SR5 of the New York edition with the 
headline: How Much Is Too Much?. 

© 2017 The New York Times Company 
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The Evidence Is Piling Up That Higher 
Minimum Wages Kill Jobs 
President Obama says there is 'no solid evidence.' Yes there is- lots of it. 

A rally in New York City in July supporting a S15 minimum wage for last-food workers. PHOTO: BRENDAN 
MCDERMID/REUTERS 

By David Neumark 

Dec. 15, 2015 6:07 p.m. ET 

The movement to raise the federal minimum wage has become ever more ambitious. In 
2013 proponents deemed $9 an hour acceptable; today the demand is for $15. 

Economists point to a crucial question: Will a higher minimum wage reduce the number 
of jobs for the country's least skilled workers? President Obama says "there is no solid 
evidence that a higher minimum wage costs jobs." On the contrary, a full and fair 
reading of the evidence shows the opposite. Raising the minimum wage will cost jobs, 
particularly those held by the least-skilled. 

Economists have written scores of papers on Lhe topic dating back 100 years, and the 
vast majority of these studies point to job losses for the least-skilled. They are based on 
fundamental economic reasoning-that when you raise the price of something, in this 
case labor, less of it will be demanded, or in this case hired. 

Among the many studies supporting this conclusion is one completed earlier this year 
by Texas A&M's Jonathan Meer and MIT's Jeremy West, which reaffirmed that "the 
minimum wage reduces job growth over a period of several years" and that "industries 
that tend to have a higher concentration of low-wage jobs show more deleterious effects 
onjob growth from higher minimum wages." 

The broader research confirms this. An extensive survey of decades of minimum-wage 
research, published by William Wascher of the Federal Reserve Board and me in a 2008 
book titJed "Minimum Wages," generally found a 1% or 2% reduction for teenage or very 
low-skill employment for each 10% minimum-wage increase. 
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That has long been the view of most economists, although there are some outliers. In 
1994 two Princeton economists, David Card (now at Berkeley) and Alan Krueger, 
published a study of changes in employment in fast-food restaurants in New Jersey and 
Pennsylvania after the minimum wage went up in New Jersey. The study not only failed 
to find employment losses in New Jersey, it reported sharp employment gains. The 
study has been widely cited by proponents of a higher minimum wage, even though 
further scrutiny showed that it was flawed. My work with William Wascher showed that 
the survey data collected were so inaccurate that they badly skewed the study's findings. 

More recently, a 2010 study by Arindraj it Dube of the University of Massachusetts
Amherst, T. William Lester of the University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, and 
Michael Reich of the University of California, Berkeley, found "no detectable 
employment losses from the kind of minimum wage increases we have seen in the 
United States." 

This study and others by the same research team, all of whom support a higher 
minimum wage, strongly contest the conclusion that minimum wages reduce low-skill 
employment. The problem, they say, is that state policy makers raise minimum wages in 
periods that happen to coincide with other negative shocks to low-skill labor markets 
like, for instance, an economic downturn. 

They argue that the only way to accurately discover whether minimum wages cause job 
losses is by limiting control groups to bordering states and counties because they're 
most likely to have experienced similar economic conditions. This approach led to 
estimates of job losses from minimum wages that are effectively zero. 

But as Ian Salas of Johns Hopkins, William Wascher and I pointed out in a 2014 paper, 
there are serious problems with the research designs and control groups of the Dube et 
al. study. When we let the data determine the appropriate control states, rather than just 
assuming-as Dube et al. do-that the bordering states are the best controls, it leads to 
lower teen employment. A new study by David Powell of Rand, taking the same approach 
but with more elegant solutions to some of the statistical challenges, yields similar 
results. 

Another recent study by Shanshan Liu and Thomas Hyclak of Lehigh University, and 
Krishna Regmi of Georgia College & State University most directly mimics the Dube et 
al. approach. But crucially it only uses as control areas parts of states that are classified 
by the Bureau of Economic Analysis as subject to the same economic shocks as the areas 
where minimum wages have increased. The resulting estimates point to job loss for the 
least-skilled workers studied, as do a number of other recent studies that address the 
Dube et al. criticisms. 

Some proponents defend a higher wage on other grounds, such as fairness, or 
compensating for the low bargaining power of low-skill workers. But let's not pretend 
that a higher minimum wage doesn't come with costs, and let's not ignore that some of 
the low-skill workers the policy is intended to help will bear some of these costs. 

Mr. Neumark is an economics professor and director of the Center for Economics and 

Public Policy at the University of California, Irvine. 

Appeared in the December 16, 2015, print edition. 
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Michael Reich: A $15 wage won't cost New York jobs 
BY MICHAEL REICH 

NEW YORK DAILY NEWS Friday, March 11. 2016, 4:20 AM 

Decency pays (JAMES KEIVOMINEW YORK DAILY NEWS> 

Gov. Cuomo is pressing legislators to enact a statewid• phased-in SIS minimum wage. Meanwhile, a California campaign seeks to place S IS on its state's No\'emberballot. 

Can states absorb a SIS minimum? A new comproh.,nm-e Konom1c study says yes, they can. 

Opponents argue that such a large increase will push employers to cut or automate jobs and r.iise prices, ultimately driving companies out of business. Proponents claim that it wUI 

stimulate the economy and grow jobs by putting more purchasing p0wer in workers' pockets. Who is right? 

GOV. CUOMO RV TOUR OF NY IN $15 MINIMUM WAGE PUSH 

Recent minimum wage studies typically use variations ln state and federal policies over the past three decades co Identify the policy's employment effect. Many of these studies, including 

my own, find small co nonexistent effects on employment. The minimum wage levels in these studies go up only to $10, and the increases affect at most 8% of lhe workforce. 

But S 15 would raise pay for over a third of New York's and California's v.'Orkforces, and simi1:1r proportions in ot~r st<ites. Many ~ns ha~'I! thrown up their bands, warning thot the 

existing research tells us very little about increases of these magnitudes. The implicit message: Since""' don' t know, we must be cautious about going to SIS - e1.-en if it is phued in over 

years, as would be the case in New York. 

Fortunately, economics offers another standard tool to assess policy costs and benefits, known as a structural model. My team of economists used this tool to analyze the likely effects of 

$15 in New York State. We can incorporate all Lhe factors cited by both proponents and opponents, do the math - and get the net effect. 

The factors cited by proponents and opponents each turn out to be important, but they largely offset each other. We estimate that a $15 wage would increase the number of jobs In the 

>'tate slightly, by 0.0496 over the fi\'e-year phase-in. 

Our study incorporates the extent to which hi~er wages induce workers to increase their productivity and employers to automate. We also consider how wage increases reduce employee 

turnover, thereby saving employers the costs of replacingv.-orkers. These effects each offset some of employe.rs' payroll cost increases. 

We then calculate how much of the remaining payroll c:ost increases are likely to be p;wed on to consumers. Hightt prit<!s, which would reduce consumer sales, would exert a neg:itive 

employment effect. It turns out the price increases would be surprisingly small - only O. 7% over the entire five )tars of the proposed ph'1se-in to S 15, equi~;ilent to about a nickel for a S3 

box of Cheerios. 

CUOMO TAKES PUSH FOR SIS MIN1MUM WAGE DllU!cn.YTO VOTERS 
The price impact is so low because many businesses already pay above SIS and ma ny workers now paid under SIS earn more than the current S9 minimum wage; moreover, labor costs 

average about one·founh of businesses' operating costs. 
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The final component of our model calculates how much the increased worker pay from the policy - in aggregate, $14.4 bmion by 2021 - wrn increase consumer sales and generate more 

jobs. We account here for workers' increased taxes and declines in eligibiliry for public benefits, such as food stamps and Medicaid, which reduce the Increased income avallablc to spend. 

We also account for varying spend ing propensities of households at differem income levels. 

\.Vnen we put ail these considerations into our model, the impact is a very small nctg:iin in jobs in New York State: 0.01% per year over five years. 

In other words, a SIS wage will be pa.Id for by inducing workers and businesses to operate more producti\'cly and by slight price Increases spread across consumers over the entire income 

distribution. The ad•-erse effects on businesses of charging slightly higher prices will be largely offset by increaS<!d sales generated by the workers who receive raises. 

The result: A significant increase in living standards for one-third of New York's workforre, for remarkably small costs. 

Reich is a professor at UC Berkeley. 

© 2016 New York Daily News 
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Op· Ed A minimum wage hike is the wrong fix 

California Lieutenant Governor Gavin Newsom and San Francisco Mayor Ed Lee address supporters of a ballot initiative asking voters to 
raise California's minimum wage to $15 per hour, on Jan. 19. (Michael Macor I Associated Press) 

By David Neumark 

MARCH 18, 2016. 5:00 AM 

B ere in California we have a patchwork of minimum wages. The state's $10-per-hour rate is already 

much higher than the national $7.25 rate, but a number of cities have pushed up the baseline even 

more - such as San Francisco and Los Angeles, where the minimum wage is set to rise to $15 in 

the next few years. In November, California voters will have a chance to even things out by voting on the Fair 

Wage Act, which would establish a statewide minimum of $15 by 2021. 

Although there's something enticing, on the surface, about having the state catch up to its most politically 

progressive cities, the Fair Wage Act is likely to have negative consequences for many working-class 

Californians. 

Ce1tain parts of the state would feel the effects of the Fair Wage Act more than others, because certain areas 

have more low-wage workers than others. (Raising the minimum wage will not boost the compensation of a 

banker earning millions each year, for instance.) 
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Calculations based on data from the American Community Survey indicate that when fully implemented, in 

2021, the Fair Wage Act would affect about 22% of workers in the state's highest-wage counties, such as San 

Francisco and Santa Clara, and roughly 38% of workers in Los Angeles. In low-wage areas, it would affect a 

much larger share of workers - nearly 50% in Fresno and Merced. 

"Great news!" the Fight for $15 advocates would argue. "This means the Fair Wage Act will do even more to 

help workers in the most economically distressed areas." But this perspective focuses only on the potential 

benefits of a higher minimum wage, while denying any costs. 

Standard economic theory holds that when the costs of low-wage workers are raised by a higher minimum 

wage, employers reduce employment - for two reasons. First, employers suddenly find it economical to replace, 

say, two minimum-wage workers with one slightly more expensive, presumably more experienced or efficient 

worker. (One $2.s-an-hour worker may be a better deal than two $15-an-hour workers.) Second, the rising cost 

of salaries leads employers to raise prices, which leads to lower demand, meaning they have to lower overhead 

by reducing head count. 

'' Raising the statewide minimum wage to $15 
would also do more to help businesses and 

workers in high-wage than in low·wage areas. 

A great deal of evidence confirms economic theory. Indeed, many recent studies have found that higher 

minimum wages in the United States have reduced employment among low-skilled workers. Some economists 

contest this conclusion - most notably Michael Reich of UC Berkeley, who argues that a $15 minimum could 

actually increase employment. But the research is simply at odds with the oft-repeated assertion from the likes 

of economist and New York Times columnist Paul Krugman that "there's just no evidence that raising the 

minimum wage costs jobs." 

In areas where the $10 state minimum wage now prevails, the Fair Wage Act would raise the minimum wage by 

50% over five years - and, according to standard estimates, reduce employment among the least skilled by 5% 

to 10%. But those standard estimates are probably low, because they're derived from research based on much 

smaller wage hikes. Since a 50% jump would touch so many workers, employers might find it difficult to make 

the sorts of adjustments that could mitigate layoffs - such as cutting health insurance benefits. 

Perhaps more important, some evidence suggests that short-term job loss from a higher minimum wage 

prevents low-skilled workers from getting a foothold in the labor market, and thus keeps them from acquiring 

the experience that leads to higher wages in the future. A very high minimum wage may therefore condemn 

some low-skilled workers to prolonged dependency on government benefits. Maybe it is better to have fewer 

workers employed at higher wages, and more people without jobs reliant on public support. But I've never 

heard advocates for a $15 minimum wage make that argument. 
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Raising the statewide minimum wage to $15 would also do more to help businesses and workers in high-wage 

than in low-wage areas. Business owners in cities that have already enacted $15 minimum wages, for instance, 

should welcome the Fair Wage Act, because it would reduce their cost disadvantage relative to other areas. 

Workers in these cities should welcome it too, because the act would reduce employers' incentive to move to or 

expand in lower-wage parts of the state. I don't hear advocates for the Fair Vv age Act making these arguments 

either. 

Higher-minimum-wage activists want to capitalize on their recent political successes in progressive cities by 

pushing a high compensation baseline across the state. That's rash. A $15 minimum wage may not make sense 

anywhere. But it surely makes a lot less sense in Fresno than in San Francisco. Wouldn't it be better to let 

economists study local minimum wage experiments before expanding them? 

David Neumark is chancellor's professor of economics at UC Irvine and director of the Economic Self

Sufficiency Policy Research Institute. 

Follow the Opinion section on Twitter @latirnesopinion and Facebook 

Copyright© 2017, Los Angeles Times 

A version of this article appeared in print on March 18, 2016, in the Opinion section of the Los Angeles Times with the headline "Wage hike is the wrong 

fix - A statewide $15 hourly minimum would do more harm than good for working-class residents." - Today's paper I Subscribe 

This article is related to: Opinion, Commentary, Compensation and Benefits, Jobs and Workplace, Economic 
Policy, Economy, Economic Inequality 

http://www.latimes.com/opinion/op-ed/la-oe-0318-neumark-fair-wage-act-problems-20160318-story.html 3/3 



6/18/2017 City Council raises Chicago minimum wage to $13 by 2019- Chicago Tribune 

City Council raises Chicago minimum wage to 
$13 by 2019 

Mayor Rahm Emanuel, background, enters City Hall pressroom after the City Council approved a minimum wage hike. Task force members 
include Aldermen Patrick O'Connor, 40th, from left; Joe Moore, 49th; Will Burns, 4th; Walter Burnett Jr., 27th; Ameya Pawar, 47th; and 
Emma Mitts, 37th. (Nancy Stone/Chicago Tribune) 

By Hal Dardick, Monique Garcia, Rick Pearson and Ray Long 
Clout Street 

SHARE THIS 

Emanuel plan to raise Chicago minimum wage to $13 sails through City Council 

DECEMBER 2, 2014, 7:30 PM 

f 

T he City Council on Tuesday approved Mayor Rahm Emanuel's plan to boost Chicago's minimum wage to 

$13 an hour by mid-2019, while efforts in Springfield to hike the state's rate and apply some brakes to 

further city increases fizzled at least until J anuary. 

In an overwhelming 44-5 vote steeped in aldermanic and mayoral re-election politics, Emanuel and supportive 

council members sought to frame their move as a way to lift out of poverty children in thousands of families, 

many led by single mothers. 
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"The minimum wage is speaking to making sure that nobody who works raises a child in poverty," Emanuel 

said. "The minimum wage ... really comes down to making sure that your child does not go to school on an empty 

stomach (or) making sure that you don't pick between medicine or school supplies." 

Addressing the council after the vote, Emanuel at times appeared to be delivering a re-election speech. He 

called the minimum wage only part of his comprehensive economic strategy that includes education, affordable 

health care and opportunities for people to learn skills to put them on a career path at a well-paying job. 

At one point, while boasting that business interest in Chicago remains strong, the mayor went so far to say that 

the city was tops in gaining foreign investment and corporate relocations and has the No. 1 "Little League team" 

- a reference to the national champion Jackie Robinson West squad. 

At the same time, Emanuel sought to discount his re-election bid in pushing the politically popular wage hike 

issue, saying if it was only about elections, the rate would increase during each campaign season. 

"They're going to make the decision based on a whole series of things," Emanuel said of voters in the Feb. 24 

election. "They're going to make a decision on the fact that are we doing the things necessary to grow the 

economy, create jobs, create also the quality of life we want to see in every neighborhood of the city of Chicago. 

They'll evaluate that." 

But Cook County Commissioner Jesus "Chuy" Garcia, a mayoral challenger, contended politics was the motive 

behind Emanuel's effort to prod the council to act. 

"For a mayor who is fond of saying he makes tough decisions, I think we have a right to ask why he did not 

make an easy one. Why didn't he support a minimum wage hike during his first year in office," Garcia asked in 

a statement. Garcia promised to boost the wage to $t5 an hour if he is elected. 

Ald. Robert Fioretti, 2nd, another mayoral challenger, voted for the Emanuel plan but raised similar questions. 

"Emanuel could've pushed this legislation earlier, and he could've pushed for $t5 an hour today," Fioretti said, 

adding, "I will continue to fight until Chicago workers get the living wages they deserve." 

Alds. Matthew O'Shea, 19th; Mary O'Connor, 41st; Brendan Reilly, 42nd; Michele Smith, 43rd; and Tom 

Tunney, 44th, voted against the measure, saying they believed a higher wage could damage business profits, 

raise unemployment and put a dent in city tax revenues. 

O'Connor, who owns a deli and catering business, noted her Northwest Side ward borders several suburbs. 

"Businesses in wards like mine will look to relocate elsewhere, like one block down the street in many instances. 

That means more vacant storefronts, less revenue for the city and more than likely a permanent freeze on our 

expansion plans," she said. 
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Under the new ordinance, Chicago's minimum-wage workers will see their first increase next July, when the 

rate increases to $10 an hour from the current statewide hourly rate of $8.25. 

It then will increase by 50 cents in July 2016 and another 50 cents in July 2017. After that, the minimum wage 

would go up $1 in July 2018 and $1 in July 2019 to reach $13 an hour. After 2019, yearly increases would be 

pegged to the local consumer price index, with a limit of 2.5 percent, if the unemployment rate stays below 8.5 

percent. 

In Springfield, state Sen. Kim Lightford was working with powerful Democratic House Speaker Michael 

Madigan on a plan that would block any future increases in the city's wage rate after the $13-an-hour level is 

reached. But late Tuesday, Madigan pulled the plug on a statewide minimum wage hike bill until at least early 

January, with a spokesman citing "complications." 

"What (Madigan) told the caucus was that he's going to continue to work to raise the minimum wage, but the 

complications of the last few days, few weeks, has made it difficult to find 60 votes in the House," said Steve 

Brown, a spokesman for the speaker. "So we'll just continue to work on it." 

Earlier, Lightford said the idea was to raise the statewide minimum wage from $8.25 to $9 an hour on July 1, 

then increase it by 50 cents an hour each year until it reached $11 an hour in 2019. 

The Democratic senator from Ma)"<Vood said the state measure also would have included tax credits to benefit 

restaurants and retailers, who have opposed the wage hikes. 

"This bill would do a little bit of what the House wants and little bit of what we want," Lightford said. "It's 

taking into consideration everybody. It's one of those that nobody loves, but how can you hate it, right? Because 

everybody gets some of their concerns addressed." 

Brown did not rule out lame-duck lawmakers taking up the minimum wage issue before the new General 

Assembly takes office in January. Brown also said a statewide minimum wage increase could come up in the 

spring during the next sesssion, when Republican Gov.-elect Bruce Rauner is in power. 

For his part, Rauner voiced his concerns over the city's actions and its affect on Chicago's "competitiveness." 

Rauner, who stumbled over the minimum wage issue during his GOP primary campaign, restated his support 

for an increase in the state rate but only if it was coupled with unspecified pro-business changes in workers' 

compensation, lawsuit damage awards and business taxes. 

"Raising the minimum wage doesn't help somebody (who is) unemployed, and it doesn't help somebody who's 

employed today and could get unemployed because of the lack of competitiveness that raising the minimum 

wage could engender," Rauner told reporters at the Capitol. 

Copyright© 2017, Chicago Tribune 
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Business owners cope as Chicago's minimum 
wage creeps higher 

Marissa Crews sweeps up at BJ's Market and Bakery in Chicago's Gresham neighborhood June 29, 2016. (Chris Sweda I Chicago 

Tribune) 

By Alexia Elejalde-Ruiz 
Chicago Tribune 

JULY 5, 2016. 6:08 AM 

A ly Udartseva braced for the worst when Chicago announced in 2014 that it would gradually raise its 

minimum wage to $13 an hour. 

She and a partner had recently opened Bru Chicago, a cafe in Wicker Park, and she worried that even the first 

phase of the increase would force them out of business, given their slim margins. 

A year later, Bru remains, having survived the first jump to $10, from $8.25 last July. 

But Udartseva's anxiety about rising labor costs remains as well. 

"If you look at the expenses on the payroll, it's mind-blowing the difference from what it used to be," Udartseva 

said. "I understand if I saw the increase in people's happiness and satisfaction, but that's not the result at all." 
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As Chicago added another 50 cents Friday, bringing the minimum wage to $10.50, some employers say they are 

coping, but it's been tough. 

Research has offered conflicting findings on how minimum wage hikes affect jobs, prices and spending, and it's 

too soon to know the impact of a recent wave of local laws. Since 2013, 18 states and 38 cities and counties have 

approved minimum wage increases, including a dozen that have adopted $15 wage floors, according to a list on 

RaisetheMinimumWage.com, a project of the advocacy group National Employment Law Project. Hillary 

Clinton, the presumptive Democratic nominee, has supported raising the federal minimum to $12 an hour, 
from $7.25. 

In Chicago, a handful of businesses say they feel squeezed. 

Udartseva, who pays four of her eight employees minimum wage, said she raised prices on some items by as 

much as 15 percent to absorb last year's wage bump, but lowered them when she noticed a slowdown in 

customer traffic. 

The cafe, which sells crepes and smoothies as well as espresso drinks, has been busy enough to pay the bills. But 

now rising property taxes are driving up her rent and putting additional pressure on her bottom line, she said. 

With a new coffee shop recently opened a block away and another slated to open nearby this fall, Udartseva 

worries about keeping her prices competitive. 

To differentiate, Bru is focusing on product quality and being creative with revenue streams, such as by 

partnering with social groups to host their events at the cafe, she said. 

Udartseva said she would not mind the wage increase if Chicago made it easier to do business, such as by 

smoothing the permitting processes, or if there was a return on investment with happier employees. 

But "their thinking is that it's still a minimum wage job," she said, and she has less money to reward the top 

performers. 

Hank Meyer, co-owner of BJ's Market and Bakery, which has two restaurants on the South Side, also said he 

hasn't seen improvement in employee retention or satisfaction with the new wage. He's having trouble hiring 

for open positions. 

"There doesn't seem to be an appetite for the jobs," he said. "I get it, we work in a hot environment, seven days a 

week." 

Meyer, who employs about 40 people who earn the minimum wage, said he increased prices on some items by 

about 10 percent to maintain his margins when wages rose, and feared the move might put his Southern-style 

food out of reach of customers living in the low-income communities where he operates. 
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While his restaurant in Calumet Heights has seen a rise in catering business, Meyer said sales have suffered at 

his restaurant in Gresham, where he suspects customers' average income is lower. 

He isn't sure the sales decline is tied to the price bumps, but he wonders if they contributed. 

BJ's is now offering aggressive deals - a recent special charged $5 for rib tips and a drink, down from the 

regular $n - to attract customers who may have been put off by the higher prices. The restaurant also is 

regularly reviewing the menu to offer meal combinations that soften the sticker shock, and has added items, 

like jerk chicken, that have proved popular elsewhere, Meyer said. 

The slowdown has had a silver lining. Meyer and his partners have grown a new business selling prepared food 

to Whole Foods and Mariano's for their hot bars, offsetting some of the decline in restaurant sales. 

Some business owners cheer the pay raises, saying improving the standard of living for employees boosts sales. 

"It stabilizes your workforce, which is just terrific because you have really knowledgeable people," said Tony 

Dreyfuss, CEO of Metropolis Coffee, a roastery and coffee wholesaler that runs a cafe in Edgewater. 

Metropolis, which pays a starting wage of $11.50 for nontipped employees and offers 15 days of paid time off, 

intends to keep raising pay to stay above the city minimum so it can attract the best talent, said Chief Operating 

Officer Dan Miracle. The company, which has 55 workers, is busy and growing, and he thinks they can keep 

pace without increasing prices. 

Research is just beginning to examine the actual impact of wage hikes in cities, which are a relatively new 

phenomenon. An early analysis of Seattle's move to raise the wage to $ 15 an hour, released in April by the 

University of Washington, found that while most businesses said they planned to raise their prices, there was 

"little or no evidence" of actual price increases in Seattle relative to other areas in the first year of the gradual 

phase-in. 

The Federal Reserve Bank of San Francisco put out a paper in a December that said the overall body of recent 

evidence suggests a higher minimum wage results in some job loss for the least-skilled workers. Author David 

Neumark estimated current minimum wages have directly reduced the number of jobs nationally by about 

100,000 to 200,000 compared to the period just before the Great Recession, a small drop that should be 

weighed against the benefits of increased earnings for workers who kept their jobs. 

Reams of research have studied the potential impact of raising the $7.25 federal minimum wage, with no clear 

consensus. When the University of Chicago Booth School of Business asked a panel of more than three dozen 

economic experts last year whether the employment rate for low-wage workers would decline substantially if 

the federal minimum wage increased to $15 an hour by 2020, nearly 40 percent said they were uncertain. The 

rest of the responses were split relatively evenly, with slightly more people saying they agreed employment 

would be lower. 
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There was more consensus on whether a hike to $15 would substantially increase output in the U.S. economy, 

with more than half saying it wouldn't. Just 2 percent said it would. 

The Federal Reserve Bank of Chicago did an analysis in 2013 that found a $1.75 increase in the federal 

minimum, to $9 an hour, would boost prices and spending among low-wage workers and could increase the 

level of gross domestic product by 0.3 percent in the short term, but would have virtually no effect in the long 

term. 

In another study the same year, Chicago Fed researchers found a large minimum wage increase leads 

businesses to leave town sooner than they might otherwise, and while other businesses move in to take their 

place, they tend to be less labor-intensive so there is a net loss of jobs. 

The question of whether minimum wage increases lead to automation replacing workers has taken on 

heightened interest as huge employers like McDonald's test self-service kiosks. In a new working paper, 

Chicago Fed economists found wage hikes lead to a decline in employment among jobs that involve cognitively 

routine tasks, such as cashiers, but not among jobs that require intensive manual work, such as maids. 

Some research has found that a higher minimum wage is associated with happier people. McDonald's this past 

spring reported reduced turnover and higher employee satisfaction scores after it raised its lowest wage and 

offered paid vacation days to workers at its company-owned stores (which are only about 10 percent of the 

chain's restaurants). 

But a year into Chicago's gradual wage increase, McDonald's worker Irma Diaz, who works at a franchise store, 

is feeling no happier. 

Diaz, who said she still earns the minimum wage after working for 15 years at McDonald's, said the city's raise 

to $10 hasn't made it easier to make ends meet. The restaurant has cut hours, and her schedule has dropped to 

four days a week from five. Other costs ofliving have gone up, so "in the end you're kind of earning the same." 

Diaz, a single mom to a 16-year-old son, said she earns about $500 every two weeks, depending on her hours, 

and her monthly rent is $650. She sells Mary Kay cosmetics to supplement her income. 

Workers covet jobs in Chicago because the wage is higher than in the suburbs, she said, but ultimately she does 

not feel more satisfied with her job, and wants a union and benefits. 

"We know that they have money to pay us," said Diaz, who is part of the Fight for $15 campaign, which 

advocates for a $15 hourly wage for fast-food workers. 

Jay Goltz, owner of Artists Frame Service and Jayson Home on the Clybourn Avenue corridor in Lincoln Park, 

said Chicago needed to raise its minimum wage to at least $10, as "it was too cheap in the first place." 

But he worries about the accelerating increases. The wage will rise to $u a year from now, to $12 a year after 

that and finally to $13 in July 2019. It will then be tied to increases in the consumer price index, capped at 2.5 
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percent. Tipped employees also got a boost Friday, to a $5-95 hourly minimum. 

"I don't think the problem is going to be now," Goltz said. "The problem is going to be when it hits $12." 

The higher wages are coming as businesses also absorb big increases in health insurance costs, he said, and they 

could deter employers from offering workers benefits. Goltz said his health insurance costs rose 23 percent 

between 2012 and 2013, 16 percent the following year and 9 percent the next year. They would have jumped 

another 15 percent this year if he hadn't changed vendors, he said. 

Debates about the minimum wage should take into consideration that some employers already shoulder higher 

costs to give workers health insurance and paid time off, he said. 

"There is a point of no return," Goltz said. "I mean, literally, no return on owning a business." 

aelejalderuiz@tribpub.com 

Twitter @alexiaer 

Copyright© 2017, Chicago Tribune 
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Cook County approves $13 hourly minimum 
wage affecting suburbs 

Cook County Board chairman John Daley calls an ordinance that would gradually raise the minimum wage to $13 in suburban Cook 
County "the moral and right thing to do." (Phil Velasquez I Chicago Tribune) 

By Alexia Elejalde-Ruiz 
Chicago Tribune 

OCTOBER 26, 2016, 3:52 PM 

S uburban Cook County has joined Chicago in adopting a $13 hourly minimum wage, a move critics say is 

better left to the state but proponents contend is a response to the state's inaction. 

The Cook County Board voted Wednesday to gradually raise the minimum wage to $13 by July 2020 , following 

the legislation's approval Tuesday by the board's Legislative and Intergovernmental Affairs Committee. 

The move, which comes more than a year after Chicago implemented the first phase of a minimum wage 

increase, adds Cook County to the growing list of government bodies seeking to help lift people out of poverty 

by raising the wages of the lowest-paid workers. 

Legislative Committee Chairman John Daley, D-Chicago, a sponsor of the legislation, said during Tuesday's 

committee meeting that the ordinance is "the moral and right thing to do" and questioned whether any of the 
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commissioners or their families could live on the state's minimum wage of $8.25 an hour. 

The first increase, to $10 an hour, takes effect July 1, 2017. The wage rises to $11 a year later and to $12 in July 

2019. It hits $13 an hour in 2020, and subsequent annual increases will be at the rate of inflation, not to exceed 

2.5 percent. The suburbs will be a year behind the city, which will reach $13 an hour by July 2019. 

An amended version of the county bill removed provisions that increased the tipped minimum hourly wage by 

$1. According to the updated bill, tipped workers, who make $4.95 under Illinois law, will see their wages rise 

with the rate of inflation starting July 1, 2018, not to exceed 2.5 percent. 

The law applies to the entire county, including unincorporated areas. Home-rule towns can vote to opt out of 

the increase, though that could exacerbate the patchwork of laws that critics say creates an uneven playing field 

between competing businesses in neighboring towns, said Mike Reever, vice president of government relations 

at the Chicagoland Chamber of Commerce, which opposes the county ordinance. 

Several trade groups representing the retail and restaurant industries oppose the measure, saying businesses 

operating on 3 to 5 percent profit margins already are squeezed by a battery of cost increases. Among them are 

a federal rule extending overtime pay to millions more Americans that takes effect Dec. 1, and new city and 

county laws requiring all employers offer paid sick leave, beginning July L 

Sam Toia, president and CEO of the Illinois Restaurant Association, said he supports a statewide minimum 

wage increase to $11 an hour, but worries a county-specific law puts businesses at a disadvantage against their 

competitors across the county line. 

"Our businesses don't operate on an island," Toia said. 

Commissioner Larry Suffredin, D-Evanston, lead sponsor of the proposal, said the goal is for the state to pass a 

minimum wage law, but a proposal put forth by Sen. Kimberly Lightford, D-Maywood, has languished since 

2009. The intention is to encourage the state to move forward. 

"My hope is that the General Assembly will pass something to negate all this," Suffreclin said. 

A long line of workers, most of them part of a grass-roots membership organization called People's Lobby that 

advocates for income and racial equality, told personal stories Tuesday of juggling multiple low-wage jobs to try 

to make ends meet. 

Daniel LaSpata, 35, said he lost his job as a community organizer at a nonprofit during the Great Recession and 

felt lucky to land a position at Barnes & Noble several weeks later, but the $8.50-an-hour wage left him unable 

to afford rent. He slept on a friend 's futon, walked miles to work to save on transportation costs and sold his 

plasma for extra cash. 

Shifts in the labor market are increasing the ranks of low-wage service workers who are not moving out of those 

jobs as they did in the past, said Commissioner Bridget Gainer, D-Chicago, who voted in favor of the measure. 
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Melissa Hill, head of government relations at Jewel-Osco, said the company already has felt the effects of the 

city's minimum-wage increase at its 35 Chicago stores, and it worries about the impact on its 92 stores in 

suburban Cook County. 

Wage costs jumped 35 percent in the first year after the city's minimum wage went into effect, and 15 percent in 

the second year of the phase-in, far higher than anticipated, Hill said. As a result, the company hired 5 percent 

fewer employees the year after the city's law went into effect compared to the prior year. Despite assertions that 

better pay leads to better retention, employee turnover has not improved, she said. 

Employers from the nonprofit sector also expressed concern. 

Steve Manning, executive director of Park Lawn, a nonprofit in Oak Lawn that serves people with 

developmental disabilities, said his organization "will cease to exist in a couple of years" if it has to increase 

employees' pay significantly without increased reimbursements from the state. 

Commissioner Sean Morrison, R-Palos Park, one of three commissioners to vote against the measure Tuesday, 

questioned the legality of the county's ordinance and urged his peers to leave the matter to the state. But, 

knowing that the law had the support of the majority, he asked nonprofits be excluded. 

"If we are going to kill the business folks let's at least not kill the nonprofits," Morrison said. 

Suffredin expects to address the concerns of nonprofits before the July implementation. 

Not all employers are opposed. 

David Borris, co-founder of Hel's Kitchen, a catering company in Northbrook with 45 full-time employees and 

80 part-time and seasonal workers, said he doesn't pay anyone less than $nan hour and expects to pay them 

even more to stay well above the county minimum. 

Raising wages may require bumping up prices but it is good for broad economic growth because the money 

circulates, he said. 

"We're business owners, we're supposed to adapt and react and respond and come up with creative thinking of 

how we deal with this," Borris said. 

aelejalderuiz@chicagotribune.com 

Twitter @alexiaer 
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Daniel Tian/Daily Senior Staffer 

Stores lined up along Sherman Avenue in downtown Evanston. Some local business owners expressed doubts about a proposed bill that would increase 
the minimum wage to $ 15 an hour. 

Aaron Boxerman, Reporter 
April 30, 2017 

f "1'8Stmre .ts and business owners had mixed reactions to a bill in the lllinois House that would raise the minimum wage from $8.25 to $15 an hour 

The effort is part of a national campaign to raise the minimum wage; similar legislation has already been passed in California, New York and 
Washington, D.C. 

For Evanston, the push for $15 in Springfield takes place against the backdrop of a recently enacted Cook County ordinance. The ordinance - passed 
in October 2016 -will raise the minimum wage for employees over 18 to $13 an hour by 2020. 

Municipalities may choose to exempt themselves under the principle of "home rule" if they wish. Several municipalities - including River Forest, 
Schaumburg and Rosemont- have already opted out, choosing not to raise the minimum wage. 

Evanston mayor-elect Steve Hagerty said he supports the effort, emphasizing that changes in the minimum wage should first come from Springfield. 

"I feel very strongly that working people need a livable wage, and that needs to be implemented on a state level," Hagerty said. 

Cook County commissioner Larry Suffredin, who sponsored the minimum wage ordinance in Cook County, said he also supportS the bill. He added 
that one of the goals of the Cook County minimum wage hike was to prod Springfield to take statewide action. 

Suffredin said a higher minimum wage is for the public good, even if businesses have to make some sacrifices. A higher minimum wage would mean 
higher consumption, Suffredin said, as people living below the poverty line lend to spend immediately rather than save. 

Hecky Powell, who owns Hecky's Barbecue in Evanston, disagreed with Suffredin. Powell said he is preparing for the ordinance by freezing hiring, 
cutting back on staff and training his current employees to take more and different kinds of work at the restaurant In addition, Powell said he would 
have to cut back on health care. 
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Powell attributed attempts to raise the minimum wage - both in Cook County and on the state level - to politicians' lack of business experience. 
Powell said he was interested in exploring an effort to get Evanston to opt out of the minimum wage ordinance. 

"The problem with these people on the county level and in Springfield is that these guys have never made a payroll in their life," Powell said. "They 
think we' re making all this money and we pay minimum wage and hide our taxes, and that's not so." 

Local businessman Larry Murphy also said he was skeptical of a higher minimum wage. Murphy, who owns YoFresh, said though big corporations 
may be able to pay higher wages, local, small businesses run the risk of financial ruin. He added that a minimwn wage is only one component of what 
employers pay on behalf of their employees, c iting Social Security benefits and health care. 

Murphy, who is also the lead organizer of the Black Business Consortium ofEvanston/Northshore, said many of the consortium's members would have 
similar concerns. 

"While we look positively upon a movement that seeks a livable wage for employees, that has to meet the realities," Murphy said. "It's a matter of 
ideal social policy meeting the level of operation. If those can coincide, that would be good. If they can' t coincide, then one has to make some 
decisions." 

The legislation, which was re-referred to the Rules Committee on Friday, seeks to address those doubts by providing tax credits for small businesses to 
compensate them for some of the lost profit. These credits would start at 25 percent in 2018 and gradually decrease to 5 percent in 2022. 

Suffredin dismissed the concerns raised by Murphy and Powell as a common "knee-jerk reaction" he's heard while working on minimum wage issues. 

"If a business is so fragile that it can't sustain the increases tbat we're talking about, then it shouldn' t be in business," Suffredin said. 

Aid. Judy Fiske (1st) also said she supports the minimum wage hike, and bas previously supported the Cook County ordinance. Fiske said though she 
didn't know the specifics of the bill, she bad campaigned to raise rhe minimum wage during the last election and won. 

Fiske's ward, which contains many of Evanston's businesses, would be one of the most affected by a higher minimum wage. Fiske said the business 
owners in her ward have responded positively lo lhe idea. 

"We need to talk to more business owners, but so far the only ones I' ve beard from are people in support," Fiske said. 

Jessica Donnelly, who owns Unicom Cafe in the I st Ward, said she supports an increase in the minimum wage because the current one is not livable. 
Donnelly said she is not worried about the potential impact of rising wages on her business. 

"It's a net zero (for my business)," Donnelly said. "We' ll just have to raise prices. Now if it were just us, then it would be negative, but everyone is 
going to have to raise prices to accommodate a higher minimum wage." 

Email: aaronboxennan20 l 8@u.northwestern.edu 
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Abstract 

We study the impact of the minimum wage on firm exit in the restaurant 
industry, exploiting recent changes in the minimum wage at the city level. 
The evidence suggests that higher minimum wages increase overall exit 
rates for restaurants. However, lower quality restaurants, which are already 
closer to the margin of exit, are disproportionately impacted by increases to 
the minimum wage. Our point estimates suggest that a one dollar increase in 
the minimum wage leads to a 14 percent increase in the likelihood of exit 
for a 3.5-star restaurant (which is the median rating), but has no discernible 
impact for a 5-star restaurant (on a 1 to 5 star scale).  
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I. Introduction 

 The minimum wage has recently re-entered the forefront of policy discourse as federal 

proposals range from leaving it as is, or increasing it to $10.10 or even higher. Some proposals 

include raising the federal minimum to uncharted territory of $15 per hour.1  While the federal 

minimum wage has remained stagnant since 2009, states – and more recently, cities – have 

increasingly set local minimum wages above the federal mandate of $7.25. In the San Francisco 

Bay Area alone, there have been twenty-one local minimum wage changes over the past decade.  

 In this paper, we investigate the impact of the minimum wage on restaurant closures 

using data from the San Francisco Bay Area. We find suggestive evidence that an increase in the 

minimum wage leads to an overall increase in the rate of exit. However, this masks important 

heterogeneity. At any minimum wage level, lower quality restaurants, as proxied by their ratings 

on the review platform Yelp are more likely to exit. Moreover, lower quality restaurants are 

disproportionately affected by minimum wage increases. In other words, the impact of the 

minimum wage on exit is more pronounced among lower-rated restaurants.  

 The restaurant industry in the Bay Area makes a compelling setting to investigate the 

impact of the minimum wage on small businesses. First, the restaurant industry is the most 

intensive employer of minimum wage workers (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016b). Second, 

there is high turnover within the restaurant industry. In our sample – which covers restaurants in 

the Bay Area from 2008 through 2016 – roughly 5 percent of restaurants go out of business each 

year. Hence, the exit margin is economically meaningful. Additionally, there is no tip credit in 
                                                 

1 While his exact stance on the minimum wage is not clear, President Trump has intimated that he would prefer to 
eliminate the federal minimum wage and let states determine their own minimum wages 
(http://www.politico.com/blogs/2016-presidential-debate-fact-check/2016/10/trump-kaine-minimum-wage-229149). 
Bernie Sanders proposed a $15 federal minimum wage as part of his presidential campaign in 2016 
(https://berniesanders.com/issues/a-living-wage/). 
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California.  Hence, tips do not count toward the official wage and wait staff are covered by the 

same minimum wage as other employees, so the minimum wage is more likely to be binding. 

Finally, there has been a substantial number of city-level minimum wage increases in the area 

since 2008, with a number of cities implementing minimum wages upwards of $12.  

 Our analysis proceeds in three stages. First, we provide evidence that lower quality 

businesses are, on average, closer to the margin of exit and fail at higher rates than higher quality 

restaurants irrespective of the minimum wage level. A one-star increase in rating is associated 

with more than a 50% decrease in the likelihood of going out of business. This qualitative 

relationship holds both with and without restaurant effects.  

We then exploit the multiple city-level minimum wage changes in recent years across the 

Bay Area to implement a difference-in-differences design to investigate the effects of the 

minimum wage. We find suggestive evidence that a higher minimum wage leads to overall 

increases in restaurant exit rates – depending on the specification, we find that a $1 increase in 

the minimum wage leads to approximately a 4 to 10 percent increase in the likelihood of exit, 

although the estimate is only statistically significant in certain specifications. 

 Next, we present robust evidence that the impact of the minimum wage varies with the 

rating of the business. Our point estimates suggest that a $1 increase in the minimum wage leads 

to an approximate 14 percent increase in the likelihood of exit for the median 3.5-star restaurant 

but the impact falls to zero for five-star restaurants. These effects are robust to a number of 

different specifications, including controlling for time-varying county characteristics that may 

influence both minimum wage policies and restaurant demand, city-specific time trends to 

account for preexisting trends, as well as county-year fixed effects to control for spatial 

heterogeneity in exit trends. 
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 Our results contribute to the existing literature in several ways. First, our findings relate 

to a large literature seeking to estimate the impact of the minimum wage, most of which has 

focused on identifying employment effects. While some studies find no detrimental effects on 

employment (Card and Krueger 1994, 1998; Dube, Lester & Reich, 2010), others show that 

higher minimum wage reduces employment, especially among low-skilled workers (see 

Neumark & Wascher, 2007 for a review). However, even studies that identify negative impacts 

find fairly modest effects overall, suggesting that firms adjust to higher labor costs in other ways. 

For example, several studies have documented price increases as a response to the minimum 

wage hikes (Aaronson, 2001; Aaronson, French, & MacDonald, 2008; Allegretto & Reich, 

2016). Horton (2017) find that firms reduce employment at the intensive margin rather than on 

the extensive margin, choosing to cut employees hours rather than counts. Draca et al. (2011) 

document lower profitability among firms for which the minimum wage may be more binding. 

  Our study contributes to the existing literature by examining one channel of adjustment to 

the minimum wage that has received relatively little attention – firms could exit the market 

altogether. We provide suggestive evidence that the minimum wage increases overall restaurant 

exit. This finding is consistent with Aaronson et al. (forthcoming), who use a border 

discontinuity approach to show that restaurant exit increases after the minimum wage increases.  

 However, our results reveal that the average treatment effect can be substantially 

different from the impact on sets of businesses that are predictably closer to the margin. While 

lower rated restaurants are driven to exit by increases to the minimum wage, higher rated 

restaurants tend to be more insulated from such shocks. This helps to shed light on the likely 

impact of minimum wage increases on existing businesses. .  
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 Our analysis also highlights how digital data can be used to better understand labor policy 

and the economy. Historically, datasets from the US Census Bureau and the Bureau of Labor 

Statistics (BLS) have formed the backbone of analyses looking to estimate the impact of the 

minimum wage in the US (e.g. Dube, Lester & Reich, 2010, Aaronson et al., forthcoming). Other 

analyses consist mainly of researcher-administered surveys (e.g. Katz & Krueger, 1992; Card & 

Krueger, 1994).   

 While administrative datasets are critical to our understanding of the minimum wage and 

the economy more generally, the effects we identify in this paper would have been difficult to 

observe using standard datasets. The growth of online review platforms such as Yelp allows for 

unique insights into the economy. First, we can use each restaurant’s rating as a proxy for its 

quality, , a measure that is not captured by conventional datasets. This lets us to evaluate whether 

the minimum wage differentially impacts lower quality businesses. Second, we are able to use 

exit data in close to real time, whereas BLS and Census data only become publicly available 

after a lag. This allows researchers and policymakers to more quickly understand the impacts of 

different economic policies. Third, we are able to observe granular data on businesses, whereas 

the public versions of the Census and BLS data are aggregated to coarser geographic levels, such 

as by county (depending on the variable the researcher is interested in). In principle, researchers 

can access restricted business-level data via an extensive application process, but the current 

waiting period for access even among approved applications is estimated to be two years. For 

example, a researcher trying to understand the impact of a policy change in 2017 would not be 

able to examine firm-level microdata from the Census until at least 2020. By using digital data, 

researchers can measure the impacts in close to real time.  
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 The rest of the paper proceeds as follows. We discuss the landscape of minimum wages 

across the United States in recent years in Section II. Section III discusses the data and empirical 

evidence, as well as graphical evidence. Section IV reports the main results, and Section V 

concludes. 

II. The Minimum Wage in Recent Years 

 The current federal minimum wage of $7.25 is binding for roughly 2.6 million hourly 

workers (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016a), with the restaurant industry having the highest 

percent of employees at the minimum (U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2016b). In addition to the 

$7.25 federal minimum wage rate, 29 states and 41 cities have introduced higher than federal 

minimum wage. For example, San Francisco is set to increase its minimum wage to $15 in July 

2018 from its current wage of $12.25. 

 We focus our analysis on the Bay Area, a region comprising of 101 cities surrounding the 

San Francisco Bay. The Bay Area is home to more than 7.5 million people, and includes the 

major cities and metropolitan areas of San Jose, San Francisco, and Oakland. Among the 41 

cities and counties that have changed their minimum wage ordinances at the local level since 

2012, 15 were in the Bay Area.2 We document 21 total local changes during our sample period 

from 2008 through 2016, with four additional cities set to increase their minimum beginning in 

2017. Beyond the wide variation in minimum wage, focusing on a single region potentially 

allows us to better control for macroeconomic trends and attitudes towards labor standards.  

                                                 

2 See http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/minimum-wage-living-wage-resources/inventory-of-us-city-and-county-
minimum-wage-ordinances/ 
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 Figure 1 depicts the changes for the state of California and 11 cities in the state of 

California that have increased their minimum wage since 2008.3 In cities with separate minimum 

wages for large (usually defined as over 500 employees) and small companies, we use the 

minimum wage for small companies. This is because the majority of full-service and limited-

service restaurants have fewer than 500 employees (U.S. Census Bureau, 2014). At the state 

level, the minimum wage was set at $8 in the beginning of the sample, increased to $9 in 2014, 

and then to $10 in 2016. 

III. Data and Empirical Strategy  

A. Restaurant Data 

 Our underlying restaurant data are obtained from Yelp, as part of an ongoing economic 

research initiative done in collaboration with the company. Yelp was founded in 2004 in San 

Francisco and is now the dominant review platform in the US. On Yelp, users can leave text 

reviews and ratings (from 1 to 5) for individual businesses, ranging from dry cleaners to dentists. 

However, it is perhaps best known as a review platform for restaurants. 

 We start with the universe of all Yelp reviews for the Bay Area since 2008, and limit the 

dataset to only reviews for full-service and limited-service restaurants. Based on the review-level 

data, we form an unbalanced panel dataset at the restaurant-month level, where a restaurant 

enters the panel when it becomes active on Yelp (either by the owner registering the business, a 

reviewer registering the business, or receiving the first review), and leaves the panel after it has 

been marked as having been closed on Yelp.  

                                                 

3 Four additional cities (San Leandro, Cupertino, Los Altos, San Mateo) are slated to increase their minimum wage 
above the state level in 2017.           
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 The indicator for restaurant exit is crowdsourced. On each restaurant’s Yelp page, users 

have the option of updating the restaurant’s business details, including tagging it as having 

closed or moved. Any suggested changes are then verified by Yelp moderators before being 

marked as such on the restaurant’s profile page. In practice, timing of exit through Yelp may also 

be more accurate than official administrative data, which contains nontrivial reporting lags and 

errors. In the review data, we exclude filtered reviews, which are deemed by Yelp’s algorithm as 

more likely to be fake or untrustworthy (Luca & Zervas, 2016). The dataset contains basic 

information about the restaurant, including the type of cuisine (e.g., “New American”, 

“Chinese”), the price category of the restaurant (denoted by dollar signs ranging from $ to $$$$, 

with four dollar signs being the most expensive)4, the exact location, and also time-varying 

characteristics such as the running average rating, the number of reviews, and exit status.5  

 Yelp coverage of restaurants is close to universal in the Bay Area. Comparing Yelp data 

to administrative data obtained for the city of San Francisco,6 the number of restaurants active at 

the end of 2016 is 6,087 and 5,808 based on the San Francisco administrative and Yelp data, 

respectively. Exit statistics generated from the two datasets are similar and consistent with 

previous research. For example, a common statistic that the restaurant industry focuses on is the 

rate of closure within one year of entry. Based on the administrative data, 19.8 percent of 

restaurants exit within one year of entry, whereas Yelp data indicates 20.9 percent. Other 

research on the restaurant industry has demonstrated similar numbers ranging from 23 percent in 
                                                 

4 Price category is a crowd sourced element. Upon reviewing a restaurant, users are able to designate dollar signs 
based on the following criteria: $= under $10, $$=11–30, $$$=31–60, $$$$= over $61. 
5 We constructed these variables such that they capture the measure at the end of the month, for example, the 
running average of the restaurant at the end of the month, or the displayed rating at the end of the month. 
6 SF OpenData is the central clearinghouse for data published by the City and County of San Francisco, and includes 
a database of registered businesses that pay taxes, including their date of entry and exit. We restricted to the NAICS 
code of 722 (full-service restaurants and limited-service restaurants). 
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Dallas, Texas (Cline Group, 2003) to around 26 percent in Columbus, Ohio (Parsa, Self, Njite, & 

King, 2005). 

 We present two descriptive statistics of the data. The first set of statistics provides a 

snapshot of the restaurants’ last appearance in the panel, i.e., at the end of 2016 or at the time of 

exit (Table 1 Panel A). There are 35,173 unique restaurants in our dataset, with a mean number 

of 184 reviews per restaurant and an average rating of 3.6.7 Among the entire universe of 

restaurants, around 30 percent have closed. Restaurants remain in the panel for an average of 70 

months8 and have an average price sign of 1.6 “dollar signs”.  

 The second set of statistics shows a summary at the monthly panel level (Table 1 Panel 

B). A restaurant receives on average 2.5 new reviews each month with an average rating of 3.5. 

The likelihood of exit in any month is 0.4 percent.  

B. Graphical Evidence 

 We first present graphical evidence of the relationship between a restaurant’s operational 

status and its rating. Figure 2a depicts a snapshot of the overall distribution of restaurant ratings 

when last observed in the dataset. The modal rating is 3.5, and ratings are generally more 

positive than negative; there are fewer than 5 percent of restaurants with ratings 2 and below, 

whereas 40 percent of restaurants have an average rating of 4 or above. Figure 2b overlays the 

distribution by whether the restaurant has closed. The mass of ratings for closed restaurants is 

concentrated towards lower ratings relative to operating restaurants, suggesting that a 

restaurant’s rating is correlated with closure 

                                                 

7 While Yelp displays ratings rounded to the nearest 0.5 on their website, we use unrounded version in the analysis. 
(Whether we use the rounded or unrounded version of ratings does not affect the conclusions of our analysis.) 
8 Note that this statistic may not accurately represent average lifespan of a restaurant since when the restaurant 
becomes active on Yelp may not necessarily be the same as when the restaurant began operations.  
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 We further explore this by plotting the simple means of the monthly likelihood of exit by 

displayed rating (which is the average rating rounded to the nearest 0.5). Figure 3 depicts a clear 

negative relationship between the likelihood of exit and rating, again implying that restaurants 

with lower ratings are closer to the margin of exit. 

 Next we explore the cross-sectional relationship between the likelihood of exit and the 

minimum wage. Figure 4 plots the mean likelihood of exit by minimum wage, which shows a 

distinctly positive correlation. However, it is possible that larger or wealthier cities implement 

the minimum wage, and exit rates are systematically different (higher) in those cities as well. To 

investigate this, we obtain the residuals from regressing the likelihood of exit on city dummies, 

and plot the mean residuals against the minimum wage (Figure 5). While the slope is less 

pronounced, there still remains a positive relationship between the minimum wage and the 

likelihood of exit.  

 Figure 6 examines the likelihood of exit by restaurant rating and minimum wage. The 

figure synthesizes our empirical strategy and our main result: at any rating level, the likelihood 

of exit is higher when the minimum wage is higher. However, the increase in the likelihood of 

exit is greater for lower rated restaurants, and there does not appear to be any penalty for the 

highest rated restaurants. We confirm this finding using a regression framework in Section 4. 

C. Empirical Strategy 

 The graphical evidence presented in Section 3.B suggests three things. First, restaurants 

with lower ratings are more likely to exit. Second, higher minimum wages are correlated with 

higher probabilities of exit. Third, the increase in the likelihood of exit is greater for lower rated 

restaurants. 
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 , We then use a difference-in-difference framework to empirically analyze the impact of 

the minimum wage on restaurant exit decisions, in which exploit the temporal and spatial 

variation in minimum wage increases at the city level across the Bay Area. The basic regression 

model, estimated as a linear probability model, is as follow: 

 𝐸𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑗𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝜙′𝑡𝜆 + 𝛽𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 + 𝑋′𝑖𝑗𝑡𝛿 + Ζ′𝑗𝑡𝜌 + 휀𝑖𝑗𝑡   (1) 

 where 𝐸𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑗𝑡 is a binary variable denoting whether restaurant i in city j has exited by 

time t. 𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 is the minimum wage (measured in dollar amounts) in that city, 𝛼𝑖 are restaurant 

fixed effects, 𝜙′𝑡 is a vector of time controls, including year and quarter dummies to capture 

variation in macroeconomic conditions and seasonal variation in restaurant demand. 𝑋′𝑖𝑗𝑡 are 

time-varying restaurant measures, such as the number of ratings and lagged running average 

rating.9 Ζ′𝑗𝑡 includes a host of county-level time-varying characteristics that may influence both 

restaurant demand and minimum wage policies, including the percent of young workers between 

ages 15 to 24, percent black, percent under the poverty line, the unemployment rate, and logged 

per capita income.  휀𝑖𝑗𝑡 is the error term. In some specifications, we include city-specific time 

trends to account for preexisting trends in local exit rates. We also include county-year fixed 

effects in certain specifications to control for spatial heterogeneity in exit trends that are 

unrelated to minimum wage policies. The estimated impact of a $1 increase in the minimum 

wage is then given by �̂�. Standard errors are clustered by city to allow for serial correlation 

within locale. 

                                                 

9 Restaurant characteristics that are constant over time, such as the price category, location, type of cuisine, are 
controlled implicitly by restaurant fixed effects. 
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 We also enter the city-level minimum wage as the proportional increase over the state 

mandate, 𝐺𝑎𝑝𝑗𝑡. As an example, if the state minimum wage is $8 and the city minimum wage is 

$9, the 𝐺𝑎𝑝 measure would be 12.5. This measure reflects both increases in minimum wage 

within the city as well as relative to the state mandate.  

 We then estimate the heterogeneous effects of the minimum wage by including an 

interaction term of the minimum wage with the restaurant’s rating. More specifically, our 

estimating equation becomes:  

       𝐸𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑖𝑗𝑡 = 𝛼𝑖 + 𝜙′
𝑡𝜆 + 𝛽𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 +  𝛾𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑗𝑡 +  𝜃𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 ∗ 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑗𝑡 + 𝑋′𝑖𝑗𝑡𝛿 + Ζ′𝑗𝑡𝜌 + 휀𝑖𝑗𝑡   (2) 

 where 𝜃 would provide an estimate of how the minimum wage affects exit by the 

restaurant’s quality, as measured by its rating. 

IV. Main Results 

 As in our graphical evidence, we first examine the relationship between a restaurant’s 

likelihood of exit and its Yelp rating (Table 2). Cross-sectionally, a one-star increase in rating is 

associated with a 0.09 percentage point decrease in the likelihood of exit in any given month 

(column 1), which is consistent with Figure 3. After controlling for restaurant fixed and calendar 

fixed effects, the coefficient increases to approximately -0.29 percentage point (Column 2). The 

relationship remains stable when we include time-varying county characteristics, city-specific 

time trends and county-year fixed effects (Columns 3-5). Our results imply a one-star increase in 

rating is associated with a decline in the likelihood of exit of around 70 percent. This is not 

necessarily a causal relationship – it is certainly possible that poor quality restaurants are both 

more likely to exit and receive worse ratings. It could also be that lower ratings directly 

contribute to restaurants exiting; as Luca (2011) shows, a one-star increase in Yelp rating leads 
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to a 5 to 9 percent increase in restaurant revenue. Our objective is to test whether restaurants with 

lower ratings tend to be closer to the margin of exit. 

 We find suggestive evidence that higher minimum wage increases restaurant exit (Table 

3). Panel A reports the coefficients on the minimum wage entered as a dollar measure in the 

regression model, whereas Panel B reports those on the Gap variable as defined in Section III.C, 

which is a measure of how much the city minimum wage is above the state mandate. Cross-

sectionally, a one-dollar increase in the minimum wage is associated with a 0.09 percentage 

point increase in the probability of exit, which represents a 22 percent increase (Panel A Column 

1). However, the estimate falls to 0.04 percentage points and loses statistical significance when 

we layer on restaurant and calendar fixed effects (Panel A Column 2). The estimate becomes 

even more imprecise when we include time-varying county characteristics that may influence 

both minimum wage policy and restaurant demand, city-specific time trends, and county-year 

fixed effects (Panel A Columns 3-5) 

 We find similar results when we examine the impact of the minimum wage as the percent 

increase over the state mandate, which may give a better measure of the “bite” of the minimum 

wage. Depending on the specification, our estimates suggest that a 10-percent increase of the 

local minimum wage over the state mandate would increase the overall exit rate ranges from 

0.016 to 0.04 percentage points, which corresponds to an increase in the likelihood of exit of 4 to 

10 percent. While the estimates are generally more precise than in Panel A, they only reach 

statistical significance in certain specifications.   

 Overall impacts could mask underlying heterogeneous effects if the minimum wage 

differentially affects restaurants of varying quality. To examine this, we include the interaction 

effect between a restaurant’s rating and the minimum wage, as specified in Equation (2). Table 4 
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reports the main results of our paper: the minimum wage increases the likelihood of exit, but the 

impact falls for higher-rated restaurants. The estimates remain similar across the different 

specifications. Based on the estimates in Column (2), the results would suggest that the impact of 

a $1 rise in the minimum wage would increase the likelihood of exit for the median restaurant on 

Yelp (i.e., a 3.5 star restaurant) by around 0.055 percentage points, which is approximately 14 

percent. For a 5-star restaurant, this impacts falls to close to zero.  

 The results are consistent when we enter the minimum wage in the model as the percent 

above the state mandate (Table 5). A one-star increase in Yelp rating is associated with a 0.26 

percentage point decline in the likelihood of exit for a restaurant in a city with the minimum 

wage equal to the state mandate, which is consistent with the results from Table 2. Further, the 

impact of the minimum wage varies by restaurant quality: a 10 percent increase in the minimum 

wage above the state mandate increases the likelihood of exit for a 3.5-star restaurant by 0.05 

percentage points, translating into a 13.75 percent increase. The impact falls roughly by 0.09 

percentage points for each star increase . The estimates are similar and statistically significant 

with city-specific time trends and county-year fixed effects. Finally, Figure 7 plots the predicted 

likelihood of exit by rating for different minimum wages from the specification in Table 4 

Column 5, and echoes Figure 6. The figure shows that the predicted likelihood of exit is 

generally higher across ratings when the minimum wage is higher, but the impact, as well as the 

difference in impact across the three lines, shrinks as rating increases.  

V. Further Investigation 

A. Are Results Driven by Restaurant Prices? 

 If ratings are systematically correlated with prices – e.g., if cheap restaurants tend to 

receive low ratings, and expensive restaurants high ratings – then our results in Tables 4 and 5 
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may be confounded. Further, it could be that more expensive restaurants already pay wages 

above the minimum, and hence are less affected by minimum wage hikes. Are the heterogeneous 

effects we observe driven by how expensive the restaurant is rather than its quality? 

 We empirically examine this question by replacing 𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 ∗ 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑗𝑡 in Equation 2 with 

the interaction term of the restaurant’s price category (represented by dollar signs on Yelp) and 

the minimum wage 𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 ∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑖 (Table 6). The coefficient on the interaction term is small and 

statistically insignificant, suggesting that the effects of the minimum wage along the price 

dimension are not significantly different (Column 1). When we include 𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 ∗ 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑗𝑡 in the 

model as well, the coefficient on 𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 ∗ 𝑃𝑟𝑖𝑐𝑒𝑖 remains insignificant, whereas the coefficient on 

𝑀𝑊𝑗𝑡 ∗ 𝑅𝑎𝑡𝑖𝑛𝑔𝑖𝑗𝑡 are statistically significant and similar in magnitude to those in Table 5, 

providing evidence that the heterogeneous effects observed earlier are driven by quality rather 

than by the restaurant prices. 

B. Impact on Entry  

 A natural follow-up question to our results on exit is the impact of the minimum wage on 

entry. Dates on restaurant entry only became regularly recorded by Yelp at the end of 2009,  

hence we restrict our entry analysis to the post-2010 period. To examine entry, we generate a 

city-level panel dataset based on our restaurant-level dataset and estimate the analogous version 

of Equation (1) using the entry rate as the dependent variable, weighted by the number of 

restaurants on Yelp in that city.  

 Table 7 reports the results of this exercise. First, we find similar overall impacts of the 

minimum wage on exit as our restaurant-level analysis (Columns 1-3). Next, we find that the 

entry rate in fact declines with minimum wage increases – depending on the specification, the 
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entry rate declines by 0.025 to 0.045 percentage points from a base of 0.6 percent from a $1 

increase in the minimum wage, corresponding to an approximate 4 to 6 percent reduction. The 

number of restaurants per capita falls as expected, but the estimates are not statistically 

significant (Columns 7-9).  

 Our results suggest that higher minimum wages deter entry. Previous research on entry 

has produced mixed findings. Using a border discontinuity approach and data from Dun and 

Bradstreet Marketplace files, Rohlin (2011) finds that minimum wages hikes implemented 

between 2003 and 2006 discouraged firm entry – a $1 increase in the minimum wage decreased 

the share of new establishments in an area relative to its comparison area by approximately 6 

percent. Draca and Machin (2011) find some suggestive evidence that net entry rates decline 

after the imposition of a national minimum wage in the United Kingdom. In contrast, Aaronson 

et al. (forthcoming) finds that a 10 percent increase in the minimum wage increases the entry rate 

by roughly 14 percent from a mean of 8.7 percent using a similar border discontinuity approach 

and QCEW data.  

C. Impact on Survival 

 In addition to the overall monthly likelihood of exit, we examine the effect of the 

minimum wage on restaurant time to exit. Since this relies on accurate coding of entry dates, we 

also restrict the analysis to after 2010. We estimate a survival model where the dependent 

variable is time to exit using a Weibull distribution (Table 8). The coefficients indicate that 

overall, the minimum wage increases the hazard rate, but the estimates are not statistically 

significant (Columns 1 and 3). However, when we interact the minimum wage with the 

restaurant’s rating, we can see that the coefficient on the interaction term of minimum wage (or 
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gap) with rating is negative and statistically significant, suggesting that the speed to exit is 

accelerated for poorly rated restaurants (Columns 2 and 4).  

V. Discussion 

 This paper presents several new findings. First, we provide suggestive evidence that 

higher minimum wage increases overall exit rates among restaurants, where a $1 increase in the 

minimum wage leads to approximately a 4 to 10 percent increase in the likelihood of exit, 

although statistical significance falls with the inclusion of time-varying county-level 

characteristics and city-specific time trends. This is qualitatively consistent but smaller than what 

Aaronson et al. (forthcoming) find; they show that a 10 percent raise in the minimum wage 

increases firm exit by approximately 24 percent from a base of 5.7 percent. Differences in 

sample and specifications may account for the differences between our study and theirs.  

 Next, we examine heterogeneous impacts of the minimum wage on restaurant exit by 

restaurant quality. The textbook competitive labor market model assumes identical workers and 

firms who therefore are equally likely to share in the minimum-wage generated employment and 

profit losses. However, models that depart from the standard competitive model to allow for 

heterogeneous workers and firms suggest that a minimum wage increase would cause the lowest 

productivity firms to exit the market (Albrecht & Axell, 1984; Eckstein & Wolpin, 1990; Flinn, 

2006). We show that there is, in fact, considerable and predictable heterogeneity in the effects of 

the minimum wage, and that the impact on exit is concentrated among lower quality restaurants, 

which are already closer to the margin of exit. This suggests that the ability of firms to adjust to 

minimum wage changes could differ depending on firm quality. Finally, we provide evidence 

that higher minimum wages deter entry, and hastens the time to exit among poorly rated 

restaurants.  
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 Our findings suggest directions for future research. First, because most minimum wage 

changes in our sample are relatively new, our results should be considered short-term impacts. 

Second, while we find that the minimum wage reduces net entry slightly, it is unclear how 

employment would be affected given that the scale of entering or incumbent restaurants could 

change.10 Third, our results raise the possibility that higher rated restaurants may adjust to higher 

minimum wages through other channels, such as substituting toward higher productivity workers 

when faced with a minimum wage (Horton, 2017), especially if higher quality restaurants are 

able to assortatively match with more productive workers (Eeckhout & Kircher, 2011; Mendes et 

al., 2010).  

 Our results also demonstrate the potential for digital exhaust from online platforms to 

complement standard data sources to provide unique insight in policy evaluations.  Glaeser et al 

(forthcoming) hypothesize that data from online platforms might provide dependent variables 

that are more granular and closer to real time, as well as independent variables that provide 

insight into dimensions of markets that were previously unobservable. Our analysis provides a 

case study in this, showing how digital exhaust from Yelp can further our understanding of the 

impact of the minimum wage.  

   

                                                 

10 The limited existing evidence on the interaction effect of firm dynamics and employment has been mixed. 
Anderson et al. (forthcoming) find the minimum wage increases exit (and entry) but do not find any impacts on 
employment. Draca and Machin (2011) find some evidence that minimum wages decreases net entry but no 
significant effects on employment. 
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Figure 1. Minimum wage increases in the San Francisco Bay Area 
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Figure 2a. Overall distribution of Yelp ratings 

 

Figure 2b. Closed restaurants have lower ratings
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Figure 3. Lower rated restaurants are more likely to exit 

 
Note: This figure plots the monthly likelihood of exit at each Yelp rating. 

Figure 4. Minimum wage and likelihood of exit 

 

Note: This figure plots the simple means of the likelihood of exit at each minimum wage. 
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Figure 5. Minimum wage and likelihood of exit (within city) 

 
Note: This figure plots the simple means of the residuals of regressing the likelihood of 
exit on city fixed effects at each minimum wage. 
 
Figure 6. Minimum wage increases exit, but more so for worse restaurants 
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Figure 7. Predicted likelihoods of exit by minimum wage and rating 

 
Note: This figure plots the predicted likelihood of exit by rating and the percent increase 
of local minimum wage above the state mandate based on the estimates from Table 4 
Column 5. 
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics 

Number of restaurants 35,173         
Number of ratings 2,392,766         
            
Panel A: Summary statistics at the restaurant level (at time of last appearance 

in panel) 

Variable Mean 

Std 

Dev Min  Max Obs. 

Total number of ratings 184.4 327.1 10 9781 35,173 
Rating 3.564 0.691 1 5 35,173 
Closed 0.301 0.459 0 1 35,173 
Price category 1.588 0.603 1 4 35,173 
Age of restaurants (months) 67.73 36.52 1 107 35,173 
Minimum wage ($) 10.49 1.534 8 13 35,173 
Percent higher than state 
mw (%) 9.839 12.84 0 36 35,173 
            
 
Panel B: Summary statistics at the restaurant-month level  

Variable Mean 

Std 

Dev Min  Max Obs. 

Incoming ratings 3.535 1.105 1 5 1,430,061 
Number of incoming ratings 2.454 4.790 0 690 2,383,558 
Average running rating 3.570 0.707 1 5 2,376,580 
Exited (%) 0.464 6.792 0 100 2,392,766 
Minimum wage ($) 9.033 1.291 8 13 2,392,766 
Percent higher than state 
mw (%) 7.346 11.77 0 36.1 2,392,766 
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 Table 2. Are lower rated restaurants more likely to exit?  

  Likelihood of Exit  

  (Mean = 0.4%) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Rating -0.0938*** -0.2893*** -0.2910*** -0.2935*** -0.2917*** 
  (0.0116) (0.0277) (0.0287) (0.0280) (0.0290) 
            
            
Restaurant FE   x x x x 
Calendar FE   x x x x 
Time-varying county 
characteristics     x x x 
City-specific time trend       x   
County-year FE         x 
            
Standard errors are clustered at the city level         
Number of observations = 2,392,766         
Calendar fixed effects = dummies for season and year       

 
Table 3. Overall minimum wage effects on restaurant exit  

  Likelihood of Exit  

  (Mean = 0.4%) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 

Panel A: Minimum Wage 0.0929*** 0.0444 0.0174 -0.0132 0.0263 
  (0.0079) (0.0284) (0.0197) (0.0134) (0.0181) 
            
Panel B: Gap 0.0062*** 0.0045* 0.0026 0.0016 0.0040** 
  (0.0006) (0.0024) (0.0019) (0.0017) (0.0018) 
            
Restaurant FE   x x x x 

Calendar FE   x x x x 
Time-varying county 
characteristics     x x x 
City-specific time trend       x   
County-year FE         x 
            
Standard errors are clustered at the city level         
Gap is a measure of the proportional increase of the city minimum wage over the state mandate 
Number of observations = 2,392,766         
Calendar fixed effects = dummies for season and year       
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Table 4. Heterogeneous effects of the minimum wage as a dollar measure 

  Likelihood of Exit (%) 

  (Mean = 0.4%) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Minimum wage 0.1639*** 0.2336*** 0.2047*** 0.1746** 0.2148*** 
  (0.0208) (0.0786) (0.0730) (0.0696) (0.0732) 
            
Rating 0.0653 0.1598 0.1521 0.1514 0.1526 
  (0.0547) (0.1341) (0.1387) (0.1406) (0.1403) 
            
Minimum Wage * Rating -0.0190*** -0.0527*** -0.0520*** -0.0522*** -0.0521*** 
  (0.0064) (0.0165) (0.0171) (0.0172) (0.0174) 
            
            
Restaurant FE   x x x x 
Calendar FE   x x x x 
Time-varying county 
characteristics     x x x 
City-specific time trend       x   
County-year FE         x 

Standard errors are clustered at the city level         
Number of observations = 2,370,963         
Calendar fixed effects = dummies for season and year       
 
Table 5. Heterogeneous effects of the minimum wage measured as the proportional 

increase above the state mandate 

  Likelihood of Exit (%) 

  (Mean = 0.4%) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) 
Gap 0.0170*** 0.0371*** 0.0338*** 0.0325*** 0.0349*** 
  (0.0016) (0.0096) (0.0084) (0.0081) (0.0082) 
            
Rating -0.0831*** -0.2557*** -0.2589*** -0.2615*** -0.2597*** 
  (0.0101) (0.0218) (0.0208) (0.0207) (0.0206) 
            
Gap * Rating -0.0029*** -0.0091*** -0.0087*** -0.0086*** -0.0086*** 
  (0.0004) (0.0021) (0.0019) (0.0019) (0.0019) 
            
            
Restaurant FE   x x x x 
Calendar FE   x x x x 
Time-varying county 
characteristics     x x x 
City-specific time trend       x   
County-year FE         x 
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Table 6. Are results driven by restaurant prices? 
  Likelihood of Exit (%) 

  0.4 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Panel A         
Minimum Wage 0.0125 0.1921** 0.1654** 0.2029** 
  (0.0300) (0.0796) (0.0758) (0.0803) 
          
Minimum Wage * Price  0.0019 0.0059 0.0035 0.0054 
  (0.0102) (0.0106) (0.0103) (0.0107) 
          
Rating   0.1464 0.1452 0.1479 
    (0.1424) (0.1441) (0.1435) 
          
Minimum Wage * Rating   -0.0516*** -0.0518*** -0.0519*** 
    (0.0177) (0.0178) (0.0178) 
          
Panel B         
Gap 0.0019 0.0339*** 0.0330*** 0.0352*** 
  (0.0028) (0.0080) (0.0075) (0.0076) 
          
Gap * Price  -0.0002 0.0002 -0.0001 0.0000 
  (0.0013) (0.0014) (0.0013) (0.0013) 
          
Rating   -0.2607*** -0.2633*** -0.2616*** 
    (0.0211) (0.0210) (0.0210) 
          
Gap * Rating   -0.0089*** -0.0088*** -0.0088*** 
    (0.0019) (0.0018) (0.0019) 
          
Restaurant FE x x x x 
Calendar FE x x x x 
Time-varying county characteristics x x x x 
City-specific time trend x   x   
County-year FE       x 

Standard errors are clustered at the city level       
Price indicates the price category of the restaurant, which ranges from 1 to 4 
Gap is a measure of the proportional increase of the city minimum wage over the state 
mandate 
Number of observations = 2,370,963       
Calendar fixed effects = dummies for season and year     
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Table 7. Minimum wage effects on exit, entry, and number of restaurants 

  Exit rate (%)  Entry rate (%) Restaurants per 10,000 pop 

  (Mean = 0.4) (Mean = 0.6) (Mean = 45.3) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) 
Minimum Wage 0.0038 -0.0030 0.0185 -0.0425*** -0.0251* -0.0449** -0.1989 -0.1149 -0.1470 
  (0.0116) (0.0126) (0.0138) (0.0139) (0.0146) (0.0193) (0.1478) (0.1187) (0.1534) 
          
Gap 0.0018* 0.0018 0.0037*** -0.0035*** -0.0026*** -0.0041*** -0.0102 -0.0026 -0.0096 
  (0.0011) (0.0012) (0.0013) (0.0010) (0.0009) (0.0015) (0.0098) (0.0079) (0.0117) 
                    
Restaurant FE x x x x x x x x x 
Calendar FE x x x x x x x x x 
Time-varying county 
characteristics 

x x x x x x x x x 

City-specific time trend   x     x     x   

County-year FE     x     x     x 
Each cell represents a different regression. Regressions are weighted by the number of restaurants at the city level.     
Standard errors are clustered at the city level               
Gap is a measure of the proportional increase of the city minimum wage over the state mandate       
Number of observations = 8,134                 
Calendar fixed effects = dummies for season and 
year               
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Table 8. The impact of the minimum wage on survival rates  

  Hazard Rate (Failure = Exit) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Minimum wage 0.0333 0.4197***     
  (0.0429) (0.0854)     
          
Minimum wage * 
Rating   -0.1027***     
    (0.0199)     
          
Gap     0.0046 0.0309*** 
      (0.0036) (0.0076) 
          
Gap * Rating       -0.0071*** 
        (0.0018) 
          
Rating   0.8606***   -0.0133 
    (0.1707)   (0.0188) 
          
          
Standard errors are clustered at the city level. Coefficients are reported. 
Gap is a measure of the proportional increase of the city minimum wage over 
the state mandate 
Number of observations = 18,631       

The survival model includes controls for the total number of ratings at exit or end 
of panel, time-varying county level characteristics, price category of the 
restaurant, and dummies for year of entry. 
 

 



 

 

 
  

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 (847) 853-7509 
 Facsimile (847) 853-7700 
 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

 
Via Email & US Mail 

June 16, 2017 
 
Hon. Larry Suffredin 
Commissioner – 13th District 
Cook County Board of Commissioners 
118 N. Clark St. 
Room 567 
Chicago, IL 60602 
 
RE: Cook County Minimum Wage and Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 
 
Dear Commissioner Suffredin, 
 

The Village Board of the Village of Wilmette is considering adoption of an ordinance 
that would “opt out” of the 2016 Cook County Ordinances concerning minimum wage 
and mandatory paid sick leave, which both take effect July 1, 2017.  As our 
representative on the Cook County Board of Commissioners, we appreciate your service 
to Wilmette and respect your support of the two Cook County Ordinances at issue.  As 
our Commissioner, I would respectfully request your assistance in obtaining some 
additional relevant information that I think would aid the Village Board in its debate on 
this matter. 

 
In preparing for our June 27, 2016 Village Board meeting at which adoption of an 

“opt out” ordinance will be considered, our staff and I have searched for background 
material and agenda material that would have informed the Cook County Board of 
Commissioner’s decisions on these two County Ordinances.  We were able to locate a 
“working group” report to the City of Chicago that was used by the City Council as part 
of its review of a similar minimum wage ordinance, but we have been unable to locate 
any similar materials prepared for the County Board’s agenda for consideration of either 
of the County’s ordinances. 

 



 

 

In reviewing the Cook County Ordinances, it would be useful for our Village Board to 
understand the procedural history of the Cook County minimum wage and paid sick 
leave ordinances, and review the back-up materials that were made a part of the public 
process by the County Board of Commissioners.   Therefore, we respectfully request 
your assistance in resolving the following questions.   

 
 Can you please outline the procedural history of the Cook County Paid Sick 

Leave Ordinance?  When was it introduced?  Was it referred to Committee?  
Were any Committee hearings held and, if so, are agenda materials and 
minutes available?  When was it adopted by the County Board and were there 
any additional supporting materials circulated with the County Board agenda, 
other than the Ordinance itself? 

 Similarly, can you please outline the procedural history of the Cook County 
Minimum Wage Ordinance?  When was it introduced?  Was it referred to 
Committee?  Were any Committee hearings held and, if so, are agenda 
materials and minutes available?  When was it adopted by the County Board 
and were there any additional supporting materials circulated with the County 
Board agenda, other than the Ordinance itself? 

 Was there any independent study by the County about the impact of either 
the Minimum Wage or Paid Sick Leave Ordinance on suburban businesses 
(as opposed to the Chicago “working group” report that did not address 
suburban issues)?  If so, can you share that information? 

 Did the County survey or seek responses from suburban municipalities 
regarding either the Minimum Wage of Paid Sick Leave Ordinances prior to 
their adoption?  If so, can you share that data? 

 Did you or other Commissioners, to your knowledge, submit to either a County 
Board Committee or Commissioners any interrogatories concerning 
provisions or possible impact of either the Paid Sick Leave or Minimum Wage 
County Ordinances?  If so, can you share those interrogatories with us and 
any response that you received to them? 

 With regard to the Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinance, which appears to 
provide paid sick leave for working approximately five hours per week, do you 
know if any of Cook County’s own employee collective bargaining agreements 
or the County’s own personnel policies (for unrepresented employees) 
provide paid sick leave on a comparable basis as the County Ordinance 
applicable to private employers? 

 
To the extent that any of this information is available on the internet (although we 

have been unable to locate it), simply sending the document’s internet address would 
be more than sufficient for our staff to download it and send it to our Village Board. 

 
The Wilmette Village Board is engaging in a thoughtful review of this subject, and 

materials that were made a part of the Cook County Board’s agenda materials when it 



 

 

voted to approve these two Ordinances are a very important part of our review.  The 
Village Board greatly appreciates any assistance you can provide in this regard. 

 
The Wilmette Village Board will be discussing this at its regular meeting on June 27, 

2017.  We would greatly appreciate your response, or other relevant materials you would 
like to submit for our consideration, by noon, Thursday, June 22, 2017 in order to include 
them with the agenda material that we make available to the public and online.  They 
may be submitted to Village Manager Tim Frenzer by email at FrenzerT@wilmette.com, 
if that is more convenient.   

 
In addition, you are also invited to attend the Village Board meeting and address the 

Village Board on this matter. 
 
Thank you again for your assistance on this important subject. 
 

Respectfully, 

 
Robert T. Bielinski 
Village President 

 
RTB/ 

mailto:FrenzerT@wilmette.com


 

 

 
  

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 (847) 853-7509 
 Facsimile (847) 853-7700 
 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

 
Via Email & US Mail 

June 16, 2017 
 
Hon. Sean Morrison 
Commissioner – 17th District 
Cook County Board of Commissioners 
118 N. Clark St. 
Room 567 
Chicago, IL 60602 
 
RE: Cook County Minimum Wage and Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 
 
Dear Commissioner Morrison, 
 

The Village Board of the Village of Wilmette is considering adoption of an ordinance 
that would “opt out” of the 2016 Cook County Ordinances concerning minimum wage 
and mandatory paid sick leave, which both take effect July 1, 2017.  Previously, through 
the Metropolitan Mayors Caucus and the Northwest Municipal Conference we have 
received information from you and your staff concerning the two Cook County 
Ordinances at issue.  We appreciate your sharing these materials with us, as they 
greatly aid in our discussion.  Based on your prior willingness to provide information on 
the County Board’s process, I would respectfully request your assistance in obtaining 
some additional relevant information. 

 
In preparing for our June 27, 2016 Village Board meeting at which adoption of an 

“opt out” ordinance will be considered, our staff and I have searched for background 
material and agenda material that would have informed the Cook County Board of 
Commissioner’s decisions on these two County Ordinances.  We were able to locate a 
“working group” report to the City of Chicago that was used by the City Council as part 
of its review of a similar minimum wage ordinance, but we have been unable to locate 
any similar materials prepared for the County Board’s agenda for consideration of either 
of the County’s ordinances. 



 

 

 
In reviewing the Cook County Ordinances, it would be useful for our Village Board to 

understand the procedural history of the Cook County minimum wage and paid sick 
leave ordinances, and review the back-up materials that were made a part of the public 
process by the County Board of Commissioners.   Therefore, we respectfully request 
your assistance in resolving the following questions.   

 
 Can you please outline the procedural history of the Cook County Paid Sick 

Leave Ordinance?  When was it introduced?  Was it referred to Committee?  
Were any Committee hearings held and, if so, are agenda materials and 
minutes available?  When was it adopted by the County Board and were there 
any additional supporting materials circulated with the County Board agenda, 
other than the Ordinance itself? 

 Similarly, can you please outline the procedural history of the Cook County 
Minimum Wage Ordinance?  When was it introduced?  Was it referred to 
Committee?  Were any Committee hearings held and, if so, are agenda 
materials and minutes available?  When was it adopted by the County Board 
and were there any additional supporting materials circulated with the County 
Board agenda, other than the Ordinance itself? 

 Was there any independent study by the County about the impact of either 
the Minimum Wage or Paid Sick Leave Ordinance on suburban businesses 
(as opposed to the Chicago “working group” report that did not address 
suburban issues)?  If so, can you share that information? 

 Did the County survey or seek responses from suburban municipalities 
regarding either the Minimum Wage of Paid Sick Leave Ordinances prior to 
their adoption?  If so, can you share that data? 

 Did you or other Commissioners, to your knowledge, submit to either a County 
Board Committee or Commissioners any interrogatories concerning 
provisions or possible impact of either the Paid Sick Leave or Minimum Wage 
County Ordinances?  If so, can you share those interrogatories with us and 
any response that you received to them? 

 With regard to the Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinance, which appears to 
provide paid sick leave for working approximately five hours per week, do you 
know if any of Cook County’s own employee collective bargaining agreements 
or the County’s own personnel policies (for unrepresented employees) 
provide paid sick leave on a comparable basis as the County Ordinance 
applicable to private employers? 

 
To the extent that any of this information is available on the internet (although we 

have been unable to locate it), simply sending the document’s internet address would 
be more than sufficient for our staff to download it and send it to our Village Board. 

 
The Wilmette Village Board is engaging in a thoughtful review of this subject, and 

materials that were made a part of the Cook County Board’s agenda materials when it 



 

 

voted to approve these two Ordinances are a very important part of our review.  The 
Village Board greatly appreciates any assistance you can provide in this regard. 

 
The Wilmette Village Board will be discussing this at its regular meeting on June 27, 

2017.  We would greatly appreciate your response, or other relevant materials you would 
like to submit for our consideration, by noon, Thursday, June 22, 2017 in order to include 
them with the agenda material that we make available to the public and online.  They 
may be submitted to Village Manager Tim Frenzer by email at FrenzerT@wilmette.com, 
if that is more convenient.   

 
In addition, you are also invited to attend the Village Board meeting and address the 

Village Board on this matter. 
 
Thank you again for your assistance on this important subject. 
 

Respectfully, 

 
Robert T. Bielinski 
Village President 

 
RTB/ 
 
Cc: Hon. Larry Suffredin, Cook County Commissioner 

mailto:FrenzerT@wilmette.com


 

 

 
  

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 (847) 853-7509 
 Facsimile (847) 853-7700 
 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

 
Via Email & US Mail 

June 16, 2017 
 
Sam Toia 
President & Chief Executive Officer 
Illinois Restaurant Association 
33 W. Monroe St., Suite 250 
Chicago, IL 60603 
 
RE: Cook County Minimum Wage and Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 
 
Dear Mr. Toia, 
 

Thank you for your interest in our Village Board’s consideration of the Cook County 
Ordinances concerning minimum wage and mandatory paid sick leave.  I appreciate your 
discussing your concerns and sharing them with us on behalf of the Illinois Restaurant 
Association members that you represent. 

 
The Village Board will be discussing this subject at its regular meeting on June 27, 2017.  If 

the Association has you have any written comments or other relevant materials you would like 
to submit for our consideration, please feel free to do so.  The Village Manager would need to 
receive them by noon, Thursday, June 22, 2017 in order to include them with the agenda 
material that we make available to the public and online.  You can submit them to the Village 
Manager, Tim Frenzer, by email at FrenzerT@wilmette.com, or by fax at 847-853-7700. 

 
In addition, you are also invited to attend the Village Board meeting and address the Village 

Board on this matter. 
Respectfully, 

 
Robert T. Bielinski 
Village President 

RTB/ 

mailto:FrenzerT@wilmette.com


June 22, 2017 

The Honorable Bob Bielinski 
President 
Vil I age Boa rd of Trustees 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 

Dear President Bielinski, 

ILLINOIS 
RESTAURANT 
ASSOCIATION 

On behalf of the members of the Illinois Restaurant Association (IRA), I respectfully request you vote to opt out of 
Cook County's minimum wage and paid sick leave laws set to take effect July 1, 2017. The IRA believes these labor 
standards should be set by the federal government or state of Illinois, so there is not an end less patchwork of loca l 
labor regulations throughout the state. 

As a municipality within Cook County, Wilmette has the authority to opt out of laws passed by the County you feel 
would negatively impact your local economy. Given the Village's proximity to Lake County, the drastic increase in 
labor costs on businesses due to a higher minimum wage and paid sick leave mandate will be especially impactful. 
With a $13 minimum wage alone, small businesses in Wilmette will face a 58% labor cost disadvantage compared 
to businesses in Highland Park and Deerfield. 

Businesses do not operate on an island - and this is especially true for restaurants. Any time a business faces a 
massive increase in labor costs, they need to reeva luate their workforce and operations. In the hospitality 
industry, you can only rea lly control food costs and payroll. When labor costs go up, many restaurants are forced 
to do more with less or increase prices on their valued customers. Many sectors of the restaurant industry look to 
automation, as seen with tableside ordering and more food runners instead of wa it people. These are the 
unintended consequences of misguided labor mandates. 

In the restaurant industry, we offer more opportunity, flexibility, and potential for advancement than any other 
industry. Restaurateurs strive to provide the best possible wages and benefits to their valued employees. 
However, not every business has the same resources and profit margins. It is not fair or practical to require an 
independently-owned bakery in Wilmette to offer the same wages and benefits for entry level positions as a 
multi-million dollar corporation in Schaumburg. 

Dozens of municipalities throughout Cook County are opting out of Cook County's minimum wage increase and 
paid sick leave mandate because they know the damage it will cause to their local economies. I hope the Village 
Board of Trustees will take similar decisive action to protect Wilmette businesses and the thousands of people 
they employ. Please feel free to contact me any time if I can provide any additional information or answer any 
questions. Thank you fo r your consideration. 

Sincerely, 

J~~ 
Sam Toia 
President & CEO 
Illinois Restaurant Association 

33 W. MONROE, SUITE 250, CHICAGO, IL 60603 



Cc: The Honorable Kathy Dodd 
The Honorable Joel Kurzman 
The Honorable Stephen M . Leonard 
The Honorable Senta Plunkett 
The Honorable Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr. 
The Honorable Julie Wolf 
Village M anager Timothy Frenzer 

ILLINOIS 
RE STAURANT 
ASSOC IATION 

33 W. MONROE, SUITE 250, CHICAGO, IL 60603 



 

 

 
  

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 (847) 853-7509 
 Facsimile (847) 853-7700 
 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

 
Via Fax & US Mail 

June 16, 2017 
 
Mr. Ron Powell, President 
Local 881 UFCW 
10400 W. Higgins Rd., Suite 500 
Rosemont, IL 60018-3705 
 
RE: Cook County Minimum Wage and Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 
 
Dear Mr. Powell, 
 

Thank you for your letter of June 1, 2017 concerning our Board’s consideration of the Cook 
County Ordinances concerning minimum wage and mandatory paid sick leave.  We appreciate 
your concerns and sharing them with us on behalf of the UFCW members that you represent. 

 
The Village Board will be discussing this subject at its regular meeting on June 27, 2017.  I 

will make sure that the letter and materials that you submitted to us are part of the public agenda 
material for the meeting.  In addition, if you have any further comments or other materials you 
would like to submit for our consideration, please feel free to submit them to us.  The Village 
Manager would need to receive them by noon, Thursday, June 22, 2017 in order to include them 
with the agenda material that we make available to the public and online.  You can submit them 
to the Village Manager, Tim Frenzer, by email at FrenzerT@wilmette.com, or by fax at 847-853-
7700.   

 
In addition, you are also invited to attend the Village Board meeting and address the Village 

Board on this matter. 
Respectfully, 

 
Robert T. Bielinski 
Village President 

RTB/ 

mailto:FrenzerT@wilmette.com


 

 Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 

 

 
 

W i l m e t t e / K e n i l w o r t h  C h a m b e r  o f  C o m m e r c e  
3 5 1  L i n d e n  A v e ,  W i l m e t t e ,  I L .  6 0 0 9 1  

 

Ph. 847.251.3800 
wilmettekenilworth.com 

June 1, 2017 
 
Village President Bob Bielinski 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
 
Dear President Bielinski: 
 
The Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce would like to formally request that the Village of 
Wilmette opt out of both the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance No. 16-5768 and the Cook County 
Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinance No. 16-4229. 
 
The Chamber conducted a survey of its members, and a majority of responding businesses requested 
that the Village of Wilmette opt out of these ordinances. The Chamber does not believe it is right for 
county government to regulate these business issues. 
 
We believe that workers are entitled to a living wage, and that most Wilmette businesses already pay 
their employees above minimum wage.  However, there may be some Wilmette businesses for whom 
this will cause a hardship. In the case of paid sick leave, numerous businesses feel that it would create 
financial and logistical difficulties for them.  
 
Thank you for considering our request to opt out of these Cook County ordinances. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Julie Yusim 
Executive Director 
Cc: Wilmette/Kenilworth Board of Directors 
 
 
 
 



From: Julie Yusim [mailto:julie@wilmettekenilworth.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 16, 2017 3:06 PM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> 
Subject: RE: Questions for the Chamber Concerning the Cook County Minimum Wage & Paid Sick Leave 
Ordinances 
 
Tim, please see my responses below: 
 
 
Julie Yusim, Executive Director 
Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 
351 Linden Ave, Wilmette 60091 
847-251-3800 
 
***Please note that the chamber’s new email address is julie@wilmettekenilworth.com and 
info@wilmettekenilworth.com.  Please update our contact information.*** 
 
From: Frenzer, Tim [mailto:frenzert@wilmette.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 16, 2017 2:40 PM 
To: Julie Yusim <julie@wilmettekenilworth.com> 
Cc: Bielinski, Bob <bielinskib@wilmette.com>; Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Questions for the Chamber Concerning the Cook County Minimum Wage & Paid Sick Leave 
Ordinances 
 
Dear Julie; 
 
Thank you for joining us at the Village Board meeting this past Tuesday, and for speaking on the subject 
of the Village Board’s consideration of how to respond to the Cook County Ordinances that take effect on 
July 1, 2017. 
 
Based on your comments and, more particularly, the letter dated June 1, 2017, the Village President 
asked me to submit to you, for the Chamber’s response, a number of follow up questions.  Please review 
these and let us know what additional information that the Chamber of Commerce can provide.  
 
Our Agenda materials for the June 27, 2017 Village Board meeting need to be ready at noon on 
Thursday, June 22, so we would grateful if the Chamber could respond by then. 
 
Thank you again for all your assistance. 
 
Regards, 
 
Tim 
 
The Chamber’s letter of June 1, 2017, referencing the Cook County Minimum Wage 
Ordinance No. 16-5768 and the Cook County Mandatory Paid Sick Leave Ordinance No. 
16-4229, states: 

The Chamber conducted a survey of its members, and a majority of its 
responding businesses requested that the Village of Wilmette opt out of 

mailto:julie@wilmettekenilworth.com
mailto:frenzert@wilmette.com
mailto:julie@wilmettekenilworth.com
mailto:info@wilmettekenilworth.com
mailto:frenzert@wilmette.com
mailto:julie@wilmettekenilworth.com
mailto:bielinskib@wilmette.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com


these ordinances.  The Chamber does not believe it is right for the county 
government to regulate these business issues. 

We believe that workers are entitled to a living wage, and that most Wilmette 
businesses already pay their employees above minimum wage.  However, 
there may be some Wilmette businesses for whom this will cause a 
hardship. In the case of paid sick leave, numerous businesses feel that it 
would create financial and logistical difficulties for them.  

With regard to the survey referenced in the Chamber letter, the Village Board is interested 
in additional information. 

1. Can the Chamber share the survey questions with the Village? Yes, but would like 
to do 2nd, more detailed survey to get additional information for you. 

2. Can the Chamber share the survey results or summarize them in more detail 
(without revealing the identities of the individual member respondents)?  Yes  

a. How many Chamber members were surveyed? 180 
b. How many members responded? 35 
c. How many respondents were opposed or not opposed to opting out of the 

County minimum wage or the sick leave ordinances, or both? 23 in favor of 
opting out; 12 opposed to opting out 

3. Insofar as responses are concerned, can they be categorized in any way (e.g. 
restaurant, retail, service, etc.) Yes, I can define for you 

With regard to the issue of opting out or not, as expressed by the Chamber in the second 
paragraph above: 

4. Does the Chamber have any additional information or examples of how specific 
businesses or types of businesses would be economically impacted? 2nd survey 
will give this information 

5. Does the Chamber have any information on the number or types of businesses 
that do work in multiple municipalities, so as to be impacted by possibly conflicting 
rules on minimum wage and/or paid sick leave applicable in other Cook County 
municipalities where they may do work? Thus far, I know of 2 businesses that have 
talked about this: deGuilio Kitchen Design and F.J. Kerrigan Plumbing 

6. Is there any additional data or information that the Chamber can provide to the 
Village in support of its request? There will be with a second survey. 

Another point that the businesses want to make is that they feel there is a 
“misconception” that Wilmette customers are not cost-conscious – that is 
contrary to what most of the retailers/restaurants/service providers report. In 
other words, a significant demographic does make purchasing decisions based on 
price over loyalty to Wilmette small businesses.  

A large part of the concern is that businesses will have to increase prices in order 
to accommodate the mandates, which will in turn lead to lost customers. 

 



 

Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 

 

 

W i l m e t t e / K e n i l w o r t h  C h a m b e r  o f  C o m m e r c e  
3 5 1  L i n d e n  A v e . ,  W i l m e t t e ,  I L  6 0 0 9 1  

Ph. 847.251.3800 
wilmettekenilworth.com 

June 23, 2017 
 
President Bob Bielinski 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
 
Dear President Bielinski: 
 
To begin with, the Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce and its members agree that people should be paid 
a living wage. 
 
Our Chamber members are also extremely grateful for the loyalty and patronage of our customers in Wilmettte. 
 
The Chamber is largely comprised of very small businesses. The majority of our members have between 2-10 
employees, and many (if not most) of their employees work part-time.  Small, independently-owned Wilmette 
businesses would most heavily bear the burden of these Cook County Ordinances. 
 
After the June 13th Village Board Meeting, the Chamber conducted a second survey to gather more detailed 
information about businesses and the potential impact of the Cook County minimum wage and paid leave 
ordinances.  
 
It seems that residents objecting to the “opt out” are thinking mainly about restaurant and retail establishments.  
However, the majority of survey responses came from “Service” businesses, and shows that they will be 
significantly impacted by the Cook County ordinances.  
 
Here is a comment from the manager of a Wilmette medical office who is also a Wilmette resident: 
 
“As I read it, if a business has multiple locations, unless all locations have opted out then they must comply with the 
new law. For example, we also have a Glenview office so we would be bound by the law even if Wilmette opts out. 
 
It is disturbing to have all the "anti" residents, most I would assume have never attempted to run a small business 
and have no idea of the increasing rules and regulations we all must follow and the costs that are related to those. I 
agree that we pay nobody under $15/hr when hired and most of my employees due to the fact that they have 
worked for many years for us earn over $20/hr, even for jobs that have a minimum of a high school degree as a 
requirement. Add to this law the cost of insuring my employees in a small business and those two things make it 
difficult to keep my bottom line in check. I am also concerned that I may no longer be able to run my own payroll 
and may need to hire a payroll service which would cost an additional 4-6% of my payroll each pay period, as I try 
to maintain compliance.  Just more Big Brother moving in and soon the American small business dream will no 
longer be sustainable.” 
 
Below is a summary of the information we gathered; the raw data is attached to this letter: 
 

 99% of respondents pay employees well above minimum wage. Because most Wilmette businesses are 
already paying above minimum wage, a mandate is not necessary in Wilmette. 

 



 

Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 

 

 

W i l m e t t e / K e n i l w o r t h  C h a m b e r  o f  C o m m e r c e  
3 5 1  L i n d e n  A v e . ,  W i l m e t t e ,  I L  6 0 0 9 1  

Ph. 847.251.3800 
wilmettekenilworth.com 

 It is also important to point out that survey respondents believe that Wilmette customers are indeed cost-
conscious and would not continue to patronize independent businesses based on loyalty if prices were to 
increase. 

 

 The majority of respondents believe they would have to increase prices in order to comply with a 
mandatory minimum wage increase and mandatory paid leave. One reason stated is that they would have 
to add the expense of a payroll service in order to keep track of accumulated leave. 

 

 The majority of respondents are more concerned about the paid leave portion of the Opt Out, especially 
because they pay above minimum wage and have many part-time employees. Providing and tracking paid 
leave for full and part-time employees who receive above minimum wage will cause a significant financial 
hardship for the majority of respondents. 

 

 The Chamber does not have a relationship with corporate businesses like Carson’s, Bed Bath & Beyond, 
Walgreens, Jewel, etc. We were not able to gather data from them. 

 
The attached surveys also provide detailed commentary from respondents regarding the impact that the Cook 
County minimum wage and paid leave ordinances will have on their businesses.  
 
To summarize, most Wilmette businesses surveyed already pay well above the minimum wage – even to part-time 
employees. Therefore, a mandated minimum wage in Wilmette is not necessary. Secondly, because most full and 
part-time employees are receiving above minimum wage in Wilmette, a mandatory paid leave ordinance would 
negatively impact businesses, create an imposing financial and administrative burden, and even force some 
businesses to increase prices. 
 
It is for these reasons that the Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce asks that the Trustees vote in favor of 
Ordinance #2017-O-36 identifying Home Rule conflicts with certain County Ordinances regarding paid sick leave 
and minimum hourly wage. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

Julie Yusim 

 
Julie Yusim, Executive Director 
enclosures 
 
 
 



Name of your business:

Number of years 
your business has 
been in Wilmette?

How many EEs does your 
company have?

How many of 
your EEs are paid 
minimum wage?

How many of your EEs are paid more 
than minimum wage?

Do you offer your employees paid leave of any kind? If so, what kind? Do 
you offer other benefits, such as: education reimbursement, dues for 

professional membership organizations, or 401 plan? Is this based on full-
time vs. part time employment?

Christensen Animal Hospital 80 18 0 All 80 hours PTO/ year Can be used for sick/vacation/

Hubba-Hubba 2 2 - And 2 part timers 0 All Only my manager
Residence Inn Wilmette 3 1500 total this location has 27 0 27 yes/ paid time off and vacation/ full&part time
North Shore Music 1 7 2 5 No

Lambrecht's Jewelers Inc. 62 Three Zero Three We need to be able to adapt to circumstances.

Morning Glory Flower Shop 27 7 none 7 Yes, paid on part time and full time

Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts, LLC 6 14 0 14 no
Ronald Knox Montessori School 55 years 23 None All are paid more than minimum wage. 10 days of paid leave for full or part time.
Personal Fitness Training, Ltd. 26 12 0 12 Do not offer
Don Olson Ins. Agency Inc 44 5 0 all of them Yes I offer them all a minium of 10 days sick leav

Convito Cafe & Market 37 50 4 46 no

The Law Office of Charles E. Hutchinson 3 0 0 0 n/a

Rock House 7 30 all all No

Wilmette Theatre 103 5 full time, 6 part time None All Vacation time for full time

Rolfsalon 53, 20 as Rolfsalon Seven None Two Vacation based on full time and performance.
8 0 8 Vacation, illness, personal--not based on full tim

Lad & Lassie 64 years 10-Aug none all we offer vaca & sick pay except part time students
Gold Medal Cleaners 59 years none all 1 week vac/pers time yr 1 up to 4 weeks + holidays

Nuts and Bolts Health 1 0 0 0
Kitchen Classics 4 none 3 All part-time; no paid leave
Efficiency Marketing 0 0 0 0

Adams Electric Co, Inc 4 0 4 yes, 2-4 wk vacation,health,401k, full time

Hong Kong auto service 4 none 4 Free evening training class



Name of your business:

Christensen Animal Hospital

Hubba-Hubba
Residence Inn Wilmette
North Shore Music

Lambrecht's Jewelers Inc.

Morning Glory Flower Shop

Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts, LLC
Ronald Knox Montessori School
Personal Fitness Training, Ltd.
Don Olson Ins. Agency Inc

Convito Cafe & Market

The Law Office of Charles E. Hutchinson

Rock House

Wilmette Theatre

Rolfsalon

Lad & Lassie
Gold Medal Cleaners

Nuts and Bolts Health
Kitchen Classics
Efficiency Marketing

Adams Electric Co, Inc

Hong Kong auto service

Comment

What type of 
business do you 

own?

1 to 2 years 2 to 4 years 5 to 10 years 10 to 20 years more than 20 years Retail Restaurant Service Not for profit Other Comment

1 Animal Hospital & Kennel

1 Part timers less 2 to 3 years 1
1 Hotel

1 1 1

1 1 125 year old family jewelry store.

1 1

1 1
1 1

1 1
1 1

1

We also have seasonal staff and hosts who get tips but are paid minimum 
wage. So 5-10 more people get minimum wage plus tips.  Then we have 8 
servers too who get 4.95/hr plus tips. 1 1

1

1
for Baristas - 1 year.

Teachers 3 to 5 1 Music school

1 Theatre

1 Most of our employees stay for a very long time within our culture. 1 We are a premier salon offering an exceptional service experience.
1 1

1 1 1
1 1

1 Health care.
1 1 1

0 1 1

1 1

1 1

What is the typical length of employment at your company?



Name of your business:

Christensen Animal Hospital

Hubba-Hubba
Residence Inn Wilmette
North Shore Music

Lambrecht's Jewelers Inc.

Morning Glory Flower Shop

Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts, LLC
Ronald Knox Montessori School
Personal Fitness Training, Ltd.
Don Olson Ins. Agency Inc

Convito Cafe & Market

The Law Office of Charles E. Hutchinson

Rock House

Wilmette Theatre

Rolfsalon

Lad & Lassie
Gold Medal Cleaners

Nuts and Bolts Health
Kitchen Classics
Efficiency Marketing

Adams Electric Co, Inc

Hong Kong auto service

Explain SPECIFICALLY how the Cook County Ordinances for mandatory minimum wage and paid leave would effect your business:

Would your business have to increase 
prices if these ordinances are 

mandated in Wilmette?

Yes No Other Comment
Increasing the minimum wage will mean that we may need to increase wages by the proposed minimum wage across the board.  
Someone who is making $1.75 above minimum now would be making minimum.  If that person gets an increase why shouldn't 
anyone else.



The ONLY time we pay minimum wage is as a training wage for interns. This increase may mean we stop the program. 



Mandatory sick is already covered in our PTO policy. Employees can use PTO for whatever they would like 1
If my wages go up by 20% my fees will need to increase to cover this. I would anticipate a 
10% increase.

Having Cook County dictate more only makes it harder for me to insure a profit and keep my small business in business. I pay my 
employees more then minimum wage to ensure a talented staff. If that goes up then so does my wage model. 1

To cover my cost of the increase in payroll. I already pay more to attract a higher caliber 
employee and I would want to keep that edge.

greatly reduce our profit margins making it difficult to succeed in a highly competitive market 1
We would have to look into the leave clause because our employees are either part time or independent contractors. I would need to look at the data

We do not need the Cook County Ordinance to tell us how to pay our employees or tell us how to deal with leave for our employees.  
We already are beyond the ordinance.  However, I am sure there are businesses that employ teenagers on a part time basis.  Those 
businesses may have to cut back on teenage employees if they have to comply with the mandatory minimum wage and paid leave. We don't know yet.

We are already past the minimum wage.  If the state passes the tax increases they are 
talking about, we are probably going to have to increase prices.

It would not effect us at all.

Also, there is absolutely no reason for anyone to be paid at current minimum wage in Wilmette. We strongly disagree that this would 
have a negative impact on any business in Wilmette. We feel it would be a selling point to attract new hires and retain current staff. 
If a business suggests that it would have a hardship or would impact them in a negative way, then maybe they have a bad business 
plan and or model. 1
If the minimum wage is raised to $15/hr, I would have to raise my prices for all 400 students that come through my business every 
week. 1
It would NOT effect our business. 1
No effect for minimum wage, but paid leave would be a financial hardship. 1
It wouldn't affect me at all 1

We pay may employees currently under $11, since they are doing jobs that is the going rate for (dishwasher, first job retail clerk, 
janitorial, etc.)  We also have many many tipped employees who make under minimum.  Our expenses will go up tremendously, 
especially when it reaches $13, since now, our employees who are more skilled are paid $13-17, and that means they will be $20-30?  
We want to be on FAIR playing ground with the whole state.  Not just a pocket near Chicago.  This seems unfair and could negatively 
affect Cook County with some business choosing to open in Lake County instead. 1

For sure!  We are nervous that since the whole state doesn't have to, and neighboring 
communities, it seems unfair.

If this were to be adopted expansion would be difficult, I would likely hire virtual staff instead of actual staff. 1
It would not necessarily increase my prices, but avoiding doing that would require that I 
decrease my services.

My employees make well over minimum wage with tips.  In addition all of my music school teachers are paid by the lesson they 
teach, not hourly.   



If you increase the minimum wage requirement, it would put me out of business though because my employees are tipped, I believe 
I am exempt from the minimum wage increase. 1

Next year we would have to increase the compensation for our part time concession employees.  These people are generally 
students who want part time employment or have other jobs and do this part time to supplement their income.



We are not now accruing paid leave.  We do give our full time employees sick leave but have not been accruing the allowed time.



Our part time employees do not get paid leave. 1
Any increase in bottom line to any business changes how the business must function and charge its guests. Numbers do not lie and 
increasing wages and paid leave dramatically changes a businesses biliary to function. Maybe That remains to be seen.
Not at all 1

as I understand it we would need to pay our part time students paid leave that could be a hardship 1

I think it would help my business because more people could afford my health care services - to treat their injuries and prevent 
illness. 1
I do not know. I don't know
It won't but I don't want to live in a community that pays below minimum wage (except for teens). 1
No effect on present employees. When new hires come in, maybe. Beginning wages commesurate to experience/ training needed. it 
depends on what Cook County sets as minimum. Maybe
For sure, we will raise the price if these ordinances are mandated in Wilmette. On other hand, we may loose the business to other 
shops which are close to us in other town. 1



Name of your business:

Christensen Animal Hospital

Hubba-Hubba
Residence Inn Wilmette
North Shore Music

Lambrecht's Jewelers Inc.

Morning Glory Flower Shop

Studio North Academy of the Performing Arts, LLC
Ronald Knox Montessori School
Personal Fitness Training, Ltd.
Don Olson Ins. Agency Inc

Convito Cafe & Market

The Law Office of Charles E. Hutchinson

Rock House

Wilmette Theatre

Rolfsalon

Lad & Lassie
Gold Medal Cleaners

Nuts and Bolts Health
Kitchen Classics
Efficiency Marketing

Adams Electric Co, Inc

Hong Kong auto service

Do you think that Wilmette customers are cost-conscious? Please explain:

ABSOLUTELY! I personally know that some residents go to Lake county to shop, buy groceries, and gas. No one likes to pay more than they have to for a good or 
service.
Yes, the Wilmette customers love the fact that Hubba-Hubba is an affordable women's boutique and that they do not have to go to the mall. Besides hearing if I am 
the same store from Chicago, I hear all the time how much they appreciate the price points I carry. My customers want value, selection & awesome service. Some 
customers only shop my sale rack while others want a little of everything. Keeping the Downtown Wilmette full of small independent shops is the key to Wilmette's 
uniqueness & appeal. The retail environment is incredibly challenging and the small business owners need all the help they can get. We do NOT have big financial 
backers. We are residents who live and work in a community we love and want to be involved and give back. On the occasional I do need seasonal workers, I do not 
want my hands tied on this issue if possible.
yes- I think most people are price sensitive and work to save wherever they can
Our customers look for value.

Yes, they are cost conscious.  We do have people who complain about sales tax.  That will get worse if the Illinois house follows through on the taxes on services.  
There are many taxes that they are considering.  Local brick and mortar stores are already facing enough competition from on line stores.  Look at what Amazon is 
doing now with Whole Foods.  Will Amazon be collecting the taxes on food and beverage purchases?  This is hardly a level playing field.

To a certain extent everyone is cost conscious, but to suggest that if they had to pay and few pennies more for a particular product sold in Wilmette, no one would 
have issue. Go back a couple of years to the Home Rule Sales Tax increase. No one at Morning Glory fielded any discussions from customers that this was going to 
impact their buying decisions in Wilmette or Cook County. I would argue no one much cared or they supported the justifications for the increase.

Yes
Not sure.
Yes, especially since the population is aging, and many are on fixed incomes.
Yes at times

Yes very. We have customers complain about 25 cents increases or want many things for free every day. (ex: extra  serving, add chicken or cheese or whatever, and 
they think it should be free.) I think all retailers and restaurants will have to raise some prices, and residents will not like that.

Yes they are.  Just because it is the North Shore, Wilmette residents still watch expenses.  I am a Wilmette resident and I am very cost conscious!

Yes I do think they are aware of prices and will purchase elsewhere if Wilmette is more expensive.

Everyone is cost conscious. The more money people make the more aware they are about what they spend. Its all about perceived value.

yes I believe residents want us to pay our employees well. Wages are our biggest expense and our prices may be effected if we need to pay part time students

I think they can be cost conscious because they are an educated people. Being an educated people, I have also observed they care about social justice issues.
Yes, they are very price-sensitive.  Our sales tax rates are another difficult issue, as would be a state-level tax on services if passed.
Value more important than cost when purchase goods/services in our community.
Yes. Growing # of customers asking for estimate up front 

, even for small jobs.

yes. In Wilmette, the customer will ask how much for a job. In Northbrook, the customer ask how soon we can do the job.



June l, 2017 

Bob Bielinski 

Mayor, Village of Wilmette 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 

Wilmette, IL 6009 l 

Dear Mayor Bielinski: 

UNITED FOOD and COMMERCIAL WORKERS INTERNATIONAL UNION 
10400 W. HIGGINS RD., SUITE 500 I ROSEMONT, ILL/NOIS 60018-3705 
Phone (847)294~5064 I Fax (847)759~7106 I www./ocal881UFCW.org 

I write today on behalf of the 34,000 hardworking members of Local 881 United Food and Commercial 
Workers, 53 of which call Wilmette home, and additionally, the 420,000 suburban Cook County workers 
who diligently show up to work sick or with an ill child at home because they are w ithout a single earned 
s ick day. 

Jn October, Cook County took the historic step voting to support and pass the earned s ick day law. 
This law w ill allow over 420,000 workers in Cook County, including the waitress at your favorite 
neighborhood restaurant, your child 's daycare worker, or the staffer at a small manufacturer, to be able 
to take off when they need to visit a doctor or care for an ill loved one. 

We are dismayed to learn that your Board is considering opting out of the Cook County ordinances 
that establish Earned Sick Time and/or an increased Minimum Wage. 

An overw he lming majority of your constituents are in favor of both of these measures: 73% of Wilmette 
voters supported paid sick days and 65% supported an increased minimum wage in recent non
binding ballot referendums. By considering opting out of the County ordinance, you are going against the 
spirit of the referendums supported by the overwhelming majority of your constituency. 

We therefore ask you to postpone considering opting out of the sick leave and minimum wage laws 
until you have the opportunity to meet constituents who would be affected by these changes. To that end, 
we request a meeting with Local 881 UFCW and our Wilmette membership at your earliest 
convenience. 

As I'm sure you're aware, 42% of workers in Cook County do not have access to paid sick days. 
The time is now for Cook County to lead on the earned s ick leave initiat ive because passing a bi ll at the 
state level is unlikely. As we've seen time and t ime again in the last few months, Springfield is paralyzed 
in a debi litating partisan struggle, leaving working families behind and causing harm to the most 
vu lnerable among us. A Federal solution is just as unlikely to happen due to near uniform Republican 
opposition. 

That leaves it up to cities and loca l jurisdictions to lead the way. Already, over two dozen c ities, from 
Seattle to Wash ington D.C. and smaller localities in-between, including most recently Minneapolis, have 
acted on this to the benefit of their workers and with minimal impact to their employers. 



It is Cook County's turn to lead, not only Illinois, but the entire Midwest and show that workers, 
employers, and government can proactively build out the modern economy to meet the needs of working 
families who must navigate the inevitable flu season outbreak, unforeseen accident, or sick child. 

On beha lf of the 11,542 Local 881 workers who live in Cook County and help every neighborhood in this 
region thrive, and in conj unction with the over 60 members of the Earned Sick Leave Coalition, I ask for 
your strong support of the Earned Sick Leave ordinance. My members, and the 420,000 workers in 
suburban Cook County who are forced to choose between going to work s ick and making rent, deserve to 
be able to take a day off when they' re ill. 

If you have any questions or concerns about Local 881 UFCW' s strong support of the Earned Sick Leave 
ordinance, or that of any of our coalition 's members, please do not hesitate to contact me. I' ll meet you 
anywhere you want to talk this issue through and maintain this hard-fought victory for working families . 

Sincerely, 

Ron Powell 

Local 881, President and UFCW International Vice President 



Let's get the facts straight in Wilmette! 
Support keeping Wilmette a healthy community by saving 

Paid Sick Days and the Higher Minimum Wage 

Background 

In 2016, Cook County passed two ordinances to provide 
basic rights to workers to help their families survive and 
improve quality of life 

1. The Earned Sick Time Ordinance allows full-time 
workers to earn up to 5 earned sick days per year, 
prorated for part-time workers. 
2. The Minimum Wage Ordinance raises the minimum 
wage, now $8.25, by one dollar each year, to eventually 
reach $13 an hour in 2020. 

Both ordinances go into effect July 1, 2017. 
At least 420,000 workers will benefit from the ordinances 

. Wilmette is threatening to take away these basic.rights. ·: 
. In response, local residents formed the Stand Up for the Wi.lm~tte Workers. Committee . 
. . ' ~' . . . ~ : ' . ' . ' . '~ -

#1: 65°/o of Voters Support a Higher Minimum Wage! 

• In a November 2014 gubernatorial election non-binding ballot referendum, 65% of Wilmette 
voters supported a higher state minimum wage 

#2: Workers Can't Live on the Current Minimum Wage 

• Working full time at the minimum wage means workers make approximately $17,000 per year. 
• The median household income in Wilmette is$ $130,088. Workers earning minimum wage 

cannot afford to live in our community 
• Over 200,000 workers in Cook County will benefit from the increased minimum wage. 

#3: A Higher Minimum Wage Improves Local Economies 

• In other cities, like San Jose, San Francisco, and Seattle after raising the minimum wage, 
restaurant industries grew, and/ or unemployment decreased 

• There are downstream benefits from the proposed wage increase, such as improved health 
outcomes for both workers and their children, and increases in children's school 
achievement and cognitive and behavioral outcomes. 

www.arisechicago.orgivvfc 



#1: Wilmette Voters Support Paid Sick Days! 

• In a November 2016 general election non-binding ballot referendum, 73% of voters Wilmette 
supported paid sick days in Illinois 

#2: Paid Sick Days Improve Community Physical & Economic Health 

• Before the passage of the Chicago and Cook County Earned Sick Time ordinances, an estimated 
42% of the Chicago metropolitan area private workforce did not have access to earned 
sick time 

• The CDC reports that, among food workers who worked at least one shift in the last year while 
suffering from vomiting or diarrhea, 49% reported to work (at least in part) because they 
wouldn't be paid if they stayed home. 

• Lack of paid sick leave also contributes to the spread of contagious disease and its human 
and economic toll. University of Pittsburgh researchers estimate, for example, that lack of paid 
sick days resulted in five million additional cases of flu during the 2009 H1N1 epidemic. 

• Families without paid sick days have to risk their basic necessities when illness strikes. 
For a family without paid sick days, on average, 3.1 days of pay lost to illness are equivalent to 
the family's entire monthly health care budget, and 3.5 days are equivalent to its entire monthly 
grocery budget. Simply put, paid sick days help families make ends meet. 

#3: Paid Sick Days Provide Cost Savings to Employers and Local Government 
Employers 

• Employers save from greater workforce stability: Replacing workers can cost anywhere from 
25 to 200 percent of annual compensation. Paid sick days result in reduced turnover, which leads 
to reduced costs incurred from advertising, interviewing and training new hires. 

• Employers save due to worker productivity: "Presenteeism," or workers performing at less 
than full productivity because of illness, is estimated to cost employers $160 billion per year -
twice as much as the cost of absenteeism due to illness. 

• Employers save from reduced workplace contagion: Employees who work sick endanger 
business profits by putting the health and productivity of other workers - as well as customers 
- at risk. It's far less expensive to provide paid sick days than to deal with a reputation for 
infecting your customers. · 
Government 

• Lack of paid sick days drives up health care costs for businesses and the public. Workers 
without paid sick days are more than twice as likely as those with paid sick days to seek 
emergency room care because they can't take time off during normal work hours. 

• Parents without paid sick days are five times more likely to seek emergency room care for 
their 2 children or other relatives. 

www.ariSE:)Cr1icc:igo.org/wfc 



WILMETTE EMPLOYMENT DATA: 
The following statistics regarding employment within the corporate limits of the Village of Wilmette 
were derived from the U.S. Census Bureau and the State of Illinois Department of Employment Security. 
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Prejzner, John

From: Frenzer, Tim
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 4:43 PM
To: Braiman, Michael; Prejzner, John
Cc: Bielinski, Bob; Hirsch, Barb
Subject: FW: Minimum Wage Ordinance

 
From: Margaret (Peg) Cartier [mailto:margaret.cartier@sbcglobal.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 4:22 PM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Minimum Wage Ordinance 

 
Please notify all the village trustees that I voted in support of increasing the minimum wage and I do 
NOT want the village to opt out of the related Cook County ordinances. 
  
Margaret (Peg) Cartier 731 Washington Avenue Wilmette, IL 60091 847-910-2454 (mobile) 
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Prejzner, John

From: Dana LaChapelle <daelacha@aol.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 12:42 PM
To: Prejzner, John
Subject: minimum wage

Please do not opt out.   Our minimum wage earners need to earn a living wage!! 



1

Prejzner, John

From: Jon Marshall <jhmwriter@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 3:44 PM
To: Prejzner, John
Subject: Minimum Wage and Sick Leave ordinance

Dear Mr. Prejzner, 
I hear, I hope correctly, that you are collecting feedback on the proposal to opt out of the Cook County 
minimum wage and paid sick leave ordinances. 

I strongly encourage the Village Board not to opt out. Rising income inequality is bad for the country and our 
community, and it is crucial that workers be paid wages that allow them not to live in poverty. It is also vital for 
all of our health that employees do not feel forced to come to work when they are sick. Studies show that cities 
and states that have raised the minimum wage have not experienced adverse consequences.  

Thank you for your time, 
Jon Marshall 
 
 
 
--  
Jon Marshall 
822 Prairie Avenue 
Wilmette, IL  60091 
(847) 846-1677 - cell 
jhmwriter@gmail.com 
Twitter: @MarshallReport 
 
My book, Watergate's Legacy and the Press: The Investigative Impulse, is now available from Northwestern 
University Press, amazon.com, and other online booksellers 
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Prejzner, John

From: Mary Zashin <mmzashin@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 2:31 PM
To: Prejzner, John; Bielinski, Bob; Dodd, Kathy; Leonard, Stephen M; Plunkett, Senta; 

Sullivan, Dan; Kurzman, Joel; Wolf, Julie
Subject: Minimum Wage

I have lived in Wilmette at 1614 Central Avenue since 1977.  I do NOT 
support the opt-out measure.  We are a wealthy and progressive 
community.  Our businesses, especially our wonderful new restaurant 
businesses, are thriving.  You can see that they are, just by driving 
"downtown" on a weekday--much less a weekend!--evening.  The Village 
center is booming!  We can afford to give the modest assistance to low 
income workers in our town that the Cook County Ordinance 
provides...we can afford to let people have a mere five days of paid sick 
leave...if businesses find this prospect onerous, we can afford to let them 
raise their prices an appropriate amount.  Besides, minimum wage 
increases in many other cities and towns have largely been shown to have 
a positive, not a negative, net effect on a community's economic 
wellbeing.  See  http://www.nelp.org/content/uploads/City-Minimum-
Wage-Laws-Recent-Trends-Economic-Evidence.pdf and 
http://www.huffingtonpost.com/entry/research-shows-higher-minimum-
wages-have-not-cost-chicago-or-illinois-
jobs_us_591e178be4b094cdba52a276 
 
I would answer the opt-out argument that summer jobs for teens could be 
an issue.  As far as I know, Skokie, Evanston, and Winnetka have chosen 
NOT to opt out.  So, if Wilmette opts out, our teens--and other workers 
too!--will be able to look elsewhere close by, for jobs that will pay better 
than Wilmette.  In fact, the impact of Wilmette's opting out might very 
well be that businesses will have trouble hiring the workers they need, 
seasonal or otherwise.  The only adjoining community that seems to have 
opted out is Glenview.  I don't think there is much chance that a business 
in downtown Wilmette will decide to move to Glenview.  Certainly not 
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our restaurants!  And, really, there is no reason for businesses to complain 
about the increased cost.  A restaurant here can tack $0.20 or even $1.00 
on to each bill, and it's unlikely anyone will stop eating there.  I would 
also answer the opt-out argument that businesses will cut workers' hours in 
order to economize.  But, of course, the workers will be making more per 
hour and will end up as well off, if not better off, than they are now.  At 
$10.00 an hour, they will be able to earn in 33 hours as much as they 
earned in 40 hours at $8.25 an hour.   Losing hours won't mean losing 
wages. 

I find the Chamber of Commerce survey quite 
shocking.  http://www.wilmette.com/download/village_managers_office/c
ook_county_opt_out/Chamber-Questions-Email.pdf   The Chamber 
reports that it surveyed 180 members and received 35 (!) 
responses.  Hardly evidence of great opposition from the business 
community!  Of the responses, 23 favored opting out, and 12 favored not 
opting out.  Bear in mind that the Village voted overwhelmingly in two 
referendums for the minimum wage increase and for the paid sick leave. 
So, it seems to me that the Chamber is representing very few of us--
certainly very few of our residents and apparently even very few of our 
businesses!  How can the Village rely in any way on this Chamber survey 
to make its decision? 
 
Finally, an opt-out argument that I have heard is that these are matters best 
left to the State and Federal levels.  I think this is a very specious 
argument, particularly because many people making it actually claim that 
they have a fundamental philosophical belief in the value of locally-
controlled government, as opposed to control by larger political 
entities.  They need to be consistent and not suddenly start passing the 
buck in this manner just because they may bear slightly higher costs.  I 
stress that the people of Wilmette have voted in recent years for 
nonbinding referendums that support paid sick leave and a higher 
minimum wage.  Our Village trustees should respect the will of the 
voters.  They should certainly  prioritize them over the wishes of a handful 
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of commercial entitites.  I strongly urge the trustees to vote AGAINST the 
opt-out ordinance and heed the expressed wishes of the voters of 
Wilmette.  Thank you, Mary M. Zashin 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Supplemental Materials for Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 

From: "Jon Marshall" <jhmwriter@gmail.com> 
To: "Bielinski, Bob" <bielinskib@wilmette.com>, "Frenzer, Tim" <frenzert@wilmette.com>, "Braiman, 
Michael" <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Supplemental Materials for Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 

Dear President Bielinski, Village Manager Frenzer, and Assistant Manager Braiman, 
Thank you for all the effort you put into preparing and posting the supplemental material on the 
proposal to opt out of the minimum wage and paid sick leave ordinances. I can only imagine how 
time-consuming this has been for you. 

In addition to the studies you shared, I recommend that these two other reports also be 
considered: 

- An MIT study that calculates what constitutes a living wage for Cook County individuals and 
families. 
- A briefing paper by the Institute for Women's Policy Research on the impact of earned sick 
time. 

I have attached the studies for your convenience and hope you will share them with the other 
trustees. 

With appreciation, 
Jon Marshall 

Jon Marshall 
822 Prairie A venue 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
(84 7) 846-1677 - cell 
jhmwriter@gmail.com 
Twitter: @MarshallReport 

My book, Watergate's Legacy and the Press: The Investigative Impulse, is now available from 
Northwestern University Press, amazon.com, and other online booksellers 

1 
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Living Wage Calculation for Cook 
County, Illinois 
The living wage shown is the hourly rate that an individual must earn to support their family, if they are the sole 

provider and are working full-time (2080 hours per year). All values are per adult in a family unless otherwise 

noted. The state minimum wage is the same for all individuals, regardless of how many dependents they may have. 

The poverty rate is typically quoted as gross annual income. We have converted it to an hourly wage for the sake of 

comparison. 

For further detail, p lease reference the technical documentation here (/resources/Living-Wage-User-Guide-and

Technical-Notes-2016.pdf). 

2Ad 

2 Adults 2 Adults 2 Adults (1 w 
Hourly 1 Adult 1 Adult 1 Adult 2 Adults (1 Working) (1 Working) (1 Working) Part 

Wages 1 Adult 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children (1 Working) 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 1 Ch 

Living $12.56 $24.89 $31.73 $40.31 $19.50 $23.75 $26.21 $29.09 $13. 

Wage 

Poverty $5.00 $7.00 $9.00 $11 .00 $7.00 $9.00 $1 1.00 $13.00 

Wage 

Minimum $8.25 $8.25 $8.25 $8.25 $8.25 $8.25 $8.25 $8.25 

Wage 

*Documentation for families with an adult working part-time is available separately, here. (/resources/MIT-Part

Time-Documentation.pdf) 

Typical Expenses 
These figu res show the individual expenses that went into the living wage estimate. Their values vary by family 

size, composition, and the current location. 

2 Adults 2 Adults 2 Adults 

Annual 1 Adult 1 Adult 1 Adult 2 Adults (1 Working) (1 Working) (1 Working) 

Expenses 1 Adult 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children (1 Working) 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 

Food I $3.047 I $4.613 I $6.867 I $9.073 I $5,587 I $7.069 I $9.079 I $11,031 

Child Care I $0 I $7.505 I $14,338 I $21,172 I $0 I $0 I $0 I $0 

Medical I $2. 126 I $5.669 I $5.382 I $5.543 I $4.762 I $5.382 I $5.543 I $5,401 

Housing I $10.320 I $14.112 I $14.1 12 I $17.928 I $12.012 I $14,112 1$14,1 12 I $17.928 

Transportation I $4,235 I $8,042 I $10,504 I $11,460 I $8.042 I $10.504 I $1 1,460 I $11,498 

Other I $2,560 I $4, 175 I $5,027 1 $6.260 1$4,175 1 $5.027 I $6.260 I $5,702 

6/20/17, 12:3 1 p~ 



,iving Wage Calculator - Living Wage Calculation for Cook Coun ... http://livingwage.mit .edu/counties/ l 703 

2 Adults 2 Adults 2 Adults 
Annual 1 Adult 1 Adult 1 Adult 2 Adults (1 Working) (1 Working) (1 Working) 
Expenses 1 Adult 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children (1 Working) 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 

Required $22,287 $44,1 15 $56,230 $71,435 $34,578 $42,095 $46,454 $51,561 

annual 

income after 

! taxes 

Annual taxes I $3.841 I $7.649 I $9.768 I $1 2,415 I $5.981 I $7.296 I $8,058 1 $8.939 

' Required $26, 128 $51,764 $65,999 $83,851 $40,558 $49,391 $54,512 $60 ,500 
annual 

income before 

taxes 

Typical Annual Salaries 
These are the typical annual salaries for various professions in this location. 

Occupational Area 

Management 

Business & Financial Operations 

Computer & Mathematical 

Architecture & Engineering 

Life, Physical, & Social Science 

Community & Social Service 

Legal 

Education, Training, & Library 

Arts, Design, Entertainment, Sports, & Media 

Healthcare Practitioners & Technical 

Healthcare Support 

Protective Service 

Food Preparation & Serving Related 

Building & Grounds Cleaning & Maintenance 

: of3 

Typical Annual Salary 

$93,910 

$64,800 

$80,170 

$74,700 

$64 ,850 

$42 ,100 

$76,620 

$48,950 

$45,780 

$61,680 

$26,670 

$42,060 

$19,430 

I $25.580 

6/20/17, 12:3 L Pi\. 
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Occupational Area Typical Annual Salary 

Personal Care & Service $22,410 

Sales & Related $26, 120 

Office & Administrative Support $33,680 

Farming, Fishing, & Forestry $27,270 

Construction & Extraction $61,160 

Installation, Maintenance, & Repair $46,130 

Production $32,500 

Transportation & Material Moving $30,360 

© 2017 Dr. Amy K. Glasmeier (http://dusp.mit.edu/faculty/amy-glasmeier) and the Massachusetts Institute of 

Technology (http://web.mit.edu/) 

Software development by West Arete (http://westarete.com/). Data compiled by Open Data Nat ion 

(http://www.opendatanation.com/). 

Sign In (/articles/new) 

6/20/l7, l 2:31 Pf\. 



NSTITUTE FOR WOMEN'S POLICY RESEARCH 

Briefing Paper 

IWPR#B327 March 2014 

Valuing Good Health in Chicago: 
The Costs and Benefits of Earned Sick Time 

Summary 

Policymakers across the country are increasingly interested in ensuring that workers can earn paid time 
off to use when they are sick. In addition to concerns about workers' ability to respond to their own health 
needs, there is growing recognition that, with so many dual-earner and single-parent families, family 
members' health needs also sometimes require workers to take time off from their jobs. Allowing workers 
with contagious illness to avoid unnecessary contact with co-workers and customers has important public 
health benefits. Earned sick time also protects workers from being disciplined or fired when they are too 
sick to work, helps families and communities economically by preventing lost income due to illness, and 
offers savings to employers by reducing turnover and minimizing absenteeism. 

Legislators in the Chicago City Council are considering the Earned Sick Time Ordinance, a law that 
would allow employees to earn up to five days of paid earned sick time per year if they are employed by 
small business with less than ten employees, or up to nine days for large business with l 0 or more 
employees. Using the parameters of the proposed legislation and publicly available data, the Institute for 
Women's Policy Research (IWPR) estimates the anticipated costs and some of the anticipated benefits of 
the law for employers providing new leave, as well as some of the benefits for employees. 

This briefing paper uses data collected by the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics, the Centers for Disease 
Control and Prevention, and the U.S. Census Bureau to evaluate costs and benefits of Chicago's Earned 
Sick Time Ordinance. It estimates how much time off Chicago workers would use under the proposed 
policy and the costs to employers for that earned sick time. This analysis also uses findings from previous 
peer-reviewed research to estimate cost-savings associated with the proposed policy, through reduced 
turnover, reduced spread of contagious disease in the workplace, prevention of productivity losses from 
employees working while sick, minimized nursing-home stays, and reduced norovirus outbreaks in 
nursing homes. The study is one of a series of analyses by IWPR examining the effects of earned sick 
time policies. 

Key provisions of Chicago's Earned Sick Time Ordinance 

• Ability to earn sick time starts on the first date of employment or on effective date of ordinance. 

• Employees can use sick time 120 days after their date of hire or on effective date of ordinance. 
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• Employees shall accrue at least one hour of earned sick time, to be used as either earned sick or 
safe time, for every 30 hours worked. 

• Employees of businesses with 10 employees or more would accrue paid time off to a maximum 
of nine earned sick days (72 hours) per year. Employees of businesses with less than 10 
employees would accrue paid time off to a maximum of five earned sick days ( 40 hours) per year. 

• Earned sick time may be used for personal illness, to care for family members, for preventive 
care, or in case of domestic violence, sexual assault or stalking. 

• Time may also be used in the event that a public official closes a school or place of business due 
to a public health emergency. 

• Employers already offering equal or more generous earned sick time or paid time off or any type 
of paid leave that can be used for the sick leave purposes defined in the law would be unaffected. 
Employers who aren't currently meeting the minimum standard stipulated by the Chicago Earned 
Sick Time Ordinance can comply by adjusting their paid time off policies to meet the 
requirements of the Ordinance. 

• An employer is not required to provide financial or other reimbursement to an employee upon 
separation from employment for accrued earned sick time that the employee has not used. 

• Employers can discipline workers if they use earned sick time for reasons not specified by the 
Ordinance. 

Who will access and use earned sick time? 

• In Chicago, approximately 461,000 private sector workers lack paid sick days; 260,000 currently 
lack paid leave benefits of any kind (including vacation) and are eligible to receive new leave 
under the Ordinance. 

• Employees are estimated to use an average of 2.5 days annually out of a maximum of nine for 
large businesses, and 2.1 out of a maximum of five for small businesses, that may be accrued, 
excluding for maternity. 

o Workers covered by the earned sick time law as estimated will use an average of 1.6 
earned days for their own medical needs. 

o On average, workers will use half a day to address family members' medical needs and 
about a third of a day for doctor visits. 

o Workers will use all of their five or nine days of earned sick days after they give birth to 
or adopt a child. 

How much will earned sick time cost businesses? 

• Annually, Chicago employers are expected to expend about $109 million in providing new earned 
sick time for employees. This cost of the law for employers that accrues due to increased wages, 
including benefits and administrative expenses-is equivalent in size to a $0.22 per hour increase 
in wages for employees receiving new leave, or about $8.13 per week for covered workers (Table 
1). Covered workers work on average 7.3 hours per day. 
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Covered workers who give birth are expected to use all of their available earned sick time, for an 
additional annual cost of $12 million. 

What benefits will earned sick time produce? 

• Providing new earned sick time is expected to yield benefits of $116 million annually for 
employers, largely due to savings from reduced turnover. The anticipated benefits for employers 
are expected to have a wage equivalent of a savings of $0.23 per hour, or about $8.60 per week 
for covered workers (Table 1). 

• Savings to business from reduced presenteeism and increased productivity totals about $8 
million. In addition, savings from reduced spread of flu within workplaces, when employees go 
to work while ill, are about $4 million annually. 

• When estimating anticipated benefits for employers against costs for employers from the 
ordinance, $6 million is expected in net savings for employers, equivalent to $0.47 per worker per 
week for covered workers (Table 1). 

• The community will spend about $12 million less annually on health care expenses primarily as a 
result of reduced emergency department use. The community will save about $1 million per year 
as a result of reduced norovirus outbreaks in nursing homes and long-term care facilities.1 

The estimates presented in this briefing paper assume that all workers eligible for leave under the new 
policy would know about their new earned sick time. On the contrary, during the early years of the 
program, it is likely that many workers will be unaware of their new leave benefits and not take any time 
off under the new law.2 In particular, workers may not be aware of the multiple uses allowed by the law. 
Thus, both costs and benefits in the early years of a new program may be considerably lower than these 
estimates. 
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Table 1. Summary of Annual Costs and Benefits of Chicago's Earned 
Sick Time Ordinance 

C t dB fit 10 or More Less than 10 T t 1 os s an ene 1 s Employees Employees 0 a 

COSTS TO EMPLOYERS 

Wages, wage-based benefits, payroll taxes, and 
administrative expenses of: 

EST for workers currently lacking any paid leave 

Use of EST for maternity leave 

$87,765,189 

$11,746,595 

$9,732,420 

$690,175 

$97,497,608 

$12,436,770 

Em lo ers' Costs $99,511,784 $10,422,595 $109,934,378 
Weekly Average Per-Worker Cost $8.61 
Hourly Average Per-Worker Cost $0.23 

BENEFITS TO EMPLOYERS 

Increased productivity $6,749,359 

Lower turnover $92,258,599 

Reduced flu contagion in the workplace $3,720,584 

Hourly Average Per-Worker Benefit 

BENEFITS TO THE COMMUNITY 

Reduced norovirus 

Reduced ED visits for workers using private insurance 

Reduced ED visits for workers usin 

Houri Avera e Per-Worker Benefit 

$5.30 
$0.16 

$894,660 

$12,229,314 

$493,181 

$1,095,853 

$8,8 14,137 

$0.03 

$8.13 
$0.22 

$7,644,019 

$104,487,913 

$4,213,765 

$0.01 

Source: Institute for Women 's Policy Research analysis of the 20 11 American Community Survey; the 2010 National Compensation Survey; the 
2010 Cun-ent Population Survey Displaced Worker, Employee Tenure and Occupational Mobility Supplement File; the 20 11 Medical 
Expenditure Panel Survey; the 201 1-2012 National Health Interview Survey; the 2011 National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey; 
and the 2010-2013 Current Population Survey Annual Social and Economic Supplement. To learn more about the methodology and sources 
please see Valuing Good Health in Oregon: The Costs and Benefits of Earned Sick Days (Williams, Hayes and Griffin 2013) 
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The Institute for Women's Policy Research conducts rigorous research and disseminates its findings to address the 
needs of women, promote public dialogue, and strengthen families, communities, and societies. The Institute works 
with policymakers, scholars, and public interest groups around the country to design, execute, and disseminate 
research that illuminates economics and social policy issues affecting women and families, and to build a network of 
individuals and organizations that conduct and use women-oriented policy research. IWPR, an independent, non
profit, research organization also works in affiliation with the graduate programs in women's studies and public 
policy and public administration at The George Washington University. 

1 The cost of treating patients infected with norovirus is paid in great part with Medicaid and Medicare funds. 
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2 It can be difficult to inform workers of changes in their employment benefits. For instance, three years after 
California's new paid family leave program went into effect, only a quarter of workers knew about their new right to 
take paid leave (Milkman 2008), despite the requirement that employers notify their employees of their right to paid 
family leave. 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Please save Minimum Wage Increases and Pa id Sick Leave in Wilmette! 

From: Lisa Crowe <lisal @rockabilly.net> 
Date: June 19, 2017 at3:43:01 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette.com, 
kurzmanj@wilmette.com, leonards@wilmette.com, plunketts@wi lmette.com, 
sul Ii vand@wilmette.com, wolfj@wilmette.com 
Subject: Please save Minimum Wage Increases and Paid Sick Leave in Wilmette! 

Dear Wilmette Village Board members, 

I am writing to urge you to save the Cook County Minimum Wage Increases and Paid sick 
Leave. I have been a resident here for almost 20 years, and love our village. I think that it is 
important that we support working families, and these ordinances do just that. 

If you vote to "opt out" , you will be sending a message that Wilmette doesn't care about our 
minimum wage employees. This is not a recipe for growth. We are better than this! 

Please give this deep consideration. Please don't be swayed by some other villages who have 
opted out. Please listen to your residents, who in 2014 voted overwhelmingly to support these 
ordinances. 

With thanks, 

Lisa Crowe 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum wage and paid sick leave 

-----Original Message-----
From: Rebecca Boyd [mailto:nagelboyds@gmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 12:33 AM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Minimum wage and paid sick leave 

Mike, 

I support the Cook Country minimum wage increase and paid sick leave, to ensure a living wage for employees. 

Rebecca Boyd 
Nagelboyds@gmail.com 
847-460-8239 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum wage data question 

From: Jones <joneschi@eaithlink.net> 
Date: June 19, 2017 at 11:32:28 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette.com, 
kurzmanj@wi I mette.com, leonards@wilmette.com, 
plunketts@wilmette.com, sullivand@wilmette.com, wolfJ@wilmette.com 
Subject: Minimum wage data question 
Reply-To: Jones <joneschi@ea11blink.net> 

Dear Trustees, 
Thank you for posting the information packet about the "opt out" proposal. I have a question that 
was not answered in the materials that I scanned. I believe it is pertinent to the discussion and 
hope that data is available. 

What is the distribution of jobs paying less than $10 per hom. Looking just at the eligible 
workers who now make less than the proposed $10 minimum wage, how many work for 
Wilmette-focused small businesses and how many work for big chains (Walgreens, CVS, 
Jewel/Osco, Carsons, Panera, Treasme Island etc)? The data that indicates that a quarter of 
workers in Wilmette made $1250 a month or less (in 2014) does not make this distinction. But 
we really need a sharper sense of who will face the increased cost of labor. My sense is that the 
bulk of the low wage jobs are in larger businesses, but it would be good to know whether this is 
the case. 

Sincerely, 
Marie Jones 
1058 Linden Ave. 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Request to vote against the minimum wage and paid sick leave opt-out ordinance 

From: Dan Johnson <dan@progressivepublicaffairs.com> 
Date: June 19, 2017 at 4:01:35 PM CDT 
To: "Bielinski, Bob" <bielinskib@wilmette.com>, doddk@wilmette.com, 
kurzmanj@wilmette.com, leonards@wilmette.com, plunketts@wilmette.com, 
sullivand@wilmette.com, "Wolf, Julie" <wolfj@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Request to vote against the minimum wage and paid sick leave opt-out ordinance 

President and Trustees, 

Thanks for your volunteer service to the Village. 

I'm a resident at 1726 Walnut and write to ask you to vote against the opt-out ordinance at the 
next meeting. 

Briefly, I think it's clear that higher wages is great for a growing economy and stagnant wages 
and benefits has been a long-term problem, particularly for those with jobs that pay less than 
the median wage. 

I also think it is clear that a wage of $8.25 is far too low for most families (the current state 
minimum wage). 

I appreciate the awkward position that this ordinance puts you in to vote, in effect, for a lower 
minimum wage and to deny benefits to employees -- and I appreciate that the only employer 

organization in the village has asked you to do so. 

However, as the choice is between an $8.25/minimum wage or a $10/hour minimum wage 
(increasing to $13/hour by 2020), I urge you to pick the wage level that results in more 

purchasing power for those employees who serve us in Wilmette -- as that wi ll lead to greater 
prosperity for all of us and reject the opt-out ordinance. I can imagine you didn't run for this 
office to make decisions on the appropriate minimum wage, but this ordinance requi res you to 
do so, and voting for the ordinance is, in fact, a vote for a lower minimum wage and a lower 

benefits package for employees in Wilmette. 

Broad prosperity, including for those Wiimette residents and visitors who would enjoy an 
increase in their purchasing power from the county's new law, is good public policy for the 
Village of Wilmette. 

Thank you for the opportunity to share my perspective as a resident and again, thank you for 
your service to our community. 

Best, 
Dan 



Dan Johnson 

Illinois lobbyist 

Progressive Public Affairs 

http ://www.ProgressivePublicAffairs.com 

111 West Washington, Suite 1920 

Chicago, Illinois 60602 

@Dan lobbies 

312.867.5377 (office) 

312.933.4890 (mobile) 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: The Village of Wilmette should support the dignity of a fair day's wage. 

From: "Susan E. Fisher" <sefisher@ameritech.net> 
Date: June 19, 2017 at 2:31 :22 PM CDT 
To: "braimanm@wilmette.com" <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Cc: "bielinskib@wilmette.com" <bielinskib@wilmette.com>, "doddk@wilmette.com" 
<doddk@wilmette.com>, "kurzmanj@wilmette.com" <kurzmanj@wilmette.com>, "leonards@wilmette.com" 
<leonards@wilmette.com>, "plunketts@wilmette.com" 
<plunketts@wilmette.com>, "sullivand@wilmette.com" <sullivand@wilmette.com>, "wolfi@wilmette.com" 
<wolfi@wilmette.com> 
Subject: The Village of Wilmette should support the dignity of a fair day's wage. 
Reply-To: "Susan E. Fisher" <sfisher@post.harvard.edu> 

To Michael Braiman 
Assistant Village Manager at Village of Wilmette 
and Village of Wilmette Trustees 

Wilmette, a community with a medium household income of $132, 110*, should not opt out of 
requiring business owners to follow Cook County's new laws on minimum wage and sick leave. 
Individuals working in our community are part of our community and should enjoy the dignity of 
a fair day's wage. 

The increase from the cunent Illinois minimum wage of $8.25 per hour and requirement for up
to-five paid sick days per year are more than warranted. According to MIT Living Wage 
calculations (http://livingwage.mit.edu/counties/l 703 l), a living wage for one adult in Cook 
County is $12.56 and a living wage for one adult with three children is $40.31. 

My understanding is that the county's minimum wage ordinance, passed by the Cook County 
Board in October, calls for gradual increases in employee minimum wage until it reaches $13 per 
hour by July 2020, with the first increase to at least $10 per hour beginning July 1. 

According to the Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce, most Wilmette businesses 
already pay their employees above the minimum wage. "However," the Chamber noted in a letter 
to the Village, "there may be some Wilmette businesses for whom this will cause a hardship. In 
the case of paid sick leave, numerous businesses feel that it would create financial and logistical 
difficulties for them." 

I am certainly not interested in doing business with or using the services of any Wilmette 
business that is unwilling to pay a minimum wage to employees or provide full-time employees 
with a reasonable number of paid sick days. These are not the kind of businesses we want in our 
village. 

By upholding the new Cook County laws, Village of Wilmette leaders show commitment for all 
members of our community. 

Sincerely, 
Susan E. Fisher 



206 Catalpa Place 
Wi lmette, IL 6009 1 

*https: //data usa.io /pro file /geo I wilmette-il/ 

Susan E. Fisher 
206 Catalpa Place 
Wilmette, IL 60091 

sefisher@ameritech.net <personal 
847-920-9427 < home phone 
W\\·w.linkedin.com / in/ susanefisher/ 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: minimum wage 

From: Eve Williams <willieve@comcast.net> 
Date: June 20, 2017 at 9:59:59 AM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette .com, kurzmanj@wilmette.com, leonards(a),wilmette .com, 
p I unketts@wilmette.com, sulli vand@wilmette.com, wo lfi@wilmette.com 
Cc: Eve Williams <willieve@comcast.net> 
Subject: minimum wage 

To Whom it May Concern: 

My husband and I and our 2 voting age daughters are in favor of raising the minimum wage and 
allowing for up to 5 days of paid sick leave per year. We cannot attend the upcoming meeting so 
we are writing you this email. 

Thanks very much, 

Eve Williams and Scott Williams, Rebecca (age 20) and Caroline (age 19) 
1601 Washington Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 
60091 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave 

From: Rick Suiter [mailto:ricksuiter310@gmail.com) 
Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 11:18 AM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave 

Dear Mr. Braiman, 

Please pass along to the entire village board my concern that they should not "opt out" of the new Cook County 
Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave ordinances. 

Businesses should be required to pay enough so that families can live without govermnent assistance like SNAP 
or the earned income tax credit. To do otherwise is really just to subsidize the businesses out of our tax money. 
Better still, perhaps the village could opt out of the new ordinance in the opposite direction, by requiring a 
minimum wage higher than the new county minimum. 

Also, the village board should NOT opt out of the requirement for paid sick leave. Paid sick leave does not 
benefit only the sick employee, it benefits all of us who don't have to interact with the employee who was 
fo rced to work while they were sick. So paid sick leave will make us all healthier, which is why it is a proper 
concern of government and should be supported. 

Thank you, 
Rick Suiter 
3 10 Central Park A venue 
Wilmette 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Please vote NO to opting out of minimum wage and sick leave ordinance 

From: Gautam Sadhir <gsadhir@gmai l.com> 
Date: June 20, 2017 at 7:09:59 AM CDT 
To: Gautam Sadhir <gsadhir@gmail.com> 
Subject: Please vote NO to opting out of minimum wage and sick leave ordinance 

Directors of the Board, 

I would urge you to vote NO for opting out of the ordinance that increases minimum wage (and 
allows sick leave) for village employees; as I believe that as a resident of Wilmette the village 
workers deserve a basic minimum pay; and that sick leave is essential in everyday work life to 
balance one's health and work. 

Thank you, 
Gautam Sadhir. 

Sent from my iPhone 
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Hirsch, Barb 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Subject: 

Frenzer, Tim 
Tuesday, June 20, 2017 4:43 PM 
Braiman, Michael; Prejzner, John 
Bielinski, Bob; Hirsch, Barb 

FW: Minimum Wage Ordinance 

From: Margaret (Peg) Cartier [mailto:margaret.cartier@sbcglobal.net] 

Sent: Tuesday, June 20, 2017 4:22 PM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Minimum Wage Ordinance 

Please notify all the village trustees that I voted in support of increasing the minimum wage and I do 
NOT want the village to opt out of the related Cook County ordinances. 

Margaret (Peg) Cartier 731 Washington Avenue Wilmette, IL 60091 847-910-2454 (mobile) 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum wage and sick day issues. 

From: jack daniels <jackddan iels@sbcglobal.net> 
Date: June 20, 2017 at 7:28:54 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com 
Subject: Minimum wage and sick day issues. 

Sally and I urge the Board not to opt out of the county's ordinance on minimum wage and sick 
days. 
Please recall that 70% + of the village residents have voted on the last two ballots in favor of 
these provisions. 
Your consideration is appreciated. 

Jack and Sally Daniels 
1611 Wilmette Ave. 
847-251-7142 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum wage controversy 

From: DanaLaChapelle <daelacha@gmail.com> 
Date: June 20, 2017 at 4: 13:56 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com 
Subject: Minimum wage controversy 

Please do not opt out - lets provide a living wage! The survey of 35 businesses hardly 
convinces me that you have any mandate to do otherwise! 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: In Support of Minimum Wage & Paid Sick Leave in Wilmette 

From: Joan Price-McL <pricemcl@yahoo.com> 
Date: June 20, 2017 at 6:06:55 PM CDT 
To: "bielinskib@wilmette.com" <bielinskib@wilmette.com> 
Cc: "doddk@wilmette.com" <doddk@wilmette.com>, "kurzmanj@wilmette.com" 
<kurzmanj@wilmette.com>, "leonards@wilmette.com" 
<leonards@wilmette.com>, "plunketts@wilmette.com" 
<plunketts@wilmette.com>, "sullivand@wilmette.com" <sullivand@wilmette.com>, "wolfi@wilmette.com" 
<wolfi@wilmette.com> 
Subject: In Support of Minimum Wage & Paid Sick Leave in Wilmette 
Reply-To: Joan Price-McL <pricemcl@vahoo.com> 

Hello Board, 

I am a Wilmette resident in support of raising the minimum wage to $10 and paid sick leave. It has been 
shown that workers at this pay scale spend all of their earnings rather than saving. It's also the decent 
thing to do and voters in our Village agree as the voting showed. 

Thanks, 

Joan Price Mclaughlin 
Hibbard Road, Wilmette 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: No Opt Out 

From: Vic Doucette <vic.doucette@gmail.com> 
Date: June 21 , 20 17 at 10:36:48 AM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com 
Subject: No Opt Out 

Bob, 

My wife Mary and I would like to express our concern that the village of Wilmette is considering 
opting out Cook County Minimum Wage and Earned Sick Time ordinances. We are very active 
in the community and volunteer with many people who live on the margins. We see how hard 
they work hard and we believe that they deserve to make a reasonable living. Please do not hu1i 
the people who are already struggling at the bottom of our society. 

Thank you for your consideration. 

Vic Doucette 
630-715-5114 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Cook County Ordinance 

-----Original Message-----
From: Eleanor [ma ilto:eleanor.lipinski@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 9:20 AM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette .com> 
Subject: Cook County Ordinance 

Dear Mr. Braiman, 
I am reaching out because I am concerned about the Village's action to opt out of the Cook County ordinance that 
supports a living wage and sick time. I voted in favor of this initiative and am trying to understand why the Vi llage is 
considering opting out? What research and data do you have that would support your ignoring t he results of the 
election as I believe NT township was overwhelmingly in support of this when it was on the ballot? I am aware of a 
survey that the Chamber sent out to businesses as one of my clients received this survey. What were the results of the 
survey? How many businesses actually responded and were they made aware that the voters were in support of this 
initiative? I understand that some neighboring communities are opting out and I will do my best not to support the 
businesses in these communities. I do believe this should be a State initiative to level the playing field but given the 
disfunction in Springfield do not believe this w ill happen anytime soon. That leaves it up to our local communities to 
stand up and do what is right - please do not opt out. 

Thank you, 
El eanor Lipinski 
1243 Gregory Ave 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Cook County Minimum Wage and Earned Sick Leave Ordinances 

From: SUSAN GALLAGHER <sfgallagher@mac.com> 
Date: June 21, 2017 at 5:46:33 PM CDT 
To: Michael Braiman <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Cook County Minimum Wage and Earned Sick Leave Ordinances 

Mr. Braiman: 

As I mentioned in my previous email, I am concerned about the rush by the Board of Trustees to 
opt-out of the Cook County Minimum Wage and Earned Sick Leave Ordinances. 

• In the case of the minimum wage ordinance, the Chamber of Commerce and the Village 
Board has had years to assess the impact on the Village and 1ts employers. In the case of 
the earned sick leave, it has been 8 months. There is no excuse to now rush to action 
without doing due diligence and residents' input. 

• I voted in favor of these ordinances in referenda in 2014 and 2016 as did almost 70(% of 
Wilmette voters. The Trustees are elected to represent Wilmette voters. 

• I am concerned about the lack of due diligence in assessing and evaluating the full 
implications of "opting out" of these ordinances. Where is the data to support the 
decision? I would like more detailed information about the impact on the Village 
businesses of opting out or staying in, both their views and real data about the potential 
impact. Many fears about minimum wage, in particular, are not supported by the studies 
on minimum wage laws. Businesses tend to attract and retain better employees. The 
lower turnover results in higher productivity and lower costs over all. If there are specific 
issues that have definable merit, perhaps those can be addresses with less of a broad 
brush. 

• I believe in the value of a living minimum wage and earned sick leave. This represents 
the values of our Village. 

Thank you in advance for forwarding my email to the Trustees for their consideration. 

Yours, 

Susan Gallagher 
sfgallagher@mac.com 
84 7-95 1-6885 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Please Opt out 

From: Cameron Krueger <cam@kruegers.com> 
Date: June 21, 2017 at 2:23:20 PM CDT 
To: "'Bielinski, Bob"' <bielinskib@wilmette .com> 
Subject: Please Opt out 

I do not support the Cook County minimum wage ordinance. And, I fully support Wilmette's 
consideration of opting out. If businesses find it too hard to attract high quality employees they will 
naturally pay more. If they are forced to pay more for the exact same resou rces then they w ill raise 
prices or hire fewer employees. It is simple math. 

We need to look past restaurants when looking at this issue. What about the gas stations, print shops, 
butchers or hardware stores that employ people. Are we ready to drive higher unemployment as a 
result of artificially raising wages. How about paying more for a gallon of gas or worse yet not buying 
gas or hardware in town and going elsewhere where it's a few pennies cheaper. It is a slow spiral down 
if we are not competitive . Retail sales and fuel taxes contribute a significant amount of money t o our 
annual budget. If we kill retail we need to make up the difference in higher property taxes. It a loss for 
the employees that no longer work, a loss for our vibrant community and a loss for every property tax 
paying household in the Village 

I reject the notion that we are a "wealthy community" and that we can afford it. I am invo lved with a 
local Wilmette not-for-profit that provides financial support for Wilmette residents and I can guarantee 
you that not everyone in our community is "wealthy" or rich or well-to-do. 

As a municipality the board's responsibility is to provide safe working conditions for employees and 
customers. Not dictate payroll. If business find that they cannot hire people at a certa in wage, they w ill 
pay more. They don't need big brother telling them what to do. 

Cameron Krueger 
847-922-2009 
Cam@Kruegers.com 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Comply with Cook County Minimum Wage and Sick Leave Requirements - Do not 
opt out 

From: Beth Nyhan [mailto:bethnyhan@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 4:32 PM 
To: Bra iman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Comply with Cook County Minimum Wage and Sick Leave Requirements - Do not opt out 

Dear Mr. Braiman, 

I am writing to inform you that I want Wilmette employers to complying with Cook County Minimum Wage and Sick 
Leave Requirements. Please do not opt out. 
Please share this opinion with the Trustees. 

1) I voted in favor of these ordinances in referenda in 2014 and 2016 as did almost 70% of Wilmette voters. The 
Trustees are elected to represent Wilmette voters. 
2) I am concerned about the lack of due di ligence in assessing and evaluating the full implications of "opting out" of 
these ordinances. Where is the data to support the decision? 
3) I believe in the value of a living minimum wage and earned sick leave. This represents the values of our Village. 
Thank you, 

Beth Nyhan 
2624 Blackhawk Road, Wilmette, Illinois 6009 1 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Please don't Opt Out 

From: Lisa Schneider Fabes [mailto:lsfabes@gmail.com] 

Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 5:00 PM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Please don't Opt Out 

Hi Michael, 

We were really disheartened to learn that Wilmette is considering opting out of the Cook County Minimum 
Wage and Sick Leave Requirements. Even raising the minimum wage modestly (per the Cook County Ord.) 
doesn't allow someone working 40 hours a week to make a living wage. Failing to raise the minimum wage 
contributes to the increasing income inequality in our country and frankly, is the wrong thing to do. 

Please share our options with the Commissioners. 

Thank you. 

Brian and Lisa Fabes 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum Wage Opt in/out 

From: fmrtwa [mailto:j inxmandel@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 7:37 PM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Minimum Wage Opt in/out 

Dear Mr. Braiman, 
Please consider Opting in to the Minimum Wage increase. I was one of 70 pct of Wilmette voters who voted 
yes on the referendum to raise the minimum wage. I think it is unconscionable to not raise the minimum wage 
and earned sick leave. I believe the values of this Village requires us to Opt in. There have been provisions 
made for teen and temp workers and for those who get tips as well as wages. I will be disappointed if our 
Village Trustees don't do the right thing and Opt in to this gradual increase in the minimum wage. These wages 
are for people who are bread winners not teenagers working a summer job. 

Judy Mandel 
President of the New Trier Democrats. 
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Women Employed 

June 22, 2017 

Mr. Bob Bielinski 
Village President 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL 60091 

Re: Minimum Wage Ordinance 

Dear Wilmette Village President Bielinksi, 

I was raised in Wilmette and am now raising my own family in Wilmette. I am also the 
incoming President and CEO of Women Employed, an organization's mission is to advance 
the economic status of women. I am submitting this letter to be part of the public agenda 
material for the June 27, 2017 Village Board meeting. I want to impress upon the Village 
Board the importance of upholding the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance. 

Women Employed has worked for over 40 years to promote the economic advancement of 
women and remove barriers to economic equity. Our primary focus today is on the barriers 
facing the millions of women still earning low wages. Low-paying jobs are growing and 
workplace conditions are worsening, leaving too many without realistic chances for stability 
and advancement. 

Today, women are the primary or co-breadwinners in two-thirds of American families . 
And women are the majority of minimum wage workers. Although the number of women 
in higher-paying jobs has increased over the past four decades, most women are still 
concentrated in jobs long thought of as "women's work" -clerical, hospitality, health care, 
retail, food service, and housekeeping-occupations that pay less than typical male
dominated jobs. 

We agree with the Chicago Working Group's report that the value of the current minimum wage 
has been outpaced by rising inflation, and that combined with the economic recession too many 
individuals live below the poverty level. We are supportive of a Cook County increase in Illinois' 
$8.25 minimum wage that reflects the fact that the cost of living in Cook County is higher than in 
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the rest of the state. The Working Group noted there is a gap between a minimum wage and a 
living wage, which would require $18.83 an hour to afford a two-bedroom apartment in Chicago 
metro area. We support a minimum wage that is as close to a living wage as is possible. 

Raising the minimum wage will improve conditions for workers, families, and businesses 
here in the Wilmette and it will put more money in the hands of consumers likely to spend 
in Wilmette area businesses on everyday necessities such as food, gas and rent. I urge the 
Village of Wilmette Trustees to uphold the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance. 

Sincerely, 

Iliana A. Mora 
Incoming President and CEO 

cc: Wilmette Village Trustees 



Women Employed 

June 22, 2017 

Mr. Bob Bielinski 
Village President 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette A venue 
Wilmette, IL 60091 

Re: Earned Sick Leave Ordinance 

Dear Wilmette Village President Bielinksi, 

I was raised in Wilmette and am now raising my own family in Wilmette. I am also the 
incoming President and CEO of Women Employed, the organization that led the 
Working Families Task Force which resulted in the Earned Sick Leave Ordinance in the 
City of Chicago and Cook County. I am submitting this letter to be part of the public 
agenda material for the June 27, 2017 Village Board meeting. I want to impress upon the 
Village Board the importance of upholding the Cook County Earned Sick Leave 
Ordinance. 

All of us will get sick at some point, sick enough to need to stay home. Yet, in suburban 
Cook County, 42 percent of workers, or about 440,000, have no paid sick days. Without 
paid sick time, workers have two choices: they come to work sick because they cannot 
afford to miss a day's pay or fear being fired - and can infect co-workers and the public, 
such as Wilmette residents who are patrons of those businesses. Their other choice if 
they or a family member cannot make it to work is to stay home and not get paid. This 
affects whether they can pay their living expenses like groceries, and they can be fired 
for taking a day off that they do not have. 

This is particularly a problem for the lowest-wage earners who support our Wilmette 
businesses, 80 percent of whom at the bottom wage quartile get no paid sick days. These 
are workers in occupations like food prep and serving, and personal care, the majority of 
whom are women. 

Then why is a bill mandating it necessary? For the same reason we needed a child labor 
law, and a minimum wage law, and occupational safety and health laws to prevent 
injuries and illness. A paid sick time law would not dictate precisely how an employer's 
policy should be, but merely a minimum standard so that all workers can earn some 
paid sick time in Cook County, and in Wilmette. 
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Even those of us who receive paid sick days are threatened with illness when we come 
in contact with those without paid sick days who come to work sick. 

• There have been many public outbreaks of Norovirus, particularly at food 
service establishments that do not provide paid sick days to employees. Over 
1200 guests and workers at the Flamingo Hotel in Las Vegas suffered Norovirus 
infections, and a Nevada jury imposed $25 million in damages to the hotel 
because they concluded that the outbreak could have been prevented by an 
appropriate sick leave policy. (Diane Verderber v. Reno Hilton Resort Corporation, et 
al., 106 P.3d 134 (Nev. 2005) 

• Work attendance by infected employees is a public health issue due to contagion: 
employees who attended work while infected with HlNl are estimated to have 
caused the infection of as many as 7 million co-workers - and this is based on a 
reasonable estimate of each infected worker only infecting one other worker 
("Sick at Work: Infected Employees in the Workplace During the H1Nl 
Pandemic," Robert Drago, Ph.D., Pennsylvania State University, and Kevin 
Miller, Ph.D., IWPR, February, 2010.) 

Where paid sick time has become law, employees earn sick time one hour at a time 
based on the hours a week they work up to a maximum of 40 hours/5 sick days a year. 
It is earned at a proportional rate based on hours worked so part-time and full-time 
workers will earn different amounts. For example, it would take a full-time worker 8 
weeks to earn one eight-hour sick day, and 40 weeks to earn five sick days. A part-time 
worker at 20 hours a week would only earn three sick days a year. 

The Cook County ordinance is moderate in its provisions in comparison to other Paid 
Sick Time laws in the 3 dozen places it's law. For example: 

• our ordinance allows workers to earn one hour of leave for every 40 hours 
worked, while most laws allow workers to earn leave for every 30 hours 
worked; and 

• our ordinance allows workers to accrue leave immediately but not use it until 
180 days following commencement of employment, while other laws allow 
usage either 90 or 120 days following commencement of employment. 

Other provisions in the ordinance: 
• Sick leave that could be used for: 1) an employee's or family member's illness or 

preventive care, 2) if an employee or family member is the victim of domestic or 
sexual violence, or 3) if due to a public health emergency an employee's place of 
business is closed or the employee needs to care for a child whose school has 
been closed; 

• Employees can carry over up to 20 hours of sick time to the following year. In 
addition, employees who work for employers who are subject to the Family and 
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Medical Leave Act (FMLA) may carry over up to 40 hours/5 days of sick time to 
the following year to use for an FMLA reason. 

• Employers can request medical certification ii an employee is off from work for 
more than three consecutive days; 

• Employers who already h ave a policy that complies with the provisions of this 
ordinance, such as in a PTO policy, do not need to add more time off; 

• Employers do not have to compensate employees for any accrued paid sick time 
when the employee leaves the employer; and 

• Employers can discipline an employee who uses a paid sick day for a reason not 
prescribed in this ordinance. 

Paid sick time is law in more than 29 cities, five states, D. C. and Montgomery County, 
MD. 

Before the paid sick days law was passed in San Francisco 10 years ago, some businesses 
opposed it based on their concern that it would be a "job killer" and businesses would 
move outside the city limits. However, studies done after enactment of the ordinance 
showed that job growth remains stronger in San Francisco than in neighboring counties 
that lack a paid sick time law 

In a 2013 report of the Dish·ict of Columbia's Sick and Safe Leave Act of 2008, the DC 
Auditor reported that 87.5% of businesses would not move their business from DC 
because of the Act, nor did it discourage owners from establishing businesses in DC. 

Since the NYC law went into effect in 2014: ('No Big Deal: Impact of NYC' s P 5 D law on 
E'ers" Center for Economic and Poliet; Research 2016) 

• 85% of employers report it has no effect on overall business costs; and 
• 98 % report no known cases of abuse. 

One reason for the positive impact on business where sick leave is law is that employers 
rarely hire a replacement worker when an employee takes sick leave, but reassign the 
work or put it on hold. 

The Civic Consulting Alliance ran a cost estimate for the Chicago sick time ordinance -
same provisions as Cook Co. ordinance - as part of the Working Families Task Force 
report, and determined the cost would be between .7 - 1.5% 

• A report on Connecticut's policy implementation shows that most employers 
reassign the work - only 1.4 % hire a temporary replacement (Good for Business? 
Connecticut's Paid Leave Law, Eileen Appelbaum from Center for Economic and 
Policy Research, and Ruth Milkman from City University of New York, March 
2014.) While some employers increase the overtime of others, only about half of 
employers surveyed about the law identified any implementation cost- at 2% or 
less, or not worthwhile to h·ack the increase. 
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• In a study of how San Francisco implemented its policy, in answer to the 
question of whether employers hired outside replacements for workers using 
paid sick days: 1.2% reported always hiring outside replacements, 7.2% reported 
doing so frequently, 23.6% reported doing so rarely, and 65.6% reported that 
they never hire outside replacements for this. Small firms are not unduly 
burdened, as only 8.1 % of employers with less than 10 employees reported 
always or frequently hiring outside replacements for this (Snn Francisco's Paid 
Sick Leave Ordinance: Outcomes for Employers and Employees, Robert Drago, Ph.D. 
and Vicky Lovell, Ph.D., February, 2011, Institute for Women's Policy Research.) 

Jim Lazarus, senior vice president for policy at the San Francisco Chamber of Commerce 
recently told the New York Times that "most companies who instituted new sick-leave 
policies in response to the law handled sick days informally, with one worker covering 
for another, instead of hiring replacement labor, which has reduced costs." 

In a 2014 study of Seattle's 2012 paid sick time law done by the University of 
Washington 73percent of employers reported that they had one or more part- or full
time employees take paid leave, and only 8 percent reported reprimanding workers for 
abuse of leave. Related to that, 90 percent of employers reported that predictability of 
employee absenteeism was about the same. 

Some employers already offer paid sick time, but it is usually to their salaried, not their 
hourly workers. No matter our occupation, we all get sick, or need to take care of a 
spouse, child or family member. That's why workplace protections should not be left up 
to individual employers because some people get good benefits and others get none. An 
overwhelming majority of Wilmette residents, nearly 72 percent of Wilmette voters 
supported the need for paid sick time. It's time that all workers are provided with some 
paid sick time so that they are not faced with jeopardizing their jobs when they or family 
members get sick. 

Sincerely, 

Iliana A. Mora 
Incoming President and CEO 

cc: Wilmette Village Trustees 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Support for Minimum Wage Increase 

-----Origi na I Message-----
From: Amy Poehling [mailto:apoehling@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2017 9:58 AM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Support for Minimum Wage Increase 

It has come to my attention that the Wilmette Village Board is considering going against the w ishes of voters and 
preventing a minimum wage increase. I am urging you, and the other board members, to take a stand in SUPPORT of low 
wage workers and support the higher minimum wage and earned sick leave. This is the will of the voters and is simply 
the right thing to do to support workers in earning enough to provide a reasonable wage. 

Thank you for your consideration and for your service to our village. 

Sincerely, 

Amy Poehling 
803 Elmwood Avenue 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Earned Sick Time and Minimum Wage Ordinances 

From: Louella Levey <louellalevey@gmail.com> 
Date: June 22, 2017 at 9:39:49 AM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com 
Subject: Earned Sick Time and Minimum Wage Ordinances 

Dear Wilmette Village Board Members, 

I am writing to let you you that I STRONGLY SUPPORT the Earned Sick Time and Minimum 
Wage Ordinances. 

In a November 2014 gubernatorial election non-binding ballot referendum, 71 % of Wilmette 
voters supported a higher state minimum wage. 

Workers can't live on the current minimum wage of$8.25 which means about $17,000 per year. 

In a November 2016 general election non-binding ballot referendum, 74% of Wilmette voters 
supported paid sick days in Illinois. 

For a number of reasons, paid sick days improve community physical and economic health as 
well as providing cost savings to employers and local government. 

Louella Levey 
726 Greenleaf Ave. 
Wilmette 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Coming up to the Wilmette Board of Trustees 

From: elizabeth mccabe [mailto :brpmccabe@sbcgloba l.net] 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2017 3:50 PM 
To: Bielinski, Bob <bielinsl<ib@wilmette.com>; Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Coming up to the Wilmette Board ofTrustees 

To Mr. Bielinski and Mr. Frenzert, 

This is to add my name to those who are urging you and the Village Board to OPT IN to both the Cook 
County Minimum Wage Ordinance and the Earned Sick Time Ordinance. Most Wilmette residents 
support these measures. Respected studies show clearly that a higher minimum wage and paid sick 
leave benefit workers, employers, and the whole community. Most Wilmette residents who are wage 
earners elsewhere already benefit from their employers' policies providing for higher wages and sick 
leave. Why not extend those policies to people who work in the Village serving our needs? 

Thank you for your hard work and your intelligent position on justice for all. 

Betty [v1cCabc 1466 Wilmette Avenue. Wilmette, lL 6009 1 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum wage 

From: gbradio@aol.com 
Date: June 22, 2017 at 12:49:11 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com 
Subject: Minimum wage 

Dear Bob, 
You were voted into office to be a representative of the will of the people of Wilmette. The 
people have spoken: 69% of Wilmette voters supported a 2014 advisory referendum and 70% 
supported a November 2016 referendum in support of raising the minimum wage in our village 
to $1 O/hour. 
Do you honestly believe that you can reverse the people's vote with a stroke of a pen?! 
That's not how it works in America. This is not a company; this is the government. 
So some representatives of the Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce object. Last I 
checked, Kenilworth is NOT Wilmette; hence, this is not their issue. The WKCOC is made up of 
a few--not the numbers of people who voted for a raise in the minimum wage nor the number of 
people who voted you in office to represent our wishes . Please remember that. 
Uphold the people's vote for a $10 minimum wage. 
Sincerely, 
(Ms. ) Dell Kennedy 
1315 Ashland Ave. 

Sent from my iPhone 

Sent from my iPhone 

1 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Basic Rights for Wilmette Workers 

From: Mary Watt <mhwl 117@gmail.com> 
Date: June 22, 2017 at 1:28:02 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette.com, kurzmanj@wilmette.com, leonards@wilmette.com, 
plunketts@wilmette.com, sullivand@wilmette.com, wolfj@wilmette.com 
Cc: vic.doucette@gmail.com, Erin Raska <revraska@fpcw.org> 
Subject: Basic Rights for Wilmette Workers 

Dear Village Board, 

As members of the Mission Committee of the First Presbyterian Church of Wilmette, we are 
writing to urge you to suppo1t the Cook Country ordinances that were recently passed to provide 
basic rights to workers and their families in our community and improve their quality of life . We 
are gravely concerned with the possibility that you will opt out of these requirements, and by 
doing so, deny some residents and/or other people who work in Wilmette the ability to provide 
minimum support for their families and have basic sick day benefits. As a congregation of faith, 
we believe that we all have a moral conviction to help those less fo1tunate and enable them to 
live valued and productive lives. 

We are also concerned that were you to make the decision to opt out of either Cook County's 
provision for a minimum wage requirement or for earned sick time credit rules, you would be 
choosing to ignore the voices of the residents of Wilmette which were clearly heard in recent 
ballot initiatives. As you know, almost two thirds of New Trier Township voters supported the 
2014 non-binding referendum in suppmt of raising the cunent minimum wage and a similar 
number supported the 2016 advisory referendum concerning paid sick days. Since you are 
elected representatives of the people of this village, we call upon you to follow the directives of 
your constituents ... especially in a case like this where public opinion so strongly supports these 
initiatives. 

We are all fmtunate to live in a community with great wealth and resources. The annual median 
household income in Wilmette is $132, 110. In contrast, people who work full time at the level of 
the current minimum wage make only $17 ,000 per year. While it is financially impossible for 
most of these workers to live in our community, they still work in local businesses and deserve to 
be valued and supp01ted by the rest of us. 

As Christians in the Wilmette community, we believe that our faith must be lived outside the 
wall s of our church building and we strongly suppo1t the values of justice, courage, and 
kindness. It is for this reason that we are sending this letter to you and urging that you allow the 
minimum wage increases and paid sick day benefits that are scheduled to take effect in Cook 
County on July 01, 20 17. 

Peace and Grace, 

The Mission Committee of First Presbyterian Church of Wilmette 

600 9111 Street 



Wilmette, IL 60091 

Committee members include: Mary Watt (chair), Beth Bishop, Bob Bobesink, Dan Chow, Lisa 
O' Angelo, Nancy Freeman, Carolyn Holtermann, Greg Korak, Amy Miller, Anita Thies, Rev. 
Erin Raska (Associate Pastor) 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: I strongly support raising the minimum wage to $13 and 5 sick days per yr for 
workers. Please vote NO on the opt out ordinance. Thank you! Ann McArthur -
Wilmette resident since 1970 

From: Ann McArthu <ann-mc@comcast.net> 
Date: June 22, 2017 at 1 :54:36 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com 
Subject: I strongly support raising the minimum wage to $13 and 5 sick days per yr for 
workers. Please vote NO on the opt out ordinance. Thank you! Ann McArthur 
- Wilmette resident since 1970 

Sent from my iPad 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: comment opposing minimum wage opt-out 

From: Jones <joneschi@ernthlink.net> 
Date: June 22, 20 17 at 2:29:34 PM CDT 
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette.com, kurzmanj@wilmette.com, leonards@wilmette.com, 
pl unketts@wilmette.com, sulli vand@wilmette.com, wolfi@wilmette.com 
Subject: comment opposing minimum wage opt-out 
Reply-To: Jones <joneschi@earthlink.net> 

June 22, 2017 

Dear Wilmette Village Trustees: 

I strongly support the raise in the minimum wage that has been passed by the Cook County 
Board and urge the Village not to opt out. 

The current minimum wage of $8.25 has been in effect since 2006. The Bureau of Labor 
Statistics inflation calculator indicates that to achieve the same buying power in 2017, one would 
need approximately $10.00, which happens to be the proposed new minimum. This leads me to 
make several observations for your consideration: 

• The proposed raise is simply a catch-up measure to bring the value of the minimum back to 
where it was in 2006. If the Board opts out of this increase, it is in fact voting to endorse an 
ongoing decline in the actual value of the floor for wages. 

• Wilmette businesses were able to pay $8.25 in 2006-07. I am curious about which businesses 
are doing so poorly that they cannot pay the equivalent wage in 2017. 

• It is true that there is a bump in costs when the minimum wage rises, especially after a 
prolonged "dry spell." But opting out of the County action will only delay the shock for 
businesses that have significant employees at the minimum wage level. The County bill phases 
in a raise in several steps and then puts in place an annual adj ustment to make it possible for 
businesses to plan and budget for changes in personnel costs. 

• Finally, many people who call on public assistance in the form of food stamps, Medicaid and 
other services are low-wage workers. Public services thus provide an indirect subsidy to 
businesses as taxpayers pick up the cost of food and other necessities for those workers whose 
jobs do not allow them to cover the minimum cost ofliving in this area. If the minimum wage 
does not increase, the burden on taxpayers increases. I suppo1t the safety net, but would prefer to 
see workers paid in a way that allows them to support themselves with dignity. I object to 
taxpayers having to pay larger and larger de facto subsidies to businesses, regardless of the 
wealth of the companies in question. 

I hope you will take these points into consideration at your June 27 meeting and vote to reject the 
opt-out proposal. Unfo1tunately, I will not be able to attend the meeting and address you in 
person. 



Sincerely, 

Marie Jones 
1058 Linden 
Thi11y year resident of Wilmette 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: OPT IN!! 

From: "Robert Savard" <rsavard@ameritech.net> 
Date: June 22, 2017 at 3:56:05 PM CDT 
To: <bielinskib@wilmette.com> 
Subject: OPT IN!! 

Hello Mr. Village President ... 

This is to add my name to those who are urging you and the Village Board to OPT IN to both the Cook 
County Minimum Wage Ordinance and the Earned Sick Time Ordinance. Most Wilmette residents 
support these measures. Respected studies show clearly that a higher minimum wage and paid sick 
leave benefit workers, employers, and the whole community. Most Wilmette residents who are wage 
earners elsewhere already benefit from their employers' policies providing for higher wages and sick 
leave. Why not extend those policies to people who work in the Village serving our needs? 

Be smart. Listen to us. Support the Cook County ordinances. 

Bob Savard 
802 Ashland Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Living Wage 

From: Shira Eliaser [mailto:sh ira@a lumni .stanford.edu] 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2017 1:59 PM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Living Wage 

Dear Mr. Braiman, 

I want to encourage the trustees of Wilmette NOT to exempt the village from the Cook County minimum wage 
and sick leave requirements. We can afford to live in our village; we can afford to be generous to those who 
makes our lives and our businesses comfortable and possible. Minimally generous, at least! I stand with the 
League of Women Votes on this question; I would say as much at the July 27th meeting, but I will be out of 
town. Please pass my comments on to the other trustees. 

Sincerely, 
Shira Eliaser 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Opting Out of Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance 

From: Rich Jones <rjaunesone@yahoo.com> 
Date: June 22, 2017 at 11:09:05 PM CDT 
To: "Bielinskib@wilmette.com" <Bielinskib@wilmette.com>, "doddk@wilmette.com" 
<doddk@wilmette.com>, "kurzmanj@wilmette.com" <kurzmanj@wilmette.com>, "leonards@wilmette.com" 
<leonards@wilmette.com>, "plunketts@wilmette.com" 
<plunketts@wilmette.com>, "sullivand@wilmette.com" <sullivand@wilmette.com>, "wolf1 @wi lmette.com" 
<wolfi@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Opting Out of Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance 
Reply-To: Rich Jones <rjaunesone@yahoo.com> 

To: President Bielinski and Fellow Trustees 

I am unable to attend the June 271h Board meeting on this proposal, but would like to enter the following 
comments to the discussion. I am a 30-year resident and home owner who lives near Village Center and 
patronizes local merchants whenever possible. 

On What Side of History Will Our Village Place Itself? 

Child labor laws, 40-hour work week, paid vacations, employer-provided health care, and yes, minimum 
wage. What do all of these have in common? 

They are the fundamental protections provided to our country's work force across all sectors of our 
economy: laws and regulations that have created the most prosperous and productive work force in the 
world, and in recent decades have helped hundreds of millions of Americans achieve comfortable lives for 
themselves and their families. Yet at each step of the way, every one of these protections was opposed 
by forces who argued that our economic system would be driven to ruin should they be imposed. 

Ton ight, you , the Trustees, have the opportunity to decide how Wilmette wishes to be viewed in the eyes 
of history. Will we be remembered as one of the wealthiest communities in the nation that on its own 
volition denied workers in our community protections offered by Cook Country? Or will be remembered 
as a Village that chose to ensure all those who work in our community are paid a wage that provides 
protection against the slow but steady impact of inflation? 

I urge you to put us on the right side of history: vote against the proposal to opt out. 

Sincerely 
Rich Jones 
1058 Linden 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum Wage Ordinance 

From: allison arden gosser [mailto:aagosser@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 22, 2017 9:59 PM 

To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 

Subject: Minimum Wage Ordinance 

Dear Mr. Braiman, 

I am writing to express concern regarding the issue of having the Village of Wilmette "opt out" of the Cook County Ordinances creating 
minimum wage and earned sick leave benefits for private sector employees.These Ordinances were approved by voters in New Trier 
Township by a large margin. 

Please know that many of us in Wilmette strongly support a fair wage and sick leave benefits for workers in our village.In addition, the 
process of deciding on this type of "opt out" action should be transparent and inclusive. 

Many thanks for all the Vi llage Board does. 
I hope that the right decision will be made regarding this matter. 

Best, 
Emily Hayden 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Conflating paid sick leave and minimum wage issues 

From: Fabes, Brian [mailto:bfabes@ccachicago.org] 
Sent: Friday, June 23, 2017 1:34 AM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com>; Bielinski, Bob <bielinskib@wilmette .com> 
Cc: Lisa Schneider <lsfabes@gmail.com>; Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette. com> 
Subject: Conflating paid sick leave and minimum wage issues 

Dear Bob and Tim, 

I read the materials on the Village web site and unless I missed it (which is quite possible) the proposal for next 
week's Board meeting (1) conflates the issues of minimum wage and paid sick leave; and (2) provides no 
analysis of the rationale for mandating minimal paid sick leave for employees. It is true, as the materials on the 
web site point out, that economists have debated for years the impact of minimum wage laws, and one can find 
an economist who argues passionately for about any position one might want to take on minimum wage. On 
balance, I find the arguments in support of higher minimum wages more compelling than those that argue 
otherwise, but honest people can disagree on this. 

The situation regarding paid sick leave is different. Analysis shows clearly that the economic impact on 
businesses is negligible, while the positive impact on employee well-being AND on the health and safety of all 
citizens is significant. Ask yourself: Do you want to eat at a restaurant where those in the kitchen are forced to 
work while they are sick? I am confused as to why the Village would conflating these issues and provide no 
analysis on sick leave (again, unless I missed it). 

My organization staffed and led analysis for the City of Chicago's Working Families Task Force, which 
eventually recommended requiring minimal paid sick leave for employees in the City of Chicago. I am happy to 
review this analysis with you if that would be helpful. Whatever you do, please do not use a Chamber survey as 
a substitute for good analysis. We learned in our work with the City that facts are often at odds with Chamber 
surveys. 

Best regards, 
Brian 

Brian Fabes 
CEO 
Civic Consulting Alliance 
21 S. Clark Street, Suite 4301 I Chicago, IL 60603 
312 853 9168 (tel) I 312 853 9169 (fax) I BFabes@ccachicago.org 
Assistant: Michele Hallett 1312 853 91651 MHallett@ccachicago.org 
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Prejzner, John

From: Jackie <partlyorange@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 10:28 PM
To: Prejzner, John
Subject: Proposal to opt out of increase in minimum wage

Hello John, 
I am against the proposal for Wilmette to opt out of the increase in minimum wage.  Morally, its just wrong to 
pay so far below a living wage. 
 
I have no opinion on the proposal to opt out of paid sick leave. 
 
Please add my comments to the record. 
 
Thanks, 
Jackie Briskin 



From: Fabes, Brian [mailto:bfabes@ccachicago.org]  

Sent: Friday, June 23, 2017 11:00 AM 

To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 

Cc: Lisa Schneider <lsfabes@gmail.com>; Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com>; Bielinski, Bob 

<bielinskib@wilmette.com> 

Subject: Re: Conflating paid sick leave and minimum wage issues 

 

Mike, 

 

Attached is the full report from the City's task force.  The section on paid sick leave appears on pages 10‐

18 (unfortunately I don't have time to send just this part).  In particular, the cost model, summarized in 

the chart on page 18, is important. The bottom line is that total cost to employers would be between 

0.7‐1.5% of base wages.  Benefits, as described in the text of the section on paid sick leave, are 

significant, to employees and to the general public. 

 

Again, I'm happy to take people through this if helpful. 

  

Brian  

 

 

 

 

 
                                                

Brian Fabes 
CEO 
Civic Consulting Alliance 
21 S. Clark Street, Suite 4301 | Chicago, IL 60603 
312 853 9168 (tel) | 312 853 9169 (fax) | BFabes@ccachicago.org 
Assistant: Michele Hallett | 312 853 9165 | MHallett@ccachicago.org 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

After passing an ordinance that will provide more than 400,000 Chicago workers with a raise over the next five 
years, Mayor Emanuel launched the Working Families Task Force to identify additional reforms to strengthen the 
protections in place for the city’s workers.  In addition, nearly 82 percent of Chicago voters supported the adoption 
of paid sick days for workers citywide via a non-binding referendum held in February 2015. The Task Force 
examined three issue areas: (1) paid sick leave, (2) schedule predictability for shift workers, and (3) paid family 
and medical leave.  After 6 months of research, community engagement, and deliberation, the task force is 
proposing a framework for expanding access to sick leave and family and medical leave while recommending 
further research and discussion on schedule predictability before any legislative action is taken. 

The following is a summary of Task Force recommendations: 

Paid Sick Leave 
The Task Force recommended a framework that would provide workers with paid sick leave while having a 
nominal impact on employer costs.  This proposal would: 
• Allow workers to accrue and use up to 5 earned sick days over the course of 1 year.
• Workers would earn sick time at a rate of 1 hour earned for every 40 hours worked. This approach

ensures that employees earn and accrue sick time at a proportional rate based on hours worked.
• Accrued sick leave could be used by new employees after an initial 6-month probationary period.
• Allow employees to roll over up to 2.5 unused sick days to the following year.
• Exempt employers that offer combined leave benefits such as Paid Time Off (PTO) from these

requirements as long as employees could accrue and use up to 5 days of PTO within a calendar year.
• This framework would not require the pay out of unused sick days by the employer and it would also

exempt sick leave benefits that are negotiated as part of a collective bargaining agreement.

A cost model developed by the Civic Consulting Alliance found that this framework would lead to less than a 0.7-
1.5% increase in labor costs for most employers.  

Family and Medical Leave (FMLA) 
The Task Force’s proposed framework would allow employees to bank a portion of their earned paid sick time to 
use exclusively for FMLA-eligible purposes. Only companies that are subject to federal FMLA requirements and 
only employees eligible for federal FMLA benefits would be qualified for this benefit. Qualified employees could 
bank up to 5 days of accrued sick leave for FMLA-related purposes only (such as child birth and the treatment of 
serious illnesses). In the same year as accessing banked FMLA days, employees would be allowed, at minimum, 
to take up 7.5 days in a calendar year. 

Scheduling Practices 
Over three months, the Task Force reviewed research, data, and testimonials to better understand the impact that 
scheduling practices have had on workers and their families. Existing and proposed legislation focused on a variety 
of provisions that try to address the core objective of increasing stability for working families, each from different 
angles. Toward that end, there was general agreement within the Task Force that efforts should be made to better 
understand and reduce unwanted and harmful levels of hour unpredictability for employees – both with regard to 
income levels and unpredictable schedules – while simultaneously not limiting the exercising of mutually desired 
flexibility between employers and employees. However, the group believes further examination is warranted before 
any legislation is proposed, given the high levels of complexity with the issue. Therefore, the task force did not 
recommend any specific policy proposals to be implemented by legislation, but rather focus on continuing the 
conversation with key stakeholders.  
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Additional recommendations 
The Task Force proposed additional recommendations to support and incentivize businesses to adopt paid leave 
policies. These recommendations include creating a City recognition programs for businesses with family friendly 
policies, and supporting further research into models that expand access to family leave for employees that 
reduce the cost burden on employers. 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
In June 2015, Mayor Emanuel appointed the Working Families Task Force to investigate the issues facing 
working families in Chicago and to ensure that they have the rights and protections they need to have a fair shot 
at the middle class. Toward that end, the Mayor instructed the Task Force to develop recommendations for 
expanding access to earned sick time, fair scheduling practices, and parental leave for working families in 
Chicago. To ensure that the recommendations consider a wide range of perspectives, the Mayor appointed a 
broad range of members representative of many groups including employee advocacy organizations, business 
advocates, employers, and elected officials.  
 
1 – CONTEXT FOR RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
1.1 – The National Conversation 

In the aftermath of the 2008 recession, there has been a national conversation about the implications of the 
recovery on the middle class and the reduction of upward mobility. Such discussions have happened in the context 
of a long-term declining of the national manufacturing employment base,1 a proliferation of lower-wage jobs,2 a shift 
from full-time employment to part-time jobs (see Exhibit 1),3 and an increasing bifurcation between high pay and 
benefits for part of the workforce and lower salaries and limited or no benefits for others.4 This bifurcation has had a 
disproportionate impact on low-wage households, leading to a growing number of working families facing greater 
financial and occupational instability.  

Municipalities and states across 
the country have begun to take 
steps to address this growing 
trend. Discussed and implemented 
solutions have ranged widely in 
scope, from increases in the 
minimum wage to research 
identifying best practices on how 
the employer-employee 
relationship can and should evolve 
in this new economy. One topic 
that has repeatedly emerged is that 
employees’ access to benefits – 
such as paid sick leave, paid family 
and medical leave, and work 
schedule predictability – have a 
direct impact on stability for 
households and businesses.  

Debates on these topics have 
animated politics and public conversations. The number of legislative initiatives is growing at the local, state, and 
federal levels. In many cases, the policy discussion has led to concrete actions, both in the public and private 
sectors. In recent months, prominent employers nationwide have announced policy changes, including: 

 The McDonald’s Corporation announced in April 2015 that it would raise wages and offer paid time off 
(PTO) to employees at its company-owned stores;5 
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 In June 2015, Chipotle expanded access to its benefits, so that hourly employees now have access to 
tuition reimbursements, paid sick days, and paid vacation;6 

 In August 2015, Abercrombie & Fitch announced that it would end using the practice of “on-call shifts” for its 
employees;7 

 Starbucks Coffee recently announced that it would end its irregular scheduling in order to improve stability 
and consistency in hours worked.8 

More recently, the federal government announced that, from now on, all employees of federal contractors must be 
provided with paid sick leave.9 Indeed, President Obama has placed a strong focus on promoting these discussions 
highlighting this suite of issues at a White House Summit on Working Families in June 2014,10 and advocating for 
the expansion of a host of paid leave policies in early 2015.11 

1.2 – The Conversation in Chicago 

In the midst of the national conversation on workplace benefits, businesses, workers, and organizations in Chicago 
have begun to engage on issues facing working families. During the summer of 2014, Chicago’s Minimum Wage 
Working Group considered and debated proposals to increase the City’s minimum wage, ultimately recommending 
that the City gradually raise the minimum wage to $13 per hour,12 a recommendation which the Chicago City 
Council reviewed and enacted.13 During its deliberations, however, the Working Group also acknowledged that the 
minimum wage alone would not address the hardships that thousands of Chicago residents face each day; among 
other issues, the Working Group recognized the importance of paid sick leave and paid family and medical leave, 
and recommended that efforts be made to study ways to expand access to both. This is an issue that has been 
addressed in different ways by city actors. In 2011, Mayor Rahm Emanuel announced that the City would expand 
access to maternity and paternity leave among its own employees.14 In 2014, Ald. Joe Moreno (1st) and Ald. Toni 
Foulkes (15th) put forward a paid sick time ordinance as part of the Earned Sick Time coalition’s broader effort to 
expand access to paid sick leave in Chicago.15 And in a non-binding referendum held in February 2015, nearly 82 
percent of voters supported the adoption of paid sick days for workers citywide.16 Based on the referendum and the 
recommendation of organizations and city council members, in June 2015 the Mayor empaneled a Working 
Families Task Force to study these issues, seeking a balance between the needs of employees and the concerns of 
employers. 

1.3 – The Importance of Stakeholder Inclusion 

The members of the Task Force were drawn from a wide range of organizations and groups – business owners 
and representatives, trade associations, worker advocates, academics, and City and State elected officials – to 
ensure that as many diverse perspectives as possible could be heard and included, knowing that many 
stakeholders play a role in these issues. In addition, the Task Force made an aggressive effort to engage workers 
and employers of all sizes and industries from across the city, as well as national subject matter experts. 

From the outset and throughout the Task Force’s deliberations, members of the Task Force were encouraged to, 
and did, provide resources, research, and opinions on each of the issues under considerations. 

1.4 – Activities of the Task Force 

Over a timeframe of approximately 8 months, the Working Families Task Force met 3 times as a plenary group. 
To fulfill its goal of delivering a set of recommendations to Mayor Emanuel, the Task Force: 

 Met to discuss the issues in three different subcommittees, each of which met four to five times; 
 Engaged in an extensive public engagement process including 14 focus groups with employers, 

employees, and advocates at 9 locations throughout the City; 
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 Heard testimony from academics, policy experts, and representatives from cities and other jurisdictions 
that have implemented some of the discussed policies; 

 Reviewed a substantial collection of reports, articles, and issue overviews, including: 
- Evaluation studies of existing and proposed policies; 
- Recent actions taken by major corporations with regard to these policies; 
- Arguments by those in favor and those opposing action on these issues; 
- Analyses of the broader economic context for working families and employers in the United 

States; 
- Public health implications of the proposed policies; 

 Analyzed and discussed relevant data, including: 
- Breakdowns of Chicago’s workforce and economy as compared to peer cities and the national 

average; 
- Macroeconomic trends in the jurisdictions where the discussed policies have been implemented; 
- A cost model built to estimate the potential impacts of paid sick days; 

 Compared and contrasted existing legislation on these policy issues in other cities, states, and countries; 
 Debated the merit and content of possible recommendations, taking all of the input described above into 

account. 

 

1.5 – Summary of What Informed the Work of the Task Force 

Over the course of the fourteen focus groups, which were held across the city – from Uptown to Washington 
Heights, from Austin to the Loop – the Task Force engaged with dozens of employees and business owners of 
different sectors and sizes. While the experiences of both groups are of course too varied to be completely captured 
in this report, a number of consistent themes emerged.  

The focus groups with employees brought attention to the disparity – independent of sector or company size – 
between workers who have access to benefits, especially paid sick time, and those who do not. Employees who 
have benefits were able to speak to the positive impact they had on their and their family’s well-being.  

On the other hand, workers who do not have the same access are routinely confronted with difficult choices, such 
as going to work sick or foregoing a day’s compensation; which, for low-wage and part time workers, represents a 
significant – and often indispensable – portion of their income. In several cases, workers reported being 
disciplined, and in some cases even threatened with termination, when not showing up for work due to illness. 
The Task Force also heard from many employees who described the challenges that a lack of benefits and 
unpredictable schedules can impose, such as: 

 High levels of stress, due both to unpredictable job schedules and the potential for discipline and/or 
termination based on factors outside the control of the employee (e.g. the illness of a child); 

 Negative impacts on physical well-being caused by being forced to work while sick or injured; 
 Being unable to pursue further educational attainment or training; 
 Challenges related to working fewer hours than they needed to support their families or were promised, 

especially given the rising cost of living; 
 An inability to maintain a second job, even when working only part-time; moreover, since part-time jobs 

are less likely to offer benefits, even workers that cumulatively worked full-time hours (or more) per week 
sometimes were left without access to benefits; 

 Difficulty in maintaining consistent childcare arrangements, and instead being forced to rely on last-
minute arrangements with friends, family, neighbors, or even, in the case of one employee, a child’s 12-
year-old relative. 
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The Task Force heard from employers – both large and small and across sectors – who have taken different 
approaches to offering benefits, from those who provided none to those who provided comprehensive suites 
including paid sick leave, vacation, retirement, and predictable schedules. Those employers who do not currently 
offer access to benefits, as well as business associations, voiced concern about the potential impact of any 
mandated leave policies or scheduling regulations. Some employers, such as a retailer based on Chicago’s West 
Side, as well as a restaurant owner with establishments in the City’s outlying wards, suggested that offering such 
benefits was simply not economically feasible, either due to the challenges of the current business climate, the 
economics of their industry, their location, or the skill-level of their employees. The most common concerns 
included: 

 Increased wage costs, and the potential for unintended 
consequences, such as the reduction of working hours for 
employees that some employers adopted as a consequence of 
the mandated higher minimum wage; 

 The increased administrative burden of providing benefits due 
to additional compliance tracking and reporting; 

 The broader context of what federal and local government 
mandates are already requiring from businesses (e.g. the City’s 
minimum wage increase, the County’s sales tax hike, the 
Affordable Care Act, and the increase in City property taxes), 
as well as the combined impact of these policies on the 
regional business climate; 

 Local implementation would widen the disparity with respect to 
competition with suburban businesses, and add complexity to 
those businesses managing locations both within and outside 
of Chicago;  

 A broad concern about potential abuse of any new benefits by 
employees. 
 

From employers who do offer some, or all, of the benefits under 
discussion, the Task Force heard numerous lessons learned from 
implementation, as well as the impact such policies have had. 
Businesses of widely varying sizes and industries (ranging from an 
insurance office with five staff, to a restaurant operator with more than 
ten locations in Chicago, to a multinational retail chain with hundreds of 
thousands of employees) provide a range of benefits to their 
employees. In a competitive hiring environment, these employers 
considered having paid sick leave and paid family and medical leave 
policies as a competitive advantage on retention and recruitment. Even 
among those businesses that do offer benefits, however, many made a 
distinction between hourly and salaried workers, or between full- and 
part-time employees, in the scope of benefits they provided. Reasons 
for this distinction were varied, but some employers expressed that 
they viewed full-time and salaried workers as a better target for 
investment by the company. 

Employers who offer these benefits were, on the whole, less concerned 
about any potential policy actions, although they did express a desire 
that any potential regulatory action not increase administrative 

Expert Testimony 

Expert Testimony. The Task 
Force also heard testimony 
from academics, policy 
experts, and public officials. 
The academics, including two 
economists and a nationally 
recognized expert on 
scheduling practices, voiced 
some of the same concerns 
expressed by employers in 
the focus groups regarding 
costs and complexity. They 
also recognized that there are 
employers around the country 
proactively addressing the 
unpredictability of work 
schedules. The policy 
experts, including officials 
from the Chicago Department 
of Public Health, raised the 
issue of the societal costs of 
the status quo. And the public 
officials, including an 
administrator from San 
Francisco and a staffer in the 
United States House of 
Representatives, gave color 
on the impact these policies 
have had on employees, as 
well as roadblocks to 
implementation and 
unintended consequences of 
policy actions. 
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complexity for existing policies. Many employers in this group did not report experiencing any abuse, across all 
types of benefit policies, while others indicated that abuse, when it existed, was relatively insignificant. Finally, the 
Task Force heard from some employers who said that they thought that the provision of these benefits was simply 
the right thing to do, and that their decision to do so was less economic than moral. 

1.6 – Framework for Deliberations within the Task Force 

From the outset, the Task Force was not intended to draft or recommend legislation. Instead, the Task Force 
aimed to capture the input of a wide range of stakeholders, and to focus its discussions on general principles for 
employers and policy makers to embrace and study further, rather than the specific policy details required for 
implementation.  

There was an overall agreement that any provision would be preferably implemented at the highest level of 
government possible to limit the complexity of dealing with multiple levels of regulations, different regulations for 
the same entity operating in different geographies, and to ensure an equal playing field with businesses operating 
in neighboring geographies. 

In deliberating, there was substantive and spirited discussion among the Task Force members; however, on 
certain issues, the Task Force could not reach a uniformly shared consensus. The recommendations laid out 
reflect the consensus reached by a significant majority of Task Force members, and a summary of concerns 
discussed.  
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2 – PAID SICK LEAVE  
 

2.1 – Context  

Paid sick leave policies, also known as earned sick leave, provide workers with the ability to take time off when 
they are too sick to work, or if they need to provide care to a sick family member. These policies help families 
economically by preventing lost income due to illness, and also mitigate the negative effects on public health. 
Studies suggest that paid sick leave reduces health care costs by promoting usage of primary and preventive 
care instead of emergency services. Earned sick leave policies encourage individuals to take advantage of 
preventative service – individuals are 40% more likely to obtain the flu vaccine,17 16% more likely to use 
outpatient services, 20% less likely to use the ER,18 
and more likely to have a mammogram, pap smear, 
and a regular doctor’s visit.19 In addition, several 
studies have found that workers who come to work 
sick generally experience twice the number of heart 
related health incidences20 and were the primary cause 
of 70% of norovirus outbreaks, the most common 
related food-borne illness.21 Further, paid sick leave 
policies have been associated with reducing the 
spread of illness,22 sending fewer sick children to 
school,23 and reduced occupational injuries.24  

Some employers argue that these policies generate 
benefits for the employer by improving retention, 
reducing absenteeism, and improving productivity at 
work.  

Access to paid sick leave provided by employers on a voluntary basis has increased in the US in recent years, 
rising from 50% in 1992 to 61% in 2015,25 but there is a significant divide in terms of who gets paid sick leave and 
who does not. In particular, while 82% of management and professional occupations have access to paid sick 
leave, only 40% of service occupations do so. Much lower access to the same benefits is provided to part-time 
workers.26 

As a result, millions of American workers are 
going to work sick. In many employment 
situations, employees face pressure to work 
even while contagious, either because of the 
threat of disciplinary action by their employer, 
or because they simply cannot afford to take 
unpaid time off.  

Recent surveys and polls have indicated that 
there is popular support for a change to the 
status quo. In addition to the non-binding 
referendum in the City of Chicago discussed 
above, national surveys have indicated that a 
significant majority of Americans believe that 
earned sick leave is an important benefit for 
both employees and employers.27 
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2.2 – Impact in Chicago 

According to one study, 42 percent of private-sector workers in Chicago, or roughly 460,000 people, do not have 
access to paid sick days. Such workers are predominantly low-wage – more than three quarters of Chicago 
workers earning less than $20,000 per year lack access to paid sick days. In contrast, roughly half of employees 
earning between $20,000 and $35,000 have access to paid sick days, and four fifths of workers who earn more 
than $65,000 per year have access.  

Disparities in access also exist by occupational category. In Chicago, between 70-80% of employees in service 
sector occupations (e.g. food preparation and service, personal care and service) do not have access to paid sick 
days. Additional industrial sectors where employees have  limited access to sick leave include construction (71%), 
transportation and material moving (56%), maintenance and cleaning (56%), and production (53%).28 

The Task Force’s focus groups provided insights into the benefits and challenges of paid sick leave policies. As 
discussed previously, employees consistently considered earned sick leave as their most important priority, not 
only for personal use but also to care for dependents. Those employees that currently lack access to paid sick 
leave indicated that they have and will continue to work while sick, due both to their inability to afford the loss of 
income and fear of reprisals from employers. When employees took unpaid time off due to illness, they were 
sometimes required to provide a doctor’s note. This requirement was said to present logistical and financial 
barriers, particularly when required for absences of only one to two days. Employees also reported instances of 
being disciplined, varying from fewer scheduled hours to the termination of their employment. 

As discussed previously, from the employers’ perspective, the Task Force heard from both those that do not offer 
paid sick leave and those that do. Employers that do not offer paid sick leave expressed reticence on a number of 
themes identified in the overarching concerns discussed above (e.g. costs, administrative complexity, and 
potential abuse). Some indicated that they simply could not offer it due to economic factors. Others did not offer 
certain benefits as part of collective bargaining agreements with their workforce. 
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In contrast, employers that do offer paid sick leave did so for various reasons, including to improve staff retention 
in a competitive employment environment and to reduce the likelihood that employees would show up to work 
sick. Many employers did indicate, however, that the division between paid sick time and vacation time may not 
be necessary. Instead, they provide a combined paid time off policy, which they have found to address both the 
issues surrounding complexity and limiting the potential for abuse. As discussed above, the Task Force also 
heard numerous examples of different treatment for salaried vs. hourly employees – in particular, salaried 
employees were much more likely to receive paid sick leave than hourly employees. 

2.3 – Current Legislation  
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At least 145 countries ensure access to paid sick days for short- or long-term illnesses, with 127 providing a week 
or more annually, through a combination of government programs and mandates on employers.29 In the United 
States, by contrast, there is no such national requirement – proposed legislation exists (H.R. 932, the Healthy 
Families Act) but has not been enacted into law. Instead, legislative action in the United States has taken place at 
the state and municipal level. Over the last decade, more than 20 cities, five states, and one county have passed 
legislation that mandates sick leave (see Exhibit 5 for a sample of municipal and state laws). 

Currently, there is no Illinois law requiring private employers to provide their workers sick leave, paid or unpaid, 
although many employers do grant it as an employee benefit.  In 2015, Sen. Toi Hutchinson introduced SB1836, 
the Healthy Workplace Act, to require paid sick leave statewide. Its provisions include: 

 All employees who work in Illinois would have the ability to earn paid sick leave; 
 The hours would begin to accrue at the commencement of employment and could be used 120 days 

following commencement of employment;  
 For every 30 hours worked the employee would accrue one hour of earned sick time, up to a maximum of 

56 hours (or 7 standard work-days) of paid sick time during a 12 month period.30 

As previously discussed, there has also been proposed legislation in Chicago. The 2014 ordinance introduced by 
Ald. Moreno and Ald. Foulkes garnered the backing of a majority of Aldermen, and would have allowed all eligible 
employees to earn one hour of sick time for every 30 hours worked, with a cap of five to nine days a year 
depending on the size of their employer. The draft ordinance was not voted on, however, and so expired at the 
conclusion of the previous Council term. 

2.4 – Possibilities for Expanding Paid Sick Leave to Paid Family and Medical Leave 

In addition to paid sick leave, a number of employee participants in the Task Force’s focus groups identified paid 
family and medical leave as a critical priority for the stability of their families. When employees do not have 
access to paid family and medical leave, they are often forced to choose between important family obligations, 
such as caring for a newborn or an elderly parent, or going to work for the compensation necessary to support 
themselves and their loved ones. Such difficult choices are likely not as common as those alleviated by earned 
sick leave policies, but many Task Force members felt that they are no less worthy of consideration in public 
policy discussions. The United States is the only industrialized nation without mandated paid family and medical 
supports, and it is not a commonly offered benefit: nationally, only 13% of private sector employees have access 
to paid family and medical leave, with the Midwest slightly lower at 12%. Moreover, workers with higher wages 
are significantly more likely to have access to paid family leave: while only 5% of employees in the lowest quartile 
of wage-earners have access to paid sick leave, 21% of workers in the highest quartile do. Even for unpaid family 
leave, the same disparity exists, with rates of 78% and 93%, respectively, for the lowest and highest wage 
quartiles.31   

Only three American states have paid parental leave in effect – California, New Jersey, and Rhode Island – while 
a fourth, Washington, has enacted legislation but has yet to set a timetable for implementation. These states offer 
the benefit usually through existing state temporary disability insurance programs.  

Taking the focus group comments and this information into consideration, the Task Force considered the 
possibility that a paid sick time policy could simultaneously increase access to paid family and medical leave. In 
conjunction with an earned sick leave policy, this idea could be applied in one or both of the following two forms of 
coverage. First, the eligible usages for paid sick leave could be expanded to include all FMLA-eligible usages, 
including the care of a newborn, newly-adopted, or newly-placed child (for either parent, if applicable). Second, 
unused time at the conclusion of the year could be maintained specifically for FMLA-eligible usages. 

2.5 – Recommendations 
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The Task Force reviewed research, data, and testimonials to better understand the impact paid sick leave policies 
have on businesses and employees. Based on this information, the Task Force reached general consensus 
among a significant majority of members on the following eight key principles regarding paid sick leave that 
should be considered in future discussions by policy makers and stakeholders on the issue. 

1. Employee Eligibility – An employee that completes 80 hours of work within 120 days of employment 
should be eligible to accrue earned sick days from the employer.   

Rationale: 
Based on the discussions in the focus groups, the Task Force concluded that a uniform, easy to understand 
eligibility criteria would be administratively simpler. This eligibility criterion would capture all employees who 
regularly work roughly five hours per week or more for a given employer. 

 
2. Waiting Period Before Usage – Eligible employees should begin to accrue benefits from the 

commencement of employment, but should not be eligible to use earned sick leave until sometime 
ranging from 120 – 180 days after the commencement of employment. 

Rationale:  
The Task Force wanted to respond to the concerns employers expressed in the focus groups regarding 
temporary and seasonal employees, as well as new hires. However, the Task Force did not want to define 
what constitutes temporary or seasonal, and instead decided to address the issue by recommending a 
waiting period before usage would be allowed. By delaying usage of paid sick days until 120 – 180 days 
after the commencement of employment, paid sick leave would not be available to employees traditionally 
considered short-term, seasonal, and/or temporary employees.  

Moreover, this waiting period would address business concerns about new employees who do not complete 
their probationary period (typically 90 – 180 days), especially with regard to unsatisfactory employees 
abusing any accrued paid sick time. At the same time, since accrual would still begin at the commencement 
of employment, employees who do make it beyond the probationary period would thus have access to 
whatever time they accrued in their first 120 – 180 days. Such a policy is also consistent with existing 
legislation addressing paid sick leave in the United States.  

3. Accrual Rate – Employees should earn one hour of paid sick leave per every 40 hours worked. 

Rationale: 
The Task Force wanted to ensure that both full- and part-time employees would have access to paid sick 
time, but felt that the difference in weekly hours worked should be recognized. As such, rather than 
recommending that employees be given a set number of days or hours of earned sick leave, the Task Force 
concluded that pro-rating sick time based on hours worked was a reasonable solution. The 
recommendation is consistent with the prevailing norm in existing legislation addressing paid sick leave in 
the United States. 

4. Cap for Accrued Hours – At minimum, employees should be able to earn and use up to 40 hours of paid 
sick leave per year, with no differing tiers based on employer size. 

Rationale: 
The Task Force recognized that different employers have different economic situations, and as such 
considered ways in which to distinguish between firms. However, the Task Force ultimately concluded that, 
as a matter of policy recommendation, a single tier was preferable, as any tiered system would impose 
undue administrative complexity and tracking; both for government and businesses, and especially with 
regard to businesses that operate at or near the demarcating line. 
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The Task Force concluded that 40 hours was a reasonable cap for yearly accrual, as a full time employee 
would accrue roughly 40 hours, or a full work week, of paid sick time in less than a year’s time.  

5. Rolling Over Unused Sick Time – Employees should, at minimum, be allowed to roll over up to 20 hours 
of unused sick days at the end of the year for use in the immediate following year.  

Rationale 
This recommendation will ensure that employees who have accrued sick time can take advantage of 
earned leave early in the calendar year if they or one of their dependents gets sick. “Use it or lose it” 
policies can have an unintended incentive for employees to max out their benefits to avoid “losing” a 
benefit. This roll over proposal would help avoid this incentive and ensure that a reasonable amount of 
earned sick leave is available to employees at the height of flu season in the beginning of the year.  

6. Rolling Over Sick Time for Paid Family and Medical Leave – Employees should be allowed to roll over, 
bank, and use at minimum up to 40 hours of unused sick days at the end of the year for future (but within a 
specified duration) FMLA-eligible uses, which include: 

 The birth of a son or daughter, and to care for the newborn child; 
 The placement with the employee of a child for adoption or foster care, and to care for the newly 

placed child; 
 To care for an immediate family member (spouse, child, or parent – but not a parent "in-law") with a 

serious health condition;  
 When the employee is unable to work because of a serious health condition.32 

Only those employers that are currently subject to FMLA requirements would be subject to this provision. 

Rationale 
This recommendation would provide employees with the ability to plan for major life events, such as the 
birth of a child or a major surgery, by providing them with some paid family and medical leave while not 
dramatically adding to costs. For example, if an employee worked full-time and accrued 40 hours over the 
course of a year and used 20 of them (within the estimated ranges of average paid sick day usage on a 
national level),33 they could only bank the remaining 20  hours toward FMLA-uses. Moreover, this policy 
could assist in addressing the potential for employees to abuse paid sick days by eliminating the incentive 
to “use or lose” benefits.  

7. No Payout of Unused Accrued Sick Leave – Employers should not be obligated to pay out any hours for 
accrued unused or banked sick leave. 

Rationale 
The Task Force concluded that ascribing a cash value to earned sick leave would pose an undue burden on 
businesses (both due to additional costs and because it would require them to carry these accruing costs 
on their balance sheets), and would not align with the stated reasons for providing all employees with paid 
sick leave. Namely, earned sick leave would alleviate the public health concerns involved with employees 
going to work while sick, as well as allow employees to avoid difficult choices between caring for sick 
dependents and going to work. Neither of these would be better served by requiring sick days to be cashed 
out. 

8. Interaction with Existing Paid Time Off Policies – Employers that offer employees equivalent paid sick 
time benefits through paid time off (PTO) policies should not be mandated to make adjustments to their 
policies. Equivalent PTO policies would allow employees to accrue an equal or greater number of hours 
(or days) of paid sick time per year as defined by state or local policy.  If days are given up front such as 
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at the beginning of each calendar year, they should be at least equal to the minimum cap for paid sick 
leave accrual as defined by local or state policy.  

Rationale 
The Task Force did not want to require businesses that already offer such policies to change their practices, 
or to impose additional burdens upon such businesses. The Task Force also heard from several employers 
who offer PTO as a way to simplify the administration of benefits, and who said that any requirement to shift 
back to a defined allocation between paid sick time and vacation would require them to change existing 
policies, that result in a net loss of paid time off. 

Concerns  

The following concerns with the above recommendations were discussed and raised by some members of the 
Task Force: 

Cost and complexity 

 Employers believed that paid sick leave could increase administrative complexity by requiring new 
software or processes, forcing employers to spend greater time on administration, and increase the 
complexity of staffing and scheduling. 

 Some members preferred recommending that one hour be accrued per every 30 hours worked as a way 
to align with other legislative models, while others suggested tying the accrual rate to the definition of full-
time work under the Affordable Care Act given that it may be changed legislatively in the future. 

 Some task force members would have preferred to create a detailed list of exclusions and definitions for 
temporary, seasonal, holiday, and other non-eligible employees, in order to lower costs for employers 
who rely on these occupations. 

 Some task force members preferred a waiting period longer than that of the recommendation, as a way to 
both lower costs and incentivize employees toward longer tenures at an employer. However, several 
other task force members registered concern that any waiting period would be detrimental to maintaining 
a healthy workplace, and would have preferred a waiting period of 90 days or less.  

 Some task force members believed that any legislation – state or local – should mirror existing employer 
exemptions found in minimum wage legislation, but others felt strongly that all employees who met the 
hours-worked criteria should be eligible.  

 Some members felt that the provision on capping the amount of hours that can roll over each year at 20 
was irresponsible, as it would penalize employees who did not use their sick days and make it difficult if 
an extensive medical leave were required early in the following year. Moreover, they worried that such a 
provision would incentivize employees to take any hours in addition to that threshold as “personal days” 
at the end of the year. 

 Some members were concerned about not further distinguishing benefits between full and part-time 
employees and would have preferred ranges based on hours of employment, while other members were 
concerned about any employers being exempt from standards.  

Further analysis desired 

 Some task force members wanted more analysis to be done on how banking paid sick time toward FMLA 
uses would interact with existing PTO policies before issuing it as a recommendation. 

Impact on small businesses 

 Some members raised concerns about a single tier having a deleterious impact on small businesses that 
do not have the cash flow or the experience to implement a sick leave regime, although it was noted by 
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some that the amount of revenue – rather than the number of employees – would be a more accurate 
indicator of the potential for deleterious impact. 

 Some members were concerned about not further distinguishing benefits between sizes of businesses 
and would have preferred ranges based on size of employment.  
 

Cost Model  

While considering the recommendations described above, the Task Force asked for a cost analysis to be done to 
determine the recommendations’ potential cost implications for businesses. The model was built based on the 
model used in the Mayor’s Minimum Wage Working Group. It relied upon the best publicly available sources of 
data, including: 

 Bureau of Labor Statistics data on wages in the Chicago metropolitan statistical area34 
 Bureau of Labor Statistics data on the projected inflation in wages and healthcare,35 as well as 

Congressional Budget Office estimates of the Consumer Price Index36 
 Estimates of benefit costs to employers from the Bureau of Labor Statistics and major payroll37 and 

accounting firms38 

Using this information, the cost model provided an estimate of the potential costs. Because of its underlying 
assumptions, the numbers it produced were not meant to be taken as the certain outcome of any policy, but 
instead as a tool for the Task Force to use when evaluating its proposals. Using the Task Force recommendations 
discussed above (in particular, a 40 hour cap with one hour accrued for every 40 hours worked and a 20 hour cap 
on time rolling over from year to year), the model projected that for a full-time, non-tipped worker making the 
median hourly wage in the Chicago area in 2016, the proposals would cost employers:  

 0.8-1.5% of base wages 
 0.7-1.3% of compensation costs under current law for large companies 
 0.7-1.5% of compensation costs under current law for small companies 
 The ranges are based on different assumptions about usage, ranging from 40% (low) to 80% (high). For 

reference, national estimates on usage range from two days in leisure and hospitality to four days in 
professional services39 which would be between 40% to 80% of the proposed cap. 

The cost of the Task Force’s proposal on banking paid sick days toward days that could be used for FMLA-
eligible purposes was not included in the model as data on usage of paid FMLA leave in the United States is less 
commonly available. Initial estimates would indicate that these costs would be significantly lower than those of 
paid sick leave, but further study on this issue is encouraged. 

It should be noted that the model was meant to capture the additional costs imposed on companies by the 
proposed policies, and does not cover the already existing costs employers incur to replace sick employees when 
they take unpaid time off. Moreover, it did not include any potential cost-savings to employers, which could result 
due to improved employee morale, decreased turnover, or increased productivity. While any potential cost-
savings are not included in the model given the lack of data available specific to the Chicago region, the task 
force considered studies that outline these potential benefits (found at the end of this report). 
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3 - SCHEDULING PRACTICES  
 
3.1 Context and Background 

In today’s world, flexibility is a positive attribute sought and appreciated by both employees and employers. 
Indeed, flexible arrangements can be mutually beneficial – they allow employers to adjust capacity to better 
respond to business and clients’ demands, and allow employees to accommodate family obligations and personal 
priorities. Evidence suggests that the number of employers who provide access to flexible working arrangements 
for their employees represents a significant and growing share across industries: according to the National Study 
of Employers, in 2014, 82% of workers had access to time off during the workday, 45% of workers had control 
over overtime, and 92% of workers had control over their breaks.40 

However, flexibility differs from unwanted, involuntary unpredictability of working schedules. Involuntary 
unpredictable schedules occur when the number and/or time of work hours significantly fluctuate during the week 
or month. The effects of unpredictable schedules are exacerbated when compounded with limited advance notice 
of work schedules or any subsequent changes. The rise of such scheduling practices can be ascribed to several 
factors, but in particular has been driven by the development of more advanced scheduling technologies which 
give employers an increased ability to develop just-in-time scheduling in response to changes in business 
conditions. This model can provide greater returns for employers, but at the cost of stability for employees and 
their families. 

Unpredictable schedules and unpredictable number of work hours are often referred to as work hour insecurity. A 
fluctuating number of work hours generates high income unpredictability, making it hard for families to budget and 
save. Unpredictable schedules disrupt and destabilize the well-being of workers’ families, because of difficulties in 
arranging dependent care, maintaining family routines, attending school, obtaining a second job, and even staying 
eligible for public assistance. Moreover, studies suggest that parents’ highly unpredictable schedules negatively 
affect their children’s learning abilities.41 

The Economic Policy Institute estimated 
that nationwide, 17% of the workforce has 
unstable schedules, either because of 
irregular/on-call shifts (10%) or 
split/rotating shifts (7%). The same study 
also found that women and the lowest-
income workers face the most irregular 
work schedules.42 Work hour insecurity 
and scheduling unpredictability particularly 
affect hourly shift workers, especially those 
who work part time and who work in 
sectors like retail, food service, and 
construction. According to the Bureau of 
Labor Statistics, the number of involuntary 
part time workers (i.e. workers who do not 
work part time by choice) increased 
dramatically during the recession and still 
affects significantly more Americans than 
in the pre-recession economy.43 The 
number of workers who were part time for economic reasons (i.e. those who would prefer full time hours but 
cannot obtain them) in 2008 was 5,773,000, and in 2009, the number increased to 8,791,000 individuals. While it 
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has since declined, the number is still well above pre-recession levels: in 2014, 7,109,000 workers were part time 
for economic reasons (see Exhibit 7). Of these, 1,405,000 workers were in the wholesale and retail trade industry 
and 1,390,000 were in the leisure and hospitality industry (see Exhibit 8). 

 

3.2 – Impact in Chicago 

There are currently limited data on this issue specific to the Chicago area; while several local studies are 
underway, none of these have yet been published. i The Task Force would encourage that data from such 
published studies be considered in any future conversations. As a proxy until such data are available, applying 
the same national proportion of workers with unstable schedules (17% as defined above) to the workforce in 
Chicago implies that 187,000 workers are impacted. 

At a more qualitative level, discussions conducted during the focus groups highlighted that short notice and 
limited predictability is the norm for workers interviewed in some industry sectors; particularly retail, food service, 
and construction. In many conversations, unpredictability was discussed as inherent to a particular sector, 
whether because of the businesses’ reliance on weather conditions, supplier deliveries, or other uncontrollable 
factors to determine schedules. Nevertheless, the dialogue conducted in the focus groups also provided evidence 
of businesses in those same sectors which successfully adopt practices that minimize work hours insecurity for 
their employees. Indeed, one studyii found that while employers do have fluctuations in the total number of staffed 
hours, that variance is much less than that of a given employee in other words, the total hours were much more 
predictable for employers than for employees.  

                                                           
i
 One member of the Task Force conducted a survey of scheduling practices for Chicago fast food workers to that end – for 
more information, see the study by Alison Dickson, Robert Bruno and Emily Twarog in Additional Materials Considered by 
the Task Force. 
ii
 Study was presented as part of presentation Professor Susan Lambert gave to the Working Families Task Force.  
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The Task Force heard from a number of employees and employers – from large and small firms alike – who have 
productive employee/employer relationships and work to proactively address the issues caused by unpredictability 
and instability. Indeed, these employers often viewed such policies as a competitive advantage in their efforts to 
increase employee retention, as part of a broader perspective on their personnel as a significant asset to the 
company. 

By contrast, the focus groups also revealed many situations in which workers were subject to chronic 
unpredictability with respect to their schedules, the number of hours worked, and their weekly income. Employees 
reported instances of not being scheduled for the number of hours the employers originally quoted them at the 
outset of employment. Also, employees reported instances of employers hiring new workers to take on additional 
hours for the same work rather than assigning them to existing workers who would have taken them. Employees 
also recounted several cases in which their requests for scheduling changes based on significant life events and 
evolving responsibilities (e.g. the birth of a child or enrolling in classes) were not considered or granted. Employees 
also described incidents in which they feared retaliation or were actually retaliated against as a consequence of 
their request for schedule changes, or because they declined unexpected and unscheduled overtime shifts. Such 
reported retaliation most often took the form of a reduction in working hours. 

3.3 Current Legislation 

As the issues surrounding scheduling practices are complex and interrelated, states and cities have employed a 
variety of policies and regulations to address work hour insecurity and more broadly promote fair scheduling 
practices. These include different combinations of provisions whose goals fall in one of the following categories:  

I. Provide employees with the ability to ask for adjustments to their schedules without discrimination or 
retaliation from their employer.  
- Such a provision is known as the Right to Request and allows an employee to request changes in 

the terms of employment related to the number of hours, times, and days an employee is required 
to work or be on call. 

 Such legislation is in place in San Francisco and Vermont and has been introduced in 
Illinois, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, and Oregon; as well 
as at the federal level. 

II. Limit the unpredictability of schedules, as well as the consequent unpredictability of income. Such 
provisions include: 
- Reporting Time Pay, which provides compensation for employees who are sent home without 

working or who are sent home before the end of their scheduled shift 
 Such legislation is in place in California, Connecticut, Washington DC, Massachusetts, 

New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, Oregon, and Rhode Island and currently 
proposed in Indiana, Maryland, and Michigan, as well as at the federal level. 

- Advance Notice, which defines how far in advance an employer is required to notify an employee 
of scheduled shifts. Provisions often require some level of compensation for any alterations to the 
schedule after the advance notice date has passed (sometimes referred to as Predictability Pay). 

 Such legislation is in place in San Francisco and has been introduced in California, 
Connecticut, Indiana, Maryland, Massachusetts, Michigan, Minnesota, and Oregon, as 
well as at the federal level. 

III. Compensate employees for time in which the employee is not working but cannot reasonably be devoted 
to other activities due to employer-imposed constraints. Such provisions include:   
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- Compensation for On-Call Shifts, requiring employers to pay on-call employees for a minimum 
number of hours, regardless of how many hours the employee actually works. 

 Such legislation is in place in San Francisco and has been introduced in California, 
Connecticut, Maryland, Michigan, Minnesota, New York, and Oregon. 

- Split-Shift Pay, requiring employers to provide some level of compensation for split shifts- which is 
the intervening period, exceeding one hour- that “splits” the shift that an employee is scheduled to 
work during one day.  

 Such legislation is in place in California and Washington DC and is currently proposed in 
Michigan and Oregon; as well as at the federal level.  

 

No legislation is in place or proposed in Chicago addressing any of these concerns. In Illinois, Rep. Will Guzzardi 
introduced HB 3554 in 2015, which would address the right to request, although no action has yet been taken by 
the full General Assembly. 

3.4 Summary of Task Force Discussion 

Over three months, the Task Force reviewed research, data, and testimonials to better understand the impact that 
work hour insecurity has on workers and their families. 
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Existing and proposed legislation focuses on a variety of provisions that try to address the core objective of 
increasing stability for working families- each addressing a different component. Toward that end, there was general 
agreement within the Task Force that efforts should be made to better understand and reduce unwanted and 
harmful levels of unpredictability for employees – both with regard to income levels and unpredictable schedules – 
while simultaneously not limiting mutually desired flexibility between employers and employees. However, the group 
urges further examination is warranted before any legislation is proposed. 

The Task Force felt that this topic was both complex and significant enough to merit further discussion and 
consideration beyond the conclusion of its own work, especially given the growing discussion nationally on the 
topic. As such, the Task Force has included a recommendation for further discussion and study at the end of this 
section. In addition, the majority of Task Force members reached consensus on six key principles surrounding the 
issue of work hour insecurity. Business organizations, subject matter experts, and policy makers should consider 
these principles further in order to develop better scheduling practices that promote stability and productivity for 
businesses and employees. However, several members registered concerns about the consensus recommendation 
and asked that any prospective policy makers keep these concerns in mind. The concerns are reflected in the 
recommendations below.  

9. Right to Request – The Task Force agreed that employees should have the right to request- in good 
faith- changes to their schedules without fear of retaliation or discrimination from their employer. Such 
changes could include: 

 The number of hours an employee is required to work or be on call 
 The times and days when an employee is required to work or be on call 
 The location where an employee is required to work 

While not endorsing specific provisions, the Task Force also agreed that the definition of retaliation or 
discrimination in response to a request found in the proposed “Schedules that Work Act” could provide a 
reasonable framework for understanding undesirable business practices. In the Act, these actions were 
defined as an employer subjecting an employee to: 

 Discharge 
 Threats to discharge or demote 
 Suspension 
 Reduction in work hours 
 Other adverse employment action 

 
The Task Force further agreed that employers should put forward a good faith effort to work with employees 
toward accommodating their requests. A portion of the group agreed that, if the employer denies the 
employee’s request, the employer should strive to provide the employee with a reason for the denial. 

Rationale:  
By encouraging employees and employers to engage in a dialogue, unwanted unpredictability and 
uncertainty for both employees and employers can be further reduced. 

In the focus groups, the Task Force heard from employees who said that they refrained from asking their 
employers for schedule changes due to fears that their employers might lower their hours in response. They 
were particularly concerned that the employers might perceive them as “not wanting the hours,” when in 
reality these requests would have been in response to significant life events, second jobs, classes, etc. 

 
Concerns:  
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Although consensus was reached on the principle that employees should have the right to request 
changes, opinions were divided on whether employers should be required to grant the request unless a 
bona-fide business reason to deny the request existed. Some members argued that without employer 
responsibilities, or without a requirement that reasons be provided in writing, such provisions would not 
address the central problem of employers who are unwilling to work with their employees.  

However, other members felt strongly that employers’ should not have to provide any reason for denying 
a request, and should be under no obligation to grant any request, both due to potential difficulties in 
administering such requests and the potential legal liabilities from any regulation in this area. 

10. Advance Notice – The Task Force agreed that for workers who desire it, employers should strive to 
provide predictable schedules when feasible, as an aspirational business best practice. A majority of Task 
Force members also agreed that employers should post employee schedules with some duration of 
advanced notice. 

Rationale:  
By providing employees with greater predictability and stability with regard to their schedules, such a 
business best practice aligns with the general principle outlined above. 

Some members argued that under the status quo, employers can utilize the flexibility of their employees at 
no cost to themselves. In the focus groups, the Task Force heard from numerous employees with 
unpredictable schedules, which posed significant difficulties for them with respect to childcare, educational 
advancement, maintaining a second job, and spending time with their family. The Task Force also heard 
from employers who offer varying degrees of advance notice, from four days to several weeks, while still 
maintaining the flexibility and operational leeway necessary to maintain their business operations. 

Concerns:  
Several members felt that employers should be allowed to provide, or not provide, notice as the business 
situation allows, as it is their capital and resources that are at stake in the operations of the firm. Also, even 
among the Task Force members that favored requiring employers to provide employees with advance 
notice, there was no consensus on the duration of such notice – discussions ranged from less than a week 
to four weeks, as members attempted to balance the necessities of business operations with the costs that 
such unpredictability can impose on employees. During the expert testimony, the Task Force also heard 
about the potential unintended consequences of actions in this area – for example, making it harder for 
employers to accommodate last-minute scheduling changes requested by employees – leading to a general 
consensus that any policies should be carefully considered and evaluated before adoption.  

11. On-Call Compensation and Split-Shift Compensation – The Task Force recognized the problems posed 
by abuse of on-call scheduling and split-shift practices. However, as much of these problems would be 
alleviated by the improvements in stability and predictability accompanying other policy changes, the Task 
Force did not recommend any policies in this area. Rather, it recommended that the problems of on-call 
scheduling and split shifts be kept in mind when other policy issues are considered. 

12. Reporting Time Pay – A majority of the Task Force agreed that as a best practice, employers should strive 
to provide some level of compensation to employees who report to work but are sent home before the end 
of their scheduled shift.  

Rationale: 
By providing workers some level of pay for a scheduled shift, and thereby reducing the uncertainty they face 
with regard to their weekly or monthly income, this recommendation aligns with the guiding goal of 
increasing stability. 
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In the focus groups, the Task Force heard from employees who had been sent home early from their 
scheduled shifts with no compensation. Such circumstances, and the unpredictability of when they might 
occur, made planning their expenses very difficult, especially for those employees who worked at low-wage 
positions or were part of single-earner households. In addition, several states have longstanding policies 
addressing reporting time pay. 

Concerns:  
The Task Force did not reach a firm consensus on the level of compensation that employers should 
receive, although conversations ranged from none, to two hours, to four hours, to half of the scheduled shift.  

Several members felt that, if there was no work to be done, employers should have no obligation to pay 
employees, regardless of their scheduled shift. The principal reason for this objection was that if there was 
no work to be done, the employer would be burdened with additional compensation costs precisely when 
they could least afford it, i.e. when business was slow. However, other members noted that, in cases where 
reporting time pay is in place, employers are rarely forced to make use of it, as they can often assign 
employees additional tasks (e.g. inventory) rather than sending them home. 

One member also noted that such policies might have unintended consequences: for example, rather than 
scheduling an eight-hour shift, an employer might now schedule a four-hour shift and then ask an employee 
to stay on if additional work is required. 

Finally, all members acknowledged that this issue requires greater study and consideration, due to the 
complexities involved, and in particular that any policy should carefully consider the distinction between 
standard hourly workers and those who earn the tipped sub-minimum wage (primarily impacting those in 
the full-service restaurant industry). 

13. Increased Work Hours – The Task Force recognized that, for many employees who desire them, 
additional hours could provide greater financial sustainability and stability to their families. Indeed, this 
was not only the case for part-time employees who desired full-time work, but also true of part-time 
employees who would prefer, for example, fifteen hours per week rather than seven. As such, the Task 
Force encouraged employers to work with employees, and to grant them additional hours when mutually 
feasible. However, the Task Force declined to recommend any policy action due to the complexities 
involved in mandating that additional hours go to existing employees, including both regulatory issues and 
benefit thresholds.  

14. Continuing the Discussion – Because many of the policies affecting this issue are relatively novel in the 
United States, the Task Force considered scheduling issues to be worthy of future consideration and study. 
These issues are widespread, and seem to have significant economic implications for both employers and 
employees. The Task Force therefore recommends that a group continue to discuss and analyze the 
problem of scheduling unpredictability, both from a business best practice and regulatory policy perspective, 
as well as how these issues could be proactively addressed). The Task Force also recommends that these 
issues be taken up by groups such as the City’s Small Business Advisory Council. 
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4 – ADDITIONAL RECOMMENDATIONS  
 
4.1 Background 

In addition to the specific issues surrounding paid sick leave and scheduling practices, the Mayor asked the Task 
Force to examine what might be done, more broadly, to support working families in Chicago, particularly through 
non-legislative solutions including expanding access to paid family leave.   

To address the issues surrounding paid family and medical leave, the Task Force initially considered the potential of 
a Temporary Disability Insurance (TDI)-based family leave program for Chicago, similar to what is currently 
operating in California, New Jersey, and Rhode Island. Due to costs and the perceived difficulty of establishing such 
a system at the City-level at this time, the Task Force ultimately decided not to pursue this path. The Task Force 
was still interested, however, in expanding access to paid parental and family leave, and subsequently considered 
the idea of banking unused paid sick time for the purposes of paid family and medical leave. Since this proposal is 
intertwined with that of earned sick leave, the Task Force’s recommendation on the issue has been captured above 
(see section 2.5, recommendation 6). 

The remainder of the Task Force’s recommendations were driven by a desire to develop innovative solutions to 
the shifting nature of the workforce, as well as a desire to incentivize employers to continue to offer and expand 
upon the benefits they provide to their workers. During the focus groups, the Task Force heard from numerous 
employers that the primary inhibitors to greater benefit packages are costs and administrative complexity; as 
such, the Task Force worked to incorporate both of these challenges into its recommendations. 

4.2 – Innovation: Shared Security Accounts 

Traditionally, employee benefits are tied to a worker’s current employer. However, the growth in the part-time 
workforce, as well as the rise to prominence of independent contractor and freelance positions, has led to a system 
in which fewer workers have job-based benefits. These developments, coupled with the growth of lower-wage jobs 
that provide lower levels of benefits, has given rise to a large and increasing number of workers without access to 
the benefits many employees would consider standard. 

One potential solution to this emerging problem is known as a Shared Security Account (SSA). Although this 
concept has not been broadly tested in the United States, an SSA is a vehicle for providing benefits that works 
similarly to Social Security but can encompass a greater variety of benefits. Like Social Security, SSAs utilize an 
amount of money – either based on a defined percentage or specified dollar amount – that is automatically 
contributed to an account that funds some future value such as vacation time, retirement, healthcare coverage, or 
other benefits. 

Also similarly to Social Security, SSAs are accounts that follow workers and are not tied to jobs. While funding 
details (whether paid for by employers, employees, or both) as well as administrative concerns (who should 
operate and maintain the accounts) are dynamic and adjustable, the three key features of SSAs are: 

 Proration – ½ time of work earns ½ the benefits 
 Portability – accounts are tied to workers, not jobs 
 Universality – all workers, regardless of status (full-time, part-time, contractor, etc.) and employers should 

be treated equivalently, with the only distinctions based on proportional differences in compensation and 
time worked 

Because of these key features, for example, if a person with an SSA worked more than the traditional 40 hours 
per week across multiple jobs, her effort would be rewarded commensurately with contributions flowing into one 
account that proportionally reflect her multiple places – and hours – of work. 
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Recommendation 

15. Studying and Piloting Shared Security Accounts – The Task Force unanimously recommends that the 
City seek private and/or public funding to formally study and pilot Shared Security Accounts. The study 
should have in scope:  
- Eligibility – The analysis should consider the implications of a program that allows all workers to 

be eligible, regardless of job status or type.  
- Coverage – Benefits included in SSAs can be divided into two categories: accrual and insurance. 

The Task Force recommends that the study focus only on accrual benefits.  
- Funding – The study should contemplate scenarios needed to fund accrual benefits through some 

combination of employee, employer, and shared employee/employer-funding options, all routed 
through payroll deductions and prorated based on hours worked (based on a standard eight-hour 
day, 40-hour week, and 52-week year). 

Rationale:  
For the eligibility provisions, universal eligibility would provide access to benefits to many employees who 
are traditionally unable to access them, such as individuals who work multiple part-time jobs, or who work 
short-term positions as independent contractors. Such an eligibility provision would also maximize the 
pool of potential employees, providing the system with greater scale and potentially reducing per-capita 
costs accordingly.  

For the coverage provisions, while both accrual and insurance benefits are important to employees, 
accrual benefits (e.g. paid sick leave, paid vacation leave, and matching retirement contributions) are 
simpler to administer than complex insurance benefits such as health insurance. As such, an initial focus 
on accrual benefits could prove more feasible.  

For the funding provisions, proration allows part-time workers greater access to benefits, while still 
recognizing that full-time workers have greater hours. Funding via payroll deductions would allow for 
benefits accrued from multiple employers to be aggregated easily into one account. 

In the focus groups, the Task Force heard from many workers who did not have access to benefits of any 
kind. The reasons for this lack of benefits varied: some employees spoke of having hours reduced so that 
they would not be eligible for benefits their employers offer to full-time workers; others worked multiple 
part-time jobs, none of which provided benefits; and still others discussed times in which they changed 
jobs and did not have benefits during the beginning of their tenure at their new workplace. Each of these 
situations could potentially be addressed by the development of an SSA as described above. From an 
employer perspective, SSAs would meet the common theme voiced by businesses that benefits 
programs not be administratively burdensome, because the actual accounts would be housed and 
managed by a third-party, not each individual business (the accounts are tied to workers, not to jobs). 

Furthermore, payroll deduction is the method used to accommodate and fund a number of benefit 
programs such as Social Security and Medicare, and the paid parental leave programs in California, New 
Jersey, and Rhode Island. 

 
 
Concerns:   
The Task Force wanted to ensure that any study consider the possible interplay between SSAs and the 
recently created Illinois Secure Choice Savings Program (an auto-enrolled Roth IRA plan designed to 
address the more than two million Illinoisans without access to an employer-sponsored retirement plan),44 
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in order to mitigate any negative interactions between programs that, with proper forethought, could be 
complementary. 

Two members voiced a preference for implementing a waiting period before workers would be eligible to 
participate in an SSA program to reward employees that demonstrate a baseline level of employer loyalty. 
Other members responded that this might render the program counter to its stated goals, and asked that 
the study consider the implications of such a provision. Additionally, two members raised concerns over 
the potential administrative costs that businesses might bear under any SSA. Finally, there was 
disagreement over whether these accounts should be totally employee funded or funded through joint 
contributions from the employee and employer(s).  

4.3 – Incentives: Recognition for Family-Friendly Companies 

The Task Force was also interested in exploring actions the City could take that might influence more businesses to 
expand access to benefits among their employees. After considering a number of proposals (some of which are 
outlined in Ideas for Future Consideration below), the Task Force ultimately settled on the establishment of a 
recognition program for family-friendly companies. 

Recommendation 

16. Recognition Programs – The Task Force recommends the City support businesses deemed as family 
friendly. Such companies should at minimum provide: 
- Paid sick leave to all employees; 
- A certain level of flexibility and predictability to its scheduling practices;  
- Paid family and medical leave to all employees.  

The City could offer publicity and advertising to support these businesses. Potential venues for such 
publicity include: 
- Showcasing organizations and its products/services at public City-sponsored events; 
- Profiling businesses on the City website; 
- Providing some type of media exposure (e.g. on the City’s digital billboards); 
- City Council resolutions; 
- Networking sessions or venture capital investment meetings for business owners and executives. 

The City could also provide these businesses with exclusive access to dedicated career fairs, in order to 
provide a selective venue for connecting employers and job seekers and to build a pipeline of talent to 
organizations that support working families. 

Rationale:  
While different in scope from operational cost-savings, recognition can be a powerful incentive that 
influences behavior. Moreover, through the focus groups, the Task Force heard from numerous 
employers who were interested in public recognition for their existing family-friendly policies. These 
employers thought that such recognition could serve as positive tools for recruiting, position their 
business as a “good place to work,” and create a positive image for their customers.  

Beyond publicity and advertising, the employer focus groups revealed the need for companies to have 
access to talented and skilled workers, especially small companies without dedicated human resources 
staff. As a result, the proposed career fairs could provide positive recognition to firms that offer these 
family-friendly policies. 

 Concerns:   
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Some members strongly believe that any recognition program, while certainly a positive for the selected 
companies, would not offset the costs of expanding benefits. Other members, particularly business 
associations, stressed the need for coordination so that any existing programs are not unnecessarily 
duplicated or marginalized.  

 



 30 of 38  

5 – IDEAS FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION 

Over the course of the Task Force’s deliberations, focus groups, and discussions, several ideas emerged which, 
while not necessarily within the scope of the Task Force, provide avenues the City should separately pursue as 
part of its ongoing work to support businesses. In particular, the City should consider addressing these ideas 
through venues such as the Small Business Advisory Council. 

These ideas fall into three broad categories: 

1. Streamlining City business practices – Several business environment processes and procedures were 
identified where greater efficiency would reduce administrative burden for employers, such as obtaining 
and renewing permits, licenses, and loading zones. 

2. Utilizing discount purchasing – The City could possibly use its bulk purchasing power to negotiate 
favorable terms for small businesses. Possibilities include: 
- Office supplies; 
- Printing and design services; 
- HR services. 

3. Leveraging City services – Small businesses could realize cost savings by utilizing services provided 
through the City’s existing infrastructure, including: 
- The City’s health insurance plan; 
- Legal services; 
- Benefits administration. 

Enforcement 

The Task Force would also like to ensure that, for any governments that take up these recommendations, they 
develop and communicate plans to enforce any policies with key stakeholders including employer and employee 
groups. 
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Prejzner, John

From: Trudy Gibbs <trudygibbs28@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 5:09 PM
To: Prejzner, John
Subject: Opt out ordinance for Wilmette workers

John, I am interested in the rationale behind the opt out. Has a study of the potential impact of the ordinance in Wilmette 
been done by the Chamber? I assume the impetus for the opt-out ordinance is based on financial facts. I plan on 
attending and learning why it would be that workers in Wilmette do not need a better living wage. 
 
Trudy Gibbs 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum Wage Issue 

From: John Nash <johnnash.homes@gmail.com> 
Date: June 19, 2017 at 9:45:44 AM CDT 
To: "Braiman, Michael" <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Minimum Wage Issue 
Reply-To: JohnNash.Homes@gmail.com 

Hi Mike, 

I would like to pass on to the trustees that I favor staying with the Cook County raise in the 
minimum wage and not opting out of it. Thanks 

John, www.JohnNashHomes.com 

John Nash 
Broker Associate, J.D., e-PRO 
SOTHEBY'S REAL TY, www.sothebysrealty.com 
Mailto:JohnNash.Homes@gmail.com 
847-256-5825--office landline 
If you know someone considering a move, I would love you to refer them to me. 



Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Minimum Wage and Sick leave 

From: Jane Perrin <sethsaramom@gmail.com> 
Date: June 18, 2017 at 10:09:23 AM CDT 
To: braimanm@wilmette.com 
Subject: Minimum Wage and Sick leave 

Dear Mr Braiman 

I am very much in favor of the increased minimum wage and sick leave for low wage earners. It 
is inhumane not to provide sick leave, and not to provide enough money for someone to exist on. 
I would be disappointed, and even embarrassed of our community, if we did not support these 
two important issues for fellow human beings. 

Sincerely yours, 

Jane Perrin 
1424 Maple Ave, 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
847-256-1860 
Resident of Wilmette since 1995 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Email from business for Bob Bielinski 

From: Julie Yusim [mailto:julie@wilmettekenilworth.com) 
Sent: Wednesday, June 21, 2017 1:36 PM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Email from business for Bob Bielinski 

Dear Mike, 

Please pass this email along to Bob Bielinski from one of the businesses supporting the Ordinance to Opt Out of the Cook 
County minimum wage and paid leave mandates. She provides detailed information about the way the Cook County 
mandates will negatively impact her medical practice. 

Julie Yusim, Executive Director 
Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 
351 Linden Ave, Wilmette 60091 
847-251-3800 

***Please note that the chamber's new email address is julie@wilmettekenilworth.com and 
info@wilmettekenilworth com. Please update our contact information.*** 

From: Laura Saleh [mailto:lasaleh60@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, June 14, 2017 10:45 AM 
To: Julie Yusim <julie@wilmettekenilworth.com> 
Subject: Fwd: Cook County New Law Requiring Paid Sick Leave and Minimum Wage! 

Hi Julie, 

I am forwarding this information I received from another small medical office. As I read it, if a business has multiple 
locations, unless all locations have opted out then they must comply with the new law. For example, We also have a 
Glenview office so we would be bound by the law even if Wilmette opts out. 

I am sorry that I had another commitment last night and could not attend the meeting. It is disturbing to have all the 
"anti" residents, most I would assume have never attempted to run a small business and have no idea of the increasing 
rules and regulations we all must follow and the costs that are related to those. I agree that we pay nobody under 
$15/hr when hired and most of my employees due to the fact that they have worked for many years fo r us earn over 
$20/hr, even for jobs that have a minimum of a high school degree as a requirement. Add to t his law the cost of insuring 
my employees in a small business and those two things make it difficult to keep my bottom line in check. I am also 
concerned that I may no longer be able to run my own payroll and may need to hire a payroll service which would cost 
an additional 4-6% of my payroll each pay period, as I try to maintain compliance. 

Feel free to forward this on to other board members. Please let me know when the next meeting is and I w ill do my best 
to be in attendance. Just more Big Brother moving in and soon the American small business dream will no longer be 
sustainable. 

Regards, 
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Laura A Saleh, R.N. 
Practice Manager 

North Shore Associates in Gynecology and Obstetrics, S.C. 
(W)847-475-1224 
(F) 847-475-0150 

---------- Forwarded message---------

From: Jan Johnson <drd unkjj@msn.com> 

Date: Tue, Jun 13, 2017 at 4:09 PM 

Subject: Fwd: Cook County New Law Requiring Paid Sick Leave and Minimum Wage ! 

To: John Knaus <jknaus007@gmail.com>, "Marko Jachtorowycz (E-mail)" <marko.j@me.com>, Laura Knaus 
<lauramknaus@gmail.com>, Laura Saleh <lasaleh60@gmail.com> 

Sent from my iPhone 

Begin forwarded message: 

From: Leslie Day <lday@myprecisionhr.com> 

Date: June 13, 2017 at 2:10:45 PM CDT 
To: <drdunkjj@msn.com> 

Subject: Cook County New Law Requiring Paid Sick Leave and Minimum Wage! 
Reply-To: Leslie Day <lday@myprecisionhr.com> 

Yiew this email in your browser 

Chicago and Cook County Employers Must Provide 
Paid Sick Leave & Minimum Wage to $10.00 

Both Cook County and Chicago enacted ordinances requiring fo r the first time that employers provide paid 

sick leave to their employees. Almost all employers must modify some part or all of their existing policies 

to comply. So please, review the requirements below and compare with your current benefits. You must 

provide at least as required below. You can provide a higher benefit, but not a lesser or later 

accrued/earned benefit. 

Effective: July 1, 2017 

Employers: 

2 



All employers with a physical location in Cook County or Chicago, or outside companies who must hold a 

Chicago business license. No minimum size. 

Employees: 

Must have worked for the employer for 80 hours in a 120 day period. 

Accrual: 

• ALL employees accrue one hour for every forty (40) hours worked to a maximum of 40 hours 

accrued in a benefit year. 

o Even if you provide 5 days for a year, the timeframe that the employee receives the 

availability must be at least as soon as the law requires. Pay that is earned later in the 

year is not satisfactory. Under this mandatory accrual system, full time employees will 

have earned the 40 hours by September each year, and it would be earned even earlier 

if the employee works a lot of overtime. 

• ALL part-time employees are eligible for the accrual 

o Even temporary and seasonal employees must accrue paid sick leave. The only 

exceptions are if an employee works so few hours that they are excluded. That is, if the 

employee does not work at least 80 hours in a 6 month period (average of about 2 

hours per week), or if they work less than 2 hours in an 80 hour two week pay period. If 

the employee works at least 80 hours in a 6 month period but does not work at least 2 

hours in any specific pay period, then the employee does not accrue hours in that pay 

period. But the employee may accrue the pay in a subsequent pay period if they work 

more hours. 

• Maximum amount of sick pay used (paid out) in a 12-month period is five days (40 hours). 

Benefit Year: 

This 12-month period is July 1, 2017 - June 30, 2018 or from the date after hire that the employee works 

the required 80 hours in 120 days. New hires after July1 st would have this anniversary date moving 

forward. 

Companies can also "front load" sick days and provide five days (40 hours) upfront at the beginning of the 

year - on July 1, 2017 for the 2017 year and every July 1st moving forward, or your current benefit year. 

These "front loaded" days cannot be "earned" from the prior year or period, but must be provided before 

they were due. 

No Pay Requirement: 

Unused earned sick pay hours are not required to be paid at the end of employment. 

Increments: 

Companies may elect to establish a policy where the minimum increments for an employee using accrued 

paid time off cannot exceed four hours per day. Companies can limit the amount of sick time used per 

incident to this amount, and not allow Yi hour late call-ins or 2 hour leave-early sick pay, as examples. 

New Hires: 

• New hires must start accruing paid sick time right away (from date after hire). 

• The company can establish a policy that restricts when the employee can USE the paid sick pay 

for a maximum of 180 days following their hire date (6 months). 
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o Short term or seasonal employees who work for less than 180 days would never have a 

chance to use the pay, and this is acceptable. 

o Rehired employees cannot be required to repeat the 180 day waiting period if they had 

a break in service that is less than 120 days. 

• New hires would have their "benefit year" be from their hire date to anniversary date each year, 

unless they work for a covered employer outside of Cook County and begin to do work in Cook 

County at a later date, which would begin their benefit year. 

Carryover: 

The carryover ru les are based on whether the company is subject to the Family Medical Leave Act 

(FMLA): 

1. Less than 50 employees (Non-FMLA eligible) 

1. The carry-over amount is Yz of the earned sick pay balance at the end of the benefit 

year. 

2. Employees can carry over 20 hours of paid sick leave to the next 12-month "benefit 

year" period , but are still restricted to using only 40 hours in the 12-month period. This 

is called "ordinance restricted" carry over. 

2. 50 employees or more (FMLA eligible) 

1. The carry-over amount is Yz of the earned sick pay balance at the end of the benefi t 

year. Employees can carry over 20 hours of paid sick leave to the next 12-month period. 

This is called "ordinance restricted carry over)(same as a & b above) 

2. In addition the employee can carry-over an extra 40 hours in the 12-month benefit year 

period (total of 60 hours). This is not 1/2 of the remaining amount, but the full amount of 

remaining accrued pay. These 40 hours can only be used for FMLA qua lified absences. 

These additional 40 hours are called "FMLA restricted" carry over. 

Salaried exempt employees: The accrual should be based on their normal workweek. (Ex: If your full-time 

employees work a minimum of a 40 hour week, then the exempt employees should accrue one hour of 

paid sick leave for every 40 hours worked. The exempt employees would not earn more even if they 

worked over 40 hours in any week). 

Tipped employees: They must be paid at least minimum wage when they are paid out for the sick pay. 

The minimum wage is raised to $10.00 per hour. 

Employees can use the sick pay for these absences: 

• Employee's physical or mental illness or injury 

• Medical care, treatment diagnosis or preventative care or if recuperating from the same 

• Victim of domestic abuse 

• Victim of sexual violence of stalking 

• Business is closed for that day/hours due to a public health emergency 

• Employee's family member is physically or mentally ill or injured 

• Family member is victim of domestic abuse, or sexual violence of stalking 

• Employee's child's school or place of care is closed due to a public health emergency 

Poster: 

Must provide a copy of the county generated poster on July 1st, at new-hire eligibility and annually 

thereafter, AND have it posted at your facility. 
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Ordinance Does Not Apply in Some Cities!! 

Some cities in Cook County have "opted-out" of the Ordinance, so that the Ordinance will not apply. 

However, to have this apply, the company must have all employers work in the city, and any employees 

working in other Cook County cities may delete the opt-out. This change was added in the May 25th final 

rules. 

These cities are listed below effective 6/2017: 

Alsip 

Arlington Heights 

Barrington 

Bartlett 

Bedford Park 

Bellwood 

Berkeley 

Bridgeview 

Buffalo Grove 

Burbank 

Burr Ridge 

OesPlaines voted to follow the ordinance 

East Hazel Crest 

Elgin 

Elk Grove 

Elmwood Park 

Evergreen Park 

Glenview 

Hanover Park 

Harwood Heights 

Hillside 

Hickory Hill 

Hoffman Estates 

Homewood 

Justice 

Lynwood 

Maywood 

Mount Prospect 

Niles 

Norridge 

Northbrook 

Oak Forest 

Oak Lawn 

Orland Hills 

Orland Park 

Palatine 

Palos Heights 

Palos Park 

River Forest 

River Grove 

Riverside 

Rolling Meadows 
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Rosemont 

Schaumburg 

South Barrington 

Streamwood 

Summit 

Tinley Park 

Western Springs 

Wheeling 

We have created excel spreadsheets that you can use to accrue the 
sick pay and manage the usage and carry over. You can access 

• these spreadsheets, 
• a more thorough summary of the law and 
• mandatory posters 

on our webpage at: http:ljwww.precisionpayroll.com/cook-county-additional-resources/ 

Or, if you wish to add sick accruals into your payroll system, contact 
your Payroll Specialist. 

For more information, contact Leslie Day at lday@myprecisionhr.com 
or 630-785-2205, or Cori Koskela at ckoskela@myprecisionhr.com or 
630-812-2392. 

Thank you for being a Precision Payroll of America client!! 

Sponsored by 

Copyright© 2017 news@precisionpayroll.com. All rights reservecl. 

you are a client of Precision Payroll of America 

Our mailing address is: 

news@orecisionoayroll.com 

1901 S. Meyers Rd . Ste 31 0 

Oakbrook Terrace, IL 60181 
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Hirsch, Barb 

Subject: FW: Opt Out of Ordinance (02016-2678) 

From: Doug Stein <dstein@kashianbros.com> 
Date: June 19, 2017 at 9:02:36 AM CDT 
To: "bielinskib@wilmette.com" <bielinskib@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Opt Out of Ordinance {02016-2678) 

I am the owner of Kashian Bros Flooring in Wilmette. My company has been located in Wilmette since 
1910. 

I just became aware of the ordinance for paid sick leave. This ordinance would be very detrimental to 
my company. 

We currently provide paid holidays & 2 weeks of vacation. We used to offer paid sick days, but we found 
that this created a situation where employees felt free to not show up on Fridays all summer. It became 
difficult to schedule work. 
Once we eliminate sick days- our unplanned days off dropped dramatically. 

I am also concerned about the amount of extra paperwork required to keep track of these new 
requirements. While it might look good on paper- I now have to keep track of all sorts of things to 
remain in compliance. I am not even sure how I can keep track of the hours worked in the city. 

Please -OPT OUT OF SICK PAY ORDINANCE. 

This would be one more reason to move to Lake County. 

Sincerely, 

Douglas W. Stein 
Kashian Bros 
1107 Greenleaf Avenue 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
Phone(847) 251-1200 
Fax (847) 251 - 1232 
Email: dstein@kashianbros.com 
www.KashianBros.com 
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From: ckek816@aol.com
To: Braiman, Michael
Date: Thursday, June 15, 2017 8:31:00 PM

Dear Mr. Braiman,

I am a Wilmette resident, and have learned that the Village Board has introduced an Ordinance, to be
voted on June 27th, to “Opt Out” of the Cook County Ordinances creating minimum wage and
earned sick leave benefits for private sector employees in Cook County.   While I understand that
the Village Board wishes to accommodate the Wilmette Chamber of Commerce, I trust that it will
not subvert the will of the voters of New Trier Township, who approved the Ordinances by a  large
margin.  There are many reasons why this was the right thing to do, but I do not believe I
need enumerate them to the Board at this time.  The voters who elect the Village Board have
spoken as to what they wish the Board to do.  I hope and trust that the Board will honor that vote.

Sincerely,
Carole Kagan
212 4th Street

mailto:ckek816@aol.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com


From: dalewatt@gmail.com on behalf of Dale Watt
To: Braiman, Michael
Subject: Opt-out on Cook County ordinances
Date: Wednesday, June 14, 2017 12:31:51 PM

Dear Mike,

Hi! I'm a Wilmette resident writing to you to urge you to share this with the Village Board:
please do not opt out of the Cook County minimum wage and earned sick leave ordinances.
These policies will make Wilmette a better place and a better community. Voters supported
these policies and the Board should too. Thank you for your time.

Best,
Dale Watt
Chilton Lane 

mailto:dalewatt@gmail.com
mailto:dalelwwatt@gmail.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com
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Prejzner, John

From: rodneyrchicago <rodneyrchicago@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, June 19, 2017 2:59 PM
To: Prejzner, John
Subject: Min Wage Ordinance

Mr. Prejzner 
 
For the record: I ask that the Village not opt out of the Cook County ordinance.  As a parent of a teen old 
daughter, I ask that you consider the 'everyday person' who helps with high touch work for our community. 
 
She has one of her first jobs at the Centennial Aquatics Center and while I don't want her to become dependent 
on earned income, the customer service jobs at Centennial are demanding when dealing with hot neighbors and 
their families trying to get into the pool.  Further, she is able to work with peers and be part of the Village. 
 
The current minimum wage of $8.25 puts her at an immediate disadvantage of her peers in Chicago and will 
motivate her to find a summer job in Chicago vs. rely on a lower wage in Wilmette. 
 
I am sure that the business owners of Kenilworth and Wilmette will all agree that they need entry level people 
to further their business in the Village.  The ordinance seems to be written to only think about the owners, and 
not the new workers who are starting their first jobs. 
 
As you will see on Nextdoor, many teens will babysit, walk dogs and do gardening work at much higher wages 
than what they can earn from businesses in the Village.  Wilmette should provide an equal playing field with 
our neighboring villages/towns and keep our talent in our community and provide and opportunity for entry 
level jobs.   
 
Thank you very much. 
 
Myron Robinson 
1224 Washington Ave Wilmette 



From: Julia Kohn
To: Braiman, Michael
Subject: Upcoming vote to opt out of Cook Cty. minimum wage?
Date: Thursday, June 15, 2017 10:11:22 PM

Dear Mr. Braiman,

I have seen discussion online surrounding a possible upcoming vote to opt out of Cook County
minimum wage and sick leave standards.  If this is the case, I would like you to share my
strong disapproval with the Board of Trustees.  I strongly believe that all people have a right to
a living wage and sick leave.  

I would like to share the American Medical Association's support of paid sick days as a public
health measure: there is "a growing body of evidence that lack of access to paid sick leave
results in the spread of infectious diseases" that affect public health beyond just the individual
who is forced to work while sick. (https://www.ama-assn.org/ama-recognizes-public-health-
benefits-paid-sick-leave)

Opting out of Cook County's minimum wage and sick leave ordinances would be unjust and
harmful to the community that I love.  Thank you for sharing my concerns with the Board.

Julia Kohn
1619 Walnut, Wilmette

mailto:julia.f.kohn@gmail.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.ama-2Dassn.org_ama-2Drecognizes-2Dpublic-2Dhealth-2Dbenefits-2Dpaid-2Dsick-2Dleave&d=DQMFaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=4SOHbpIpBbpceqcpLq8HbNkDnv7F6Wx6xFl3Ut6RMdc&m=wfBLJRok5pMDhC4TypNO7Cn3_nTwn6GVrj7eZG-tFW4&s=OLwrdRcdSJQgD8UT_ZtwzbIpJH5PNbtMBYkuRlACXzM&e=
https://urldefense.proofpoint.com/v2/url?u=https-3A__www.ama-2Dassn.org_ama-2Drecognizes-2Dpublic-2Dhealth-2Dbenefits-2Dpaid-2Dsick-2Dleave&d=DQMFaQ&c=euGZstcaTDllvimEN8b7jXrwqOf-v5A_CdpgnVfiiMM&r=4SOHbpIpBbpceqcpLq8HbNkDnv7F6Wx6xFl3Ut6RMdc&m=wfBLJRok5pMDhC4TypNO7Cn3_nTwn6GVrj7eZG-tFW4&s=OLwrdRcdSJQgD8UT_ZtwzbIpJH5PNbtMBYkuRlACXzM&e=
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Prejzner, John

From: Braiman, Michael
Sent: Friday, June 23, 2017 11:15 AM
To: Prejzner, John
Subject: FW: Minimum Wage/Sick Leave

This email as well as the policy brief: http://irle.berkeley.edu/files/2017/Seattles‐Minimum‐Wage‐Experiences‐2015‐
16.pdf  
 
From: Jeff Axelrod [mailto:jeff@theaxelrods.com]  
Sent: Friday, June 23, 2017 10:54 AM 
To: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Minimum Wage/Sick Leave 

 
Dear Mr. Braiman: 
 
I have learned more about this issue, which was thrown on us residents at the last minute, despite that these 
ordinances have long been law.  I am outraged at the process with which this opt-out ordinance was brought to 
the meeting's agenda without the opportunity for advance public discussion. 
 
Our town needs to use its wealth with compassion and do the right thing because it's right, not only because it's 
good for the economy.  I am also very upset about the Village's selective presentation of studies.  Please include 
this just-published UC Berkeley study in the materials and make sure all of the Trustees are presented with it in 
their briefing materials for the upcoming Tuesday meeting.   
 
I'm also worried about misinterpretation of the Chamber's survey and want each of the Trustees to understand 
that exactly 23 out of 180 members supported opting out, whereas almost 75% of Wilmette residents voted in 
favor of these measures.  Furthermore, most of our neighbors have chosen to adopt these Cook County 
ordinances: Evanston, Skokie, and Winnetka, and Kenilworth.  If our Village fails us, it will paint our town in 
an ugly light that does not reflect the will of its people. 
 
Please forward this to your fellow Trustees and feel free to call to discuss. 
 
Sincerely, 
Jeff Axelrod 
631 Central Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
(847) 348-8332 
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ABSTRACT 
This brief on Seattle’s minimum wage experience represents the first in a series that CWED will be 
issuing on the effects of the current wave of minimum wage policies—those that range from $12 to 
$15. Upcoming CWED reports will present similar studies of Chicago, Oakland, San Francisco, San 
Jose and New York City, among others. The timing of these reports will depend in part upon when 
quality data become available. We focus here on Seattle because it was one of the early movers.  

Seattle implemented the first phase of its minimum wage law on April 1, 2015, raising minimum 
wages from the statewide $9.47 to $10 or $11, depending upon business size, presence of tipped 
workers and employer provision of health insurance. The second phase began on January 1, 2016, 
further raising the minimum to four different levels, ranging from $10.50 to $13, again depending 
upon employer size, presence of tipped workers and provision of health insurance. The tip credit 
provision was introduced into a previously no tip credit environment. Any assessment of the impact of 
Seattle’s minimum wage policy is complicated by this complex array of minimum wage rates. This 
complexity continues in 2017, when the range of the four Seattle minimum wages widened, from $11 
to $15, and the state minimum wage increased to $11. 

We analyze county and city-level data for 2009 to 2016 on all employees counted in the Quarterly 
Census of Employment and Wages and use the “synthetic control” method to rigorously identify the 
causal effects of Seattle’s minimum wage policy upon wages and employment. Our study focuses on 
the Seattle food services industry. This industry is an intense user of minimum wage workers; if wage 
and employment effects occur, they should be detectable in this industry. We use county level data 
from other areas in Washington State and the rest of the U.S. to construct a synthetic control group 
that matches Seattle for a nearly six year period before the minimum wage policy was implemented. 
Our methods ensure that our synthetic control group meets accepted statistical standards, including 
not being contaminated by wage spillovers from Seattle. We scale our outcome measures so that they 
apply to all sectors, not just food services. 

Our results show that wages in food services did increase—indicating the policy achieved its goal—
and our estimates of the wage increases are in line with the lion’s share of results in previous credible 
minimum wage studies. Wages increased much less among full-service restaurants, indicating that 
employers made use of the tip credit component of the law. Employment in food service, however, 
was not affected, even among the limited-service restaurants, many of them franchisees, for whom the 
policy was most binding. These findings extend our knowledge of minimum wage effects to policies 
as high as $13. 

  



 

 
  
 Seattle’s Minimum Wage Experience 2015-16 3 

 

PART 1 INTRODUCTION  
Minimum wage policy in the U.S. has entered a new wave of state and local activity, in response to 
over a decade of inaction at the federal level. As of June 2017, nine large cities and eight states have 
enacted minimum wage policies in the $12 to $15 range. San Francisco’s minimum wage will 
increase to $14 on July 1, 2017 and to $15 on July 1, 2018. Seattle’s 2017 minimum wage ranges 
from $11 to $15 and will reach $15 for all employers in 2021. Dozens of smaller cities and counties 
have also enacted wage standards in this range. These higher standards, which will be gradually 
phased in, already cover well over 20 percent of the U.S. workforce. And a substantial number of 
additional cities and states are poised to soon enact similar policies.  

These minimum wage levels substantially exceed the previous peak in the federal minimum wages, 
which reached just under $10 (in today’s dollars) in the late 1960s. These new policies will also raise 
pay substantially for a large share of the workforce—roughly 30 percent in most areas and as much as 
40 to 50 percent of the workforce in some jurisdictions. By contrast, individual minimum wage 
increases in the period 1984-2014 increased pay for less than 10 percent of the workforce.1 

Although minimum wage effects on employment have been much studied—and debated, this new 
wave of policy initiatives reaches levels that lie well beyond the reach of previous studies. To better 
inform public discussion, CWED is studying and will report on the effects of the new wave of 
minimum wage policies in as close to real time as is possible.  

This brief represents the first of a number of reports that CWED plans to issue on this topic. Their 
timing and coverage will be determined by the phase-in schedules of each jurisdiction and the 
availability of sufficient post-policy data to make credible assessments. We begin with Seattle because 
it was one of the first movers in this new wave of minimum wage policies. 

We begin by reviewing briefly how economists have studied minimum wage effects. Part 2 describes 
the Seattle policies; Part 3 describes our methods and findings. Appendix A provides our conceptual 
framework of how minimum wages affect an economy; Appendix B lists the counties that we use for 
our comparisons with Seattle. 

Background: How economists study minimum wage effects on employment 

Ever since George Stigler’s pioneering 1946 essay, “The Economics of Minimum Wage Legislation,” 
economists have used the familiar downward-sloping labor demand curve of Econ 101 as the 
conceptual framework to analyze the expected employment effects of minimum wages. In this 
framework, a higher wage floor implies that a smaller amount of labor will be demanded. The size of 

                                                 
1 Nonetheless, $15 is insufficient, anywhere in the U.S., to allow a livable wage for households with children—even when 
supplemented by safety net programs such as food stamps or the Earned Income Tax Credit.   
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the disemployment effect depends upon how elastic labor demand is to wages. This elasticity is 
determined both by the slope of the demand curve and the relevant point on the line, since each point 
on a given labor demand curve represents a different elasticity. On a given curve, demand elasticities 
are smaller at lower wages and higher at higher wages. Stigler’s framework thus leaves open the 
possibility that the wage gains of those receiving increases could be greater or smaller than the wage 
losses of those losing their jobs. Further, Stigler recognized that higher minimum wages could 
generate positive employment effects when employers possessed some power to set wages. Yet 
Stigler’s analysis provided only a partial analysis based upon the effects of a minimum wage increase 
in a single industry. A more expanded analysis, which adds the effects of higher minimum wages 
upon worker purchasing power and consumer demand, finds that minimum wage effects upon 
employment can be positive or negative.2 

Given these ambiguities in the theory’s predictions, labor economists turned their attention to 
empirical studies to estimate the actual employment effects of minimum wages. Since the 1990s 
alone, economists have conducted hundreds of such studies (Bellman and Wolfson 2016). Some find a 
very small negative employment effect, while others find an effect that is difficult to distinguish from 
zero.  

Almost all of these studies utilize a “difference-in differences” framework that has become standard in 
empirical economics (Angrist and Pischke 2009). This phrase refers to two sets of differences, each 
measuring changes in an outcome before and after a policy intervention, but in different areas, one 
that received the policy treatment and one that did not. The policy intervention in our case is a 
minimum wage change; the outcomes of interest are actual pay levels and employment among low- 
wage workers. 

A key challenge in these studies is to identify a comparable area—or group—that did not experience 
the policy. We want to avoid control groups that are influenced by other changes, such as local 
economic conditions, that might be correlated with but not caused by minimum wage changes.  
Ideally, we would split the population randomly into two parts—a treatment group that would be 
given minimum wage increases, and a control group that would not. We could then be assured that 
differences in the outcomes between these two groups reflected only the causal effects of the 
treatment.  

Of course, randomization is not feasible in the real world of minimum wage policies. Economists have 
therefore devised different strategies to ensure that our findings reflect causation and not correlation. 
The outcomes of differing minimum wage studies often vary simply because they use different 
methods and standards to define their comparison group. 

In the past decade, the field of econometrics has made major advances—often known as the 
“credibility revolution”—that codify the best methodological practices in such studies (Angrist and 

                                                 
2 We present a revised and expanded conceptual framework for analyzing minimum wages effects in Appendix A. 
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Pischke 2009). In particular, econometricians emphasize that a treatment and control study should 
pass three simple but very important tests:  

1. The treatment and control groups should behave similarly in the pre-treatment period. 
This principle is often referred to as the parallel trends assumption. It is important to 
pass this test to rule out confounding factors that produce a biased causal estimate. The 
test is stronger when the pre-trend study period is much longer than the period of the 
post-trend time period.  

2. The treatment should have a detectable effect on the treated group but not on the 
control group. That is, the minimum wage should have increased pay on the treated 
group by a detectable amount. Otherwise, there should be no expectation of a detectable 
effect on employment. 

3. Groups that did not get a treatment should not exhibit any treatment effects. That is, 
minimum wages should not have any effects on high-paid groups or on areas that did 
not experience a minimum wage change. This principle is often examined by 
administering a “placebo” treatment to the control group.  

CWED researchers and affiliates—and others—have reviewed many of the recent studies that obtain 
negative minimum wage effects. We find that these studies do not conform to one or more of the 
above three principles. When we deploy methods that do meet these principles—such as by 
comparing contiguous border county pairs that straddle a state line with a minimum wage difference, 
we find substantial wage effects but only very small or nonexistent negative employment effects.3  

Some labor economists nonetheless continue to dispute whether adjoining areas make good 
comparison groups (Neumark, Salas and Wascher 2014). In response, we and other researchers have 
used a relatively new method to analyze minimum wage policies, called synthetic controls (Dube and 
Zipperer 2015; Allegretto, Dube, Reich and Zipperer 2017). This method, when properly deployed, is 
designed to generate the best control group possible by using an objective data-generated algorithm. 
We describe further and then use the synthetic control method in Part 3 of this report. Synthetic 
control methods, when not properly used, may not meet all of the three basic principles above. Under 
such conditions, they can give misleading results.  

  

                                                 
3 See Allegretto, Dube, Reich and Zipper 2017 as well as Zipperer 2016 for examples. 
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PART 2 SEATTLE’S POLICY TIMETABLE AND COVERAGE 
Table 1 displays Seattle’s effective minimum wages from 2010 to 2022. We include the years from 
2010 on as our study period begins then.  

The citywide minimum wage law was enacted on June 20, 2014 and first implemented on April 1, 
2015. As Table 1 shows, Seattle adopted a long phase-in policy, with a complex schedule. Two 
different minimum wages applied in 2015—$10 and $11, depending on size of employer, provision of 
medical benefits for employees and, for firms with 500 or fewer employees, whether employees 
receive tips. The law measures employer size using the firm’s national employment, not employment 
just in Seattle, and it defined franchises as part of larger business entities for this purpose. These 2015 
rate increases amount to increases of 5.6 percent and 16.2 percent, respectively, from the 2015 state 
minimum wage of $9.47.  

Table 1 Seattle minimum wage timeline 

Date 

Large firms (500+)  Small firms (500 or fewer) 

No health 
insurance 

Health 
insurance  

No health 
insurance, no 

tips 

Health 
insurance

/tips 

January 1, 2010a $8.55 $8.55  $8.55 $8.55 
January 1, 2011a $8.67 $8.67  $8.67 $8.67 
January 1, 2012a $9.04 $9.04  $9.04 $9.04 
January 1, 2013a $9.19 $9.19  $9.19 $9.19 
January 1, 2014a $9.32 $9.32  $9.32 $9.32 
January 1, 2015a $9.47 $9.47  $9.47 $9.47 
April 1, 2015b $11.00 $11.00  $11.00 $10.00 
January 1, 2016 $13.00 $12.50  $12.00 $10.50 
January 1, 2017 $15.00 $13.50  $13.00 $11.00 
January 1, 2018 Indexed $15.00  $14.00 $11.50 
January 1, 2019 Indexed Indexed  $15.00 $12.00 
January 1, 2020 Indexed Indexed  Indexed $13.50 
January 1, 2021 Indexed Indexed  Indexed $15.00 
January 1, 2022 Indexed Indexed  Indexed Indexed 

Notes: a.Seattle followed Washington State’s minimum wage, which was indexed each year. 
b.Initiative 1433 went into effect on April 1, 2015. Employers of tipped workers receive a $1 tip 
credit in 2015 and a $2 tip credit in 2016. After the minimum wage reaches $15, it will be adjusted 
each year on January 1, based on the CPI for the Seattle-Tacoma-Bremerton Area. 

 

Four different mandated wage standards were introduced on January 1, 2016, varying from $10.50 to 
$13, again depending upon employer size, provision of medical benefits and, for firms with fewer than 
500 employees, whether the employees received tips. These increases ranged from 5 percent to 22 
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percent. The state minimum wage did not increase in 2016, even though it is indexed each year, as the 
CPI was unchanged. All Seattle employers will face at least a $15 minimum wage in 2021. 

On January 1, 2017, the minimum wage range among Seattle employers became even wider, 
extending from $11 to $15. Meanwhile, a statewide November 2016 ballot initiative raised the state 
minimum wage to $11 in 2017, to be increasing further to $13.50 by 2020. 

Seattle’s complex schedule, which does not appear in other $15 citywide minimum wage ordinances, 
makes it difficult to compute an average minimum wage effect for each year, as we lack data on how 
many employees fall under each of the four categories. Our data also do not permit us to discern 
whether individual employers actually adopted the minimum that applied to them, nor whether 
employees responded to these differences by moving to employers that had to pay higher minimums. 

These are important issues, in part because Seattle’s franchise businesses, which employ about six 
percent of all private sector workers, according to the International Franchise Association (IFA), 
contested their inclusion in the large employer category. Many of the franchises are limited-service 
restaurants (think fast food chains) and many of the franchisees own multiple stores. The IFA sued the 
city, arguing that it was unfair to include these businesses among large employers just because their 
franchisor employed 500 employees or more throughout the U.S. Despite losing in lower courts, the 
franchises’ minimum wage requirements remained uncertain until May 2016, when the U.S. Supreme 
Court refused to hear the case (Reuters May 2, 2016). 

The Seattle policy instituted an allowable subminimum wage (lower than the regular minimum wage) 
to be paid to workers who customarily and regularly receive tips—such as wait staff and bartenders.  
The sub-wage hinges on a tip credit provision—the amount of the wage bill that an employer can pass 
on to customers in the form of tips. This provision effectively limited the minimum cash wage for 
restaurant servers to $10 in 2015 and 2016, giving employers a tip credit of $1 in 2015 and $2 in 
2016.  

This introduction of a tip credit for employers, aka a subminimum wage for tipped workers, into a 
previously non-tip credit policy environment in Seattle is extremely rare, perhaps unique. Previous 
research using panel data has shown that cash wages are indeed lower in states with greater tip credits 
without creating more employment (Allegretto and Nadler 2015). Our data permits us to distinguish 
differences in wage and employment effects between limited- and full-service restaurants. Since 
limited-service restaurants by definition rarely employ tipped servers, we may be able to observe the 
effects of introducing a tip credit on employer-provided pay in Seattle.  



 

 
  
 Seattle’s Minimum Wage Experience 2015-16 8 

 

PART 3 SYNTHETIC CONTROL ANALYSES  

Data and Methods  

Data 

We use the Bureau of Labor Statistics’ Quarterly Census on Employment and Wages (QCEW) 
administrative data for our analysis. The QCEW tabulates employment and wages of all business 
establishments that belong to the Unemployment Insurance (UI) system. The UI system covers about 
97 percent of all wage and salary civilian employment. We obtained QCEW data from 2009q4 
through 2016q1, for all counties in the U.S., from the website of the U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. 
We obtained Seattle city-level QCEW tabulations from Seattle’s Office of Economic and Financial 
Analysis.  

The coverage of the QCEW is thus much more complete than household or employer surveys. But 
like all datasets, it is not perfect. QCEW data can be noisy for areas smaller than a county, insofar as 
businesses change location or their name. Moreover, some multi-site businesses report payroll and 
head counts separately for each of their locations, while others consolidate their data and provide 
information as if their business operated only at a single location. Moreover, the Bureau of Labor 
Statistics recently began to organize data spatially by geocodes (exact addresses), rather than by zip 
codes. Postal zip codes do not exactly match city boundaries. In some cities these changes affected 
both how multi-unit businesses report their results and whether some businesses were located in the 
city. Our tests find that the statistical noise level in the city-level Seattle QCEW data was very low.  

Finally, QCEW data do not include independent contractors, such as Uber and Lyft drivers. The 
number of such workers has grown in Seattle in recent years, and faster than in other areas of the U.S. 
(Seattle Minimum Wage Team 2016b). This growth is unrelated to minimum wage policy and thus 
should not affect our analysis.  

Outcomes 

Our main outcomes of interest are average weekly wages (reported quarterly) and employment 
(reported monthly).4 We construct the average weekly wage variable using the ratio of total industry 
payroll to employment; it thus reflects both the hourly wage paid to workers and the number of hours 
worked every week. Employers who react to the minimum wage increase by reducing employee hours 
will thus impart a negative effect on our wage measure. In the presence of negative effects on hours, 
our estimated effects on wages represent a lower bound on the true wage effect. However, studies that 
have hours data (including Seattle Minimum Wage Team 2016a, b), find a very small hours effect. 

                                                 
4 We obtain the average weekly wage by dividing total payroll by average employment and then dividing by 13 weeks for 
a quarterly measure. Monthly employment counts only filled jobs, whether full or part-time, temporary or permanent, by 
place of work on the twelfth of the month.  
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We focus our analysis on the food service/restaurant industry because it is the most intensive 
employer of the minimum wage workforce. We examine wages both to determine if there is a 
treatment effect (which assures us we are analyzing an affected industry) and to quantitatively 
estimate the increase in worker pay. We report employment and wage outcomes for the major industry 
category of Food Services and Drinking Places, the combined subsectors of Full Service (FSR) and 
Limited Service Restaurants (LSR), and separately for the two latter industries.5   

Wage increases and employment effects in food services are likely to be larger than in other 
industries, precisely because it has the highest proportion of low-wage workers affected by the 
minimum wage policy. Therefore, as is standard in minimum wage research, we express our outcome 
measures as elasticities rather than as absolute changes. Minimum wage elasticities measure the 
percent change in an outcome, such as actual wages or employment, for a one percent change in the 
minimum wage. We also report the labor demand elasticity, which is the ratio of the employment 
elasticity to the wage elasticity. With these scaling, that results from the food services industry are 
comparable to results for all minimum wage jobs. 

Methods 

We evaluate the causal effects of minimum wages on wages and employment by using synthetic 
control estimation. While we can observe wages and employment directly in Seattle, we cannot 
observe how wages and employment would have evolved if Seattle had not implemented its minimum 
wage policies. To evaluate the policy empirically, we estimate a counterfactual—what would have 
happened in a counterfactual or “Synthetic” Seattle, made up of a weighted average of donor counties, 
that did not raise their minimum wage standards.  More precisely, the synthetic control method 
estimates the counterfactual outcomes by constructing an optimally-weighted average of counties in 
non-treated areas that track pay and employment trends in pre-treatment Seattle.6 The data-driven 
nature of this procedure reduces the role of subjective judgment by the researchers in determining the 
appropriate control region. 

We specify a pool of potential donor counties that have similar population size, and which come only 
from states that, like Washington, index their minimum wages each year, but did not experience any 
other changes to the minimum wage during the study period. We are thus careful to ensure (unlike 
Neumark, Salas and Wascher 2014) that our pool of synthetic donor counties is not contaminated by 
minimum wage increases.  

As Appendix B shows, the synthetic control algorithm picks mainly donor counties that are outside 
Washington State. This result contrasts with previous studies (Dube and Zipperer 2015), which may 
reflect idiosyncrasies of the Seattle area. In particular, other areas of Washington (outside of King 

                                                 
5 Food Services and drinking places (NAICS 722), Full Service Restaurants (NAICS 722110 pre-2011, 722511 in 2011+) 
and Limited Service Restaurants (NAICS 722211 pre-2011, 722513 in 2011+). 
6 A more formal discussion of the synthetic control methods used in these studies will be available in a forthcoming 
working paper.  For insight and intuition regarding this method, see Abadie et al. 2010.  
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County) are quite dissimilar to Seattle itself. In any case, the large distance between Seattle and the 
most highly-weighted donors ensures that wage spillovers from Seattle do not contaminate our 
synthetic control. We are also careful to construct independent synthetic controls for each outcome. 

We use as long a period as possible to construct the synthetic control for the time period that runs up 
close to, but not right at, the minimum wage increase (the “learning” period). We then test to ensure 
that we can actually obtain a good synthetic Seattle by a) examining the goodness of fit for the 
outcomes during the learning period and b) testing the goodness of fit for quarters that fall between 
the learning period and when the treatment is introduced. 

We then estimate minimum wage effects by comparing post-treatment outcomes in Seattle with post-
treatment outcomes in our Synthetic Seattle. For each outcome, we calculate point estimates as the 
difference between the outcome in Seattle and Synthetic Seattle, averaged over the post-treatment 
period and relative to the average outcome in Synthetic Seattle. We then calculate elasticities by 
scaling the point estimates using the corresponding minimum wage changes.  

To assess the statistical significance of these effects, we follow the usual approach in the literature, 
estimating a series of placebo models for untreated donors. By construction, there have been no 
changes in minimum wage policies in the donor counties, so any apparent effect on wages or 
employment are caused by random variation. By looking at the share of donor counties that show 
apparent wage or employment effects greater than that in Seattle, we obtain an indication of the 
statistical significance of the estimated effects. For each estimate, we construct the percentile rank 
statistic as the rank of the estimated treatment effect divided by the number of donors +1. If p<0.025 
or p>0.975, the estimated effect is significant at the 5 percent level.  

Key findings  

Wage effects 

Figure 1 below presents our synthetic control results for the wage effect of the Seattle minimum wage 
law. Our data begin in 2009q4 and end in 2016q1. The dashed vertical line represents the time of 
implementation of the first phase of the policy—in April 2015. The second phase began in January 
2016. The data have been seasonally corrected using standard procedures. 

As the figure shows, wages in Synthetic Seattle track wages in Seattle remarkably well, and over the 
entire pre-treatment period.7 This finding indicates that our application of the synthetic control method 
strongly passes the parallel trends requirement. These results thereby satisfy the first of the three 
credible causal identification conditions we laid out in the beginning of this brief. 

                                                 
7 The synthetic control method is not appropriate if the researcher cannot obtain close fits in the pre-treatment period. This 
is often the case. For copious such examples, see Donohue, Aneja and Weber 2017. Researchers who do not display these 
time paths raise questions about their ability to come up with a synthetic cohort with a good fit. 
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After the treatment begins, wages in each of the industry groupings increase faster in Seattle than in 
Synthetic Seattle. This result supports the presence of a wage effect, indicating that the treatment did 
what it was supposed to do. This finding satisfies the second condition for a credible causal 
identification.  

Importantly, wages increase substantially more in limited service restaurants than in the overall food 
service industry. And wages in full-service restaurants barely increase relative to Synthetic Seattle. 
The larger wage increase among limited-service restaurants, many of which are part of franchise 
chains, suggests widespread compliance with the law, despite the opposition of the International 
Franchise Association. On the other hand, the very small wage increase among full-service restaurants 
suggests that these employers made great use of the tipped wage credit.  

Figure 1 Wage outcomes, Seattle and Synthetic Seattle  

 

Notes: City-level QCWED data for Seattle. County-level QCEW data for the donors that make up Synthetic 
Seattle. See Appendix B for a list of donors. The vertical dashed line refers to April 1, 2015, the implementation 
date of the first phase. The second increase occurred on January 1, 2016. 



 

 
  
 Seattle’s Minimum Wage Experience 2015-16 12 

 

Employment effects 

Figure 2 displays our synthetic control results for employment. Once again, each of the four industry 
groupings show a close fit between employment in Seattle and employment in Synthetic Seattle over 
the entire pre-treatment period. Post-treatment employment gains are slightly greater in Seattle than in 
Synthetic Seattle for all restaurants and among full-service restaurants, and slightly smaller among 
limited-service restaurants.  

Figure 2 Employment trends, Seattle and Synthetic Seattle 

 
Notes: City-level QCWED data for Seattle. County-level QCEW data for the donors that make up Synthetic Seattle. 
See Appendix B for a list of donors. The vertical dashed line refers to April 1, 2015, the implementation date of the 
first phase. The second increase occurred on January 1, 2016. 

 

Wage and employment elasticities 

Table 2 presents our estimated wage and employment elasticities for each of the four industry 
groups. The percentile rank statistic in the last column provides a measure of the statistical 
significance of the estimate. Percentile ranks above .975 and below .025 indicate conventional 
statistical significance—at the ten percent level. Percentile ranks between these two 
progressively indicate lower levels of statistical significance. 
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The estimated wage elasticities in the top panel of Table 2 for food services, all restaurants and limited 
service restaurants all fall within the range of previous studies and all are highly significant.  
The wage elasticity of 0.229 for limited service restaurants is nearly identical to our findings in 
Allegretto et al. (2017). The 0.036 wage elasticity for full-service restaurants is very small and less 
precisely estimated. These results suggest that full-service restaurants made use of the tip credit to 
limit the wage increases they would otherwise have paid. 

These estimated wage results are subject to a standard caveat. Wages in Seattle may have diverged 
from Synthetic Seattle just when the minimum wage was implemented for reasons that have little to 
do with the minimum wage. For example, Seattle’s economy may have entered an especially boom 
period at that time (Tu, Lerman and Gates 2017). We will be able to test this issue by including 
additional controls in our regressions in future years, as additional quarters of data become available. 

The bottom panel of Table 2 displays the employment elasticities. Three of the elasticities are 
positive, implying a positive effect on employment and one is negative. All are very small and none 
are precisely estimated, implying that they are not significantly different from zero. All of them are 
similar to employment elasticities in previous research (such as Allegretto et al. (2017).  

 

Table 2 Estimated wage and employment elasticities 

Dependent variable Industry Elasticity Percentile rank statistic 

Wage Food services & drinking places   .098** .985 

 Restaurants (all)   .098** .984 

 Limited service restaurants   .229** .987 

 Full service restaurants .036 .946 

 
Employment 

 
Food services & drinking places 

 
.010 

 
.538 

 Restaurants (all) .058 .739 

 Limited service restaurants -.060 .333 

 Full service restaurants .045 .704 

Notes: Statistical significance levels: ***1 percent, **5 percent, *10 percent. To calculate elasticities, 
we use the fastest phase-in schedule in Table 1 (employees of large firms who are not covered by 
employer-sponsored health insurance).  

 



 

 
  
 Seattle’s Minimum Wage Experience 2015-16 14 

 

Labor demand elasticities 

Although our estimated employment elasticities are not statistically significant from zero, for 
completeness we present here their equivalents when scaled as labor demand elasticities. Estimated 
labor demand elasticities in low-wage labor markets in other studies generally center on -0.3. Should 
they be any different for Seattle? The industries most affected by minimum wages provide local 
services (in economists’ terms, they are not tradeables). Moreover, Seattle is large enough that most of 
the consumption by Seattle residents occurs within the city’s boundaries.  

We compute labor demand elasticities for each of our four industry groupings by taking the ratio of 
the employment elasticity to the wage elasticity, using the results in Table 2. The labor demand 
elasticities are 0.102 for food services and drinking places, 0.592 for all restaurants, -0.262 for 
limited-service restaurants, and 1.25 for full-service restaurants. These results vary in part because our 
estimated wage increases vary by industry and in part because our employment effects vary by 
industry. However, we do not place much weight on these results as they are measured very 
imprecisely. 

Placebo tests 

We turn next to examining how our donor counties, which did not receive the minimum wage 
treatment, respond when they are given a “placebo” minimum wage treatment. The synthetic control 
algorithm conducts this test separately for each donor county.8 Recall that the purpose of these tests is 
to validate the statistical significance of the results reported in Figures 1 and 2 and Table 2. 

Figure 3 displays the placebo results with thin gray lines, one for each donor county. (The vertical 
lines in Figure 3 are located one quarter after the first minimum wage implementation; we will correct 
this in a future version.) The gray lines trace the difference between the outcomes of interest for each 
donor, relative to its “synthetic area.” Since these donor counties did not actually receive a minimum 
wage treatment, we expect considerable random variation in the large post-treatment outcomes. If the 
post-treatment individual gray lines diverge considerably from each other, we are observing random 
variation—the absence of a treatment effect.  

Figure 3 also displays the results for Seattle (using the thicker orange line), relative to Synthetic 
Seattle. The orange lines that lie well within the envelope of the numerous gray lines indicate that the 
orange line could just reflect random variation. If an orange line hugs or reaches outside the envelope 

                                                 
8 The starting point for these placebo graphs consists of all the potential donors with data available for all periods for the 
industry subcategory. The potential donors were counties in states that indexed minimum wages but had no other 
minimum wage events. We estimated two versions: (1) ranking the Seattle result relative to all potential donors; (2) 
ranking the Seattle results against donors with a "good" pre- intervention fit (RMSPE<2 times that of Seattle). This second 
criterion excludes potential donors for whom we were unable to construct a good-fitting synthetic control. The placebo 
graphs illustrate the second approach. Although the second approach excludes some potential donors, potentially reducing 
significance levels, the actual significance levels are not materially different. 



 

 
  
 Seattle’s Minimum Wage Experience 2015-16 15 

 

of gray lines, we have additional support that the Seattle results reflect a statistically significant 
treatment.  

In the upper panel of Figure 3, the gray lines diverge during the placebo treatment period, consistent 
with random variation and no observed treatment effect. For all food services and for all restaurants, 
this panel also shows a substantial difference between the Seattle results (the thick orange line) and 
the set of individual donor placebo results (the thin gray lines), indicating that the wage effect is not 
likely the result of random variation. These results satisfy the three basic principles articulated by the 
credibility revolution in econometrics.  

The upper panel of Figure 3 shows a particularly large and significant effect on wages in limited-
service restaurants (note the compression of the vertical axis in this industry’s figure). This result is 
consistent with lower initial pay in limited-service restaurants than in the rest of the industry and with 
substantial compliance among fast-food restaurants, whether franchises or company-owned.9 The 
orange line in the full-service sector is not so steep, indicating smaller and statistically insignificant 
pay increases, consistent with the results in Table 2. These results are also consistent with the 
establishment of a tip credit for employers in this industry. 

The lower panel of Figure 3 displays the equivalent results for the employment outcomes. Again, the 
placebo test lines diverge considerably in the post-placebo treatment period, indicating the absence of 
a treatment effect on employment when there was no treatment. The thick orange line now falls within 
the enveloped of individual gray lines for food services and for all restaurants.  

The orange line is closer to the bottom envelope of the placebo results for limited-service restaurants 
in the first treatment phase and then bounces back in the second phase.10 In both periods, it remains 
within the envelope, indicating that the observed outcome could reflect random variation. The orange 
line for full-service restaurant employment rises within the top of the placebo envelope in the first 
phase and bounces back toward zero in the second phase. These results confirm the finding in Table 2: 
the employment effects in limited- and full-service restaurants are not statistically different from zero. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                                 
9 Ji and Weil (2015) find that franchised outlets of fast food restaurants exhibit much lower compliance rates with 
minimum wages than do company-owned outlets. 
10 This effect looks larger than it is because the vertical axis is elongated, relative to the other outcomes. 
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Figure 3 Placebo graphs for wages and employment 

 

 

Note: The vertical dashed line in this Figure refers to one quarter after the implementation of the first phase. The 
vertical axis in the limited services figure is elongated relative to those in the other three figures, exaggerating 
the actual deviations from zero. Placebos where RMSPE<2 times that of Seattle are reported. 



 

 
  
 Seattle’s Minimum Wage Experience 2015-16 17 

 

SUMMARY  
The evidence collected here suggests that minimum wages in Seattle up to $13 per hour raised wages 
for low-paid workers without causing disemployment. Each ten percent minimum wage increase in 
Seattle raised pay by nearly one percent in food services overall and by 2.3 percent in limited-service 
restaurants. The pay increase in full-serve restaurants was much smaller and not statistically 
significant, consistent in part with higher pay in full-service restaurants and the establishment of a tip 
credit policy. Employment effects in food services, in restaurants, in limited-service restaurants and in 
full-service restaurants were not statistically distinguishable from zero. These results are all consistent 
with previous studies that credibly examine the causal effects of minimum wages. 

These findings of no significant disemployment effect of minimum wages up to $13 significantly 
extend the minimum wage range studied in the previous literature. Of course, unobserved factors, 
such as Seattle’s hot labor market compared to that in Synthetic Seattle (Tu, Lerman and Gates 2017), 
may have positively affected Seattle’s low-wage employment during this period. We will monitor this 
possibility as the city’s $15 policy continues to phase in. And Seattle makes up just one case study; 
examination of a wider set of cities may lead to different conclusions. Our future reports will throw 
further light on this possibility. 
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APPENDIX A 

Why minimum wage increases produce little to no employment effects  

CWED researchers and other labor economists have challenged the Stigler downwardly-sloping labor 
demand framework and developed an alternative framework that considers how minimum wages 
affect an entire economy (Reich, Allegretto and Montialoux 2017). We refer to this alternative 
framework as the CWED minimum wage model. It contains five components: 

1. Building upon Stigler’s insight that employers may possess some wage-setting power, we 
recognize that employers can choose whether to set low wages and experience high turnover 
costs or set higher wages and face lower turnover costs. This formulation follows modern 
search theories of the labor market. Wage rates are indeed inversely related to employee 
turnover rates, often exceeding 100 percent per year in low-wage industries. Wage-setting 
power in low-wage labor markets then becomes the norm and not the exception (as Stigler 
had expected). Our previous empirical work confirms that raising minimum wages does 
significantly reduce the high rate of employee turnover in low-wage industries (Dube, Lester 
and Reich 2016). We estimate that the reduced costs of recruiting and retaining workers 
absorb about 15 percent of the increased payroll costs. 

2. Raising wages directly increases worker productivity somewhat, even in low-skilled jobs. A 
recent study by Burda, Genadek and Hamermesh (2016) confirms this relationship. Increased 
productivity may arise directly because workers are more experienced or motivated or more 
likely to receive employer-based training.  

3. Higher minimum wages can lead to increased substitution of technology for labor. However, 
the magnitude of this effect is smaller than is commonly recognized—especially in low-paid 
service occupations that remain difficult to routinize, such as restaurant food preparation, 
childcare and eldercare, driving emergency vehicles and janitorial work. Technology has 
transformed more routinized work mainly because the cost of technology has fallen so 
sharply, while wages have remained stagnant. 

4. Higher costs due to minimum wages will be passed on in higher prices and reduce the scale of 
output, thereby reducing labor demand. This effect is also much smaller than is usually 
recognized, for five reasons. First, some workers in affected industries are already well-paid 
and will not get increases. Second, the pay of workers getting increases does not bunch 
entirely at the old minimum wage—it ranges across the entire range to just above the new 
minimum wage. As a result, actual wage increases are about 20-25 percent of the statutory 
increase. Third, labor consists of only about 30 percent of operating costs in the affected 
industries. Fourth, prices increases are limited to the industries that most employ minimum 
wage workers. Fifth, consumer demand in these industries is relatively inelastic to changes in 
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prices, so the effect on sales and on demand for workers is even smaller than the effects on 
prices.  

5. Minimum wage increases raise take-home pay primarily among workers who have high 
propensities to spend on consumer goods. This increased consumption increases the demand 
for labor in the entire consumer goods sector. When larger numbers of workers will get pay 
increases, the magnitude of this effect grows in relative importance to the others above. 

Each of these components affects employment, some in a negative direction and others in a positive 
direction. Adding them together generates the net effect on employment. Our CWED team has used 
parameters from various literatures and the Implan Input-Output model to calibrate our model. We 
have already estimated the model for $15 minimum wage policies in New York State, California, San 
Jose and Fresno County. We have in progress a study of the effects of a federal $15 policy on the U.S. 
and on Mississippi. All of these enacted or proposed policies would phase in over five to seven years. 
$15 in 2024 is the equivalent of $12.50 to $13 today.  

These studies all suggest that a $15 minimum wage policy would substantially raise pay for millions 
of workers and their families with only negligible net effects on employment. Of course, much bigger 
increases, such a $50 minimum wage, would not have the same effects and indeed would require 
building an entirely different model.  
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APPENDIX B: DONOR COUNTIES AND WEIGHTS 
Appendix Table B1: Wages 

Food service Boulder County, Colorado .537 
 Pickaway County, Ohio .105 
 Charlotte County, Florida .100 
 Carroll County, Ohio .062 
 Coconino County, Arizona .061 
 Clear Creek County, Colorado .041 
 Park County, Colorado .031 
 St. Louis County, Missouri .023 
 Lafayette County, Missouri .016 
 Pend Oreille County, Washington .008 
 Larimer County, Colorado .007 
 Trumbull County, Ohio .006 
 Stevens County, Washington .004 

Restaurants Larimer County, Colorado .310 
 Kitsap County, Washington .157 
 Missoula County, Montana .132 
 Charlotte County, Florida .128 
 St. Johns County, Florida .071 
 Medina County, Ohio .061 
 Trumbull County, Ohio .056 
 Union County, Ohio .036 
 Jefferson County, Colorado .025 
 Sarasota County, Florida .024 

Limited service 
 

Walla Walla County, Washington .165 
 Jefferson County, Colorado .165 
 Stevens County, Washington .147 
 Union County, Ohio .125 
 Cochise County, Arizona .094 
 Douglas County, Colorado .073 
 Missoula County, Montana .066 
 Delaware County, Ohio .059 
 Benton County, Washington .055 
 Charlotte County, Florida .025 
 Chelan County, Washington .024 
 Clay County, Florida .002 

Full service restaurants Skagit County, Washington .276 
 Platte County, Missouri .147 
 Spokane County, Washington .133 
 Yavapai County, Arizona .119 
 Larimer County, Colorado .100 
 Pinal County, Arizona .080 
 Whatcom County, Washington .051 
 Portage County, Ohio .037 
 Lafayette County, Missouri .020 
 Teller County, Colorado .011 
 Santa Rosa County, Florida .010 
 Cass County, Missouri .008 
 Park County, Colorado .008 
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Appendix Table B2: Employment 
Food service Lee County, Florida .257 

 Delaware County, Ohio .143 
 Nassau County, Florida .081 
 Denver County, Colorado .075 
 Jefferson County, Ohio .074 
 Flagler County, Florida .069 
 El Paso County, Colorado .060 
 Osceola County, Florida .059 
 Walla Walla County, Washington .033 
 Allen County, Ohio .032 
 Newton County, Missouri .032 
 Carbon County, Montana .029 
 Collier County, Florida .029 
 Buchanan County, Missouri .017 
 Highlands County, Florida .006 
 DeKalb County, Missouri .003 
 Park County, Colorado .001 

Restaurants Lee County, Florida .225 
 Lorain County, Ohio .193 
 Newton County, Missouri .148 
 Platte County, Missouri .109 
 Jasper County, Missouri .079 
 Brevard County, Florida .076 
 Carbon County, Montana .051 
 Gulf County, Florida .020 
 Hernando County, Florida .020 
 Asotin County, Washington .015 
 Lafayette County, Missouri .013 
 Gadsden County, Florida .012 
 Teller County, Colorado .010 
 Sumter County, Florida .009 
 Park County, Colorado .009 
 Cochise County, Arizona .006 
 Clear Creek County, Colorado .002 
 Carroll County, Ohio .002 
 Pickaway County, Ohio .001 

Limited service 
 

Pinal County, Arizona .295 
 Jasper County, Missouri .161 
 Bay County, Florida .088 
 Polk County, Florida .058 
 Sumter County, Florida .052 
 Snohomish County, Washington .046 
 Fulton County, Ohio .044 
 Santa Rosa County, Florida .043 
 Walton County, Florida .04 
 Geauga County, Ohio .038 
 Flagler County, Florida .024 
 St. Johns County, Florida .023 
 Citrus County, Florida .021 
 Collier County, Florida .013 
 Asotin County, Washington .013 
 Franklin County, Washington .011 
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 Charlotte County, Florida .011 
 Brevard County, Florida .011 
 Yavapai County, Arizona .008 

Full service restaurants Denver County, Colorado .156 
 Lee County, Florida .133 
 Allen County, Ohio .110 
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