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Wwilmette

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

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

Village Board Council Chambers

Tuesday, July 25, 2017
7:30 p.m.

RoLL CALL

PuBLIC COMMENT

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 July 11, 2017.
LAND Use COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.2  Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission
meeting held June 5, 2017.

3.3  Presentation of minutes of the Plan Commission meeting held June 6, 2017.

3.4  Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held July 26,
2016.

3.5 Presentation of minutes of the Land Use Committee meeting held
December 12, 2016.




3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held June
21, 2017.

Introduction of Ordinance #2017-0O-44 amending Chapter 20, Article 16
of the Village Code Sign Ordinance.

REQUEST TO REMAND BACK TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
MEETING SEPTEMBER 19, 2017 - Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case
#2017-Z-31, 808 Linden Avenue (St. Francis Xavier School) regarding a
request for a special use and variations to permit the construction of a two-
story addition.

REQUEST TO TABLE TO AUGUST 22,2017 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD
MEETING - Plan Commission Report, Case #2017-P-03, 730 Romona
Road regarding a request for tentative plat approval for a two-lot
subdivision.

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.10

Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-19 declaring the Village of Wilmette’s
official intent to reimburse certain capital expenditures from the proceeds of
future debt issues.

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.11

3.12

3.13

3.14

Presentation of minutes of the Transportation Commission meeting held
December 15, 2016.

Recommendation of appointment of Cameron Krueger to the Board of Fire
and Police Commissioners from July 25, 2017 to July 25, 2020-Waiver of
rules; Appointment of Cameron Krueger to the Board of Fire and Police
Commissioners from July 25, 2017 to July 25, 2020.

Notice of vacancy on the Electrical Commission due to the resignation of
Michael McGreal.

Recommendation of appointment of Benjamin Wozney to the Electrical
Commission from August 22, 2017 to August 22, 2021.

MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.15

3.16

Approval of contract in the amount of $38,900 with McCann Industries,
Inc., Addison, IL for purchase of asphalt roller and trailer.

Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $32,700 with Hutchinson
Design Group, Ltd., Barrington, IL for professional design and project
management services associated with the Village Hall roof replacement
project.
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4.0

5.0

6.0

3.17

3.18

3.19

3.20

Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $129,535 with RJN,
Wheaton, IL for smoke testing services.

Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $49,385 with Stantec,
Chicago, IL for Supplemental Analysis of the Separate Storm Sewer
System Study.

Introduction of Ordinance #2017-0-43 amending Chapter 15 of the Village
Code concerning encroachments in public easements.

Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-18 approving a Local Agency Agreement
for Federal participation Preliminary Engineering Services Agreement for
Federal participation for the Locust Road Improvements, Phase Il design
services.

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.21

Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-20 approving a third amendment to the
ground lease between the Village of Wilmette and New Cingular Wireless
PCS, LLC.

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

Recognition of Deputy Chief Tom Robertson for his service to the Village.
Recognition of Fire Chief Michael McGreal for his service to the Village.

Promotion of Michael Scheetz to Lieutenant, James Bentz to Duty Chief
and Robert Brill to Deputy Chief.

Appointment of Benjamin Wozney as Chief of the Wilmette Fire
Department effective August 3, 2017.

REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:

STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS:

6.1

6.2

6.3

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

FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda




7.0

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

PuBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES

NEw BUSINESS

8.0 MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES

9.0

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 Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance regulations

ADJOURNMENT
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Agenda Item: 3.1

Not yet approved

wilmette

1200 Wilmette Avénue
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, JULY 11, 2017.

The Village President called the meeting to order at 7:31 p.m.

1.0

2.0

3.0

RoLL CALL
Trustees Julie Wolf
Senta Plunkett
Kathy Dodd
Stephen M. Leonard
President Bob Bielinski
Absent Daniel E. Sullivan, Jr.
Joel Kurzman
Staff Present: Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager

Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager
Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel
John Adler, Director of Community Development

PuBLICc COMMENT

Allyson Haut, 523 Maple Avenue, said she is Co-President of the League of
Women Voters of Wilmette. She noted that two weeks ago the Village Board voted
to opt out of the Cook County Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave Requirement.
The Village Board also committed to studying the issues at the Board Committee
levels and she said the League of Women Voters and the community continue to
be interested in these issues and would like to be updated by the Village Board.

CONSENT AGENDA

Trustee Wolf moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows:

3.1  Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held June 27, 2017.




7/111/17

Not yet approved

LAND Use CoOMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.2

3.3

3.4

3.5

3.6

3.7

Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held June
7, 2017.

Adoption of Resolution #2017-R-17 granting final plat approval of a two-lot
subdivision of the property located at 511 and 515 Pinecrest Lane in
accordance with the plat.

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-28, 1300 Sheridan Road
regarding a request for a 642.25 square foot (24.95%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation and a variation to permit parking
spaces in a required front yard to allow the expansion of the existing legal
non-conforming driveway in accordance with the plans submitted-
REQUEST TO TABLE TO AUGUST 22,2017 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD
MEETING.

REMOVE FROM TABLE - 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 AUGUST 22,2017 REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD
MEETING.

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-29, 447 Sandy Lane
regarding a request for a 2.0’ fence height variation and a fence openness
variation to permit a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street
(Wilmette Avenue) in accordance with the plans submitted; adoption of
Ordinance #2017-0-41.

Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2017-Z-30, 424 Lake Avenue
regarding a request for a 120.95 square foot (22.4%) rear yard pavement
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the expansion of the
existing legal non-conforming driveway in accordance with the plans
submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2017-0-42.

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.8

Approval of June 2017 Disbursement Report.

ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.9

Appointment of John Kann to “Housing Our Own Wilmette” Board of
Directors.




7/111/17

4.0

5.0

6.0

Not yet approved
MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA

3.10 Presentation of minutes of the Municipal Services Committee meeting held
May 3, 2017.

3.11 Approval of contract in the amount of $22,215 with BioGX, Birmingham, AL
for the purchase of beach sample testing kits.

3.12 Approval of contract in the amount not to exceed $59,500 with Baxter &
Woodman, Consulting Engineers, Chicago, IL for Engineering permit review
and inspection services.

3.13 Approval of contract in the amount of $2,556,995.44 with Abbey Paving &
Sealcoating Company, Inc., Aurora, IL for the Public Works Yards
Improvements Project.

Trustee Plunkett seconded the motion. Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Plunkett, Dodd,
Leonard and President Bielinski. The motion carried.

REPORTS OF OFFICERS:

President Bielinski said staff sent out communications to the Trustees regarding
guestions for the Village to study regarding the Cook County minimum wage and
paid sick leave ordinances as well as the ongoing stormwater study.

Village Manager Timothy Frenzer thanked all the residents who attended the first
Music on the Green concert and encouraged residents to attend the next concert
scheduled for Tuesday, July 18, 2017.

There was no report from Corporation Counsel.

REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER:

No Report

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




7/11/17 Not yet approved

6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
All items listed on the Consent Agenda

6.5 PuUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
No Report

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT
No Report

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES
No Reports

7.0 NEeEw 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.
8.4 Review Westlake Plaza Local Sign Ordinance regulations

9.0 ADJOURNMENT

Trustee Dodd moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:43 p.m., seconded by Trustee
Leonard. All voted aye, the motion carried.

Barbara L. Hirsch
Deputy Village Clerk




Agenda Item: 3.2
Approved 7/10/2017

VILLAGE OF WILMETTE

1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

MEETING MINUTES
APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION
MONDAY, JUNE 5, 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: James Waite, 1618 Sheridan Road

Dan Carpenter, 921 Oxford Lane
Staff Present: Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator
I. CALL TO ORDER

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

APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING
OF MAY 1, 2017.

Ms. Woleben-Meade moved to approve the May 1, 2017 meeting minutes as submitted.
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.




Approved 7/10/2017

CONSENT AGENDA

Mr. Elkins moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2017-AR-14, 811-
813 Ridge Road, Kerrigan Plumbing, Awning. 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.

CASES
2017-AR-15 2716 Old Glenview Road
Wilmette Baseball Association Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-15, 2716 Old Glenview Road, Wilmette Baseball
Association for an Appearance Review Certificate to install a new fence along the north
and east perimeters of the property.

Mr. Dan Carpenter introduced himself as the director of Roemer Park and Board member
of the Wilmette Baseball Association. He said the neighboring properties had fencing,
however, there has always been some misunderstanding as to who was supposed to
maintain the various fencing, so the park decided they would just install their own. The
fence would parallel fencing of neighboring properties. They will not be removing any
fencing, but the neighbors may decide to remove their own fence after the park installs its
own fence.

Mr. Bradford asked what style of fencing would be installed.

Mr. Carpenter said they are proposing a double sided fence so that both the park and
neighbors will have a finished look.

Mr. Bradford asked if the fence would be stained.

Mr. Carpenter said the fence would not be stained and would naturally weather.

Mr. Phillips moved to approve Case 2017-AR-15, 2716 Old Glenview Road, for an
Appearance Review Certificate to install a new fence as submitted. 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.

2017-AR-16 1618 Sheridan Road
1618 Sheridan Road Appearance Review Certificate

Mr. Sivertsen called Case 2017-AR-16, 1618 Sheridan Road, for an Appearance Review
Certificate to install a fence.



VI.

VII.

Approved 7/10/2017

Mr. James Waite introduced himself as the President of the condominium association. He
said there’s no protection on top of the concrete retaining wall to prevent someone from
falling over. They are proposing to install a white metal fence to match the existing fence
already install along the property line. It will be 42 inches in height and will stop six feet
from the sidewalk so as to not obstruct the view of motorists as they approach the sidewalk
and street.

Mr. Elkins said he doesn’t have an issue aesthetically, but if the point of the fence is to
serve as a guardrail the spacing of the pickets should be reduced so that it is consistent with
code requirements. The code says a 4 inch sphere should not be able to pass through so he
would suggest narrowing the spacing from 5 inches to 4 inches.

Mr. Waite said he didn’t think it would affect the price of the fence that much.

Mr. Elkins moved to approve Case 2017-AR-16, 1618 Sheridan Road, for an Appearance
Review Certificate to install a fence on top of an existing retaining wall with the condition
that the vertical pickets will be spaced so that nothing larger than a four inch sphere can
pass through the opening per code. The motion was seconded by Ms. Woleben-Meade.
Voting yes: Chairman Bradford and Commissioners Andric, Elkins, Miller, Phillips,
Woleben-Meade. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

PUBLIC COMMENT

There were no additional public comments.

NEW BUSINESS

Mr. Sivertsen said St. Francis Xavier was currently on the July 10 Appearance Review
Commission agenda. The will be going to the Zoning Board on July 5.
ADJOURNMENT

At 7:47 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.




3.3
7-25-17

Wwilmette

MEETING MINUTES
PLAN COMMISSION

TUESDAY, JUNE 6, 2017
7:00 P.M.
VILLAGE HALL TRAINING ROOM

Members Present: Maria Choca Urban, Chairman

Michael Bailey
Homa Ghaemi
Christine Norrick
Steven Schwab

Members Absent: Jeffrey Head
Staff Present: John Adler, Director of Community Development
l. CALL TO ORDER.

Chairman Urban called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.
APPROVAL OF MINUTES; PLAN COMMISSION MEETING OF MAY 2, 2017.

Commissioner. Bailey moved to approve the minutes of the May 2, 2017 meeting. The
motion was seconded by Commissioner Norrick. Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey,
Ms. Ghaemi, and Ms. Norrick. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

2017-P-02 511-515 Pinecrest Lane

A request by Michael Swain for tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision
Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend approval of the request for tentative plat
approval of a two-lot subdivision of the property at in conformance with the plat submitted,

with the condition that the existing house be removed prior to the final plat being recorded.

Commissioner Schwab seconded the motion.

June 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 1 Approved July 6, 2017



VII.

The vote was as follows:

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

The motion carried. The subject request will be on the June 27, 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-03.

Ms. Ghaemi seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. The
motion carried.

Case Minutes are attached.

NEW BUSINESS

Mr. Adler explained that the next Plan Commission meeting will be held on Thursday, July
6™ because of the 4™ of July holiday. A two lot subdivision will be heard at that meeting.

PUBLIC COMMENT
There was no public comment.
AJDOURNMENT.

At 7:10 p.m., Commissioner Schwab moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Norrick. Voting yes: Chairman Urban, Mr. Bailey, Ms.
Ghaemi, Ms. Norrick and Mr. Schwab. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

The meeting was thereafter adjourned.

Respectfully Submitted,

John Adler
Director of Community Development

June 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 2 Approved July 6, 2017



Case Minutes 2017-P-02 —511-515 Pinecrest Lane

3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT

3.1

3.2

3.21

3.22

3.23

3.24

Persons appearing for the applicant
3.11  Mr. Michael Swain, 2045 Highland Avenue, Wilmette
Summary of comments

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.

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.

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.

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.

4.0 INTERESTED PARTIES

4.1

4.2

4.21

Persons speaking on the application

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

Summary of Comments
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.

June 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 3 Approved July 6, 2017



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’.

50 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.

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.

June 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 4 Approved July 6, 2017



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.

June 6, 2017 Plan Commission Minutes 5 Approved July 6, 2017



3.4
7-25-17

Wilmette

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE
TUESDAY, JULY 26, 2016
5:30 P.M.
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

Members Present: Trustee Dan Sullivan, Chairman
Trustee Carol Ducommun
Trustee Ted McKenna
Members Absent: None

Staff Present: John Adler, AICP, Director, Community Development

Lisa Roberts, AICP, Assistant Director of Community Development
Guests: Chris Canning, 1000 Skokie Boulevard
l. Call to Order.

Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 5:35 p.m.
1. Approval of Minutes.
Trustee McKenna moved to approve the minutes of the April 14, 2016 Land Use Committee

meeting. The motion was seconded by Trustee Ducommun. Voting yes: Chairman Sullivan,
Trustee Ducommun, and Trustee McKenna. Voting no: none. The motion carried.

I11.  Review of Electrical Licensing Program and Code Amendments

Mr. Adler said the Village has been licensing electricians for a long time but haven’t been testing
them since the full-time electrical inspector retired in 2005. Since then, a combination inspector
has been doing building and electrical inspections. For some time, the staff has been discussing
whether to abandon the licensing program or re-test the current license holders and open it up to
new individuals. The code has changed enough that re-testing is probably warranted if the licenses
will continue. The Village has a new plan reviewer who was an electrical contractor before he
became a certified building code official. With his help, we feel we are in a position to offer a new
test and expand licensing to new contractors.

There are not that many communities that test and issue licenses any more. Staff’s
recommendation is to make amendments to the Village code to allow testing of current license
holders and to offer testing and new licenses. This proposal is at least budget neutral as we expect
it will be done using existing staff time.

July 26, 2016 Land Use Committee Minutes Approved July 10, 2017



Chairman Sullivan asked if the proposed test shown in the packet is the same test from when the
Village was actively testing.

Mr. Adler said the older test was probably a little bit easier. The new draft test is probably more
comprehensive but a fair test. The goal is not to make it so hard people can’t pass it. The plan
reviewer wants to know, if they do pass, that he feels comfortable that when the contractors do
work, it is going to be conforming.

Trustee Ducommun asked if the license implied any level of quality and if the Village’s liability
and/or reputation are on the line.

Mr. Adler said other towns recognize the license, many other communities allow contractors to
use a Wilmette license and it’s been 10 years at least since those individuals have been tested. This
will give us a level of confidence that those who are issued a Wilmette license are at least as
qualified as they have been in the past, perhaps even more so than from other communities that
test. Some communities have also been re-issuing licenses without testing, as Wilmette has been
doing.

Trustee Ducommun asked if any community has tried to come back at Wilmette because of
problems with a contractor holding a Wilmette license.

Mr. Adler said the Village has not had that problem. Neither has the Village had a major problem
with a contractor licensed from another community. If you are able to pass the test and continue
to work, you are probably up to speed on code requirements. Many current Wilmette license
holders haven’t done work in Wilmette in years. If one of these contractors came in now, we’d
likely be more concerned about their work than someone who does four or five jobs a year and has
demonstrated to the inspector they know the code, or have had their work corrected.

Trustee Ducommun clarified that Wilmette accepts electrical licenses issued by other
communities. Mr. Adler said yes. There hasn’t been a problem with licenses from any particular
community.

Trustee Ducommun asked what the plan is regarding requiring the electricians to provide a
certificate of insurance. Ms. Roberts said that it is not proposed to be a requirement but can be
added. Some communities have this as a requirement.

Mr. Adler said an argument could be made for requiring a certificate of insurance. We don’t
require this for other contractors but then the contractor license is somewhat different than the
electrical license. If the Committee supports the idea of the licensing, the staff can review with
corporation counsel Mike Zimmermann about an insurance requirement and also how to address
any liability concerns.

Chairman Sullivan asked how to monitor people doing electrical work who are not licensed. Mr.
Adler said if we find someone doing electrical work and they’re not licensed and they’re not the
owner, they need to stop working. This hasn’t been a huge issue. It comes up more often with
plumbers, that someone is doing work improperly under someone else’s license without
supervision. It’s probably more difficult to obtain a state plumbing license than a local electrician’s
license. To be a plumber, the State requires a number of years of work under the supervision of a
licensed plumber.

July 26, 2016 Land Use Committee Minutes Approved July 10, 2017



Chairman Sullivan asked if there was a big administrative burden with offering the testing and
licensing. Mr. Adler said no. It comes down to administering the test. We’re already issuing the
licenses each year. With this new testing, we will be collecting a fee for the license regardless of
whether the individual is also obtaining a Wilmette contractor’s license. We’re not losing money
now because it’s not that difficult to simply issue a license. For those who don’t do work in the
Village, we issue the renewed license without a fee, which doesn’t make a lot of sense because it
has value; they are using it to do work in other communities.

Chairman Sullivan asked what the cost will be to the person taking the test. Will it be minimal?
Mr. Adler said yes, it will be tested during the work day.

Chairman Sullivan said the memo referenced sending the tests outside for grading. Ms. Roberts
said that the plan reviewer has created a different test than what is shown in the packet; he has an
answer key for this. The staff had talked about having someone, probably SAFEDbuilt, do the actual
grading of the test to avoid any concerns by applicants that they didn’t pass the test because the
inspector or whoever doesn’t like them. The cost from SAFEDbuilt to do this would probably be
small.

Mr. Adler said the cost for taking the test and for the license will far exceed whatever SAFEbuilt
might charge to do this. SAFEDbuilt would be given the answer key and simply check each test.

Trustee McKenna asked why this issue was in front of the Land Use Committee. Mr. Adler said
the committee has looked at building code issues recently. There is an Electrical Commission but
they haven’t met in a while. We’re confident that they will support this. Given that this is basically
a new program to be offered, it made sense to get input from the Village Board.

Trustee McKenna said from his research, this looks to be a tough test. Half of it is not applicable
to residential; it includes commercial work as well. The committee should be aware of this.

Mr. Adler said that if there is feedback that the test is way too difficult, the test can be reconsidered.
SAFEDbuilt and the plan reviewer thought this was reasonable. It’s not like an electrician has to
pass this test to work in Wilmette; the Village will still accept licenses from other communities.
What the Village is says is, if you have a Wilmette license, we’re confident you know what you’re
doing since you passed this test.

Trustee Ducommun said she thought Trustee McKenna was saying that it may be difficult for
current license holders to pass this test if they don’t regularly do commercial work, for example.

Trustee McKenna said he would expect the larger companies to have Chicago licenses. It’s going
to be the smaller companies seeking a Wilmette license.

Mr. Adler said the Wilmette license allows people to do both residential and commercial work so
it would be difficult to only test on the residential. There are a few other places they can test if
they have concerns about Wilmette’s test. If the test is oriented towards residential and an
electrician decided to take a commercial project, we don’t have any representation of their work.
If they are using the Wilmette license elsewhere, it would be beneficial for other communities to
be sure they can do both residential and commercial work.
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Trustee McKenna asked if this proposal is going to the Electrical Commission. If so, he would
suggest getting their input regarding residential versus commercial testing.

Ms. Roberts said that some communities have separate licenses for residential and for commercial.
This is something that could be discussed with the plan reviewer as well as the Electrical
Commission. She said the test in the committee packet was created by SAFEDbuilt and that the
plan reviewer has created a new test that might be more manageable.

Mr. Adler said the plan reviewer has been reasonable and it is not expected that every electrician
is going to be an expert on everything. Seeking feedback on the test is a reasonable.

Trustee McKenna asked how many electrical contractors who do work in Wilmette have a
Wilmette license. Is it 50% of everyone in business or less or more? Mr. Adler said the staff isn’t
sure. There are about 60 Wilmette electrical license holders.

Ms. Roberts said she would expect about 80% of those doing work in Wilmette have a license
from somewhere else.

Trustee McKenna clarified that the Village asks all electricians to provide their electrical license
from another community. He clarified that the proposed test is given to the supervisor and not all
workers. He asked if the staff knows where the majority of electricians working in Wilmette have
their license.

Mr. Adler said we issue 60 licenses. We don’t know how many electricians are using that license
in Wilmette.

Trustee McKenna asked if when the Village is sending the renewed licenses out, is proof of another
license required. Mr. Adler said no, no other license needs to be provided. If they are being issued
a Wilmette electrical license each year, they passed the test in the past. The Village has not been
re-testing.

Trustee McKenna clarified that every electrician working under a permit has a license. Mr. Adler
said that was correct, either a license issued by Wilmette or one from another community.

Trustee Ducommun said that Wilmette electrician’s licenses have not been given to new
contractors in over ten years. Mr. Adler said that was correct.

Trustee McKenna asked if an electrician is given a Wilmette electrical license for having a license
from another community. Mr. Adler said no, such individuals are not issued a Wilmette electrical
license.

Chairman Sullivan said the Village hasn’t issued a new electrical license in years. Mr. Adler said
that was correct. Some people have dropped off the list by not seeking a new license each year.
Others request a new license each year whether they are doing work in Wilmette or not. As long
as Wilmette’s license continues to be accepted in other communities, individuals will keep
renewing their Wilmette license. Liability hasn’t been an issue but if he was asked if he was
confident that everyone holding a Wilmette license is up to date, he could not say for certain that
is the case.
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Trustee Ducommun moved to send the proposal to the Electrical Commission for review and
recommendation to the Village Board. Trustee McKenna seconded and the motion carried
unanimously.

V. Review of Demolition and New Construction Definition Amendments

Ms. Roberts said in 2007, the definition of demolition and new construction was amended with a
50% provision. The problem continues to be with how to define that 50%. The current proposal
is a way to calculate the area of the structure from a staff memo prepared by Highland Park. The
calculation weighs the different parts of the structure: the roof, the foundation, the exterior walls,
and the interior walls. It’s not really changing the 50% qualification; it is clarifying how to apply
it. There have been a number of projects that have either started out as additions and remodeling
that expanded in scope during construction or that were proposed for permit with such extensive
work that they are practically new homes. When the work rises to the level of a new home, existing
non-conformities under the zoning ordinance need to be addressed, where they were not an issue
for an addition/remodel. A few projects have had to go to the Zoning Board for relief. There are
incentives for applicants to not have the project be considered a new home, with property taxes,
the fire sprinkling requirement, and the zoning issues. The proposal attempts to be as clear as
possible about drawing the line in these cases. For most of these types of projects, the architect
prepares a demolition plan so it shouldn’t be too much more work to measure what’s being
removed. It is not proposed that everyone do this paperwork, only those projects where there is
some question about the extent of the project scope. If an applicant wants to modify their plans to
try to fall under 50%, they have some idea of where to make changes. This calculation from
Highland Park seems to be the only tool out there to quantify demolition.

Trustee Ducommun said the memo referenced that the Village Code and the Zoning Ordinance do
not have the same language and that it will be proposed to make them consistent. Ms. Roberts said
this was a point the staff wanted to raise with the Committee. The language in the Village Code,
50% of the structure, is not the same as 50% of the replacement value, as is written in the Zoning
Ordinance. There was one case where the architect was able to provide a statement that the value
was less than 50% but the area of the structure was pretty clearly more than 50%.

Trustee Ducommun said the value test is also more easily manipulated. She asked if the intention
was then to use the same proposed language in the Zoning Ordinance. Mr. Adler said more likely
that section of the Zoning Ordinance would simply refer to the Village Code. He discussed the
case of 1819 Wilmette where zoning relief was necessary because the replacement value was over
50% but the area of the structure being removed was less than 50%. The applicant was strongly
encouraged to seek the zoning relief before starting construction so that any increase in the scope
during construction, such as the replacement of damaged studs, would not delay them at that time.

Trustee Ducommun clarified what the staff recommendation is. Mr. Adler said yes, the idea was
to have the Village Code and Zoning Ordinance definitions be the same. If the Committee agrees
to that idea, the next step would be to request referral to a Special Zoning Committee to amend the
Zoning Ordinance.

Trustee McKenna said he supports taking the next step of also amending the Zoning Ordinance.
The floor area is completely appropriate for both zoning and building. The measurement is
consistent with the code and trying to rehabilitate older homes. Addressing the removal of roofs
and floors is more compelling than the valuation.
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Mr. Adler said trying to determine the replacement value of old construction can be problematic,
as was the case with the type of construction and materials that were used in the Women’s Club.
In that case, they demonstrated that the work to be done was about 47% of the replacement value.
The walls, foundation, and floors would be millions of dollars to replace.

Trustee Ducommun moved that a referral to the Land Use Committee be recommended for the
associated amendment to the Zoning Ordinance. Trustee McKenna seconded and the motion
carried unanimously.

V. Review of Swimming Pool and Spa Amendments

Ms. Roberts said that this issue has not been a problem but one the staff thought should be brought
up to the Committee. A couple times a year, the Village gets a request to do an infinity pool with
an edge that drops off. They have been allowed provided that the 4’ walk is included around the
lower portion of the pool through the walkway at the lower level doesn’t meet the intent of the
code, which is to have a way to access someone in the pool all the way around. The proposal is
based on what some other communities allow, which is that a certain percentage of the pool
perimeter would not be required to have the walk provided there is a handhold. If someone is in
trouble in the pool, there is an alternative way to secure themselves.

Trustee Ducommun asked if it was an industry standard to have a walkway or a handhold.
Ms. Roberts said that the walkway seems to be a common requirement.

Mr. Adler said staff has been told by a pool company that infinity edge pools have been installed
in Winnetka, so somehow other communities are getting around the requirement. Perhaps they
are not enforcing it or perhaps they are allowing it like we did through an appeal process. The
Village received a request for a lakefront home with a pool in the basement. Their request went
to the Building Code Board of Appeals and they came up with a compromise that is similar to
what is being proposed to the Committee. The applicant was allowed to do it. In that case, it really
wasn’t a life safety issue. The pool in that case wasn’t unduly wide.

Trustee Ducommun asked if pool owners are required to have things like life rings that can be
thrown into the water. Ms. Roberts said that is not required in the Village Code. The Village has
not adopted the ICC pool code either but it’s possible something like that might be in there.

Mr. Adler said in the next six months, the staff will be reviewing and proposing adoption of the
2015 ICC codes. The staff could look at some of the other codes that the Village hasn’t used.
When the Committee recently talked about adopting the 2006 Property Maintenance Code, there
was discussion about adopting the 2015 ICC codes. The swimming pool code is a part of these
codes. There is probably a reason the pool code hasn’t been adopted before, perhaps so the Village
can be more flexible, but that’s something staff would have to look into. It hasn’t been a problem.

Chairman Sullivan asked how many requests come in for infinity pools. Why not just send all

requests to the Board of Appeals? It seems like the one request went through a good process and
had a good outcome. Ms. Roberts said it is maybe two or three requests a year, if that.
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Mr. Adler said the Committee could recommend having the Building Code Board of Appeals
review this proposal. The proposal is similar to what they came with on their own for the one
appeals case so it’s possible that they will agree with it. But if they don’t feel it’s necessary, they
can recommend against it. If we get one or two of these requests a year, the Board of Appeals is
likely to not want to meet when it could be addressed by an amended code.

Trustee McKenna said he supports having the Board of Appeals take a look at it. He was
concerned that each situation might be unique with other considerations they’re not aware of. The
Fire Department might also have an opinion regarding the amendment.

Mr. Adler said that’s another idea. The Zoning Ordinance provides requirements for solar panels
but certain requests for relief go to the Fire Chief. He can authorize relief or some other
modification. Maybe something like that could be done with pools.

Trustee McKenna said what is being proposed has been effective in other homes and even hotels.

Mr. Adler said there may be some people who want less walk than is proposed here and they will
still need to go to the Board of Appeals. This proposal is an attempt at something most people can
comply with. The staff has used a work around and that can continue to be done, but that may not
be the best way to deal with infinity pools.

Chairman Sullivan asked if anyone in the audience wanted to comment on pools.

Mr. Chris Canning described a recent situation where a resident sought to install a pool in a
conforming location in their backyard. A neighbor objected to the location and the pool was
moved. The pool equipment was in a non-conforming location, non-conforming by inches, and
the neighbor on that side did not have any objection to that setback. Mr. Canning then asked staff
if the pool equipment setback could be handled administratively. Air conditioners were made
administrative and generators were made administrative, but upon the staff doing research, it
seemed that relief for pool equipment doesn’t qualify for that process. If they put the equipment
in a conforming location, they would have upset the neighbor who was initially unhappy with the
pool location. And if they had to go through the full ZBA process, they wouldn’t have had their
pool equipment for the summer swimming season. It’s not a request before the committee tonight
but could the committee review this as an administrative process. His understanding from the
installer in this case is the other communities handle this type of thing administratively.

Trustee McKenna asked how big the equipment is. Mr. Canning said it will fit in a shed.

Trustee McKenna asked how tall. Six feet? Five feet? Mr. Canning said maybe larger than the
size of the table in the meeting room.

Trustee McKenna asked if there was any sound consideration. Mr. Canning said if you put it in a
shed, that will dampen the sound. It’s probably similar to an air conditioner or generator. He said
he hears his neighbor’s air conditioner much more than he hears their pool equipment though the
air conditioner is right under his bedroom window.

Trustee Ducommun asked what the next step was. Mr. Adler said the committee could direct staff
to put in a request for referral to a Special Zoning Committee, like was discussed with the zoning
definition of new construction. There are several other small items as well.

;
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Trustee Ducommun moved to send the swimming pool and spa amendment to the Building Code
Board of Appeals for review. Trustee McKenna seconded and the motion carried unanimously.

Chairman Sullivan said the second item regarding relief for pool equipment does not require a
motion. That item will be included in a request to the Village Board for referral to a Special Zoning
Committee along with the demolition definition and other zoning ordinance items.

VI. Review of Permit Extension Fee

Mr. Adler said the permit extension fee has been in place for eight or nine years. The staff has
been able to manage it but the main issue is with people who get a one-year permit and then run
over three, four, five weeks. The staff has basically held fast that if the work isn’t completed, if
there is no conditional certificate of occupancy, the applicant needs to pay the extension fee. The
way the ordinance is written, when a permit is issue, one chooses either a 12-month or an 18-month
permit. If the permit exceeds 12 months, an extension equal to another 12 months must be paid.
Early on, it was reviewed with the Village Manager and the village attorney, and the decision was
made, since an 18-month permit is an option, to allow for a six month extension, so it’s the same
effect as if someone has intended an 18-month permit from the start. Some recent cases where the
12-month permit is a fairly large fee, and so a six-month extension can be fairly significant. At
this point, they have to pay six months, potentially thousands of dollars for going over by a couple
of weeks. The staff is suggesting we look at the ability to extend permits prorated by month. We’ll
have to discuss with the village attorney how to address projects already under construction. He
mentioned a couple of examples.

Trustee McKenna suggested that the solution be whatever is least burdensome on applicants.

Mr. Adler said there’s a second part that’s not included in the memo but something the staff is
starting to look into. One very expensive home that is currently under construction, one of several
in recent years, has a 12-month permit fee of $224,000. If it takes three years to construct, they
will be charged over $600,000 in permit fees. The most we’ve collected so far for a single-family
home is $350,000 and that had to be carefully managed. This may or may not be an issue in the
future. There are other homes under construction, one with a construction value of $10 million,
where the extension fee is going to be expensive.

Chairman Sullivan asked if a $10 million home applies for just a one-year permit. Mr. Adler said
in this case, the applicant chose a 12-month permit because they know they will need to extend the
permit at some point and why pay the Village for 18 months when you will be paying more later.
When the 18-month permit option was created, the applicant had the choice of paying for a 12-
month or an 18-month permit up front, but it you pay for 18 months and only take 16 months, you
don’t get money back. There might be a way to say for a house that’s $10 million dollars and will
take two and a half to three years to construct, if you’re willing to pay us two or two and half years
up front, that permit is good for three to four years. These homes don’t get done in a year or a year
and a half, and no one expects them to get done in that time. Arguably this change will have an
impact on the revenue that is being generated but that’s not a reason make a decision.

Trustee Ducommun said the original intention of the extension fee was to keep the project moving
and not disadvantage the neighbors.
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Mr. Adler said one lakefront home took three years; most others have taken more like two-and-a-
half years. One of the ideas was to charge at two-and-a-half years and allow that to be good for
three or four years or however long it needs to go, paid all up front. It’s still a lot of money. In
the case of a $10 million home, they pay $500,000 up front, instead of $600,000 or more if the
project takes three or four years. If the baseline is two years, they might pay $450,000 for two
years but they’re not paying more to go three or four years.

Mr. Canning said he has a lakefront client who is impacted on by this. His client is looking for
cost certainty as well as cost containment. This project will probably be two-and-a half to three
years. The architect is familiar with having to pay extensions. Mr. Canning and Mr. Adler have
been discussing the proration concept described in the memo as well as the lump-sum-up-front-
for-a-longer-period-of-time concept. They wanted to get the idea before the Committee.

Chairman Sullivan said a $10 million house that takes two-and-a-half to three years, that seems
reasonable. How do you tell someone with a $1 million house they only get 18 months? He like
the idea of a cap. He doesn’t think we should allow applicants to take forever to build but he also
doesn’t think we should penalize to pay $700,000 in permit fees every year.

Trustee McKenna said the standard period of twelve months is arbitrary.
Chairman Sullivan said banking loans for residential are limited to twelve months.
Mr. Canning said the original 2007 ordinance was in response to one particular project.

Mr. Adler said it was an expensive house and maybe not the perfect example for adopting the
regulations. Kenilworth had a situation where they were sued and ultimately, the owner and the
village agreed to a permit amount. That the permit fee was challenged is a caution to staff. One
of the differences is that projects that are over $2 and $3 million that are taking over 18 months to
complete. If we go with a two-year or two-and-a-half year permit, everyone would be treated the
same to that point. What we don’t want is someone pulling a two-and-a-half or three year permit
for a $50,000 addition. He mentioned one homeowner who is on his fifth or sixth year because he
is doing the work himself on a small remodeling project. He pays an extension fee of 100% of the
original fee, $900 per year. We would not want to encourage someone in this position to get a
multiple year permit because the original point of the permit extensions was to get that person to
finish. There are not a lot of projects that go over 18 months that shouldn’t go over 18 months.
He described two new homes on Crestview where they put in TJIs without getting approval.
Ultimately it was their own fault but now they are paying for sprinklers as well as $8,000 for each
home. At this point, proration would be fairer to them. Those projects should have been completed
within a year.

Trustee McKenna asked if Mr. Adler thought the proration still works as an incentive to finish.
Mr. Adler said in the case of Crestview, they’ve paid a 6 month extension. But if the houses aren’t
sold, they don’t have any incentive to get them finished and get the certificate of occupancy. If
we are able instead to say, you’re going to pay $1,300 or $1,400 a month, there’s an incentive to
get done. It’s fair and easier to justify. Staff isn’t yet sure what the answer is for two- and three-
year projects, but if the Committee is open to looking at that, the staff can think more about it.
Regarding monthly extensions, if the Committee agrees with the idea, the staff will present some
language regarding paying 1/12 of the original permit fee to extend. At that point, we don’t need
to even offer an 18-month permit.
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Trustee Ducommun asked if there was threshold for example of so much square feet over which a
project is allowed to roll past the 18 months. Mr. Adler said he was thinking by valuation. Staff
can review with the plan reviewer and also see how many projects went over 18 months and over
2 years, to see if there is something that can be defined, like a construction value. Permit fees are
already tied to the construction value.

Trustee McKenna asked if there were any outside recommendations on this. Mr. Canning said he
has been talking to Mr. Adler based on the situation with a different client. There are maybe four
homes that Mr. Adler thought would be starting soon that are in the three to four year construction
range. So it is something of a pressing issue.

Trustee Ducommun asked if Mr. Canning was representing some of those owners. Mr. Canning
said only one.

Mr. Adler said it is pressing to those who want to know the number. For the $10 million home
that has already paid $224,000, if we figure it out in the next 6 months and tell them, pay a second
$224,000 extension and that’s it, it’s not necessarily pressing for them. It is perhaps pressing for
someone just starting construction who wants to know what the total fees will be. For those already
under way, they’ve probably already resigned themselves to pay whatever fees are required. The
homeowners may not be completely aware of the permit fees or that they need to be paid each
year.

Trustee McKenna asked what the permit fee was for 611 Green Bay Road. Mr. Adler said that was
$418,000. The difference is, that’s a mixed use project that is not subject to the 12-month limit.
It’s only residential projects that require extension fees, because of the impact on residential
neighbors. Houses of worship, such as the Chai Center and the Baha’i House of Worship, did not
have to pay extension fees.

Trustee McKenna said arguably the Baha’i House of Worship project was more disruptive than
the five year home construction project that led to the ordinance originally. Mr. Adler said the staff
could look at extension fees of non-residential projects in residential districts.

Trustee Ducommun asked if Imperial Motors will be subject to an extension. Mr. Adler said they
would probably finish within a year, but if they went past a year, they would not have to pay an
extension. He clarified that the ordinance says “residential structure” for extensions. Mather is
considered a residential structure so they will pay an extension fee.

Trustee Ducommun asked if it was intentional to only apply to residential construction. Mr. Adler
said it was. He was not at the Village for those discussions but perhaps it was seen as a way to not
discourage redevelopment. The developers of 611 Green Bay Road had been surprised at their
permit fee. If they were told they would have to pay another $400,000 if the project ran over even
just one day, that could be seen as a disincentive.

Trustee Ducommun asked what the permit fee might have been for the same project in Evanston,
for example. Mr. Adler said it would have been a less would be his guess. Wilmette is more in
line with Kenilworth, Winnetka, and Glencoe in the fees that are charged. Wilmette isn’t the
highest but the extension fees put the Village up there because not a lot of communities charge this
kind of fee.
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Trustee Ducommun said there are two things: the first is to prorate between 12 and 18 months.
Second, when do we supersede the 18 months based on value. Mr. Adler said staff can work with
corporation counsel on drafting an ordinance that allows the proration of permit fees above one
year.

Trustee Ducommun suggested this be up to but no more than 18 months. Mr. Adler said at that
point, he didn’t think it mattered; there will still be an incentive to finish. Regarding the second
issue, if the Committee supported the idea, you could ask staff to investigate the larger projects of
greater construction value, to try to tailor something more appropriate to the typical length of those
projects.

Trustee McKenna said the construction companies doing those projects have a construction
schedule that they want to stick to. They’re very much like commercial construction projects. Mr.
Adler said he agreed and said the problem is often the number of change orders.

Chairman Sullivan said with the proration, there’s no need to keep an 18-month option. The permit
is issued for 12 months and if it goes longer, they pay for each additional month.

Trustee Ducommun asked if a project could be three-and-a-half years and it would still just keep
prorating. Mr. Adler said yes.

Ms. Roberts said one challenge will be for the projects that don’t require a certificate of occupancy.
Mr. Adler said they will have to look at that. Getting someone to come in each month to pay the
extension fee might be a challenge. We will have to make sure to communicate what the fees are
going forward if they are about to go over and that no final inspections until the fees are paid.

Chairman Sullivan asked the Committee members about having the staff do more research
regarding extension fee proration and large construction project fees and timing. There was
consensus to look at both issues.

Mr. Adler said staff is ready to work with corporation counsel on language regarding a monthly
proration.

Trustee Ducommun moved to recommend that staff work with the Village attorney to develop an
ordinance regarding monthly proration of building permit fees. Trustee McKenna seconded and
the motion carried unanimously.

The staff has also been directed to research large construction projects, but no motion was
necessary regarding this item.

VIl. Other Business.

Mr. Adler said there has been an issue with attendance at Zoning Board meetings and consequently
applications are receiving negative recommendations. With a negative recommendation, most
applicants wait to have a full Village Board to hear their request because a supermajority is necessary
to overturn a negative recommendation. Unless the Committee has a concern, the staff plans to
include in the Special Zoning Committee referral looking at the supermajority, perhaps allowing a
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majority rather than a supermajority to overturn. Or maybe it’s looking at how votes are done at the
Zoning Board level.

Trustee Ducommun said she didn’t like the gamesmanship that is played when applicants decide to
request a table based on what board members are in attendance or not.

Chairman Sullivan said the Zoning Board needs a couple of alternate members.
Trustee Ducommun said she thought that might be a better solution.
Mr. Adler asked if the Committee was okay with the item being looked at.

Trustee Ducommun said she was not. She likes the requirement for a supermajority to overturn a
negative recommendation from the Zoning Board.

Trustee McKenna said he is okay with the issue being looked at because there seem to be some
unintended consequences. The Zoning Board rightly should deny things that are plainly acceptable
from a policy perspective but their interpretation is going to be such that they need to provide a
negative recommendation. You hate to see those applicants get delayed.

Chairman Sullivan said most of those applicants have taken another look and revised their plans.

Trustee Ducommun said they gotten some discipline around revising plans with a positive impact on
improving plans. If you study something, you may feel obligated to change it.

Chairman Sullivan said he’d like to see ways to improve attendance at the Zoning Board.
VIIl. Public Comment.

There was no public comment.

IX.  Adjournment

At 6:49 p.m., Trustee Ducommun moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee McKenna seconded the
motion and the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was thereafter adjourned.

Respectfully Submitted,

Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director
Community Development
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3.5
7-25-17

Wilmette

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040

MINUTES OF THE LAND USE COMMITTEE
MONDAY, DECEMBER 12, 2016
7:30 P.M.
FIRST FLOOR CONFERENCE ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

Members Present: Trustee Dan Sullivan, Chairman
Trustee Carol Ducommun
Trustee Ted McKenna
Members Absent: None
Staff Present: John Adler, AICP, Director, Community Development
Guests: Joe Rodriguez, 430 Pine Manor Drive

l. Call to Order.

Chairman Sullivan called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
1. Approval of Minutes.

There were no minutes to approve.

I11.  Review potential settlement for Construction Work Completed in Violation of Issued
Building Permit

Mr. Adler said the Village Board first heard this request on November 28, 2016. It’s a variation
request to allow a detached garage approximately 2’ larger in width and a parking pad that was
installed without a permit, to allow those to remain. The Village Board voted unanimously for
approval of the variations conditioned upon the removal of the curb cut that remains in the parkway
and that the question of the a fine would be sent to the Land Use Committee who would make a
recommendation to Corporation Counsel. That’s what the Committee is asked to do at this
meeting.

Trustee Ducommun said the impact of the additional width resulted in a floor area variance. Mr.
Adler agreed and said the increased garage depth also resulted in the garage being located partly
in the buildable area. When located entirely in the rear yard, the side yard setback to the garage is
3’ but now 5’ is required and only 3’ was provided. He said that in addition to the floor area and
garage setback variations a parking space setback variation and rear yard coverage variations were
also necessary. Two other properties on the same block were granted variations for similar sized
garages.
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Trustee Ducommun said the parking pad was not setback far enough or not deep enough. Mr. Adler
said that was correct. If it had been any longer, it would have further impacted the rear yard
coverage.

Chairman Sullivan said approval was conditioned on the removal of the curb cut and apron. Mr.
Adler said that was correct and that the ordinance approving the request is up for adoption at the
Village Board the following night, December 13, 2016. He said if the Committee agrees, a
recommendation can be made for consideration at that meeting.

Chairman Sullivan asked if the Committee reached an agreement at this meeting, could the issue
be resolved entirely at the Village Board meeting the next night. Mr. Adler said yes, if Mr.
Rodriguez would agree to the fine to be decided at the Committee meeting, the staff would talk to
Corporation Counsel to make sure he’s in agreement. Corporation Counsel had previously told
Mr. Adler that as long as the Committee and Mr. Rodriguez were in agreement, he would be
satisfied.

Trustee McKenna said he thinks the approval condition of removing the curb cut and apron has
value. He asked Mr. Rodriguez if he had an estimate of how much it will cost to remove the curb
cut and restore the parkway. Mr. Rodriguez said it would be about $4,500. Trustee McKenna said
he thinks that sounds a bit high. Mr. Rodriguez said he got a verbal quote for the work. There will
also need to be repair of the asphalt in the street when they remove the curb. Trustee McKenna
said that wasn’t part of the plans so the village is getting that value.

Mr. Rodriguez asked Mr. Adler if removal and restoration of the parkway was a part of every such
permit and if the staff would ask the architect or engineer on a project to add that if it wasn’t shown
on the plans. Mr. Adler said it wasn’t in writing on Mr. Rodriguez’s permit. That’s why the Village
Board made it a condition. So even though it wasn’t a requirement of the permit, it is now required
for approval of the ordinance.

Trustee McKenna said that he’s seen left over curb cuts. Mr. Adler agreed and said sometimes the
driveway doesn’t need to be abandoned.

Mr. Rodriguez asked when he would know what to do on future projects. Mr. Adler said the
Engineering Department would make that determination and would put that on the permit or
somehow let Mr. Rodriguez know. If Mr. Rodriguez has a situation like this again, he should plan
on removing the curb cut and restoring the parkway. Mr. Rodriquez asked if he would need a
separate permit for that. Mr. Adler said he would have to ask the Engineering Department how
they would want to handle it.

Trustee McKenna asked if there would be additional permit fees and if so, that should be
considered. Mr. Adler said the changes to the plan might result in an additional $500 in permit
fees.

Trustee Ducommun said Trustee McKenna was figuring that Mr. Rodriguez would be out $5,000,
$4,500 for the curb cut restoration and $500 in additional permit fees, and that should be part of
the Committee’s consideration. Trustee McKenna said that was his point. Mr. Rodriguez said he
had no problem with that.

2
December 12, 2016 Land Use Committee Minutes Approved July 10, 2017



Trustee McKenna said the goal should be to make the Village whole. He said he’d like to see any
effort go towards improving that block; that’s why taking out the curb cut is beneficial. He said if
the Committee thought the costs were still too low, he might suggest Mr. Rodriguez pay for a
parkway tree. Mr. Rodriguez said he wouldn’t have a problem with that.

Trustee Ducommun asked if there needed to be something to discourage people from doing this in
the future. Trustee McKenna said going through this and paying these additional fees is
discouraging.

Chairman Sullivan said that was his question too. He mentioned the case of Leamington where he
received feedback from others that the situation was egregious and the fine was a bit light. Trustee
McKenna said the Leamington case was different in that a new second floor was built without
permission.

Mr. Adler said he wanted to comment on Mr. Rodriguez’s earlier question of if Engineering
intended for this to be repaired. He would want to check with Engineering that the restoration was
their intention. If that’s something they typically require, then the Committee might want to look
at it a little differently. Trustee McKenna felt comfortable with requiring the parkway restoration,
additional permit fee and new parkway tree.

Trustee McKenna moved that the Land Use Committee recommend to Corporation Counsel that
Mr. Rodriguez be required to remove the existing curb cut on Wilmette Avenue and restore the
parkway, pay for a parkway tree to be planted and pay the increased permit fee with surcharge.
Trustee Ducommun second the motion. The motion passed unanimously.

IV.  New Business.

Chairman Sullivan raised the idea of having alternates for the Zoning Board because of the difficulty
of getting all members present. Mr. Adler said that staff would discuss this with the Village Attorney
and depending on his advice, bring the idea of adding alternatives to the ZBA back to the LUC for
further discussion.

V. Public Comment.

There was no public comment.

VI.  Adjournment

At 8:26 p.m., Trustee Ducommun moved to adjourn the meeting, Trustee McKenna seconded the
motion and the motion carried unanimously. The meeting was thereafter adjourned.

Respectfully Submitted,

John Adler, Director
Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director
Community Development

3
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7-25-17

1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040
MEETING MINUTES
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
WEDNESDAY, JUNE 21, 2017
7:30 P.M.
COUNCIL CHAMBERS
Members Present: Acting Chairman Bob Surman
Mike Boyer
John Kolleng
Michael Robke
Reinhard Schneider
Members Absent: Chairman Patrick Duffy
Christopher Tritsis
Staff Present: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development
l. Call to Order
Chairman Surman called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m.
1. 2017-2-29 447 Sandy Lane
See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
Ii.  2017-Z-30 424 Lake Avenue
See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
June 21, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals Approved July 19, 2017



IvV. 2017-Z-28 1300 Sheridan Road
See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
V. 2017-Z-27 824 Laramie Avenue
See the complete case minutes attached to this document.
VI.  Approval of the May 17, 2017 Meeting Minutes
Mr. Schneider moved to approve the May 17, 2017 meeting minutes.

Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. Motion
carried.

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

The meeting was adjourned at 9:12 p.m.
Respectfully submitted,

Lisa Roberts
Assistant Director of Community Development

June 21, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals Approved July 19, 2017



2017-Z-29

3.0

447 Sandy Lane June 21, 2017

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT

3.1

3.2

3.21

3.22

3.23

3.24

Persons appearing for the applicant

3.11  Mr. Paul DeCaen, applicant
447 Sandy Lane

Summary of presentations

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 2.0” fence height variation and a fence
openness variation to permit a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard adjoining a street
(Wilmette Avenue). The Village Board will hear this case on July 11, 2017.

The applicant said their property is unique. The backyard faces Crawford and
Wilmette Avenues. The area is busy and cars move through there quickly. They
moved to the Village in August 2016. Their daughter is autistic and non-verbal and
does not respond to all commands. She also climbs fences. They were initially
willing to deal with the low fence. But they want to make the property work for
them. They are asking to build a 6’ high fence that could ‘corral’ her. The fence is
to enclose the back yard. In the area, there are a lot of 6” high fences. Most abut
back yards. There are some analogous properties two doors down with 6° high
fences. He is making an appeal to conformity and his request should not create a
big issue.

He has notified all neighbors in the area within 250°. They will recess the fence by
2’ and install shrubbery to block out the fence from view. They also had an idea of
putting the fence into their current shrubbery and recessing the property on both
sides by an additional 7°. That is drastic and that would take away 25% of their total
back yard, which is small.

They cannot do that because they would not be able to pull their cars out and would
have to change the driveway set up. He drew a map of the 4” and 6’ high fences in
the area and showed this to the Board. There are many 6’ high fences in the area.

Mr. Robke clarified that the variance was for the fence along Wilmette Avenue,
which is the side yard.

Ms. Roberts said that Hunter Road (Crawford), with the exception of the side yard
adjoining Wilmette, is a fence exception area where the fences can be up to 6’ tall
and solid.

The applicant continued and showed properties that were similar to his.

Mr. Schneider said that the Board recently approved one of the fences that the
applicant showed.
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Mr. Robke asked for clarification about recessing the fence by 2’ and moving in
the shrubs. Is that applicable to Crawford or to Wilmette Avenue?

The applicant said they planned to move it in on both sides because it would look
more reasonable.

Mr. Robke said that the Board does not have to take any action related to Hunter
where they can do the 6’ high fence where they have the fence now.

Chairman Surman said he thought that back a certain distance from the corner was
required.

The applicant said that a specific 6’ section transitioned down to a 4’ section and
continues at 4’ but they are requesting that the 4’ height now be 6°. He showed how
he had to back out his car and turn it around to get out. Right now, they can barely
accomplish this but if they take away the area and push the fence in, it would not
be possible and they would need to change their driveway.

Mr. Robke asked how critical it was to change where the fence met the building.
They are replacing the current 4’ fence with a 6’ fence but when it turns towards
the house they are capturing the greater area.

The applicant said that this was not a big deal. He would rather replace the fence
along the fence line to capture more area.

Chairman Surman asked if they planned to add a gate to the fence.

The applicant said that it is currently a 4’ high fence with a gate. They would like
a 6’ high fence with a gate.

Mr. Schneider asked if the fence would be solid.

The applicant said it is a solid fence because she can squeeze between the posts. He
is concerned that she could wedge her head or arm. She is four years old.

Mr. Kolleng asked if there were bushes along the Wilmette side.

The applicant said there were bushes along the Wilmette side. She still climbs with
the 4’ high fence. She can wedge between the bushes. There are some broken posts
that she can get through.

Chairman Surman said his concern was safety of children outside of the area.
Maybe they would bring in the fence near the entry. Maybe they could put in a
mirror for better visibility.
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The applicant said he was concerned about people walking by when they were
exiting. He has looked into sensors.

Chairman Surman said one reason for the requirement for an open lower fence is
for visibility. He has concerns about safety for younger children on the outside of
the fence.

The applicant said he shares that concern. Would it please the Board if they open
the fence more so that when the gate opens it is more open?

Chairman Surman said that suggestion would be acceptable.

Mr. Robke said that when there is foliage they don’t need the fence to block the
view, but opening it up as wide as possible would be best.

Chairman Surman said that the gate would be the same size, but they could come
out a little bit.

The applicant said that this is an option and they could also open it up.
Mr. Robke suggested cutting back some of the shrubs.

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

5.1

5.2

5.3

Mr. Boyer said that the location of this property is the hardship. It is a corner side/
double-frontage lot at a busy intersection. There are other 6 high fences in the area.
The owner has a burden that many other residents don’t have because he has a
corner side/double-frontage lot at a busy intersection. There are no safety issues
with sight lines to vehicles. There could be a sight line issue with pedestrians.
However, the same type of issue could occur with plantings. The request is
reasonable. He can support the request.

Mr. Robke agreed with the above comments. The hardship is the siting on the lot.
His support is contingent that the new fence be in the same location as the current
fence. About the driveway, he encouraged the applicant to look at the gate
configuration and make it as wide as the curb cut on the parkway side to give as
much buffer as they pull out. He can support the request.

Mr. Schneider said that the Board recently approved the fence replacement to the
east of this property. The fence height was also 6°. He did not support that request,
but tonight’s request is more compelling. If one drives down Glenview Road to the
west toward Hibbard, there are similar situations. He can support the request.
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DECISION

6.1 Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 2.0° fence height variation
and a fence openness variation to permit a 6.0’ tall solid fence in a side yard
adjoining a street (Wilmette Avenue) at 447 Sandy Lane in accordance with the
plans submitted.

6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:

Acting Chairman Bob Surman Yes
Chairman Patrick Duffy Not Present
Mike Boyer Yes
John Kolleng Yes
Michael Robke Yes
Reinhard Schneider Yes
Christopher Tritsis Not Present

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-29.

6.21 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.
Motion carried.
FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets request meets the variation
standards of Section 5.4.F and the fence variation standards of Section 5.4.F.h of the
Zoning Ordinance. The particular physical conditions of the property, its location as a
corner lot and a double-front lot with the backyard along Wilmette Avenue, impose upon
the owner a practical difficulty. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and
is due to the orientation of the lot. The difficulty prevents the owner from making
reasonable use of their property with the safe enclosure of their backyard. The proposed
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties or
otherwise injure other properties and its use. The variations if granted will not alter the
essential character of the neighborhood.

The fence secures the backyard from Wilmette Avenue and Hunter Road, both of which
are busy streets at a busy intersection. Other such fences exist in the area including a fence
that was granted a variation for a house directly east of the applicant. Hunter Road is a
fence exception area where 6’ tall solid fences are permitted and already exist.
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8.0

RECOMMENDATION

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 2.0’ fence height
variation and a fence openness variation to permit a 6.0 tall solid fence in a side yard
adjoining a street (Wilmette Avenue) at 447 Sandy Lane in accordance with the plans
submitted.
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3.0

424 Lake Avenue June 21, 2017

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT

3.1

3.2

3.21

3.22

3.23

3.23

Persons appearing for the applicant

3.11 Ms. Shannon Page, applicant
424 Lake Avenue

Summary of presentations

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 120.95 square foot (22.4%) rear yard
pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the expansion of the
existing legal non-conforming driveway. The Village Board will hear this case on
July 11, 2017.

The applicant said that this is a unique situation. They bought their home two years
ago. One of the previous owners built a garage and driveway in the back of the
property. They made the driveway unusable. There is a huge berm that is a large
planter. Their lot is a tear drop lot. One enters the garage in the back through the
alley. They knew when they bought the house that an unusable driveway was a
drawback and something that they understood was fixable. They have a small child
and another child on the way. They have not been able to use the driveway in two
years. To back down or pull into the driveway is hard. It is a narrow chute. There
is a huge cutaway that makes getting into the garage very difficult. They are asking
to widen the driveway to the same width as the garage door.

Chairman Surman asked if the driveway was initially the garage door width and
then previous owners added a planter.

The applicant said that previous owners constructed the driveway in its current
configuration, which makes no sense. They will shave the current concrete planter
in half. The grading will stay the same. They noticed the neighbors and one of the
neighbors is at the meeting. They received comments from neighbors that they
support the request. It is not safe to pull into the driveway. There are a lot of small
children up and down the alley. The applicants either park on 5™ as there is no
parking on their portion of Lake or they park on a side pad adjacent to that spot so
they are trying to force two cars onto the pad. One car hangs into the alley, which
is not a good situation.

The request will not impair light or air. It does not impact any neighbors. According
to their contractor, this is a simple process. The current driveway has cracked and
broken concrete that will be removed and replaced. They will put foliage in the
planter.

Mr. Robke asked if there are two trees in the planter.
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The applicant said there were two trees and Com Ed took down the trees. They plan
to landscape the planter.

Mr. Kolleng asked if this was considered a rear yard for purposes of impervious
surface.

Ms. Roberts said that it is a rear yard.

Mr. Schneider asked if they ever tried to park two cars.

The applicant said that this cannot be done. When one backs down the berm comes
up so high that there are no sight lines. She knows of no houses by them that have
this same garage configuration. There is access to the house from the garage but
they currently cannot use this.

Mr. Boyer asked where the interior garage access was located.

The applicant said that the access was in the basement. They built the garage off
the house and put a deck above it.

Chairman Surman asked if there was a problem with water getting in there.

The applicant said they have no water issues. The construction company looked at
it and said that there is a French drainage system at the bottom. The drainage system
is good and recommended that it be left in place. There is a drain and sump pump
inside the garage.

INTERESTED PARTIES

4.1

4.2

4.21

Persons speaking on the application

4,11 Ms. Ann Lancer
915 Sheridan Road

Summary of presentations

Ms. Lancer said she lives directly across the alley. She is in full support of the
request. Their garage is not usable.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

5.1

Mr. Kolleng said that this is a unique lot design in the backyard. There are a lot of
impervious surface issues but this situation is not like most other situations
reviewed by the Board. He missed it when he first drove by and had to go around
again and was stunned when he saw the driveway and how it was blocked. The
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7.0

hardship is the planter that prohibits them from using the garage. The proposal
makes sense to him. The standards of review are met and he can support the request.

5.2  Mr. Boyer said it looks like this was not original to the house. The house needs a
garage and the current garage is not usable. The proposal corrects a design issue
from an addition to the house. There is no other location for the garage. If they
demolish the garage and put it in another area, more variances would be needed.
He can support the request.

5.3  Mr. Schneider said that this is a compelling case to approve this variation request.

5.4  Mr. Robke said if they were to get water it would go into their house.

DECISION

6.1  Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a request for a 120.95 square foot
(22.4%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
expansion of the existing legal non-conforming driveway at 424 Lake Avenue in

accordance with the plans submitted.

6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:

Acting Chairman Bob Surman Yes
Chairman Patrick Duffy Not Present
Mike Boyer Yes
John Kolleng Yes
Michael Robke Yes
Reinhard Schneider Yes
Christopher Tritsis Not Present

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-30.

6.21 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.
Motion carried.
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 irregular shape
of the lot and the location of the garage below grade, impose upon the owner a particular

hardship. The plight of the owner was created by the owner and is due to the unique
development of the lot and siting of the garage. The hardship is peculiar to the property in
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question and is not shared by others. The hardship prevents the owner from making
reasonable use of the property with a functioning and safe two-car garage. The proposed
variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air. The rear yard is mostly
impervious surfaces now so the modification will not negatively impact adjoining
properties with water problems. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential
character of the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a request for a 120.95 square foot
(22.4%) rear yard pavement impervious surface coverage variation to permit the expansion
of the existing legal non-conforming driveway at 424 Lake Avenue in accordance with the
plans submitted.
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1300 Sheridan Road June 21, 2017

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT

3.1

3.2

3.21

3.22

3.23

3.24

Persons appearing for the applicant

3.11  Ms. Julie Kramer, applicant
1300 Sheridan Road

3.12  Mr. Harry Kramer, applicant
1300 Sheridan Road

Summary of presentations

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 642.25 square foot (24.95%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation and a variation to permit parking spaces in
a required front yard to allow the expansion of the existing legal non-conforming
driveway. The Village Board will hear this case on July 11, 2017.

The applicant said they have lived in the house for seven years. Her husband works
out of their home a lot and they have five children. The driveway is a problem.
They want a safer driveway. If there are other cars around they cannot turn cars
around and it is hazardous. Sheridan Road is a busy street. It is difficult to look
behind if one is backing out. They also need an area for people to sit while dropping
things off at their home. People cannot park nearby on the street.

She thought about different options when she was creating the design. The easiest
solution was to get two lanes going in and out. Her neighbors either have abundant
parking behind the house or someplace else or they have two lanes or a circular
drive. Her solution was to have a wider driveway that would accommodate two cars
and there would be the flow of traffic coming in and out of the two garages. She
did not create this problem. The lot is short and narrow. It is only 50" wide. Traffic
is an issue and is not an issue in other locations even locations on Sheridan Road.
She does not have access to side streets like others have. They are not impacting
light and air.

Chairman Surman asked about the new house to the north.

The applicant said that there is a new house two houses to the north of her house.
It is a wider lot. The two houses to the north of her house have ample parking and
two ways in and out.

Mr. Schneider asked if they would have to widen the curb cut.

The applicant said she did not think they would have to widen the curb cut. It is
almost two lanes wide.
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Mr. Kolleng said he noticed that the grass in the back yard is worn down. Do they
back out onto Sheridan Road?

The applicant said she does not back out onto Sheridan Road. She turns around to
get out. Some people back out and it is a safety hazard to do this.

Mr. Schneider asked if they planned to reconstruct the entire driveway if the request
is approved.

The applicant said they would reconstruct the entire driveway. She said that snow
builds up a lot on the driveway so she wants a heated driveway so that is no longer
a problem.

Mr. Schneider asked if she considered a permeable surface driveway.

She said that she has not spoken with anyone who has said that is possible with a
heated driveway. They don’t have a lot of runoff. She wants to solve the problem
of a lot of snow piling up.

Mr. Boyer asked Ms. Roberts about the reason for having the curb cut from existing
construction to the north instead of having a straight shot from the garage to
Sheridan Road. Was it too close to Michigan Avenue? Too close to the sidewalk?

Ms. Roberts said she does not know the history of the property.

Chairman Surman said he thought that Michigan Avenue probably went straight
into it and then they built out the berm at some point.

The applicant said that was done before they moved in.

Chairman Surman said he is not as concerned about the impervious surface
coverage. It is more a second issue about the parking in a front area. The zoning
ordinance does not allow parking spaces in the required front yard.

Mr. Robke said he is also troubled about parking in the required front yard. The
safety issue has to do with the number of cars parked there. Would she consider not
widening the driveway until they got onto the property?

Chairman Surman said he would prefer seeing a little more impervious in that area
and make it more of a court.

Mr. Robke said he is hearing that the reason for widening the drive is to park cars
there. There is no street parking in that area. He suggested moving it back towards
the building so it is not visible by the street. If the back area was larger they could
accommodate the cars. He does not want to see the parking area from the public
right of way.
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Chairman Surman said if they pull out of the garage they might not be able to gain
that much.

Mr. Robke said that the issues of safety have to do with cars parked in the front
yard setback. To allow more cars to park there is not good.

Chairman Surman asked if they had considered this option?

The applicant did not consider that option because she would then have no yard at
all. The two lanes seems to work for others.

Mr. Robke said that the only reason for double width is to park a car and still get
out.

The applicant said that happens all the time with other residents. In order to not
have cars there they would have to go down to EImwood, over to Michigan and all
the way up. Most of the time they park on the street. She knows that the Village
does not want to have people parking on the driveway. The issue is with turning
around. They park way over in the grass now and cars are still in the way. It does
not solve the problem to have more space in the turnaround. People park in the
middle.

Mr. Schneider asked about capacity of the new scheme. How many cars will they
be able to park?

The applicant said they would be able to park 1 to 2 cars outside the garage.

Mr. Boyer clarified that the applicant did not build the house and did not put in the
driveway. The builder did this for a reason — what is the reason? It would make
more sense if the driveway was two-car-garage width and to pull out or in in a
straight line.

Chairman Surman said in the planning they probably thought that one might get a
look at the lake when driving up.

Mr. Boyer said that with a front-loaded garage in a typical build the driveway is the
width of the garage to the street with an apron.

Mr. Schneider said that 50 lots do not have 20° driveways to the back.
Chairman Surman said that his understanding was that if they had a two-car garage
they can park two cars and the area behind is the driveway. On a 50 lot they could

have 18’ driveway. He talked about having an hourglass shape.

Mr. Boyer said that would be 1,500 square feet versus 1,605 square feet. There is a
configuration that probably has more impervious surface than what the applicant is
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asking for — if it was a straight shot. The garage is front loaded because there is no
side drive or alley access. They cannot have a side drive due to rear yard
topography. There are challenges with this narrow lot on the lake.

Mr. Robke said that to him the issue is not impervious area, but the front yard
parking. Making the driveway wide puts cars against the sidewalk.

Chairman Surman said he looked at other houses on Sheridan Road. One can have
a u-shaped house or go into the garage and make the u and the car could be parked
next to the sidewalk.

The applicant reiterated that the situation is dangerous. With a big house, a lot of
cars come and go.

Chairman Surman asked how many cars the family had.

The applicant said they have three cars and one is always on the street. But her
husband has clients coming and going. The cleaning lady parks on the street. She
needs two lanes to get in and out.

Mr. Kramer said that his wife has spent a lot of time to find the best solution. They
have five children and four of them now drive. During the summer, their two
college students are home so they are driving. He is a professor at NU and students
come over every day. He talked about how hard it was for people coming over to
find parking. He is sensitive to the risk of hurting someone. They are blessed to be
in the house but backing up is dangerous. They moved into the house seven years
ago. They initially thought the situation was dangerous, but they only had one child
driving. The fifth child is in driver’s ed and will soon be driving. He wants to do
what is reasonable but is concerned about safety. He supports what his wife is
proposing. The Board has to do what they have to do.

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

5.1

5.2

Mr. Schneider said that he is sympathetic to the unique situation. He asked Ms.
Roberts if the 642 square feet was the incremental increase resulting from the
request.

Ms. Roberts said that is the whole amount over the maximum. They are over with
the existing.

Mr. Boyer said that 394 square feet is the net ask and the gross is 642 square feet.
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Mr. Schneider continued and said that he is concerned about water runoff in the
Village. When that can be minimized he is in favor of that. In tonight’s case, the
applicant said they would tear out the current driveway and install a heated
driveway, which makes the entire driveway impervious. He wished that there was
another solution. He does not know if there is. He does not want to see an increase
in impervious surface. That is his issue.

Mr. Kolleng said he looks at this in two parts. The first is expanding the existing
area closest to the garage to allow more ease in turning around. He has no issue
with that portion. Widening the drive by 8’ to allow parking will create more of a
safety issue. People will pull in and back out. That is problematic for him. In past
cases that are similar, the Board has usually denied the request. He has a problem
supporting the front yard parking piece of the request.

Chairman Surman asked if Mr. Kolleng pulled into the driveway.
Mr. Kolleng said he backed in.
Chairman Surman said he felt disoriented pulling out.

Mr. Robke said there are three issues. He knows that there is a safety concern and
that they need to park more cars there. This is a unique site with Michigan Avenue
and no parking. He can support more impervious area, but is concerned about
widening the drive beyond what is on the public side of the curb cut of the sidewalk.
He could support the request if there was a buffer of the original driveway with
current landscaping in the front. Without the impervious area, they cannot get
parking and the ability to get in and out. There is a hardship given lack of parking
in the area. It is not unreasonable to say they can park more than two cars for a
house of this size on the lake. He wants the driveway kept at its original length.
Cars parked there add to site line concerns and safety issues. The goal is not to have
cars parked in the front yard.

Chairman Surman clarified that Mr. Robke would increase it more than what they
are showing.

Mr. Robke said that the ask with regard to impervious area is not unreasonable
given the task. His issue is with the variation to permit parking, which is being
created with the proposed configuration of the driveway so close to the sidewalk.

Chairman Surman said that by parking the cars on the side if they widen it, those
cars have to experience backing up.

Mr. Robke said that the goal is not to see the cars. The house is nicely landscaped.
He wants to keep parking in the landscaped area.
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Chairman Surman said that currently they are requesting over 30’ out from the
garage. Is Mr. Robke saying he would accept that number or increase that number?

Mr. Robke said he would not have an issue with a slight increase to the 30 number.
He would shift impervious from the driveway to get the shape right.

Mr. Boyer said that where the builder made the driveway and where he sited the
house seems like a design error.

Mr. Robke said it might not be a design error but an evolution where people have
more cars today than in the past.

Mr. Boyer said there is a way to have more of a flag-type layout. Having a single
lane drive in this location was not the best design. There is no street parking
anywhere for this family and this is unique.

Chairman Surman said if this was a new house, the driveway would go over to the
south.

Mr. Boyer said if the driveway was reconfigured there would be parking in the front
yard. Either way there will be parking in the front yard and either way there is no
street parking. The proposal is not the best correction, but there needs to be some
relief. The ask is not that big. The Board has to weigh private property rights with
the ordinance. This is a reasonable request.

Mr. Kolleng asked if they were going to guarantee backing out by widening this.
Pulling forward is not an issue.

Chairman Surman said if cars are stacked the last car would back out. This is
pushing the issue further along the driveway.

Mr. Kolleng said they don’t back out now — they turn around.

Chairman Surman said if there are two cars in the garage and they need to back out,
even if they added 10 more feet, there would not be enough room to make that turn.

Mr. Schneider said that if there are two cars in the garage and two cars in the court
that still leaves room for the cars in the garage to come out. If there are two cars in
the widened driveway, that is four cars. Can’t the cars turn into the apron, back up
and make a three-point turn to come out?

Mr. Robke said an area would need to be squared off more. There could be a more
efficient way to do this without widening the driveway.

Mr. Schneider asked the capacity they are designing for. After discussion, it was
determined they are designing for six cars. He does not see that issue as such a big
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deal and is more concerned about the impervious surface. Runoff would increase
and flooding is an issue in the Village.

5.26  Chairman Surman said that the property probably slopes to the back.

5.27  Mr. Schneider asked if the Village would review/monitor plans to ensure they do
not increase the runoff situation. He could support this if runoff was mitigated. It is
a unique situation.

5.28 Chairman Surman also wants to solve the safety issue at the same time. If the court
was larger there could be more spaces on the court. This is a difficult situation.

5.29  Mr. Schneider asked if any mitigation to runoff is reviewed.

Ms. Roberts said that it could be done in this case. It does not need to be added to
the motion.

5.30 Chairman Surman said impervious surface does not bother him, but extending the
safety issue and having to back out is a concern. But something has to be done. If
it was designed new there probably would be a parking court.

6.0 DECISION

6.1  Mr. Schneider moved to recommend granting a request for a 642.25 square foot
(24.95%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a variation to permit
parking spaces in a required front yard to allow the expansion of the existing legal
non-conforming driveway at 1300 Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans
submitted.

6.11 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:

Acting Chairman Bob Surman No

Chairman Patrick Duffy Not Present
Mike Boyer Yes

John Kolleng No

Michael Robke No

Reinhard Schneider Yes

Christopher Tritsis Not Present
Motion failed.

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-28.

6.21 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.
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Motion carried.
FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED

A majority 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. There are no conditions of
the property that are creating a practical difficulty or a particular hardship. There may be
an alternative that provides more coverage and maneuvering room closer to the house so
that widening the driveway and having parking spaces by the sidewalk is not necessary.

A minority 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 of the lot, the
relatively narrow lot width, the location of the driveway on the lot, and the property
location on Sheridan Road where Michigan Avenue comes in, 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 difficulty is peculiar to the lot in question and not generally
shared by others. The difficulty prevents the owner from making reasonable use of the
property with safe and adequate parking and egress from the property. The proposed
variations will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties. The
request will not result in a storm water problem for adjacent properties. The variations, if
granted, will not alter the essential character of the neighborhood.

RECOMMENDATION

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 642.25 square foot front
yard impervious surface coverage variation and a variation to permit parking spaces in a
required front yard to allow the expansion of the legal nonconforming driveway at 1300
Sheridan Road in accordance with the plans submitted.
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824 Laramie Avenue June 21, 2017

TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT

3.1

3.2

3.21

3.22

3.23

3.24

3.25

3.26

3.27

3.28

Persons appearing for the applicant

3.11 Ms. Maria Tak, applicant
824 Laramie Avenue

Summary of presentations

Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 95.9 square foot (7.15%) front yard
impervious surface coverage variation and a 127.48 square foot (15.78%) combined
side yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the widening of the
existing driveway. The Village Board will hear this case at their July 11, 2017
meeting.

The applicant wants to widen their current 8” driveway and extending it to a 13’
width. They have lived in the home for four years. They now have funds to repair
the cracked and damaged driveway. Due to the narrow width, it is an inconvenience
and a safety issue. Her mother will be having knee surgery and will move in with
them. They will need more room to get out of the car to have access to a wheel
chair or walker. When the weather is bad, one has to step onto soil to get out of the
car and her mother slipped. She asked the Board to approve driveway width
expansion even if it was not at the requested 13’.

Mr. Boyer asked if the width did not have to be 13°.
The applicant said they want to take advantage of their space if possible.

Mr. Schneider clarified that they want to expand the driveway from the edge of the
house to the edge of the property line for the whole length of the driveway.

Chairman Surman said that the reason for ordinances is so that people do not add
too much impervious area.

Ms. Roberts said that the driveway could go all the way to the lot line and no setback
IS required.

Chairman Surman said 13’ is a big ask. More pavement can mean more flooding.
Mr. Robke said if there is an issue of loading and unloading, the whole driveway
does not need to be done. A 5’ section could be widened all the way to the property

line so one does not go onto wet soil. Or maybe the section could be 10°.

Mr. Boyer said if they are only doing a section they might not need a variance.
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The applicant asked if they could extend it from the start of the garage to the front
of the house.

Chairman Surman asked how much over they were on impervious.

Ms. Roberts said they are over by 95 square feet in the front.

The applicant said the variation request is 127 square feet in the back.

Mr. Boyer said there is a dark outline on 1.4. That is part of impervious surface.

Ms. Roberts said that is part of the plan but does not count as coverage. It is in the
buildable area.

Chairman Surman said that the whole property is 128 feet long. The driveway
would be at least 100 feet long.

Mr. Boyer said that the driveway from garage to sidewalk is 101.21 feet.

Chairman Surman said that the front yard is 30" and existing driveway is 8’ and
they want to go 13’ so it is 150 square feet. They would have to narrow the front
down and make the request half to make it work right. The original request is 95
square feet so they would have to take 3’ off width so they would be down to 10’
wide in the front section and there would be no variance needed.

Mr. Boyer said that the rear area brings in the side yard impervious surface issue,
which is another 71 square feet.

Chairman Surman said that the length is 127 feet. If they took 2’ off the whole thing
they might not need a variance. They would have an 11.5” area. There is some
combination that would work without requiring a variance. They could go from 10’
and could continue that and fill up that area along the house and put more area in
the back.

Mr. Robke clarified the above for the applicant. The side yard is a little trickier but
if they widened the area by the house it could work and a variance would not be
needed. The side yard is to the south when going from the front of the building to
the property line.

Mr. Boyer said that the Board is revising the plan at the meeting. Is there a way to
amend the request?

Mr. Robke said that an amended request as discussed would not require a variance.

Mr. Schneider asked if they would vote on the original request and then the revised
request would not need any variances.
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Mr. Boyer said there is a potential for alternatives that would not require variances.
The original request would not be supported.

Chairman Surman drew a plan with the front area being 10’ and then they would
go back a certain distance in the back. The line on the south side would stay straight
and widen it in the back. That is one option.

Mr. Robke said they could move the wider part somewhere else.

Chairman Surman said that the applicant would work with staff to stay within the
code so no variances would be needed.

Ms. Roberts said she would meet with the applicant to see if the plans could work
without any variances. If it can work, the request can be withdrawn from the Village
Board.

The applicant agreed to work with staff.

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

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS

5.1  Mr. Boyer said that there is most likely a solution that accommodates the applicant
and eliminates the need for a variance, he will not support the request but
encouraged the applicant to move forward with a conforming plan.

5.2  Mr. Robke agreed with the above.

5.3  Mr. Kolleng said it looks like they can do front yard impervious surface within the
code and if they needed a smaller side yard variance the Village Board would
probably look favorably upon this. He cannot support this as presented.

DECISION

6.1  Mr. Boyer moved to recommend granting a request for a 95.9 square foot (7.15%)

front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 127.48 square foot (15.78%)
combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the widening
of the existing driveway at 824 Laramie Avenue in accordance with the plans
submitted.

6.11 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the vote was as follows:

Acting Chairman Bob Surman No
Chairman Patrick Duffy Not Present
Mike Boyer No
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John Kolleng No
Michael Robke No
Reinhard Schneider No
Christopher Tritsis Not Present
Motion failed.

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-27.

6.21 Mr. Robke seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays.
Motion carried.
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 particular conditions of the property
that are causing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. A conforming alternative likely
exists. The owners are able to make reasonable use of the property without the variation.

RECOMMENDATION

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 95.9 square foot
(7.15%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 127.48 square foot
(15.78%) combined side yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the
widening of the existing driveway at 824 Laramie Avenue in accordance with the plans
submitted.



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.7

Wwilmette Community Development
Department

SUBJECT: Amendment to Chapter 20, Article 16 of the Village Code Sign Ordinance
MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017

FROM: Chairman Steve Leonard and the Land Use Committee (Trustees Dodd
and Sullivan)

BUDGET IMPACT: None

Recommended Motion

Introduction and subsequent adoption of Ordinance 2017-O-44 which amends the Sign
Ordinance regarding political signs.

Discussion

In the recent past, the lllinois General Assembly amended Section 5/11-13-1(12) of the lllinois
Municipal Code (65 ILCS 5/11-13-1(12)) by adding a restriction upon local municipalities,
including home rule municipalities, from imposing local regulations limiting the time period in which
political signs may be displayed upon residential property. Section 16.9 of the Village of Wilmette
Zoning Ordinance currently has a provision in it that conflicts with the amendment to the state
statute. While this provision is not begin enforced by the Village, the housekeeping matter of
correcting the Village Code still needs to be finalized.

The proposed ordinance addresses this single issue and will make the Village of Wilmette Zoning
Ordinance compliant with state statute.

On July 10, 2017 the Land Use Committee voted unanimously to recommend the proposed
sign ordinance amendment to the Village Board.

Budget Impact

There is no impact to the budget.

Documents Attached

1. Ordinance 2017-0O-44
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-0O-44

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE ZONING CODE
(Sign Ordinance — Political Signs)

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette 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, Public Act 96-904 (P.A. 96-904) amended Section 5/11-13-1(12) of the Illinois
Municipal Code (65 ILCS 5/11-13-1(12)) by adding a restriction upon local municipalities,
including home rule municipalities, from imposing local regulations limiting the time period in
which political signs may be displayed upon residential property.

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that amending the Village’s
Zoning Code as it pertains to outdoor political signs, is in the best interests of the health, safety
and welfare of the public and required pursuant to P.A. 96-904.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois in the exercise of its home rule
authority as follows:

SECTION 1: Each of the foregoing recitals and findings are hereby made a part of this
Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein.

SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in
Chapter 20, Zoning, Section 16.9, SIGNS NOT REQUIRING A PERMIT, paragraph (m), by
deleting the text shown in strikethrough and inserting the new text shown in underlined, bold
type below, so that said further Section 16.9 (m) shall hereafter read as follows:

(m) Political and Non-Commercial Message Signs

1.0



(1) A sign or poster expressing the opinion of the owner or occupant of the property
about a political, religious, social or similar issue of public concern is permitted without a
sign permit, provided that no advertising of goods or services is included.

(32) Such signs must be posted on private property only, and only with the permission
of the property owner.

SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage,
approval 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

11t day of July, 2017, according to the following roll call vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, lllinois, this 11t day of July,
2017,
President of the Village of Wilmette, IL
ATTEST:

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.8

Wwilmette Community Development

Department
SUBJECT: 2017-Z-31 808 Linden Avenue — Request to Remand Back to Zoning
Board of Appeals on September 19, 2017
MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017
FrROM: Lisa Roberts, Assistant Director of Community Development
BUDGET IMPACT: None

Recommended Motion

Move to remand case 2017-Z-31 a request for a special use for the expansion of a special use
(educational facility, primary), a 7,652.2 square foot (10.9%) floor area variation, a 14.83’ side
yard setback variation, a 7.08’ rear yard setback variation, a 2,280.0 square foot (40%) side
yard impervious surface coverage variation, a 37.0" rear yard playground equipment setback
variation, an 18.25’ rear yard step setback variation, a 5.0’ side yard parking space setback
variation, and a variation to allow parking spaces to open directly upon an alley to permit the
construction of a two-story addition on the legal non-conforming structure (St. Francis Xavier
School) at 808 Linden Avenue to the Zoning Board of Appeals to be heard on September 19,
2017.

Discussion

At the July 5, 2017 Zoning Board of Appeals meeting, the Board voted to make a negative
recommendation on the request.

The applicants would like to present a revised plan to the Zoning Board regarding their request
and are therefore asking the Village Board to remand the case to the Zoning Board for their
September 19, 2017 meeting.

Budget Impact

There is no impact to the budget.

Documents Attached

1. Email from Gerald Callahan for St. Francis Xavier School dated July 19, 2017
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Roberts, Lisa

From: Callaghan, Gerald P. <jcallaghan@freeborn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2017 3:40 AM

To: Roberts, Lisa; Adler, John

Cc: Vallace, Christopher (CVALLACE@m3cp.com)
Subject: RE: ZBA schedule

Lisa,

SFX has elected to request the Village Board to refer the case back to the ZBA for consideration of a revised plan on
September 19 with final consideration and vote by the Village Board on October 10. Do we need to appear at the Village
Board meeting next week to make the request or will this email suffice?

Thanks,
Jerry

GERALD P. CALLAGHAN
Attorney at Law

(312) 360-6555 direct
jcallaghan@freeborn.com

l.o




REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.9

Wwilmette Community Development

Department
SUBJECT: 2017-P-03 730 Romona Road — Request to Table to August 22, 2017
MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017
FROM: John Adler, Director of Community Development

BUDGET IMPACT: None

Recommended Motion

Table case 2017-P-03, a request for tentative plat approval for a two-lot subdivision, to August
22, 2017.

Discussion

At their July 6, 2017 meeting the Plan Commission voted against recommending a request for
tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona Road. Because of expected
absences at the July 25, 2017 Village Board meeting and the cancellation of the August 8,
2017 Village Board meeting, the applicant is requesting that the case be tabled to August 22,
2017.

Budget Impact

There is no impact to the budget.

Documents Attached

1. Email from Derek Schiller, applicant, dated July 20, 2017
2. Case 2017-P-03
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From: Derek Schiller

To: Adler, John

Subject: RE: July 25th VB Meeting

Date: Thursday, July 20, 2017 11:46:30 AM
Attachments: image001.png

image002.png
image003.png

Following up that | spoke to Barbara Canning and she supports moving the meeting.

From: Derek Schiller [mailto:derekschiller263@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 11:15 AM

To: 'Adler, John' <adlerj@wilmette.com>

Subject: RE: July 25th VB Meeting

Hello John,
| left word with Seller’s attorney and | have not spoken with her yet, but i will assume we’re on the
same page as sellers...

Please re-schedule to August meeting or next available.

Thank you,
Derek

DS DEVELOPMENT

2709 W. Peterson Ave Chicago, IL 60659
P: 773.878.5555 Ext.12 F:773.878.5500

From: Adler, John [mailto:adlerj@wilmette.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 8:54 AM

To: derekschiller263@gmail.com

Subject: RE: July 25th VB Meeting

Any word from the seller on the continuance?
Thanks,

John

From: Adler, John

Sent: Wednesday, July 19, 2017 8:46 AM

To: 'derekschiller263@gmail.com' <derekschiller263@gmail.com>
Subject: July 25th VB Meeting

1.0
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Hi Derek — | left you a message about only 5 Village Board members being present on July 251 Your
request will need 4 positive votes to be approved. A 3-2 vote would not approve the request. | need
to know ASAP if you are going to want the request table to a meeting at which 6-7 Village Board
members will be present.

Thanks,
John

John Adler, AICP, LEED AP

Director of Community Development
Village of Wilmette

1200 Wilmette Ave

Wilmette, IL 60091

Phone: (847) 853-7528

Fax: (847) 853-7701

Find Wilmette Biz on Facebook: .3

Follow Wilmette Biz on Twitter: &=

Learn more about your Wilmette property at:

Community Portal
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES

Recommendation:

Case Number:

Property:

Zoning District:

Applicant:

Nature of Application:

Section of Code:

Applicable Provisions of
the Zoning Ordinance:

Hearing Date:

Date of Application:

Plan Commission Vote:

FROM THE
PLAN COMMISSION

The Plan Commission did not make a recommendation to approve
tentative plat approval of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona
Road.

The Plan Commission concluded its public hearing and by
unanimous motion authorized the creation of this report and the
transmission of the case to the Village Board for further action. By
custom, the Plan Commission’s failure to recommend approval of
the application is treated as a recommendation to deny.

2017-P-03

730 Romona Road

R1-A, Single Family Detached Residence

626 Forest LLC

Request for tentative plat approval for a two-lot

subdivision

Chapter 15, Planning and Platting
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE PLAN COMMISSION
Description of Property

The Subject Property is located on the east side of Romona Road approximately 139.48’ north
of Birchwood Court. The property has 140.0” of frontage on Romona Road and is 160’ in depth.
The property is 22,400 square feet in area. The property is improved with a one-story single-
family home and attached two-car garage.

The Subject Property is surrounded by properties zoned R1-A, Single Family Detached
Residence and improved with single-family homes.

The Subject Property was part of a 1962 subdivision (Benner’s Subdivision) that received a lot
width variation to permit a flag-shaped lot. A copy of that subdivision is attached as Document
Number 1.6. Lot 2 in Benner’s Subdivision is the flag-shaped lot and Lot 1 is the Subject
Property. That approval was conditioned upon Lot 2 only receiving curbside trash pickup. A copy
of the approving ordinance is attached as Document Number 2.8.

Subdivision Request

The petitioner is seeking to subdivide one existing lots into two new lots. The parcel is proposed to
be re-subdivided into two conforming lots. The north lot, Lot 1, measures 70’ wide by 160 deep
and has an area of 11,200 square feet. The south lot, Lot 2, also measures 70" wide and 160’ deep
and has an area of 11,200 square feet. A new single-family home is proposed to be constructed on
each lot. 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 structure 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 Lot1l Lot 2

Lot Width 60’ 70’ 70’

Lot Area 8,400 s.f. 11,200 s.f. 11,200 s.f.
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Subdivision Code, Chapter 15 of the Village Code

Chapter 15, Planning and Platting contains the subdivision regulations and sets forth the plat
requirements.

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. The subject neighborhood includes properties bounded by Romona Road on the west, Locust
Road on the east, Lake Avenue on the north, and Regina High School to the south.

Of the approximately 126 single-family parcels (not including the Subject Property) contained in
the subject neighborhood, as defined by the Neighborhood Area Map, approximately 118 are lots
with areas less than the proposed new lots (11,200 sf) and approximately 86 are lots with widths
equal to or less than the proposed new lots (70° wide).

If the tentative approval is granted the applicant will be required to obtain engineering approval
before seeking final plat 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 730 Romona Road, in conformance with the plans
submitted, with the condition that the existing house 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-03.



CASE FILE DOCUMENTS

Doc. No.

Location Maps and Plans

1.0
11
1.2
1.3
14
15
1.6

Case 2017-P-03
730 Romona Road

Documents

Aerial Map
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Completed application form dated May 10, 2017

Letter of Application dated May 10, 2017

Proof of ownership

Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, June 12,
2017

Notice of Public Hearing as published in the Wilmette Beacon,
June 15, 2017

Certificate of publication

Certificate of posting, dated June 15, 2017

Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by
applicant, June 22, 2017

Ordinance 2592

Email with attachment from Chas Schinzer, 732 Romona Road,
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TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE
APPLICANT

3.1

3.2

3.21

3.22

Persons appearing for the applicant

3.11  Mr. Derek Schiller, 2709 W. Peterson Avenue, Chicago IL

Summary of comments

Mr. Adler said the first and only case on the agenda is 2017-P-03, a request for
tentative plat approval for a two-lot subdivision.

Mr. Derek Schiller, 2709 W. Peterson Avenue, Chicago IL, explained that he is
requesting to subdivide 730 Romona into two equal size parcels. Currently the
parcel measures 140° wide on Romona and 160’ deep. He seeks to have two 70’
wide by 160’ deep lots. The current lot area is 22,400 square feet which is much
larger than the average sized lots in the neighborhood. The proposed subdivision
will leave two parcels, 11,200 square feet each, which are sizable lots relative to
the average lots found throughout the neighborhood. The new parcels
considerably meet the density and development pattern of the neighborhood. For
these reasons he believes the request conforms to the standards of review set forth
in the Village of Wilmette Zoning Ordinance and Subdivision Code.

INTERESTED PARTIES

4.1

4.2

421

Persons speaking on the application

4.11 Ms. Karen Dexter Rolison, 820 Romona Road
4.12 Ms. Sharon Greenburg, 722 Romona Road
4.13  Mr. Charles Schinzer, 732 Romona Road
4.14  Mr. Joel Greenburg, 722 Romona Road

4.15 Mr. Sheldon Sandman, 738 Romona Road
4.16  Ms. Lynne Sandman, 738 Romona Road

4.17 Mr. Cass Friedberg, 2834 Birchwood Avenue
4.18 Ms. Mia Schinzer, 732 Romona Road

4.19 Peg O’Halloran, 183 Walnut Avenue

Summary of Comments

Ms. Karen Dexter Rolison, 820 Romona Road, asked how often the Board of
Trustees agrees with the Plan Commission’s recommendation as they are the
experts and understand zoning more than the Board would. Mr. Adler said on a
subdivision the Village Board would usually accept the Plan Commission’s
recommendation. He couldn’t recall a time where a subdivision came to the
Village Board with a positive recommendation that the Village Board didn’t
approve. Ms. Rolison said they have lived in three different houses in Wilmette
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and they just moved east hoping to find a place where retired people could live
and stay in the Village. When she first moved in she was very ill just coming out
of lung cancer surgery and that little piece of forest on Romona has been so
important to her that it broke her heart to see the hearing notice posted. The
property has a whole lot of greenery and a coolness in the air and that is what is
lacking in our overgrown, big home village. At the very least she would hope the
Plan Commission makes the developer keep all the trees possible because that is
what Wilmette is really all about and we wouldn’t be who we are without it.

Ms. Sharon Greenburg, 722 Romona Road, just south of the proposed
subdivision. She has concerns about the request from a different perspective.
There are numerous trees on the property and removing the trees will be a very
noisy activity. She is also concerned about the disturbance to the ground with the
root structure. Some of the EIm trees must be 80-90- years old and she is
concerned about what might happen to their masonry work, their drainage and
sewer systems. The Greenburgs recently redid their concrete, which had sunk, so
she is concerned about that as well as the aesthetic concerns previously expressed
so well.

Mr. Charles Schinzer, 732 Romona Road, said he and his wife, Mia Schinzer, are
kind of the odd dog in this request. They are not just neighbors but neighbors with
an easement relationship with the lot currently in front of the commission. The
Schinzers are the subservient and 730 Romona is the dominant relationship, in
legal terms. The easement relationship has not been great over the years. The
owner of the lot in front has refused to do just about everything under the sun and
it has been very problematic to have to try and manage that relationship. He can’t
imagine that you are going to tear all that down and have construction trucks
coming through and utilizing the driveway and there being a way to manage that
just as a citizen. It will place a burden on the Schinzers to manage a very novel
legal relationship. The people who live at 730 Romona now don’t do any
maintenance. Wherever the current residents could get away with something they
did and that is something the Schinzers need to put a stop to.

The easement calls out in very specific terms that the owners of 730 Romona have
in and out access over the existing drive. The owners of 730 Romona can’t move
the drive anywhere along the easement or change the access point. The Schinzers
are very concerned if the owners of 730 Romona change the way they access the
drive they will be able to build a 6’ fence in his front yard, 14’ away from his front
door and still be fully in compliance with city rules. They have a lot of objections
because they believe it will dramatically change the value of their house
negatively. Everybody around will be inconvenienced with two houses being put
up but they will also have to manage an easement as well as having the prospect
of having a6’ fence in their front yard and there is no way under the sun they will
allow that. The Schinzers already have a fence along the back side of their house
so they would have 6’ fences on both sides of their house and that would make
the value of their property so low based on all of the things they have done to the
house. His wife has put her heart and soul into the house so there is no way under
the sun they will let that type of thing happen. They have done too much to

-
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increase the value of their property while the lot in front has gone through total
neglect through the past 20 years and they are going to be in effect rewarded for
doing that and that isn’t right.

The Schinzers objection on rezoning is very firm and they have reasons beyond
the typical person who enjoys the property to object and they will feel the impact
10 times more. There is no other citizen in Wilmette that has to go through this.
He asked if any of the Plan Commission members have visited the property. He
asked if the Commissioners were aware just how poorly the front is maintained.
Is there any guarantee that the next person is going to do any better? They are at
the point where only they will speak up for that. If you don’t go and see the
property you will just say we have rubber stamped 18 of these already this year
so let’s keep doing it. They are the ones that need to stand up and speak for their
property as they keep getting taken advantage of. They get the least of city
services. They don’t get city snowplowing and have to walk 100 yards to put their
trash to the street. They need to speak up and say no for the right reasons. That is
his starting points, there is more. Mr. Adler asked Mr. Schinzer to finish his
statement. Mr. Schinzer said that other people might bring up points that he will
want to comment on.

The location of the Schinzer’s property was clarified for an audience member.

Mr. Joel Greenburg, 722 Romona Road, has lived there for 40 years with his wife
Sharon. Right now they have beautiful woods next to their house just as the
Sandmans to the north do. His read of the Wilmette code is that they are entitled
to a 7’ setback so it is possible they will go from having woods next to them to a
house 7’ away from their property line. They have no idea what the plans are but
they could have two houses at that 7° setback, which would really squeeze them
and change a property that is sort of magnificent to become a very squeezed
ordinary subdivision. If there is any power in this organization/commission to stop
the subdivision, it is something to really look at because the aesthetics of this
situation will become deplorable. When those two houses are built it will be just
an ordinary subdivision and the Village will suffer for it.

Mr. Sheldon Sandman, 738 Romona Road, has lived with his wife Lynne on the
north side of the property question since 1973. He noticed when it was asked if
anybody on the Plan Commission visited the property he saw only one nod. He
believes it is incumbent upon all Commissioners to not just look at a diagram but
to go and look at the property itself because it is very unique. There are very few
pieces of property in that area, south of Lake Avenue that exist the way that
property does and is one of the reasons they moved there in 1973. To go ahead
and put in two homes will, as Mr. Greenburg said, destroy the symmetry of that
area which is just north of Birchwood Avenue, where the homes not just on their
side of the street are very spaciously set apart from one another. The properties
on Romona from Birchwood to Lake Avenue are very unique with regards to the
spaciousness that exists between each parcel. He asked each member to take the
time to view the property to get a better understanding of what everybody is
speaking about. If those homes are built the Shinzer property will literally be
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blocked off in regards to where they are and that isn’t right. They thought when
the property was sold somebody would perhaps tear the existing house down and
build a larger house or add on to the home. If you were living where they live you
wouldn’t want to see two homes go there.

Commissioner Schwab asked the lot widths on the east side of Romona in
comparison to the 140 wide subject property. Mr. Adler answered south there are
three lots around 69°-70" and one around 74°. North there are lots that are 75’ 827,
1017, 100’ and 102’ wide.

Ms. Lynne Sandman, 738 Romona Road, said the width of the lots on the east
side of Romona create the uniqueness of this enclave, an enclave that only benefits
Wilmette. She read the online ads for the house and there was no mention of
bedroom or baths, the kitchen. It has a very nice kitchen. She was sure that
decoratively it could be enhanced on the interior. However, the ad for the house
is talking only about the fact that it could be divided into two new houses and
nothing is mentioned about a family or a retired couple moving into this one level
house. How many one level houses on nice wooded lots with friendly neighbors
are there. She was amazed that she was told that nobody came to look at the house
but the house wasn’t advertised, the property was.

Mr. Cass Friedberg, 2834 Birchwood Avenue, said one of the reasons his family
has enjoyed living in Wilmette where they live is the amount of natural foliage
that is there. Their objection to the plan is if it is divided into two lots with two
houses it will destroy a good amount of the trees. If it is kept as one lot, even with
the house being torn down, anew house could be built retaining some of the
existing trees. Of course it is the prerogative of the new owner to decide about
that. They are certainly in favor of the one house instead of the two lot option as
it would preserve more foliage.

Ms. Sandman asked if the developer requested zoning changes whereby they
could make the structure larger. Mr. Adler said no. Ms. Sandman asked if the
developer could request a variation in the future. Mr. Adler said anybody could
request a variation but for lots like the ones proposed a variation for a new home
wouldn’t be granted.

Commissioner Norrick asked Mr. Adler to clarify that the request was for
subdivision of one lot into two; and not a rezoning request. Mr. Adler confirmed
that it is not a rezoning request but a subdivision request.

Ms. Sandman asked if it could lead to a rezoning request. Mr. Adler said that this
is not a rezoning request because such a request would be to actually change the
underlying zoning of the property, which is currently zoned as “single-family”.
He said that if the developer wanted to request a variation, for example for a
reduced side yard for new construction, he could but he would inform him that
the relief would not be granted.
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Mr. Schinzer said they are not a crazy bunch foaming at the mouth as there have
been new homes and additions built nearby and they have never objected to
improving the neighborhood but this is a novel lot to begin with. The right solution
is to put one single-family home on the property. If you look at the home located
two to three doors down where they saved a huge Oak tree in the front, they did a
tremendous job with that. Mr. Schinzer said that they have lived there 12 years
and others 40 years so they know what they are talking about when they talk about
the fabric of the neighborhood and the quality of the neighborhood. The owner
has a right to sell her property but there are many different ways to stay within
what the neighborhood is about without going to such extremes where they are
worried about the valuation of their property. They will have to manage the
easement over a year and half construction cycle and no other resident has to do
that. He encouraged the Commissioners to visit the property and listen to what all
the neighbors are saying.

Ms. Rolison spoke and said they have lived all over Wilmette and one of the things
about west Wilmette is the traffic. She has had to get use to all the noise of Skokie
Boulevard and Lake Avenue. You also have Romona School and Regina in their
neighborhood. The addition of those busy intersections, streets, boulevards and
school traffic means they have an extra need for noise control than east Wilmette
does. The trees help provide noise abatement. She asked if the plan is totally
within the zoning laws. Mr. Adler said the subdivision is but they haven’t seen
the new home plans to confirm that.

Mr. Greenburg asked what the required front setback was. Mr. Adler said the
minimum of 25’ or the established setback on that side of the block from Orchard
to Birchwood. He said the required rear yard is 20% of the lot depth or 32’ for the
proposed lots. He clarified that the combined side yards need to be 25% of the lot
width versus 10% for the minimum side yard.

Commissioner Urban said that the question was asked if the proposed subdivision
is consistent with the zoning of the neighborhood and the minimum lot width
requirement of the zoning code is 60° and 70’ is proposed. The minimum lot area
is 8,400 square feet and 11,200 square feet is proposed.

Mr. Schinzer said that is true going south down the road where there are ranch
houses but not north. Mr. Adler clarified that the Planning and Platting code
charges the Plan Commission to consider the density and development pattern of
the neighborhood as defined in the Village’s neighborhood Map. The subject
neighborhood is bounded by Lake to the north, Locust to the east, Romona to the
west and the school to the south. Because of this, the Plan Commission cannot
just consider the lots along Romona Road.

Mr. Schinzer asked how you will get that square footage allotment without taking
down around 100 trees. Mr. Adler said you can’t deny something that somebody
has the right to do. The current property owner has the ability to remove those tree
if they want. The Village does not have a requirement that those trees remain. Mr.
Adler explained that the Village has a 35% canopy coverage requirement for new
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construction and thought asking the applicant their intention with tree removal
may make sense. Mr. Greenburg asked how the 35% canopy coverage
requirement affects the proposed plan. Mr. Adler said that even properties with
very little existing canopy coverage can meet the requirement with new plantings
and neighboring trees that overhang the property also count towards the 35%
requirement.

Ms. Rolison asked who she could talk to regarding raising the 35% requirement.
Mr. Adler said the tree canopy requirement would have to be amended by the
Village Board. She asked if the existing trees were not part of the planning
process. Mr. Adler said maybe if there was a different tree preservation
requirement but it wouldn’t be the Plan Commission considering that. He said the
subdivision could still be granted and staff would make sure the tree preservation
requirements were met as part of the new home permit process. He said that the
tree canopy coverage requirement will need to be met but we know that shouldn’t
be difficult on the subject property.

Chairman Urban said we set zoning and tree canopy requirements on a
neighborhood basis but also a village-wide basis. While 35% may feel adequate
in general across the Village, there may be situations like the proposed subdivision
where it doesn’t feel like enough, but that is not the way our ordinance is written.

Mr. Schinzer asked how the proposed construction will be completed. Are they
going to use the easement where there will be cement trucks on the drive? Mr.
Schiller said one concrete truck will be used to pour the foundation and another
the basement floor. Mr. Schinzer asked if they plan on using the access driveway.
Mr. Schiller answered that they would like to keep as many trees as possible and
if construction access is blocked with trees, the driveway may be the best way to
access the property.

Ms. Mia Schinzer said they need to come and go to work and school and they
know from doing construction that construction trucks will be coming and going
for hours, weeks and months on end. She will be really upset having to ask
construction trucks to move all the time. Mr. Schiller said he knows he isn’t
allowed to block the access drive but at the beginning of the project is when big
trucks need to line up and that could cause traffic.

Mr. Adler said using a proposed new driveway to access the property might make
sense since the trees will need to be removed for that access anyways. With most
new homes they are coming off the street in front or an alley. Having access
through an easement is relatively unusual. However, if the subdivision is approved
and there is a way to save more trees by using the shared access, discussing that
before construction starts may make sense.

Mr. Schinzer said that is a non-starter as they have kids riding up and down the

driveway. He didn’t think anybody else would ask their neighbor to use their
driveway to put cement trucks up and down on it.
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Ms. Schinzer said they have kids riding their bikes to and from school and there
will be construction workers who they do not know. She does not want to have to
worry about the safety of her children and that will be a huge issue.

Commissioner Ghaemi said the driveway is just a driveway and she didn’t know
how the applicant would manage putting trucks on it without blocking the access.

Commissioner Schwab said regardless if it was a subdivision or one home
wouldn’t a developer still have access to that driveway. He didn’t see any
difference between a single lot and double lot in respect to the driveway issue.

Commissioner Bailey asked the Schinzers and Mr. Schiller to describe what they
thought the legal relationship was between the two parcels. He asked who has
rights and who has responsibilities and where do you derive that.

Mr. Schiller said he doesn’t currently own the property. He plans to buy the
property with the same rights as the current owner has. As he understands it, the
easement is a 24’ wide by 160* deep parcel adjacent to the 140’ by 160’ lot and
provides the right to access 730 Romona by using the driveway as easement; and
the easement is in the legal description of the property. There is mention of
needing to maintain the property but he wasn’t sure exactly what that was.

Mr. Schinzer explained they own the property and that 24’ wide was a bit of a
stretch. What they have is in and out access over the physical existing driveway.
For the past 20 years the Gills, who live there, have refused to do any maintenance
work and it is required in the deed.

Commissioner Bailey asked where it was in the deed. He didn’t see where it said
who specifically had to provide the maintenance and if one is maintaining does
the other have an obligation to contribute. Mr. Schinzer said it has been an
argumentative relationship over the last 12 years they have lived there and in the
first 3 years the Gills did absolutely nothing.

Mr. Schinzer talked about a time when the city flagged 3 trees for Dutch EIm
disease along the property of the drive in the front of their house and the Gills
were served by the Village. The Gills never talked to them about it, just returning
the notice to the Village. The Gills had a lawyer send a letter arguing that they are
only required to maintain the physical drive itself. If you go there today you will
see from the Gill’s property forward the weeds are very high because the Gills
refuse to maintain it. When Mr. Gill was alive Mr. Schinzer agreed to take the
area from his house to where the Gill driveway begins with the Gills taking
everything from that point forward. Once Mr. Gill died that went away and that
was about 3 years ago. It is back to what it was like the first 3 years they lived
there with the Gills neglecting the property. The Gills will not maintain the land
itself and once split the cost to repair pot holes in the front. The Gills record of
maintaining the drive jointly is about as thin as thin can be, next to zero.

12



4.53

4.54

4.55

4.56

4.57

Case 2017-P-03
730 Romona Road

Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Schinzer thought the Gills were in violation of
the agreement and if so, what is the basis for that. Mr. Schinzer said the easement
is a contract and most law you will see in relation to easement is on the side of the
servient side, the Gills, which says if the person who owns it blocks it they will
have recourse against them. The only time he saw it taken from their perspective
is if the servient side doesn’t hold up their end of the bargain, in this case joint
maintenance, then it is enforced as any other contract would be enforced. In this
case they should kick the Gills off the easement because they are in violation of
what the terms are which is to jointly maintain it. If you go and see the easement
there is not a lot of question regarding the amount of maintenance the Gills have
done.

Commissioner Bailey asked if the proposal was that the easement still exists after
the subdivision. Mr. Adler said the subdivision did not impact the easement as the
easement is a private agreement. Commissioner Bailey asked what Mr. Adler
meant by saying it does not impact the easement, which parcel will have the
easement. Mr. Adler said in talking with the Village Attorney the easement would
be able to be used by the adjoining property but the maintenance responsibility
would be shared with the entire property. Commissioner Bailey was concerned
that none of that was addressed in the report. Mr. Adler said the easement is a
private agreement between two parties. Chairman Urban said it wasn’t really
within the purview of the Plan Commission. Mr. Adler said the Village was not
involved in the drafting of the agreement and did not include it in the original
subdivision of the property.

Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Adler was clear that if a property owner is in
violation of contract rights with its neighbors we shouldn’t take that into account.
Mr. Adler said he didn’t know if there was a contract violation and that the Village
Attorney said this is a private agreement between to property owners. The Village
was not involved in the negotiation of this. Mr. Adler said it would be like if he
and Commissioner Bailey lived next door to each other and made some sort of
agreement, the Village is not going to be part of the agreement. Commissioner
Bailey said the Village approves the easements. Mr. Adler said no, the Village
didn’t approve the easement.

Commissioner Bailey said the Village approved the subdivision into this peculiar
parcel. Mr. Adler said the subdivision did not require the use of the pole portion
of the flag lot to access the front lot. 730 Romona Road has access off of Romona
Road. The Schinzer property is not required to provide access to 730 Romona.
The access easement could be abandoned and 730 Romona could still be accessed.

Commissioner Bailey said now it is required, now it is an easement. Mr. Schinzer
disagreed because he has to provide that land to them for access. Mr. Adler
clarified the owner of 730 Ramona could abandon the use of the easement and
access the property directly from Romona. It is his understanding doing so would
not necessarily relieve the owner of 730 Romona from needing to continue to
participate in maintenance of the easement per the agreement. It is unfortunate
that the original parties to the easement agreement didn’t established something
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more formal maintenance wise.

Mr. Greenburg felt the language was pretty formal as it states the maintenance
will be done jointly. Mr. Adler said the problem is that what constitutes
maintenance wasn’t defined.

Mr. Greenburg said the variation ordinance provided for one house in front and
one house in back and now you are throwing that ordinance out. In 1962 the
Village passed this ordinance and now the ordinance doesn’t exist by the language
that is being used. He has not sought legal zoning counsel but the discussion has
shined more light on the issue. He doesn’t see how the 1962 ordinance doesn’t
have relevance today so that we can just disregard it. He felt the original ordinance
needed to be revoked.

Commissioner Bailey would like clarity on what the relevance of the original
ordinance was. He doubts that if in 1962 the owner had come in asking to
subdivide into 3 parcels that it would have been consistent with the ordinance.
They divided it in a peculiar way 55 years ago, and now there’s a proposal to
divide it into 3 parcels in a manner which the Village probably would never had
approved in 1962. Is it up to the Plan Commission to disregard this history or do
we take it into account? He would like clarification on that from the Village
Counsel.

Mr. Adler said the ordinance was included for a reason because it was of interest
to the request. Staff did have a conversation with the Village Attorney about it.
The Attorney said there was nothing in the ordinance precluding further
subdivision of the property. The relief was to allow a 24’ wide flag lot and nothing
in the ordinance precludes further subdivision of the property.

Commissioner Bailey said he wasn’t asking if it was precluded but is it an
appropriate factor to take into consideration. Mr. Adler said in the Village
Attorney’s opinion it was not and that we needed to look at the two proposed lots
to see if there was any Village requirement not being met by subdividing the one
lot into two. Are they meeting the lot width and area requirments?

Commissioner Bailey said it is not at all clear to him. Mr. Adler said he was asked
a question and answered based on his conversation with the Village Attorney.

Commissioner Bailey said the parcels are completely unique because of what the
Village did 55 years ago. To say it is consistent with the neighborhood or
adjoining parcels needs to take into account the unusual nature of these two
particular parcels. He didn’t think it was appropriate to just look at all the other
parcels. When we look at the subject parcels, isn’t it appropriate to take account
the history of what the Village did before in permitting this highly unusual parcel
to be created in the first place. He doesn’t know the answer but doesn’t think you
can completely disregard the history.
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Chairman Urban asked if today the Village would permit a subdivision that
allowed the creation of the Schinzer’s lot. Mr. Adler answered no. Chairman
Urban asked if the Schinzer’s property is the subject of the subdivision. Mr. Adler
answered it is not. Chairman Urban asked if, per staff’s conversation with the
Village Attorney, the easement is not under the Plan Commission purview. Mr.
Adler answered correct, it is not. Chairman Urban asked if commission members
are being ask to make a decision on a request to subdivde an existing lot into two
conforming lots. Mr. Adler answered correct.

Commissioner Bailey asked if the way the Commission responds to Mr. Shinzer’s
comment about objecting to the way the easement has been maintained is to say
itis irrelevant. It wasn’t clear to Commissioner Bailey that it isn’t relevant.

Chairman Urban said it isn’t irrelevant but is a contract between two private
parties.

Commissioner Ghaemi said she agreed with Commissioner Bailey. It is a
continuum, certain events happened and certain events are going to happen. You
can’t take them in a vacuum and separate them. Whatever decision they made in
the past affects the decisions they are making now and vice a versa. She agreed
that you can’t ignore what the ordinance was and just say today we are sitting here
and the Village allows this. She viewed the property and it will be a change of
lifestyle, change of character and it might not be her place but she takes issue with
people thinking they are going to be making so much off of somebody else’s
misery. Everybody needs to look at that property. It is not the right solution to
divide it into two. One is acceptable but they need to keep a lot of the character.
There will be a lot of inconvenience. For whatever reason there was an agreement
between two owners to use the driveway.

Chairman Urban said when the two current owners of the two properties bought
their respective properties they understood what the contractual obligations were.
Commissioner Ghaemi agreed but said they bought it with one owner owning the
entire property and having one house on it. Chairman Urban said she was referring
to the Schinzer property and the large lot that is the subject of the subdivision.

Ms. Sandman said there is a history of previous owners of both properties
respecting the agreement. There is something in real estate law that if the land
usage is such that it continues to be respected so it can’t just be volleyed over the
net for the convenience of development. Ignoring something that has been in
existence for over a generation isn’t progress. It is irresponsible and thoughtless.

Mr. Schinzer said to Commissioner's Bailey’s point that if you don’t take in to
consideration the history and how the lots are defined, you are forcing him as a
Wilmette resident to go to court to say the agreement now is null and void because
the Village has decided to zone it so they can have two properties. The definition
of the relationship between the two properties and the easement incorporates the
survey which has their lot in front and his lot in back, there is no subdivision of
lots. If the subdivision is allowed the Schinzers are being forced to either
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accommodate somebody’s real estate venture by allowing somebody else’s access
to the easement and all the construction that will come with it. It also puts him in
the position to have to enforce the rights of his property and to keep its value they
will need to go to court and ask a judge to make an interpretation because the city
has decided to rezone the property. The judge will need to determine if the
agreement can or cannot be enforced moving ahead.

Commissioner Bailey couldn’t understand how it is appropriate for the
Commission to not consider the real property rights of theses property owners. He
questioned what happens when the property is subdivided. Does the easement still
exist? Does it exist for parcel one and parcel two? Does extraordinary action need
to be taken to resolve this? Nothing in the report addresses those questions. The
parties seem to have different views about what the easement is all about. To him
the easement while created by the parties was incident to an action the Village
took 55 years ago to create this highly unusual parcel. To him the fact that these
two parcels are configured in this unusual way makes this a lot different than the
subdivision that was recently reviewed by the Commission where there wasn’t
this unusual property around it or this peculiar history or easement maintenance
dispute. Many of these questions are not addressed at all in the report. His view is
that he cannot vote in favor unless these matters are more fully explained

Chairman Urban asked if we know if the easement in fact was arrived at as a result
of the original subdivision. Mr. Adler said it was not part of the original
subdivision but you can see when it was recorded which was right around the
same time the subdivision was done. Because of this it appears there was a desire
to not reestablish how 730 Romona would access their property. If they didn’t
establish the easement, 730 would have had to install a new driveway off Romona
Road. He didn’t know why it wasn’t part of the subdivision plat but the parties
probably decided it made more sense to have one access.

Mr. Adler said the subdivision code now specifically precludes flagged shaped
lots unless relief is granted. He mentioned a subdivision that was never developed
that had a flagged shaped lot, and in that case, the access easement was included
on the approved subdivision plat.

Mr. Schinzer explained why the easement came about for these properties. He
said that the house in front, being the existing house, already had the drive. He
felt if they changed the driveway they would have had to change how the garage
is accessed. Providing the easement was the easiest way to do it. He said the
easement agreement had been adhered to for almost 60 years. The easement is
now a bad deal for him as he is the one that gets cited if weeds are too tall and he
is liable for what happens on the easement. They are at the meeting using their
voice to say it is not going to happen and there are many reasons why.

Ms. Greenburg asked about the use of the driveway and aren’t the Schinzers
entitled to protection from these drastic changes that are going to leave them
perhaps entirely responsible for maintaining this long driveway. Mr. Adler said if
this was a developer wanting to build one house and they decided to come off
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Romona Road with a new drive we would have the same issue and there would
be absolutely no involvement by the Village. There is a disagreement currently
regarding the easement maintenance and the Village is not involved in that. If
during construction the easement is blocked the Village can get involved because
it is involved in the issuance of the construction permit. He mentioned that even
public alleys might be blocked temporarily during construction.

A question was asked if the subdivision impacts the joint maintenance agreement.
Mr. Adler said that the Village isn’t saying that whatever is required by the
agreement won’t be required after the subdivision. He said the Schinzers may
have difficulty with future property owner just as they are having with the current
property owner.

Mr. Schinzer said they understand it is a contract and they have to manage that
with the other parties. Their biggest concern is once you start allowing it, we as
citizens have to do something and you don’t do that to any other citizen of
Wilmette. There is that one off-ness they feel. They know it will change the
property value of their house tremendously if the Village allows what is going to
happen with fences 14’ way from their front yard. They may say they won’t do it
but the next people 20 years down the road will say it is allowed.

Commissioner Bailey said that even if the property isn’t subdivided the current
owner has the right to put up a fence. Mr. Adler agreed. Mr. Schinzer said that a
6’ high fence couldn’t be installed there because the house is oriented towards the
easement. Mr. Adler clarified that the easement does not constitute a public way
and that the only area they would precluded from installing a 6.5° fence today
would be the required front yard off of Romona Road. If the current owner wants
to put up a 6.5” high fence out of the required front yard there is nothing stopping
them as a private access easement does not preclude somebody from doing that.

Ms. Schinzer said it is 730 Romona's back yard but her front yard. Mr. Adler
clarified that for the purposes of zoning the front yard of the Schinzer’s property
is the portion of property that fronts Romona Road and that a private access
easement does not prevent a 6.5' tall fence from being installed.

Mr. Schinzer said they would argue that point until their dying breath. Mr.
Schinzer said the Village would be lessening the value of their property like no
other property in the Village. Mr. Adler said there are other flagged shaped lot in
the Village where this condition exists. Mr. Schinzer reiterated that he will not let
that happen.

Commissioner Bailey asked if Mr. Schinzer was talking about a fence along the
side of the easement. Chairman Urban clarified that because the Schinzer’s house
is oriented towards Romona Road, a fence on 730 Romona between the two
properties would be 18’ from the Schinzer’s front door. Commissioner Bailey said
that doesn’t have anything to do with the Plan Commission as that could be done
with a single parcel currently.
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Commissioner Bailey can see how this subdivision raises a number of questions
about what this easement means that are not resolved. When you divide the
property do both parcels have rights to the easement? Do both have
responsibilities? That is not addressed. He doesn’t think that is an irrelevant matter
because you are putting the property owners in the difficult situation which may
be different than their understanding when the easement was created. That is
relevant but the fence isn’t because a fence can be installed in any event regardless
of the subdivision.

Commissioner Norrick said it would be nice if the parties could voluntarily work
out an agreement regarding the easement.

Mr. Greenburg asked if the previous ordinance needed to be repealed or is it
repealed by operation of the new subdivision. Mr. Adler said the Village Attorney
did not comment on the ordinance needing to be repealed. Mr. Greenburg said
there is a certain process for repealing ordinances and somebody should look at
that. Mr. Adler said the 1962 ordinance granted relief for the width of the rear
property (currently owned by the Schinzers) so there is nothing in that ordinance
that would prevent the subdivision of the lot in front of that property, or nothing
that makes this request different than other routine subdivisions the Plan
Commission reviews.

Commissioner Bailey said the 1962 subdivision changed the neighborhood. This
funny parcel is part of the neighborhood that the Commission needs to take into
account. It should not just disregard this parcel in this exercise.

Mr. Schinzer said it wasn’t just two people making a real estate transaction back
in 1958. The reason why there was enough land back there is because Birchwood
Avenue bends. It was done with the Villages acknowledgment of what was going
on. Chairman Urban and Mr. Adler agreed that the Village did approve the
previous subdivision.

Mr. Schinzer said the Village Attorney seemed to be on a fishing expedition for -
well it didn’t say you can’t build public swimming pools over there so let’s just
pass it. He knows he is stretching it but he thinks the attorney is stretching it as
well.

Commissioner Bailey said what he felt was missing is that there are some legal
issues related to the request that are relevant to their determination which aren’t
addressed in the report. The Corporation Counsel’s opinion has just been
presented informally. He thought there needed to be some higher level of
formality on how this is worked out. He also would like clarification to what
extent it is appropriate in their consideration to consider the ordinance that was
approved in 1962. Yes it was 55 years ago but it is an action that the Village took
and he has a hard time believing if back than the additional lot was requested that
it would have been approved that way. Maybe that is irrelevant but what he knows
isn’t irrelevant is that this unusual parcel is part of the neighborhood when we are
considering the character of the neighborhood.

18



4.90

491

4.92

4.93

4,94

4.95

4.96

4.97

Case 2017-P-03
730 Romona Road

Chairman Urban asked Mr. Adler if the request should be put to a vote or should
it be continued to get some clarity. Mr. Adler said that question should be asked
of the applicant. If the request is continued it would be until the first Tuesday in
August. He explained that if continued we can see about having the Village
Attorney attend that meeting or if the question is called the Village Attorney will
be at Village Board meeting. Mr. Schiller asked about process at the Village Board
meeting. It was explained that the applicant and interested parties will be able to
address the Village Board. The Village Board may have questions for applicant,
neighbors or staff.

Peg O’Halloran, 1831 Walnut Avenue, real estate agent for the property,
explained that the property owner asked that the property be advertised only for
the land and that is why the description didn’t contain information on the house.
She said that access easements can’t be parked on or blocked and she felt Mr.
Schiller was well aware of that. The easement is not going to change no matter
what happens so she doesn’t understand why it is part of the Commission’s
decision.

Mr. Schinzer said the easement also includes that land around it, which the Gills
have not supported for the past 20 years so to think a truck is going to stay on a
very narrow drive is naive. That they should just believe that the next owners are
going to just go through the joint maintenance agreement like the Gills did so well
would be fool hearty on his part. They know the problems with the easement
because they have lived them for 12 years. Now they are asked to accommodate
a real estate speculator to put up 2 new residences and to think that it is going to
be a better situation for him, he didn’t think so.

Chairman Urban asked Mr., Schiller what his preference was. Mr. Schiller asked
for an opportunity to talk with Ms. O’Halloran about requesting a continuance or
not.

Mr. Friedberg asked about the Plan Commission vote. Mr. Adler said four
members would have to vote “yes” for the subdivision for it to be a positive
recommendation and that the vote would be taken tonight if the applicant asks for
a vote.

Mr. Schiller wanted to clarify somethings that might have been misconstrued. In
regards to side yard setback they see having 7.5’ minimum on each side or 15’
between buildings. He clarified he was talking about a 7.5’ setback to the south
property line adjoining the Greenburg property plus whatever setback distance it
is to the Greenburg house.

Mr. Sandman asked what the space between the two proposed homes would be.
Mr. Schiller answered at least 15’.

Mr. Schiller said on the north the drive easement is 24’ wide and the minimum
setback they need to maintain is 7°, so there should be a minimum of 35” between
homes.
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Mr. Schiller asked how many votes were needed for the subdivision to receive a
positive recommendation. Mr. Adler answered four “yes” votes.

Mr. Schiller would like to work something out with the easement. They are
looking to improve the property and it sounds like it hasn’t been maintained.

Mr. Sandman said Mr. Schinzer indicated that his property value would be
negatively impacted by the requested subdivision. He asked if Mr. Schiller would
be able to say what the homes would be priced at if two homes are eventually
allowed to be constructed. Mr. Schiller said over a million dollars each.

Mr. Schiller said he heard about the objection to the fence but he believes
improving the values of these lots would raise the value of houses around it. He
didn’t think one could make an argument that the fence itself will devalue the
house itself when there could be a net effect of an increase that is greater than that
of the fence. It might not be something the Shinzers are looking for but he didn’t
think the value of their house would go down.

Mr. Schinzer said he doesn’t see anybody building fences around their own house
to increase the value of their property so he thought it was a strong argument when
no one else is doing it. They will be clearly looking out their front window at a 6
fence.

Mr. Greenburg asked how the applicant would deal with the trees. Mr. Schiller
said he would like to maintain as many trees as possible as that would help when
they go to sell the property. The houses have not been designed yet but they would
like to keep as many old growth or large trees as possible.

Mr. Schiller said there are a lot of plants that aren’t very desirable including
Buckthorn.

Mr. Schinzer asked about the timeline for the construction of the two houses. Mr.
Schiller said depending on how they stagger them one house takes anywhere from
8-12 months but they haven’t decided if they will do one at a time or both together.
Mr. Schinzer asked if realistically it could take 1.5 years. Mr. Schiller said yes but
it could depend on how the sale of the first house goes.

Mr. Sandman asked if Mr. Schiller has built other homes in the area. Mr. Schiller
answered yes, about 5 houses in the immediate area including 2711 Orchard, 425
Sunset, 342 Beverly, 2522 Greenleaf and 2539 Greenleaf. A more recent house
was at 626 Forest Road in Glenview.

Commissioner Norrick asked if the Commission could place conditions on the
approval. Mr. Adler said yes, if the applicant is willing to accept the conditions.
Commissioner Norrick asked if the applicant would be willing to accept
conditions on the improvement of the easement. Mr. Schiller said it seems that
there are two sides to this. He is hearing that everybody loves the way the property
looks but also a big problem is that the property doesn’t look good or isn’t
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maintained. Commissioner Norrick said it appears it is the driveway easement not
being maintained. Mr. Schiller said they are looking to purchase the property with
the same rights as the current owner purchased it with.

Mr. Schinzer said if Mr. Schiller wants the easement it will need to be rewritten
because the way it is written it has been run over by the past owner. They need to
decide whether to go to court to have the existing owner kicked off the easement
because of neglect. Because they have lived with the neglect the last 12 years there
will need to be something more documented.

Commissioner Urban said that it seems like all of the points people want to make
have been made. There are two ways to go. One path is to continue the request to
give Mr. Adler time to talk with the Village Attorney to get some answers to
questions raised and give time to discuss with the neighbors their concerns. The
second path is to call for a vote and proceed to the Village Board. In the interim
the Village Attorney will hear from Mr. Adler and understand what was discussed
at the meeting. Mr. Schiller asked for the Plan Commission to vote on the request.

Chairman Urban closed public testimony.

VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION

5.10

5.11

5.12

Commissioner Schwab said the Plan Commission has limited purview as the
Chair mentioned. Their purview is limited to whether the subdivision is consistent
with the village ordinances. The proposed lots are conforming. The trees and
easement are not part of the Commission’s purview. While they are issues that
they should potentially take into consideration they are properly taken up at the
Village Board meeting and not before the Plan Commission, which has a limited
purview. He is in favor of the proposal because of the limited nature of the
Commission’s role.

Commissioner Bailey is struck by the very unusual nature of the request and his
personal view is in light of its unusual nature he isn’t necessarily opposed to the
subdivision but he thinks there are a number of questions that have not been
answered. In particular it is not all clear to him that the Commission’s purview is
as limited as Commissioner Schwab suggests. Zoning says it requires the lot to be
consistent with the density, which appears to be met, and the existing pattern of
development. The existing pattern of development is something the Commission
should take into account. This unusual parcel is part of the existing pattern of
development and is subdividing this consistent with this parcel, which after all is
part of the neighborhood and is the part most directly impacted.

Commissioner Bailey said the idea that the Village wasn’t involved in the
easement is not clear to him. He didn’t think this unusual parcel could have been
created without the expectation that the easement would have been there. The
Village would not have permitted it unless there was some understanding that
there would have been an easement. By approving this the Village would basically
be creating a dispute between the neighbors in this area. It is not clear to him that
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the easement isn’t within the Commission’s purview. He thinks it is particularly
important because the dispute relates to the property rights that are concerned with
these parcels. Itis not like an independent contract, an easement is a property right
that runs with the land and with these parcels. He isn’t clear to what extent the
Village’s prior actions should be taken into as a factor and that is something he
would like further clarification on from Corporation Counsel. It seems that the
Village’s course of conduct, even if separated by 55 years, is appropriate to take
into consideration account particularly because the Village in some respect
created this highly unusual situation. He isn’t necessarily opposed to the request
but to be responsible to the community he needs more answers to these questions
before he could approve the request.

Commissioner Ghaemi said she is opposed to the request. She visited the property.
The easement is an issue to her for the same reasons Commissioner Bailey
mentioned. Taking one piece of property where everybody’s expectations were
that one house would reside there and turning it into two structures that she hears
are going to be over a million dollars each is beyond the density in that
neighborhood. As a Plan Commission their job is to plan and in her heart she can’t
vote yes as her issue is beyond the easement.

Commissioner Norrick said like Commissioner Bailey she is concerned about
some of the unknowns and would like clarification and that is causing her to not
be able to vote yes.

Chairman Urban said this is an unusual situation with an unusually shaped lot
behind the subdivision but in her heart of hearts she believe the Schinzers bought
the property understanding the unusual circumstances of their home and with their
eyes wide open as to the existence of an easement related to their property. She
would agree that the Village today wouldn’t approve a flagged shaped lot today
but that doesn’t change the fact that historically the Village did. She agrees with
Commissioner Schwab that the Commission’s purview is limited to whether the
subdivision conforms with the Village’s codes and it does and the numbers cited
in the report suggest that it also conforms to the prevailing character of the
neighborhood in terms of lot area and lot width and she will be voting in favor of
the request.

6.0 DECISION

6.1

Commissioner Norrick moved to recommend granting a request for tentative plat
approval of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona Road 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.
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6.12 The vote was as follows:

Maria Choca Urban, Chairman Yes
Michael Bailey No
Homa Ghaemi No
Christine Norrick No
Steven Schwab Yes
Jeffrey Head Absent
Michael Taylor Absent

Motion failed. The subject request will be on the July 25, 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-03.

6.21  Commissioner Norrick seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes
and no nays.

RECOMMENDATION

The Plan Commission did not make a recommendation to approve tentative plat approval
of a two-lot subdivision at 730 Romona Road.

The Plan Commission concluded its public hearing and by unanimous motion authorized
the creation of this report and the transmission of the case to the Village Board for further
action. By custom, the Plan Commission’s failure to recommend approval of the
application is treated as a recommendation to deny.
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CORRECTED TO A TEMPERATURE OF 68° FAHRENHEIT.

MELRQOSE PARK, ILLINOIS, MAY 5, A.D. 2017

BY:
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SKYLER’S ROMONA SUBDIVISION |

OF LOT 1 IN BENNER'S SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION OF THE WEST 264.00 ; J I
FEET OF THE SOUTH 5 ACRES OF THE NORTH 30 ACRES OF THE EAST HALF = g
% i - OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, i

RANGE 13, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ¢ oo LGPWENT |
™ ILLINOIS. . LCPARIMENT '

KNOWN AS: 730 ROMONA ROAD, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

PERMANENT INDEX NUMBER: 05 - 32 - 104 - 118 - 0000

AREA SUMMARY:
LOT 1 AREA = 11,200 SQ. FT. OR 0.257 ACRE

LOT 2 AREA = 11,200 SQ. FT. OR 0.257 ACRE

NORTH LINE OF
| l" THESOUTH SAPRES, TOTAL SUBDIVISION AREA = 22,400 SQ. FT. OR 0.514 ACRE
| 'I“ (R) 231.00" [
| 8
-
&
CONGRETE] | (& S$89°19'58"E
(R&M)160.00' FOUND IRON PIFE]
'S &
3.00 33.00°
J] BENNER'S _ SUBDIVISION
< RECORDED SEPTEMBER 11, 1962
0} PER_DOCUMENT 18586500
L] Z:’ -
T = S
& o
2 88 |o3% g |R LOT 1 3 S
¢ 58 23 3 R
g g LE§ &
¢ B2 13 8
w
W= Z o &
£ 58 |28 3. ) g
5 8k |5 = st gz B2
w £ z B = b2
z wo w o w9 5 — L
& Y o &
SRR 16000 e g2
; fzx BE $5S N89"19'58"W s &
¢ g 85 dox =} ]
£ gu j = 8= =) - LAND SURVEYOR'S GERTIFICATION:
g = I w i
= : g = DJE STATE OF ILLINOIS )
= Q( & y ) S5,
g - =3 o COUNTY OF COOK )
oW t .
2 |8 *l 0’ I v 2 5 = 1. ROY G. LAWNICZAK. A REGISTERED PROFESSIONAL ILLINOIS LAND SURVEYOR NO.
% o : o 3 35-2290. DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT | HAVE SURVEYED AND SUBDIVIDED THE FOLLOWING
g S d 2 DESCRIBED PROPERTY:
&« 2
[=}
® z LOT 1IN BENNER'S SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION OF THE WEST 264,00 FEET OF THE SOUTH 5
w ACRES OF THE NORTH 30 ACRES OF THE EAST HALF OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
m :; SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH, RANGE 13, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN
(=] COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS,
w
g _ | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE SUBJECT PROPERTY IS DESIGNATED AS UNSHADED ZONE X",
5 = T — T TR E DA B — — — — — — —} DEFINED AS AREAS DETERMINED TO BE OUTSIDE THE 0.2% ANNUAL CHANCE FLOODPLAIN, AS
2 MGFL1 1 1960 LR OGN 88500 (R T1.00° SHOWN IN THE FLOOD INSURANCE RATE MAP (FIRM) FOR THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS,
= i COMMUNITY NUMBER 170176, PANEL NUMBER 0253 J, MAP 17031C0253 J EFFECTIVE DATE
(R&M)160.00 e AUGUST 19, 2008, AS PUBLISHED BY THE FEDERAL EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT AGENCY.
0.05'N & ON LINE EXT. | ng"'] 9'58"W MONUMENT
| FURTHER CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY SHOWN ON THE PLAT HEREON DRAWN IS WITHIN
| LOT 32 sov NORTH 30 ACRES LOT 31 THE CORPORATE LIMITS OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS WHICH HAS ADOPTED A
) . VILLAGE PLAN AND WHICH IS EXERCISING THE SPECIAL POWERS AUTHORIZED BY DIVISION 12
‘ * L. CODPER'S BIRCHWOOD MANOR _SUBDIVISION OF ARTICLE 11 OF THE ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL CODES AS HERETOFORE AND HEREAFTER
P ) RECORDED JANUARY 20, 1956 AMENDED.
B PER DOCUMENT 16473833
£ | FURTHER CERTIFY THAT NO PART OF THE PROPERTY COVERED BY THIS PLAT OF
o3 SUBDIVISION IS SITUATED WITHIN 500 FEET OF A SURFACE DRAIN OR WATER COURSE SERVING
1 :; A TRIBUTARY AREA OF 6540 ACRES OR MORE.
3
| .‘?‘ THIS PROFESSIONAL SERVICE CONFORMS TO THE CURRENT ILLINOIS MINIMUM STANDARDS
& FOR A BOUNDARY SURVEY.
L NORTH RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF BIRCHWOOD GOLRT DIMENSIONS ARE SHOWN IN FEET AND DECIMAL PARTS THEREOF AND ARE CORRECTED TO A
TEMPERATURE OF 68 DEGREES FAHRENHEIT,
1
T GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND SEAL THIS 10TH DAY OF MAY, 2017 AT MELROSE PARK, ILLINOIS.
~ 3
/ 7
5 /ﬁ’}q A, Havrerogek
o o L ROY G, LAWNICZAK, REGISTERED ILLINOIS LAND SURVEYOR NO. 35-2290
— U — e - - — s LICENSE EXPIRES: NOVEMBER 30, 2018
PROFESSIONAL DESIGN FIRM LICENSE NO.: 184-004576
SOUTH
UTH LINE OF THE NORTHEAST 1/4 OF THE NORTHWEST 1/4 OF SECTION 324213 LICENSE EXPIRES: APRIL 30. 2019

ABBREVIATIONS

{R) RECORD DATA
(M) MEASURED DATA

ORDERED BY: PREPARED BY:

DS DEVELOPMENT i, UNITED SURVEY SERVICE, LLC

SCALE : 1"= 20 Sek e CONSTRUCTION AND LAND SURVEYORS
DATE :MAY 10, 2017 02290 2100 N. 15TH AVENUE, SUITE C, MELROSE PARK, IL 60160-1017

Wiy,

TEL.: (847) 299 - 1010 FAX: (847) 299 - 5887

FILE No.: { PROFESSIONAL
2 ﬂ"“nm} E-MAIL: USURVEY@USANDCS.COM
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SEND TAXBILLTO:

ADDRESS: 2709 W. PETERSON AVENUE

626 FOREST LLC

CHICAGO, IL 60659

ABBREVIATIONS

(R) RECORD DATA
M) MEASURED DATA

OWNER'S CERTIFICATE:
STATE OF ILLINOIS )

) 8.5.
COUNTY OF COOK )
THE 626 FOREST LLC, A CORPORATION IN THE STATE OF ILLINOIS, DOES HEREBY
CERTIFIES THAT IT IS THE LEGAL OWNER OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED HEREON
AND AS SUCH OWNER HAS CAUSED SAID PROPERTY TO BE SURVEYED AND
SUBDIVIDED AS SHOWN HEREON.

ADDITIONALLY. WE HEREBY CERTIFY THAT THE PROPERTY HEREON DESCRIBED IS
LOCATED WITHIN THE BOUNDARIES OF:
PUBLIC SCHOOL DISTRICT: 39

DATED THIS DAY OF AD.20__.

BY:

OWNER'S SIGNATURE TITLE:

ADDRESS: 2703 W. PETERSON AVENUE
CHICAGO, IL 80859

NOTARY CERTIFICATE:
STATE OF ILLINOIS )

) S.8.
COUNTY OF COOK )

I . A NOTARY PUBLIC IN AND FOR SAID COUNTY IN THE
STATE AFORESAID DO HEREBY CERTIFY THAT

PERSONALLY KNOWN TO ME TO BE THE SAME PERSON WHOSE NAME IS SUBSCRIBED
TO THE FOREGOING INSTRUMENT AS OWNER OF THE PROPERTY DESCRIBED
HEREON, APPEARED BEFORE ME THIS DAY IN PERSON AND ACKNOWLEDGED

SIGNED THE SAID INSTRUMENT AS
OWN FREE AND VOLUNTARY ACT FOR THE USES AND PURPOSES THEREIN SET
FORTH.

GIVEN UNDER MY HAND AND NOTARIAL SEAL THIS DAY OF

20__.

BY:
NOTARY PUBLIC

COMMISSION EXPIRES

ORDERED BY:
DS DEVELOPMENT

SCALE ; 1" = 20"

DATE : MAY 10, 2017

FILE No.:

2017-25017-1|| pate REVISION

SHEET 2 OF 2

SKYLER’S ROMONA SUBDIVISION

OF LOT 1IN BENNER'S SUBDIVISION, A SUBDIVISION OF THE WEST 264.00
FEET OF THE SOUTH 5 ACRES OF THE NORTH 30 ACRES OF THE EAST HALF
OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 42 NORTH,
RANGE 13, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY,
ILLINOIS.

KNOWN AS: 730 ROMONA ROAD, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

PERMANENT INDEX NUMBER: 05 - 32 - 104 - 118 - 0000

DRAINAGE STATEMENT:
DRPENANE SVALEENT: VILLAGE ENGINEER CERTIFICATE:

TO THE BEST OF OUR KNOWLEDGE AND BELIEF, THE DRAINAGE OF THE

SURFACE WATERS WILL NOT BE CHANGED BY THE CONSTRUCTION OF THIS. STATE OF ILLINOIS )

SUBDIVISION OR ANY PART THEREOF. OR THAT IF SUCH SURFACE WATER S.5.

DRAINAGE WILL BE CHANGED, REASONABLE PROVISIONS HAVE BEEN MADE FOR COUNTY OF COOK )

THE COLLECTION AND DIVERSION OF SUCH SURFACE WATERS INTO PUBLIC

AREAS OR DRAINS WHICH THE SUBDIVIDER HAS A RIGHT TO USE, AND THAT APPROVED BY THE VILLAGE ENGINEER OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, COOK
SUCH SURFACE WATERS WILL BE PLANNED FOR IN ACCORDANCE WITH COUNTY. ILLINCIS, ON THIS__ DAY

GENERALLY ACCEPTED ENGINEERING PRACTICES SO AS TO REDUCE THE
LIKELIHOOD OF DAMAGE TO THE ADJOINING PROPERTY BECAUSE OF THE
CONSTRUCTION OF THE SUBDIVISION,

DATED THIS DAY OF AD.20___. BY:

VILLAGE ENGINEER

BY:,

OWNER
626 FOREST LLC

ADDRESS: 2709 W. PETERSON AVENUE
CHICAGO, IL 60859

BY:,

ENGINEER

PLAN COMMISSION CERTIFICATE:
STATE OF ILLINOIS )

)} 8.5
COUNTY OF COOK )

APPROVED AND ACCEPTED BY THE PLAN COMMISSION OF THE VILLAGE OF

WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, AT A MEETING HELD THIS, DAY
AD.20__.
BY:
CHAIRMAN
ATTEST:
SECRETARY

RETURN THE ORIGINAL PLAT TO:
VILLAGE OF WILMETTE
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091

BOARD OF TRUSTEE'S CERTIFICATE:
STATE OF ILLINOIS )

) S.8.
COUNTY OF COOK )

APPROVED AND ACCEPTED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, COCK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, THIS DAY

BY:
PRESIDENT
ATTEST:
VILLAGE CLERK
TREASURER:

STATE OF ILLINQIS )

) 8.
COUNTY OF COOK )
IHEREBY CERTIFY THAT THERE ARE NO UNPAID SPECIAL ASSESSMENT ON THE
ABOVE DESCRIBED PROPERTY.

DATED THIS, DAY OF A.D. 20, "

BY:
TREASURER VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLINOIS

PREPARED BY:

UNITED SURVEY SERVICE, LLC
CONSTRUCTION AND LAND SURVEYORS
2100 N. 15TH AVENUE, SUITE C, MELROSE PARK, IL 60160-1017
TEL.: (847) 299 - 1010 FAX: (847) 299 - 5887
E-MAIL: USURVEY@USANDCS.COM
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Master Capital Corporation
165 N CANAL STREET, UNIT 924
CHICAGO, IL 60606

Wednesday, May 10, 2017 - :‘f,':‘:""": ¥
, . MAY | n oniy
Community Development Department ! CUl
Village of Wilmette L i
1200 Wilmette Avenue e LEPARTMENT MENT
~SLulieNy

Wilmette, IL 60091

RE: 730 Romona, Wilmette
Re-subdivision
Dear Plan Commission Members,

We are writing to request approval of proposed plat of re-subdivision and permission to re-subdivide
730 Romona Avenue. We propose dividing the single lot into 2 equal parcels.

Currently the parcel’s dimensions measure 140 feet wide (along Romona) and 160 feet deep (front to
rear). We seek to have 2 — 70 x 160 lots.

The current lot area is 22,400 square feet. The parcel’s total area of 22,400 SQ FT is much larger than
the average sized lots in the neighborhood and remain far below the density pattern of the
neighborhood.

The proposed re-subdivision will leave two parcels of 11,200 Square feet each which are still sizable lots
relative to the average found throughout the neighborhood. Further, the new parcels considerably

meet the density and development pattern of the neighborhood.

For these reasons, we believe this request conforms to the standards of review as set forth in the
Village of Wilmette Zoning Ordinance and Village of Wilmette Subdivision Code.

We thank you in advance for your consideration.

Respectfully Submitted,

Derek Schiller
Attorney for MASTER CAPITAL
773.878.5555



AN ORDINANCE AUTRO,
TIONS TO THE W
AND DIRECTING

of the 3rgd P.X.
for public Btreet), {n

e
Wilnattg Zoning Ordinancae; and

WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals, after giving due

and proper notice aas required by law, held a publie hearing on
May 7, 1362, in Connection witn the foregoing

tiona, ang tharoaftar filed witn the Presi{dent

Of the Villaga of Wilnotte report,

fact,

lubdiviliﬁd

antitlag 'sxxnxn's-suapIVISIONf,

8N approved by the Pralldlntflgd

Board of Trustees of the Village, i

which plat of resubdiviasion haa ba

P
XDADNED by the Prasident and Eoprd
of Trustees of the Village of Wilmetta,  THE PR ses




Beaction 1: Authority is hereby granted to erect a
single family dwelling upon the Easterly of the lots contained in
said plat of subdivision, referred to in said plat as Lot 2,
provided that said dwelling when eracted, and the premisesg upen
which it is eraected, shall comply in all respects with the Bu{lding
and Zoning Ordipmcas of the Village, except that the requirements
©of the Zoning Ordinance are waived for said Lot 2 in respect to
the minimum frontage and average width thereof.

Bection 2: The Building Commissioner of the Village of
Wilmette hereby is authorized and directed to issue such building
permits as are necesaé:y to carry out and effectuate the intent
of this Ordinanca.

Section 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and
affact from and after its passage and approval, as provided by law.

PASEED by the Prasident and Board of Trustees of the

Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the kthday of September . 1962,

VILLAGE/\CLERK/QF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE,
ILLINOIS

APPROVED by the President of the village of Wilmette,

Illinois, this Lth day of mh./ .. 1962,

. M d

PRESYIDENT OF THE| VILLAGE OF WILMETTE,
ILLINOIS
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From: cschinzer

To: Adler, John

Cc: Mia Toy Schinzer

Subject: Easement 730 romona

Date: Wednesday, June 28, 2017 3:03:46 PM

Hi john - here is a copy of the warranty deed establishing the easement with 730 and 732
romona.

Please note this document includes a survey defining lot 1 (730) and lot 2 (732).

Of note, the paragraph detailing ingress/egress rights over the existing driveway with the
stipulation the parties jointly maintain the premises is the substance of the legal relationship.

Issues which are problematic: rezoning lot 1 into 2 lots would change the survey definition of
lot 1.

Lot 1 has refused to maintain land portion of easement in word and action.

Lot 1 has stated they will only provide driveway maintenance AFTER the property is sold
WITH conditions on lot 2. This quid pro quo arrangement is not acceptable and does not meet
the standard of an enforceable contract.

Further, rezoning of lot 1 would allow a future home to face Romona Road and would then
allow the owners of lot 1 to build a 6 foot fence within 16 feet of our front yard. This would
dramatically alter the value of our property.

Note we will appear at the July 6 meeting and state our case opposing the rezoning initiative.

Thx!

Chas Schinzer

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy Note5, an AT&T 4G LTE smartphone

2.9
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.10

Wilmette Village Manager’s Office

SUBJECT: Resolution Authorizing Reimbursement of the General Fund by Bond
Proceeds

MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017

FROM: Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager

BUDGET IMPACT: None

Recommended Motions

Move to adopt Resolution #2017-R-19 declaring the Village of Wilmette’'s official intent to
reimburse certain capital expenditures from the proceeds of future debt issues.

Background

The FY 2017 Budget includes the following General Fund capital improvements to be funded
by bond proceeds:

Project FY 2017 Budget
Public Works yard improvements $3,380,000
Village Hall Roof Replacement $630,000
Village Hall HYAC Replacement $200,000
Police Radio Network Replacement $500,000
Police Station Generator Replacement $135,000
Total $4,845,000

Discussion

The Village intends to issue debt for the aforementioned projects later this fall. Several of the
contracts have already been approved by the Village Board, and work is underway. Until the

Page 1 of 2



mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com

Village issues the related debt, the ongoing work will need to be funded by General Fund
reserves. As of July 25, 2017, the Village has expended $172,586.61 on these capital projects.
Resolution #2017-R-19 will permit these monies to be reimbursed to the General Fund by the
bond proceeds.

Budget Impact

The Fiscal Year 2017 Budget allocated funding for these projects as listed on page one of this
report.

Documents Attached

1. Resolution 2017-R-19
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RESOLUTION NO. 2017-R-19
A RESOLUTION DECLARING THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE’S OFFICIAL

INTENT TO REIMBURSE CERTAIN CAPITAL EXPENDITURES FROM THE
PROCEEDS OF FUTURE DEBT ISSUES

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Wilmette as follows:

The purpose of this resolution, is to satisfy the “Official Intent Requirement” of Treasury
Regulations Section 1.150-2. The Village of Wilmette, Illinois (the “Village”) has determined to
undertake the capital improvement projects described in this resolution and to expend funds to pay the
costs of such capital improvement projects.

The Village Facility Repair Project which include:

(1) roof replacement at Village Hall
(i) HVAC replacement for Village Hall; and
(iii) public works yard improvements; and
(iv) police radio network replacement; and
(v) police station generator replacement;
all at an estimated aggregate cost of $5,000,000.

Section 2. The Village expects to make payments for a portion of the aforementioned
Village Facility Repair Project from the Village’s General Fund and further, reasonably expects to be
reimbursed for such expenditures with the proceeds of bonds to be issued by the Village. The maximum
principal amount of debt expected to be issued for the reimbursement of such expenditures is
$2,100,000.00 and the entire project estimated cost is $5,000,000.

Section 3. This declaration of official intent is consistent with the budgetary and financial
circumstances of the Village.

Section 4. A copy of this resolution shall be filed immediately in the office of the Village

Clerk and shall be made available for public inspection in the manner required by law.



Section 5. This resolution shall be operative and effective upon its passage.
Adopted this 25" day of July, 2017

(SEAL)

Attest:

Deputy Village Clerk

US_100048659v2_204403-00014 7/19/2017 8:13 PM
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7/22/15 Approved at the 6-28-17 Transportation Commission Meeting

Wilmette

1200 Wilmette Avenue
WILMETTE, IL 60091

Engineering (847) 853-7660
Department Fax (847) 853-7701

MEETING MINUTES

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION

THURSDAY, DECEMBER 15, 2016
7:00 P.M.
SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM OF VILLAGE HALL

Members Present: Commissioner Brendan McCarthy
Commissioner Susan Barton
Commissioner Libby Braband
Commissioner Isaac Gaetz
Commissioner Jill Hayes

Members Absent: Chairman Pat Lilly
Commissioner Michael Taylor

Staff Present: Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and
Public Works

Russell Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer
Brian King, Police Chief

Guests Present: Peter Lemmon, P.E., Kimley Horn & Assoc.
Garth Gustafson, 15 Prairie Avenue
Gretchen Cappiello, 801 15™ Street
Mario Scozia, 1210 Lake Avenue
Jon Marshall, 822 Prairie Avenue
Lorene Thomas, 2228 EImwood Avenue
Lauren Barlow, 2118 EImwood Avenue

CALL TO ORDER.

Commissioner McCarthy called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m. and welcomed
those in attendance.
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APPROVAL OF MINUTES; TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING OF
MARCH 9, 2016.

Commissioner McCarthy directed the Commission’s attention to the draft minutes
of the Transportation Commission meeting of March 9, 2016. No comments
were offered. Commissioner Braband moved approval of the minutes. The
motion as seconded by Commissioner Gaetz. . The motion was
approved by a unanimous voice vote.

APPROVAL OF THE 2016/2017 SCHOOL CROSSING GUARD REPORT
PRESENTED BY THE POLICE DEPARTMENT

Police Chief King, presented the annual school crossing guard report which did
not recommend any changes for the 2016 / 2017 school year.

Commissioner Hayes moved to keep the crossing guard schedule the same
for school year 2016 / 2017. The motion was seconded by Commissioner
Barton. The motion was approved by unanimous voice Vvote.

2015-2016 TRAFFIC CALMING SUMMARY

Village Engineer, Russ Jensen, presented the summary of eligible traffic calming
candidates conducted since the fall of 2015 to the present, based on requests
from constituents for consideration. There have been about 20 requests for
studies initiated by residents, via our website. Staff conducts studies noting traffic
volumes, speed and traffic accident history to determine if these locations are
eligible for traffic calming. In the distributed packet is a list of eligible candidate
locations: 100 block of Prairie Avenue, 1900-2200 blocks of Kenilworth Avenue,
1900-2000 blocks of Thornwood Avenue, 1900-2200 blocks of EImwood Avenue,
2000 block of Greenwood Avenue, 300 block of Sunset Drive, 2000 block of
Schiller Avenue and the 800 block of Park Avenue.

Mr. Jensen indicated traffic calming locations are eligible to move forward as
stand-alone projects, however budget funding has not been provided since the
2008 recession. The other means to move them forward has occurred in
conjunction with road construction. If the eligible candidate receives resident
consent and a recommendation of the Transportation Commission, they are
incorporated into the road program without the need for separate funding. Also
included in the packet is information for identifying road program eligibility.

Director of Engineering and Public Works, Brigitte Berger-Raish advised that
because the Village Board has not approved a separate line item budget for
traffic calming for FY 2017, that doesn’t mean that next year they won't. Right
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now the sole funding mechanism is rolling the traffic calming measure into the
road program, which could change next year. It was a difficult budget year and
the Village Board focused more on roads and sewers, rather than discretionary
spending.

Commissioner McCarthy asked when the Village notifies the residents that a
street may be re-established as a brick street.

Mr. Jensen responded that the Village reaches out to residents generally the
year before construction as staff programs the street in the program.

Lorene Thomas, 2228 Elmwood, asked what types of traffic calming devices are
available.

Mr. Jensen responded that examples include speed bumps, lane striping, curb
bump-outs and lane meandering. A lot of calming effects are visually driven.

Ms. Berger-Raish advised that signage and striping and moving parking around
are more economical options. The more structural the measure the more
expensive — e.g. needing to hire a contractor to move curb.

Ms. Thomas, 2228 Elmwood, said she has seen a huge increase in traffic when
the configuration on Lake Avenue changed and a couple other changes nearby.
Can we put a sign saying no-right-turn during certain hours to help alleviate the
congestion for SB traffic on Ridge onto Lake?

Ms. Berger-Raish responded that traffic has to go somewhere, so restricting
traffic on Elmwood will likely push traffic to the north. We can look at the whole
neighborhood solution for Kenilworth Gardens because it's certainly all tied
together. The Commission would not recommend restricting turning movements
without understanding the impacts to the surrounding neighborhood.

Ms. Thomas recommended to redirect the traffic anyway because they’'ve been
dealing with this traffic for over 10 years. Our street isn’'t a neighborhood street
any longer, it feels more of a through-street.

Commissioner Barton said that EImwood does stand out as having a very high
85™ percentile speed. Have we done any targeted enforcement?

Chief King thought the Lake and Ridge intersection may be targeted for re-
engineering.

Ms. Berger-Raish advised there are no plans for intersection changes to Lake
and Ridge.
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Ms. Thomas asked if there’s something we can do to prevent neighbors from
parking all over the place and to keep traffic from driving down the street. Any
suggestion that’s not a re-configuration of the street or new signage?

Chief King indicated the volume of traffic is a bigger issue than speed.

Mr. Jensen advises that traffic studies are done during weekdays for 3 days in a
row to determine peak issues which are typical of morning and evening rush
hour.

Chief King indicated in terms of the speed, he asked for the data and it shows a
very large number of vehicles travelling over 75 mph which means the sensors
may have malfunctioned. We can put sensors down in the spring and to obtain
better readings.

Commissioner Hayes inquired about striping the parking lanes. Visually, striping
creates a narrowing effect which can slow traffic.

Ms. Thomas asked the Village to do what it can in a cost-effective manner to
make it safer. There are families with little kids on our street.

Ms. Lauren Barlow, 2118 Elmwood, asked a question to the Police Chief
regarding ticketing speeding offenders. She wanted to follow up because she has
not heard back from Police. What do those sensors do?

Police Chief Brian King advises said the sensors track car volume and speed.
Road sensors are more successful to do a survey on the road, whereas the
trailer is more visible enforcement. We are going to do something in the interim
based on peaks and we will do some targeted enforcement to start the
perception so drivers slow down.

Garth Gustafson, 157 Prairie, has been on Prairie over 25 years and has seen a
lot of changes. Traffic volume gets worse every year, particularly when Green
Bay Road was reconfigured and during the rush hours. Traffic lights along Green
Bay Road exasperate the problem. He sees traffic coming down Prairie from
Park to get around Green Bay Road to avoid those 2 traffic lights and continue
southbound or northbound. Primarily it is worse at night. His question is can the
Village alleviate the project by changing the traffic light pattern?

Ms. Berger-Raish said that it's actually better than it was. We received a federal
grant to redo the signals at Lake, Central and Wilmette in 2009. The signal
timing was changed to be more efficient. We had to get an order through the
lllinois Commerce Commission to get the signals re-timed because the signals
are coordinated with the railroad.
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Mr. Gustafson said we should close off streets like Prairie to eliminate cut-
through traffic. We could do the same at Park and farther west because people
look for ways to save time. He asked if we would consider cameras and signs
(e.g. no right turn on red), and this should alleviate some of the problem to give
us back our neighborhood streets again.

Police Chief King said he has observed cut-through traffic in that neighborhood
because people are trying to avoid the train. Most of the violators are from the
neighborhood. He indicated the violation rate today is lower than it used to be
prior to 20009.

Commissioner Gaetz said he used to live in Old Town, Chicago, where streets do
not follow the Chicago grid. The result is there aren’t many people cutting
through the streets in that neighborhood. It does seem to work.

A brief discussion ensued regarding the operation of the traffic signals on Green
bay Road.

TRAFFIC CONTROL AT THE INTERSECTION OF LAKE AVENUE AND 12™
STREET

Mr. Jensen indicated the Village received a resident request to re-review traffic
control (specifically a 4-way stop) at the intersection of Lake Avenue and 12th
Street. The previous request was made in 2013 which also was for a 4-way stop.
The Village engaged Traffic Analysis & Design, Inc. (TADI) who determined the
all-way stop control warrant criteria was not met. These findings were presented
to the Transportation Commission at their meeting on June 23, 2014, and the
Transportation Commission consensus was to improve striping in the area and
look at some pedestrian improvements in the area.

The Village retained the services of Kimley-Horn and Associates to evaluate the
traffic control and roadway configuration options for the intersection of 12th
Street and Lake Avenue and Lake Avenue from the railroad tracks east to
Wilmette Avenue. Mr. Peter Lemmon of Kimley-Horn is here to present his
findings.

Mr. Lemmon said he reviewed the traffic count data from this past year and re-
checked the warrants to see if the volumes met the different criteria for an all-way
stop. The volumes do not meet the criteria to satisfy the warrant requirements.
They also looked at crash history and whether an all-way stop or traffic signal
would have resulted in fewer accidents.

We began to identify some of the key issues and came up with some ideas. He
showed a diagram to the attendees. Currently, there is approximately 21 feet in
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each direction to create 4 lanes. In the new concept, the 4 lanes would be
merged to 2 lanes at the intersection of 12th. This effectively starts to slow down
traffic due to the narrowness.

Commissioner McCarthy mentioned that consolidation of the Green Bay trail and
separate pedestrian crossings across Lake Ave. at 13" Street into one crossing
might be better if the traffic lanes are narrowed from two to one.

Mario Scozia, 1210 Lake, said he lived here for 27 years and after the work on
the Edens Expressway, everyone found Lake Ave. to be a shortcut. Most drivers
aren’'t Wilmette residents. He does not want to add a traffic light. A problem
already exists west-bound by the RR tracks as it narrows down and it's a
nightmare in the morning. A stop sign solution may be better.

Mr. Lemmon said going westbound, merging into the one lane is probably within
100-150" past the BP station where everyone is trying to get down to one lane.
We have 475’ there to complete this transition.

Commissioner Braband commented this is a low-cost solution. There’s street
parking in front of a townhome area which is new on Lake Street.

Mr. Lemmon said the parking will slow traffic down. The 45-to-1 taper is based on
speed, which is an IDOT standard. The eastbound narrowing goes down to an
11’ travel lane. The westbound side will remain the same to prevent vehicle
stacking. Most (80-85%) traffic is using the center lane anyway, and the queue
forms up mostly in the inside lane first.

Commissioner Hayes inquired about turns from eastbound Lake to 12t Street.

Mr. Lemmon said that during his observations, on occasion right hand turns
needed to yield to a pedestrian crossing 12" Street. For traffic turning left, there
were fewer conflicts observed with pedestrians.

Commissioner McCarthy asked for any other thoughts from the Commission.

Ms. Berger-Raish said that if the Commission recommends to move forward on
an incremental basis to do striping, we would send letters with diagrams to the all
the impacted neighbors. It's not that expensive, but it's more than our 2017
budget allows. However, we can recommend to approve the additional costs in
2017 without waiting another calendar year.

Commissioner Braband made a motion for staff to propose the Lake Avenue
road diet striping plan to the Municipal Services Committee for funding and
implementation in 2017. Commissioner Barton seconded. The motion was
approved by unanimous voice vote.
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TRAFFIC CONTROL AT THE INTERSECTION OF 15™ STREET AND PRAIRIE
AVENUE / SPENCER AVENUE

Mr. Jensen said that the intersection has east-west control. The request is for a
four-way stop. Some concerns brought up by the residents about the previous
review and study include a lot of pedestrian traffic was unaccounted for because
of the park and previous counts had not taken into account the high pedestrian
activity during the weekends. Again, staff asked Kimley Horn to look at the
information collected so far and to give us recommendations — should we
consider a 4-way stop or something else? Staff completed a 6-day count
(Tuesday through Sunday) to get the vehicle counts over a weekend. Kimley
Horn supplemented the vehicle counts with pedestrian counts for merging
purposes and to assess if the combination was more significant. The merged
volumes do not warrant a 4-way stop at the intersection. At this point, the
recommendation is not to change the existing traffic control.

Commissioner Hayes said the previous counts were from November. She heard
from several residents that November isn’t representative of the issue of concern.
The Village counts should include September or October when school is in
session and park activity counts in May is because youth soccer starts in April.
She agrees the data doesn’t show it, but supports additional counts.

Mr. Lemmon said that improving visibility is better than stop signs. Maybe we can
stripe some of the parking to have clear lines of sight to make the crossing
shorter.

Chief King said he agrees that recounting is necessary. The studies are clear
and the violation rates are higher so pedestrians are less safe.

Mr. Lemmon said that even if the counts doubled, we still wouldn’t fulfill the
criteria to install a 4-way stop.

Bob Dixon, 1539 Lake, said parents should pay more attention to their children
crossing the street for park access.

Gretchen Cappiello, 801 15™, said the parking was moved back in front of our
house which was a big improvement. She wanted to go back to 2013 after the
Village installed the highlighted traffic crossing at Lake. There was some talk of
looking to see if additional signage can be added to highlight the crosswalk.
Currently the crosswalk is a dark paver. Everyone is rushing down 15" to school.
Drivers don’t recognize when pedestrians have the right-of-way. Please consider
adding better markings for the crosswalk.
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Ms. Berger-Raish said the challenge of crosswalks on brick pavers is you can’t
stripe them.

Mr. Lemmon said we can recommend a sign with a downward arrow. It's a trade-
off — do you fill with asphalt instead? Raising visibility is the issue. Also, children
and seniors are more vulnerable, so we need to pay special attention to them.
There isn’'t a discount on the warrants for age or size. However, lines of sight
can be improved to account for them. Part of this comes down to culture — over
time in Wilmette we are becoming more used to pedestrians in the crosswalks.
People now are getting used to pedestrians in the roadway. Additional stop signs
aren’t the right solution.

Jon Marshall, 822 Prairie, said he lives at the southeast corner for 18+ years.
This intersection has many close calls, being right next to the park, in the
afternoon hours and weekends. Children are going to the park and to school.
Drivers use Prairie to cut through the neighborhood on their way to work, and
they save themselves 3 traffic lights. They speed through and take the corners
very quickly. It's scary to see a lot of close calls. Please take into account how
much of the traffic count are children.

Commissioner McCarthy asked the Commission for their opinion.

Commissioner Braband said she would like speed data on 15" because some
people are talking about speed being the issue. Maybe we need more direct and
targeted enforcement.

Commissioner Gaetz asked if another crosswalk guard can be added.

Police Chief King said this would require pulling a guard from a different location
which is a complicated process.

Commissioner Braband said that we are creating an informational video to
highlight how to not be in a hurry so much. We are collecting data real-time
around schools and violations. It'll be shown at curriculum night and notices will
be posted on walls. It's an educational tool to show the nanny, grandma,
grandpa, and the children - to remind drivers to be safer drivers. We are seeking
grant money and PTO money.

Commissioner Braband made a motion recommending to make visibility
enhancements, targeted enforcement and education. Commissioner Hayes
seconded. The motion was approved by unanimous voice vote.

TRAFFIC CONTROL AT THE INTERSECTION OF LAKE AVENUE AND 16™
STREET
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Mr. Jensen indicated a resident requested traffic control on Lake Avenue and
16™ Street by means of a traffic control signal or 4-way stop. The study analysis
does not support either of those measures. No previous outreach was on file
regarding this location. The communication from the resident lacked additional
information on why the request was being made.

Commissioner Braband said she lives on Greenwood and 15%/16™ and she
doesn’t see what the issue is at this intersection.

Ms. Berger-Raish said that there were 3 resident e-mails opposed to this request.

Bob Dixon, 1539 Lake, said he has lived there for over 25 years and sees no
issue at this intersection.

Commissioner Braband said there is no way to coordinate signals. The train
comes at its schedule. There’s already a backup issue on Lake Ave and this
would exacerbate the situation. This request is not supported.

Ms. Berger-Raish indicated no motion is needed.

Lauren Barlow, 2118 ElImwood, said there are many vehicles using ElImwood and
she has seen school buses going 40 mph. Perhaps shortening the length of the
red light at Lake and Ridge would be a solution to the ElImwood traffic.

Commissioner Braband said she’ll speak to the District transportation coordinator
to discuss the speeding bus situation.

OLD BUSINESS

Ms. Berger said that Phase | engineering was stalled about a year on Locust
Road, so construction will be postponed to late 2018. She added that for the
Skokie-Hibbard Federal Grant project, the IDOT letting is scheduled for March
2017 and there is a summer construction start for that intersection project. The
Central Avenue STP project is estimated at $3 million and the Phase | open
house had 100 participants. In the spring, the results of the open house survey
guestionnaires for pedestrian and bike accommodations will be shared.

NEW BUSINESS
None.

ADJOURNMENT
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Commissioner McCarthy moved to adjourn the meeting. The motion was
seconded by Commissioner Braband. The motion was approved by a unanimous
voice vote. The motion carried. No further discussion occurred on the motion.

The meeting was thereafter adjourned at 8:54 p.m.

Minutes Respectfully Prepared by R. Jensen
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEMS: 3.15

Engineering & Public

wilmette Works Department

EST.1872

SUBJECT: Purchase of Asphalt Roller and Trailer
MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017
FROM: Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works

Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works
Kurt Smith, Vehicle Maintenance Superintendent

BUDGET IMPACT: Budget $ 38,000
Net Cost After Trade-In 35,650
Over/(Under) Budget ($ 2,350)

Recommended Motion

Move to approve a contract in the amount of $38,900 with McCann Industries, Inc., Addison,
IL for purchase of asphalt roller and trailer.

Background

This request is for the purchase of an asphalt roller (C-12) and trailer (C-29), scheduled for
replacement in 2017 as part of the Village’s 10-year Capital Improvement Program (CIP). Staff
within the Street Division of Engineering and Public Works Department utilize this equipment
for street repairs and patching with hot asphalt materials. Specifically, this roller assists with
the application of approximately 50-tons of hot sand mix and 40-tons of hot asphalt surface
and binder each year. The existing unit will be replaced with a larger capacity roller (47-inch
versus 35-inch drum width) as the current unit (23-years of age) is undersized, underpowered,
and inadequate for compacting larger surface areas having a material depth of 2-3 inches.

The new asphalt roller will contribute to a more comprehensive in-house asphalt pavement
patching program, where permanent repairs are assigned to areas which were previously
treated with temporary measures. Quite often, these areas require repeat visits and become
resource intensive from a maintenance standpoint (i.e. labor, equipment and material usage).
Efficiency gains are expected through use of this upgraded equipment. Integrating permanent
type of repairs also produces a greater quality of road surface and can help to extend the life
of asphalt streets (and alleys) before their scheduled resurfacing date. The expected useful life
of the new asphalt roller and trailer is between 20-25 years

Discussion

Beginning in April, staff developed specifications for purchase of the asphalt roller and trailer.
On May 18, 2017, bid notices for a Request for Proposal (RFP No. 17-M-0012) were sent to
six area vendors specializing in the supply and sale of asphalt rollers and trailers. The bid
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opening occurred on June 8, 2017 and a total of five proposals were received. Results of the
bid opening are denoted in the table below.

Bid Results RFP No. 17-M-0012

Asphalt

Roller Trailer Total Bid Trade-In Net Bid
(Make/Model) (Make/Model) Amount (Optional) | Amount
McCann Industries, Inc., Towmaster
Addison, IL CASE DV26 T5DT $38,900 $3,250 | $35,650
WZﬁfgizaTrf‘ftor Sales Co., BVS?Z'\S_ASGL_5 Felling FT10T | $39,965 |  $3,500 | $36,465
Casey Equipment Co., Dynapac Big Tow B-3
Arlington Heights, IL CC1200 Plus DT $44,075 $1,500 | $42,575
Patten Industries, Inc., Caterpillar Towmaster
Elmhurst, IL CB24B T10 DT $46,112 $4,000 | $42,112
ALTA Equipment Co., Wacker- Towmaster
New Hudson, Ml Neuson RD 28 T5DT $50.170 $3,000 | 347,170

McCann Industries, Inc., Addison, IL provided the lowest responsive proposal for purchase of
the asphalt roller and trailer and did not take any exceptions to the specification. Staff reviewed
the manufacturer make and model information included in McCann’s proposal and they are
sourced from reputable suppliers with products widely used in the industry. In 2015, as part of
pilot program, the Village rented a similar asphalt roller (i.e. make and model) with positive
reviews and feedback from staff. Prospective bidders were also asked to provide a trade-in
credit for the existing roller and trailer. McCann Industries, Inc. has offered a trade-in credit of
$3,250. Staff recommends accepting this credit as part of the final contract as it represents fair
market value and there are no assurances that going out to auction would produce equal or
more favorable pricing. Furthermore, McCann Industries has supplied equipment for the Village
prior (2013- backhoe purchase) and demonstrated to be competent and capable vendor. They
have also been responsive to any warranty repair claims. Therefore, staff recommends award
to the lowest responsive bidder.

The delivery of the asphalt roller takes 60 days from the order date and 105 days for the trailer;
final delivery of both units is expected before the end of November 2017.

Budget Impact

The 2017 Budget provides $38,000 to replace an asphalt roller (C-12) and trailer (C-29). The
final purchase cost of the new asphalt roller and trailer is $35,650 (includes optional trade-in
credit), resulting in a final budget savings of $2,350.

The table below illustrates funding for 2017.

AGENDA ITEMS: 3.15
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Budget

11960070-480275-40214 $38,000
Asphalt Roller and Trailer $38,900
Trade-In Credit ($3,250)
Final Net Cost $35,650
Balance (Savings) ($2,350)

Documents Attached

CIP page for C-12 and C-29

Proposal from McCann Industries, Inc., Addison, IL

Proposal from Westside Tractor Sales Company, Wauconda, IL
Proposal from Casey Equipment Company, Arlington Heights, IL
Proposal from Patten Industries, Inc., Elmhurst, IL

Proposal from ALTA Equipment Company, New Hudson, MI

QAN E
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Engineering and Public Works - Vehicles

Compactor —'Asphalt Roller (C-12) 2017 $32,000  G/F - Operating
- Critical
X Recommended

- Contingent on Funding

Vehicle Description (C-12)

Make Wacker
Model RD880
Year 1994
Cost $9,420
Useful Life 25 years
Current Life 22 years

Personnel in the Engineering and Public Works Department (Street Division) utilize this machine to
facilitate street repairs — patching with hot asphalt material. This machine is hydraulically operated,
powered by a 16-HP Briggs and Stratton V-Twin engine, 35” drum width, 1.25 ton rating and equipped
with emergency lighting.

| Project Description & Justification

An estimated cost of $32,000 to purchase a new compactor (31.5-HP engine, 47” drum width and
2.92 ton rating).

C-12
Breakdown/Repairs 2014-2015
Number of Breakdown/Repairs 1
Labor Hours 0.75
Labor Cost $23
Parts Cost $2
Total Cost $25
Total Equipment Miles No Meter
Total Equipment Hours 474

*Breakdowns are shown for those vehicles that are to be replaced in the next calendar year

Project Update

This request has been rescheduled from 2021 to 2017 and the projected cost has increased $20,000
due to replacement with a larger capacity roller (47" versus 35” drum width), which better suits the
needs of the Engineering and Public Works Department (Street Division), and rising
manufacturer/material costs. In 2015, the Street Division needed to rent a larger capacity compactor
to facilitate a pilot program (larger asphalt patches) as the Village’s current compactor was

undersized, underpowered and inadequate for compacting larger surface areas having a material
depth of 2-3 inches.
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The funding of this purchase will assist the Engineering and Public Works Department with achieving
the goal of implementing a more comprehensive asphalt pavement patching program which
produces a greater quality of road surface and extends the life of asphalt streets before their
scheduled resurfacing date. Currently, the Street Division is confined to utilizing strictly UPM cold
patch and hot sand mix materials for asphalt which are both temporary repairs (applications are
short-lived, 1-2 years). Granted, each material will continue to play an integral role within a
comprehensive street repair/maintenance program, however, staff would like incorporate more
permanent repairs (5+ years of extended life) which involve pavement grinding and hot asphalt (i.e.
surface and binder) applications. However, in order to start implementing permanent repairs, staff
requests existing equipment to be replaced with upgraded equipment. Inmediate areas of emphasis
will be problematic sections of roadways (i.e. resource intensive, labor and material) that have
received numerous, recurring cold patch repairs (temporary) and show progressive deterioration
(see attached photos denoted below).

Temporary repair Permanent repair

If the following equipment is approved for replacement (C-12, C-29, C-34 and C-37), the Street
Division foresees an investment of 1,000 labor hours (or approx. 1-month period) dedicated to
permanent street repairs with a projected material budget of $6,600-$7,800, which affords the
purchase of 110-130 tons of surface/binder asphalt (or approximately up to 6,000 to 7,000 square
feet of area). By grinding and re-paving the most problematic areas, staff hopes to offset incurred
expenses for temporary repairs (i.e. cold patching) by reducing associated labor hours and material
costs. For example, based on a historical average over the last five years, the Street Division invests
1,350 labor hours to complete 6-8 passes of all Village streets with application of 90-120 tons of UPM
material ($13,860 or $132 per ton) and 300-400 labor hours to apply 50-60 tons of hot sand mix
material ($4,950 or $90 per ton). However, implementing more permanent street repairs will not
offset the cost of temporary repairs in totality. The demand for UPM cold patching applications will
always continue and efficiency gains in other service areas will be needed in order to allocate the
projected 1,000 hours for permanent street repairs. When removed from service, this vehicle will be
traded in on a new acquisition, or be auctioned through the Northwest Municipal Conference.

Engineering and Public Works Vehicles Page 18




Project Alternative

The alternative is to delay the purchase and reschedule during later years or lease a compactor for
approximately $1,500 per week or $6,000 per month. However, based on the expected useful life of
a brand new compactor (20-25 years) and the cumulative cost to lease a unit (1-month per year, 20-
25 years), the long-term cost impact of leasing would be three fold ($120,000-$150,000) as compared
to the cost of purchasing a new unit ($39,000 - includes trailer).

Operating Budget Impact

Is this purchase routine_ X or non-routine?

ROUTINE
Account Number/Description 11233030-490450 /C-12
All maintenance expenditures are
included in various accounts in 11273030
Personnel Costs None
Training Costs None

Maintenance Costs

é
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Engineering and Public Works - Vehicles

Trailer for Compactor -Asphalt Roller (C-29) 2017 $6,000 G/F - Operating

Critical
X Recommended
- Contingent on Funding

Vehicle Description

Make Wacker
Model T-4000
Year 1994
Cost $2,540
Useful Life 25 years
Current Life 22 years

Various personnel in the Engineering and Public Works Department (Street Division) utilize this trailer for
transport of the asphalt roller (C-12). The replacement of this trailer coincides with the asphalt roller (C-
12).

Project Description & Justification

An estimated cost of $6,000 to replace a 1994 Asphalt roller.

C-29
Breakdown/Repairs 2014-2015
Number of Breakdown/Repairs 1
Labor Hours 0.50
Labor Cost $18.00
Parts Cost $3.98
Total Cost $21.98
Total Equipment Miles No Meter
Total Equipment Hours No Meter

*Breakdowns are shown for those vehicles that are to be replaced in the next calendar year

Project Update

This request has been rescheduled from 2021 to 2017 to coincide with the replacement of the
compactor/asphalt roller (C-12). When removed from service, this vehicle will be traded in on a new
acquisition, or be auctioned through the Northwest Municipal Conference.

Project Alternative

The alternative is to delay the purchase and reschedule during later years.

%
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Operating Budget Impact

Is this purchase routine__X or ___non-routine?

ROUTINE
Account Number/Description 11233030-490450 /C-29
Maintenance Costs All maintenancg expenditure§ are
included in various accounts in 11273030
Personnel Costs None
Training Costs None

m
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Village of Wilmette
Request for Proposal No. 17-M-0012
Public Works Asphalt Roller & Trailer

Quoted Pricing and Timing for Completion:

1. TOTAL COST FOR ONE COMPLETE ASPHALT ROLLER & ONE TRAILER:
- oo
In Dollars: $ 3 8 ) 900 .

ND ———
In Words:’//m.d-r\/ c B HT THeusanDd /\/ue - /_/mMED A~sh Aaa

ASPHALT ROLLER MAKE: Qﬂ\se Model: DN 2 (,

Please provide descriptive literature with bid

(W1l 0,1
TRAILER MAKE:Tewma s7€4 Model: 75 - DT~ Overall Length: / 7'~ /9 ¢ (’f‘fb)

Please provide descriptive literature with bid

2. DELIVERY TIME: €& é’:‘Lan (in calendar days from time of order placement)

The above pricing and time for completion are to deliver as per the Specifications shown in this
document in Appendix One. Vendor offering this proposal must demonstrate that they have the
resources and capability to provide the materials and services as described herein. The above
prices shall include all labor, materials, removal, overhead, profit, insurance and incidentals
required to complete the Work. Rewnc€l -~ [po Dav.s

TRANS, ~ sp5 Da¥ys
3. OPTIONAL ITEM: TOTAL COST FOR EXTENDED WARRANTY FOR THE FOLLOWING:

Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Full Machine in Dollars: $ Ses A'IT/J cHED

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Powertrain Only in Dollars: $ Sff A’?’Tﬁ <MED

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

Note: The Village of Wilmette is a tax-exempt municipality. Our lllinois Department of Revenue
Tax Exempt D # is E9998-1106-06. As such, no sales tax should be added to the quoted price.

4. OPTIONAL ITEM: TRADE IN VALUE FOR THE FOLLOWING:

TRADE-IN INFORMATION
The following unit may be used for trade-in allowance (at the option of the Village) and shall
be part of any contract for this RFP. Radios - and any other equipment not integral to the
vehicle - will be removed prior to the unit being surrendered to the Vendor. Any Village
markings must also be removed (by the Village) prior to releasing possession of the vehicle.
Please indicate the trade-in value in the space provided below the following picture.
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Note: This trade-in will not be available for pick-up by the Vendor until 15 business days
after delivery of the completed unit. The trade in vehicle may be viewed at the Public Works
Maintenance Facility, 711 Laramie Ave., Wilmette, IL 60091 Monday thru Friday, during normal |
working hours of operation 7:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. E |

Asphalt Roller:

1994 Wacker RD880
Serial # 673602213
Engine: 16 Horsepower
Hours: 475.0

Trailer:
1995 Karvan T4000
Serial: 718601030

TRADE-IN ALLOWANCE (Optional): _
Y]
In Dollars: $ 3A5 o

A/D[m

In WOFdS:??Aﬁ'C %p.&swb Jleve %Nﬁc‘b Fier~ PV
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

IN SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL THE VENDOR CERTIFIES THAT:

1. the prices in this PROPOSAL have been arrived at independéntly, without
consultation, communication, or agreement, for the purpose of restricting competition, as
to any matter relating to such prices with any other bidder or with any’competitor;

2. this PROPOSAL has not made in the interest of or on behalf of any undisclosed
person, firm or corporation and is not submitted in conformity with any agreement or rules
of any group, association, organization or corporation; and,

3. it has not directly or indirectly induced or solicited any other bidder to submit a false
or sham PROPOSAL; has not solicited or induced any person, firm or corporation to Quote
or refrain from Quoting; and has not sought by collusion to obtain for itself ahy advantage
over any other bidder or over the Village.

4. is familiar with the federal, state and local taws and regulatlons that may affect cost,
progress, performance and the furnishing of the Work;
5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village or others

that may relate to Work for which this Quote is submitted.

Signedg/d«%timsg_day of Jops , 2017
By: o %

(Signature)

Teer U],

(Print Ndme)

dibla %QM(/ dﬂsﬁm e

Business address: @%{7 % %iﬁ’wfﬂq’ﬁ— /&

Ao 70 Lo/

Business Phone #; 658~ &2 7-200

Cell Phone #: ) ?[k/Z“?%é? 4

E-Mail Address: CHE/EEL Mo MW OMAAE.

Subscribed and sworn before me
this_&day of _UNE. 2017

Notary Public:

" OFFICIAL SEAL
LINDSEY TANIS

NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:01/19/20
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Village of Wilmette
Request for Proposal No. 17-M-0012
Public Works Asphalt Roller & Trailer

Quoted Pricing and Timing for Completion:

1. TOTAL COST FOR ONE COMPLETE ASPHALT ROLLER & ONE TRAILER:

In Dollars: $ 3? ?éJ/

ASPHALT ROLLER MAKE: b?am,ac. Model: Bl /o /-5

Please provide descriptive literature with bid

— 1 o ¥
TRAILER MAKE: /ééugpc Model: 157-'/0/ Overall Length: )0 é

Please provide descriptive literature with bid

2. DELIVERY TIME: é@ - Cfo (in calendar days from time of order placement)

The above pricing and time for completion are to deliver as per the Specifications shown in this
document in Appendix One. Vendor offering this proposal must demonstrate that they have the
resources and capability to provide the materials and services as described herein. The above
prices shall include all labor, materials, removal, overhead, profit, insurance and incidentals
required to complete the Work.

3. OPTIONAL ITEM: TOTAL COST FOR EXTENDED WARRANTY FOR THE FOLLOWING:

Jyﬂ/jdoa #A Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Full Machine in Dollars: $ ///7
/4

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

0’),4/?”0/,5( Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Powertrain Only in Dollars: $ ?é/

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

Note: The Village of Wilmette is a tax-exempt municipality. Our lllinois Department of Revenue
Tax Exempt ID # is E9998-1106-06. As such, no sales tax should be added to the quoted price.

4. OPTIONAL ITEM: TRADE IN VALUE FOR THE FOLLOWING:

TRADE-IN INFORMATION
The following unit may be used for trade-in allowance (at the option of the Village) and shall
be part of any contract for this RFP. Radios - and any other equipment not integral to the
vehicle - will be removed prior to the unit being surrendered to the Vendor. Any Village
markings must also be removed (by the Village) prior to releasing possession of the vehicle.
Please indicate the trade-in value in the space provided below the following picture.
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Note: This trade-in will not be available for pick-up by the Vendor until 15 business days

after delivery of the completed unit. The trade in vehicle may be viewed at the Public Works
Maintenance Facility, 711 Laramie Ave., Wilmette, IL 60091 Monday thru Friday, during normal ﬁ
working hours of operation 7:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. 3

Asphalt Roller:

1994 Wacker RD880
Serial # 673602213
Engine: 16 Horsepower
Hours: 475.0

Trailer: |
1995 Karvan T4000
Serial: 718601030

TRADE-IN ALLOWANCE (Optional):

In Dollars: § 3; < %
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

IN SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL THE VENDOR CERTIFIES THAT:

1. the prices in this PROPOSAL have been arrived at independently, without
consultation, communication, or agreement, for the purpose of restricting competition, as
to any matter relating to such prices with any other bidder or with any competitor;

2. this PROPOSAL has not made in the interest of or on behalf of any undisclosed
person, firm or corporation and is not submitted in conformity with any agreement or rules
of any group, association, organization or corporation; and,

3. it has not directly or indirectly induced or solicited any other bidder to submit a false
or sham PROPOSAL; has not solicited or induced any person, firm or corporation to Quote
or refrain from Quoting; and has not sought by collusion to obtain for itself any advantage
over any other bidder or over the Village.

4, is familiar with the federal, state and local laws and regulations that may affect cost,
progress, performance and the furnishing of the Work;
5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village or others

that may relate to Work for which this Quote is submitted.

Signed and sworn-this £ day of Juafe 2017

By: %/

L7«ﬁgnaﬁre)
By: KM&/J/;’J/W / '% E2IA ¢

(Print Name)

d/b/a W«.[/T

Business address: /S ¢0 M. /54/‘/0 ﬂ
W vcouomn  ZC 60 Y

Business Phone #; (Y(/7J 5467 7700
Cell Phone #: _@30) X/é ‘S /

E-Mail Address: Cmerzond @ WESTS10A TRAcTN -(/’W/?J . Conm,

Subs,cribed and sworn before me
this Gthday of _« JUNE 2017

Notary Public:

OFFICIAL SEAL
JULIA A WRIGHT
Notary Putlic - State of lilinois
My Commission Expires Oct 8, 2017
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Village of Wilmette
Request for Proposal No. 17-M-0012
Public Works Asphalt Roller & Trailer

Quoted Pricing and Timing for Completion:

1. TOTAL COST FOR ONE COMPLETE ASPHALT ROLLER & ONE TRAILER:
fals]
In Dollars: $ qq ;075. -

In Words: ﬁ)(fl’}i four Hhousand SW&%""‘R! five dolkers + ?/199 .

ASPHALT ROLLER MAKE: D\/’M{J&( Model:_C<1Z790 " Plus

Please provide descriptive literature with bid oo

TRAILER MAKE: Biq To!  Model:_P-32T  overall Length: 12

Please provide descriptive literatéire with bid

2. DELIVERY TIME: Q&O (in calendar days from time of order placement)

The above pricing and time for completion are to deliver as per the Specifications shown in this
document in Appendix One. Vendor offering this proposal must demonstrate that they have the
resources and capability to provide the materials and services as described herein. The above
prices shall include all labor, materials, removal, overhead, profit, insurance and incidentals
required to complete the Work.

3. OPTIONAL ITEM: TOTAL COST FOR EXTENDED WARRANTY FOR THE FOLLOWING:

e 995
Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Full Machine in Dollars: $ .

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Powertrain Only in Dollars: $

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

Note: The Village of Wilmette is a tax-exempt municipality. Our lllinois Department of Revenue
Tax Exempt ID # is E9998-1106-06. As such, no sales tax should be added to the quoted price.

4. OPTIONAL ITEM: TRADE IN VALUE FOR THE FOLLOWING:

TRADE-IN INFORMATION
The following unit may be used for trade-in allowance (at the option of the Village) and shall
be part of any contract for this RFP. Radios - and any other equipment not integral to the
vehicle - will be removed prior to the unit being surrendered to the Vendor. Any Village
markings must also be removed (by the Village) prior to releasing possession of the vehicle.
Please indicate the trade-in value in the space provided below the following picture.
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Note: This trade-in will not be available for pick-up by the Vendor until 15 business days

after delivery of the completed unit. The trade in vehicle may be viewed at the Public Works
Maintenance Facility, 711 Laramie Ave., Wilmette, IL 60091 Monday thru Friday, during normal
working hours of operation 7:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M.

Asphalt Roller:

1994 Wacker RD880
Serial # 673602213
Engine: 16 Horsepower
Hours: 475.0

Trailer:

1995 Karvan T4000

Serial: 718601030

TRADE-IN ALLOWANCE (Optional):

In Dollars: $ \fSOO.QE

In Words: One ﬂ%\ou&&ﬂé 'ﬁ\/@, howded Ja'iars + %m -
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

IN SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL THE VENDOR CERTIFIES THAT:

1. the prices in this PROPOSAL have been arrived at independently, without
consultation, communication, or agreement, for the purpose of restricting competition, as

to any matter relating to such prices with any other bidder or with any competitor;

2 this PROPOSAL has not made in the interest of or on behalf of any undisclosed
person, firm or corporation and is not submitted in conformity with any agreement or rules
of any group, association, organization or corporation; and,

3. it has not directly or indirectly induced or solicited any other bidder to submit a false
or sham PROPOSAL; has not solicited or induced any person, firm or corporation to Quote
or refrain from Quoting; and has not sought by collusion to obtain for itself any advantage
over any other bidder or over the Village.

4, is familiar with the federal, state and local laws and regulations that may affect cost,
progress, performance and the furnishing of the Work;

5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village or others
that may relate to Work for which this Quote is submitted.

Signed and sworn this §Fday of JUNVE , 2017

By: W/jwé%\

(Signature)

By: MICHAEL SALET T A
(Print Name)

dibla CASEY EQUEPAMENT  COMPARY | THIC.

Business address: |b0O3 E. ALGONODUTK) Z2D
ABLTRSTOR HEZGHTC, T L 06065

Business Phone #: S4 7-H37-§6&6

Cell Phone #: QY - 306- 4| (
E-Mail Address: _MICuaEL . SCaLETTA LCASE/E QUIEPME DT Cona_

Subscribed and sworn before me

thisd 7 day of X\[une , 2017

Notary Public: W@
OFFICIAL SEAL
- DAVID COX
NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS

MY COMMISSION EXPIRES01/13/18. ¢
AAAAAAARAAAAANAARANA IS

WA

PP PPy
nd
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Village of Wilmette
Request for Proposal No. 17-M-0012
Public Works Asphalt Roller & Trailer

Quoted Pricing and Timing for Completion:

1. TOTAL COST FOR ONE COMPLETE ASPHALT ROLLER & ONE TRAILER:

In Dollars: $ #é //02

In Words: Ez;d‘ZL}‘j J\){ +Fhov Caud.  adk od(’i/lvu’ire’ti T Ve dail@

Chter prilor
ASPHALT ROLLER MAKE: /b Model: Cgcjyg

Please provide descriptive literature with bid

Cokrma (Fe — _ D?/ )
TRAILER MAKE: Model:_J JOA7. Overall Length: .

Please provide descriptive literature with bid

2. DELIVERY TIME: z: ; "'C?Q (in calendar days from time of order placement)

The above pricing and time for completion are to deliver as per the Specifications shown in this
document in Appendix One. Vendor offering this proposal must demonstrate that they have the
resources and capability to provide the materials and services as described herein. The above
prices shall include all labor, materials, removal, overhead, profit, insurance and incidentals
required to complete the Work.  ~

3. OPTIONAL ITEM: TOTAL COST FOR EXTENDED WARRANTY FOR THE FOLLOWING:

Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Full Machine in Dollars: $ 4%: ‘
Please provide descriptive coverag Iiteraturq )

e Ineir-th § j/beo o
Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Powertrain Only in Dollars: $ 023(;’)

L6 srevdipo /o oo d["d:

Note: The Village of Wilmette is a tax-exempt municipality. Our lllinois Department of Revenue
Tax Exempt ID # is E9998-1106-06. As such, no sales tax should be added to the quoted price.

Please provide descriptive cove/rage literature

4. OPTIONAL ITEM: TRADE IN VALUE FOR THE FOLLOWING:

TRADE-IN INFORMATION
The following unit may be used for trade-in allowance (at the option of the Village) and shall
be part of any contract for this RFP. Radios - and any other equipment not integral to the
vehicle - will be removed prior to the unit being surrendered to the Vendor. Any Village
markings must also be removed (by the Village) prior to releasing possession of the vehicle.
Please indicate the trade-in value in the space provided below the following picture.
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Note: This trade-in' will not be available for pick-up by the Vendor until 15 business days

after delivery of the completed unit. The trade in vehicle may be viewed at the Public Works
Maintenance Facility, 711 Laramie Ave., Wilmette, IL 60091 Monday thru Friday, during normal
working hours of operation 7:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M. . -

Asphalt Roller:

1994 Wacker RD880

Serial # 673602213

Engine: 16 Horsepower : .
Hours: 475.0 - ” o

Trailer:
1995 Karvan T4000 o
Serial: 718601030

TRADE-IN ALLOWANCE (Optional):
In Dollars: $ ‘ OO0

/

oo

In Words: i—‘u/‘ ‘Z%QUKQ‘.UA C{LQLLW/J,UA C€,</7L_C
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

IN SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL THE VENDOR CERTIFIES THAT:

1. the prices in this PROPOSAL have been arrived at independently, without
consultation, communication, or agreement, for the purpose of restricting competition, as
to any matter relating to such prices with any other bidder or with any competitor;

2. this PROPOSAL has not made in the interest of or on behalf of any undisclosed
person, firm or corporation and is not submitted in conformity with any agreement or rules
of any group, association, organization or corporation; and,

3. it has not directly or indirectly induced or solicited any other bidder to submit a false
or sham PROPOSAL,; has not solicited or induced any person, firm or corporation to Quote
or refrain from Quoting; and has not sought by collusion to obtain for itself any advantage
over any other bidder or over the Village.

4, is familiar with the federal, state and local laws and regulations that may affect cost,
progress, performance and the furnishing of the Work;
5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village or others

that may relate to Work for which this Quote is submitted.

Si%n thisﬁﬂ_day of _Juny , 2017
., ol .
<J/ (Signaturg)__)

By: JA/U /HQ/?-LU'/ #C@uﬂ{‘ /72 ro.

(Print Name)

dibla Pa«{i(?@f' NS ho(’ 4ol ff 1oC -

Business.address: (5’3\(,&/‘* Z—/}/t? \Q‘T‘&é‘”
Eddhon(t  Tr o/

Business Ph'oine #: é‘_?@ 2 77" y%ﬂé

Cell Phone #: éf@ - ’5//7' ?Pﬁl

E-Mail Address: W@Fﬂdfj@* Pm"@eg)ﬂ&f Com_

Subscribed and sworn before me
this_8 dayof _Oune 2017

Notary Public:

ALICIA MENDOZA
Official Seal
Notary Public - State of lliriois

My Commrsseon Expires Nov 20, 2019
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Village of Wilmette
Request for Proposal No. 17-M-0012
Public Works Asphalt Roller & Trailer

Quoted Pricing and Timing for Completion:

1. TOTAL COST FOR ONE COMPLETE ASPHALT ROLLER & ONE TRAILER:

In Dollars: $ 50,170

In Words: Fifty thousand one hundred and seventy dollars 0/100 cents

ASPHALT ROLLER MAKE: W ACKER Model:XP28
Please provide descriptive literature with bid
T-5DT 4"
TRAILER MAKE: | OWMASTER pp ). Overall Length:_174
Please provide descriptive literature w'!th bid
2. DELIVERY TIME: 90 DAYS (in calendar days from time of order placement)

The above pricing and time for completion are to deliver as per the Specifications shown in this
document in Appendix One. Vendor offering this proposal must demonstrate that they have the
resources and capability to provide the materials and services as described herein. The above
prices shall include all labor, materials, removal, overhead, profit, insurance and incidentals
required to complete the Work.

3. OPTIONAL ITEM: TOTAL COST FOR EXTENDED WARRANTY FOR THE FOLLOWING:

Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Full Machine in Dollars: $ NA

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

Extended Warranty for Asphalt Roller Powertrain Only in Dollars: $ NA

Please provide descriptive coverage literature

Note: The Village of Wilmette is a tax-exempt municipality. Our lllinois Department of Revenue
Tax Exempt ID # is E9998-1106-06. As such, no sales tax should be added to the quoted price.

4. OPTIONAL ITEM: TRADE IN VALUE FOR THE FOLLOWING:

TRADE-IN INFORMATION
The following unit may be used for trade-in allowance (at the option of the Village) and shall
be part of any contract for this RFP. Radios - and any other equipment not integral to the
vehicle - will be removed prior to the unit being surrendered to the Vendor. Any Village
markings must also be removed (by the Village) prior to releasing possession of the vehicle.
Please indicate the trade-in value in the space provided below the following picture.
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

Note: This trade-in will not be available for pick-up by the Vendor until 15 business days

after delivery of the completed unit. The trade in vehicle may be viewed at the Public Works ,
Maintenance Facility, 711 Laramie Ave., Wilmette, IL 60091 Monday thru Friday, during normal ‘
working hours of operation 7:00 A.M. to 3:00 P.M.

Asphalt Roller:

1994 Wacker RD880
Serial # 673602213
Engine: 16 Horsepower
Hours: 475.0

Trailer:
1995 Karvan T4000
Serial: 718601030

TRADE-IN ALLOWANCE (Optional):

3,000
In Dollars: $

In Words: Three thousand dolalrs 0/100 cents
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RFP No. 17-M-0012

IN SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL THE VENDOR CERTIFIES THAT:

1. the prices in this PROPOSAL have been arrived at independently, without
consultation, communication, or agreement, for the purpose of restricting competition, as
to any matter relating to such prices with any other bidder or with any competitor;

2. this PROPOSAL has not made in the interest of or on behalf of any undisclosed
person, firm or corporation and is not submitted in conformity with any agreement or rules
of any group, association, organization or corporation; and,

3. it has not directly or indirectly induced or solicited any other bidder to submit a false
or sham PROPOSAL; has not solicited or induced any person, firm or corporation to Quote
or refrain from Quoting; and has not sought by collusion to obtain for itself any advantage
over any other bidder or over the Village.

4. is familiar with the federal, state and local laws and regulations that may affect cost,
progress, performance and the furnishing of the Work;

5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village or others
that may relate to Work for which this Quote is submitted. ;

Signed and sworn this _~{ day of Q/L"LJ , 2017
ay: ;U’;UQ%Q M@Prm@

|gnature

By: _Al \/W?CL LOHTOH}C’

J (Print Name)

amwia__A11d ECZM/LIDW\CVH OOM,PCLWVI

Business address: "0 | 49 P()m—h a ¢ Tal) Alta Equipment Company
new” Hudspn MU 491/ 98199 Pontiac Trail

New Hudson, Ml 48165
Business Phone ﬁ( qu>56(-0’ 62/00

cellProne #: (248 ) ~ 2IR-HD049
E-Mail Address: OLBIS&Q ] a%@ﬁ,@ e ‘@C/Uf)D)%CVﬁ‘, COrv)

Subscribed and sworn before me
this “7_ day of _perl. 2017
Notary Public: %WWMMMQ_/

MEGHELLE A MAYNARICH.
i(“T NV BUBLIC, STATE OF Ml
“INTY OF WAYNE
= N EXPIRES Aug 28,2020

Beunl 1 F Oatiand
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEMS: 3.16

Engineering & Public

wilmette Works Department

EST.1872

SUBJECT: Professional Design and Project Management Services for Replacement
of Roof at Village Hall

MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017
FROM: Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works

Guy Lam, Deputy Director of Public Works
John Ramaker, Facilities Supervisor

BUDGET IMPACT: Net Cost $32,700
Budget $630,000
Remaining Budget ($597,300)

Recommended Motion

Move to approve a contract in the amount not to exceed $32,700 with Hutchinson Design
Group, Ltd. (HDG), Barrington, IL for professional design and project management services
associated with the Village Hall roof replacement project.

Background

This request is for professional design and project management services for replacement of
the roof at Village Hall, scheduled in 2017 as part of the Village’s 10-year Capital Improvement
Program (CIP). The roof at Village Hall is comprised of the following areas: the upper main roof
(approximately 16,000 square feet), lower dugout area for the HVAC chiller unit (approximately
800 square feet) and two small overhead canopy areas (i.e. located above east and west front
entrances). The roof was rehabilitated approximately 20 years ago (built-up type construction),
however, the concrete deck construction (and insulation) is original to the building (circa 1973).

On April 25, 2017, staff presented to the Village Board a recommendation for award of contract
in the amount of $606,758 with The Garland Roof Company, Inc., Cleveland, Ohio for
replacement of the Village Hall roof (i.e. modified built-up type construction). The project was
to be coordinated through the U.S. Communities joint purchasing program under a turn-key
agreement which included professional design and project management services. U.S.
Communities is a national nonprofit purchasing cooperative. The recommendation was
removed from the agenda due to trustee concerns with transparency of the U.S. Communities
procurement process and pricing for replacement of the Village Hall roof. To address these
concerns, staff moved ahead with a traditional procurement process, commencing with a
Request for Proposal (RFP) for professional design and project management services. The
next phase of the project will include an RFP process for the roof construction.
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Discussion

In May, staff developed bid specifications for professional design and project management
services for the Village Hall roof replacement project. The scope of work includes three phases:

1. Professional Design Services and Bid Specification Preparation/Review,
2. Alternate Proposal for Garden or Green Roof System, and
3. Project Management Services.

On May 31, 2017, notices for a Request for Proposal (RFP No. 17-M-0014) were sent out to
six vendors specializing in commercial roof design and project management services. The RFP
document was also made available for download on the Village website. On June 7, 2017, a
non-mandatory, pre-proposal meeting and formal walk-through was conducted at Village Hall
by staff with five vendors. The proposals were due on June 28, 2017 and a total of five
proposals were received. The results are denoted in the table below.

Proposal Results RFP 17-M-0014

Professional Green Roof Project
Vendor Design System Design = Management Final Cost
Services Services Services (Phases I, Il & 11I)
(Phase I) (Phase Il) (Phase llI)
Hutchinson Design
Group, Ltd., $14,400.00 $3,950.00 $14,350.00 $32,700.00
Barrington, IL
TFS Alliance
Group, Ltd., $8,000.00 $4,000.00 $24,000.00 $36,000.00
Chicago, IL
Walker Restoration
Consultants, $14,500.00 $8,500.00 $13,350.00 $36,350.00
Chicago, IL
StudioGC, Inc.,
Chicago, IL $35,738.28 $11,850.10 $9,579.68 $57,168.06
6% of 7% of 3% of 16% of
EEMCCE?QaSU(E[aITlS ’ Construction Construction Construction Construction
v 90, Costs Costs Costs Costs
Disqualified, did not provide staffing hours, hourly rates and multipliers

Hutchinson Design Group, Ltd. (HDG), Barrington, IL provided the lowest responsive proposal
based on inclusion of all Phases (I, Il and IIl). HDG has performed similar work for the Village
in the recent past (2010 - Water Plant Roof Improvements and 2015 - Police Department Roof
Replacement) and demonstrated to be a competent and capable vendor. Each of these
projects were sizable in terms of scale and respective budgets, and were completed on
schedule and under budget. HDG has also amassed an extensive portfolio, providing quality
roofing services for several other municipalities and school districts. Overall, the bid response
for this project was well received from reputable firms. Pursuing additional proposals would not

AGENDA ITEMS: 3.16
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liking produce more favorable pricing. Therefore, staff recommends award of a contract to the
lowest responsive bidder.

Schedule

If approved, the following work schedule is anticipated in order to ensure construction is
completed before the start of the winter season:

RFP Preparations, Design and Drawings — Final Draft due by Wednesday, 8/9/17

RFP Village Hall Roof Construction — Notice issued on Thursday, 8/10/17
Pre-Proposal Meeting at Village Hall — Thursday, 8/17/17

RFP Opening — Thursday, 8/31/17

Agenda Item (Roof Construction) — Recommendation for Award — Village Board Meeting
on 9/12/17

e Village Hall Roof Construction — Start Date: 9/25/17, End Date: 11/30/17

Budget Impact

The 2017 Budget provides $630,000 (financed from bond proceeds) to replace the roof at
Village Hall. The final cost for professional design and project management services is $32,700,
resulting in a remaining balance (or savings) of $597,300 which will be available for roof
construction services. The table denoted below illustrates funding for 2017.

2017 Budget $630,000
11952070-460600-60112

Professional Design and Project Management $32,700
Balance — for Roof Construction Services $597,300

Documents Attached

CIP page for Roof Replacement at Village Hall.

Proposal from Hutchinson Design Group, Ltd., Barrington, IL
Proposal from TFS Alliance Group, Ltd., Chicago, IL
Proposal from Walker Restoration Consultants, Chicago, IL
Proposal from StudioGC, Inc., Chicago, IL

Proposal from RDM Consultants, Inc., Chicago, IL

oA LNE
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Engineering and Public Works - Buildings & Grounds

Roofing (excludes C.P. Dubbs Water Plant and Water Pumping Facilities)
Public Facilities-Village-Wide

2017 $650,900 Bond
2018 $200,250 Operating
2019 $427,900 Operating
2020 $20,000 Operating
2021 $20,000 Operating
X Critical
- Recommended

- Contingent on Funding

Original Purchase Date & Cost
N/A

Funding History
N/A

Project Description & Justification

Weathering of roofs requires annual maintenance and repair in order to ensure their integrity. In
addition to the routine annual maintenance, a roofing consultant is retained to assess the condition
of the roofs at various Village facilities.

FY 2017 - $650,900: $20,000 for roof maintenance and repairs on Village buildings, except the
Water Plant facility. An additional $630,900 is requested to replace the Village Hall (20-years old)
roof which has reached its expected life cycle and is showing signs of wear. If a green roof is desired
the cost should be doubled.

FY 2018 - $200,250: $20,000 for roof maintenance and repairs on Village buildings, except the
Water Plant facility. The additional $180,250 is for reroofing the roofs at the Historical Museum.

FY 2019 - $427,900: $20,000 for roof maintenance and repairs on Village buildings, except the
Water Plant facility. An additional $407,900 is for reroofing the Public Works truss garage and flat
portions over the department storage areas.

FY 2020 -$20,000 for roof maintenance and repairs on Village buildings, except the Water Plant
facility.

FY 2021 -$20,000 for roof maintenance and repairs on Village buildings, except the Water Plant
facility.

Project Update

Budget amounts were updated from a roof survey conducted in 2013. Budget prices reflect a 3%
increase for labor and material costs.

m
Public Facilities Page 1




Project Alternative

If roof replacements are not completed, the roofs will continue to deteriorate resulting in leaks
which could cause mold and structural damage. Staff will consider “green” roofs where applicable,
however, it is anticipated that the green roof cost would be 100% greater than a conventional style
roof. Temporary repairs are not recommended on the barrel truss roof at the Village Yard and
Village Hall roofs because of their respective ages. Temporary repairs are possible for the Historical
Museum roof when active leaks develop.

Operating Budget Impact

[s this purchase routine or _X__ non-routine?

NON-ROUTINE

Maintenance Costs All maintenance expenditures are
included in various accounts in 11342035,
approximately $20,000 annually

Personnel Costs None

Training Costs None

e ]
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Proposal for
Professional Design and Project Management Services:

Village Hall Roof Replacement
For the

Village of Wilmette

Prepared for Village of Wilmette
Mr. Stephen Lazarus
Procurement Specialist
1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

June 28, 2017

| % 1 1 |
: Hutchinson Design Group, Ltd. | 232 East Main Street 847.756.4450 v
| Barrington, lllinois 60010 847.756.4451 f



:' m | Hutchinson Design Group, Ltd. 232 East Main Street 847.756.4450 v HutchinsonDesign
: ‘ Barrington, Illinois 60010 847.756.4451 f Group.com

June 28, 2017

Village of Wilmette

REQUEST FOR PROPOSAL No. 17-M-0014

Professional Design and Project Management Services: Village Hall Roof
Replacement

Based on the requirements of RFP No. 17-M-0014, and questions answered
by the Village, our Professional Fees and staff hour breakouts are as follows:

Phase I — Professional Design Services and Bid Specification

PreparatioN/REVIEW ccuscses sertonsmerenmmanssiivisssssssassrssssssun iumensapsasmssnnss $14,400.00
Staff Hour Breakdown

PHIIGIDAL soieunonsspsnmivisruuniveivionmuesaesiiesnsanugusommnssss siwsssenmssakasss ooy 29

Project MANAZET ....cccouesrsessesrssmrssssnesnssisnssssssssasnssnssassassmssssussscas 10

CAD T eCHNTCIAN xosermrnessmnsorssprrssressansansnns snasmmnessio s s swes sexsmmassss 33

Office Manager/Administration........ccoceevevvenreneevenenieeiennienns 22

Phase II — Alternate Proposal For Garden or Green Roof System .. $3,950.00
Staff Hour Breakdown

PEIBCIDAL 1ieremmiomsncomsmsnonsoiin o grosmmsonissmssmissmt ses s uss sy ssaimme sonss 5

StTHCITAL ENpineer. ... .o s smssssissmmigs ombossmasssusissnesnssenisans 8

Project IMBAAEET iuuvunrmwsonsnsssssinesssoasssssanmness sssisass apenssmsaminmssssany 1

CAD T CIAT ogmierinismmenessasrerersimpssmnmsmmanss s swesuismsnmpsbums 8

Office Manager/Administration.........ccccevveeveenienenieenineniesneenne 6

Phase ITI — Project Management SEIviCes .......ccoverrmrrenitrsreaserseesaeses $14,350.00
Staff Hour Breakdown

PHIACTDAL 1. comvnssunsnmnnsions svs s swpocsmmenianss exsamubesswsmyuesnainbidssioss soisuaenes 5

Project MEBAZEE ..o s stsmmmimsses graveiassmommssississsrasss 13

ROCT OBSETVEL vins nusrvrmesamenen cncanmmn i s iissstss s geossnss simmemanss e 90

CAD TeORIICIAN, wyusessma vens smersmsramssassenssmsavmmsmansisiisis s s smsamobsasass 5

Office Manager/Administration.........ccoceeeevveeeeeineninienisceens 23




RFP No. 17-M-0014

ENGINEER ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND SIGNATURE

BY SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL, ENGINEER AFFIRMS THAT IT:

1. has carefully examined RFP 17-M-0014 for professional engineering design and project
management services for the VILLAGE HALL ROOF REPLACEMENT PROJECT and all other
documents referred to or mentioned therein, including Addenda Nos. 0 (if none, write
"NONE") and accepts the terms and conditions therein; and, has considered and evaluated the
factors which may affect cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project or any aspect
of the means, methods, techniques, sequences and procedures to be employed and safety
precautions incident thereto;

2. is familiar with the federal, state and local laws, standards and regulations that may affect
cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project;

4. has studied all reports and drawings, if any, of the physical conditions in or relating to the
Village locations; acknowledges that such reports and drawings, if any, are not Contract
Documents and may not be complete for purposes of submitting this Proposal; and,
acknowledges that the Village does not assume responsibility for the accuracy or completeness
of the information and data; or, for Engineer’s interpretation thereof and reliance thereon; and,

5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village, or others that
may relate to Work for which this Proposal is submitted.

Signed and sworn this 28thday of June , 2017, by a duly authorized agent of the
Engineer.

By:

(Signature)

Thomas W. Hutchinson
(Print Name)

Principal

(Title or Position)
Business address: 232 East Main Street

Barrington, IL 60010

Business Phone #: _(847) 756-4450
Cell Phone #: _(312) 343-9595

E-Mail Address: hutch@hutchinsondesigngroup.com

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this 2 ﬂqﬁ}jay of 7 , 2017

Notary Public:%W/;/\ a ubﬁ(j\/%k&m/

Village of Wilmette Page 16
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Wednesday, June 28, 2017

Mr. Stephen Lazarus.
Procurement Specialist
Village of Wilmette
1200 Wilmette Ave
Wilmette, IL 60091

PROFESSIONAL DESIGN AND PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES
VILLAGE HALL ROOF REPLACEMENT PROJECT
RFP No. 17-M-0014

Mr. Lazarus,

At your request, TFS Alliance Group, (“TFS”) is pleased to provide the Village of Wilmette
“VILLAGE") with this letter of understanding and proposal to serve as your Professional
Designer and Project Manager through a process of developing, and implementation of a
roof replacement project to be further defined over the next several months. TFS will
serve as a technical interface and owner’s advocate through all phases of the process. We
will work collaboratively with Village administration to develop and implement a strategy
that reduces energy and operation costs, addresses .deferred maintenance needs, and
proactively considers future facility needs.

Background:

The Village of Wilmette has decided to solicit proposals for professional design & project
management services as. it refates.to the roof system above the Village Hall building.

Objective:

In light of the above, the Village is seeking to engage in a process to plan, develop and
implement solutions that will meet the long-term needs of the Village.

Proposed Methodology and Process Outline:

Through many years of planning and construction-related consulting experience, TFS team
members have become very proficient in the facilitation and coordination of a school’s
planning process and project implementation efforts. We feel very strongly that our

TFS Alliance Group | 6055 North Forest Glen Avenue | Chicage, i} 773-930-3385




Proposed Method of Compensation:

Option 1
The actual amount billed for TFS’s services on a monthly basis will be based on our

estimate of the proportion of total services actually completed during the billing period on
a percentage of completion. Reimbursable expenses will be billed on a direct basis and
will be limited to include such items -as travel, reproduction of reports, drawings,
specifications, bidding documents and similar project-related items. Please refer to the
following pricing detail for NTE amounts / Phase of work and associated billing rates.

Est. Cost / Total NTE
Process Step Services Hours Hr. Cost
Design Services 8. | 5200 58000,
Phase | - Professional Design-Services-and: Enginéering Review |
Bid Specification Preparation / Review
(as indicated in proposal) Final construction set drawings and related bid documents
Bid solicitation, review, negotiation and due diligence
Structural Analysis (1) 16 $250 $4000
| Phase ll~Alternate Proposal for Garden’ | -payiewof existing:building drawings
orGreen Roof System : : :
(as indicated in proposal) Obtain budget costs for potential green roof system
Project Management Services (2) 160 $150 $24000
On site project management / supervision of installation,
Phase Il - Project Management Services | meetings withcontractors . ... ... ...\ ..l ... |
(as indicated in propasal) -
Progress meetings with Village
P.ay requests, project close-out, As-builts,...

Note(s):

1) Estimate is assuming that adequate information will be provided such that only
review and calculations will need to occur. If additional assessment is required,
this number will revert to a T&M basis.

2) ‘Estimate is assuming a six (6) week installation. “Should the construction schedule
be extended for any reasons outside of TFS’s control (i.e. bad weather, lack of
accessibility, acts of mother nature,...) the actual number may exceed the original

NTE amount.

Option 2

Upon development of the final project scopes and schedule, TFS will provide construction
phase representation services with compensation to be structured as a lump sum fixed fee,
anticipated to be between 3.5% and 5.5% of total project costs. This lump sum fixed fee
will be finalized and agreed to immediately following determination of the project scope
and timeline and will be inclusive of all project-related services and personnel both in
house and on-site.

Village of Wilmette Proposal for Professional Services 4 June 28, 2017



RFP No. 17-M-0014

ENGINEER ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND SIGNATURE

BY SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL, ENGINEER AFFIRMS THAT IT:

1. has carefully examined RFP 17-M-0014 for proféssional engineering design and project
management services for the VILLAGE HALL ROOF REPLACEMENT PROJECT and all other
documents referred to or mentioned therein, including Addenda Nos.A@LZi" (if none, write
"NONE") and accepts the terms and conditions therein; and, has considered and evaluated the
factors which may affect cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project or any aspect
of the means, methods, techniques, sequences and procedures to be employed and safety
precautions incident thereto;

2. is familiar with the federal, state and local laws, standards and regulations that may affect
cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project;

4. has studied all reports and drawings, if any, of the physical conditions in or relating to the
Village locations; acknowledges that such reports and drawings, if any, are not Contract
Documents and may not be complete for purposes of submitting this Proposal; and,
acknowledges that the Village does not assume. responsibility for the accuracy. or completeness
of the information and data; or, for Engineer's-interpretation thereof and reliance thereon; and,

5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village, or others that
may relate to Work for which this Proposal is submitted.

Signed and sworn thlszg day of//r UNe | 2017, by a duly authorized agent of the
Engineer.

(Slgnature)

//é/:radac: F Stokiessi
Print Name)
ReS 0EATT

(Title or Position)

Business address: G055 AD FotesT Ll
Chy cAin) GM’@

Business Phone #:* Dr}ﬁ < Cl)ﬁ" C, 33 rG 5

Cell Phone #:__2[ 2. 399. [49F

E-Mail Address: 7940 A EA-LI A - Cer

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this2 9 day of S \W~¢€ 2017 ’

Notary Pubhc (\( P e———

"’QE";FECEAL SEAL"
VIRGIMIA SARKIS

&  Notary Public, State of llinls 4

My Cmmﬂmkm Exires MR
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WALKER

RESTORATION CONSUITANTS

Proposal for Village of Wilmette

RFP No.: 17-M-0014
Village Hall Roof Replacement Project

June 28, 2017




WALKER

RESTORATION CONSULTANTS

Proposal for the Village of Wilmette Village Hall Roof Replacement

Proposed Fee

Based upon the scope of services outlined in this proposal, Walker proposes the follow-
ing fee structure for the Village Hall roof replacement for the Village of Wilmette:

PROFESSIONAL FEE TYPE PROFESSIONAL FEE CONTRACTOR FEE ESTIMATED
SERVICES REIMBURSABLE
EXPENSES
Phase 1 Lump Sum  $13,800.00 $500.00 $200.00
Phase 2 Lump Sum  $8,400.00 N/A $100.00
*Fee assumes that legible draw-
ings are available to identify struc-
tural element sizing and locations
Phase 3 Lump Sum  $12,200.00 N/A $1,150.00
Total $34,400.00 $500.00 $1,450.00

WALKER RESTORATION CONSULTANTS

23




RFP No. 17-M-0014

ENGINEER ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND SIGNATURE

BY SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL, ENGINEER AFFIRMS THAT IT:

1. has carefully examined RFP 17-M-0014 for professional engineering design and project
management services for the VILLAGE HALL ROOF REPLACEMENT PROJECT and all other
documents referred to or mentioned therein, including Addenda Nos. (if none, write
"NONE") and accepts the terms and conditions therein; and, has considered and evaluated the
factors which may affect cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project or any aspect
of the means, methods, techniques, sequences and procedures to be employed and safety
precautions incident thereto;

2. is familiar with the federal, state and local laws, standards and regulations that may affect
cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project;

4. has studied all reports and drawings, if any, of the physical conditions in or relating to the
Village locations; acknowledges that such reports and drawings, if any, are not Contract
Documents and may not be complete for purposes of submitting this Proposal; and,
acknowledges that the Village does not assume responsibility for the accuracy or completeness
of the information and data; or, for Engineer’s interpretation thereof and reliance thereon: and,

5. is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village, or others that
may relate to Work for which this Proposal is submitted.

Signed and sworn this Z_Iw}iay of \JUhL , 2017, by a duly authorized agent of the

Engineer.
Nownud

! (Signature) -

Krstkon Navaid
(Print Name)
Restoranion (pnsudtoutt
(Title or Position)
Business address: €50 \N 0tk 80N e 20
Cnwaao, (L 0001
Business Ighone # QYT q1-2040
Cell Phone #: 41 024 4 ¢ (29

E-Mail Address: KxiSHUIN - NON aud Ewaldey restoration. o

By: ¢

. bt T S
I RIS R A A e

55 - ‘ ke v 2 Subscribed and sworn to before me
% "OFFICIALS 4 this_21" day of Surc , 2017

% DIANNE SCHAVER
Notary Public: E\G‘N\J\ Scokarz—

5
2
& Notary Public, State of lilinois %
v . \
3 My Commission Expires 12/09/20 <}
9 )"f’f‘."‘f"’}‘!’"‘f’f‘f‘f’f{f’fli('lf‘"‘)("’}h
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architecture + interiors

submitted by:
StudioGC

223 W. Jackson Street
Suite 1200

Chicago, lllinois 60606
312-253-3400

Professional Design and Project
Management Services -

Village Hall Roof Replacement Project
RFP No. 17-M-0014

June 28, 2017

Village of Wilmette
Wilmette, |1
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Vendors Name: StudioGC
PHASE | - PROFESSIONAL DESIGN SERVICES AND BID SPECS PREP/REVIEW

1

Labor
Name Title Salary/Hourly {Number oq
Rate Hours
Patrick Cananan. Project Principal 70.00 24|SubTotal 1a
[AThT Toutexis Senior Project Manager 70.00 52|SubTotal 1b
[Shane Gray Project Manager 70.00 70|SubTotal 1c
Rick Pefricek Senior QA/QC Manager 70.00 24|SubTotal 1d
[ Cross Senior Specifications Architect 65.00] 24|SubTotal 1e
SubTotal 1f
SubTotal 1g
SubTotal 1h
SubTotal 1i
SubTotal 1j
Total Hours 194
OH&B
State Percentage Basis per Contract:
*Attach current IDOT letter
SubTotal 1+2
Fixed Fee
State Percentage:
4 Subcontractors Cost (without markup)
(Submit additional Attachment II's for each Subcontractor)
Direct Costs
State Direct/Reimbursable/Subcontractor Amount
Drawing, Printing, Reproduction SubTotal 5a
Long Distance Phone, Shipping SubTotal 5b
Travel SubTotal 5¢c
Equipment, Tools, Vehicles SubTotal 5d
Permits and Fees SubTotal Se
Premium on Overtime SubTotal 5f
Miscellaneous SubTotal §g
Point Cloud 3D Scanning SubTotal 5h
13

1
Subtotal
13,460.00
1680]
3640
4900
1680
1560
0
0
0
0
0
18,574.80
32.034.80

3,203.48

500.0

500.00

TOTAL




Vendors Name: StudioGC
PHASE Il - ALTERNATE PROPOSAL FOR GARDEN OR GREEN ROOF SYSTEM |

ubto
1 Labor 4,450.00
Name Title Salary/Hourly |Number of|
Rate Hours
a |Fatnck Callahan Project Principal 70.00 4|SubTotal 1a 280
b [AATAI Toutexis Senior Project Manager 70.00 4|SubTotal 1b 580
¢ [Shane Gray Project Manager 70.00 g|SubTotal 1c 560
d [Rick Petricek Senior QA/QC Manager 70.00 4|SubTotal 1d 280
e [Jim Cross Senior Speciﬂcatlons Architect 65.00|" 6|SubTotal 1e ~ 390
f [Patrick Moornouse Structural Engineer 70.00 38|SubTotal 1f 2660
g SubTotal 1g 0
h SubTotal 1h ____d
i SubTotal 1i 0
i SubTotal 1j j
Total Hours 64
2 oHes
State Percentage Basis per Contract: 138.00%

*Attach current IDOT letter
SubTotal 1+2 | 10.591.00

3 Fixed Fee
State Percentage:

4 Subcontractors Cost (without markup)
(Submit additional Attachment II's for each Subcontractor)

5 Direct Costs
State Direct/Reimbursable/Subcontractor Amount

a Drawing, Printing, Reproduction SubTotal 5a 200.00

b Long Distance Phone, Shipping SubTotal 5b

¢ Travel SubTotal 5¢

d Equipment, Tools, Vehicles SubTotal 5d

e Permits and Fees SubTotal 5e

f Premium on Overtime SubTotal 5f

g Miscellaneous SubTotal 5g

h Point Cloud 3D Scanning SubTotal 5h

TOTAL
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Ex‘ V.
Vendors Name: StudioGC |
PHASE Iil - PROJECT MANAGEMENT SERVICES |
' Ubto
1 Labor 5,760.00
Name Title Salary/Hourly [Number of
Rate Hours
a |Patrick Callahan Project Principal 70.00 0|SubTotal 1a 0
b [Athi TouTexis Senior Project Manager 70.00 0|SubTotal 1b 0
¢ [Shane Gray Project Manager 70.00 0|SubTotal 1c 0
d [Rick Petricek Senior QA/QC Manager 70.00 0]SubTotal 1d ol
e [Jim Cross Senior Specifications Architect 65.00 0|SubTotal 1e
f [Grant Sabo Construction Manager 60.00 96|SubTotal 1f 5760
g : SubTotal 1g 0
h SubTotal 1h )
i SubTotal 1i 0
i SubTotal 1j
Total Hours 96
2 onas
State Percentage Basis per Contract:

*Attach current IDOT letter
SubTotal 1+2 13.708.80

3 Fixed Fee 1,370.88

State Percentage:

4 Subcontractors Cost (without markup)
(Submit additional Attachment II's for each Subcontractor)

5 Direct Costs -5,500.01
State Direct/Reimbursable/Subcontractor Amount

a Drawing, Printing, Reproduction SubTotal 5a

b Long Distance Phone, Shipping SubTotal 5b

c Travel SubTotal 5¢

d Equipment, Tools, Vehicles SubTotal 5d

e Permits and Fees SubTotal 5e

f Premium on Overtime SubTotal 5f

g Miscellaneous - Straight Time Discount for 2 days/week for 6 weeks SubTotal 5g -5,500.00

h Point Cloud 3D Scanning SubTotal 5h

TOTAL

A
1
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“ROOF DESIGN&MANAGEMENT

PROPOSAL
for
Professmnal Design and Project Management Services
' Village Hall Roof Replacement Project
RFP No. 17-M-0014

Date: 6/27/17
Prepared For: Village of Wilmette
Location: Village Hall

1200 Wilmette Ave.
Wilmette, IL 60091

Scope Provide plans, specifications and construction management of roof replacement.
Roof Systems: BUR
Purpose: To provide detailed specifications for bidding and performing construction management

through the duration of the project.

DESIGN, SPECIFICATIONS and CONSTRUCTION MANAGEMENT

Design and Specifications Development:

A. Establish a design of roofing systems and any alternates to be completed, including evaluation
and consideration of the following, as appropriate: (1) design for a perimeter edge system, (2)
necessary wind uplift requirements, (3) adequate requirements for perimeter wood blocking and
fastening, (4) adequate drainage requirements for the roof including gutter size, downspout
drops, internal drains, scuppers and overflow requirements, (5) paint requirements for ferrous
metals, (6) locations for walk pads and pipe supports, (7) requirements for skylight repairs and/or
replacements, (8) requirements for abandoned equipment removal, (9) roof hatch including
appropriate safety railings, (10) roof garden assembly.

B. Structural Analysis:

1. Review the original structural drawings of the building. Without drawings, additional
time and fees will be necessary to do extensive field work and coordinate inspection
openings and testing with a contractor. Therefore, this proposal assumes that the
drawings will be obtained by the building prior to beginning our analysis. Additionally,
we have assumed that the building is a conventionally reinforced concrete structure.
If the drawings indicate post-tensioned concrete construction or similar, additional
fees will be required to perform the analysis.

2. Perform a site visit to confirm the building framing generally conforms to the original
drawings.
Page 1 of 5
RDM Consultants, Inc. - 233 S. Wacker Drive, 84" Floor - Chicago, IL 60606
Tel: 877-708-5550 - Fax: 847-505-0722
www.RoofDesignandManagement.com




Fees:

Compile and deliver, upon completion of the Project, all important data and documents related to
the Project (the “Closeout Package”), including, but not limited to, the following: fully executed
Contract Documents, Site Observation Reports, final inspection report, warranties, maintenance
manuals, shop drawing submittals, testing results, and other documents related to the Project.

Cost to perform Design and Specifications Development, Bidding and Pre-Bid Conference,
Project Contract and Pre-Job Conference, Final Inspection and Closeout services and additional
items as described in RFP No. 17-M-0014 under Phase | — Professional Design Services and Bid
Specification Preparation/ReVIEW: ........ccvee veveervirsriiiieresssseesssns 6% of construction costs

Cost to perform Structural Analysis of existing roof structure, Design and Specifications
Development, Bidding and Pre-Bid Conference, Project Contract and Pre-Job Conference, Final
Inspection and Closeout services and additional items as described in RFP No. 17-M-0014 under
Phase Il — Alternate Proposal For Garden Or Green Roof System: ....7% of construction costs

Cost to perform Construction Administration and Quality Control services and additional items as
described in RFP No. 17-M-0014 under Phase Il — Alternate Proposal For Garden Or Green
Roof System with 2 scheduled inspections per week and full time on call availability:

3% of construction costs:
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RFP No. 17-M-0014

ENGINEER ACKNOWLEDGMENT AND SIGNATURE
== een A NINIWLEDUVIENT AND SIGNATURE
BY SUBMITTING THIS PROPOSAL, ENGINEER AFFIRMS THATIT:

1. has carefully examined RFP 17-M-0014 for professional engineering design and project
management services for the VILLAGE HALL ROOF REPLACEMENT PROJECT and all other
documents referred to or mentioned therein, including Addenda Nos. Alore (if none, write
“NONE") and accepts the terms and conditions therein; and, has considered and evaluated the
factors which may affect cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project or any aspect
of the means, methods, techniques, sequences and procedures to be employed and safety
precautions incident thereto;

2. is familiar with the federal, state and local laws, standards and regulations that may affect
cost, progress, performance and completion of the Project;

4. has studied all reports and drawings, if any, of the physical conditions in or relating to the
Village locations; acknowledges that such reports and drawings, if any, are not Contract
Documents and may not be complete for purposes of submitting this Proposal; and,
acknowledges that the Village does not assume responsibility for the accuracy or completeness
of the information and data; or, for Engineer’s interpretation thereof and reliance thereon; and,

5. Is aware of the general nature of work, if any, to be performed by the Village, or others that
may relate to Work for which this Proposal is submitted.

Signed and sworn this ?EZday of _Ju e » 2017, by a duly authorized agent of the
Engineer.

(Sfgnature)
De WA ?\QR AN
(Print Name)

ig‘es,
(Title or Position)

Business address: A3> S. wwcli—&‘t 'DP.;
LIA_ ﬁéﬁg Clicans Tb 60606
Business Phone #: ¥ 7 7 - 70T ~ 54550
CellPhone #: VY7 - R6 7 =709

_ g 5
E-Mail Address: D¢t @ 2ol Dﬁs,’,\i\«v\c‘\m&y\«&ﬁw\’imp cor

Subscribed and sworn to before me
this ____day of , 2017

Notary Public:
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.17

Wwilmette Engineering and Public
Works Department

SUBJECT: Smoke Testing Contract

MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017

FROM: Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works
Russell Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer

BUDGET IMPACT: Budget $130,000
Net Cost 129,535
Over/(Under) Budget ($465)

Recommended Motion

Move to approve a contract with RIN, Wheaton, lllinois, in the amount not-to-exceed $129,535
for Smoke Testing Services.

Background

In response to widespread sanitary-related flooding in the separate sewer system west of Ridge
Road, the Village implemented a multi-tiered approach to address sanitary sewer backups.

In 2012, the Village’s sanitary sewer consultant, RIN, performed a comprehensive hydraulic
model of the separate sanitary sewer system located west of Ridge Road. This system consists
of 250,375 feet of sanitary sewer pipe and two outlets to the Metropolitan Water Reclamation
District of Greater Chicago (MWRD) interceptors. The western portion of the system, known as
the Harms Basin, consists of 91,777 feet (37%) of the system and the eastern portion, known
as the Princeton Basin, consists of 158,598 feet (63%) of the system (see Attachment 1 for a
map of the two basins). The goal of the hydraulic study was to identify bottlenecks in the system
that could cause sewer surcharging and ultimately sewer backups. From the study, the
following recommended improvements were executed:

Annual Sanitary Sewer Lining Program

Hunter Road Back-Pitched Sewer Replacement

Wilmette Avenue and Hibbard Road Relief Sewer Improvements
System-wide Manhole Rehabilitation

West Park Sanitary Storage Reservoir

With these structural system improvements complete, the Village has switched its focus to
identifying and removing inflow and infiltration (I/1) of groundwater and rainwater from the
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sanitary system. Reducing non-sanitary flows in the sanitary system will improve the
effectiveness of the above-described structural improvements and further reduce the severity and
frequency of sewer backups. In addition, from a regulatory perspective, the Metropolitan Water
Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRD) has recently adopted changes to the Watershed
Management Ordinance, also adopted by Wilmette, that requires local agencies tributary to
MWRD to adopt an I/l program over the next five years. This includes developing a program to
address I/l on private property.

Sanitary Sewer Evaluation Studies (SSES)

Based on the flow monitoring of the sanitary sewer system, it is evident that both sewer basins
experience excessive (I/1) of stormwater into the sanitary system. Excessive I/l is a primary
cause of sanitary sewer surcharging and basement sewer backups. Sanitary sewer evaluation
studies (SSES) identify public and private sources of inflow and infiltration (I/1) of groundwater
in the sanitary sewer system.

Smoke testing and dyed water flooding are common testing methods of identifying I/I. Smoke
testing is a simple means of locating openings in the sewer system that allow surface rainwater
runoff to enter the sanitary sewers. Air combined with non-toxic smoke is forced into the sewer
lines to disclose the location of connections and leaks. Smoke may appear where there are
defects in the main sewer line or laterals (connection between the main line and a building) or
where there are other connections to the sewer system such as roof drains, patio drains, and
footing drains.

Dyed water flooding is typically performed as a follow up to smoke testing. In this method of
testing, the storm sewer system is plugged and flooded with dyed water. During the test, a
Closed Circuit TV camera is placed in the adjacent sanitary sewer to video the locations where
the dyed water enters the sanitary sewer.

The Village recently performed smoke testing and dyed water flooding of the sanitary sewer
system in the Kenilworth Gardens neighborhood. A summary of this work is provided below:

Program | Year | Description Number Number of Status
of Total Corrected
Defects Defects
Smoke 2014 | Identify low-cost Phase | 78 60 (77%) Village sent second
Testing ($100 or less) sources of follow up notices in
I/l including connected late May. Corrective
downspouts and leaking action date: Aug. 31
cleanout caps
Dyed 2015 | Confirm and quantify 115 N/A Village sent initial
Water and Phase Il (more costly) notices to
Flooding | 2016 | sewer lateral defects homeowners in late
May. No action is
required at this time.

As of this date, 77% of homeowners in the smoke-tested area corrected their identified defects
following the initial notification. A second notification letter was sent to the remaining homes in
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late May. Staff will follow up with these homeowners in September if corrective actions have
not yet been taken.

Discussion

The 2017 budget includes $130,000 to continue the SSES program. Staff recommends
extending the Village’s 2016 contract with RJIN to continue this work in 2017. The Request for
Proposal (RFP) that was developed in 2016 yielded proposals from two engineering firms, with
RJN providing the more competitive cost proposal. Their proposal included a recommended
scope of work and pricing for 2016 and 2017.

Attachment 2 and the table below summarize the proposed scope of work for the 2017 smoke
testing program:

Scope of Work Quantity Unit Price Extended Price
Smoke Testing 135,200 LF $0.67/LF $90,584
Analysis, Reporting | Allowance 20% of smoke
and Project testing cost above
Management $18,117
Private Sector Invoiced on time Estimated at 23% of
Assistance and material basis | smoke testing cost $20,834

TOTAL $129,535

! Proposed smoke testing location is the area upstream of Kenilworth Gardens per the map
(Attachment 3).

This contract was reviewed and recommended for approval by the Municipal Services
Committee at their June 30, 2017 meeting. Smoke testing is best done during dry periods, so
weather permitting, the work will take place July through September.

Budget Impact

This contract for $129,535 will be paid for out of account 40957090-470500, Inflow and
Infiltration Smoke Testing, which has a budget of $130,000.

Documents Attached

1. Sanitary Sewer Basin Map
2. RJN Fee Structure for 2016 and 2017 Smoke Testing and Dyed Water Flooding
3. Map of Proposed Smoke Testing Area
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SECTION 5

FEE STRUCTURE

FEE STRUCTURE

Our unit price rates for this project are as follows:

= Smoke Testing: $0.67 per linear foot tested based
on a minimum of 30,000 linear feet tested

= Dye Flooding: $1,000 per dye flood setup plus
an additional $1,100 per setup if sewer televising is
provided based on a minimum of 10 setups

= Analysis, Reporting, and Project Management:

Lump sum set at 20% of the field work costs (not
including subcontracted work)

= Private Sector Assistance - New Locations:
This scope is not known until the smoke testing
is completed, so it will be invoiced on a time and
materials basis with an allowance in the contract at
23% of the smoke testing cost.

= Private Sector Assistance - Existing
Locations: If the Village would like us to follow up
on the remaining private sector sources that were
identified in the previous smoke testing, we request
an allowance of $15,000. This includes up to two
follow-up letters, answering questions, inspections,

and completion of the MWRD paperwork needed for

the annual Village submittal.

[t is anticipated that this will be a two-year project, so
these rates are applicable through December 31, 2017.

Based on the $130,000 budget, it is our
recommendation that the dye flooding be completed
in Year 1 and the smoke testing in Year 2. The dye
flooding is in an area where backups have occurred
and good results were achieved in the area previously
completed.

rjngroup

40 yeWI/S/ of collection system solutions

If the Village follows our recommendation, we calculate
that up to 38 dye flood setups would be required. Based
on the prices shown earlier, the Year 1 cost would be as
follows if the Village provided television assistance:

= Dye Flooding: 38 Setups * $1,000 per Setup =
$38,000

= Analysis, Reporting, and Project Management:
$38,000 * 20% = $7,600

= Private Sector Assistance - Existing
Locations: $15,000 allowance

Total Year 1 without TV: $60,600

Based on our prices above, the Year 1 cost would be as
follows if RUN subcontracted the television assistance:

= Dye Flooding: 38 Setups * $2,100 per Setup =
$79,800

= Analysis, Reporting, and Project Management:
$38,000 * 20% = $7,600

= Private Sector Assistance - Existing
Locations: $15,000 allowance

Total Year 1 with TV: $102,400

We calculate that 135,200 linear feet would be smoke
tested in Year 2 (158,598 LF in Princeton Basin minus
23,398 LF already tested). Based on our prices above,
the Year 2 cost would be as follows:

» Smoke Testing: 135,200 LF * $0.67/LF = $90,584

= Analysis, Reporting, and Project Management:
$90,584 * 20% = $18,117

= Private Sector Assistance: Allowance of $20,834
($90,584 * 23%) invoiced on a T&M basis

Total Year 2 Cost: $129,535

3059-5
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEMS: 3.18

Wwilmette Engineering & Public
Works Department

SUBJECT: Supplemental Analysis of the Separate Storm Sewer System Study

MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017

FROM: Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E. Director of Engineering and Public Works
Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer

BUDGET IMPACT: Total Contract Amount...........cceeevevivinnn e, $49,385
Over/(Under) Budget...........ccccoeeeeiii. ($49,385)

Recommended Motion

Move to approve a contract with Stantec, Chicago, IL, in the amount not-to-exceed $49,385 for
Supplemental Analysis of the Separate Storm Sewer System Study.

Background

The Village completed a study of the separate storm sewer system, west of Ridge Road, in
2016. The consulting firm of Christopher B. Burke Engineering Ltd. (CBBBEL) was engaged to
perform the study in 2014 after several large rain events resulted in widespread overland
flooding. The study began with public engagement to learn about residents’ flooding experience
and was followed by a comprehensive hydraulic and hydrologic modeling of the storm sewer
system. The analysis by CBBEL indicated the bottleneck in the system is the network of storm
sewer pipes, because they are not large enough to efficiently convey stormwater to the pump
station on Lake Avenue. As a result, there is system surcharging and overland flooding during
even moderate rain events.

CBBEL presented a series of alternatives that would achieve the Village's goal of flood
protection during a 10-year storm event. The results of the study and alternatives to address
the problem were discussed at a series of Municipal Services and Village Board meetings in
2015 and 2016. Through these meetings, it was determined that building relief sewers to add
capacity to the existing storm system would provide the greatest benefit. Known as Alterative
1, this project consists of building approximately 44,000 feet of new sewer pipe and would cost
an estimated $77 million (2016 dollars).

Given the significant financial investment and impact of this proposal, the Village Board
approved a contract with Stantec in January of this year to perform an independent technical
review of the CBBEL study. The study included the following tasks:

e Phase | — Technical Review
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Phase 2 — Alternatives Review

Phase 3 — Project Cost Review

Phase 4 — Draft Report and Presentation to Municipal Services Committee
Phase 5 — Value-Engineering Analysis

Phase 6 — Final Report

Stantec presented the results of the first four phases of the Value-Engineering study to the
Village Board at a Committee of the Whole (COW) meeting held on June 26, 2017. At the
meeting, Stantec confirmed the accuracy of the technical components of the CBBEL study and
agreed that the most logical project to provide 10-year level of protection for all properties west
of Ridge Road is Alternative 1. They also discussed the construction estimate for Alternative
1 in detail and indicated the cost of the project could range from $80 million to $95 million (2017
dollars). The Village Board directed Stantec to complete the final two phases of the study which
include the value-engineering analysis and final report. The results of Phases 5 and 6 will be
presented at the next Committee of the Whole meeting tentatively scheduled for September
25.

Discussion

After the June 26 COW meeting, Village staff solicited stormwater questions from the Village
Board to ensure there was adequate opportunity to evaluate all suggestions and options to
address stormwater in west Wilmette. The consolidated list of questions is provided in
Attachment 1. In addition to responding to Trustee questions, Stantec will summarize the
impacts, costs and benefits of four stormwater project alternatives. These items are not
included in Stantec’s scope of work for the Value-Engineering Study and therefore require a
separate contract. Specifically, the following tasks are described in detail in Stantec’s letter
proposal (Attachment 2):

Task 1: Assist with Response to Trustee Questions

This task includes meeting with staff and developing responses to 24 trustee
guestions.

Task 2: Development of Updated Menu of Alternatives
This task includes preparing summary fact sheets on four potential Alternatives:

1. Alternative 1 ($80 million - $95 million relief sewer project)

2. Alternative 3 ($47 million neighborhood storage project)

3. Alternative 1 and 3 Hybrid (Alternative 3 modified to include additional
improvements to increase level of service provided)

4. Alternative 4 (Reduced cost option - already under development by
Stantec in a separate contract issued 6-1-2017 in the amount of $19,955.
Staff asked Stantec to look at a low cost option after the cost estimate for
Alternative 1 increased to $95 million.)

Task 3: Analysis of Local Flood Mitigation Options
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This task identifies local improvements that could be implemented to reduce the
risk of structure flooding by buying out homes and constructing local detention
areas. This hypothetical exercise will evaluate two areas--Kilpatrick between
Gregory and Hartzell and Meadow Drive.

Task 4: Meeting with Village Board

Stantec will attend two Committee of the Whole meetings to continue discussions
of stormwater.

Stantec was selected to execute the Value-Engineering study based on the quality of their
proposal and interview, practical knowledge of Wilmette’'s sewer system and extensive
knowledge and experience in wet weather management for many similar communities and the
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District. Staff recommends continuing to work with Stantec
for this supplemental work because they have performed well on the Value-Engineering study
and are well-versed on the Village’s storm sewer system and the alternatives under
consideration.

Budget Impact

This contract is not budgeted but will be paid for out of sewer reserves.

Below is a summary of contracts awarded to Stantec to date:

Project Description Contract Date Contract Amount
Value-Engineering Study January 24, 2017 | $114,933
Reduced Cost Alternative Review June 1, 2017 $ 19,955
Supplemental Analysis (This contract) | July 25, 2017 $ 49,385

Documents Attached

1. Consolidated list of trustee questions
2. Stantec Letter Proposal dated July 20, 2017
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Consolidated Trustee Questions re Stormwater

Stantec

1. Comparison of Alternative 1 and 3 including:
- map or chart which shows water levels in 10 yr and 100 yr storms
- comparison of duration of 100 yr storm water
- cost breakdowns - per structure, per parcel (President Bielinski)

2. Potential enhancements (big relief sewer) to Alternative 3 to cover hot spots
which would not be sufficiently impacted by current configuration of Alternative 3
(President Bielinski)

3. Neighborhood storage possibilities where storage could be added given
topography and assuming Village could acquire a sufficient number of homes to
create large enough area to be useful. (President Bielinski)

4. Alt 1 = $80-90+ million
Alt 3 = $45-50+ million
Is there something in between in cost, like an enhanced Alternative 3? (President
Bielinski)

5. Is there any meaningful impact from implementing something less costly than
Alternative 3? (President Bielinski)

6. Can we get the houses impacted by neighborhood for the 10-yr/100yr events?
(Trustee Dodd)

7. Can we get the implementation costs by neighborhood. | know they shared this
briefly but didn't feel overly comfortable with the numbers so this would be
helpful. (Trustee Dodd)

8. Can we ask them to do a pareto analysis (80/20 rule), so what would we miss out
if we did only an 80% solution and what would the cost be. As | stated in
separate email, my experience sometimes shows the last 20% of the work is
80% of the cost and this is what I"m looking to understand. (Trustee Dodd)

9. | continue to be interested in a neighborhood solution for some of this project as
a way of reducing the cost. So for example, could we close off 21st/Beechwood
as a street and put some small retention tank there to hold water. Or on one of
the worst streets in Wilmette like Kilpatrick could we purchase 8 homes with the
worst flooding and put in retention tank for that neighborhood as more cost
effective solution for just part of area. (Trustee Dodd)



10.Can we do something creative to increase capacity at the top of the bowl (so tear
up the major roads as top of topography) and make these stormwater pipes even
larger therefore reducing the need to tear up all the ancillary roads. (Trustee
Dodd)

11.What are the biggest risk areas for this project? And what are the areas where
the cost of the project is most unknown and could change? (Trustee Dodd)

12.1f we could only spend $60-70 million, what solution would they
recommend? What would not get done? (Trustee Dodd)

13.If it's a phased project and the Phase 1 includes a main storm trunk and some far
westside new storm sewer lines, would that start providing any relief to areas
further east (like Wilshire, and Kenilworth Gardens)? (Trustee Kurzman)

14.Are there green projects already identified in the Burke/Stantec studies that could
supplement and build on the Storm Sewer Improvement? (Trustee Kurzman)

15.When will Stantec/CBB share XPSWMM modeling data with residents? (Trustee
Kurzman)

16.Would the Storm Sewer Upgrade result in improved IL water quality in any
way? For example, would it reduce the storm runoff going into
the sanitary sewers? Or would the sections of replaced or new storm sewer lines
function better to improve water quality somehow? (Trustee Kurzman)

17.What other metrics can be used to calculate a per-structure cost other than storm
water within one foot of a property’s highest elevation? (Trustee Kurzman)

18.1f we use the current metric for per-structure cost, which homes are identified as
being saved in 10-year flood events that would currently flood? (Trustee
Kurzman)

19.1n the scenario of the project not proceeding, what is the estimated cost for the
Village to purchase these homes that cannot be served to 10-year protection?
What would it cost to tear down these homes? What is the recurring revenue lost
to the Village in terms of taxes, typical permitting, etc. for the removal of these
properties? (Trustee Kurzman)

20.1 am wondering what would happen if we set a different standard as our goal for
the work. In other words, during my conversation with the homeowner on
Beechwood, it seemed that her issue really concerned the last few inches of
water that made it into her basement and made the streets impassable. | wonder
if we set the standard to be not to dry out the streets, but to just eliminate the last



few inches that force the water over her foundation and into her basement?
(Trustee Kurzman)

21.1 know 5-6% of a project costs is generally allocated to engineering
costs. However, the fees in this deal seem to be getting very high. Do we really
need to pay such a great sum for engineering fees? This seems excessive.
(Trustee Leonard)

22.1s there an opportunity to buy the worse affected homes, demolish them, then
sell to developers to build slab on grade structures? Does this help? (Trustee
Leonard)

23.The 6-7” of rain that fell in about 12 hours in central Lake County — what type of
storm would that be? 100-year? How would the Village’s storm sewer system
have performed if a similar event occurred after the preferred alternative project
was completed? (Staff)

24.Can you add restrictors to local storm sewers in upstream areas to redistribute
the storm flows? (Resident)

RJIN

25.Could the West Park Project be having a positive impact on overland flooding?
(Example, resident of Kilpatrick observed less standing water on his yard once
the West Park project became operational.) (Resident / Staff)

Village Staff

26.What results does the Department expect to see from Stantec at the next
meeting? (Trustee Kurzman)

27.What decisions will be made at the next meeting? (Trustee Kurzman)

28.What is the pathway and timeline to an up-or-down vote on the project? (Trustee
Kurzman)

29.Why does the Village have more confidence in Stantec’s cost estimate than the
inflation-adjusted cost of the CBB estimation? (In the last meeting, why was
Village staff discourse about potential bonding using figures circa $90 million
rather than $77 or $80 million? Is there a reason beyond being conservative and
choosing the highest possible number? (Trustee Kurzman)



30.Has the Village considered alternatives to self-reporting in its models? For
example, Winnetka appears to record debris piles in its streets. Additionally, will
the Village consider keeping resident flooding information confidential? (Trustee
Kurzman)

31.How many basement restoration-related permits are typically issued in a given
period of time? (In both the separated and combined sewer systems). (Trustee
Kurzman)

32.Do permits for basement restorations increase after a significant rain event (10-
year flood event or greater)? If so, does the increase appear to match the self-
reported flood totals? (In both the separated and combined sewer systems).
(Trustee Kurzman)

33.Using one or more 10-year flood events as examples, how much would it cost to
waive basement permitting fees for residents in 2-year flood neighborhoods
experiencing back-up? (Trustee Kurzman)

34.Using one or more 10-year flood events as examples, how much would it cost to
refund one month of sewer fees to residents in 2-year flood neighborhoods
experiencing back-up? Two months? (Trustee Kurzman)

35.Are we aware of new/additional compliance from Kennilworth Gardens since the
recent round of letters? Are residents fixing known illegal connections that cost
more than $100? How are we monitoring KG resident compliance? (Trustee
Kurzman)

36.Will the Village support the MWRD's effort to gain authority to enforce repairs of
private laterals? Would the Village consider its own ordinance to enforce repairs
of private laterals? (Trustee Kurzman)

37.Via MWRD Phase I, has the Village applied for any green infrastructure projects
for the separated sewer system? Has the Village applied for any projects to
alleviate problems in the separated sewer system? (Trustee Kurzman)

38.What progress is being made on the current “Comprehensive Storm Water
Management Program”™? (Trustee Kurzman)



39.1Is there a process for revising and benchmarking the Program? Is there a way to
make it more accountable to the public, demonstrating progress, etc.? (Trustee
Kurzman)



Stantec Consulting Services, Inc.
350 N. Orleans Street, Suite 1301

ow Chi ,IL 60654
@ MWH. .5 (é Stantec 31;23?-3000
July 20, 2017

Ms. Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E.

Director of Engineering and Public Works
Village of Wilmette

711 Laramie Avenue

Wilmette, lllinois 60091

Reference: Proposal for Supplemental Analysis
Separate Storm Sewer System Study

Dear Brigitte,

We are pleased to submit a letter proposal for Supplemental Analysis of items related to the Village’s plan
for stormwater management improvements. The efforts included in this scope of services are intended to
help answer trustee questions stemming from the discussions to date and present clear information
regarding the options available to the Village for reducing flooding risks in the western part of Wilmette.
Results will be reviewed with Village staff on an ongoing basis during the project. We expect to present
results from this scope to Village representatives in September 2017.

Tasks that will be performed to complete this analysis include the following:

TASK 1 — ASSIST WITH RESPONSE TO TRUSTEE QUESTIONS

Village staff have compiled a list of questions regarding aspects of the Village’s stormwater management
program from Village trustees. Stantec will meet with Village staff to review the questions and develop a
strategy for the preparation of responses. Based on discussions with Village staff, Stantec will proceed
with the preparation of responses to the approximately 24 questions posed to it. Stantec will submit a
draft of the response to Village staff for review. Upon receipt of comments, Stantec will finalize the
response document and forward it to the Village.

An initial review of the questions suggests that while some can be answered based on current available
data and information, others will require new analysis. An allowance of up to 80 person-hours of effort is
allocated for the development of the response document. Should Stantec determine that the effort to
complete the response document will exceed the 80 person-hour allowance it will notify the Village to
obtain formal authorization prior to proceeding.

TASK 2 — DEVELOPMENT OF UPDATED MENU OF ALTERNATIVES

Stantec will use results from previous analyses along with new work to prepare summary descriptions
(fact sheets) for four potential options for reducing the risk of stormwater flooding on the west side of
Wilmette. The options for which descriptions will be prepared include:

e Alternative 1 (as presented in the January 2015 Stormwater Management Report prepared by
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd.)

e Alternative 3 (as presented in the January 2015 Stormwater Management Report prepared by
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd.)



e Alternative 3/Alternative 1 Hybrid (Alternative 3 concept modified to include additional
improvements needed to increase the level of service provided)

¢ Reduced Cost Option (as developed by Stantec under a separate scope of services already
authorized)

The fact sheet for each option will include a brief narrative description of the design intent for the option,
an 11”x17” map showing the configuration of the required improvements, an 11”°x17” map showing
approximate inundation boundaries for the 10-year and 100-year design storms, a summary of estimated
project costs, and an indication of project benefits expressed in terms of metrics to be developed in
consultation with Village staff. Stantec will prepare and submit to the Village a draft fact sheet for
Alternative 1 based on the previously developed data for the project. Comments from the Village will be
used to refine the Alternative 1 fact sheet and establish a template to be used for the other options.

Model representations used as the basis for preparation of the fact sheets for Alternatives 1 and 3 will be
those developed in conjunction with the 2015 Stormwater Management Report. The model
representation for the Reduced Cost Option has been previously developed by Stantec under a separate
scope of services. New modeling will be performed to define and characterize the Alternative
3/Alternative 1 Hybrid. Conceptual estimates of project costs will be developed using representative unit
costs for major project elements as developed during Stantec’s 2017 review of Alternative 1.

Upon completion of this task, Stantec will submit to the Village electronic (pdf) copies of the fact sheets
for each of the options described above.

TASK 3 — ANALYSIS OF LOCAL FLOOD MITIGATION OPTIONS

Stantec will perform analyses to define local improvements that could be implemented to reduce the risk
of structure flooding at two specific locations: Kilpatrick Avenue between Gregory Avenue and Hartzell
Street, and Meadow Drive (N,E,S,W) northwest of the intersection of Wilmette Avenue and Hunter Road.
Improvements (including the buy-out of flood prone homes and construction of local detention capacity)
will be developed to achieve a 10-year level of protection against structure flooding. A fact sheet similar
to those developed for options under Task 2 of this scope of services will be prepared for the suggested
local improvements. Costs for the purchase of private property will be developed based on current
valuations from the Cook County Assessor’s office and reviewed with Village staff. Costs for new
improvements will be based on unit prices from the Alternative 1 review or new AACE Class 5 analysis of
probable costs.

Drafts of the fact sheets for the identified improvements will be submitted to Village staff for review and
comment. Upon receipt of comments from the Village, Stantec will submit final fact sheets for these two
areas.

TASK 4 — MEETINGS WITH VILLAGE BOARD

Stantec will make a presentation summarizing the results from Tasks 1, 2, and 3 at a Village Board
meeting expected to be scheduled for September 2017. Stantec will prepare and submit to Village staff
for review a PowerPoint slide deck to be used in the presentation. Comments from staff will be
considered in the preparation of the final slide deck to be distributed to the Trustees.

Stantec will attend a second meeting (anticipated to occur in October 2017) to answer questions from the
Village Board during its discussion/consideration of an action plan for stormwater management on the
west side of Wilmette.

PROJECT MANAGEMENT

Stantec’s Project Manager will be responsible for the overall coordination of project staff, tracking of
progress, and submittal of monthly progress reports/invoices to the client.



SCHEDULE:

Assuming a Notice-to-Proceed date of Monday, July 31, 2017, deliverables from the proposed analysis
will be completed in time to be discussed with Village staff by September 18, 2017 and included in the
agenda packet for a meeting of the Village Board to be held in late September 2017. The second
meeting with the Village Board is anticipated to occur in October 2017.

ESTIMATED LEVEL OF EFFORT AND COST:

Table 1 provides a summary of the estimated level of effort required to complete the proposed scope of
services. Monthly billings will be based on the actual hours charged by Stantec staff working on the
project and 2017 Hourly Billing Rates as shown in Table 2. Billings for completion of the proposed scope
of services will not exceed $49,385 without prior written approval from the Village.

If the proposal as presented is acceptable, please sign where indicated below and return a scanned copy
of the fully executed letter agreement to my attention. Should you have questions regarding our proposal,
please contact me at 312.831.3117 or joe.johnson@stantec.com. We look forward to working with the
Village on this important assignment.

STANTEC CONSULTING SERVICES, INC. THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, ILLNOIS

Joe Johnson, P.E., PMP Printed Name:
Vice President
Phone: 312.831.3117 Title:

joe.johnson@stantec.com

Date:




Table 1 — Estimated Level of Effort/Basis for Compensation

Direct Cost/
Project Phase Labor Hours Labor Billings | Subconsultant | Total Billings
Billings
Taek 1 - riosponisato 80 $12,240 $100 $12,340
Jask 2 Lpdated Men of 80 $12,360 $0 $12,360
fask dSM‘itggﬁg’rfi%g‘;i'ggga' 100 $15,300 $100 $15,400
\T/ﬁ‘lsag‘é S oeeting with 34 $5,900 $200 $6,100
Project Management 20 $3,185 $0 $3,185
Total — All Tasks 314 $48,985 $400 $49,385

Table 2 — Hourly Labor Billing Rates: 2017

Employee Classification

Hourly Labor Billing Rate

Company Officer $250.00
Principal Engineer or Scientist $220.00
Principal Estimator $180.00
Lead/Supervising Engineer or Scientist $165.00
Senior Engineer or Scientist $135.00
Professional Engineer or Scientist $125.00
Administrative Support $100.00




@ Stantec PROFESSIONAL SERVICES TERMS AND CONDITIONS Page 1 of 2

The following Terms and Conditions are attached to and form part of a proposal for services to be performed by Consultant
and together, when the CLIENT authorizes Consultant to proceed with the services, constitute the AGREEMENT. Consultant
means the Stantec entity issuing the Proposal.

DESCRIPTION OF WORK: Consultant shall render the services described in the Proposal (hereinafter called the “SERVICES”) to
the CLIENT.

DESCRIPTION OF CLIENT: The CLIENT confirms and agrees that the CLIENT has authority to enter into this AGREEMENT on its own
behalf and on behalf of all parties related to the CLIENT who may have an interest in the PROJECT.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS: No terms, conditions, understandings, or agreements purporting to modify or vary these Terms and
Conditions shall be binding unless hereafter made in writing and signed by the CLIENT and Consultant. In the event of any
conflict between the Proposal and these Terms and Conditions, these Terms and Conditions shall take precedence. This
AGREEMENT supercedes all previous agreements, arrangements or understandings between the parties whether written or
oral in connection with or incidental to the PROJECT

COMPENSATION: Payment is due to Consultant upon receipt of invoice. Failure to make any payment when due is a material
breach of this AGREEMENT and will entitle Consultant, atits option, to suspend or terminate this AGREEMENT and the provision
of the SERVICES. Interest will accrue on accounts overdue by 30 days at the lesser of 1.5 percent per month (18 percent per
annum) or the maximum legal rate of interest. Unless otherwise noted, the fees in this agreement do not include any value
added, sales, or other taxes that may be applied by Government on fees for services. Such taxes will be added to all invoices
as required.

NOTICES: Each party shall designate a representative who is authorized to act on behalf of that party. All notices, consents,
and approvals required to be given hereunder shall be in writing and shall be given to the representatives of each party.

TERMINATION: Either party may terminate the AGREEMENT without cause upon thirty (30) days notice in writing. If either party
breaches the AGREEMENT and fails fo remedy such breach within seven (7) days of notice fo do so by the non-defaulting
party, the non-defaulting party may immediately terminate the Agreement. Non-payment by the CLIENT of Consultant’s
invoices within 30 days of Consultant rendering same is agreed to constitute a material breach and, upon written notice as
prescribed above, the duties, obligations and responsibilities of Consultant are terminated. On termination by either party, the
CLIENT shall forthwith pay Consultant all fees and charges for the SERVICES provided to the effective date of termination.

ENVIRONMENTAL: Except as specifically described in this AGREEMENT, Consultant’s field investigation, laboratory testing and
engineering recommendations will not address or evaluate pollution of soil or pollution of groundwater.

PROFESSIONAL RESPONSIBILITY: In performing the SERVICES, Consultant will provide and exercise the standard of care, skill
and diligence required by customarily accepted professional practices normally provided in the performance of the SERVICES
at the time and the location in which the SERVICES were performed.

LIMITATION OF LIABILITY: The CLIENTreleases Consultant from any liability and agrees to defend, indemnify and hold Consultant
harmless from any and all claims, damages, losses, and/or expenses, direct and indirect, or consequential damages, including
but not limited fo attorney’s fees and charges and court and arbitration costs, arising out of, or claimed fo arise out of, the
performance of the SERVICES, excepting liability arising from the sole negligence of Consultant. Itis further agreed that the
fotal amount of all claims the CLIENT may have against Consultant under this AGREEMENT, including but not limited fo claims
for negligence, negligent misrepresentation and/or breach of confract, shall be strictly limited to the lesser of professional fees
paid to Consultant for the SERVICES or $50,000.00. No claim may be brought against Consultant more than two (2) years after
the cause of action arose. As the CLIENT's sole and exclusive remedy under this AGREEMENT any claim, demand or suit shall
be directed and/or asserted only against Consultant and not against any of Consultant’'s employees, officers or directors.

Consultant's liability with respect to any claims arising out of this AGREEMENT shall be absolutely limited to direct damages
arising out of the SERVICES and Consultant shall bear no liability whatsoever for any consequential loss, injury or damage
incurred by the CLIENT, including but not limited to claims for loss of use, loss of profits and/or loss of markets.

INDEMNITY FOR MOLD CLAIMS: It is understood by the parties that existing or constructed buildings may contain mold
substances that can present health hazards and resultin bodily injury, property damage and/or necessary remedial measures.
If, during performance of the SERVICES, Consultant knowingly encounters any such substances, Consultant shall nofify the
CLIENT and, without liability for consequential or any other damages, suspend performance of services unftil the CLIENT retains
a qualified specialist to abate and/or remove the mold substances. The CLIENT agrees fo release and waive all claims,
including consequential damages, against Consultant, its subconsultants and their officers, directors and employees arising
from or in any way connected with the existence of mold on or about the project site whether during or after completion of
the SERVICES. The CLIENT further agrees to indemnify and hold Consultant harmless from and against all claims, costs, liabilities
and damages, including reasonable attorneys’ fees and costs, arising in any way from the existence of mold on the project
site whether during or after completion of the SERVICES, except for those claims, liabilities, costs or damages caused by the
sole gross negligence and/or knowing or willful misconduct of Consultant. Consultant and the CLIENT waive all rights against
each other for mold damages to the extent that such damages sustained by either party are covered by insurance.

Professional Services Terms and Conditions on StanNet Forms> Company Forms>Risk Management> Standard Form Agreements



@ Stantec PROFESSIONAL SERVICES TERMS AND CONDITIONS Page 2 of 2

DOCUMENTS: All of the documents prepared by or on behalf of Consultant in connection with the PROJECT are instruments
of service for the execution of the PROJECT. Consultant retains the property and copyright in these documents, whether the
PROJECT is executed or not. These documents may not be used for any other purpose without the prior written consent of
Consultant. In the event Consultant's documents are subsequently reused or modified in any material respect without the
prior consent of Consultant, the CLIENT agrees to defend, hold harmless and indemnify Consultant from any claims advanced
on account of said reuse or modification.

Any document produced by Consultant in relation to the Services is intended for the sole use of Client. The documents may
not be relied upon by any other party without the express written consent of Consultant, which may be withheld at
Consultant’s discretion. Any such consent will provide no greater rights to the third party than those held by the Client under
the contract, and will only be authorized pursuant to the conditions of Consultant’s standard form reliance letter.

Consultant cannot guarantee the authentficity, integrity or completeness of data files supplied in electronic format (“Electronic
Files"). CLIENT shall release, indemnify and hold Consultant, its officers, employees, Consultant’s and agents harmless from any
claims or damages arising from the use of Electronic Files. Electronic files will not contain stamps or seals, remain the property
of Consultant, are not to be used for any purpose other than that for which they were transmitted, and are not to be
retransmitted to a third party without Consultant’s written consent.

FIELD SERVICES: Consultant shall not be responsible for construction means, methods, techniques, sequences or procedures,
or for safety precautions and programs in connection with work on the PROJECT, and shall not be responsible for any
confractor’s failure to carry out the work in accordance with the contract documents. Consultant shall not be responsible for
the acts or omissions of any contractor, subcontractor, any of their agents or employees, or any other persons performing any
of the work in connection with the PROJECT. Consultant shall not be the prime contractor or similar under any occupational
health and safety legislation.

GOVERNING LAW/COMPLIANCE WITH LAWS: The AGREEMENT shall be governed, construed and enforced in accordance with
the laws of the jurisdiction in which the majority of the SERVICES are performed. Consultant shall observe and comply with all
applicable laws, continue to provide equal employment opportunity to all qualified persons, and to recruit, hire, train, promote
and compensate persons in all jobs without regard to race, color, religion, sex, age, disability or national origin or any other
basis prohibited by applicable laws.

DISPUTE RESOLUTION: If requested in writing by either the CLIENT or Consultant, the CLIENT and Consultant shall attempt to
resolve any dispute between them arising out of or in connection with this AGREEMENT by entering info structured non-binding
negotiations with the assistance of a mediator on a without prejudice basis. The mediator shall be appointed by agreement
of the parties. If a dispute cannot be settled within a period of thirty (30) calendar days with the mediator, if mutually agreed,
the dispute shall be referred to arbitration pursuant to laws of the jurisdiction in which the majority of the SERVICES are
performed or elsewhere by mutual agreement.

ASSIGNMENT: The CLIENT and Consultant shall not, without the prior written consent of the other party, assign the benefit or
in any way transfer the obligations under these Terms and Conditions or any part hereof.

SEVERABILITY: If any term, condition or covenant of the AGREEMENT is held by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid,
void, or unenforceable, the remaining provisions of the AGREEMENT shall be binding on the CLIENT and Consultant.

Professional Services Terms and Conditions on StanNet Forms> Company Forms>Risk Management> Standard Form Agreements



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.19

Wwilmette Engineering and Public
Works Department

SUBJECT: Building in Public Easements
MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017

FROM: Brigitte Ann Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works
Russell Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer

BUDGET IMPACT: None

Recommended Motion

Introduction and subsequent adoption of Ordinance 2017-0O-43 amending Chapter 15 of the
Village Code concerning encroachments in Public Easements.

Background

From time to time, the Village receives requests to build permanent structures in existing Public
Easements. The purpose of the proposed changes to the Village Code is to formally document
what encroachments are permissible and not permissible in Public Easements. The Municipal
Services Committee recommended this Ordinance at their June 30, 2017 meeting.

Discussion

Public Easements are necessary for the operation and maintenance of public and private
utilities. Permitting permanent structures in an existing easement ultimately precludes the
future use of the easement for its intended purpose. The proposed Code revisions allow minor
encroachments such as landscaping, fences, play equipment and small accessory structures,
without foundation, to be built in Public Easements. Permanent structures with foundations,
such as garages and additions, are not permissible. The Village retains rights to access the
easement and its use. If the easement needs to be used by the Village the property owner must
remove any encroachments at their own expense.

The approval process for encroachments into the easements will be managed by the
Engineering and Public Works Department and the Code provides for an appeals process.

Documents Attached

1. Ordinance No. 2017-0-43

Page 1 of 1
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ORDINANCE NO. 2017-0-43

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE
(Chapter 15 Planning and Platting)

WHEREAS, the Village of Wilmette 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, the Wilmette Village Code, 1993; Chapter 15-2.3(c) requires there “where no
alleys are provided easements not less than 6 feet wide shall be provided for any or all public
utilities with access to all lots;” and

WHEREAS, the easements required by Chapter 15-2.3(c) are acquired for the purpose of
constructing, operating, maintaining, repairing, or replacing pipes, manholes, swales, or similar
structures for the conveyance of water, sanitary sewage, or stormwater; and

WHEREAS, Village staff has determined that there be no encroachments upon these
easements as there is a public need to ensure that adequate access to these easements is maintained
at all times; and

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees find that amending the Village Code
to ensure that access to these easements is maintained at all times is in the best interests of the
health, safety and welfare of the public.

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF
TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois in the exercise of its home rule
authority as follows:

SECTION 1: Each of the foregoing recitals and findings are hereby made a part of this

Ordinance and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein.



SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in
Chapter 15, Planning and Platting, Section 15-2.2 Public Improvements by adding a new
subsection 15-2.4(j) and by inserting the new text shown in underlined, bold type below, so that
said new subsection 15-2.4(j) shall hereafter read as follows:

15-2.4())

(1) The Easements required by Section 15-2.3(c) (“Easement’) shall be acquired and
maintained and kept free from any and all encroachments on or above the Easement except
as provided for in this subsection. The following encroachments are permissible in an

Easement, upon the application and receipt of a Village permit as otherwise required by the
Wilmette Village Code and as conditioned by this subsection:

Landscaping;
Fences;

Play equipment;
Small accessory structures without a foundation

(2) The Village retains the right to enter any property where an Easement is located for
any public purpose relating to the utility to be or already located within the Easement. The
property owner bears the risk of installing any encroachment over an Easement. If at any
time the Village requires access to the Easement for either new construction or maintenance
of an existing utility, the property owner shall remove the encroachment and access to the
Easement shall be provided to the Village, if in the opinion of the Village Engineer there is
no other reasonable and cost effective method of accessing the utility. All costs associated
with removing any encroachment in an Easement shall be the responsibility of the property
owner. Any costs that are incurred by the Village for accessing the Easement shall be repaid
to the Village within thirty (30) days after notice is provided to the property owner by the
Village. The Village will not replace or repair any removed or damaged encroachments
located in an Easement.

(3) A property owner may submit to the Director of Engineering and Public Works a
request to allow for the placement of an otherwise restricted encroachment. Such a request
shall include a plan, a statement of hardship, drawings and any other materials requested by
the Director of Engineering and Public Works. The Director of Engineering and Public
Works has sole the discretion to allow for or deny the placement of an otherwise restricted
encroachment if the property owner has shown:

i. _a hardship with no other alternative for placement of an otherwise restricted

encroachment; and

ii. _that placement of an otherwise restricted encroachment will not damage or restrict

access to the Easement; and

iii._that the property owner execute an express written agreement to be recorded against

the property and run with the property, at the property owner’s cost, indicating




acceptance of the conditions of this Section, which include, but are not limited to, the
removal requirements of the encroachment as determined in the sole discretion of the
Director of Engineering and Public Works and repayment of any costs incurred by the
Village to the Village.

SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage,
approval 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

22" day of August, 2017, according to the following roll call vote:

AYES:
NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 22" day of August,
2017,
President of the Village of Wilmette, IL
ATTEST:

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEMS: 3.20

wilmette Engineering & Public Works

Department
SUBJECT: Locust Road Phase Il Design Services
MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017
FROM: Brigitte Berger-Raish, P.E., Director of Engineering and Public Works
Russ Jensen, P.E., Village Engineer
BUDGET IMPACT: Budget Amount $208,000
Net Cost 197,856
Over/(Under) Budget ($10,144)

Recommended Motion

Move to adopt Resolution 2017-R-18 approving a Local Agency Agreement for Federal
Participation and Preliminary Engineering Services Agreement for Federal Participation for the
Locust Road Improvements, Phase Il design services.

Background

The STP program is a federal program that provides federal funding for locally initiated
transportation projects. The North Shore Council of Mayors, the agency that administers the
STP funds, issued a call for new projects for consideration to be added to the multi-year
program beginning in 2017. In 2012, the Village Board approved a resolution supporting the
request for federal transportation funds to be used to rebuild Locust Road from Lake Avenue
to Wilmette Avenue. The Village was awarded the grant in the amount of $1,568,200 (Phase I
and Construction).

The general scope of work for the Locust Road project includes new curb and gutter, minor
drainage improvements and roadway reconstruction. In addition, the project will include shared
bike lanes and a wider sidewalk to accommodate pedestrians and young bicyclists. Based on
the number of water main breaks on Locust Road, staff recommends replacing the water main
as part of the reconstruction project. The water main replacement will be locally funded and is
incorporated into the current capital improvement program.

The completion of the Phase | feasibility study was delayed by approximately one year so the
Village could obtain plats of dedication from nine property owners who owned portions of the
Locust Road right-of-way. The Village recently secured right-of-way ownership along the entire
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corridor so the Phase Il design can begin. The Phase Il design consists of preparing the plans,
specification and cost estimates that will be competitively bid for construction by IDOT.

Discussion

As with all federal and state funded projects, the Village is required to execute the standard
agreements prepared by IDOT. The first agreement entitled “Local Agency Agreement for
Federal Participation” will secure the federal portion of the Phase Il study which is $138,499.
The balance of the project ($59,357) will be paid for by the Village.

The second agreement entitled “Preliminary Engineering Services Agreement for Federal
Participation” is the standard agreement required by IDOT for projects utilizing federal funds
for design and construction. The agreement outlines a standard scope of work for Phase I
design services which include preparation of the project plans, specifications and cost
estimates.

Consultant Selection

Current IDOT requirements for procurement, management and administration of engineering
and design-related services using federal funds requires local public agencies to substantially
follow a Qualification-Based Selection (QBS) selection process. The evaluation process was
outlined in the Request for Qualifications which was sent out to seven engineering firms to
provide the Phase Il design services of which four replied (one was a no-quote) and three
submitted a qualifications proposal. The firms were evaluated by staff members of the
Engineering Department and evaluated based on the following criteria:

Federal Aid Highway Experience

Individual Experience of Assigned Personnel

Capacity and Response to Project Schedule and Deadlines
References

Submittal

The evaluation resulted in the following rankings:

Rank Firm
1 Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD., Rosemont
2 TranSystems Corporation, Schaumburg
3 Engineering Enterprises, Sugar Grove

No-quote Civiltech Engineering, Inc., Itasca

DNS* Alfred Benesch, Chicago

DNS* Clark Dietz, Inc., EImhurst

DNS* V3 Companies, Woodridge

DNS* Baxter & Woodman, Inc., Crystal Lake

*Firm did not submit qualifications proposal

Based on staff’s evaluation of the qualifications, Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD.
(CBBEL) is the top ranked consultant because of their extensive knowledge of the project,
experience with similar Phase Il design projects and their familiarity with 1) the existing
stormwater drainage system capacity and functionality and 2) the future stormwater planning
Page 2 of 3 AGENDA ITEMS: 3.20




for the Village's Separate Storm Sewer System. References from the Village of Orland Park,
Village of Deerfield, City of Evanston, Village of Algonquin and Village of Forest Park provided
positive feedback about CBBEL’s work product. They noted CBBEL’'s staff is very
knowledgeable, thorough, and cooperative. All references would hire CBBEL for future
projects.

Upon selection of the top ranked firm, the scope of service and pricing was provided for review
and consideration of the Phase Il design services. The submitted scope included a fee of
$212,844 which was revised and modified to streamline the kick-off process and consolidate
the stakeholder coordination. The revisions resulted in a reduced fee of $197,856. Staff
recommends awarding CBBEL a contract in the amount of $197,856.

Budget Impact

Description Account Fee

Locust Road Phase Il | 1120202035-425250-80109 | $197,856

Budget | $208,000
Budget Savings: | $ 10,144

Phase Il is paid for locally and 70% of the costs are reimbursed with the federal grant.
Schedule

The Phase Il study will begin as soon as the agreements are approved in Springfield, which
could take 90 days. The bid letting is scheduled for November 9, 2018 and construction will

occur in 2019.

Documents Attached

1. Resolution 2017-R-18
2. Local Agency Agreement for Federal Participation for the Locust Road Project

3. Preliminary Engineering Services Agreement for Federal Participation for the Locust
Road Project

4. Capital Improvement Program Page

Page 3 of 3 AGENDA ITEMS: 3.20




RESOLUTION NO. 2017-R-18

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING AGREEMENTS FOR THE LOCUST ROAD
IMPROVEMENTS

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (collectively “Village Board”)
of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (*Village”), find that the Village is a home rule
municipal corporation as provided in Article VI, Section 6 of the 1970 Constitution of the State
of Illinois and, pursuant to said constitutional authority, may exercise any power and perform
any function pertaining to its government and affairs for the protection of the public health,
safety, morals and welfare; and,

WHEREAS, the Village desires to improve the vehicular and pedestrian safety and

capacity of Locust Road; and

WHEREAS, federal funding has been secured and therefore the Village intends to
proceed with the Locust Road improvement project; and

WHEREAS, the County and State will financially assist the Village in meeting the local

match requirements; and

WHEREAS, the Local Agency Agreement for Federal Participation (attached as Exhibit
A) and the Preliminary Engineering Services Agreement for Federal Participation (attached as
Exhibit B) (collectively “Agreements”) are ready for review by the Illinois Department of
Transportation (“IDOT”); and

WHEREAS, IDOT may make minor revisions to the these Agreements that do not
substantially change the scope of work cost distribution;

WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees find that approving the Agreements attached
as Exhibit A and Exhibit B are in the best interest of the public health, safety and welfare of the
residents of Wilmette;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and Board of Trustees of

the Village of Wilmette as follows:

SECTION 1: The Village Board finds that all of the recitals set forth above are true and

correct, and that they are hereby incorporated by reference as if set forth fully.
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SECTION 2: The LOCAL AGENCY AGREEMENT FOR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION
in substantially the form attached as Exhibit A is hereby approved and the Village Manager or

his designee is authorized to execute the same.

SECTION 2: The PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR
FEDERAL PARTICIPATION in substantially the form attached as Exhibit B is hereby approved

and the Village Manager or his designee is authorized to execute the same.

SECTION 4: The Village Manager or his designee is authorized to make modifications to
the attached Agreements, in a manner consistent with the purposes of this Resolution, prior to
executing same provided, in his judgment, said changes do not materially alter the obligations of

the Village thereunder.

SECTION 5: The Village Manager or his designee is authorized to take such further

actions as may be necessary to carry out the purpose of this Resolution.
SECTION 6: This Resolution shall take effect immediately upon its passage.

ADOPTED on , 2017, pursuant to the following roll call vote:

AYES:

NAYS:
ABSTAIN:
ABSENT:

Approved on , 2017.

Village President

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL
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EXHIBIT A

LOCAL AGENCY AGREEMENT FOR FEDERAL PARTICIPATION
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EXHIBIT B

PRELIMINARY ENGINEERING SERVICES AGREEMENT FOR FEDERAL
PARTICIPATION



Local Public Agency State Contract Day Labor Local Contract RR Force Account
Hlinois Department

of Transportation Village of Wilmette X
Local Public Agency Agreement Section Fund Type , ITEP, SRTS, or HSIP Number(s)
for Federal Participation 12-00195-00-PV STU
Construction Engineering Right-of-Way
Job Number Project Number Job Number Project Number Job Number Project Number

This Agreement is made and entered into between the above local public agency, hereinafter referred to as the “LPA", and the State of
lllinois, acting by and through its Department of Transportation, hereinafter referred to as “STATE". The STATE and LPA jointly
propose to improve the designated location as described below. The improvement shall be constructed in accordance with plans
prepared by, or on behalf of the LPA, approved by the STATE and the STATE's policies and procedures approved and/or required by
the Federal Highway Administration, hereinafter referred to as "FHWA”.

Location
Local Name  Locust Road Route  FAU 1076 Length 0.5 mi.
Termini  Lake Avenue and Wilmette Avenue
Current Jurisdiction _ Village of Wilmette TIP Number 0213-0003 Existing Structure No

Project Description

Division of Cost

Type of Work STU % % LPA % Total
Participating Construction

Non-Participating Construction

Preliminary Engineering 138,499
Construction Engineering

Right of Way

Railroads

Utilities

Materials

TOTAL $ 138499 s $ 59,357 $ 197,856

70 59,357 30 197,856

o~~~ e~ —
— e e e e e e
A~ e~
— e e e e e e
A~~~ o~
e e e~ e e

NOTE: The costs shown in the Division of Cost table are approximate and subject to change. The final LPA share is dependent on the final Federal
and State participation. The actual costs will be used in the final division of cost for billing and reimbursment.

If funding is not a percentage of the total, place an asterisk in the space provided for the percentage and explain above.

Local Public Agency Appropriation

By execution of this Agreement, the LPA attests that sufficient moneys have been appropriated or reserved by resolution or ordinance
to fund the LPA share of project costs. A copy of the authorizing resolution or ordinance is attached as an addendum (required for
State-let contracts only)

Method of Financing (State Contract Work Only)

METHOD A---Lump Sum (80% of LPA Obligation)
METHQD B--- Monthly Payments of due by the of each successive month.
METHOD C---LPA'’s Share divided by estimated total cost multiplied by actual progress payment.

(See page two for details of the above methods and the financing of Day Labor and Local Contracts)
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Agreement Provisions

THE LPA AGREES:

M

@)

(©)]

(4)

(6)

O]

(8)

©)
(10)

To acquire in its name, or in the name of the STATE if on the STATE highway system, all right-of-way necessary for this project in
accordance with the requirements of Titles Il and |1l of the Uniform Relocation Assistance and Real Property Acquisition Policies Act
of 1970, and established State policies and procedures. Prior to advertising for bids, the LPA shall certify to the STATE that all
requirements of Titles Il and Il of said Uniform Act have been satisfied. The disposition of encroachments, if any, will be
cooperatively determined by representatives of the LPA, and the STATE and the FHWA, if required.

To provide for all utility adjustments, and to regulate the use of the right-of-way of this improvement by utilities, public and private, in
accordance with the current Utility Accommaodation Policy for Local Agency Highway and Street Systems.

To provide for surveys and the preparation of plans for the proposed improvement and engineering supervision during construction
of the proposed improvement.

To retain jurisdiction of the completed improvement unless specified otherwise by addendum (addendum should be accompanied
by a location map). If the improvement location is currently under road district jurisdiction, an addendum is required.

To maintain or cause to be maintained, in a manner satisfactory to the STATE and the FHWA, the completed improvement, or that
portion of the completed improvement within its jurisdiction as established by addendum referred to in item 4 above.

To comply with all applicable Executive Orders and Federal Highway Acts pursuant to the Equal Employment Opportunity and
Nondiscrimination Regulations required by the U.S. Department of Transportation.

To maintain, for a minimum of 3 years after final project close-out by the STATE, adequate books, records and supporting
documents to verify the amounts, recipients and uses of all disbursements of funds passing in conjunction with the contract; the
contract and all books, records and supporting documents related to the contract shall be available for review and audit by the
Auditor General and the department; and the LPA agrees to cooperate fully with any audit conducted by the Auditor General and
the STATE; and to provide full access to all relevant materials. Failure to maintain the books, records and supporting documents
required by this section shall establish a presumption in favor of the STATE for the recovery of any funds paid by the STATE under
the contract for which adeguate books, records and supporting documentation are not available to support their purported
disbursement.

To provide if required, for the improvement of any railroad-highway grade crossing and rail crossing protection within the limits of
the proposed improvement.

To comply with Federal requirements or possibly lose (partial or total) Federal participation as determined by the FHWA.

(State Contracts Only) That the method of payment designated on page one will be as follows:

Method A - Lump Sum Payment. Upon award of the contract for this improvement, the LPA will pay to the STATE within thirty
(30) calendar days of billing, in lump sum, an amount equal to 80% of the LPA's estimated obligation incurred under
this Agreement. The LPA will pay to the STATE the remainder of the LPA’s obligation (including any nonparticipating
costs) within thirty (30) calendar days of billing in a lump sum, upon completion of the project based on final costs.

Method B - Monthly Payments. Upon award of the contract for this improvement, the LPA will pay to the STATE, a specified
amount each month for an estimated period of months, or until 80% of the LPA’s estimated obligation under the
provisions of the Agreement has been paid, and will pay to the STATE the remainder of the LPA's obligation
(including any nonparticipating costs) in a lump sum, upon completion of the project based upon final costs.

Method C - Progress Payments. Upon receipt of the contractor's first and subsequent progressive bills for this improvement, the
LPA will pay to the STATE within thirty (30) calendar days of receipt, an amount equal to the LPA’s share of the
construction cost divided by the estimated total cost, multiplied by the actual payment (appropriately adjusted for
nonparticipating costs) made to the contractor until the entire obligation incurred under this Agreement has been paid.

Failure to remit the payment(s) in a timely manner as required under Methods A, B, or C, shall allow the STATE to internally offset,
reduce, or deduct the arrearage from any payment or reimbursement due or about to become due and payable from the STATE to
LPA on this or any other contract. The STATE, at its sole option, upon notice to the LPA, may place the debt into the lllinois
Comptroller's Offset System (15 ILCS 405/10.05) or take such other and further action as my be required to recover the debt.

(Local Contracts or Day Labor) To provide or cause to be provided all of the initial funding, equipment, labor, material and services
necessary to construct the complete project.

(Preliminary Engineering) In the event that right-of-way acquisition for, or actual construction of, the project for which this
preliminary engineering is undertaken with Federal participation is not started by the close of the tenth fiscal year following the fiscal
year in which the project is federally authorized, the LPA will repay the STATE any Federal funds received under the terms of this
Agreement.

(Right-of-Way Acquisition) In the event that the actual construction of the project on this right-of-way is not undertaken by the close
of the twentieth fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the project is federally authorized, the LPA will repay the STATE any
Federal Funds received under the terms of this Agreement.
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(14)

(15)

(16)

(17)

(18)

(19)
(20)
(21)

(22)

(Railroad Related Work Only) The estimates and general layout plans for at-grade crossing improvements should be forwarded to
the Rail Safety and Project Engineer, Room 204, lllinois Department of Transportation, 2300 South Dirksen Parkway, Springfield,
lllinois, 62764. Approval of the estimates and general layout plans should be obtained prior to the commencement of railroad
related work. All railroad related work is also subject to approval be the lllinois Commerce Commission (ICC). Final inspection for
railroad related work should be coordinated through appropriate IDOT District Bureau of Local Roads and Streets office.

Plans and preemption times for signal related work that will be interconnected with traffic signals shall be submitted to the ICC for
review and approval prior to the commencement of work. Signal related work involving interconnects with state maintained traffic
signals should also be coordinated with the IDOT's District Bureau of Operations.

The LPA is responsible for the payment of the railroad related expenses in accordance with the LPA/railroad agreement prior to
requesting reimbursement from IDOT. Requests for reimbursement should be sent to the appropriate IDOT District Bureau of Local
Roads and Streets office.

Engineer's Payment Estimates shall be in accordance with the Division of Cost on page one.

And certifies to the best of its knowledge and belief its officials:

(a) are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily excluded from covered
transactions by any Federal department or agency;

(b) have not within a three-year period preceding this Agreement been convicted of or had a civil judgment rendered against them
for commission of fraud or a criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain, or performing a public (Federal,
State or local) transaction or contract under a public transaction; violation of Federal or State antitrust statutes or commission of
embezzlement, theft, forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of records, making false statements receiving stolen property;

(c) are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a governmental entity (Federal, State, local) with
commission of any of the offenses enumerated in item (b) of this certification; and

(d) have not within a three-year period preceding the Agreement had one or more public transactions (Federal, State, local)
terminated for cause or default.

To include the certifications, listed in item 15 above, and all other certifications required by State statutes, in every contract,
including procurement of materials and leases of equipment.

(State Contracts) That execution of this agreement constitutes the LPA's concurrence in the award of the construction contract to
the responsible low bidder as determined by the STATE.

That for agreements exceeding $100,000 in federal funds, execution of this Agreement constitutes the LPA's certification that:

(a) No Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on behalf of the undersigned, to any person for influencing
or attempting to influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress or
any employee of a Member of Congress in connection with the awarding of any Federal contract, the making of any
cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment or modification of any Federal contract, grant,
loan or cooperative agreement;

(b) If any funds other than Federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to
influence an officer or employee of any agency, a Member of Congress, an officer or employee of Congress or an employee of
a Member of Congress, in connection with this Federal contract, grant, loan or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall
complete and submit Standard Form-LLL, “Disclosure Form to Report Lobbying®, in accordance with its instructions;

(c) The LPA shall require that the language of this certification be included in the award documents for all subawards at all ties
(including subcontracts, subgrants and contracts under grants, loans and cooperative agreements) and that all subrecipients
shall certify and disclose accordingly.

To regulate parking and traffic in accordance with the approved project report.
To regulate encroachments on public right-of-way in accordance with current lllinois Compiled Statutes.

To regulate the discharge of sanitary sewage into any storm water drainage system constructed with this improvement in
accordance with current lllinois Compiled Statutes.

To complete this phase of the project within three (3) years from the date this agreement is approved by the STATE if this portion of
the project described in the Project Description does not exceed $1,000,000 (five years if the project costs exceed $1,000,000).

To comply with the federal Financial Integrity Review and Evaluation (FIRE) program, which requires States and subrecipients to
justify continued federal funding on inactive projects. 23 CFR 630.106(a)(5) defines an inactive project as a project which no
expenditures have been charged against Federal funds for the past twelve (12) months.

To keep projects active, invoicing must occur a minimum of one time within any given twelve (12) month period. However, to
ensure adequate processing time, the first invoice shall be submitted to the STATE within six (6) months of the federal authorization
date. Subsequent invoices will be submitted in intervals not to exceed six (6) months.

The LPA will submit supporting documentation with each request for reimbursement from the STATE. Supporting documentation is
defined as verification of payment, certified time sheets or summaries, vendor invoices, vendor receipts, cost plus fix fee invoice,
progress report, and personnel and direct cost summaries.and other documentation supporting the requested reimbursement
amount (Form BLRS 05621 should be used for consultant invoicing purposes). LPA invoice requests to the STATE will be
submitted with sequential invoice numbers by project.
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(25)

(26)

(27)

The LPA will submit to the STATE a complete and detailed final invoice with applicable supporting documentation of all incurred
costs, less previous payments, no later than twelve (12) months from the date of completion of this phase of the improvement or
from the date of the previous invoice, which ever occurs first. If a final invoice is not received within this time frame, the most recent
invoice may be considered the final invoice and the obligation of the funds closed.

The LPA shall provide the final report to the appropriate STATE district within twelve months of the physical completion date of the
project so that the report may be audited and approved for payment. If the deadline cannot be met, a written explanation must be
provided to the district prior to the end of the twelve months documenting the reason and the new anticipated date of completion. If
the extended deadline is not met, this process must be repeated until the project is closed. Failure to follow this process may result
in the immediate close-out of the project and loss of further funding.

(Single Audit Requirements) That if the LPA expends $750,000 or more a year in federal financial assistance they shall have an
audit made in accordance with 2 CFR 200. LPAs expending less than $750,000 a year shall be exempt from compliance. A copy
of the audit report must be submitted to the STATE (Office of Finance and Administration, Audit Coordination Section, 2300 South
Dirksen Parkway, Springfield, lllinois, 62764), within 30 days after the completion of the audit, but no later than one year after the
end of the LPA's fiscal year. The CFDA number for all highway planning and construction activities is 20.205.

Federal funds utilized for constructon activities on projects let and awarded by the STATE (denoted by an "X" in the State Contract
field at the top of page 1) are not included in a LPA's calculation of federal funds expended by the LPA for Single Audit purposes.

That the LPA is required to register with the System for Award Management or SAM (formerly Central Contractor Registration
(CCRY)), which is a web-enabled government-wide application that collects, validates, stores, and disseminates business information
about the federal government'’s trading partners in support of the contract award and the electronic payment processes. To register
or renew, please use the following website: https://www.sam.gov/portal/public/SAM/#1.

The LPA is also required to obtain a Dun & Bradstreet (D&B) D-U-N-S Number. This is a unique nine digit number required to
identify subrecipients of federal funding. A D-U-N-S number can be obtained at the following website:
http:/ffedgov.dnb.com/webform.

THE STATE AGREES:

To provide such guidance, assistance and supervision and to monitor and perform audits to the extent necessary to assure validity
of the LPA’s certification of compliance with Titles |l and Ill requirements.

(State Contracts) To receive bids for the construction of the proposed improvement when the plans have been approved by the
STATE (and FHWA, if required) and to award a contract for construction of the proposed improvement, after receipt of a
satisfactory bid.

(Day Labor) To authorize the LPA to proceed with the construction of the improvement when Agreed Unit Prices are approved, and
to reimburse the LPA for that portion of the cost payable from Federal and/or State funds based on the Agreed Unit Prices and
Engineer's Payment Estimates in accordance with the Division of Cost on page one.

(Local Contracts) For agreements with Federal and/or State funds in engineering, right-of-way, utility work and/or construction
work:

(a) To reimburse the LPA for the Federal and/or State share on the basis of periodic billings, provided said billings contain
sufficient cost information and show evidence of payment by the LPA;

(b) To provide independent assurance sampling, to furnish off-site material inspection and testing at sources normally visited by
STATE inspectors of steel, cement, aggregate, structural steel and other materials customarily tested by the STATE.

IT IS MUTUALLY AGREED:

(M

2

4)

Construction of the project will utilize domestic steel as required by Section 106.01 of the current edition of the Standard
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction and federal Buy America provisions.

That this Agreement and the covenants contained herein shall become null and void in the event that the FHWA does not approve
the proposed improvement for Federal-aid participation within one (1) year of the date of execution of this Agreement.

This Agreement shall be binding upon the parties, their successors and assigns.

For contracts awarded by the LPA, the LPA shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin or sex in the award and
performance of any USDOT - assisted contract or in the administration of its DBE program or the requirements of 49 CFR part 26.
The LPA shall take all necessary and reasonable steps under 49 CFR part 26 to ensure nondiscrimination in the award and
administration of USDOT - assisted contracts. The LPA’s DBE program, as required by 43 CFR part 26 and as approved by
USDOT, is incorporated by reference in this Agreement. Upon notification to the recipient of its failure to carry out its approved
program, the STATE may impose sanctions as provided for under part 26 and may, in appropriate cases, refer the matter for
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enforcement under 18 U.S.C. 1001 and/or the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986 (31U.S.C. 3801 et seq.). In the absence
of a USDOT - approved LPA DBE Program or on State awarded contracts, this Agreement shall be administered under the
provisions of the STATE's USDOT approved Disadvantaged Business Enterprise Program.

(5) In cases where the STATE is reimbursing the LPA, obligations of the STATE shall cease immediately without penalty or further

payment being required if, in any fiscal year, the lllinois General Assembly or applicable Federal Funding source fails to appropriate
or otherwise make available funds for the work contemplated herein.

(8) All projects for the construction of fixed works which are financed in whole or in part with funds provided by this Agreement and/or
amendment shall be subject to the Prevailing Wage Act (820 ILCS 130/0.01 et seq.) unless the provisions of that Act exempt its
application.

ADDENDA

Additional information and/or stipulations are hereby attached and identified below as being a part of this Agreement.
Number 1- Location Map,  Number 2 — LPA Appropriation Resolution

(Insert Addendum numbers and titles as applicable)

The LPA further agrees, as a condition of payment, that it accepts and will comply with the applicable provisions set forth in this Agreement
and all Addenda indicated above.

APPROVED APPROVED
Local Public Agency State of lllinois

Department of Transportation

Name of Official (Print or Type Name) Randall S. Blankenhorn, Secretary Date
By:
Title (County Board Chairperson/Mayor/Village President/etc.) Aaron A. Weatherholt, Deputy Director of Highways Date
Omer Osman, Director of Highways/Chief Engineer Date
(Signature) Date
The above signature certifies the agency's TIN number is William M. Barnes, Chief Counsel Date
conducting business as a Governmental
Entity.
DUNS Number Jeff Heck, Chief Fiscal Officer (CFO) Date

NOTE: If the LPA signature is by an APPOINTED official, a resolution authorizing said appointed official to execute this
agreement is required.
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Local Agency Consultant

L llinois Department
Village of Wilmette o) of Transportation C | Christopher B. Burke Eng., Ltd.
County (o3 O | Address
Cook A N |_9575 W. Higgins Road, Suite 600
Section L S City
12-00195-00-PV U Rosemont
Project No. A Preliminary Engineering | | State

G Services Agreement T |k
Job No. Zip Code

E ror A | 60018
Contact Name/Phone/E-mail Address N Federal Partmpatlon N | Contact Name/Phone/E-mail Address
Russ Jensen C T | Mike Kerr
847-853-7602 Y 847-823-0500
jensenr@wilmette.com mkerr@cbbel.com
THIS AGREEMENT is made and entered into this day of ; between the above

Local Agency (LA) and Consultant (ENGINEER) and covers certain professional engineering services in connection with the PROJECT.
Federal-aid funds allotted to the LA by the state of lllinois under the general supervision of the lllinois Department of Transportation
(STATE) will be used entirely or in part to finance engineering services as described under AGREEMENT PROVISIONS.

Project Description

Name Locust Road Route FAU 1076 Length 0.5 mi Structure No. N/A

Termini  Lake Avenue Minor Arterial FAU 1292 & Wilmette Ave Major Collector FAU 1298

Description Reconstruction, resurfacing, storm sewer replacement, curb and gutter replacement, curb bump-outs, and pedestrian
improvements.

Agreement Provisions

I. THE ENGINEER AGREES,

1. To perform or be responsible for the performance, in accordance with STATE approved design standards and policies, of
engineering services for the LA for the proposed improvement herein described.

2, To attend any and all meetings and visit the site of the proposed improvement at any reasonable time when requested by
representatives of the LA or STATE.

3 To complete the services herein described within calendar days from the date of the Notice to Proceed from the
LA, excluding from consideration periods of delay caused by circumstances beyond the control of the ENGINEER.

4. The classifications of the employees used in the work should be consistent with the employee classifications and estimated man-
hours shown in EXHIBIT A. If higher-salaried personnel of the firm, including the Principal Engineer, perform services that are
indicated in Exhibit A to be performed by lesser-salaried personnel, the wage rate billed for such services shall be commensurate
with the payroll rate for the work performed.

5. That the ENGINEER is qualified technically and is entirely conversant with the design standards and policies applicable for the
PROJECT; and that the ENGINEER has sufficient properly trained, organized and experienced personnel to perform the services
enumerated herein.

6. That the ENGINEER shall be responsible for the accuracy of the work and shall promptly make necessary revisions or corrections
resulting from the ENGINEER's errors, omissions or negligent acts without additional compensation. Acceptance of work by the
STATE will not relieve the ENGINEER of the responsibility to make subsequent correction of any such errors or omissions or for
clarification of any ambiguities.

7. That all plans and other documents furnished by the ENGINEER pursuant to this AGREEMENT will be endorsed by the ENGINEER
and will affix the ENGINEER's professional seal when such seal is required by law. Plans for structures to be built as a part of the
improvement will be prepared under the supervision of a registered structural engineer and will affix structural engineer seal when
such seal is required by law. It will be the ENGINEER's responsibility to affix the proper seal as required by the Bureau of Local
Roads and Streets manual published by the STATE.

8. That the ENGINEER will comply with applicable federal statutes, state of lllinois statutes, and local laws or ordinances of the LA.
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9. The undersigned certifies neither the ENGINEER nor | have:

employed or retained for commission, percentage, brokerage, contingent fee or other considerations, any firm or person (other
than a bona fide employee working solely for me or the above ENGINEER) to solicit or secure this AGREEMENT,

agreed, as an express or implied condition for obtaining this AGREEMENT, to employ or retain the services of any firm or
person in connection with carrying out the AGREEMENT or

paid, or agreed to pay any firm, organization or person (other than a bona fide employee working solely for me or the above
ENGINEER) any fee, contribution, donation or consideration of any kind for, or in connection with, procuring or carrying out the
AGREEMENT.

are not presently debarred, suspended, proposed for debarment, declared ineligible or voluntarily excluded from covered
transactions by any Federal department or agency,

have not within a three-year period preceding the AGREEMENT been convicted of or had a civil judgment rendered against
them for commission of fraud or criminal offense in connection with obtaining, attempting to obtain or performing a public
(Federal, State or local) transaction; violation of Federal or State antitrust statutes or commission of embezzlement, theft,
forgery, bribery, falsification or destruction of records, making false statements or receiving stolen property,

are not presently indicted for or otherwise criminally or civilly charged by a government entity (Federal, State or local) with
commission of any of the offenses enumerated in paragraph (e) and

have not within a three-year period preceding this AGREEMENT had one or more public transactions (Federal, State or local)
terminated for cause or default.

10. To pay its subconsultants for satisfactory performance no later than 30 days from receipt of each payment from the LA.

11. To submit all invoices to the LA within one year of the completion of the work called for in this AGREEMENT or any subsequent
Amendment or Supplement.

12. To submit BLR 05613, Engineering Payment Report, to the STATE upon completion of the project (Exhibit B).

13. Scope of Services to be provided by the ENGINEER:

X

O B A B O

Page 2 of 8

Make such detailed surveys as are necessary for the planning and design of the PROJECT.

Make stream and flood plain hydraulic surveys and gather both existing bridge upstream and downstream high water data and
flood flow histories.

Prepare applications for U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permit, lllinois Department of Natural Resources Office of Water
Resources Permit and lllinois Environmental Protection Agency Section 404 Water Quality Certification.

Design and/or approve cofferdams and superstructure shop drawings.

Prepare Bridge Condition Report and Preliminary Bridge Design and Hydraulic Report, (including economic analysis of bridge or
culvert types and high water effects on roadway overflows and bridge approaches).

Prepare the necessary environmental and planning documents including the Project Development Report, Environmental Class of
Action Determination or Environmental Assessment, State Clearinghouse, Substate Clearinghouse and all necessary
environmental clearances.

Make such soil surveys or subsurface investigations including borings and soil profiles as may be required to furnish sufficient data
for the design of the proposed improvement. Such investigations to be made in accordance with the current Standard
Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, Bureau of Local Roads and Streets Administrative Policies, Federal-Aid
Procedures for Local Highway Improvements or any other applicable requirements of the STATE.

Analyze and evaluate the soil surveys and structure borings to determine the roadway structural design and bridge foundation.
Prepare preliminary roadway and drainage structure plans and meet with representatives of the LA and STATE at the site of the
improvement for review of plans prior to the establishment of final vertical and horizontal alignment, location and size of drainage

structures, and compliance with applicable design requirements and policies.

Make or cause to be made such traffic studies and counts and special intersection studies as may be required to furnish sufficient
data for the design of the proposed improvement.

Complete the general and detailed plans, special provisions and estimate of cost. Contract plans shall be prepared in accordance
with the guidelines contained in the Bureau of Local Roads and Streets manual. The special provisions and detailed estimate of
cost shall be furnished in quadruplicate.

Furnish the LA with survey and drafts in quadruplicate all necessary right-of-way dedications, construction easements and borrow
pit and channel change agreements including prints of the corresponding plats and staking as required.

BLR 05610 (Rev. 11/21/13)
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Il. THE LA AGREES,

1. To furnish the ENGINEER all presently available survey data and information
2. To pay the ENGINEER as compensation for all services rendered in accordance with this AGREEMENT, on the basis of the
following compensation formulas:

Cost Plus Fixed Fee [0 CPFF = 14.5%[DL + R(DL) + OH(DL) + IHDC], or
X CPFF = 14.5%[DL + R(DL) + 1.4(DL) + IHDC], or
CJ CPFF = 14.5%[(2.3 + R)DL + IHDC]

Where: DL = Direct Labor
IHDC = In House Direct Costs
OH = Consultant Firm’s Actual Overhead Factor
R = Complexity Factor
Specific Rate (1 (Pay per element)
Lump Sum O

3. To pay the ENGINEER using one of the following methods as required by 49 CFR part 26 and 605 ILCS 5/5-409:

(] With Retainage

a) Forthe first 50% of completed work, and upon receipt of monthly invoices from the ENGINEER and the approval thereof by
the LA, monthly payments for the work performed shall be due and payable to the ENGINEER, such payments to be equal to
90% of the value of the partially completed work minus all previous partial payments made to the ENGINEER.

b)  After 50% of the work is completed, and upon receipt of monthly invoices from the ENGINEER and the approval thereof by
the LA, monthly payments covering work performed shall be due and payable to the ENGINEER, such payments to be equal to
95% of the value of the partially completed work minus all previous partial payments made to the ENGINEER.

c) Final Payment — Upon approval of the work by the LA but not later than 60 days after the work is completed and reports have
been made and accepted by the LA and the STATE, a sum of money equal to the basic fee as determined in this
AGREEMENT less the total of the amounts of partial payments previously paid to the ENGINEER shall be due and payable to
the ENGINEER.

Without Retainage

a) For progressive payments — Upon receipt of monthly invoices from the ENGINEER and the approval thereof by the LA,
monthly payments for the work performed shall be due and payable to the ENGINEER, such payments to be equal to the value
of the partially completed work minus all previous partial payments made to the ENGINEER.

b) Final Payment — Upon approval of the work by the LA but not later than 60 days after the work is completed and reports have
been made and accepted by the LA and STATE, a sum o money equal to the basic fee as determined in this AGREEMENT
less the total of the amounts of partial payments previously paid to the ENGINEER shall be due and payable to the ENGINEER.

4. The recipient shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin or sex in the award and performance of any DOT-
assisted contract or in the administration of its DBE program or the requirements of 49 CFR part 26. The recipient shall take all
necessary and reasonable steps under 49 CFR part 26 to ensure nondiscrimination in the award and administration of DOT-assisted
contracts. The recipient's DBE program, as required by 49 CFR part 26 and as approved by DOT, is incorporated by reference in
this agreement. Implementation of this program is a legal obligation and failure to carry out its terms shall be treated as violation of
this agreement. Upon notification to the recipient of its failure to carry out its approved program, the Department may impose
sanctions as provided for under part 26 and may, in appropriate cases, refer the matter for enforcement under 18 U.S.C. 1001 and/or
the Program Fraud Civil Remedies Act of 1986 (31U.S.C. 3801 et seq.).

Il 1T IS MUTALLY AGREED,

1. That no work shall be commenced by the ENGINEER prior to issuance by the LA of a written Notice to Proceed.

2. That tracings, plans, specifications, estimates, maps and other documents prepared by the ENGINEER in accordance with this
AGREEMENT shall be delivered to and become the property of the LA and that basic survey notes, sketches, charts and other data

prepared or obtained in accordance with this AGREEMENT shall be made available, upon request, to the LA or to the STATE,
without restriction or limitation as to their use.
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3. That all reports, plans, estimates and special provisions furnished by the ENGINEER shall be in accordance with the current
Standard Specifications for Road and Bridge Construction, Bureau of Local Roads and Streets Administrative Policies, Federal-Aid
Procedures for Local Highway Improvements or any other applicable requirements of the STATE, it being understood that all such
furnished documents shall be approved by the LA and the STATE before final acceptance. During the performance of the
engineering services herein provided for, the ENGINEER shall be responsible for any loss or damage to the documents herein
enumerated while they are in the ENGINEER's possession and any such loss or damage shall be restored at the ENGINEER's
expense.

4. That none of the services to be furnished by the ENGINEER shall be sublet, assigned or transferred to any other party or parties
without written consent of the LA. The consent to sublet, assign or otherwise transfer any portion of the services to be furnished by
the ENGINEER shall not be construed to relieve the ENGINEER of any responsibility for the fulfillment of this agreement.

5.  To maintain, for a minimum of 3 years after the completion of the contract, adequate books, records and supporting documents to
verify the amounts, recipients and uses of all disbursements of funds passing in conjunction with the contract; the contract and all
books, records and supporting documents related to the contract shall be available for review and audit by the Auditor General and
the STATE; and to provide full access to all relevant materials. Failure to maintain the books, records and supporting documents
required by this section shall establish a presumption in favor of the STATE for the recovery of any funds paid by the STATE under
the contract for which adequate books, records and supporting documentation are not available to support their purported
disbursement.

6. The payment by the LA in accordance with numbered paragraph 3 of Section Il will be considered payment in full for all services
rendered in accordance with this AGREEMENT whether or not they be actually enumerated in this AGREEMENT.

7. That the ENGINEER shall be responsible for any and all damages to property or persons arising out of an error, omission and/or
negligent act in the prosecution of the ENGINEER's work and shall indemnify and save harmless the LA, the STATE, and their
officers, agents and employees from all suits, claims, actions or damages of any nature whatsoever resulting there from. These
indemnities shall not be limited by the listing of any insurance policy.

8. This AGREEMENT may be terminated by the LA upon giving naotice in writing to the ENGINEER at the ENGINEER's last known post
office address. Upon such termination, the ENGINEER shall cause to be delivered to the LA all drawings, plats, surveys, reports,
permits, agreements, soils and foundation analysis, provisions, specifications, partial and completed estimates and data, if any from
soil survey and subsurface investigation with the understanding that all such material becomes the property of the LA. The LA will be
responsible for reimbursement of all eligible expenses to date of the written notice of termination.

9. This certification is required by the Drug Free Workplace Act (30ILCS 580). The Drug Free Workplace Act requires that no grantee
or contractor shall receive a grant or be considered for the purpose of being awarded a contract for the procurement of any property
or service from the State unless that grantee or contractor will provide a drug free workplace. False certification or violation of the
certification may result in sanctions including, but not limited to, suspension of contract or grant payments, termination of a contract or
grant and debarment of the contracting or grant opportunities with the State for at least one (1) year but no more than five (5) years.

For the purpose of this certification, “grantee” or “contractor” means a corporation, partnership or other entity with twenty-five (25) or
more employees at the time of issuing the grant, or a department, division or other unit thereof, directly responsible for the specific
performance under a contract or grant of $5,000 or more from the State, as defined in the Act.

The contractor/grantee certifies and agrees that it will provide a drug free workplace by:
a. Publishing a statement:
(1) Notifying employees that the unlawful manufacture, distribution, dispensing, possession or use of a controlled substance,
including cannabis, is prohibited in the grantee's or contractor’'s workplace.
(2) Specifying the actions that will be taken against employees for violations of such prohibition.
(3) Notifying the employee that, as a condition of employment on such contract or grant, the employee will:
(a) abide by the terms of the statement; and
(b) notify the employer of any criminal drug statute conviction for a violation occurring in the workplace no later than five (5)
days after such conviction.
b. Establishing a drug free awareness program to inform employees about:
(1) The dangers of drug abuse in the workplace;
(2) The grantee's or contractor’s policy of maintaining a drug free workplace;
(3) Any available drug counseling, rehabilitation and employee assistance program; and
(4) The penalties that may be imposed upon an employee for drug violations.
¢. Providing a copy of the statement required by subparagraph (a) to each employee engaged in the performance of the contract or
grant and to post the statement in a prominent place in the workplace.
d. Notifying the contracting or granting agency within ten (10) days after receiving notice under part (B) of paragraph (3) of
subsection (a) above from an employee or otherwise receiving actual notice of such conviction.
e. Imposing a sanction on, or requiring the satisfactory participation in a drug abuse assistance or rehabilitation program by,
f.  Assisting employees in selecting a course of action in the event drug counseling, treatment and rehabilitation is required and
indicating that a trained referral team is in place.
g. Making a good faith effort to continue to maintain a drug free workplace through implementation of the Drug Free Workplace Act.
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10. The ENGINEER or subconsultant shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national origin or sex in the performance of this
AGREEMENT. The ENGINEER shall carry out applicable requirements of 49 CFR part 26 in the administration of DOT assisted
contracts. Failure by the ENGINEER to carry out these requirements is a material breach of this AGREEMENT, which may result in
the termination of this AGREEMENT or such other remedy as the LA deems appropriate.

Agreement Summary

Prime Consultant: TIN Number Agreement Amount
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. 363468939 $180,006.86
Sub-Consultants: TIN Number Agreement Amount
Alta Planning and Design 68-0465555 $ 7,000.00
Testing Service Corporation 35-0937582 $10,850.00

Sub-Consultant Total: | $ 17,850.00
Prime Consultant Total: | $180,006.86
Total for all Work: | $197,856.86

Executed by the LA: Village of Wilmette
(Municipality/Township/County)
ATTEST:
By: By:
Clerk Title:
(SEAL)

Executed by the ENGINEER:

ATTEST: Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd.
By: By:
Title:  Notary Public Title: Executive Vice President
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Exhibit A - Preliminary Engineering

Route:
Local Agency: *Firm's approved rates on file with IDOT'S
(Municipality/Township/County) Bureau of Accounting and Auditing:
Section:
Project: Overhead Rate (OH) 0.00 %
Job No.: Complexity Factor (R) _0.00
Calendar Days

Method of Compensation:

Cost Plus Fixed Fee 1 [J 14.5%[DL + R(DL) + OH(DL) + IHDC]
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 2 BJ 14.5%[DL + R(DL) + 1.4(DL) + IHDC]
Cost Plus Fixed Fee 3 [ 14.5%[(2.3 + R)DL + IHDC]
Specific Rate O
Lump Sum O
Cost Estimate of Consultant’s Services in Dollars
In-House
Employee Man- Payroll Payroll " Services by Direct .
Element of Work Classification Hours Rate Costs (DL) Querhead Others Costs Ekaf Tatal
(IHDC)
Totals 0.00
Page 6 of 8 BLR 05610 (Rev. 11/21/3)

Printed on 7/13/2017 3:28:05 PM



Exhibit B

llinois Department
of Transportation Engineering Payment Report

Prime Consultant

Name
Address
Telephone
TIN Number

Project Information

Local Agency
Section Number
Project Number
Job Number

This form is to verify the amount paid to the Sub-consultant on the above captioned contract. Under penalty of law for
perjury or falsification, the undersigned certifies that work was executed by the Sub-consultant for the amount listed below.

Sub-Consultant Name TIN Number Actual Payment
from Prime

Sub-Consultant Total:

Prime Consultant Total:

Total for all Work
Completed:

Signature and title of Prime Consultant Date
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Note: The Department of Transportation is requesting disclosure of information that is necessary to accomplish the statutory
purpose as outlined under state and federal law. Disclosure of this information is REQUIRED and shall be deemed as
concurring with the payment amount specified above.

For information about IDOTSs collection and use of confidential information review the department’s |dentity Protection Policy.
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COST PLUS FIXED FEE

COST ESTIMATE OF CONSULTANT SERVICES Lo
FIRM Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Lid. DATE 0711317
Local Agency Wilmette OVERHEAD RATE 123.20%
Section 12-00195-00-PV COMPLEXITY FACTOR 4]
Project
Job No: Cost Plus Fixed Fee 2 14.50% [DL+R(DL) +1.4(DL)+HDC]
DBE OVERHEAD IN-HOUSE Outside SERVICES % OF
DROP ITEM MANHOURS | PAYROLL & DIRECT FIXED Direct BY DBE TOTAL GRAND
BOX FRINGE BENF COsTs FEE Costs OTHERS TOTAL TOTAL
(A) (B) (¢) D) (E) {F) (G) (H) (B-G)
Kick-Off Meeting 20 1,058.80 1,304.44 64.20 377.77 3.60 2,808.81 1.42%
Topographic Survey 247| 970333 11,954.50) 12840] _ 3.395.38 25,181.61 12.73%
Field Reconnaissance 28 1,439.12 1,773.00 500.81 3,712.93 1.88%
Geotechnical | 12 622.44 766.85 216.61 10,850.00 12,455.90 6.30%
Utility Coordination 60 3,360.00 4,139.52 1,169.28| 662.40 9,331.20 4.72%
Pre-Final Contracl Documents (75%) 720| 34,352.72 42,322.55 64.20] 11,964.06 561.20| 4,000.00 93,264.73 47.14%
Stakeholder Involvement and Village Coordination 60 3,014.76 3,714.18 1,049.14 504.60) 8,282.68 4.19%
Final Contract Documents (90%) 238] 10,548.26 12,995.46 128.40, 3,689.41 536.20 3,000.00 30,897.73 15.62%
Bidding D (100%) 102 4,447.12 5,478.85 64.20 1,556.91 374.20 11,921.28 6.03%
Subconsultant DL 0.00!
TOTALS 1487] 68,546.55 84‘449.3_5 449.40] 23,919.36 2,64’5 .20] 17,850.00 0.00] 197,856.86 100.00%

DBE
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DF-824-039

REV 12/04
AVERAGE HOURLY PROJECT RATES

FIRM Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd.
Local Agency Wilmette
Section 12-00195-00-PV DATE _o7H317
Project 0
Job No: 0 SHEET 1 OF 5

PAYROLL AVG  |TOTAL PROJECT RATES Kick-Off Meeting Topographic Survey Field Reconnaissance __|Geotechnical InvestigatiorjUtility Coordination

HOURLY Hours % Wgtd | Hours % Wgtd | Hours % Wgtd | Hours % Wgtd | Hours % Wgtd | Hours % Wagtd
CLASSIFICATION RATES Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. | Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg

Engineer VI 69.77 67 4.51% 3.14 6 30.00% | 20.93 1 0.40% | 028 4 14.29% | 9.97
Engineer V 62.60 0
Engineer IV 51.87 146 9.82% 5.09 6 30.00% | 16.56 12 | 42.86% | 22.23 | 12 | 100.00%| 51.87
Engineer IlI 44.80 348 23.40% | 10.48 12 | 42.86% | 19.20
Engineer /1l 31.64 0
Survey V 60.00 2 0.13% 0.08 2 081% | 049
Survey IV 60.00 6 0.40% 0.24 6 243% | 146
Survey llI 56.00 66 4.44% 2.49 6 2.43% | 136 60 | 100.00% | 56.00
Survey Il 40.40 100 6.72% 2.72 100 | 40.49% | 16.36
Survey | 31.83 100 6.72% 2.14 100 | 40.49% | 12.89
Engineering Technician| 59.50 0
Engineering Technician| 45.00 0
Engineering Technician| 45.14 0
Engineering Technician| 38.67 0
CAD Manager 58.33 120 8.07% 4.1
Asst. CAD Manager 49.83 32 2.15% 1.07 32 |12.96% | 646
CADII 43.67 307 2065% | 9.02 6 30.00% | 13.10
CAD | 33.25 120 8.07% 2.68
Landscape Architect 52.50 48 3.09% 1.62
GSI| Specialist |1l 46.00 0
GSI Specialist I/11 28.25 0
Env Res Specialist V 60.00 0
Env Res Specialist IV 54.29 0
Env Res Specialist 11l 41.06 0
Env Res Specialist /Il 29.25 0
Env Res Teechnician 37.00 0
Engineering Intern 15.13 0
Administrative 33.47 27 1.82% 0.61 2 10.00% | 3.35

TOTALS 1487 100% | $46.10 | 20 | 100.00% | $52.94] 247 | 100% |s39.28| 28 100% | §51.40) 12 100% |$51.87| 860 100% | $56.00

PREPARED BY THE AGREEMENTS UNIT
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DF-824-039

AVERAGE HOURLY PROJECT RATES bl

FIRM Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd.
Local Agency Wilmette DATE 07113117
Section 12-00195-00-PV
Project 0
Job No: 0 SHEET 2 OF 5

PAYROLL AVG  [Pre-Final Contract Documentd Stakeholder Involvement and {Final Contract Documents (30]|Bidding Documents (100%)

HOURLY |Hours % Wgtd |Hours % Wgtd [Hours % Wgtd [Hours Wgtd |Hours % Wgtd |Hours % Wgtd

CLASSIFICATION | RATES Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg
Engineer VI 69.77 24 3.33% 2.33 12 20.00% | 13.95 12 5.04% 3.52 8 7.84% 5.47
Engineer V 62.60
Engineer IV 51.87 20 2.78% 1.44 12 20.00% | 10.37 60 25.21% | 13.08 24 23.53% | 12.20
Engineer IlI 44.80 240 33.33% | 14.93 12 20.00% 8.96 60 25.21% | 11.29 24 23.53% | 10.54
Engineer I/l 31.64
Survey V 60.00
Survey IV 60.00
Survey lIl 56.00
Survey |l 40.40
Survey | 31.83
Engineering Technic| 59.50
Engineering Technic| 45.00
Engineering Technic| 45.14
Engineering Technic| 38.67
CAD Manager 58.33 120 16.67% 9.72
Asst. CAD Manager | 49.83
CAD I 43.67 280 38.89% | 16.98 21 35.00% | 15.28
CAD | 33.25 80 3361% | 11.18 40 39.22% | 13.04
Landscape Architect| 52.50 24 3.33% 1.75 20 8.40% 4.41 2 1,96% 1,03
GSI Specialist Il 46.00
GSI Specialist /11 28.25
Env Res Specialist \| 60.00
Env Res Specialist Y  54.29
Env Res Specialist Il| 41.06
Env Res Specialist I]  29.25
Env Res Teechnicial 37.00
Engineering Intern 15.13
Administrative 33.47 12 1.67% 0.56 3 5.00% 1.67 6 2.52% 0.84 4 3.92% 1.31

TOTALS 720 100% |$47.71] 60 100% |$50.25] 238 100% [$44.32] 102 100% |$43.60 0 0% $0.00 0 0% $0.00

PREPARED BY THE AGREEMENTS UNIT
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SCOPE OF SERVICES

. BASE SCOPE

Task 1 —Kick-Off Meeting: CBBEL will attend a Phase Il project kickoff meeting with the Village and IDOT
to discuss the project objectives and to refine the project scope as necessary. CBBEL will also collect,
examine, review and evaluate data to be utilized for the Phase Il Engineering.

Task 2 — Topographic Survey: CBBEL will complete a topographic survey of the project limits on Locust
Street. Our survey will include:

e Horizontal Control: Utilizing state plane coordinates, CBBEL will set recoverable primary control
utilizing state of the art GPS equipment based on NGS Control Monumentation.

o Vertical Control: CBBEL will perform a level circuit throughout the entire length of the project
establishing benchmarks and assigning elevations to the horizontal control points. This will be
based on the NGS NAVD ‘88 vertical control datum.

e Existing Right-of-Way: CBBEL will establish the approximate existing right-of-way of the
roadways within the project limits based on monumentation found in the field, plats of
highways, subdivision plats and any other available information.

e Topographic Survey: CBBEL will field locate all pavements, driveways, curb and gutters,
pavement markings, signs, manholes, utility vaults, drainage structures, driveway culverts, cross
road culverts, etc.

e Cross Sections: CBBEL will survey cross sections along the project limits at 50" intervals, at
driveways, and at all other grade controlling features. Survey data collection will extend 20’
feet beyond existing right-of-way line.

e Office calculations and plotting of field and record data

e Prepare Base Mapping: Drafting of an Existing Conditions Plan at a scale of 1”"=20’

Task 3 — Field Reconnaissance: CBBEL shall conduct a field reconnaissance of the site to verify the
topographic survey and verify the Phase | scope.

Task 4 — Geotechnical Investigation: CBBEL will hire Testing Service Corporation, Inc. (TSC) to take soil
borings and prepare a geotechnical report including recommendations for subgrade preparation and
remediation. The report shall follow the requirements of IDOT's Geotechnical Manual and Subgrade
Stability Manual. TSC will also test for IEPA CCDD requirements.

Task 5 — Utility Coordination: CBBEL will send the plans to all known utility companies for their review.
Based on the information received from the utility companies CBBEL will mark the locations of their
facilities on the plans. CBBEL will further coordinate any potential conflicts and relocations with the
utility companies.




SCOPE OF SERVICES

Task 6 — Pre-Final Contract Documents _and Cost Estimate (75% Submittal): CBBEL will prepare
preliminary contract documents consisting of plans, specifications, estimate of time, status of utilities
to be adjusted and an estimate of construction cost. The plans will be prepared in accordance with
IDOT and Village design criteria. The preliminary plans are anticipated to include the following sheets:
No. of
Sheets Sheet Title
1 Cover Sheet
1 General Notes
* Including Village standard notes and additional major notes to clarify project’s
intent and define incidental items
1 Alignment, Ties and Benchmarks sheet
1 Typical cross sections that are
=  Complete and comprehensive
= Extending from ROW to ROW
» (Clearly describe improvement

1 Summary of Quantities and Earthwork Schedule
8 Maintenance of Traffic Plans/Typical Sections
3 Existing Conditions and Removal Plans showing

»  Existing topography, drainage structures and sewers and other utilities
= |tems to be removed or adjusted
= Existing property lines and street addresses
5 Roadway and Profile sheets showing above and
=  Proposed horizontal and vertical alignment
= Proposed edge of pavement, curb and gutter, driveways, and sidewalks
10  Utility Plan and Profile Sheets
=  Any proposed drainage and utility structures and pipe in plan and profile
=  Existing utilities to remain in place
=  Watermain replacement plans
Retaining Wall Plans
Landscaping Plans and Details
Erosion Control Plans and Details
Construction Details
14 Cross Sections
»  Sufficient in number to approximate cuts and fills (50" intervals plus driveways)
* Through driveways to determine proposed slopes
»  Sufficient in number to delineate drainage patterns

N W e

61 Total

CBBEL will use IDOT standard pay items or Village standard special provisions where applicable.
Otherwise, project-specific special provisions will be written as needed. Plans, special provisions, and
the estimate of cost will be submitted to the IDOT and Village for review. Plans will also be sent to the
Utility companies for review and coordination.




SCOPE OF SERVICES

CBBEL will also make any required submittals to IEPA to meet NPDES requirements. A set of pre-final
plans will be submitted to utility companies for verification of facilities.

Task 7 — Stakeholder Involvement and Village Coordination: CBBEL has assumed that two
coordination/review meetings will be required with continued Stakeholder Involvement with Wilmette
Junior High School, Regina Dominican High School, and the Park District. CBBEL will prepare exhibits for
presentations as necessary and answer Stakeholder questions. CBBEL will also coordinate the proposed
construction with police, fire, schools, post office, and other government agencies that may be affected.

Task 8 — Final Contract Documents and Cost Estimate (90% Submittal): Upon meeting with IDOT and
the Village staff to review their comments on the preliminary submittal, CBBEL will revise and finalize
the contract documents, cost estimate and estimate of time. During this task the exact letting date will
be determined and an estimated construction schedule will be provided. Final plans will be submitted
to IDOT for a review.

Task 9 — Bidding Documents and Final Cost Estimate (100% Submittal): CBBEL will make the final
revisions to the pre-final submittal based on the IDOT and the Village’s final review comments. The
requested number of copies of plans and specifications will be submitted to IDOT. A final estimate of
cost and estimate of required working days will also be submitted. In addition to printed copies, we will
provide the plans, specifications and estimate to the Village in electronic format. CBBEL will make
application and obtain all required permits.

Task 10 — Project Administration/QA/QC: CBBEL will prepare monthly status reports with our invoices
to the City. CBBEL will perform an internal QA/QC review of the plans, specifications and cost estimates.

N:APROPOSALS\ADMIN\2017\Wilmette Locust Road Phase Il Engineering Services P170224\Contract Negotiation\Scope.docx



Engineering

Locust Road 2018 $212,845 (Phasell) Grant

Reconstruction 2019 $2,307,615 (Construction)  Grant
Streets, Sidewalks and Alleys

X Critical
Recommended
Contingent on Funding

Original Purchase Date & Cost
Unknown

Funding History
N/A

Locust Road between Lake Ave and Wilmette Ave

Project Description & Justification

The limits of the Locust Road reconstruction project are from Lake Avenue to Wilmette Avenue. The
scope of work includes new curb and gutter, minor drainage improvements, new water main and
roadway reconstruction. In addition, pedestrian and bikeway improvements will be considered.

The project is funded in the North Shore Council of Mayors Surface Transportation Program (STP).
The ideal construction timeframe is to minimize construction activity during the school year and
maximize work during the summer months. The project will be funded at 70-percent federal
participation for phase Il engineering and construction and a 30-percent local share, funded through
operating and dedicated funds or MFT.

This project was delayed by one year because of complications securing right-of-way. If the Village
Board approves the proposed $77M stormwater action plan, a change order to the design contract
will need to occur to facilitate the additional design within this project. The construction costs for
this additional storm sewer would also need to be added to the project as a Village cost only. Below
is a summary of costs:

Year Description Total Federal Share Village Share

2014 Phase | $80,000 $0 $80,000
2017+ Phase II $212,845 $148,992 $63,853
2018

2019 Construction & CEIII $2,307,6152 $1,615,330 $692,2852

1 Phase Il consultant engineering costs are paid by the Village up front and reimbursement is sought
from IDOT for federal share.

2The 2019 construction cost and Village share does not include the Village non-participating costs for
water main replacement which is estimated to be $549,000. The water main replacement cost is
included under the water fund distribution improvements CIP.

Engineering/Streets Page 18



Project Update

Project costs for 2018-2019 have been updated to reflect the actual Phase II proposal cost and 3%

price index approved by the North Shore Council of Mayors.

Project Alternative

The alternative to using federal funds is to improve the roadway using local funding only.

Operating Budget Impact

[s this purchase routine or __X _non-routine?

NON-ROUTINE

Department Budget - Maintenance Costs None
Personnel Costs None
Training Costs None

Engineering/Streets
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REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 3.21

Wilmette Law Department

SUBJECT: Third Amendment to the Ground Lease between the Village and New
Cingular Wireless for cellular service equipment located at 1200
Wilmette Ave.

MEETING DATE: July 25, 2017

FrROM: Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel

BUDGET IMPACT: None

Recommended Motion

Move to approve Resolution No. 2017-R-20 approving a Third Amendment to the Ground
Lease between the Village of Wilmette and New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC.

Discussion

In 1997, AT&T Wireless PCS, Inc. (“AT&T) and the Village of Wilmette (“Village”) entered into
a ground lease for thirty-nine (39) square feet of land at 1200 Wilmette Avenue which AT&T
used for an antenna support structure (the “Ground Lease”). In 2001, AT&T and Village
modified the ground lease to expand the footprint from thirty-nine (39) feet to forty-eight (48)
feet and increased the rent from $2,596.74 a year to $3,324.67 a year (the “First
Amendment”). In 2007, New Cingular Wireless! and Village modified the ground lease again
to expand the footprint from forty-eight (48) to one hundred and forty-four (144) feet and
increased the rent from $3,324.67 annually to $7,778.88 annually with an automatic
escalation based upon CPI increases for the previous year (the “Second Amendment”).

New Cingular now proposes a Third Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement (the “Third
Amendment”) between the New Cingular and the Village.

Below is a summary of the key changes the Third Amendment will make from the Ground
Lease, First Amendment and Second Amendment. The attached proposed Third
Amendment is modeled directly after a recent amendment to a similar lease between New
Cingular and the Village that was approved in February of 2016.

1. Term: The initial term of the Ground Lease expired in November of 2002 but has four
automatic 5-year extensions; consequently, the Ground Lease, including all extensions, will
expire in November 2022. The term was not changed by the First Amendment or Second

! Through a merger, AT&T has become New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC (“New Cingular”).
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Amendment. New Cingular desires to extend the lease further and enter into a new term.
New Cingular proposes to extend the lease with a new term beginning on December 1, 2017
for five years (expiring December 1, 2022) plus five 5-year automatic extensions terminating
in the aggregate in December, 2047. Both parties have the right to cancel any automatic
extension.

2. Base Rent: The current lease has a base rent of $17,962.84 a year with a yearly increase
equal to the CPI, but capped at 5%. The Third Amendment will provide for a baes rent of
$18,232.28 commencing on December 1, 2017 which is then subject to yearly increases of a
flat rate of 1.5%.

3. Premise Use: The spaced used by New Cingular Wireless is not being altered by the Third
Amendment. There is a provision that New Cingular Wireless may, after providing notice and
any documentation — including technical specifications — to the Village as requested by the
Village, modify the current equipment on site. However, this modification can only take place
upon the current space that is subject to the Ground Lease and the Amendments. The Third
Amendment does allow New Cingular to expand its footprint to space available, but only after
written authorization from the Village is provided, which may be granted or withheld for any
reason.

Budget Impact

None

Documents Attached

1. 2017-R-20 Resolution Approving a Third Amendment to the Ground Lease Between the
Village of Wilmette and New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC

Page 2 of 2 AGENDA ITEM: 3.21




RESOLUTION NO. 2017-R-20

A RESOLUTION APPROVING A THIRD AMENDMENT TO THE GROUND LEASE
BETWEEN THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE AND NEW CINGULAR WIRELESS PCS, LLC

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (collectively “Village Board”) of the
Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois (“Village”), find that the Village is a home rule municipal
corporation as provided by Article VII, Section 6 of the 1970 Constitution of the State of Illinois and,
pursuant to said constitutional authority, may exercise any power and perform any function pertaining to
its government and affairs for the protection of the public health, safety, morals and welfare; and,

WHEREAS, The Village of Wilmette owns the premises located at 1200 West Wilmette
Avenue, Wilmette, Illinois, entered into a Ground Lease Agreement dated November 25, 1997, as
amended by First Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement dated November 6, 2001, and as further
amended by Second Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement dated August 25, 2006 (collectively the
“Original Lease™); and

WHEREAS, The Village Board finds it necessary and convenient to approve the Third
Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement attached hereto as Exhibit A (“Third Amendment”), to provide
a new term for the lease and up to five automatic 5-year extensions to December, 2047, and to change the
manner in which annual rent increases are calculated:;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and the Board of Trustees of the
Village of Wilmette as follows:

SECTION ONE: The foregoing findings and recitals are hereby made a part of this Resolution
and are incorporated by reference as if set forth verbatim herein.

SECTION TWO: The Third Amendment between Village of Wilmette and New Cingular
Wireless PCS, LLC, attached as Exhibit A, is hereby approved.

SECTION THREE: The Village Manager is authorized to execute the Third Amendment and
he and his designees are authorized to execute all documents and take all actions necessary to carry out

the purpose of this Resolution and the Lease. Prior to executing same, the Village Manager is authorized



to make changes to the form of the Third Amendment which, in his judgment, are necessary to carry out
the purpose of this Resolution;
SECTION FOUR: This Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage.
ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the

25™ day of July, 2017 according to the following roll call vote:

AYES: None.

NAYS: None.

ABSTAIN: None.

ABSENT: None.

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois

Approved on July 25, 2016.

Village President

Attest:

Village Clerk
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Third Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement



Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

THIRD AMENDMENT TO GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT

THIS THIRD AMENDMENT TO GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT (“Third
Amendment”), dated as of the latter of the signature dates below (the “Effective Date”), is by
and between the Village of Wilmette, a municipal corporation, having a mailing address of 1200
West Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, IL 60091 (hereinafter referred to as “Landlord”), and New
Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, having a mailing address of
575 Morosgo Drive, Atlanta, GA 30324 (hereinafter referred to as “Tenant”).

WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant (or its respective predecessor-in-interest) entered into
a Ground Lease Agreement dated November 25, 1997, as amended by First Amendment to
Ground Lease Agreement dated November 6, 2001, and as further amended by Second
Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement dated August 25, 2006 (hereinafter, collectively, the
"Agreement"”), whereby Landlord leased to Tenant certain premises ("Premises”), therein
described, that are a portion of the property ("Property”) located at 1200 West Wilmette
Avenue, Wilmette, IL; and

WHEREAS, the term of the Agreement will expire on November 30, 2022, and the
parties mutually desire to renew the Agreement, memorialize such renewal period and modify
the Agreement in certain other respects, all on the terms and conditions contained herein; and

WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant desire to amend the Agreement to extend the term of
the Agreement; and

WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant desire to amend the Agreement to adjust the Base
Rent (as defined below) in conjunction with the modifications to the Agreement contained
herein; and

WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant desire to amend the Agreement to modify the notice
section thereof; and

WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant desire to amend the Agreement to clarify scope of
Tenant's permitted use of the Premises; and

WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant desire to amend the Agreement to provide Tenant the
right to enlarge the Premises; and

WHEREAS, Landlord and Tenant, in their mutual interest, wish to amend the
Agreement as set forth below accordingly.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing and other good and valuable
consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby acknowledged, Landlord and
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

Tenant agree that the recitals set forth above are incorporated herein as if set forth in their
entirety and further agree as follows:

1. Extension of Term. The term of the Agreement shall be extended to provide that the
Agreement has a new initial term of five (5) years (“New Initial Term”) commencing on
December 1, 2017 (“New Term Commencement Date”). As of the New Term
Commencement Date, the term provided in the Agreement and any extensions thereof, as
applicable, shall be void and of no further force and consequence. The Agreement will
automatically renew, commencing on the expiration of the New Initial Term, for up to five (5)
separate consecutive additional periods of five (5) years each (each such five (5) year
additional period is hereinafter referred to as an "Additional Extension Term" and each
such Additional Extension Term shall be considered an Extension Term under the
Agreement), upon the same terms and conditions of the Agreement, without further action by
either party unless Tenant notifies Landlord or Landlord notifies Tenant in writing of their
intention not to renew the Agreement at least twelve (12) months prior to the beginning of any
Additional Extension Term. The New Initial Term and the Additional Extension Term are
collectively referred to as the Term ("Term").

2. Base Rent. Commencing on December 1, 2017, the current base rent payable under
the Agreement shall be Eighteen Thousand Two Hundreed Two Hundred Thirty Two and
28/100 Dollars ($18,232.28) per year (the "Base Rent"), and shall continue during the Term,
subject to adjustment as provided herein. Section 3.2(c) of the Agreement shall be amended to
provide that Base Rent shall be adjusted as follows: on the first day of year two (2) of the New
Initial Term and each year thereafter, including throughout any Additional Extension Term
exercised, the annual Base Rent will increase by one and one-half percent (1.5%) over the Base
Rent paid during the previous year.

3. Expansion of Permitted Use. Tenant, its personnel, invitees, contractors, agents, or
assigns may use the Premises, at no additional cost or expense, for the transmission and
reception of any and all communications signals and, with prior written notice to Landlord, to
modify, supplement, replace, upgrade, or refurbish the equipment and/or improvements thereon
(collectively, "Communications Facility"), or relocate the same within the Premises at
any time during the term of the Agreement for any reason, or in order to be in compliance with
any current or future federal, state or local mandated application, including but not limited to
emergency 911 communication services, or for any other reason. In addition to the notice
provided by Tenant, Tenant shall, at Landlord’s request, provide any documentation and
professional certifications prior to Tenant performing any work upon the Communications
Facility. Landlord shall reasonably cooperate in obtaining governmental and other use permits
or approvals necessary or desirable for the foregoing permitted use, provided Landlord shall be
under no obligation to expend any money in doing the same. If Landlord does not comply with
the terms of this section Tenant may terminate the Agreement and shall have no further liability
to Landlord; provided, however, it shall not be a default if Landlord fails to cooperate in
obtaining governmental and other use permits where Tenant desires to expand their
Communication Facility and such expansion has been rejected by Landlord.
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

4.  Expansion of the Premises. Landlord grants Tenant the right, subject to prior written
approval of Landlord, which may be withheld in the sole discretion of Landlord, and to the
extent practicable and on a space-available-basis, to enlarge the Premises or to make space
available on the Property for Tenant so that Tenant may implement any necessary modifications,
supplements, replacements, refurbishments, or expansions to the Communications Facility or to
any equipment related thereto, or for any other reasons, as determined by Tenant in its sole
discretion. Should Tenant exercise the right to expand the Premises, Tenant will pay and
Landlord will accept as additional Base Rent under the Agreement an amount equal to the then
current Base Rent calculated on a per square foot basis as multiplied by each additional square
foot added to the Premises. Upon notice to Landlord, a description and/or depiction of the
modified Premises ground will become part of the Agreement without any additional action on
the part of Tenant and Landlord; however, at the request of Tenant, the parties will execute a
Memorandum of Agreement in recordable form memorializing the modification of the ground
space of Landlord's Property, which either party may record at its option. Provided, however,
that the party recording the Memorandum of Agreement will pay for the recording of the
Memorandum of Agreement and will pay for a release of the Memorandum of Agreement and
this obligation shall survive termination of the Agreement.

5. Charges. All charges payable under the Agreement such as utilities and taxes shall
be billed by Landlord within one (1) year from the end of the calendar year in which the charges
were incurred; any charges beyond such period shall not be billed by Landlord, and shall not be
payable by Tenant. The foregoing shall not apply to monthly Base Rent which is due and
payable without a requirement that it be billed by Landlord. The provisions of this subparagraph
shall survive the termination or expiration of the Agreement.

6. Notices. Section 20 of the Agreement is hereby deleted in its entirety and replaced
with the following:

“(a) NOTICES. All notices, requests, demands and communications hereunder will be given by
first class certified or registered mail, return receipt requested, or by a nationally recognized
overnight courier, postage prepaid, to be effective when properly sent and received, refused or
returned undelivered. Notices will be addressed to the parties as follows:

If to Tenant:

New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC

Attn: Network Real Estate Administration

Re: Cell Site #: 1L1388; Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall (IL)
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

575 Morosgo Drive

Atlanta, GA 30324

With a required copy of the notice sent to the address above to AT&T Legal at:

New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

Attn: AT&T Legal Department

Re: Cell Site #: 1L1388; Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall (IL)
Fixed Asset No: 10095046

208 S. Akard Street

Dallas, Texas, 75202-4206

A copy sent to the Legal Department is an administrative step which alone does not constitute
legal notice.

And as to Landlord:

Village of Wilmette

1200 West Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, IL 60091

Attn: Corporate Counsel

With a copy sent to:

Tressler, LLP

233 South Wacker Drive
22nd Floor

Chicago, IL 60606
ATTN: Luke Glisan

Either party hereto may change the place for the giving of notice to it by thirty (30) days
prior written notice to the other as provided herein.”

7. Memorandum of Agreement. Either party will, at any time upon fifteen (15) days
prior written notice from the other, execute, acknowledge and deliver to the other a recordable
Memorandum of Agreement substantially in the form of the Attachment 1. Either party may
record this memorandum at any time, in its absolute discretion. Upon the expiration of the
Agreement for any reason whatsoever, the Tenant, or its successor in interest, will record a
release of the Memorandum of Agreement within 90 days of the Agreement’s termination. The
Tenant, or its successors in interest, share bear the cost of recording this release and the
provisions of this Section 7 shall survive termination of the Agreement.

8.  Other Terms and Conditions Remain. In the event of any inconsistencies between
the Agreement and this Third Amendment, the terms of this Third Amendment shall control.
Except as expressly set forth in this Third Amendment, the Agreement otherwise is unmodified
and remains in full force and effect. Each reference in the Agreement to itself shall be deemed
also to refer to this Third Amendment.

9. Capitalized Terms. All capitalized terms used but not defined herein shall have the
same meanings as defined in the Agreement.
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

[NO MORE TEXT ON THIS PAGE - SIGNATURES TO FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE]
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused their properly authorized
representatives to execute this Third Amendment on the dates set forth below.

LANDLORD: TENANT:

Village of Wilmette, New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC,

a municipal corporation a Delaware limited liability company
By: AT&T Mobility Corporation
Its: Manager

By: By:

Print Name: Print Name:

Title: Title:

Date: Date:

[ACKNOWLEDGMENTS APPEAR ON THE NEXT PAGE]
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

LANDLORD ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF )
) SS.
COUNTY OF )
| certify that | know or have satisfactory evidence that IS

the person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that said person signed this
instrument, on oath stated that said person was authorized to execute the instrument and
acknowledged it as the of the Village of Wilmette, a
municipal corporation, to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes
mentioned in the instrument.

DATED:

Notary Seal

(Signature of Notary)

(Legibly Print or Stamp Name of Notary)
Notary Public in and for the State of

My appointment expires:
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

TENANT ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF )
) SS.
COUNTY OF )

| certify that | know or have satisfactory evidence that
is the person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that he/she signed this
instrument, on oath stated that he/she was authorized to execute the instrument and
acknowledged it as the of AT&T Mobility
Corporation, the Manager of New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability
company, to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in
the instrument.

DATED:

Notary Seal

(Signature of Notary)

(Legibly Print or Stamp Name of Notary)
Notary Public in and for the State of

My appointment expires:
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

Attachment 1

Memorandum of Agreement

THIS DOCUMENT PREPARED BY,
and
WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:

Michael Fraunces, President
(858) 799-7850

Md7, LLC

10590 West Ocean Air Drive
Suite 300

San Diego, CA 92130

Parcel #: 05-34-110-006-8001; 05-34-

110-007-8001; 05-34-110-008-8001 SPACE ABOVE FOR RECORDER’S USE

Re:  Cell Site #: 1L1388
Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall (IL)
Fixed Asset Number: 10095046

State:

IL

County: Cook

This Memorandum of Agreement is entered into on this __ day of

MEMORANDUM
OF
AGREEMENT

201__, by and between the Village of Wilmette, a municipal corporatlon having a malllng
address at 1200 West Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, IL 60091 (hereinafter referred to as
“Landlord”) and New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company,
having a mailing address of 575 Morosgo Drive, Atlanta, GA 30324 (hereinafter referred to as

"Tenant").

1.

Landlord and Tenant (or their predecessors in interest) entered into a certain
Ground Lease Agreement dated November 25, 1997, as amended by that certain
First Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement dated November 6, 2001, as
amended by that certain Second Amendment to Ground Lease Agreement dated
August 25, 2006, and as further amended by that certain Third Amendment to
Ground Lease Agreement dated
201 (hereinafter, collectively, the “Agreement”) for the purpose of 1nstalhng,
operatlng and maintaining a communications facility and other improvements at
Landlord’s real property located in the City of Wilmette, County of Cook,

Category 3, 4, & 5 Amendment Form



Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

commonly known as 1200 West Wilmette Avenue. All of the foregoing are set
forth in the Agreement.

2. The New Initial Term will be five (5) years (“New Initial Term”) commencing
on December 1, 2017, with five (5) successive five (5) year options to renew.

3. The portion of the land being leased to Tenant (the “Premises”) is described in
Exhibit 1 annexed hereto.

4. This Memorandum of Agreement is not intended to amend or modify, and shall
not be deemed or construed as amending or modifying, any of the terms,
conditions or provisions of the Agreement, all of which are hereby ratified and
affirmed. In the event of a conflict between the provisions of this Memorandum
of Agreement and the provisions of the Agreement, the provisions of the
Agreement shall control. The Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the
benefit of the parties and their respective heirs, successors, and assigns, subject to
the provisions of the Agreement.

[NO MORE TEXT ON THIS PAGE - SIGNATURES TO FOLLOW ON NEXT PAGE]
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Memorandum of Agreement
as of the day and year first above written.

LANDLORD: TENANT:
Village of Wilmette, New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC,
a municipal corporation a Delaware limited liability company

By: AT&T Mobility Corporation

Its: Manager
By: By:
Print Name: Print Name:
Title: Title:
Date: Date:

[ACKNOWLEDGMENTS APPEAR ON THE NEXT PAGE]
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

LANDLORD ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF )
) SS.
COUNTY OF )
| certify that | know or have satisfactory evidence that IS

the person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that said person signed this
instrument, on oath stated that said person was authorized to execute the instrument and
acknowledged it as the of the Village of Wilmette, a
municipal corporation, to be the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes
mentioned in the instrument.

DATED:

DATED:

Notary Seal

(Signature of Notary)

(Legibly Print or Stamp Name of Notary)
Notary Public in and for the State of

My appointment expires:

12
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

TENANT ACKNOWLEDGEMENT

STATE OF )
) SS.
COUNTY OF )

| certify that | know or have satisfactory evidence that
is the person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that he/she signed this
instrument, on oath stated that he/she was authorized to execute the instrument and
acknowledged it as the of AT&T Mobility Corporation, the
Manager of New Cingular Wireless PCS, LLC, a Delaware limited liability company, to be
the free and voluntary act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument.

DATED:

Notary Seal

(Signature of Notary)

(Legibly Print or Stamp Name of Notary)
Notary Public in and for the State of

My appointment expires:

13
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Cell Site No.: 1L1388

Cell Site Name: Wilmette Village Hall
Fixed Asset No.: 10095046

Market: IL / WI

Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue

Exhibit 1 to Memorandum of Agreement
Legal Description
Street Address: 1200 West Wilmette Avenue, Wilmette, 1L 60091
Parcel #: 05-34-110-006-8001; 05-34-110-007-8001; 05-34-110-008-8001

That certain Premises (and access and utility easements) on a portion of the real property
described as follows:

Block 35 in the Village of Wilmelte, as shown on the plat thereof, recorded December 20, 1871, together
with that part of Chicago and Northwestern Railway Company's right-of-way lying Westerly of the Westerly line of
aforesaid Block 35, Easterly of a line 21.73 feet Easterly of and parallel with the center line of the Easterly main
track of aforesaid Railway Company right-of-way, South of the South line of Central Avenue and Northwesterly of
the Northwesterly line of Wilmette Avenue, all in the North Section of Ouilmette Reservation, in Township 42
North, Range 13, East of the Third Principal Meridian, in Cook County, Illinois.

14
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