
1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

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

Village Board Council Chambers 
Tuesday, November 27, 2018 

7:30 p.m. 

1.0 ROLL CALL 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 

Matters listed for consideration on the Consent Agenda are items of routine 
business that ordinarily are not debated by the Village Board.  Routine business 
may include adoption of ordinances, introduction of ordinances, land use cases 
with positive recommendations from a public body, minutes, reports, 
appointments, and contracts.  Matters referred to a Village Board committee will 
not be acted upon until the assigned committee submits its report and 
recommendation to the full Village Board. Village Board rules (unless waived by 
majority vote) require that Ordinances not related to land use cases be “introduced” 
at one meeting and not considered for “adoption” until a subsequent meeting, at 
which time they may be discussed. 

The Village President will inquire if a 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 
item will be removed from the Consent Agenda and 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 November 13, 2018. 

3.2 Approval of minutes of the Committee of the Whole meeting held October 
30, 2018. 
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LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 
held October 15, 2018. 

3.4 Historic Preservation Commission Report, Case #2018-HPC-03, 1120 
Michigan Avenue regarding a request for a Certificate of Appropriateness 
for construction of a rear addition. 

3.5 Zoning Board of Appeals Report, Case #2018-Z-36, 241 Kilpatrick Avenue 
regarding a revised request for a 281.15 square foot (19.61%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the widening of a front walk 
on the legal non-conforming structure in accordance with the plans 
submitted; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-93. 

FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

3.6 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-82   amending the Wilmette Village  Code 
(Chapter 18 Sewer and Water Facilities). 

3.7 Adoption of Resolution #2018-R-22 authorizing the transfer of $950,000 
from the Water Fund to the General Fund. 

3.8 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-86 regarding the 2018 Tax Levy. 

3.9 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-87 abating the tax levy requirements of 
General Obligation Bond Ordinance #2010-O-66. 

3.10 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-88 abating the tax levy requirements of 
General Obligation Bond Ordinance #2011-O-70. 

3.11 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-89 abating the tax levy requirements of 
General Obligation Bond Ordinance #2013-O-64. 

3.12 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-90 abating the tax levy requirements of 
General Obligation Bond Ordinance #2014-O-54. 

3.13 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-91 abating the tax levy requirements of 
General Obligation Bond Ordinance #2017-O-58. 

3.14 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-92 abating the tax levy requirements of 
General Obligation Bond Ordinance #2017-O-58. 

JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

3.15 Presentation of minutes of the Judiciary Committee meeting held June 15, 
2018. 
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3.16 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-79 increasing the number of Class B 
 Liquor Licenses and decreasing the number of Class A and I Liquor 
 Licenses. 
  

4.0        REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

 
5.0        REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 

 
 

6.0       STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

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

6.2       FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
   6.21 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-85 repealing the Village   
    Ordinances concerning Cook County Minimum Wage and Paid Sick 
    Leave Ordinances. 
 
      TIME LIMIT:  15 MINUTES 
 
   6.22 Public hearing on Village of Wilmette’s Fiscal Year 2019 Budget 
 
 

6.23 Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-81 adopting the Fiscal Year 2019 
 Annual Budget. 

 
      TIME LIMIT: 5 MINUTES 
    

6.3 ADMINISTRATION STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.4 MUNICIPAL SERVICES STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
No Report 
 

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
  

 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
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8.0      MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
 

8.1 Review a zoning text amendment that would amend the development 
regulations in the GC-1 and VC zoning district. 
 

9.0       ADJOURNMENT 



11/13/18  Not yet approved 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 
WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

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

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS ON TUESDAY, NOVEMBER 13, 2018. 

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

1.0 ROLL CALL 
Trustees Julie Wolf 

Senta Plunkett 
Kathy Dodd 
Joel Kurzman 
George Pearce 

Absent President Bob Bielinski 
Trustee Daniel Sullivan 

Staff Present:  Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 
Barbara Hirsch, Deputy Village Clerk 
John Adler, Director of Community Development 
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 

Village Clerk Timothy Frenzer noted that President Bielinski was absent this evening and 
asked for nominations for a President pro tem. 

Trustee Wolf nominated Trustee Pearce, seconded by Trustee Plunkett. There were no 
objections and President pro tem Pearce proceeded to preside over the meeting. 

2.0 PUBLIC COMMENT 

Anne Mason, 211 Golf Terrace, said her neighborhood community is concerned 
with the proposal to build a road behind their homes on the golf course and the 
wetlands.  They believe the proposed road will cause more flooding in the area.  
The neighbors have spoken before the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District 
meetings. She asked the Village Board what their position is regarding the 
proposed road. 

3.1
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Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said if the proposed road is approved by the 
Metropolitan Water Reclamation District, then the Village of Wilmette will have to 
conduct public hearings at that time. The Village staff has met with the Wilmette 
Park District, Canal Shores Board and Evanston Alderman. 
 
Ellie Pearlman said she is with Oakton College and they are doing a project on the 
Village of Wilmette and would like to ask some questions. 
 
Mr. Frenzer said they would answer their questions after the meeting. 
 

3.0 CONSENT AGENDA 
 
Trustee Wolf moved approval of the Consent Agenda as follows: 

 

3.1 Approval of minutes of the Regular Board meeting held October 23, 2018. 
 

3.2 Approval of minutes of the Committee of the Whole meeting held August 
21, 2018. 
 

  LAND USE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.3 Presentation of minutes of the Appearance Review Commission meeting 

held August 27, 2018. 
 

3.4 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 
October 3, 2018 meeting. 
 

3.5 Presentation of minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting held 
October 17, 2018. 

 

3.6 Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2018-AR-25, 1149 
Wilmette Avenue, Bella Cosa Jewelers regarding a request for a 37.9% wall 
sign coverage variation; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-83. 

 

3.7 Appearance Review Commission Report, Case #2018-AR-29, 2601 Old 
Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country Club regarding a request for an 11 
parking island landscaping variation with the condition that two of the 
islands in the new parking area receive landscaping per code.  The two 
islands being the easternmost island and the triangular shaped island 
between the existing and new lots; adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-84. 

 
FINANCE COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.8 Approval of October 2018 Disbursement Report. 

 
3.9 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-81 adopting the Fiscal Year 2019 

Annual Budget. 
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3.10 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-82   amending the Wilmette Village 
 Code (Chapter 18 Sewer and Water Facilities). 
 

  ADMINISTRATION COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
  3.11 Appointment of Devan Castellano to the Appearance Review Commission  
   from November 13, 2018 to November 13, 2023. 
 
  3.12 Appointment of Jeffrey Saad to the Appearance Review Commission from  
   November 13, 2018 to November 13, 2023. 
 
  3.13 Appointment of April Cesaretti to the Environmental and Energy   
   Commission from November 13, 2018 to November 13, 2021. 
 
  3.14 Presentation of minutes of the Transportation Commission meeting held  
   May 31, 2018. 
 
  3.15 Approval of one year renewal contract in an amount not to exceed   
   $81,489 with Municipal GIS Partners, Inc., Des Plaines, IL for GIS   
   Consortium services.  
   
   MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 

  
 3.16 Approval of contract at a rate of $72.31 per ton with Cargill, Inc., North  

   Olmsted, OH for purchase of an estimated 1,350 tons bulk rock salt (2018- 
   19 winter season). 

 
 3.17 Approval of one-year contract at the unit prices set forth in the proposal  

   dated October 29, 2018 with Lucas Landscape and Design Co., Deerfield,  
   Il for routine and emergency tree removal services. 

 
JUDICIARY COMMITTEE CONSENT AGENDA 
 
3.18 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-79 increasing the number of Class B 
 Liquor Licenses and decreasing the number of Class A and I Liquor 
 Licenses. 
 
3.19 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-80 making technical amendments to 
 Ordinance #2018-O-16 to clarify amendments to the Rules of Order - 
 Waiver of Rules; Adoption of Ordinance #2018-O-80 making technical 
 amendments to Ordinance #2018-O-16 to clarify amendments to the 
 Rules of Order. 
 

 Trustee Plunkett seconded the motion.  Voting yes: Trustees Wolf, Plunkett, Dodd,  
 Kurzman, and President pro tem Pearce.  Voting no: none. The motion carried. 
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4.0        REPORTS OF OFFICERS: 

4.1 Introduction of Jeffrey Saad who is recommended for appointment to the 
Appearance Review Commission. 
 
President pro tem Pearce noted Mr. Saad was not present. 

  
4.2 Introduction of April Cesaretti who is recommended for appointment to the 

Environmental and Energy Commission. 
 
President pro tem Pearce introduced Ms. Cesaretti to the Village Board and 
recommended her appointment to the Environmental and Energy 
Commission. 

 
There were no reports from the Village Manager or Corporation Counsel. 
 

5.0        REPORT OF LIQUOR CONTROL COMMISSIONER: 
 
No Report 
 

6.0       STANDING COMMITTEE REPORTS: 
 

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

6.2       FINANCE STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
 
   6.21 Introduction of Ordinance #2018-O-85 repealing the Village   
    Ordinances concerning Cook County Minimum Wage and Paid Sick 
    Leave Ordinances. 
    
    President pro tem Pearce said President Bielinski has asked him to 
    communicate that he has placed this Ordinance on the agenda  
    because the overwhelming majority of Wilmette residents made it  
    clear via the referenda questions on the November 6, 2018 election 
    ballot, that employees working in Wilmette should be covered by  
    these ordinances.  As with all ordinances up for introduction, the  
    Village Board will not debate or discuss the merits of the ordinance  
    this evening. The item is not on the Consent Agenda this evening in 
    order to maximize this to the community. All interested persons will  
    have the opportunity to comment publicly this evening or at the  
    November 27, 2018 Regular Village Board Meeting when the  
    ordinance will be debated and voted upon.    
     
    President pro tem Pearce asked if there was anyone present to  
    speak this evening.  
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    Marcie Richards, 915 Elmwood Avenue, said she is a member of the 
    Board of the League of Women Voters of Wilmette.  At the highest  
    level of the League of Women Voters, they support raising the  
    minimum wage and providing earned sick leave to employees under 
    their meeting basic human needs position. One week ago, voters in 
    Wilmette reaffirmed their message from the previous referenda, and 
    again demonstrated their overwhelming support for an increased  
    minimum wage and earned sick leave for workers in our community.  
    They believe the Village Board has responded appropriately by  
    expeditiously placing the ordinances back on their agenda. The  
    League of Women Voters expects the Village Board to fully support 
    and adopt the ordinances.  
 
    Jon Marshall, 822 Prairie Avenue, thanked the Village Board for  
    taking up the issue again. The time, thought and study that has been 
    devoted to the issue is greatly appreciated. He thanked the Working 
    Group that studied the issue and highlighted some of the research  
    that was in their report. He supports the ordinances and hopes the  
    Village Board will adopt them.  
          

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

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

 
6.5 PUBLIC SAFETY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 

No Report 
 

6.6 JUDICIARY STANDING COMMITTEE REPORT 
All items listed on the Consent Agenda 
 

6.7 REPORTS FROM SPECIAL COMMITTEES 
  

No Reports 
 

7.0      NEW BUSINESS 
 
 No Report 
 

8.0      MATTERS REFERRED TO STANDING COMMITTEES 
 

8.1 Review a zoning text amendment that would amend the development 
regulations in the GC-1 and VC zoning district. 
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9.0       ADJOURNMENT 
 

Trustee Wolf moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:55 p.m., seconded by Trustee 
Plunkett. All voted aye, the motion carried. 

 
 
      Barbara L. Hirsch 
      Deputy Village Clerk 
 
 



10/30/18 No yet approved 

     1200 Wilmette Avenue 
 WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MINUTES OF THE COMMITTEE-OF-THE-WHOLE MEETING OF THE 
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE 
HELD ON TUESDAY, OCTOBER 30, 2018 AT 7:30 P.M. IN THE SECOND 
FLOOR TRAINING ROOM, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 

Members Present: 
President  Bob Bielinski 

Trustees Julie Wolf  
Daniel Sullivan 
Senta Plunkett 
Kathy Dodd 
Joel Kurzman 
George Pearce 

Staff Present: Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director  
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 
John Risko, Assistant Finance Director 
Peter Skiles, Director of Administrative Services  
Nabil Quafisheh, Water Management Director 
Nate Jordan, Assistant Director of Water Management 
Kyle Murphy, Chief of Police 
Emma Perley, Administration Manager 
Ben Wozney, Fire Chief 
Brigitte Berger, Engineering and Public Works Director 
Guy Lam, Assistant Director of Engineering and Public Works 
Dan Manis, Village Engineer  
Jorge Cruz, Assistant Village Engineer 
Ryan Kearney, Project Manager 

I. Call to Order 

President Bielinski called the meeting to order at 7:33 p.m. 

3.2
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II. General Fund 
 
Village Manager Timothy Frenzer said the budgeting theory is to present a 

 budget (PowerPoint attached) that is consistent with the goals and 
 expectations of the Village  Board:  

 Balance the budget 

 Maintain Aaa bond rating (highest possible rating) 

 Minimize the impact on the property tax levy 

 Meet contractual obligations 

 Maintain or enhance Village services  

 Fund critical infrastructure projects based on objective criteria 
 

Mr. Frenzer said the Village has received the GFOA Distinguished Budget 
Award for 28 consecutive years and noted that the award program 
encourages governments to prepare budget documents of the highest 
quality that reflect best practices. 
 
Moody’s recently affirmed the Village’s Aaa rating with a stable outlook. 
He noted that per Moody’s, a ratings downgrade is likely if reserves are 
depleted or public safety pension contributions do not increase. 
 
Finance Director Melinda Molloy noted that while most revenues have 
recovered to or near pre-recession levels, major revenue sources such as 
sales tax, real estate transfer tax, recurring building permits, and utility 
taxes have stagnated. While General Fund revenues have exceeded 
conservative budget projections each of the last several years, this has 
been driven by non-recurring building permit revenues which can fluctuate 
significantly. 
 
Assistant Village Manager Michael Braiman reviewed the General Fund 
expenses noting that prior to 2018, the General Fund Operating Budget 
had increased on average by $590,000. Mr. Braiman noted that without 
non-recurring expense reductions in 2019, the budget would have 
increased by $840,000.  
 
The General Fund Personnel staffing remains at the lowest levels in 
decades, with 2 new positions proposed: 

 Engineering Project Manager (filled in 2018) 

 Plumbing Inspector (corresponding reduction in contractual 
expense of $95,000) 

 
The General Fund wages are increasing by $455,000 (2.6%) 
 
Mr. Molloy reviewed the 2019 pension contribution budget for 2019 noting 
that the Finance Committee will continue its review of the public safety 
amortization schedule with a recommendation anticipated in 2019. 
 
Mr. Braiman reviewed the Engineering Dedicated Revenues: 
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 The 2019 Budget fully funds the road ($2m), alley ($552,000) and 
brick programs ($627,000) 

 Beginning in FY 2016, the Village enhanced funding levels for some 
of the core engineering maintenance programs through the use of 
dedicated reserves. 

 The 2019/20/21 budgets include Glenview Rd, North Bridge 
Sidewalk (2019), as well as $7M in transportation grants for major 
projects such as Locust Road (2019), Central Avenue (2020), and 
Skokie/Lake (2021). 

 
Trustee Kurzman asked for information regarding traffic calming, noting 
there was nothing budgeted for the item. 
 
Mr. Braiman said traffic calming was funded until the recession in 2008 
when the engineering projects (alleys and streets) were reduced and we fell 
behind in the process.  We have not added it back in the budget at this time. 
 
Ms. Berger-Raish said traffic calming was set up in the 1990’s where 
residents could request traffic calming on their street. The Village will then 
do a speed and volume study threshold which is a very quantitative, data 
driven analysis. If a street meets the criteria, then the applicant is added to 
a list and the process will start with the Transportation Commission. 
 
There was discussion from the Village Board regarding the traffic calming 
process and the consensus was to allow $30,000 of funding in the budget 
for traffic calming. 
 
Mr. Braiman said the Capital Equipment Replacement Fund (CERF) has 
been discussed at every CIP meeting so we are avoiding spikes in the 
property tax levy when we are replacing our vehicles and equipment.  The 
Budget Reserve Policy directs the Village to allocate 50% of annual non-
recurring revenues to the Capital Equipment Replacement Fund. 
 
Mr. Braiman noted the four General Fund CIP projects that are funded in 
the 2019 Budget. 
 
Trustee Dodd said if the Village has an excess of funds, approximately $2 
million, why are we not spending some part of that on items that we need. 
 
President Bielinski said there are two elements of the reserve, the operating 
reserve and the CERF reserve. The CERF reserve is already being spent, 
as we have designated that money. Moody’s sets the median for what a 
Aaa rating should be so the Village really only has $400,000 in excess 
funds. 
 
Trustee Dodd said she does not know what the right amount is but there is 
a long list of capital projects and we should fund some them with the excess 
funds. 
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President Bielinski said we are funding some of the projects and it is just 
finding the right balance and we have to consider funding so that we do not 
lose the Aaa rating from Moody’s.  
 
Trustee Kurzman said he understands Trustee Dodd’s viewpoint but he  
also likes conservative budgeting. 
 
Trustee Sullivan said it is good that the Village had a healthy year 
financially, but we have to look beyond that to expenses in future years. 
 
Mr. Braiman said staff is not able to provide the Village Board with a budget 
number for non-recurring revenues, as they just do not know and it would 
be irresponsible to say there will be certain permit fees as many private 
projects often are contemplated and do not come to fruition.   
 
Mr. Braiman said the contingency item is there for appropriations authority 
in the event that we have items that go over budget that exceed our total 
appropriation that was approved. Mr. Braiman noted that the contingency 
could be utilized for an unbudgeted expense such as crossing guards if 
approved by the Transportation Commission. 
 
Trustee Kurzman said if the safe routes to school grant submitted by District 
#37 is approved for a crossing guard, he would like to see the item move 
forward through the Transportation Commission and Village Board.  
 
Trustee Pearce said he believes the budget is phenomenal on expenses 
but we should be thinking about revenue for the future budgets.  
 

III. Water Fund 
 
Mr. Braiman said in 2015 the Village Board adopted a policy which identifies 
five primary goals of the Water Fund. Staff’s preparation of the annual 
budget as well as analysis of future budgets, is predicated on the following 
five goals: 

 A balanced water fund operating budget each year 

 Minimum budget of $400,000 for Water Plant capital 

 The annual minimum recommended water fund reserve met in the 3-
year cash flow projection 

 An annual General Fund transfer of approximately $1m is to be made 

 Water main replacement to begin in 2020/21 (est. cost of $1.3M) 
 

The Village has worked diligently since 2012 to limit residential water rate 
increases. Since 2012, Water Fund costs have increased by 25%. The 
proposed 2.7% water rate increase is a $0.07 adjustment to the rate.  
 
Mr. Braiman said every year we look at a survey of nearby municipalities 
and how our water rates compare. Our water rate is very favorable and our 
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sewer rate is the highest in the area which is a reflection of the Village doing 
a lot of sewer work. The 2019 budget will include all projects identified as 
part of the Water Fund CIP in the proposed report. Mr. Braiman noted the 
estimated Actual Water Fund Reserves and the projected reserves for 2019 
through 2021. 
 

IV. Sewer Fund 
 
Ms. Molloy reviewed the 2019 Sewer Fund Proposed Budget, noting the 
largest portion is debt service.   
 
Mr. Braiman said the sewer rate last increased in 2014/2015 to fund the 
west side sanitary sewer improvements. A significant sewer fee increase, 
or implementation of a stormwater utility fee, is anticipated in 2020-2023 to 
begin funding the Neighborhood Storage Improvements. The proposed 
budget includes funds to consider the implementation of a stormwater utility.  
The 2019 budget will also include all projects identified as part of the CIP in 
the report. 
 
Mr. Braiman said when the sewer rate was increased by $0.80 in 2014/15 
for the Sanitary Sewer Improvement Program, it was intended that the 
reserve be drawn down over time to pay the debt service. Due to additional 
sewer expenses paid from operating funds, the sewer rate will have to 
increase in future years to fund existing debt service. 
 
Mr. Braiman said the next step will be to introduce the Budget Ordinance 
(including the $30,000 for traffic calming) on November 13, 2018 and adopt 
the Ordinance on November 27, 2018.  The Tax Levy Ordinance will be 
introduced on November 27, 2018 and adopted on December 11, 2018.   
 
President Bielinski said he would like to highlight four items in the budget 
report; 1) There has been 20 million gallons of mixed sanitary sewage and 
stormwater captured in the West Park Sanitary Sewer Project and thereby 
kept out of resident’s basements, 2) There were under 40 residential 
teardowns each of the last several years which is about 0.50% of our 
housing stock; 3) There were 309 hours of Village Board meetings 
broadcast in 2017 as compared to 168 hours in 2015; 4) the Village is pretty 
much finished with the Emerald Ash Borer issue as compared to other 
communities that are still working through it.  
 
Trustee Pearce said the budget process is much more efficient than it used 
to be and it is very well done.  
 

V. Public Comment 
 
President Bielinski noted there was no one present to speak. 
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VI. Adjournment 
 
Trustee Sullivan moved to adjourn the meeting at 9:31 p.m., seconded by 
Trustee Wolf. There was no further discussion on the motion. All voted aye, 
the motion carried. 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
Barbara Hirsch 
Deputy Village Clerk 



2019 Proposed Budget Workshop

October 30, 2018



Budgeting Theory
• Present a budget that is consistent with the goals and 

expectations of the Village Board:

– Balance the operating budget
– Maintain Aaa bond rating (highest possible rating)
– Minimize the impact on the property tax levy
– Meet contractual obligations
– Maintain or enhance Village services
– Fund critical infrastructure projects based on objective criteria
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GFOA Budgeting Recognition
• The Village has received the GFOA Distinguished Budget Award for 28 

consecutive years
• Of the 7,000 units of government in Illinois, only 114 received the award 

in 2017
• The award program encourages governments to prepare budget 

documents of the highest quality that reflect best practices such as:

– Short and long-term factors that influence the budget
– 3-year budgeting projections
– Detailed explanation of revenues and expenses
– Transparent document that is usable for the public

3



Moody’s Rating Guidelines
• Moody’s recently affirmed the Village’s Aaa rating, with a stable outlook

• Moody’s utilizes a local government general obligation scorecard to assign a bond rating based on the 
following factors:

• Economy / Tax Base (30%)
• Finances (30%)
• Management (20%)
• Debt / Pensions (20%)

• Areas of focus by Moody’s:

• Per Moody’s, a ratings downgrade is likely if reserves are depleted or public safety pension contributions do 
not increase 4

Aaa Aa A Baa

Fund Balance 30%
(Village at 36%) 

30 – 15% 15 – 5%
(Village policy)

5 – 0% 

Revenues > 
Expenses

> 1.05x 1.05x – 1.02x 1.02x- 0.98x 0.98x – 0.95x

Pension Liability < 0.4x 0.4x – 0.8x 0.8x – 3.6x 3.6x – 6x



2019 Budget Highlights
• The 2019 General Fund enhances Village services and provides for increased capital 

funding

• Key components of the budget include:

– The proposed tax levy increase is 2.75%, the lowest percentage increase in 22 years
– $4.5 million included for transportation related infrastructure
– $700,000+ in critical vehicle replacements
– Approximately $200,000 draw down of GF reserves for vehicles and $630,000 in engineering 

dedicated expenses
– 2.70% water rate increase; rate has been held flat for 5 of the last 7 years
– No sewer fee increase for the 4th consecutive year
– No increases in any other fees including solid waste, permits, vehicle stickers, ambulance, etc.
– More than $4 million in sewer improvements and $7 million in water plant and distribution 

improvements
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General Fund Revenues- 2019 Proposed Budget
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Property Tax
29%

Sales Tax
16%

Income Tax
7%

Utility
6%

R.E. Trsf. Tax
4%

Permits
6%

Licenses
5%

Service Charges
9%

All Other
18%



Revenues - General Fund
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Actual Budget Est. Actual Proposed Variance
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 2018 Est. Actual

Recurring Revenues
Property Tax Revenue 9,001,251     9,286,500     9,286,500     9,616,700     4%
      Property Tax - Public Safety Pensions 4,632,000     
Sales Tax 3,790,679     3,804,000     3,714,000     ↙ 3,514,000     -5%
Home Rule Sales Tax 2,133,211     2,105,000     2,035,000     ↙ 1,835,000     -10%
Service Charges 3,168,667     3,330,200     3,240,275     ↙ 3,172,800     -2%
Income Tax 2,487,918     2,218,200     2,408,200     ↗ 2,492,000     3%
Utility Tax 2,037,460     2,135,000     2,120,000     ↙ 2,100,000     -1%
Permits 2,477,840     2,108,600     2,208,600     ↗ 2,108,600     -5%
Licenses 1,828,171     1,804,900     1,824,400     ↗ 1,804,500     -1%
Real Estate Transfer Tax 1,217,166     1,245,000     1,220,000     ↙ 1,272,000     4%
Fund Transfers 1,000,000     1,000,000     1,000,000     1,000,000     0%
Other Taxes 1,382,123     1,285,700     1,375,700     ↗ 1,457,900     6%
Other Revenues 1,521,211     1,468,300     1,761,200     ↗ 1,760,400     0%

Total Operating Revenues 36,677,697 31,791,400 32,193,875 32,133,900 -0.2%

Non-Recurring Revenues
 Permit Revenue 670,547       30,000         819,000       ↗ 30,000         -96%
 Grants 288,684       878,210       580,390       ↙ 1,216,355     110%
 Other Non-Recurring 301,492       87,700         132,790       ↗ 91,000         -31%

Total Revenues 37,938,420 32,787,310 33,726,055 33,471,255 -0.8%



Stagnating Recurring Revenues
• While most revenues have recovered to or near pre-recession levels,

major revenue sources such as sales tax, real estate transfer tax,
recurring building permits, and utility taxes have stagnated

• Below is a history of recurring revenues, which excludes property taxes,
grants and non-recurring building permits/real estate transfers
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Non-Recurring Revenues
• While General Fund revenues have exceeded conservative budget

projections each of the last several years, this has been driven by non-
recurring building permit revenues which can fluctuate significantly

• To demonstrate the volatility of non-recurring revenues, the 2016 total
of $1.1M was greater than the total from 2011 - 2014

9

Non-Recurring 
Permit Revenues

2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018

- 220,000 528,000 256,000 486,000 1,106,000 671,000 819,000 



Levy 
Component

Approved
FY 2018 Budget

Proposed
FY 2019 Budget

Operations 1.05% 1.68%

Pensions 1.40% 1.21%

Debt Service 1.50% -0.14%

Total % Increase 3.95% 2.75%

Total $ Increase $688,432 $498,604

Property Tax Levy

This is the lowest percentage increase in the tax levy in 22 years; for 9 

of the last 10 years, the tax levy increase has been lower than the 

previous year’s increase
10



Minimizing the Property Tax Levy Increase
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State of Illinois
• The proposed budget includes two revenue reductions due to action by 

the State of Illinois

1. ‘One-time’ 5% LGDF reduction
 This is a $130,000 loss of revenue (5 months in 2018 and 7 months in 2019)
 The proposed budget utilizes expense savings to offset this

2. 1.5% administrative fee on collection of home rule sales tax
 This is an annual $30,000 loss of revenue

• A 2-year property tax freeze is still under consideration
– This could be a $1.8M loss in revenue

13



General Fund Expenses- 2019 Proposed Budget
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Expenses - General Fund
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Actual Budget Est. Actual Proposed Variance
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 2018 Est. Actual

Wages 16,414,621   17,050,475   16,815,400   ↙ 17,506,300   4%
Benefits 8,667,808     4,273,585     4,013,200     ↙ 4,386,210     9%
Refuse Collection 2,316,299     2,391,420     2,384,470     ↙ 2,380,840     0%
Contractual Services 2,969,633     2,919,640     2,732,720     ↙ 2,598,930     -5%
Commodities 638,274       732,845       755,415       ↗ 736,435       -3%
Other Expenses 1,902,188     1,923,095     1,898,470     ↙ 1,846,740     -3%

Total Operating Expense 32,908,823 29,291,060 28,599,675 29,455,455 3%

Engineering Dedicated Expenses 2,554,696     3,144,085     2,114,215     ↙ 3,527,040     67%
CERF Expenses 798,346       908,000       915,640       ↗ 638,500       -30%
Other Capital Outlay 133,756       129,100       191,405       ↗ 188,255       -2%
Contingency 182,479       250,000       50,000         ↙ 400,000       700%
Non-Recurring 165,842       103,000       99,000         ↙ 93,000         -6%

Total Disbursements 36,743,942 33,825,245 31,969,935 34,302,250 7%



Expenses- Why 2018 & 2019 Are Unusual
• Prior to 2018, the General Fund Operating Budget (not including public safety pensions)

had increased on average by $590,000

• What was different about 2018 & 2019 that will not be repeated in 2020?
– Eliminated Nurse & Deputy Fire Chief positions, Police command reorg. (2018 savings of $335,000)
– Reduced salt purchase due to weather (2018 savings of $55,000)
– 5 police officers retired in 2018 (2019 savings of $150,000)
– Leaf disposal cost absorbed by Advanced Disposal (2019 savings of $120,000)
– Favorable tree pruning bids (2019 savings of $105,000)
– Reduction in IMRF contribution rate (2019 savings of $200,000)
– Use of IRMA reserves to reduce insurance premium (2019 savings of $100,000)

• Without these reductions in 2019, the budget would have increased by $840,000 16

2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 Est.
Budget 

Increase 696,300 494,821 581,709 102,605 164,395 708,545 



General Fund Personnel
• Staffing remains at the lowest levels in decades, with 2 new positions proposed:

– Engineering Project Manager (filled in 2018)
– Plumbing Inspector (corresponding reduction in contractual expense of $95,000)

• General Fund wages are increasing by $455,000 (2.6%)
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Pensions
• The 2019 pension contribution budget is:

• The Finance Committee will continue its review of the public safety 
amortization schedule with a recommendation anticipated in 2019

18

2018
Budget

2018 Req’d
Contribution

2019
Estimate

Budget
Change

Percent 
Change

2020 Est.

Police $2,127,000 $2,062,486 $2,273,000 $146,000 6.9% 2,330,000

Fire $2,750,000 $2,633,068 $2,823,000 $73,000 2.7% 2,894,000

Total Public 
Safety/Tax Levy

$4,877,000 $4,695,854 $5,096,000 $219,000 4.5% 5,224,000

IMRF $1,211,140 $1,197,950 $980,320 ($230,760) -19.1% 1,280,000

Total $6,088,080 $5,893,504 $6,079,320 ($11,760) -0.2% 6,504,000



Engineering Dedicated Revenues
• The 2019 Budget fully funds the road ($2M), alley ($552,000) and brick programs ($627,000)

• Beginning in FY 2016, the Village enhanced funding levels for some of the core engineering
maintenance programs through the use of dedicated reserves

• The 2019/20/21 budgets include Glenview Rd. North Bridge Sidewalk (2019), as well as $7M in
transportation grants for major projects such as Locust Road (2019), Central Avenue (2020), and
Skokie/Lake (2021)

Enhanced Programs FY 2019 
($)

Brick Street
Maintenance

140,000

Sidewalk & Curb 
Replacement

117,600

Pavement Marking 53,000
Crack Sealing/Rejuv. 59,300 19

2018 2019 2020 2021
Est Actual Proposed Projected Projected

Beginning Escrow Balance 495,854 1,071,380 433,945 62,165 

Total Dedicated Revenue 3,389,740 3,589,605 7,960,040 3,861,535 

Total Expenses  2,814,215 4,227,040 8,331,820 4,374,885 

End of Year Escrow Balance 1,071,380 433,945 62,165 (451,185)



CERF
• Because the minimum recommended reserve level is met, the

Budget Reserve Policy directs the Village to allocate 50% of annual
non-recurring revenues to the Capital Equipment Replacement Fund

– The 2018 CERF transfer is
estimated to be $824,550

– The sustainability of the CERF is
largely dependent on non-recurring
revenues

20

2018 2019 2020 2021
Est Act Proposed Projected Projected

Beginning CERF Balance 1,764,215 1,673,125 1,472,985 695,165     

 General Fund Reserve Transfer 403,200    423,360    444,530    444,530     
 Non-Recurring Revenues Transfer 421,350    15,000      15,000      15,000       
Total CERF Revenues 824,550    438,360    459,530    459,530     

Public Works Vehicles 178,650    451,500    742,350    427,250     
Fire Vehicles 625,235    -            315,000    505,000     
Police Vehicles 77,405      156,000    180,000    40,000       
Facilities 34,350      31,000      -            -             
Total CERF Expenses 915,640    638,500    1,237,350 972,250     

End of Year CERF Balance 1,673,125 1,472,985 695,165    182,445     



General Fund CIP
• The 2019 Budget includes the CIP projects highlighted in

yellow:

Project Department Budget ($)
GIS Hardware/Software Admin. Services 41,000
Protective Clothing Extract. Fire 40,000
Fire Alerting Equipment Fire 56,400
Salt Brine Machine Public Works 71,000
Garage Ramp Replacement Village Hall 19,800
Server Room HVACs Admin. Services 28,500
Garage Floor Rehab Fire 101,000
Firefighter SCBAs Fire 234,000
HVAC Compressors Public Works 18,500
Carpeting Replacement Village Hall 33,000

21



General Fund Budget
2017 Actual 2018 Estimated 2019 Budget

Revenues 37,938,420        33,726,055 33,471,255

Disbursements (36,605,041) (32,545,460) (33,664,815)

Surplus/(Deficit) 1,333,379 1,180,595 (193,560)

Total Reserve 10,937,003 12,117,598 11,924,038

Operating Reserve 9,172,787 10,444,472 10,451,053

CERF Reserve 1,764,216 1,673,126 1,472,985

Reserve Amount Per 

Moody’s Aaa

Guidelines 11,381,525 10,117,815 10,041,375

Note: Moody’s reserve guidelines for Aaa are at least 30% of operating revenues

The FY 2019 reserve is projected to be 33% of operating revenues
22



General Fund Takeaways
• Budget maintains the Village’s solid financial footing

• Utilize reserves for transportation infrastructure and vehicle/equipment replacements
• Reserve continues to exceed minimum policy level and meets expectations of the rating agency
• Stagnating revenues, increasing expenses, and capital will require attention in future years

• Property Tax Levy Increase is the lowest percentage increase in 22 years

• No General Fund fee increases

• More than $5 million in capital investments

• The Finance Committee will have two primary goals for 2019:

• Finalize its review of the public safety pension plans’ amortization schedule
• Review the Village’s Budget Reserve Policy and make recommendations concerning excess surplus (if any exists)

23



Water Fund
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Water Fund Reserve Policy
• In 2015 the Village Board adopted a policy which identifies five primary goals of the 

Water Fund

• Staff’s preparation of the annual budget, as well as analysis of future year budgets, is 
predicated on these five goals:

• A balanced water fund operating budget each year
• Minimum budget of $400,000 for Water Plant capital 
• The annual minimum recommended water fund reserve met in the 3-year cash 

flow projection
• An annual General Fund transfer of approximately $1M is to be made
• Water main replacement to begin in 2020/21 (Est. cost of $1.3M)

25



Water Fund Expenses- 2019 Proposed Budget
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Revenues & Expenses- Water Fund

27

Actual Budget Est. Actual Proposed Variance

FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019
2018 Est. 

Actual
Residential Water Sales 3,200,800   3,292,800     3,174,300   ↙ 3,376,700     6%
Wholesale Water Sales 5,435,273   5,397,000     5,290,000   ↙ 5,668,000     7%
Other 212,919     190,000       185,000     ↙ 190,000       3%
IEPA loan 575,000     5,000,000     600,000     ↙ 5,000,000     733%
Total Revenues 9,423,992 13,879,800 9,249,300 14,234,700 54%

Regular Wages 2,369,646   2,498,775     2,454,000   ↙ 2,546,675     4%
Overtime 47,075       71,800         77,900       ↗ 73,575         -6%
Benefits 946,751     1,042,955     956,000     ↙ 1,002,115     5%
Contractual 427,585     462,870       599,770     ↗ 405,120       -32%
Commodities 856,407     913,825       883,660     ↙ 887,125       0%
Capital 234,773     571,000       399,085     ↙ 564,900       42%
Debt Service 2,230,762   2,243,500     2,232,500   ↙ 2,487,500     11%
Others 241,585     276,725       273,980     ↙ 280,140       2%
Transfers 1,000,000   1,000,000     1,000,000   1,000,000     0%
Capital  - Bond (water main Lake & Locust) 1,818,300     -
Capital - IEPA loan (WP electrical improve) 575,000     5,000,000     600,000     ↙ 5,000,000     733%
Total Disbursements 8,929,584 14,081,450 9,476,895 16,065,450 70%



Water Rate
• The Village has worked diligently since 2012 to limit residential water

rate increases:

• Since 2012, Water Fund costs have increased by 25%

• The proposed 2.7% water rate increase is a $0.07 adjustment to the rate
• New rate: $2.75/cff

• This is a $5.88 annual increase to the median water bill

History of Water Rate Increases
2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 

Proj.
2021. 
Proj.

None None None None 5% None 2.7% 2.7% None None

28



Water Rate Survey
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Municipality Water Rate 
Sewer 
Rate Additional

Combined 
Rate

Kenilworth  $           5.41  $        0.75  $        2.61  $        8.77 
Northfield  $           6.26  $        2.48  n/a  $        8.74 
Deerfield  $           4.59  $        3.39  n/a  $        7.98 
Winnetka  $           3.66  $        1.60  $        2.44  $        7.69 
Park Ridge  $           5.95  $        1.11  $        0.59  $        7.65 
Wilmette 
Proposed

 $           2.75  $        4.24  $        0.03  $        7.02 

Glenview  $           5.07  $        1.02  $        0.76  $        6.85 
Lake Forest  $           4.52  $        0.87  $        1.36  $        6.75 
Glencoe  $           4.50  $        1.03  $        0.90  $        6.43 
Evanston  $           2.47  $        3.66  n/a  $        6.13 
Northbrook  $           4.39  $        1.69  n/a  $        6.08 
Highland Park  $           2.26  $        1.30  $        0.95  $        4.51 
Skokie  $           4.27  $             -    n/a  $        4.27 

Average  $           4.32  $1.93*  $        1.21  $        6.84 
Rates displayed in $ per 100 cubic feet
* Does not include Skokie



2019 Water Fund CIP

*Water main transmission repairs were initially recommended for 2019 
but completed in 2018; valve replacements were reduced from $82,000 
in the CIP to $68,000 for the budget

• The 2019 budget will include all projects identified as part of the

CIP:

30

Project Budget ($)

Electrical Improvements 5M

Water Main Replacement
(Locust, Lake Ave.)

1.8M

Phase II Electrical Imp. 220,000

Instrumentation 
Replacement

40,000

Treatment Improvements 40,000

Project Budget ($)

Meter Replacement 88,000

Vehicle Replacements 167,750

Valve Improvements 68,000

Water Main Surge 
Suppressors

17,500

Fire Hydrant Painting 12,500



Water Fund Reserves

2018
Estimated

Actual

2019
Budget 
Reserve

2020 
Projected
Reserve

2021 
Projected 
Reserve

Reserve $3,241,863 $3,229,413 $3,842,813 $2,406,513

Recommended 
Minimum

$1,761,400 $1,846,940 $2,123,520 $2,135,500

• North Maine Utilities is projected to begin purchasing water in 2020

• The annual water main replacement program is scheduled to begin in 2021
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Sewer Fund
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Sewer Fund- 2019 Proposed Budget
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Revenues & Expenses- Sewer Fund
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Actual Budget Est. Actual Proposed Variance
FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 2018 Est. Actual

Residential Sewer Charges 4,985,888      5,082,900   4,839,500   ↙ 5,082,900    72%
Bond Proceeds 981               -
IEPA loan -                1,970,000   790,000     ↙ 1,970,000    326%
Total Revenues 4,986,869     7,052,900 5,629,500 7,052,900  25%

Regular Wages 570,006         588,000     552,000     ↙ 603,375       9%
Overtime 25,473           22,375       24,200       ↗ 23,625        -2%
Benefits 231,320         243,615     212,495     ↙ 221,155       4%
Contractual 409,188         478,250     673,400     ↗ 585,250       -13%
Commodities 87,985           91,750       86,800       ↙ 93,025        7%
Capital 559,643         619,270     549,855     ↙ 598,750       9%
Debt Service 3,258,287      3,447,000   3,192,000   ↙ 3,197,000    0%
Other 84,056           121,810     121,530     122,160       1%
Captial - Bond 378,699         130,000     500,000     ↗ 1,900,000    280%
Captial - IEPA Loan 1,970,000   790,000     ↙ 1,970,000    149%
Total Disbursements 5,604,657     7,712,070 6,702,280 9,314,340  39%



2019 Sewer Rate

History of Sewer Rate Increases

2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 2020 
Proj.

$0.40 $0.40 None None None None TBD

35

• The sewer rate last increased in 2014/15 to fund the west side sanitary sewer
improvements:

• A significant sewer fee increase, or implementation of a stormwater utility fee, is
anticipated in 2020 – 2023 to begin funding the Neighborhood Storage
Improvements

• The proposed budget includes funds to consider the implementation of a
stormwater utility



2019 Sewer Fund CIP

Project Budget ($)
Sewer Lining 1,970,000
Phase I- Stormwater Eng. 1,900,000

Sewer Repairs 327,500
Sewer Maintenance 266,700
Vehicles 93,750
IEPA Loan Facility Plan 75,000
Rain Ready Program 72,500
Smoke Testing 60,000
Phase I- SWPS Elec. Improv. 20,000

• The 2019 budget will include all projects identified as part of the CIP:
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Sewer Fund Reserves

2018
Estimated

Actual

2019
Budget 
Reserve

2020 
Projected
Reserve

2021 
Projected 
Reserve

Reserve $2,506,348 $2,009,908 $1,651,508 $1,372,108

Recommended 
Minimum

$1,016,600 $1,016,600 $1,346,580 $1,346,580

When the sewer rate was increased by $0.80 in 2014/15 for the Sanitary Sewer Improvement 

Program, it was intended that the reserve be drawn down over time to pay the debt service

• Due to additional sewer expenses paid from operating funds, the sewer rate will have to 

increase in future years to fund existing debt service
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Summary of All Funds - Expenditures
2018 Est. Act. 2019 Budget

General Fund 33,387,620 35,073,675

Public Safety Pensions 7,793,360 8,605,800

Sewer Fund 6,702,280 9,314,340

Water Fund 9,476,895 16,065,450

Parking Meter Funds 394,525 390,425

All Other Funds* 4,702,365 4,682,000

Total Budget 62,457,045 74,131,690

*Other Funds include MFT, General Debt Service, Section 105. 38



Next Steps

• Budget Ordinance adopted in November
– Introduced: November 13th

– Adopted: November 27th

• Tax Levy Ordinance adopted in December
– Introduced: November 27th

– Adopted: December 11th
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Approved 11/05/2018 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

MEETING MINUTES 

APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION 

MONDAY, OCTOBER 15, 2018  
7:30 P.M. 

SECOND FLOOR TRAINING ROOM 

Members Present: Nada Andric 
Richard Brill 
Mason Miller  
Charles Smith, Acting Chairman 

Members Absent:  Carrie Woleben-Meade, Chair 

Guests: Jeff Glazer, 505 Skokie Boulevard 
Sharon Telleen, 912 Greenleaf Avenue 
Jim Chambers, 3018 Main Street 
Kevin Gazley, 1418 Scott, Winnetka, IL 
Ross Friedman, 1492 Minthaven, Lake Forest, IL 
Joseph Molfese, 1149 Wilmette Avenue 
Edie Rowell, 2710 Hawthorn Lane 
John Guy, 2601 Old Glenview Road 
Ed McManus, 705 11th Street, Unit 205 
Andy Tinucci, 230 W Superior Street, Chicago, IL 

Staff Present:  Lucas Sivertsen, Business Development Coordinator 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Mr. Smith called the meeting to order at 7:30 p.m. 

3.3
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II. APPROVAL OF MINUTES; APPEARANCE REVIEW COMMISSION MEETING 
OF AUGUST 27, 2018. 
 
Mr. Brill moved to approve the August 27, 2018 meeting minutes.  The motion was 
seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, 
Brill, and Miller.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 

 
III. CONSENT AGENDA 

 
Mr. Miller moved to approve Case 2018-AR-34, 736 12th Street, Sweet’s Heating & Air, 
Projecting Sign.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman 
Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, and Miller.  Voting no: none.  The motion 
carried. 
 

IV. CASES 
 
2018-AR-16 Trillium Realty 
514 Poplar Drive Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Smith called Case 2018-AR-16, 514 Poplar Drive, Trillium Realty, for an Appearance 
Review Certificate to modify parking from the original certificate. 
 
Mr. Kevin Gazley explained the plans approved by the Village Board for the project, which 
showed one less garage and added two open parking spaces.  They also committed 
themselves to using a pervious paver or concrete at the rear driveway.  This was a change 
from the plans previously approved by the Appearance Review Commission.  They were 
seeking approval from the commission for these changes. 
 
Mr. Smith asked the reasoning for the placement of the gate leading from unit 4 to their 
garage. 
 
Mr. Jim Chambers said it was due to the zoning code requirement that open parking spaces 
be located no closer than 5 feet from the property line.  That requirement pushed the 
parking spaces west, which eliminated any room for a gate on the west side of the parking 
spaces. 
 
Mr. Smith said the commission had asked at the previous meeting that the architect provide 
the detail of where the downspouts would be located. 
 
Mr. Chambers showed the proposed building elevations and explained where the 
downspouts were proposed. 
 
Mr. Chambers mentioned they had reduced the overall height of the building by twelve 
inches.  It was a minimal impact, but he wanted to mention that to the Commission.  It 
required the front door to be lowered in height as well.  They had modified the metal roof 
on the rear of the units to asphalt shingles. 
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Mr. Miller suggested modifying the downspouts on the front elevation so that the upper 
roof drains onto the lower roof, rather than taking the downspout from the upper roof 
straight down to grade, thereby breaking up the south elevation. 
 
Mr. Chamber said he could make that change.  He said he would move the downspout to 
the interior corner. 
 
Mr. Miller moved to approved Case 2018-AR-16 for an amended Appearance Review 
Certificate to reconfigure parking, as submitted with the stipulation that the downspouts at 
the south elevation for units 1 and 3 have a split downspout.  The motion was seconded by 
Mr. Andric.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, and 
Miller.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
 
2018-AR-25 Bella Cosa Jewelers 
1149 Wilmette Avenue Sign Variation 
 
Mr. Smith called Case 2018-AR-25, 1149 Wilmette Avenue, Bella Cosa Jewelers, for a 
wall sign coverage variation. 
 
Mr. Molfese said he was requesting approval for a wall sign above the storefront entrance. 
 
Mr. Smith pointed out that the signable area was reduced by the break in the plane of the 
façade.  The front bay of the storefront entrance limits the size of the signable area.  He 
recalled discussion from the previous meeting where this was considered a hardship and 
that the commissioners were supportive of the request. 
 
Mr. Miller moved to recommend approval of Case 2018-AR-25, 1149 Wilmette Avenue, 
Bella Cosa Jewelers for a 37.9% wall sign coverage variation.  The motion was seconded 
by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, and 
Miller.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
 
2018-AR-26 Women’s Club of Wilmette 
930 Greenleaf Avenue Appearance Review Certificate 
 
Mr. Smith called Case 2018-AR-26, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club of Wilmette 
requesting an Appearance Review Certificate to rebuild exterior walls and install new 
roofing to repair fire damage, install new landscaping and add a ramp and exterior stairs. 
 
Mr. Andy Tinucci presented the history of the project as well as the current plans. 
 
Mr. Smith asked about a set of double doors on the north elevation that open up onto a 
platform.  He asked if there was a railing and if it was a required exit door. 
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Ms. Heather LaHood said the existing landing and stairs would remain.  The existing doors 
would be replaced with new doors.  While the plans show both doors are operable, that is 
for loading purposes only.  For an exiting scenario, they can fix the door farther to the east 
so that it does not obstruct exiting. 
 
Mr. Smith wanted to know if the door was required to meet egress requirements. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said he didn’t think they needed that to meet their egress requirements. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said the south elevation would need to be completely rebuilt. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the egress stairs on the south elevation needed to lead to a paved path 
toward the right of way, or if the lawn was a suitable landing surface. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said it was his understanding that the lawn was acceptable. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen added that the architect had been meeting along the way with the Village’s 
building plan reviewer Scott Berg.  The plans should reflect what was preliminarily agreed 
to by the plan reviewer. 
 
Mr. Smith asked how the stone on the south elevation transitions with the stucco on the east 
elevation. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said the stone returns onto the east elevation. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if they had considered a material other than stucco along that wall. 
 
Ms. LaHood said they were proposing to replace what had been there previously, which 
was stucco.  They did consider stone, however, the existing foundation, which they intend 
on keeping, would not support a stone wall. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if the exhaust and make-up air were far enough apart. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said they will be at least 15 feet apart. 
 
Mr. Miller said the previous time that the project was before them, the neighbors to the east 
had concerns with the location of the equipment above the kitchen. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the previous architect had thought the condensing unit serving the 
kitchen would need to be placed directly above the kitchen.  That was a concern for both 
staff and the commission; however, the current proposal shows the condensing units 
serving the kitchen on the flat roof above the second story.  The exhaust and make-up air 
units are less of a concern. 
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Mr. Tinucci said the Women’s Club has been in communication with the neighbors to the 
east and shared the current proposal with them.  The proposed screen will not only block 
the view of the mechanical units, but also attenuate some of the sound. 
 
Mr. Smith asked that the architect give some thought to the ramp railing on the west 
façade. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said they have had a lot of discussion about the railing.  They could adorn it 
with a lot of ornamentation which would call more attention to it, or be minimal and have it 
blend in.  The height of the ramp does not require it to be filled in with pickets.  They 
thought it would be better to be minimal.  In addition, if they proposed a stone wall it 
would push the ramp out further into the setback.  They wanted to keep the ramp as narrow 
as possible. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the ramp had received a setback variation because of its distance to the 
property line adjoining the street. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said the railings and metal trim would be dark bronze and the windows would 
be black to match what had already been installed. 
 
Mr. Brill asked how they were going to limit the potential of another catastrophic fire in the 
future. 
 
Mr. Tinucci said the building would be steel framed and they are looking at the possibility 
of installing a sprinkler system if they have the funds. 
 
Ms. Sharon Telleen said she lives at 912 Greenleaf Avenue.  Her home is located three 
houses to the east of the Women’s Club.  She wanted to make sure there is great care taken 
with the Brabands house (directly east of Women’s Club).  Her second concern is the 
stormwater management plan.  They had a new home built next to them at 916 Greenleaf 
Avenue.  At the end of construction, they noticed the neighboring property had raised the 
ground which has caused them drainage issues, especially at their garage.  She wanted to 
make sure the elevation of the ground does not change at the end of the Women’s Club 
project. 
 
Mr. Smith asked where the gutters will drain at the end of construction. 
 
Mr. Tinucci, said the existing gutters drained into the combined sewer system.  They are 
working with civil engineers to do that same. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said that will be reviewed by our Engineering Department during the permit 
review process. 
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Mr. Brill moved to approve Case 2018-AR-26, 930 Greenleaf Avenue, Women’s Club of 
Wilmette, for an Appearance Review Certificate to rebuild exterior walls and install new 
roofing to repair fire damage, install new landscaping, and add a ramp and exterior stairs.  
The motion was seconded by Ms. Andric.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Smith and 
Commissioners Andric, Brill, and Miller.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
 
2018-AR-29 Westmoreland Country Club 
2601 Old Glenview Road Variation 
 
Mr. Smith called Case 2018-AR-29, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland County 
Club, for an Appearance Review Certificate to expand an existing parking lot and an 11 
parking island landscape variation. 
 
Mr. John Guy explained the club needs additional parking for their employees and guests.  
The club and Village have received complaints about club employee vehicles being parked 
on the street in front of the residential homes along Old Glenview Road.  The Club would 
like to expand the parking lot to provide more parking and reduce the likelihood of club 
related vehicles from parking on the street.  Because they are expanding the parking lot, not 
only are they required to have landscaped parking islands in the new parking lot, but also 
the existing parking lot.  The point of the expansion is to get as many new spaces as 
possible.  The requirement of parking islands will reduce this number and so they are 
requesting a variation from this requirement. 
 
Mr. Miller asked how often there is overflow parking over the course of a year. 
 
Mr. Guy said it occurs during the summer time in peak season.  Every day in the summer 
they were in need of additional parking. 
 
Ms. Andric asked if the proposal will remedy this the parking issue. 
 
Mr. Guy said it will greatly help to alleviate the issue, but can’t guarantee it will 
completely solve the issue. 
 
Mr. Smith said his main concern are the large trees along Old Glenview Road that will 
need to be removed to allow the expanded parking area.  There are several 30-40 foot tall 
evergreen trees.  He wondered how tall the proposed arborvitae trees will grow. 
 
Mr. Guy said they typically come in 6-7 feet in height when planted and they will get the 
tallest ones they can find. 
 
Mr. Brill said the current vegetation is not dense enough to screen the proposed expansion.  
He thought the dense arborvitae will provide a better screen than what is currently out 
there.  He wondered about the additional noise created by moving the parking closer to the 
street. 
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Mr. Guy said he didn’t think there will be an increase in the noise. 
 
Mr. Brill asked if the arborvitae will screen the existing and proposed parking area. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said the arborvitae are only proposed along the new portion of parking lot. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if they would be removing the trees along the berm on the south end of the 
parking lot. 
 
Mr. Guy said those trees would be transplanted.  They will need additional trees in that area 
to protect the vehicles from golf balls coming from the adjacent golf course. 
 
Mr. Smith asked how many islands are being proposed. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen showed the Commission a graphic of the proposed islands and where 
additional islands were required per code. 
 
Mr. Smith asked if there was an issue of too much impervious surface. 
 
Mr. Sivertsen said they were conforming to the impervious surface requirements of the 
Village. 
 
Mr. Miller asked if they can construct islands in the existing areas that are hatched where 
parking is not proposed.  In other parking lots those areas are typically landscaped.  They 
also would not be losing any parking by landscaping those areas. 
 
Mr. Smith asked how the parking lot is managed.  Are some areas designated as employee 
parking? 
 
Mr. Guy said they have valet service so most people choose to valet their car.  They also 
chalk the parking lot indicating to employees where they can parking on any given day. 
 
Mr. Guy said that area is largely an employee lot so he didn’t think it would be visible to 
the public and sometimes it will be used for additional materials. 
 
Mr. Miller said he understands, but it is a code requirement and it wouldn’t be a hardship to 
follow the code since in those few instances they wouldn’t lose any parking. 
 
Mr. Guy said he was okay with the proposal to add two additional landscaped islands. 
 
Ms. Andric said she would like to see even more additional landscaping, but understands 
the club’s need to add additional parking. 
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Mr. Miller moved to grant an Appearance Review Certificate for Case 2018-AR-29, 2601 
Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country Club to expand an existing parking lot with 
the conditions that 1) a new row of trees be planted along the southeast corner of the new 
parking area, and 2) the new arborvitae along the north edge of the parking lot will be 
planted at a minimum height of 6 feet.  The motion was seconded by Ms. Andric.  Voting 
yes:  Acting Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, and Miller.  Voting no: 
none.  The motion carried. 
 
Mr. Miller moved to recommend granting an 11 parking island variation for Case 2018-
AR-29, 2601 Old Glenview Road, Westmoreland Country Club as submitted with the 
condition that 1) two of the islands in the new parking area receive landscaping per code.  
The two islands being the easternmost island and the triangular shaped island between the 
existing and new lots.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Brill.  Voting yes:  Acting 
Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, and Miller.  Voting no: none.  The 
motion carried. 
 
 
2018-AR-30 Ouilmette-Linden Condo Association 
420 Linden Avenue Certificate 
 
Mr. Smith called Case 2018-AR-30, 420 Linden Avenue, Ouilmette-Linden Condo 
Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to install a fence and railing in the front 
yard. 
 
Mr. Ed McManus said he would like to install a couple of small fences in the front yard to 
keep dogs off the grass.  The fence will look very similar to the existing balconies on the 
building.  The existing handrail will be moving from the side of the front walk to the 
middle of the walk leading to the building entrance. 
 
Mr. Smith said the footings for the fence posts are proposed above the frost line.  He 
recommends the footing go 42 inches below grade to make sure it is below the frost line. 
 
Mr. Brill moved to approved Case 2018-AR-30, 420 Linden Avenue, Ouilmette-Linden 
Condo Association, for an Appearance Review Certificate to install a new fence and railing 
in the front yard, with the condition that the footings be installed at least 42 inches below 
grade.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Smith and 
Commissioners Andric, Brill, and Miller.  Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
 
 
2018-AR-31 Images Med Spa 
505 Skokie Boulevard Certificate 
 
Mr. Smith called Case 2018-AR-31, 505 Skokie Boulevard, Images Med Spa, requesting 
an Appearance Review Certificate to replace trim and paint the façade. 
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Mr. Jeff Glazer said are going through a rebranding and want to update the outside of the 
building now that they have completed remodeling to the interior.  They are proposing to 
apply a plastic based coating to the exterior brick, which will change the color from beige 
to black.  Janicki Construction has been their general contractor for many years and would 
likely perform the work. 
 
Mr. Smith said he is not familiar using Thorocoat as an exterior finish material.  It is 
typically used as a weather barrier on a CMU wall behind a brick wall.  He would like to 
see a sample of the material before he would feel comfortable approving it. 
 
Ms. Andric said she would like to see an actual project in person where Thorocoat was 
used. 
 
Mr. Miller said there are other products on the market like stains that don’t add the odd 
texture that would be created by Thorocoat. 
 
Mr. Glazer said the Commission’s advice is very valuable.  He wants to make sure the 
execution of his vision is done properly.  The project is not time sensitive.  He will look 
into other options and products and present his case at a future meeting. 
 
Mr. Smith said it would be good to have product information as well as a sample when he 
comes back. 
 
Ms. Andric moved to continue Case 2018-AR-31, to the November 5, 2018 Appearance 
Review Commission meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. Miller.  Voting yes:  
Acting Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, and Miller.  Voting no: none.  
The motion carried. 
 
 

V. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 

There were no additional public comments. 
 
 
VI. ADJOURNMENT 

 
At 9:25 p.m., Mr. Brill moved to adjourn the meeting.  The motion was seconded by Mr. 
Miller.  Voting yes:  Acting Chairman Smith and Commissioners Andric, Brill, and Miller.  
Voting no: none.  The motion carried. 
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REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES FROM 

THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Recommendation: The Historic Preservation Commission recommends granting 

a Certificate of Appropriateness to 1020 Michigan Avenue 

for a rear addition.  

Case Number: 2018-HPC-03 

Property: 1020 Michigan Avenue 

Historic Name: The Albert Bersbach House 

Applicant: Jeff and Lynn Chookaszian, owners 

Request: Consideration of a Request for Approval of a Certificate of 

Appropriateness for a rear addition. 

Hearing Date:  November 15, 2018 

Date of Application: October 31, 2018 

Vote by HPC:  Commissioner Glass  Absent 

Commissioner Furniss  Yes 

Commissioner Vitu Absent 

Commissioner Harmon Yes 

Commissioner Corbett  Yes 

Chair Hutchinson Yes 

Commissioner Daspit  Yes 

Notices mailed to: Village President and Trustees of the Village Board 

Village Manager 

Members of the Historic Preservation Commission 

Wilmette Historical Museum 

Petitioner 

All Adjacent Property Owners  

Report Prepared By: Kate McManus, Planner II 
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION 

 

Evaluation of Compliance with the Requirements of the Rules Regarding Notice and 

Hearings: 

A public meeting regarding the Certificate of Appropriateness was held on November 15, 2018. 

 

History of Designation   

At a public hearing on September 10, 2002, the Village Board of Trustees approved the 

recommendation of the Wilmette Historic Preservation Commission that the Albert Bersbach House 

at 1120 Michigan Avenue be designated a local landmark.  The Albert Bersbach house was 

nominated under criteria 7 – An outstanding example of a particular historical, cultural, or 

architectural style or period and criteria 2 – Identification as the work of a designer, architect, or 

builder whose work has influenced the architectural development of the Village of Wilmette, Cook 

County, Illinois or National.  This Prairie Style house is an outstanding example of the design and 

architectural features which embody this style.  Additionally, the house was designed by the noted 

Prairie School architect John S. Van Bergen whose buildings are recognized for their excellence. 

 

Historical Background 

1120 Michigan Avenue was built in 1914 for Albert and Helena Bersbach and is listed as significant 

in the Wilmette Historical and Architectural Survey of East Wilmette and was included in the 

Illinois Historic Structures Survey, a windshield survey of significant historic buildings 

conducted in the mid-1970s by the state of Illinois.  The house retains a high amount of its 

integrity.  The front façade has had little change. In 2002, the coach house was attached to the 

main structure with a one-story addition not visible from the street. 

 

The Prairie Style is the culmination of a movement in architecture that was led by Chicago architect 

Frank Lloyd Wright.  The style that enjoyed its greatest popularity between 1900 and World War I 

is typified by its horizontal lines. 

 

It (the horizontal line) affected virtually every aspect of the residential design – the 

disposition of the single mass or composite massing, the shape of the low, hipped or 

gable roof, the horizontal banding of windows, the emphatic belt course or shelf roof 

between the storeys – which often continued on one side as a lateral porch…Every 

feature of the building – from the basic mass to the smallest detail – was clear, 

precise, and angular.  Ornament, per se, was a rarity; enrichment was dependent on 

the textural expression of materials and the often lively juxtaposition of various 

shapes and forms.  Only in the stylized or abstract patterns of the leaded glass (or 

zinc strip) windows did one find consistent ornament…The materials employed 

were generally brick, or wood and plaster.  A light tinted sand plaster (or stucco as it 

was also called) was used in combination with rough-sawn, stained wood which 

either suggested the building’s structure or served as trim.  Brick was never used 

interspersed with these materials, being used alone, or on the first story of a building 

when wood and plaster were combined above…1 

                                                 
1 The Prairie School H. Allen Brooks, (University of Toronto Press, 1972.) p5. 
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The Bersbach House is considered Van Bergen’s best example of his interpretation of the Prairie 

Style.  The brick-and-plaster house is situated on the shore of Lake Michigan and was designed to 

take advantage of its location. 

 

A lively interplay exists between cantilevered slabs, piers, and chimney masses, 

while the projecting porch and porte-cochere emphasize a union with the 

surrounding space.  The floor level is elevated to improve the view, so that steps 

from the entrance lead up to a reception hall from which one has a screened 

panorama across the dining room to the lake beyond.  The major rooms – dining 

room, living room, and porch – all are orientated toward the lake.2 

 

The front façade of the house is a series of horizontal levels of brick broken up by wood banding.  

The second story and rear façade is of cream colored plaster and both elevations have bands of 

leaded glass casement windows.   

 

Architect’s Biography 
John Shellette Van Bergen was born in Oak Park, Illinois on October 2, 1885 to William F. and Ella 

Van Bergen.  As he grew up in Oak Park Frank Lloyd Wright began building the first of his Prairie 

Style houses near to the Van Bergen home.  The Furbeck was built across the street in 1897 and 

then in 1901 the Fricke House was built next door.  Wright’s home and studio were built in Oak 

Park in 1889 and 1895 respectively. 

 

In 1909, before he was even a licensed architect, Van Bergen went to work in Wright’s Studio.  The 

last addition to the Studio, Van Bergen was put in charge of finishing many of Wright’s projects.    

After leaving the Studio, Van Bergen briefly worked for another former employee of Wright’s 

Studio, William Drummond.  In 1911 Van Bergen received his architect’s license and left 

Drummond to set up his own practice. 

 

Many of Van Bergen’s early designs are Prairie Style.  During World War I, with business slowing, 

Van Bergen enlisted in the army.  During his assignment at Fort Sheridan he met his future wife, 

Ruth Bemis.  The two wed on September 9, 1919 and they then set up house in Highland Park.   

While living is Highland Park, Van Bergen became close friends with the naturalist Jens Jensen 

whose work influenced Van Bergen’s future designs.   

 

John Van Bergen continued to design homes throughout the country until 1963.  He died after 

suffering two strokes on December 19, 1969. 

 

Description of Proposed Alterations 

The petitioner proposes to demolish the existing one-story addition linking the original house to 

the rear coach house. This addition was constructed in 2002 and is not architecturally or 

historically significant. Its removal will not negatively impact the qualities and character of the 

house. 

 

                                                 
2 Ibid p. 280. 
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In its place, a three-story addition will be constructed at the rear of the original house. The roof 

line of the addition matches the existing house.  However, due to the grade changes on the 

property, the proposed addition consists of three stories. The existing house is two stories in 

height. The proposed addition will be visible from the street, particularly from north due to the 

siting of the addition and lack of mature trees and landscape screening along the north property 

line. 

 

No alterations are proposed to the front or side elevations of the original house with the 

exception of the removal of an existing sleeping porch and casement windows at the northeast 

corner of the house. The rear elevations will be substantially modified to accommodate the new 

addition.  Several art glass windows are proposed for removal. A pool and raised patio are 

proposed at the southeast corner of the house. 

Other Considerations 

The proposed project was preliminarily approved by the State of Illinois (State Historic Preservation 

Office) to receive the Property Tax Assessment Freeze and was found to meet the Secretary of 

Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  

 

The proposed addition also necessitated administrative zoning relief for a side yard setback 

variation.  On November 6, 2018, the Administrative Zoning Review Committee provisionally 

approved the request. 

 

Action Required by the Commission 

The Historic Preservation Commission can make a recommendation to the Village Board to grant a 

Certificate of Appropriateness to construct a rear addition to the local landmark provided they find 

the proposed scope of work meets the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the 

standards set forth in the Wilmette Historic Preservation Ordinance.  The Secretary of Interior’s 

guidelines provide property owners the freedom to return a property to a state of utility, through 

repair or alteration, which makes possible an efficient contemporary use while preserving those 

portions and features of the property which are significant to its historic, architectural and cultural 

values.   

Required Action by the Board of Trustees: 

The Village Board of Trustees can grant or deny a Certificate of Appropriateness for construction 

of a rear addition to the local landmark structure, the Bersbach House at 1020 Michigan Avenue 

based on meeting the Secretary of Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation and the standards set forth 

in Wilmette Historic Preservation Ordinance. 

  

INDEX TO DOCUMENTS 
   Doc. No.  Documents 

 

  Location Maps and Plans 
 

 1.0  Sanborn Fire Map 

 1.1  Sidwell Tax Map 
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 1.2  Plat of Survey 

 1.3   Proposed Site Plans 

 1.4  Demolition Plan – Lower Level 

 1.5  Proposed Plan – Lower Level and Foundation 

 1.6  Demolition Plan – Basement 

 1.7  Proposed Plan – Basement 

 1.8  Demolition Plan – First Floor 

 1.9  Proposed Plan – First Floor 

 1.10  Demolition Plan – Second Floor 

 1.11  Proposed Plan – Second Floor 

 1.12  Roof Plan – Proposed 

 1.13  North Elevation – Existing 

 1.14  North Elevation – Proposed 

 1.15  East Elevation – Existing/Proposed 

 1.16  South Elevation – Existing/Proposed 

 1.17  West Elevation – Existing/Proposed 

 

 

Written Correspondence and Documentation 
   

 2.0  Application for Altering a Local Landmark 

 2.1  Historical and Architectural Survey for 1120 Michigan Avenue  

 2.2                 Ordinance 2002-O-63 for Landmark Designation 

 2.3  The Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation  

2.4 Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter or Demolish 

Landmarks 

 2.5  Posting Notice Affidavit dated October 31, 2018 

 2.6   Property Tax Assessment Freeze Approval Letter 

 2.7  Draft Meeting Minutes from the November 15, 2018 meeting  

  

3. 0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE APPLICANT 

  

3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 

 3.11  Jeff Harting and John Toniolo, architects 

 3.12  Jeff and Lynn Chookaszian, owners 

  

3.2 Summary of presentations  

 

3.21 Jeff and Lynn introduced themselves as the owners of the property and explained the 

purpose of the proposed addition. They explained that the original house consists of 

only 3 bedrooms and 2 baths and that the addition will provide additional living space 

including an expanded kitchen and master suite. 

 



6 

3.22 Mr. Harting reviewed the siting and design intent of the addition. He noted that the 

addition will be constructed at the northeast corner of the house and will step back 

from the original house to minimize views from the street. 

 

4.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY THE MEMBERS OF THE HISTORIC PRESERVATION 

COMMISSION  

   

4.1 Chairman Hutchinson stated that the State of Illinois has preliminarily approved the 

addition for the Property Tax Assessment freeze. 

 

4.2 Chairman Hutchinson questioned the impacts to the original house. Mr. Harting stated 

that some original windows will be removed on the rear and that the new casement 

windows will be similar to the originals, but not exact replicas. 

 

4.3 Commissioner Furniss expressed some concern regarding the scale of the addition. Mr. 

Harting stated that the addition is approximately 1000 square feet on each floor. 

 

4.4  Commissioner Corbett noted that the addition is not out of scale with other homes along 

Michigan Avenue. 

 

4.5 Mr. Harting confirmed that the brick will match the existing house and will likely be 

stained to achieve a consistent color. He added that the stucco will differ in color slightly. 

 

4.6 Ms. McManus stated that no correspondence was received from neighbors regarding the 

project. 

  

5.0 DECISION 

 

5.1 Commissioner Furniss moved to recommend approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness 

for a rear addition. 

 

5.2 Commissioner Daspit seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays. 

   

Motion carried.  
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ORDINANCE NO. 2002-0-63 

AN ORDINANCE DESIGNATING 1120 MICHIGAN 

A VENUE AND THE ALFRED BERSBACH HOUSE AS A 

WILMETTE LANDMARK IN THE VILLAGE OF 

WILMETTE 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Cook 

County, Illinois, find that Kimberlee Kepper and Randall Randazzo, owners of certain real 

property legally described as: 

Lot 11 in Block 9, in Milton H. Wilson's Addition to Wilmette, said Addition being a 
Subdivision in fractional Sections 26 and 27, Township 42 North, Range 13, east of the 
Third Principal Meridian, according to the Plat thereofrecorded April 7, 1897, as 
Document Number 2519528, in Cook County, Illinois; 

and commonly known as 1120 Michigan A venue, Wilmette Cook County, Illinois, said property 

being improved with an existing detached dwelling commonly known as the "Alfred Bersbach 

House," have requested that the Village of Wilmette designate said property as a Wilmette 

Landmark pursuant to Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code; and, 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees further find that the Historic 

Preservation Commission of the Village of Wilmette conducted a public hearing concerning said 

nomination for Wilmette Landmark status on or about August 7, 2002, as required by said 

Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code, and thereafter submitted a report and 

recommendation to the Village President and Board of Trustees recommending said property for 

Wilmette Landmark Status pursuant to Section 2-16.13, et seq., of the Wilmette Village Code; 

and, 

l\vowvh002\frenzert$\Ordinances\2002\2002-O-063 (Landmark - 1120 Michigan Avc.).doc 







 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

structure, or site shall be treated with sensitivity. 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



Rules Pertaining to Review of Applications to Alter or Demolish Landmarks 
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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



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

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

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

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

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

 
Additional Procedures: In addition to these procedures, the Commission may undertake such 
further actions as it sees fit in connection with recommendations relating to applications 
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V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 

1200 Wilmette Avenue 

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 

                     

HISTORIC PRESERVATION COMMISSION 

Thursday, November 15, 2018 

7:00 P.M. 

VILLAGE BOARD CONFERENCE ROOM 

1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091 

Members Present: Charles Hutchinson 

 Bob Furniss 

 Christine Harmon 

 Carmen Corbett 

 Rick Daspit 

 

Members Absent: Melanie Glass  

 Joseph Vitu 

        

Staff Present: Kate McManus, Planner II 

  

Guests:    Lynn and Jeff Chookaszian, owners of 1120 Michigan Ave 

    Jeff Harting and John Toniolo, GTH Architects, Inc. 

      

I.       CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Hutchinson called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m.  He introduced Commissioner Daspit. 

Commissioner Daspit stated that he is an architect and has been a resident of Wilmette for 22 years. 

He previously worked with the Pullman Foundation on various preservation advocacy efforts. 

 

II. APPROVAL OF MEETING MINUTES FROM JUNE 18, 2018 

The meeting minutes from June 18, 2018 were approved.  Motion by Commissioner Harmon, 

seconded by Chairman Hutchinson and approved unanimously. 

 

III. CONSIDERATON OF A CERTIFICATE OF APPROPRIATENESS FOR A REAR 

ADDITION AT 1120 MICHIGAN AVENUE 

Chairman Hutchinson reminded the Commission that the Historic Preservation Commission is a 

recommending body to the Village Board and that the purview of the Commission is limited to 

the exterior of the building. He stated that the proposed project was preliminarily approved by 

the State of Illinois for the property tax assessment freeze. He noted that the Wilmette Historical 

Museum submitted a letter outlining some concerns with the proposed addition. 

 

Mr. and Mrs. Chookaszian introduced themselves as the owners of 1120 Michigan Avenue. Mr. 

Chookaszian explained that they have resided in Wilmette for 11 years and love the architecture 

and location of their home. He stated that there have been previous renovations and an addition 
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to the home, but that it is still in need of updates. He noted that the living areas are quite small. 

 

Mr. Harting stated that the front façade of the house will not be touched. He explained that the 

house is a 3 bay wide home consisting of a servants quarters on the north end, a stairwell in the 

center and living space on the south end. He stated that a garage is located behind the house and 

the lot slopes down towards the lake. He noted that an addition was constructed in 2003 linking 

the house to the rear coach house from the basement level. He stated that the owners desired 

additional living space that could be accessed from the first floor. He stated that the siting of the 

house and existing floor plan drove the location of the addition at the northeast corner of the 

house. He stated that the addition will step back from the front façade, limiting views of the 

addition from the street. 

 

Commissioner Furniss stated that he initially had some concerns with the scale of the addition. In 

response to a question from Commissioner Furniss, Mr. Harting stated that he did not know the 

square footage of the proposed addition, but that it was approximately 1000 square feet on each 

floor. He stated that it is a 3 story structure with the garage on the lower level. 

 

Mr. Chookaszian stated that he original house consists of only 3 bedrooms and 2 baths. 

 

Chairman Hutchinson asked for clarification on what aspects of the original house will be 

impacted by the addition. Mr. Harting stated that some original windows will be removed on the 

rear. He explained that it is important to distinguish the new addition from the original house and 

not to create a false sense of history. He noted that the new casement windows will be similar but 

different. He stated that the original windows may be incorporated into the master suite bay 

window. 

 

Ms. Chookaszian stated that the original windows are in deteriorated condition. 

 

Commissioner Corbett pointed out that the home is still considerably smaller than many of the 

homes on Michigan Avenue. 

 

Commissioner Furniss stated that many homes along Michigan Avenue are under threat. In 

response to a question from Commissioner Furniss, Mr. Harting stated that the brick will match 

the existing house and will likely be stained to achieve consistency. The stucco and trim will 

match the existing; however, the stucco color may differ slightly because the colors on the 

existing house are not original.  

 

In response to a question from Commissioner Corbett, Ms. McManus confirmed that the adjacent 

neighbors were notified and a notice was posted on the property. She stated that staff did not 

receive any comments or questions from neighbors regarding the proposed project.  

 

Hearing no further questions, Chairman Hutchinson requested a motion. The Commission 

unanimously recommended approval of a Certificate of Appropriateness for a rear addition at 

1120 Michigan Avenue. Motion to recommend approval by Commissioner Furniss and seconded 

by Commissioner Corbett. 
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V.  SIGNIFICANT STRUCTURES REPORT 

Ms. McManus stated that the Stran-Steel House, 2105 Chestnut, will be catalogued, dismantled 

and temporarily stored on the site. She stated that at this time no one has come forward to take 

the house. 

 

VI. OLD BUSINESS 

Ms. McManus informed the Commission that a public workshop/lecture will be held in early April 

at the Wilmette Historical Museum on local landmarking and the property tax assessment freeze. 

The Commission discussed updating the local landmark brochure and pursuing a National Register 

District of the Village Center. Commissioner Harmon stated that she is working on drafting a letter 

to the owners of Plaza Del Lago to encourage landmark designation. 

 

VII. ADJOURNMENT 

Motion to adjourn at 7:36 p.m. by Commissioner Furniss and seconded by Commissioner Daspit 

and approved unanimously.  Scheduling of the next meeting date was postponed. 

 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Kate McManus 



REPORT TO THE BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
FROM THE 

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

revised request for a 281.15 square foot (19.61%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
widening of a front walk on the legal non-conforming 
structure at 241 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with the 
plans submitted. 

 
Case Number:   2018-Z-36 
 
Property: 241 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
Zoning District: R1-A, Single-Family Detached Residence  
 
Applicant:    Mostafa Essabki 
 
Nature of Application: Revised request for a 281.15 square foot (19.61%) front 

yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
widening of a front walk on the legal non-conforming 
structure 

 
Applicable Provisions of 
the Zoning Ordinance:  Section 5.4 
     Section 8.3 
     Section 8.3.E 

Section 17.4.C 
Section 17.4.D 

 
Hearing Date: November 7, 2018 

September 5, 2018 
 
Date of Application: July 20, 2018 
 
Zoning Board Vote:   Chairman Patrick Duffy Yes 
     Mike Boyer   Not Present 
     John Kolleng   Yes 
     Christine Norrick  Yes 
     Michael Robke  Not Present 
     Reinhard Schneider  Yes 
     Bob Surman   Yes 
 
Notices: Notice of public hearing to the applicant, October 16, 2018. 

Notice of public hearing published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
October 18, 2018. Posted on the property, October 17, 2018. 
Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements dated 
October, 2018. 

 
 
  

3.5 
11-27-18 



11/19/18
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STAFF INFORMATION AS PRESENTED TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
Description of Property 
 
The Subject Property is located on the west side of Kilpatrick Avenue at the corner with Glenview 
Road. The Subject Property has 51.17’ of frontage on Kilpatrick Avenue and 166.09’ of frontage on 
the Glenview Road right-of-way. The Subject Property has an area of approximately 10,260 square 
feet and is improved with a one-story home and attached two-car garage. 
 
To the east, west, and south are properties zoned R1-A, Single Family Detached Residence and 
improved with single-family homes. To the north are properties R1-A, Single Family Detached 
Residence and improved with single-family homes. Also to the north is the Wilmette Park 
District Community Rec Center, which is zoned OR, Office Research. 
 
The property is non-conforming in front yard impervious surface coverage. The maximum 
allowable is 430.03 square feet. There is some uncertainty regarding the impervious coverage prior 
to the new front sidewalk work. Based on the plat of survey, the pre-existing front yard coverage 
measures out to be 714.47 square feet (644.81 square feet with the removal of the south sidewalk). 
The petitioner however has indicated that the plat of survey does not accurate reflect the pre-
existing front sidewalk condition and we have been unable to find any source that would help us 
to calculate what that was (see Exhibit 1.5). In any case, the existing driveway and retaining walls 
alone account for 558.9 square feet of front yard impervious coverage, in excess of the 430.03 
square feet permitted. 
 
Proposal 
 
The petitioner received a building permit on June 22, 2018 to repave the driveway and a patio at 
the rear of the house. While this work was in progress, the petitioner decided to remove a 
landscaped area in the front yard and replace it with a widened front walkway. Upon review of 
this proposed revision to the paving permit, it was determined that the new front sidewalk would 
require zoning relief. The new walkway was framed when the variation application was filed. The 
petitioner then had the sidewalk completed when the driveway and patio work were also done. In 
anticipation of the variation request, the petitioner removed a walk along the south of the property 
that led to the backyard. 
 
The front walkway as constructed is 7.35’ in width, inclusive of the 8.5” driveway retaining wall. 
The Zoning Board voted on September 5, 2018 to make a negative recommendation on retention 
of the driveway was constructed. The Village Board reviewed the request at their September 25, 
2018 meeting and encouraged the petitioner to present a revised plan to the Zoning Board. 
 
The petitioner now proposes to reduce the overall walk width by 1.0’, to 6.35’ wide, inclusive of 
the retaining wall. 
 
With the modification of the front walkway and the previous removal of the south walkway, the 
proposed front yard impervious surface coverage is 711.18 square feet. Because the Zoning 
Ordinance limits front yard impervious surface coverage to 430.03 square feet (30%), a 281.15 
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square foot (19.61%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation is required. 
 

Front Yard Impervious Surface Calculations 
Front Yard = 27.0’ x 53.09’A = 1,433.43 square feet 

 
1,433.43 s.f. x .30 = 430.03 s.f. permitted front yard impervious coverage 

Proposed front yard coverage = 711.18 s.f.* 
711.18 – 430.03 = 281.15 s.f. variation 

* Non-conforming 
 
Other Front Yard Impervious Surface Coverage Requests 
 
2315 Greenwood Avenue Case 2018-Z-32 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 178.5 square foot (11.52%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in a required front yard to permit the widening of the existing 
driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
121 Dupee Place Case 2018-Z-25 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 205.88 square foot (28.5%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the installation of a new driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
242 Thelin Court Case 2017-Z-47 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 162.68 square foot (14.39%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to permit a parking space in the required front yard on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
112 Lawndale Avenue Case 2017-Z-36 ZBA: Deny  VB: Granted with Conds 
Corrected request for a 206.21 square foot (8.59%) front yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the retention of a patio and walk on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1300 Sheridan Road Case 2017-Z-28 ZBA: Deny  VB: Revised/Granted 
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 
 
77 Indian Hill Road Case 2017-Z-18 ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 337.0 square foot (29.56%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the construction of a new home 
 
2004 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-12  ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.12’ front yard setback variation, a 3.66’ side yard setback variation, a 5.56’ front 
yard porch setback variation, a 6.5’ front yard porch step setback variation, and a 103.52 square 
foot (7.39%) front yard porch coverage variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story 
addition, a second-story addition, and new front and side porch on the legal non-conforming 
structure 
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1322 Washington Avenue Case 2017-Z-09  ZBA: Grant  VB: Granted 
Request for a 109.37 square foot (1.82%) lot coverage variation, a 4.83’ front yard setback 
variation, a 0.91’ side yard setback variation, a 4.83’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 7.83’ 
front yard step setback variation, a 128.64 square foot (12.37%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a 51.94 square foot (4.41%) side yard impervious surface coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a rear one-story addition and the reconstruction of an 
enclosed front entry on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
235 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-58 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.55’ front yard setback variation and a 402.81 square foot (28.42%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
227 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-57 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.92’ front yard setback variation and a 405.97 square foot (28.78%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
211 Kilpatrick Avenue Case 2016-Z-56 ZBA: Deny  VB: Withdrawn 
Request for a 23.7’ front yard setback variation and a 405.3 square foot (28.59%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of an attached garage on the legal 
non-conforming structure 
 
3128 Greenleaf Avenue Case 2016-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 218.18 square foot (13.03%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the replacement and widening of the driveway on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
2411 Wilmette Avenue Case 2016-Z-42 ZBA: Deny/Deny  VB: Granted 
Request for a 4.69’ front yard setback variation, a 343.92 square foot (16.97%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front 
yard to permit the construction of a two-car attached garage 
 
3219 Illinois Road  Case 2016-Z-30 ZBA: Deny VB: Revised, Granted 
Revised request for a 6.08’ front yard setback variation, a 2.12’ side yard setback variation, a 1.62’ 
combined side yard setback variation, a 39.62 square foot (1.51%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation, and a variation to permit parking spaces in a required front yard to permit the 
construction of one-story additions, a front porch, and a front yard parking space 
 
513 5th Street Case 2015-Z-30 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 77.6 square foot (3.33%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the replacement and expansion of a legal non-conforming driveway 
 
1505 Wilmette Avenue Case 2015-Z-26 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 1.02’ front yard stoop setback variation, a 4.52’ front yard step setback variation, a 
225.88 square foot (16.73%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation, and a variation to 
permit a parking space in a required front yard to allow the replacement and expansion of an 
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existing front stoop, stair, and driveway 
 
3039 Indianwood Road Case 2014-Z-37 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Revised request for a 137.4 square foot (1.07%) lot coverage variation, a 2.3’ front yard porch 
setback variation, and an 86.68 square foot (3.4%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation 
to permit the construction of a new front porch on the legal non-conforming structure 
 
1041 Forest Avenue Case 2014-Z-27 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 2.07’ front yard porch setback variation, a 2.55’ front yard porch stair setback 
variation, and a 120.57 square foot (6.48%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit a front porch on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1000 Michigan Avenue Case 2014-Z-17 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 26.04’ front yard setback variation, a variation to permit parking spaces in a required 
front yard, a 3.9’ height variation, a 3.4’ parapet height variation, a 5.4’ chimney height variation, 
a 7.5’ side yard air conditioner setback variation, a 12.5’ side yard generator setback variation, a 
17.28 decibel sound variation, and a 1,006.05 square foot (18.45%) front yard impervious surface 
coverage variation to permit the construction of a new home with a permanently installed stand-by 
generator 
 
1045 New Trier Court Case 2013-Z-48 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 390.77 square foot (19.54%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to 
permit the retention of a front walkway on a legal non-conforming structure 
 
1614 Elmwood Avenue Case 2013-Z-40 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 10.58’ front yard porch setback variation, a 12.92’ front yard step setback variation, 
a 97.59 square foot (7.81%) front porch coverage variation, and a 45.12 square foot (3.61%) front 
yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the construction of a new front porch on the 
legal nonconforming structure 
 
424 Wilshire Drive East  Case 2013-Z-34 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 19.23’ front yard setback variation, a 0.24’ minimum side yard setback variation, 
and a 68.0 square foot (3.7%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of an attached two-car garage on the legal nonconforming structure 
 
2501 Lake Avenue Case 2013-Z-28 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 282.75 square foot (18.13%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
variation to allow a parking space in the required front yard to permit the widening of the existing 
driveway 
 
801 15th Street Case 2013-Z-10 ZBA: Deny VB: Granted 
Request for a 7.06’ front yard porch setback variation, a 7.06’ front yard step setback variation, a 
1,146.47 square foot (15.28%) total floor area variation, a 3.71 square foot (0.3%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation, and a 62.01 square foot (4.96%) front porch coverage 
variation to permit the construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming 
structure 
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2111 Schiller Avenue Case 2013-Z-07 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 6.84’ front yard porch setback variation, a 10.84’ front yard step setback variation, 
and a 148.58 square foot (6.03%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a new front porch and stair on a legal nonconforming structure 
 
243 Valley View Drive Case 2012-Z-52 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 15.16’ front yard setback variation, a 0.93’ combined side yard setback variation, and 
a 95.29 square foot (4.58%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
construction of a one-story addition 
 
2045 Lake Avenue Case 2012-Z-27 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 12.0 square foot (0.67%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation and a 
front yard parking space setback variation to permit the widening of the existing driveway 
 
328 Wilshire Drive West Case 2012-Z-22 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for a 91.13 square foot (4.9%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the widening of an existing driveway of a legal nonconforming structure 
 
2911 Orchard Lane Case 2012-Z-16 ZBA: Grant VB: Granted 
Request for an 80.8 square foot (4.86%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit 
the expansion of an existing driveway 
 
Zoning Ordinance Provisions Involved 
 
Section 5.4 outlines the variation procedures. 
 
Section 8.3 references Table 8-2, which establishes a minimum front yard setback of 27.0’ on the 
Subject Property. 
 
Section 8.3.E establishes a maximum front yard impervious surface coverage of 430.03 square feet 
(30%) on the Subject Property. 
 
Section 17.4.C establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not undergo any structural 
alteration unless to make it a conforming structure.  
 
Section 17.4.D establishes that a non-conforming structure shall not be enlarged in any manner 
unless to make it a conforming structure. 
 
Action Required 
 
Move to recommend granting a revised request for a 281.15 square foot (19.61%) front yard 
impervious surface coverage variation to permit the widening of a front walk on the legal non-
conforming structure at 241 Kilpatrick Avenue, in accordance with the plans submitted. 
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(After the vote on the request) 
Move to authorize the Chairman to prepare the report and recommendation for the Zoning Board 
of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-36. 
 
CASE FILE DOCUMENTS 
 
     Doc. No.     Documents  
 
 Location Maps And Plans 
 
  1.0 Zoning Map 
  1.1 Sanborn Fire Map 
  1.2 Sidwell Tax Map 

1.3 Plat of Survey 
1.4 Original Site Plan 
1.5 Photograph 
1.6 Revised Site Plan 

 
 Written Correspondence and Documentation 
 
   2.0 Completed application form 
   2.1 Letter of application 
   2.2 Proof of ownership 

2.3 Notice of Public Hearing as prepared for the petitioner, dated 
October 16, 2018 

   2.4 Notice of Public Hearing as published in The Wilmette Beacon, 
October 18, 2018 

   2.5 Certificate of publication 
   2.6 Certificate of posting, dated October 17, 2018 
   2.7 Affidavit of compliance with notice requirements, filed by 

applicant, October, 2018 
   2.8 Established Front Yard Worksheet for the 201 Block of 

Kilpatrick Avenue 
   2.9 Village Board meeting minutes September 25, 2018 
 
Minutes from the August 15, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons speaking on behalf of the applicant 
 
  3.11 None 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that there had been an issue with the published notice for the case 
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though the personal notice was done. It was requested that the case be tabled to 
September 5, 2018.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to continue the case to the September 5, 2018 meeting. 
 
 6.11 Mr. Boyer seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no nays 

(Ms. Norrick and Mr. Schneider were not present).   
 
   Motion carried.  
 
 
Minutes from the September 5, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mostafa Essabki, applicant 
   241 Kilpatrick Avenue 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a request for a 322.46 square foot (22.5%) front yard 

impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a front walk on the 
legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case on September 
25, 2018. 

 
 3.22 The applicant talked about something in the packet that was incorrect.  
 
  Ms. Roberts agreed that the second to last sentence was incorrect.  
 
 3.23 The applicant said that his contractor told him that he is adding 57 square feet. He 

said he has gone back and forth with the village regarding permits. He talked about 
permits for the driveway. He replaced the front walk with concrete. He did this for 
safety reasons.  

 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicant asked for a permit to redo the driveway. 

His driveway slopes down below grade to the garage door. They added some pumps 
to eliminate water. Then the applicant asked if he could do a new sidewalk.  

 
  The applicant said he extended the sidewalk by 57 square feet.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said a picture was submitted showing the old sidewalk on the south 
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side being a straight line. Between the sidewalk and the driveway, there is a 
retaining wall and bushes. The applicant removed the bushes and the sidewalk and 
filled in that area with concrete. The initial request for a permit was only for the 
driveway, but when the inspector came out he saw that the applicant was going to 
do the sidewalk as well. He then needed a new permit and he spoke with Ms. 
Roberts who told him that he would need a variance. The applicant said that the 
contractor would be there for the driveway and he wanted them to do the sidewalk 
at the same time, so he said he would ask for the variance after the fact.  

 
  The applicant said that the above was not entirely factual. He went back and forth 

with Ms. Roberts. She said that she could not approve his options and that he had 
to go through the variance process. He said that he took 96.2 square feet of sidewalk 
out. It is no longer there.  

 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy said that the sidewalk he is talking about is on the south side of 

the house. The sidewalk that the applicant took out doesn’t count as impervious 
surface.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that the front part counts as impervious surface.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy said that from the front of the house to the sidewalk in front was 

counting against the applicant.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that 69.66 square feet was taken out and that counts against him.  
 
  The applicant said that he had the numbers and would be happy to review them. 

Ms. Roberts told him that the village does not care about the back. It was 27’. He 
said that the concrete in front was 2.7’ wide, which gives 96 square feet and he 
added 57 square feet. He is asking for 57 square feet.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said that there is a disagreement on this point. The challenge is that 

there is not good information about what was there before. She has the plat of 
survey. There might have been more coverage existing than what is shown on the 
plat, but she cannot verify that. What was there doesn’t really matter. They are 
looking at what is proposed. The number of what is being proposed is solid and she 
is confident that it is correct.  

 
  The applicant explained that he takes no blame for what the previous owner did.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy said that the applicant has young children, ages 1 to 7. The bushes 

that were there were not keeping the children from walking to the edge of the 
retaining wall. But the applicant built a sidewalk that is equal in height to the 
retaining wall, so they could now walk right over the edge.  

 
  The applicant talked about his neighbors and what they have done at their homes 

for safety. He was talking about a metal fence to install for safety.  
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 3.29 Mr. Surman said that it would have to be a full fence and not just a rail.  
 
 3.30 Mr. Robke asked if the permit showed a railing on the new retaining wall.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that there was nothing on the driveway permit for that. The plan 

for the sidewalk was just the site plan.  
 
 3.31 Mr. Surman said that the applicant thought that he could take the area from the 

sidewalk and transfer it. But the situation they had was not conforming. Ms. 
Roberts’ goal was to make it conforming so they wouldn’t need a variation. Ms. 
Roberts challenged the proposed plan, but the applicant moved forward and made 
his own decision on the calculations. This is not the right way to go about the 
process. The applicant should have stopped the contractor. He had the opportunity 
to do this. But the applicant was assuming what was there was his calculation, but 
this is where the problem occurs. He said he has not seen someone move forward 
with a project when they were told not to move forward. He said that the applicant 
would have had to narrow down in a specific area, so they did not exceed the square 
footage.  

 
 3.32 Mr. Robke said that there are a few issues with this case. The board wrestles with 

a decision when someone does work without a permit. This is unique because 
before the work was done, the applicant was told he needed a permit for the variance 
but chose not to pursue that route. He is now asking for an after the fact variance. 
He is not sure that the board understands what the applicant is requesting. If there 
is to be a railing, a permit would be required to make sure that it meets code. The 
applicant said that the railing is for safety.  

 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said that the railing does not fall under the board’s purview.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Robke said he begs to differ. He is saying that there is a hardship related to 

safety, but the applicant is showing the board that does not address a safety issue. 
He is showing a solution without a rail. What he built is less safe than what existed. 
If the applicant is addressing safety as a concern, then he wants to see it addressed.  

 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy said that there was no request for a permit for the sidewalk or for 

a railing for safety reasons. The applicant just moved forward without a permit and 
would have probably added the railing without seeking a permit. The railing and 
the permitting do not fall under the board’s purview.  But the project, as a whole, 
is something that the board would review.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Schneider said that when there is a deck x inches above grade, there needs to 

be a railing.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that is correct.  
 
 3.37 Mr. Schneider continued and said that the railing has certain specifications. At least 
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part of the driveway would meet the requirement.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she believes that is true.  
 
 3.38 Mr. Schneider asked if there would be a separate process. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said they would ask the applicant for information, so they know how 

tall the railing is. It would be a revision to his driveway permit.  
 
  The applicant talked about an old picture and a survey. That should provide 

information about the concrete.  
 
 3.39 Chairman Duffy said that the picture is in the board packet. What the board is 

wrestling with is that the applicant is not following rules. He did the work and is 
not asking for forgiveness. The board is directed to look at this as if the work was 
not completed and decide on a recommendation to approve or not approve. The 
questions will keep coming about the plan. The applicant thought that he would 
build the sidewalk all the way to the retaining wall at the same height as the 
retaining wall. The applicant said he would put up railings. He will need to meet 
with Ms. Roberts and village staff if he wants to do that. It has to be added to the 
application and he needs to show a plan. What the applicant has done to try to 
mitigate the sidewalk width is that he removed some concrete from the front yard, 
that counts in his favor. He removed a lot that is beneficial so there is more pervious 
surface to absorb water. The sidewalk that the applicant removed was all the way 
down the side of the house. There is a door on the side that the sidewalk served. 
What are the applicant’s plans? There is a landing and stairs that stop about 3’ above 
the ground.  

 
  The applicant said that they would not use the sidewalk from the side. His neighbor 

has the same situation. There are water issues in the neighborhood. He has two 
sump pumps that pump water to the north.  

 
 3.40 Chairman Duffy said that on the south side of the house coming out of the second-

floor door, what will be there. There is a dangerous drop off of the bottom step.  
 
  The applicant talked about putting in rock and two trees.  
 
 3.41 Chairman Duffy said that there are stones on a walkway near the garden area. Will 

he put flat stones at the base of the stairs? 
 
  The applicant said his neighbor put in small rocks and it looks nice. Water goes 

through the rocks.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said it would be good if that was shown on something but there should 

be no zoning issue.  
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 3.42 Chairman Duffy said that when the applicant comes to speak with Ms. Roberts 
about the railing or fencing, there should be a plan about what is happening at the 
bottom of the stairs. When village staff inspects what has been done, they know 
what they should see and that the applicant is doing what he said he would do.   

 
 3.43 Mr. Robke suggested getting some drawings for a railing. If the board is being 

asked to approve the plans as submitted because it is a safer solution, there is no 
railing shown. He has a hard time accepting safety as a hardship when there is a 
condition that others have mentioned and seems to be less safe and is not code 
compliant. Is it possible that the plans could be amended to include the information 
so that the board can see that it is a safer solution or understand how it is a safer 
solution?  

 
 3.44 Chairman Duffy clarified that instead of having the applicant come back on 

September 26 and for the sake of speed and safety, he has his plans ready for the 
September 25 Village Board meeting. He needs to tell the Village Board what he 
plans to do, here are drawings, and this is what it will look like when done. It may 
not get a positive recommendation from the ZBA, but the applicant still needs to 
go to the village board and explain what he is doing if they are to overturn the 
ZBA’s decision if the recommendation is negative. The applicant should have his 
plans together and be collaborating with Ms. Roberts about the railing.  

 
  Chairman Duffy said that the applicant was saying that by creating the sidewalk 

will help with water on the site. Is that correct? 
 
  The applicant said that is correct. He is talking about the pervious surface area.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Surman asked how many square feet are they over. The applicant said 57 square 

feet. But in the packet, it appears to be 322 square feet. What is the correct number? 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the applicant said he was taking 56 square feet of pervious 

area out. 
 
 3.46 Chairman Duffy clarified that the request is 322.4 square feet and a lot of that exists.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that based what is on the plat, they figured 714.47 square feet of 

existing coverage.  
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman clarified that some of the overage is from the driveway.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the driveway by itself puts them over the coverage limit.  
 
 3.48 Chairman Duffy said that adding the sidewalk means that they are over by more 

square feet.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that removing the south side walk helped.  
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  The applicant had nothing to add to the discussion. He talked about what the 
previous owner did. That has nothing to do with him. The contractor talked about 
57 square feet. He talked about his inability to change a sewer at the front of the 
house.  

 
 3.49 Mr. Surman said that the contractor does not know the codes, so he is not the one 

the applicant should have been taking advice from. He should have taken Ms. 
Roberts’ advice.  

 
  The applicant said that Ms. Roberts gave him verbal advice and they were going 

back and forth. He talked about taking into permits to the village. He said right now 
they are stopped because they were waiting for the zoning meeting. He hasn’t even 
applied for permits for the railing. 

 
 3.50 Mr. Surman said that a sidewalk that is over 7’ wide is a large sidewalk. Most homes 

have 3’ to 4’ wide sidewalks. If he had followed what he said he might have been 
over but not quite as much.  

 
  The applicant talked about the big sewer in the front again.  
 
 3.51 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant to show the sewer on the survey.  
 
  The applicant said that the sewer is not on the survey and its located in about the 

middle of the sidewalk.  
 
 3.52 Chairman Duffy said he did not see the sewer when he went to the site.  
 
 3.53 Mr. Surman said it probably is a private sewer.  
 
 3.54 There was no one in the audience to speak on this case.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Robke said he cannot support this primarily because of safety being the 

hardship although there is reference in the letter about a railing. The approval is per 
the plans submitted and there is no railing. Therefore, he cannot accept safety as a 
hardship. He agrees with other comments made. A 7’ wide walk is well above 
average width in the village. The applicant could have minimized the width. There 
is a comment in the letter about filling the area with concrete instead of the bushes 
will help with flooding, but he doesn’t understand this.  

 
 5.2 Mr. Schneider said that if this case had come to the board prior to the work being 

done, he would have approved this because there is a net reduction in impervious 
surface. When the board gets a request when there is a renovation, whether it meets 
code or not is not checked. The board assumes that the stair has a certain tread width 
and height that conforms to construction codes. He assumes that this will happen 
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here, or they will be cited. He thinks that the proposal makes sense and he can 
support it.  

 
 5.3 Mr. Kolleng said that the biggest issue he has with the case is that the applicant was 

told that he needed a variance to do something and he went ahead and did it without 
a permit. He assumes He talked about previous situations where this has occurred, 
and the applicants were asked to undo what was done. He is troubled by the fact 
that the applicant talked about safety reasons but there are no safety precautions. 
He agrees with Mr. Schneider that there is a net reduction in impervious surface, 
which is a positive. The board probably would not have approved this as a 7’ 
sidewalk because of the impervious surface issue. Why not make it 5’ or smaller?  
The board encourages applicants to minimize requests.  

 
 5.4 Mr. Surman agrees with Mr. Kolleng. The applicant did not go through the process 

in the correct manner. It makes for a hard situation. Chairman Duffy said that the 
board should review the case as if it was a new case and there was no work done. 
If that was the situation, the board would say they are already over so reduce the 
sidewalk width. He could not approve the request without bringing up the issue of 
not having a railing as it is designed. It is a very dangerous situation in its current 
state. Near the home one could drop down almost 5’. He cannot support it.  

 
 5.5 Ms. Norrick is torn on this case. The applicant was misguided by the contractor. If 

the case came to the board without being built, she would want to see a narrower 
sidewalk and there would be ways to decrease impervious surface.  

 
 5.6 Chairman Duffy said that his biggest issue is that there is no plan to show what will 

happen. The railing is a huge point. He will vote against this because there is no 
plan to show what the end outcome is. He told the applicant to have the plan when 
he came to the Village Board, so they can see the end result. That is the most 
expeditious way for the applicant to get to the end vs. having him return to the ZBA 
and requesting this again. He would push for a narrower sidewalk to minimize 
impervious surface.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Robke moved to recommend granting a request for a 322.46 square foot 

(22.5%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of 
a front walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 241 Kilpatrick Avenue in 
accordance with the plans submitted.  

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

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-36.  
 
 6.21 Mr. Kolleng seconded the motion and the vote was all ayes and no nays.  
 
 Motion carried.  
 
7.0 FINDINGS OF FACT UPON WHICH DECISION WAS BASED 

 
A majority of the Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request does not meet the 
variation standards of Section 5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. Specifically, there are no 
conditions of the property that are causing a practical difficulty or particular hardship. The 
applicant created his own plight by installing the sidewalk without approval and installing 
a width greater than typically seen. The applicant indicated that safety was a concern but 
did not provide any information about installing a rail or barrier along the edge of the 
driveway. The proposed variation may be injurious to other property in the neighborhood 
as there is known flooding issue on that block. The variation, if granted, will alter the 
essential character of the neighborhood as a 7’ wide walk is not consistent with other 
properties. 
 
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 
property, the existing condition of the driveway by itself exceeding the allowable coverage, 
imposes upon the owner particular hardship in that any amount of walkway in the front 
yard will require a variation. The applicant attempted to mitigate the coverage issue by 
removing a sidewalk along the south property line. The applicant was possibly 
misinformed by his contractor about the net change in impervious coverage, believing there 
was a net reduction between the removal of the south walk and the additional paving at the 
front walk. There is no evidence to confirm how much open area was subsequently filled 
in at the front walk. As a flat surface, the proposed variation will not impair an adequate 
supply of light and air to adjacent property. There is no evidence that the additional paving 
will otherwise injure adjacent property. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood; a front walk to the sidewalk is consistent with other 
properties in the neighborhood. 
 

8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends denying a request for a 322.46 square foot 
(22.5%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the retention of a front 
walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 241 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance with 
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the plans submitted. 
 
Minutes from the November 7, 2018 meeting 
 
3.0 TESTIMONY, COMMENTS, AND ARGUMENTS ON BEHALF OF THE 

APPLICANT 
 
 3.1 Persons appearing for the applicant 
 
  3.11 Mr. Mostafa Essabki, applicant 
 
 3.2 Summary of presentations 
 
 3.21 Ms. Roberts said that this is a revised request for a 281.15 square foot (19.61%) 

front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the widening of a front 
walk on the legal non-conforming structure. The Village Board will hear this case 
on November 27, 2018.  

 
 3.22 The applicant said that he worked with Mr. Adler and Ms. Roberts from the village. 

He is now asking for 29 square feet for his sidewalk. He will cut off 1’ all the way 
through the front yard. He is also asking to create a railing for the sidewalk. The 
contractor will not install the railing immediately. He will put the railing 0.5’ from 
the corner. He will take 1’ from the side. 

 
 3.23 Chairman Duffy asked if he is taking 1’ of the sidewalk from the south side.  
 
  The applicant said that is correct.  
 
 3.24 Chairman Duffy clarified that the sidewalk relates to the retaining wall to the 

driveway.  
 
  The applicant said that the sidewalk is 5.3’ wide.  
 
 3.25 Chairman Duffy said that the dimension is showing as 6.3’ wide.  
 
  The applicant talked about 1’ of the railing.  
 
 3.26 Chairman Duffy clarified that the applicant would need permits for the railing.  
 
 3.27 Chairman Duffy asked if the applicant had done anything else with the property 

since the last hearing.  
 
  The applicant has done nothing with the property since the last hearing.  
 
 3.28 Chairman Duffy asked about the plan for the door on the side.  
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  The applicant said that no one uses that door and it is not safe. He might use it in 
the future.  

 
 3.29 Chairman Duffy said at the last hearing the applicant talked about redoing the side 

stairs and creating a stone or block sidewalk. Is he going to do this? 
 
  The applicant said he would do that if he will use the door that is not being used at 

this time. He would eliminate the door if that was approved. That would be a future 
case.  

 
 3.30 Chairman Duffy said he does not want the applicant to put back a sidewalk that he 

once took out. The applicant said that the sidewalk width is 5.3’, which is about the 
width of the original sidewalk.  

 
 3.31 Mr. Surman noted that the impervious surface does not get reduced. He is putting 

the hand rail over further. 1’ is being cut off. What can be done to get the request 
to conform?   

 
 3.32 Mr. Schneider said that the railing has to be on that concrete at 6” from the edge of 

the concrete. He does not have use of the full 6’3” because of that 6” or more.  
 
 3.33 Chairman Duffy said that the applicant has 5-3/4’ of width after he cuts off 1’. That 

is still a wide walk.  
 
 3.34 Mr. Surman said that Mr. Adler’s report said that the average sidewalk width in that 

area is 3’to 5’. 
 
 3.35 Chairman Duffy asked the applicant if he could cut off more than 1’ of width to 

make it work. Then he would not be asking for a variance.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the front yard coverage was very non-conforming. Even if 

the applicant didn’t have any front walk, the coverage would still be over. 29 square 
feet was based on discussion at the Village Board meeting. She referenced exhibit 
1.5, pre-existing condition before the walk was removed. The landscaping area was 
29 square feet of open space and got filled in. The idea was to remove 29 square 
feet of the current plan to be equitable.  

 
 3.36 Mr. Surman said that the width of the current sidewalk wasn’t that wide. The 

sidewalk is shown on the survey. 
 
  Ms. Roberts said that survey might have not been accurate to the most recent 

condition on the property. On the photo the walk looks straighter than it does on 
the plat.  

 
 3.37 Mr. Surman said that the setback is 27.0’. If he is looking for 29.0’, he is looking 

for 1’ additional and then he would not need the variance.  
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 3.38 Chairman Duffy said that it is still over. He is 281 square feet over. He is taking 29 

square feet off.  
  Ms.  Roberts said that maybe that was net with the south walk.  
 
 3.39 Chairman Duffy asked about the distance from the front sidewalk to the steps.  
 
 3.40 Mr. Kolleng said the distance is 39.0’.  
 
 3.41 Mr. Schneider said that this is shown on 1.6.   
 
 3.42 Mr. Surman said that the front yard is only 27.0’.  
 
 3.43 Chairman Duffy clarified that he has to take off the 27.0’ to the front yard setback.  

To call the area where the bushes were only 29 square feet is probably not accurate. 
How is that an equal tradeoff? To get an equal tradeoff, they would reduce the 
sidewalk by the width of the area that the bushes occupied.  

 
  Ms. Roberts said she thought that 29 square feet was what was left over when they 

take out the south sidewalk also.  
 
 3.44 Ms. Norrick said the south sidewalk plus 29 square feet.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Surman said that the board knows that this will never comply. The public 

sidewalk is 5’ wide. If he went down to 4’ wide, that is the best that he can do.  
 
 3.44 Chairman Duffy clarified 4’ plus the width of the retaining wall.  
 
 3.45 Mr. Surman talked about the handrail, which is about 1’ and then 4’ more. To 

resolve the situation, cut the sidewalk to a reasonable width.  
 
 3.46 Chairman said that the sewer is not in the front yard setback and is closer to the 

steps so that doesn’t come into play when reducing the sidewalk width.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said that the reduction would need to be in front of 27.0’ 
 
 3.47 Mr. Surman clarified that he was talking about cutting one side.  
 
 3.48 Chairman Duffy said he thought that they would take 2’ off one side. How does 

that look appearance-wise? 
 
 3.49 Ms. Norrick asked why it had to jut out.  
 
 3.50 Chairman Duffy said that he has to take it out of the front yard setback, which is 

27’ from the sidewalk and not all the way to the house.   
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 3.51 Mr. Surman said he was not sure why they could not take another foot.  
 
 3.52 Chairman Duffy asked if it would look strange to come up and out like an upside-

down boot instead of being centered. Saw cutting concrete is expensive.  
 
 3.53 Ms. Norrick said if the applicant cannot have the wine glass look, maybe that 

doesn’t matter to him.  
 
 3.54 Mr. Surman said that a retaining wall would be about 8” thick. They don’t want to 

be cutting that.  
 
 3.55 Mr. Kolleng noted that this is already non-conforming. It doesn’t make sense to 

him to try to get another 27 square feet in addition to the original  27 square feet. It 
will look odd. If the applicant is willing to do what is shown on 1.6, that is fine with 
him.  

 
 3.56 Mr. Schneider asked when the handrail would be installed.  
 
  Ms. Roberts said she hopes it will be installed as soon as the applicant is ready to 

put it in. 
 
  The applicant said he could install the handrail any time after the request is 

approved. He said there is no answer about how wide the sidewalk should be.  
 
 3.57 Chairman Duffy clarified to the applicant that they are over in front yard impervious 

surface coverage. It doesn’t matter if someone can walk up the sidewalk side by 
side. They are asking the applicant to try to reduce the impact of the variance he is 
requesting and asking him to reduce the size of the sidewalk. It doesn’t look like 
the width of the original sidewalk was 5’ and it looks smaller. The request may be 
seen positively by the board.  

 
 3.58 Mr. Surman said that the railing probably would have to go out much further 

towards the street than is shown on the drawing. He showed the applicant what he 
meant.  

 
  The applicant explained where the railing would start. The highest part of the railing 

is 4’.  
 
 3.59 Chairman Duffy said that the village would help with railing placement. It is not 

within the board’s purview.  
 
5.0 VIEWS EXPRESSED BY MEMBERS OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 
 
 5.1 Mr. Kolleng said that this case was before the board, then went to the Village Board 

and they remanded it back to the board. Last time the applicant was taking away 
the south side walk to compensate the new sidewalk that was there. A lot of 
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discussion at the last hearing was about the railing for safety. This is already non-
conforming. The applicant took off 1’. He thinks that standards of review are met. 
He will put up a fence. He has tried to work with the village. He stopped the 
contractor from proceeding. He is acting in good faith. He can support this request.  

 
 5.2 Ms. Norrick agreed. The request is nominal, and the applicant acted in good faith. 

He is trying to do the right thing. She can support the request.  
 
 5.3 Mr. Schneider agreed with above comments.  
 
 5.4 Mr. Surman said he wanted to bring up the issues that he did. He agrees with above 

comments. The applicant tried to resolve the issue.  
 
 5.5 Chairman Duffy said that Mr. Kolleng pointed out that this is a situation where the 

work was done before the applicant asked for a variance. The original 
recommendation from the board was negative. Then it went to the village board 
where it was remanded back to the board with the suggestion that this could be 
solution. Would the board have approved the request if the work was not already 
done? He does not like it when work is done, and people ask for forgiveness. But 
the applicant has also had to jump through hoops. He offered to make adjustments. 
He can support the request.  

 
6.0 DECISION 
 
 6.1 Mr. Kolleng moved to recommend granting a revised request for a 281.15 square 

foot (19.61%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the 
widening of a front walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 241 Kilpatrick 
Avenue in accordance with the plans submitted.  

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

recommendation for the Zoning Board of Appeals for case number 2018-Z-36. 
 
 6.21 Mr. Surman seconded the motion and the voice vote was all ayes and no 

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

The Zoning Board of Appeals finds that the request meets the variation standards of Section 
5.4.F of the Zoning Ordinance. The physical conditions of the property, the size of the front 
yard area and the existing non-conforming coverage due to the driveway, impose upon the 
owner a particular hardship. The plight of the owner was not created by the owner and is 
due to the size of the driveway. The hardship is peculiar to the property in question and not 
generally shared by others. The hardship prevents the owner from making reasonable use 
of the property with an adequate front walk. The applicant has attempted to mitigate the 
existing conditions by removing an unnecessary walk at the south side of the property and 
further proposes to reduce the width of the new/existing front walk by one foot. The 
proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property 
nor otherwise injure other property. The variation, if granted, will not alter the essential 
character of the neighborhood. 

 
8.0 RECOMMENDATION 
 

The Zoning Board of Appeals recommends granting a revised request for a 281.15 square 
foot (19.61%) front yard impervious surface coverage variation to permit the widening of 
a front walk on the legal non-conforming structure at 241 Kilpatrick Avenue in accordance 
with the plans submitted. 

 
 
  
 



































REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEMS: 3.6

Page 1 of 2 

SUBJECT: Ordinance Increasing Water Rate 

MEETING DATE: Introduction – November 13, 2018 
Adoption – November 27, 2018  

FROM: Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 

See Budget Impact Section 

Recommended Motions 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-82 amending the Wilmette 
Village Code (Chapter 18 Sewer and Water Facilities). 

Background 

In 2015, the Village Board approved a Water Rate Policy Statement to ensure that water 
revenues meet long-term goals:  

• A balanced budget in the Water Fund – Operating expenses shall equal projected
revenues

• Water Plant Capital Improvements – A minimum of $400,000 available annually to fund
necessary maintenance and repairs to the Water Plant; this does not include major
projects which may require bond proceeds

• Water Main Replacement Program – Beginning in Fiscal Year 2020, the Village shall
allocate funding necessary to replace at least 1% of its domestic water mains annually
at an estimated cost of $1,300,000

• Water Fund Reserve – Sufficient funds available to meet the annual minimum
recommended reserve level in the current fiscal year as well as the three-year cash flow
projection

• General Fund Transfer – An annual transfer made to the General Fund to reduce the
Village’s reliance on the property tax levy; this transfer has historically been
approximately $1,000,000

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Village Manager’s Office

mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com
mailto:molloym@wilmette.com
mailto:prejznerj@wilmette.com


Page 2 of 2 AGENDA ITEMS: 3.6

The Village Board held a series of budget meetings on the following dates to review and discuss 
FY 2018 budget performance and the FY 2019 proposed budget: 

 May 22, 2018: First Quarter Financial Review

 August 21, 2018: Mid-Year Financial Review and 2019 Budget/CIP Preview

 October 9, 2019: Presentation of FY 2019 Budget to the Village Board

 October 30, 2018: FY 2019 Budget Workshop

At the August 21st and October 30th meetings, a $0.07 increase to the water rate was discussed 
and recommended for approval as part of the 2019 Budget.  

Discussion and Budget Impact 

The proposed fee change is summarized below. 

Category 2018 Amount 2019 Amount 

Residential Water Rate $ 2.68/ccf $ 2.75/ccf 

In accordance with the Water Rate Policy, the Village reevaluates its water rates annually to 
ensure the goals are met. To that end, it is recommended that the Village adopt a 7 cent 
increase to the water rate in FY 2019, approximately 2.7%, from $2.68/ccf to $2.75/ccf (1 ccf = 
100 cu.ft.) which equates to an annual increase of $5.88 to the median water bill. The Village 
avoided water rate increases over five of the last seven years.  A modest increase in 2019 will 
recognize that normal costs to operate the water plant and distribution system in regards to 
personnel, commodities and other costs increase over time. 

Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance #2018-O-82 Amending Fees



ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-82 

 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING THE WILMETTE VILLAGE CODE 

(Chapter 18 Sewer and Water Facilities) 

 

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 governance and affairs; and, 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees of the Village find that the sound 

management of the public finances of the Village of Wilmette necessitates that from time to time 

the Village of Wilmette revise certain user fees and rates in order to adequately fund the public 

services provided by the Village of Wilmette; and, 

NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

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 18, “Sewer and Water Facilities,” Section 18-5, “Water Rates and Bills,” Subsection 18-

5.1, “Rates Within the Village,” in the manner and form shown below in said Subsection 18-5.1, 

by deleting the text of said Subsection 18-5.1 shown in strikethrough type below and inserting the 

new text shown in underlined bold type below, so that said Subsection 18-5.1 shall hereafter read 

as follows: 

18-5.1 RATES WITHIN THE VILLAGE.   

The following rates are hereby established for consumers within the Village receiving 

water from the water system of the Village of Wilmette.  

a.  The minimum charge for each three months' period shall be $22.00 21.44. The charge 

for water used shall be $2.75 2.68 per 100 cubic feet.  The minimum charge, as provided 
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for in this Section, shall not be applicable to water consumed at a service address where 

the consumer is a political subdivision of the State of Illinois or other local public entity. 

SECTION 3: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in 

Chapter 18, “Sewer and Water Facilities,” Section 18-5, “Water Rates and Bills,” Subsection 18-

5.2, “Rates Outside the Village,” in the manner and form shown below in said Subsection 18-5.2, 

by deleting the text of said Subsection 18-5.2 shown in strikethrough type below and inserting the 

new text shown in underlined bold type below, so that said Subsection 18-5.2 shall hereafter read 

as follows: 

18-5.2 RATES OUTSIDE THE VILLAGE.   

The following rates are hereby established for non-wholesale consumers outside the 

village limits receiving water from the water system of the village.  The minimum charge 

for each three months' period shall be $44.00 42.88. The charge for water used shall be 

$5.50 5.36 per 100 cubic feet.   

 

SECTION 4:  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after January 1, 2019, 

subsequent to its passage, approval and publication as required by law. 

 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 27th  

day of November, 2018, according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES:             

NAYS:             

ABSTAIN:      

ABSENT:       

                                                                                                                                     

                                                            Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
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APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 27th day of November, 

2018. 

                                                                                                                                     

                                                            President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

  

                                                                                     

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

  

 



REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION    AGENDA ITEM: 3.7 
 

Page 1 of 1 
 

   
 

       

SUBJECT: Fund Transfer from the Water Fund to the General Fund  
   

MEETING DATE:  November 27, 2018       
 
FROM:   Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 

 
Water Fund  - $950,000 
General Fund +    $950,000 

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to approve Resolution #2018-R-22 authorizing the transfer of $950,000 from the Water 
Fund to the General Fund. 
 
Background and Discussion 
 
Included in the 2018 Budget were certain transfers between funds to meet the overall financing 
objectives of the Village.  Resolution #2018-R-22 authorizes a $950,000 transfer from the 
Water Fund to the General Fund.  The annual Water Fund transfer reflects the profitable 
operation of our water plant from the sale of wholesale water to the Village of Glenview, Illinois 
American Water Company, Golf and Kenilworth.  There are sufficient monies available to 
accomplish the transfer.   
 
Budget Impact 
 
The recommendation to transfer $950,000 from the Water Fund to the General Fund is $50,000 
less then initial 2018 Budget cash flows projected.  The slight decrease in the transfer reflects 
the diminished consumption levels due to weather.  With the transfer, the Water Fund Reserve 
Balance (pre-audit) is projected to be $3.29 million, which is above the recommended reserve 
of $1.76 million.  
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Resolution #2018-R-222 

Finance Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 
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RESOLUTION NO.  2018-R-22 
 
 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE TRANSFER OF WATER FUND 
RESERVE MONIES TO THE GENERAL FUND 

 

 

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Cook 

County, Illinois, find that the Village of Wilmette (“Village”) is a home rule unit of 

government and pursuant to the authority granted in Article VII, Section 6, of the 

Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970, may enact any ordinance relating to its 

governance and affairs, and this Resolution is enacted pursuant to such power and 

authority; and, 

 

WHEREAS, the Water Fund surplus account has a legal appropriation for transfer to 

the General Corporate Fund for fiscal year 2018, and, 

 

WHEREAS, the transfer of funds from this account to the General Corporate Fund is 

a lawful transfer, and, 

 

WHEREAS, a $950,000.00 transfer is recommended as a reimbursement to the 

General Corporate Fund for payment in lieu of taxes and for services rendered. 

 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF 

TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

 



SECTION 1: The foregoing recitals and findings, and each of them, are hereby 

adopted as Section 1 of this Resolution and are incorporated by reference as if set forth 

verbatim herein.   

 

SECTION 2: The Village Treasurer be and is hereby authorized to transfer the sum 

of NINE HUNDRED FIFTEY THOUSAND AND 00/100 DOLLARS ($950,000.00) from 

the Water Fund surplus monies to the General Corporate Fund. 

 
ADOPTED by the President and board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, 

Illinois, on the 27th day of November, 2018. 

 

AYES: _____________________________________________________ 

NAYS: _____________________________________________________ 

ABSTAIN: _____________________________________________________ 

ABSENT: _____________________________________________________ 

Approved on November 27, 2018. 

 

       
Village President   
 
____________________________________ 
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 
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SUBJECT: Adoption of 2018 Property Tax Levy   
     
MEETING DATE:  Introduction – November 27, 2018; Adoption – December 11, 2018  
 
FROM:   Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 

    
See Budget Impact Section 
 

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance 2018-O-86 setting the 2018 Tax Levy 
for the Village of Wilmette.  
 
Background 
 
In order to collect a property tax, government agencies in the State of Illinois are required to 
establish a "tax levy". The funds identified in the tax levy and collected through the property tax 
process are utilized by the Village, along with other revenue sources, to pay for Village 
operations.  The Tax Levy Ordinance is the Village’s legal request to receive property taxes 
from the properties lying within its corporate boundaries and it sets forth the purpose and 
amount of property taxes to be received. Historically, Village’s levy had two components, one 
for corporate purposes and one for debt service.  The corporate purposes levy is to fund core 
operations such as wages, benefits, commodities, contractual services and such. The debt 
service portion of the levy pays the principal and interest amounts on outstanding debt.  As part 
of the 2018 budget process, the Village Board decided to levy separately for the Police and the 
Firefighters’ Pension Funds. Previously, the amounts were included in the corporate levy.  

 
Discussion 
 
The 2018 tax levy contained in this ordinance totals $18,620,800. The 2018 tax levy includes 
General Operating levy of $9,811,800, Police Pension Levy of $2,273,000, Firefighters’ 
Pension Levy of $2,823,000 and Debt Service Levy of $3,7138,000.  This is $498,604 greater 
than the 2017 tax levy representing a 2.75% increase. This increase is summarized as follows: 

 

 

Finance Department 

BUDGET IMPACT: 
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Components of 2018 Tax Levy Growth:     

  General Operations        292,801  1.68% 
  Pension Funding Obligation        210,887 1.21% 
  Debt Service        -24,400 -.14% 

      

      

  Overall 2018 Tax Levy Growth       498,604   2.75% 

 

The levy for existing debt service includes all issuances to date as well as abatements that are 
expected to be filed.  

The tax levy that is introduced at the November 27, 2018 meeting will be up for adoption at the 
December 11, 2018 meeting. A public hearing on the levy will be held at the December 11, 
2018 meeting as well. The levy must be filed with Cook County by the 4th Tuesday in December. 

A chart indicating the Village’s tax levy history and future projections is included as a part of 
this report. 
 
Budget Impact 
 
In conjunction with examining the proposed budget each year, the Village Board establishes 
the tax levy to assist in financing the budget. Property tax receipts are the largest source of 
revenue for the Village and for Fiscal Year 2019, it represents approximately 26% of all 
projected revenues.  
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Ordinance #2018-O-86 
2. Tax Levy History and Projections 

 



ORDINANCE 2018-O-86 
 
  
 

 
AN ORDINANCE LEVYING TAXES FOR ALL CORPORATE PURPOSES 

OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, FOR 
THE FISCAL YEAR BEGINNING THE FIRST DAY OF JANUARY, 2019 

AND ENDING THE 31ST DAY OF DECEMBER, 2019 
 
 
 
 

Passed by the President and Board of Trustees, 12/11/2018 
Printed and Published, 12/12/2018 

 
 
 
 
 

Printed and Published in Pamphlet Form by Authority of the President and Board of 
Trustees 

Village of Wilmette 
Cook County, Illinois 

 
 

I hereby certify that this document 
was properly published on the date 
stated above. 
 
 
 
_________________ 
Village Clerk 
  



 ORDINANCE 2018-O-86 
 
 AN ORDINANCE LEVYING TAXES FOR ALL CORPORATE PURPOSES 
 OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, FOR 
 THE FISCAL YEAR BEGINNING THE FIRST DAY OF JANUARY, 2019 
 AND ENDING THE 31ST DAY OF DECEMBER, 2019 
 
 
 

 BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, 

Cook County, Illinois as follows: 

 

 SECTION 1: The sum of EIGHTEEN MILLION, SIX HUNDRED TWENTY 

THOUSAND, EIGHT HUNDRED DOLLARS AND NO CENTS ($18,620,800.00) being the 

total of the appropriation heretofore legally made which are to be raised by taxation for the 

current fiscal year beginning the first (1st) day of January, 2019, and ending the thirty-first 

(31st) day of December, 2019, by the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois, for all 

corporate purposes of said Village, including the General Corporate Fund, Police Pension 

Fund, Fire Pension Fund and Bond Debt Fund, be and the same is hereby levied upon all 

taxable property within said Village of Wilmette subject to taxation for said current fiscal year. 

 

 SECTION 2:  The specific amounts as levied for the various purposes heretofore 

named being indicated herein by being placed in a separate column designated "TO BE 

RAISED BY TAXATION", which said items appear in the right-hand column of this 

ordinance, the said taxes so levied being for the current fiscal year of the said Village and 

for the said appropriations to be raised by taxation, the totals of which have been ascertained 

as aforesaid and being as follows: 

 

FOR GENERAL CORPORATE PURPOSES: 

 GENERAL GOVERNMENT GROUP: 
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PUBLIC WORKS - Engineering
Total 

Appropriation
Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Regular Salaries 515,800            515,800              None
Overtime Salaries 500                   500                     None
Employee Benefits 174,310            174,310              None
Memberships 3,100                3,100                  None
Professional Services 42,500              42,500                None
Master Bike Plan 20,000              20,000                None
Plan Review Services 65,000              65,000                None
Non-Oper. Plan Review & Inspec 33,000              33,000                None
Maint.-office equipment                                  1,000                1,000                  None
Maint.-traffic signals                                   53,420              53,420                None
Sidewalk replacement program                             74,200              74,200                None
Curb repairs                                             43,400              43,400                None
Alley program                                         552,100            552,100              None
Pavement Surface Rejuvenation 16,900              16,900                None
Pavement marking program                                 53,000              53,000                None
Brick street maintenance                                 140,000            140,000              None
Brick street renovation 627,200            627,200              None
Crack sealing program                                    42,400              42,400                None
Traffic calming program 30,000              30,000                None
Locust Road Reconstruct 1,274,705         1,274,705           150,000                  
Central Avenue Reconstruction 619,735            619,735              None
Skokie / Lake Intersection Improvement 83,400              83,400                None
Telephone Srvc - Cellular 2,300                2,300                  None
Supplies - office                                        2,100                2,100                  None
Supplies - other than office                             2,500                2,500                  None
Automotive expense allocation                            9,790                9,790                  None
Incidentals                                              1,200                1,200                  None
Training                                                 4,550                4,550                  None
Skokie Valley bike trail                            12,155              12,155                None

4,500,265         3,679,055           150,000                  

PUBLIC HEALTH AND SAFETY GROUP
Total 

Appropriation
Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Police Department - General Operations
Regular Salaries 4,965,075         282,404              4,682,671               
Overtime Salaries 300,000            300,000              None
Employee Benefits 996,410            813,726              182,684                  
Memberships 1,400                1,400                  None
Medical Examinations 15,000              15,000                None
Contractual Animal Control and Removal 18,000              18,000                None
Maintenance of Equipment 48,050              48,050                None
Radio Maintenance 35,500              35,500                None
Telephone Srvc - Cellular 1,600                1,600                  None
Uniform Expense 43,400              43,400                None
Range Supplies 9,000                9,000                  None
Supplies other than Office 14,050              14,050                None
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Police Department - General Operations (continued)
Total 

Appropriation
Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Materials - Community Relations 2,000                2,000                  None
Automotive Expense 215,350            215,350              None
Incidentals 7,000                7,000                  None
Training 43,900              43,900                None
Seizure Expenses 20,000              20,000                None
Crime Lab Expense 39,115              39,115                None
NIPAS Contribution 6,205                6,205                  None
Major Crimes Task Force 4,100                4,100                  None
NIPSTA Contribution 7,400                7,400                  None
CERF Transfer 125,690            125,690              None

6,918,245         2,052,890           4,865,355               

Fire Department - Emergency Fire & Medical Services
Total 

Appropriation
Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Regular Salaries 4,837,150         268,018              4,569,132               
Overtime Salaries 312,750            312,750              None
Other Salaries - Off Duty Response 10,000              10,000                None
Employee Benefits 1,116,860         938,606              178,254                  
Memberships 3,720                3,720                  None
Lease/Purchase - Copier 5,000                5,000                  None
Medical Exams 18,425              18,425                None
Maintenance of Equipment other than Office 6,190                6,190                  None
Radio Maintenance 4,350                4,350                  None
Maintenance of Breathing Equipment 6,180                6,180                  None
Emergency Medical Equipment Maintenance 790                   790                     None
Maintenance of Special Rescue Equipment 8,500                8,500                  None
Re-Accreditation Expense 1,800                1,800                  None
Telephone Srvc - Cellular 6,400                6,400                  None
Uniform Expense 24,750              24,750                None
Protective Clothing 32,300              32,300                None
Repl. Fire Hose 9,500                9,500                  None
Medical Supplies 18,080              18,080                None
Emergency Equipment Supplies 5,100                5,100                  None
Office Supplies 2,000                2,000                  None
Supplies other than Office 8,400                8,400                  None
Public Education Programming 4,000                4,000                  None
Automotive Expense 290,870            290,870              None
Incidentals 1,000                1,000                  None
Training 54,000              54,000                None
NIPSTA Contribution 8,325                8,325                  None
MABAS Contribution 5,500                5,500                  None
Rent - Commonwealth Edison 575                   575                     None
Fire Truck Debt Service 12,500              12,500                None
CERF Transfer 137,810            137,810              None
Fire Station Alerting Equipment 56,400              56,400                None
Washer / Extractor 40,000              40,000                None

7,049,225         2,301,839           4,747,386               
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Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

General Fund - Other Departments 16,635,940       16,635,940         None

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total General Fund Appropriations 35,103,675       
Less - Estimated Sources of Receipts Other than Taxation 25,340,934         
Amount to be Raised by Taxation 9,762,741               
1/2 of 1% of Total Taxation Levy for Collection Losses 49,059                    
Total Taxation Levy for the General Fund 9,811,800               

SECTION 3: That there be appropriated from the Municipal Garage Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Municipal Garage Fund 1,401,390         1,401,390           None

SECTION 4: That there be appropriated from the Employee Insurance Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Employee Insurance Fund 3,332,091         3,332,091           None

SECTION 5: That there be appropriated from the Workers' Compensation Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Workers' Compensation Fund 320,700            320,700              None

SECTION 6: That there be appropriated from the Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund 1,967,080         1,967,080           None
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SECTION 7: That there be appropriated from the Bond Debt Fund:

Bond Debt Fund
Total 

Appropriation
Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Bond Retirement 2,780,000         4,125                  2,775,875               
Interest Expense 900,000            -                      900,000                  
Paying Agent Fees 2,000                2,000                  None

Total Bond Debt Fund Appropriations 3,682,000         
Less - Estimated Sources of Receipts Other than Taxation 6,125                  
Amount to be Raised by Taxation 3,675,875               
 1% of Total Taxation Levy for Collection Losses 37,125                    
Total Taxation Levy for the Bond Debt Fund 3,713,000               

SECTION 8: That there be appropriated from the Motor Fuel Tax Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Motor Fuel Tax Fund 700,000            700,000              None

SECTION 9: That there be appropriated from the Parking Meter Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Parking Meter Fund 390,425            390,425              None

SECTION 10: That there be appropriated from the Firefighters' Pension Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Pension Payments                                         4,363,100         1,808,285           2,554,815               
Pension Contribution Refunds 50,000              50,000                None
Professional Services                                    144,500            144,500              None
Annual Audit                                             4,000                4,000                  None
Bank Charges 200                   200                     None
D.O.I. State Report Filing Fee                           10,000              10,000                None
Other Pension Admin. Expense                             3,000                3,000                  None

Total Firemen's Pension Fund 4,574,800         
Less - Estimated Sources of Receipts Other than Taxation 2,019,985           
Amount to be Raised by Taxation 2,554,815               
1/2 of 1% of Total Taxation Levy for Collection Losses 268,185                  
Total Taxation Levy for the Firemen's Pension Fund 2,823,000               
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SECTION 11: That there be appropriated from the Police Pension Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Pension Payments                                         3,819,300         1,762,235           2,057,065               
Pension Contribution Refunds 50,000              50,000                None
Professional Services                                    144,500            144,500              None
Annual Audit                                             4,000                4,000                  None
Bank Charges 200                   200                     None
D.O.I. State Report Filing Fee                           10,000              10,000                None
Other Pension Admin. Expense                             3,000                3,000                  None

Total Police Pension Fund 4,031,000         
Less - Estimated Sources of Receipts Other than Taxation 1,973,935           
Amount to be Raised by Taxation 2,057,065               
1/2 of 1% of Total Taxation Levy for Collection Losses 215,935                  
Total Taxation Levy for the Police Pension Fund 2,273,000               

SECTION 12: That there be appropriated from the Section 105 Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Section 105 Fund 300,000            300,000              None

SECTION 13: That there be appropriated from the Sewer Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Sewer Fund 9,314,340         9,314,340           None

SECTION 14: That there be appropriated from the Water Fund:

Total 
Appropriation

Estimated 
Receipts

Amount to be 
Raised by Taxation

Total Water Fund 16,065,450       16,065,450         None

Section 15: Summary of Amounts to be Raised by Taxation:
 Amount To Be 

Raised By 
Taxation 

 Levy for 
Collection 

Losses 
 Total Taxation 

Levy 

General Corporate Fund 9,762,741         49,059                9,811,800               
Bond Debt Fund 3,675,875         37,125                3,713,000               
Firemen's Pension Fund 2,554,815         268,185              2,823,000               
Police Pension Fund 2,057,065         215,935              2,273,000               

Total General Property Tax Levy 18,050,496       570,304              18,620,800             



Ordinance 2018-O-86 

 

 SECTION 16:  That this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 

passage and approval, according to law. 

 SECTION 17: This Ordinance shall be deemed to supersede any contrary 

provision or requirement set forth in any prior Ordinance or Resolution of the Village of 

Wilmette, including but not limited to Resolution 95-R-13.  This Ordinance shall be 

deemed enacted as an exercise of the home rule authority granted the Village of Wilmette 

in Article VII of the Constitution of the State of Illinois and to the full extent of said 

Constitutional authority, any provision of any prior Ordinance or Resolution of the Village 

of Wilmette to the contrary notwithstanding. 

 SECTION 18:  That upon passage and approval of this ordinance, a copy thereof, 

properly certified by the Village Clerk as to its passage, approval and recordation, shall be 

by said Village Clerk filed with the County Clerk of Cook County, Illinois. 

 ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 

on the    11th   day of December, 2018. 

 

AYES:  

NAYS:       

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:  

           

     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 11th day of December, 2018. 

 

           

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

      

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 

Published in pamphlet form December 12, 2018 



Portion Adjustment *
Projected Fire and Police Additional Paid from to Operating "Smoothed"

Levy Operating Pension Debt Service Levy for Fire Bond Levy to Smooth Total Incremental
Year Levy Levy Levy & Police Pen. Proceeds the Increment Levy Growth (%)
1998 6,386,857         997,843             7,384,700     
1999 6,466,007         1,176,693          7,642,700     3.49%
2000 6,627,658         1,386,515          (20,000)                7,994,173     4.60%
2001 6,956,488         1,515,128          (10,000)                8,461,616     5.85%
2002 7,234,176         2,473,868          (600,000)     (140,000)              8,968,044     5.98%
2003 7,523,543         2,563,593          (400,000)     (182,000)              9,505,136     5.99%
2004 8,071,000         2,583,226          (200,000)     (147,500)              10,306,726   8.43%
2005 8,295,437         2,450,663          179,500               10,925,600   6.00%
2006 8,940,311         2,541,289          320,000               11,801,600   8.02%
2007 9,352,187         3,883,613          (500,000)     (463,000)              12,272,800   3.99%
2008 9,572,183         3,241,817          172,000           13,000                 12,999,000   5.92%
2009 9,503,999         3,069,001          490,000           450,000               13,513,000   3.95%
2010 9,942,229         2,991,871          1,082,000        14,016,100   3.72%
2011 10,330,002       3,041,398          1,162,000        14,533,400   3.69%
2012 11,783,345       3,256,455          15,039,800   3.48%
2013 12,250,693       3,298,207          15,548,900   3.39%
2014 12,718,778       3,351,672          16,070,450   3.35%
2015 13,195,299       3,412,624          16,607,923   3.34%
2016 13,956,378       3,477,386          17,433,764   4.97%
2017 9,506,668         4,877,000         3,738,528          18,122,196   3.95%
2018 9,811,800         5,096,000         3,713,000          18,620,800   2.75%
2019 10,367,400       5,223,000         3,735,000          19,325,400   3.78%
2020 10,827,200       5,354,000         3,744,000          19,925,200   3.10%
2021 11,307,600       5,488,000         3,796,000          20,591,600   3.34%
2022 11,809,700       5,626,000         3,899,000          21,334,700   3.61%
2023 12,387,500       5,767,000         3,846,000          22,000,500   3.12%
2024 12,954,900       5,912,000         3,827,000          22,693,900   3.15%
2025 13,756,900       6,060,000         3,599,000          23,415,900   3.18%
2026 15,912,400       6,212,000         2,050,000          24,174,400   3.24%
2027 16,538,000       6,368,000         2,050,000          24,956,000   3.23%
2028 17,274,200       6,528,000         1,968,000          25,770,200   3.26%

* These adjustments, in total, net to zero. They are designed to eliminate large percentage
fluctuations in the Village's tax levy due to the issuance of new debt.

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Budget
Tax Levy Projections
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SUBJECT: Adoption of 2018 Tax Levy Abatements  
     
MEETING DATE:  Introduction – November 27, 2018; Adoption – December 11, 2018  
 
FROM:   Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 

 
See Budget Impact Section 
 

 

 
Recommended Motion 
 
Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinances 2018-O-87, 2018-O-88, 201-O-89, 
2018-O-90, 2018-O-91 and 2018-O-92 abating portions of the 2018 debt service tax levy. 
 
Background 
 
There are three components to the Village’s tax levy. The largest portion of the levy is for 
corporate purposes that the Village Board establishes annually to assist in financing core 
operations.  Additionally, a portion of the levy is designated to fund the police and fire pension 
funds.  The remaining portion of the levy is for debt service obligations. 
 
The debt service levy is established whenever the Village issues general obligation debt. After 
each bond issuance, the Village is required, among other things, to place on file with the County 
Clerk the debt service schedule which is then used for future tax levy extensions. When the 
Village issues general obligation debt that it intends to repay from sources other than property 
taxes, annual abatements must be adopted and filed with the County Clerk such that the 
property tax is extended correctly. Additionally, when the Village refinances a bond issue, a 
refunding abatement certificate is filed with the County Clerk to permanently abate the future 
levies that are affected by the refinancing. 
 
The attached six abatement ordinances represent the Village’s annual abatements. These 
abatements will be adopted with the tax levy ordinance. All of these ordinances will then be 
filed with County Clerk before the end of December (by Statute, the tax levy must be filed by 
the 4th Tuesday in December). 
 
 
 
 
 

Finance Department 
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Discussion 
 
Ordinance 2018-O-87 
This ordinance abates a portion of the tax levy for the $25.895 million 2010 G.O. bond issue. This 
bond issue refinanced the tax supported portion of the 2002 issue. That issue financed the 
enhanced street resurfacing program, series street lighting improvements, facility improvements 
and other large capital projects. The 2010 issue also provided $4.1 million of “new money” for 
2011 capital projects. This included $1.5 million for road and alley improvements and a 
replacement of the Police 911 System; $1.5 million for Sewer Improvements and $1.1 million for 
Water Improvements. The abatement noted in this ordinance reflects the Sewer Fund and Water 
Fund portions of this debt.  
 
Ordinance 2018-O-88 
This ordinance abates the entire tax levy for the $13.6 million 2011 G.O. bond issue. This bond 
issue refinanced the Sewer Fund and Water Fund portions of the 2002 bond issue. This issue 
also refinanced the first four Sewer Loans from the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency. 
There was no “new money” involved in the 2011 issue. The abatement is for the entire levy as the 
2011 debt was all for the Sewer Fund and Water Fund.  
 
Ordinance 2018-O-89 
This ordinance abates the entire tax levy for the $9.92 million 2013 G.O. bond issue.  This bond 
issue consisted of $1.0 million for General Fund Capital Projects, namely the 2013 Alley 
Maintenance Program. This issue also included approximately $9 million for Sewer Improvements 
(this was the initial portion of the larger Sewer Improvement Program continued in 2014). The 
abatement reflects the Sewer Fund portion of the debt.   
 
Ordinance 2018-O-90 
This ordinance abates a portion of the tax levy for the $20.315 million 2014 G.O. bond issue.  This 
bond issue consisted of $15.5 million in new money for Sewer Improvements and $4.815 million 
to refinance the 2004 G.O. bond issue. The abatement reflects the Sewer Fund portion of the 
debt (new money and refinanced portion) and the Water Fund portion of the refinanced 2004 
issue.  
 
Ordinance 2018-O-91 
This ordinance abates a portion of the tax levy for the $9.795 million 2017A G.O. bond issue.  This 
bond issue consisted of $5.0 million in new money for Village facilities improvements and $4.795 
million to refinance the 2007 G.O. bond issue. The abatement reflects the Sewer Fund portion of 
the refinanced 2007 issue and the Water Fund portion of the refinanced 2007 issue.  
 
Ordinance 2018-O-92 
This ordinance abates a portion of the tax levy for the $3.470 million 2017B G.O. bond issue.  This 
bond issue refinanced the 2009 G.O. bond issue. The abatement reflects the Sewer Fund portion 
of the refinanced 2009 issue and the Water Fund portion of the refinanced 2009 issue.  
 
The long range tax levy projection table is attached as well as the computation of the 2018 debt 
service tax levy. 
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Budget Impact 
 
The Village issued the above referenced series of bonds with the intent to use sewer and/or 
water revenues to fund the debt service costs of the corresponding capital projects associated 
with those functions.  The 2018 tax levy contemplated in the 2019 budget is based on the 
abatements taking place.  If the Village does not abate the taxes then the County Clerk will 
extend $5,184,888 more than was projected in the 2019 budget.     
 
Documents Attached 
 

1. Ordinance #2018-O-87 
2. Ordinance #2018-O-88 
3. Ordinance #2018-O-89 
4. Ordinance #2018-O-90 
5. Ordinance #2018-O-91 
6. Ordinance #2018-O-92 
7. Computation of the 2018 Debt Service Tax Levy 
8. Tax Levy History and Projections 

 



 ORDINANCE 2018-O-87 
 
 AN ORDINANCE ABATING A PORTION OF THE 2018 
 TAX LEVY REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND 
 ISSUE, ORDINANCE #2010-O-66, OF THE VILLAGE 
 OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have heretofore authorized a General 
Obligation Bond Issue, being Ordinance #2010-O-66, providing for debt service by the levy 
of taxes on the taxable real estate in the Village of Wilmette; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have caused to be filed with the Cook County 
Clerk's office a certified copy of the General Obligation Bond Ordinance, #2010-O-66, as 
aforesaid, directing said Clerk to levy and collect taxes therein authorized; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have determined to repay a portion of the debt 
service from water revenues and sewer revenues; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities desire to reduce the tax levy for the General 
Fund Obligation Fund of the issue of #2010-O-66 by abating the tax levy for said fund, 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of 
the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
 
 SECTION 1: That the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in said Ordinance #2010-
O-66 shall therefore be abated as follows: 
 
           Amount  
       Abated by 
       Original      Original       this        Net 
Bond Ordinance  Levy Amount Ordinance      Levy 
 
General Obligation 
Bonds #2010-O-66  $4,083,525.00 $784,887.50 $3,298,637.50 
 
 
 SECTION 2: That the Village Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file in the 
office of the County Clerk of Cook County, Illinois, a certified copy of this Ordinance, abating 
the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in Section 1. 
 
 SECTION 3:   That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are 
hereby repealed. 
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 SECTION 4: That this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and approval, according to law. 
 
 
 ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 
on the 11th day of December, 2018. 
 
 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:  

 
           
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 11th day of 
December, 2018. 

 
           
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

 
      
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 

 

 

 
 



 ORDINANCE 2018-O-88 
 
 AN ORDINANCE ABATING A PORTION OF THE 2018 
 TAX LEVY REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND 
 ISSUE, ORDINANCE #2011-O-70, OF THE VILLAGE 
 OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have heretofore authorized a General 
Obligation Bond Issue, being Ordinance #2011-O-70, providing for debt service by the levy 
of taxes on the taxable real estate in the Village of Wilmette; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have caused to be filed with the Cook County 
Clerk's office a certified copy of the General Obligation Bond Ordinance, #2011-O-70, as 
aforesaid, directing said Clerk to levy and collect taxes therein authorized; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have determined to repay a portion of the debt 
service from water and sewer revenues; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities desire to reduce the tax levy for the General 
Fund Obligation Fund of the issue of #2011-O-70 by abating the tax levy for said fund, 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 
Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
 
 SECTION 1: That the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in said Ordinance #2011-
O-70 shall therefore be abated as follows: 
 
            Amount  
        Abated by 
       Original      Original       this        Net 
Bond Ordinance  Levy Amount Ordinance      Levy 
 
General Obligation 
Bonds #2011-O-70  $1,193,375.00 $1,193,375.00       -0- 
 
 SECTION 2: That the Village Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file in the office 
of the County Clerk of Cook County, Illinois, a certified copy of this Ordinance, abating the 
2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in Section 1. 
 
 SECTION 3:   That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby 
repealed. 
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 SECTION 4: That this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and approval, according to law. 
 
 
 ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 
on the 11th day of December, 2018. 
 
 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:  

 
           
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 11th day of 
December, 2018. 

 
           
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

 
      
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 
  

 



 ORDINANCE 2018-O-89 
 
 AN ORDINANCE ABATING A PORTION OF THE 2018 
 TAX LEVY REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND 
 ISSUE, ORDINANCE #2013-O-64, OF THE VILLAGE 
 OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have heretofore authorized a General 
Obligation Bond Issue, being Ordinance #2013-O-64, providing for debt service by the levy 
of taxes on the taxable real estate in the Village of Wilmette; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have caused to be filed with the Cook County 
Clerk's office a certified copy of the General Obligation Bond Ordinance, #2013-O-64, as 
aforesaid, directing said Clerk to levy and collect taxes therein authorized; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have determined to repay a portion of the debt 
service from sewer revenues and Debt Service Fund Balance; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities desire to reduce the tax levy for the General 
Fund Obligation Fund of the issue of #2013-O-64 by abating the tax levy for said fund, 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 
Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
 
 SECTION 1: That the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in said Ordinance #2013-
O-64 shall therefore be abated as follows: 
 
            Amount  
        Abated by 
       Original      Original       this        Net 
Bond Ordinance  Levy Amount Ordinance      Levy 
 
General Obligation 
Bonds #2013-O-64  $419,272.50  $335,110.00  $84,162.50 
 
 SECTION 2: That the Village Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file in the office 
of the County Clerk of Cook County, Illinois, a certified copy of this Ordinance, abating the 
2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in Section 1. 
 
 SECTION 3:   That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby 
repealed. 
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 SECTION 4: That this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and approval, according to law. 
 
 
 ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 
on the 11th day of December, 2018. 
 
 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:  

 
           
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 11th day of 
December, 2018. 

 
           
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

 
      
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 
 



 ORDINANCE 2018-O-90 
 
 AN ORDINANCE ABATING A PORTION OF THE 2018 
 TAX LEVY REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND 
 ISSUE, ORDINANCE #2014-O-54, OF THE VILLAGE 
 OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have heretofore authorized a General 
Obligation Bond Issue, being Ordinance #2014-O-54, providing for debt service by the levy 
of taxes on the taxable real estate in the Village of Wilmette; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have caused to be filed with the Cook County 
Clerk's office a certified copy of the General Obligation Bond Ordinance, #2014-O-54, as 
aforesaid, directing said Clerk to levy and collect taxes therein authorized; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have determined to repay a portion of the debt 
service from water and sewer revenues; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities desire to reduce the tax levy for the General 
Fund Obligation Fund of the issue of #2014-O-54 by abating the tax levy for said fund, 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the 
Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
 
 SECTION 1: That the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in said Ordinance #2014-
O-54 shall therefore be abated as follows: 
 
                               Amount  
                           Abated by 
       Original     Original          Previously          this        Net 
Bond Ordinance Levy Amount Abated     Ordinance      Levy 
 
General Obligation 
Bonds #2014-O-54 $2,650,000.00       $1,542,325.00         $1,107,675.00         -0- 
 
 SECTION 2: That the Village Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file in the office 
of the County Clerk of Cook County, Illinois, a certified copy of this Ordinance, abating the 
2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in Section 1. 
 
 SECTION 3:   That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby 
repealed. 
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 SECTION 4: That this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and approval, according to law. 
 
 
 ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 
on the 11th day of December, 2018. 
 
 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:  

 
           
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 11th day of 
December, 2018. 

 
           
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

 
      
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 
 

 



 ORDINANCE 2018-O-91 
 
 AN ORDINANCE ABATING A PORTION OF THE 2018 
 TAX LEVY REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND 
 ISSUE, ORDINANCE #2017-O-58, OF THE VILLAGE 
 OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have heretofore authorized a General 
Obligation Bond Issue, being Ordinance #2017-O-58, providing for debt service by the levy 
of taxes on the taxable real estate in the Village of Wilmette; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have caused to be filed with the Cook County 
Clerk's office a certified copy of the General Obligation Bond Ordinance, #2017-O-58, as 
aforesaid, directing said Clerk to levy and collect taxes therein authorized; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have determined to repay a portion of the debt 
service from water revenues and sewer revenues; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities desire to reduce the tax levy for the General 
Fund Obligation Fund of the issue of #2017-O-58 by abating the tax levy for said fund, 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of 
the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
 
 SECTION 1: That the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in said Ordinance #2017-
O-58 shall therefore be abated as follows: 
 
                               Amount  
                           Abated by 
       Original     Original             Previously          this        Net 
Bond Ordinance Levy Amount   Abated     Ordinance      Levy 
 
General Obligation 
Bonds #2017-O-58 $1,800,000.00 $220,775.00        $1,444,500.00  $134,725.00 
 
 SECTION 2: That the Village Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file in the 
office of the County Clerk of Cook County, Illinois, a certified copy of this Ordinance, abating 
the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in Section 1. 
 
 SECTION 3:   That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are 
hereby repealed. 
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 SECTION 4: That this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and approval, according to law. 
 
 
 ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 
on the 11th day of December, 2018. 
 
 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:  

 
           
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 11th day of 
December, 2018. 

 
           
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

 
      
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 
 

 



 ORDINANCE 2018-O-92 
 
 AN ORDINANCE ABATING A PORTION OF THE 2018 
 TAX LEVY REQUIREMENTS OF THE GENERAL OBLIGATION BOND 
 ISSUE, ORDINANCE #2017-O-58, OF THE VILLAGE 
 OF WILMETTE, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have heretofore authorized a General 
Obligation Bond Issue, being Ordinance #2017-O-58, providing for debt service by the levy 
of taxes on the taxable real estate in the Village of Wilmette; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have caused to be filed with the Cook County 
Clerk's office a certified copy of the General Obligation Bond Ordinance, #2017-O-58, as 
aforesaid, directing said Clerk to levy and collect taxes therein authorized; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities have determined to repay a portion of the debt 
service from water revenues and sewer revenues; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities desire to reduce the tax levy for the General 
Fund Obligation Fund of the issue of #2017-O-58 by abating the tax levy for said fund, 
 
 NOW THEREFORE BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of 
the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 
 
 SECTION 1: That the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in said Ordinance 
#2017-O-58 shall therefore be abated as follows: 
 
                   Amount  
               Abated by 
       Original     Original        Previously        this       Net 
Bond Ordinance Levy Amount      Abated        Ordinance      Levy 
 
General Obligation 
Bonds #2017-O-58 $501,480.00     $23,780.00    $319,350.00  $158,350.00 
 
 SECTION 2: That the Village Clerk is hereby authorized and directed to file in the 
office of the County Clerk of Cook County, Illinois, a certified copy of this Ordinance, abating 
the 2018 tax levy requirement as set forth in Section 1. 
 
 SECTION 3:   That all ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are 
hereby repealed. 
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 SECTION 4: That this ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and approval, according to law. 
 
 
 ADOPTED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, 
on the 11th day of December, 2018. 
 
 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSTAIN:  

ABSENT:  

 
           
     Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 11th day of 
December, 2018e. 

 
           
     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

 
      
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 
 
 



Computation for 2018 Debt Service Levy

Rounded
Amounts
for Filing

General Debt Service Levy:

2000 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2000-O-62) 1,029,281.25    
    Less Abatement from Refunding (2007) (1,029,281.25)   0.00

2001 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2001-O-1) 330,000.00       
    Less Abatement from Refunding (2004) (330,000.00)      0.00

2002 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2002-O-10) 3,192,375.00    
    Less Abatement from Advance Refunding (2010) (2,332,885.00)   
    Less Abatement from Advance Refunding (2011) (859,490.00)      0.00

2004 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2004-O-110) 536,000.00       
    Less Abatement from Refunding (2014) (536,000.00)      0.00

2007 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2007-O-54) 1,509,812.50    
    Less Abatement from Refunding (2017A) (1,509,812.50)   0.00

2009 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2009-O-63) 501,480.00       
    Less Abatement from Refunding (2017B) (501,480.00)      0.00

2010 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2010-O-66) 4,083,525.00    
  Less Sewer Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-87  ) (746,750.00)      
  Less Water Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-87  ) (38,137.50)        3,298,637.50

2011 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2011-O-70) 1,193,375.00    
  Less Sewer Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-88  ) (682,375.00)      
  Less Water Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-88  ) (511,000.00)      0.00

2013 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2013-O-64) 419,272.50       
  Less Sewer Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-89  ) (335,110.00)      84,162.50

2014 Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2014-O-54) 2,650,000.00    
  Less 2014 Certificate of Abatement (1,542,325.00)   
  Less Sewer Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-90  ) (576,625.00)      
  Less Water Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-90  ) (531,050.00)      0.00

2017A Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2017-O-58) 1,800,000.00    
  Less 2017A Certificate of Abatement (220,775.00)      
  Less Sewer Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-91  ) (424,300.00)      
  Less Water Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-91  ) (1,020,200.00)   134,725.00

2017B Issue -- Levy per Ordinance (2017-O-58) 501,480.00       
  Less 2017B Certificate of Abatement (23,780.00)        
  Less Sewer Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-92  ) (88,900.00)        
  Less Water Fund Portion Abated (2018-O-92  ) (230,450.00)      158,350.00

Sub-Total 3,675,875.00 3,675,875
Plus 1% of Total -- Allowance for loss & Cost 37,130.05 37,125

Total General Debt Service Levy 3,713,005.05 3,713,000



Portion Adjustment *
Projected Fire and Police Additional Paid from to Operating "Smoothed"

Levy Operating Pension Debt Service Levy for Fire Bond Levy to Smooth Total Incremental
Year Levy Levy Levy & Police Pen. Proceeds the Increment Levy Growth (%)
1998 6,386,857         997,843             7,384,700     
1999 6,466,007         1,176,693          7,642,700     3.49%
2000 6,627,658         1,386,515          (20,000)                7,994,173     4.60%
2001 6,956,488         1,515,128          (10,000)                8,461,616     5.85%
2002 7,234,176         2,473,868          (600,000)     (140,000)              8,968,044     5.98%
2003 7,523,543         2,563,593          (400,000)     (182,000)              9,505,136     5.99%
2004 8,071,000         2,583,226          (200,000)     (147,500)              10,306,726   8.43%
2005 8,295,437         2,450,663          179,500               10,925,600   6.00%
2006 8,940,311         2,541,289          320,000               11,801,600   8.02%
2007 9,352,187         3,883,613          (500,000)     (463,000)              12,272,800   3.99%
2008 9,572,183         3,241,817          172,000           13,000                 12,999,000   5.92%
2009 9,503,999         3,069,001          490,000           450,000               13,513,000   3.95%
2010 9,942,229         2,991,871          1,082,000        14,016,100   3.72%
2011 10,330,002       3,041,398          1,162,000        14,533,400   3.69%
2012 11,783,345       3,256,455          15,039,800   3.48%
2013 12,250,693       3,298,207          15,548,900   3.39%
2014 12,718,778       3,351,672          16,070,450   3.35%
2015 13,195,299       3,412,624          16,607,923   3.34%
2016 13,956,378       3,477,386          17,433,764   4.97%
2017 9,506,668         4,877,000         3,738,528          18,122,196   3.95%
2018 9,811,800         5,096,000         3,713,000          18,620,800   2.75%
2019 10,367,400       5,223,000         3,735,000          19,325,400   3.78%
2020 10,827,200       5,354,000         3,744,000          19,925,200   3.10%
2021 11,307,600       5,488,000         3,796,000          20,591,600   3.34%
2022 11,809,700       5,626,000         3,899,000          21,334,700   3.61%
2023 12,387,500       5,767,000         3,846,000          22,000,500   3.12%
2024 12,954,900       5,912,000         3,827,000          22,693,900   3.15%
2025 13,756,900       6,060,000         3,599,000          23,415,900   3.18%
2026 15,912,400       6,212,000         2,050,000          24,174,400   3.24%
2027 16,538,000       6,368,000         2,050,000          24,956,000   3.23%
2028 17,274,200       6,528,000         1,968,000          25,770,200   3.26%

* These adjustments, in total, net to zero. They are designed to eliminate large percentage
fluctuations in the Village's tax levy due to the issuance of new debt.

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Budget
Tax Levy Projections
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE JUDICIARY COMMITTEE OF THE  
BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE OF WILMETTE, FRIDAY,  

JUNE 15, 2018 AT 8:30 A.M. IN THE TRAINING ROOM, SECOND FLOOR,  
WILMETTE VILLAGE HALL, 1200 WILMETTE AVENUE, WILMETTE, IL 60091 

Members Present: Trustee Senta Plunkett, Chair 
Trustee George Pearce 
Trustee Julie Wolf 

Staff Present: Jeffrey Stein, Corporation Counsel 

I. Call to Order. 

Trustee Plunkett called the meeting to order at 8:30 p.m. Committee 
members Plunkett, Leonard and Wolf were present. 

II. Approval of Minutes: Judiciary Committee Meeting of February 12,
2018. 

Trustee Plunkett directed the Committee’s attention to the draft minutes of 

the Judiciary Committee meeting of September 12, 2017.   

Trustee Wolf moved that the Committee approve the minutes, seconded 

by Trustee Pearce.   

No further discussion occurred on the motion.  Upon a call of the roll the 

following voted: 

Ayes Trustees Plunkett, Pearce and Wolf. 
Nays: None. 
The motion carried. 

III. Application of Treasure Island Foods, Inc. for a Class I Liquor License.

Trustee Pearce moved to recommend approving the application of Treasure
Island Foods, Inc. for a Class I Liquor License, seconded by Trustee Wolf.

William O’Donaghue said he is the attorney representing Treasure Island.
Mr. O’Donaghue provided the site plan of the store and petitions which he
said provided broad public support for a liquor license. He noted that the
store has been in Wilmette since 1964 and patrons have been asking the
store why they do not sell liquor. He said the main function of the store will
remain grocery items but they would like to have an ancillary liquor

3.15
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department and the cashiers will be Basset trained.  He said their other 

 stores all have liquor licenses and have not had any problems.  
 
Mr. Stein noted that Treasure Island does meet the requirements for a 

 Class I liquor license and the proposed plan is below the 10% display area 
 for liquor. The store is across from a school and the sale of packaged 
 goods is allowed by law, the only issue is that the store would not be 
 allowed to have tastings for consumption during school hours.    

 
Trustee Pearce asked if the license was just for beer and wine. 
 
Mr. O’Donaghue said it was for beer, wine and spirits. 
 
Trustee Pearce asked what the hours to sell liquor for are with the 

 proposed license. 
 
Mr. Stein said the hours to sell liquor with a Class I license are every day 

 from 8 am to 10 pm. 
 
Trustee Wolf said she has noticed that there is an area in the front of the 
store where customers may sit and eat and wondered if that area would 
remain. 

Mr. O’Donaghue said that area would remain but customers would not be 
able to drink alcohol in that area.  

No further discussion occurred on the motion.  Upon a call of the roll the 
following voted: 

Ayes Trustees Plunkett, Pearce and Wolf. 
Nays: None. 
The motion carried. 

 

IV. Application of Wilmette Harbor Association for a Class D Liquor 
License. 

Trustee Wolf moved to recommend approving the application of Wilmette 

Harbor Association for a Class D Liquor License, seconded by Trustee 

Pearce. 

Christopher Canning said he is the attorney representing the Wilmette 
Harbor Association. He noted that Jeri Traub will be the manager and she 
has worked with the Sanitarian regarding the kitchen and lounge.  Mr. 
Canning said he has discussed a Class D license with Corporation 
Counsel but unlike the other clubs, this is a seasonal operation.  He said 
the Club members would like to have a place to meet before and after 
boating. The upstairs of the Club is used for events and will still need to  
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have temporary event licenses but they are asking for a liquor license for 
the downstairs for club members only.  The Harbor Lounge is not in a 
neighborhood, it is by the lake and the park area closes at 9:30 pm so he 
does not believe it will impact the neighborhood.  

 
Matt Bevenour said he is the President of the Wilmette Harbor Association 
and their mission statement is to maintain the harbor which they lease 
from the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (MWRD) and the 
promotion of sailing. He said they also provide services for the safety of 
drinking water, allow the Wilmette Park District to have their safety boats 
reside there, they have a sailing school.   He said their members have 
requested the liquor license and the MWRD has approved that request 
already so today they are asking the Village to approve a Class D Liquor 
License for members and guests of member. 

 
Jeri Traub said she is the Manager of the club regarding events and if the 
license is approved, she will be the one ordering the liquor and managing 
the bartenders.  They do have a program that will use volunteers to be the 
bartenders and have a steward who will be in charge of the program. They 
will go through a training program and have already gone through one 
training session and will be Bassett certified. She said they do not have a 
restaurant but they do have a Friday night dinner that is catered by A La 
Carte that starts the end of May through the end of September. At other 
times during the summer season they will have sandwiches, popcorn and 
chips.  October through May they will have frozen items such as pizza as 
they do not have a full restaurant.  

 
Trustee Plunkett asked what hours they will have for the bar area if they 
are not going to have regular hours. 

 
Mr. Canning said the hours for a Class D would be 11 am to 12:00am and 
those hours are pretty consistent with the club hours now. 

 
Trustee Pearce said the Rotary Club has been there for 25 years and they 
do a fantastic job for them.  He asked what would happen if a wedding or 
some other type of event wanted to rent the Harbor Club. 

 
Mr. Stein said if there is an event that rents the upstairs portion of the club, 
they will have to continue applying for temporary event licenses as they do 
now. He said the issue was the kitchen which was remodeled this past 
year and there are some permit issues that will need to be resolved before 
the license is issued. He said the kitchen meets the definition in the Village 
Code so he has no problem with the application of a Class D liquor 
license. 
 
No further discussion occurred on the motion.  Upon a call of the roll the 
following voted: 
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Ayes Trustees Plunkett, Pearce and Wolf. 
Nays: None. 
The motion carried. 

 
IV.      Public Comment 

None. 

V. New Business 
 
Mr. Stein said they will changing companies regarding the publishing of 
the Village Code.  There will be an initial service fee but the fee service 
will remain the same with better service. They will be updating some of the 
Village Code wording to make it easier for staff and residents to read. 

VI. Adjournment 

Trustee Pearce moved, seconded by Trustee Wolf to adjourn.  Upon a 
voice vote, the motion passed unanimously. 

Trustee Wolf declared the meeting adjourned at 9:03 a.m. 

    Respectfully Submitted, 

 

Jeffrey Stein,  
Corporation Counsel 
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SUBJECT: Ordinance Increasing the Number of Class B Liquor Licenses and 
Decreasing the Number of Class A and Class I Liquor Licenses 

MEETING DATE: Introduction – November 13, 2018; Adoption – November 27, 2018 

FROM:  Jeffrey M. Stein, Corporation Counsel 

BUDGET IMPACT:  None 

Recommended Motion 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-79 increasing the number 
of Class B Liquor Licenses and decreasing the number of Class A and Class I Liquor 
Licenses. 

Background 

Business closures 

Taco Lago has informed the Village that they will not renew their Class A liquor license as the 
business will be permanently closed by November 12, 2018.  This ordinance accounts for 
that closing and reduces the Class A Liquor Licenses by one. 

Akira Sushi has informed the Village that they are closing their business and physically 
returned its Class B Liquor License to the Village.  This ordinance accounts for that closing, 
but also accounts for the potential increase of two Class B Liquor Licenses by increasing the 
net license amount by one. 

Treasure Island has informed the Village that they are permanently closing its business.  To 
date, there are no more liquor or other goods sales out of the Treasure Island store.  This 
ordinance accounts for that closing and reduces the Class I Liquor Licenses by one. 

Increasing Class B Liquor Licenses 

Both Backyard Barbeque Store located at 535 Green Bay Road and Lefty’s Pizza Kitchen 
located at 1156 Central Ave have each submitted an application for a Class B liquor license 
which would allow it to sell alcoholic liquor as a restaurant with no bar, where the sale is 
incidental and complimentary to the sale and consumption of meals. 

Class B Regulations 

Law Department

mailto:steinj@wilmette.com
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Class B Licenses, which shall duplicate Class A licenses in all regards, except that 
beer and/or wine only may be served.   

The annual license fee for A Class B License shall be $1,000. 

Class A Licenses, which shall authorize the retail sale of alcoholic liquor by restaurants 
without bars, as defined in this chapter, but only when such sale is incidental and 
complementary to the sale and consumption of meals, eaten at tables served by wait 
staff or bus, for consumption only on the premises where sold. Patrons may be served 
alcoholic beverages while waiting to be seated when no tables are available. It shall be 
unlawful for any holder of a Class A License to offer for sale or serve alcoholic liquor 
by the drink without concurrently offering for sale or serving meals to patrons. It shall 
be unlawful for any holder of a Class A License that provides outdoor restaurant 
seating in the public right-of-way, as licensed under Chapter 5 of this Code, to serve 
alcoholic liquor to any patron seated in the public right-of-way unless that person has 
purchased a meal.  

There is currently one Class B license available and two applications for such a license.  In 
order for the Village President as Local Liquor Commissioner to issue licenses to both 
applicants, there must be two available. The Village Board is the body which determines 
whether to create additional available licenses. The Judiciary Committee's action is 
recommendatory.  

The application and supporting materials by both applicants are attached.  

Discussion 

The Judiciary Committee will have reviewed both Backyard Barbeque Store and Lefty’s Pizza 
Kitchen applications by the time of the introduction of this ordinance.  Per the Judiciary 
Committee Chair’s permission, the Corporation Counsel has included the approval of both 
applications.  If the Committee has recommended that the Village Board increase the number 
of Class B licenses to allow the Village President to issue a Wilmette Liquor License to both 
applications then the ordinance language will remain the same at the time of its adoption.  
However, if there is a recommendation to not approve one or both applications, the 
Corporation Counsel will amend the language of the ordinance to reflect the Committee’s 
recommendation.   

Budget Impact 

No Budget Impact 

Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance No. 2018-O-79 – An Ordinance Increasing the Number of Class B Licenses
and Reducing the Number of Class A and I Liquor Licenses

2. The application and supporting materials by the Backyard Barbeque Store and Lefty’s
Pizza Kitchen are attached.
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-79 

AN ORDINANCE INCREASING THE NUMBER OF CLASS B LICENSES AND 
REDUCING THE NUMBER OF CLASS A AND I LIQUOR LICENSES 

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 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’s Local Liquor Licenses are issued to specific individuals or 

entities as the case may be, and are not transferrable; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board further finds that Taco Lago, LLC, d/b/a Taco Lago had 

previously applied for and been granted a Class A Liquor License; and Taco Lago, LLC, d/b/a 

Taco Lago has decided to not renew their Class A liquor license as the business will be 

permanently closed; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board further finds that Kawa Foods, Inc., d/b/a 153 Akira Sushi 

had previously applied for and been granted a Class B Liquor License; and that Kawa Foods, 

Inc., d/b/a 153 Akira Sushi has voluntarily surrendered its Class B liquor license to the local 

liquor commissioner; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board further finds that Magazi, Inc., d/b/a Treasure Island had 

previously applied for and been granted a Class I Liquor License; and Magazi, Inc., d/b/a 

Treasure Island has permanently closed its business; and 

WHEREAS, the Backyard Barbecue Store, Inc., d/b/a as Backyard Barbecue Store has 

applied for a Class B Liquor License to authorize the sale of liquor in its restaurant, and has 
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further requested that the Village adopt an ordinance amending the Wilmette Village Code, 

1993, as amended, in Chapter 11, “Liquor Control,” to increase the number of Class B licenses 

and permit such license to be issued; and 

WHEREAS, Lefty’s Pizza Kitchen, Inc., d/b/a as Lefty’s Pizza Kitchen has applied for a 

Class B Liquor License to authorize the sale of liquor in its restaurant, and has further requested 

that the Village adopt an ordinance amending the Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, in 

Chapter 11, “Liquor Control,” to increase the number of Class B licenses and permit such license 

to be issued; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board Judiciary Committee has reviewed the applications for the 

new Class B licenses and recommends approval of this ordinance increasing the number of Class 

B licenses; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board has determined to adopt this Ordinance increasing the 

number of available Class B licenses and decreasing the number of available Class A and Class I 

liquor licenses;  

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE PRESIDENT AND BOARD 

OF TRUSTEES of the Village of Wilmette, Cook County, Illinois: 

SECTION 1: The above recitals are incorporated in this ordinance as if fully set forth. 

SECTION 2: The Wilmette Village Code, 1993, as amended, is further amended in 

Chapter 11, Liquor Control, Section 11-11, “Number of Licenses,” by deleting the text of said 

Section 11-11 in the manner shown in strikethrough type below and inserting such new text in the 

manner shown in underlined bold type below, so that said Section 11-11 shall hereafter provide as 

follows: 

11-11 NUMBER OF LICENSES. 

The following shall be the number of licenses to be issued in each Class: 
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(a) Class A 
Class A-1 

4 3 
0 

(b) Class B 5 6 
 Class B-1 2 
 Class B-2 1 
I Class C 4 
 Class C-1 1 
 Class C-B 

Class C-B-1 
0 
0  

(d) Class D 2 
I Class E Unlimited 
(f) Class F 1 
(g) Class G 1 

On and after March 14, 1995, no further Class G Licenses shall issue and 
the Class G License shall be eliminated upon the expiration without renewal, 
or the revocation of, or the surrender of the last Class G License held prior to 
March 14, 1995. 

(h) Class H 1 
(i) Class I 8 7 
(j) Class J 0  
(k) Class K 1 
(l) Class L 2 
(m) Class M 2 

 Class M-1 2 
(n) Class N 0 
(o) Class O 1 
(p) Class P 1 
(q) Class Q 1 
(r)  (Reserved)  
(s) (Reserved)  
(t) Class T 1 
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SECTION 3: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 

approval as required by law. 

PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on the 

27th day of November, 2018 according to the following roll call vote: 

AYES: None.________________________________________________ 

NAYS: None.________________________________________________ 

ABSTAIN: None.________________________________________________ 

ABSENT: None.________________________________________________ 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 27th day of November, 

2018. 

President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

Published in Pamphlet Form November 28, 2018 



















































1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

(847) 853-7509 
Facsimile (847) 853-7700 

 OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634 
VILLAGE PRESIDENT 

Date: November 8, 2018 

To: Village Board of Trustees  

From: Robert T. Bielinski, Village President 

Subject: Repeal of Village Ordinances Concerning Cook County Minimum 
Wage and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 

Introduction of Ordinance No. 2018-O-85 

Recommendation 

I am recommending that the Village Board of Trustees adopt Ordinance No. 2018-
O-85.  Pursuant to my authority under Chapter 2, Section 2-2.5.4 of the Village Code, I 
have directed the Corporation Counsel and the Village Manager to place this Ordinance 
on the Village Board’s agenda for introduction on November 13, 2018, and for discussion 
and adoption on November 27, 2018.   

This Ordinance will result in the Village “opting in” to the Cook County ordinances 
regarding minimum wage and mandatory paid sick leave.  It will repeal the Village’s 
ordinances that “opted out” of the County’s paid sick leave requirements (Ord. 2017-O-
40) and conditionally opted into the County’s minimum wage requirements (Ord. 2017-
O-36 & Ord. 2018-O-45).  

Discussion 

On November 6, 2018, Wilmette residents overwhelmingly approved two countywide 
referenda: 

• Shall the minimum wage in your municipality match the $13 per hour Cook County
minimum wage law for adults over the age of 18 by July 1, 2020, and be indexed to
the consumer price index after that?

• Shall your municipality match the Cook County earned sick time law which allows for
workers to earn up to 40 hours (5 days) of sick time a year to take care of their own
health or a family member's health?
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In an election with strong voter turnout, Wilmette voters approved the minimum wage 
referendum by a margin of 76% to 24%, and approved the paid sick leave referendum 
by a margin of 80% to 20%. 

In 2017, when the Village Board joined more than 100 other suburban Cook County 
municipalities in “opting out” of Cook County’s 2016 minimum wage and paid sick leave 
ordinances before they took effect, Cook County had not studied or solicited information 
on the potential impact of their ordinances on suburban communities.  Moreover, two 
referenda relied upon for the Cook County ordinances dated back to 2014 and 2016, 
called for statewide action, and in the case of minimum wage, differed in substance: 

• Shall the minimum wage in Illinois for adults over the age of 18 be raised to $10 per 
hour by January 1, 2015? (2014) 

• Shall Illinois enact the Earned Sick Time for Employees Act, which will allow Illinois 
workers to earn up to 40 hours of sick time a year to take care of their own health or 
a family member's health? (2016). 

When the Village Board acted to preserve the status quo by opting out of the Cook 
County ordinances in 2017, the Village Board also committed to a comprehensive 
review of the subject.  The Village Board appointed a “Working Group” of highly qualified 
individuals to conduct a thorough and thoughtful review of the County ordinances and 
how they might affect Wilmette.  After receiving this report, the Village Board modified 
its position in June 2018 to “opt in” to the Cook County minimum wage requirements 
effective October 1, 2018, subject to certain conditions.   

Thanks to the extensive public discussion of this subject in Wilmette during 2017 and 
2018, and the comprehensive report of the Working Group, Wilmette residents are better 
informed and engaged on this issue than anywhere else in Cook County.  The November 
6 referenda correctly and accurately reflected the County’s ordinances and were both 
approved overwhelmingly by Wilmette voters.   

Therefore, I believe that the Village Board should implement the results of the 
referenda and fully “opt in” to both County ordinances.  I believe that this should be done 
promptly, mindful of the need to provide notice to our business community. I believe that 
the Village’s thorough and thoughtful review of this subject for the past two years 
obviates the need for additional examination and that we should implement the results 
of the November referenda expeditiously. 

Although I am unable to attend the November 13, 2018 Village Board meeting, I have 
directed the Village Manager to place this Ordinance on the agenda for introduction at 
the November 13 meeting, so that it can be discussed and adopted at our November 
27, 2018 meeting.  This would allow the Ordinance to take effect January 1, 2019 and 
give businesses over a month to prepare for the paid sick leave requirements (as the 
minimum wage requirements of the County’s ordinance are already in effect in 
Wilmette).   

RTB/ 
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ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-85 

AN ORDINANCE REPEALING THE CONDITIONS PROVIDED FOR IN VILLAGE 
ORDINANCE 2018-O-45 THAT AUTHORIZED A CONDITIONAL REPEAL OF ORDINANCE 

2017-O-36 AND REPEALING VILLAGE ORDINANCE 2017-O-40 IDENTIFYING HOME 
RULE CONFLICTS WITH A CERTAIN COUNTY ORDINANCE REGARDING PAID SICK 

LEAVE 
 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees (“the Corporate Authorities”) of the 

Village of Wilmette (“Village”) find that the Village is a home rule municipality as provided in Article VII, 

Section 6 of the Constitution of the State of Illinois, 1970, and may pursuant to said authority undertake any 

action and adopt any ordinance relating to its government and affairs; and 

WHEREAS, Article VII, Section 6(c) of the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970 provides 

that when a county ordinance conflicts with an ordinance of a home rule municipality, the municipal 

ordinance shall prevail within its jurisdiction; and 

WHEREAS, on October 5, 2016, the County of Cook Board of Commissioners adopted an 

ordinance Establishing Earned Sick Leave for Employees in Cook County that requires employers in Cook 

County to provide a minimum number of paid sick days to employees (“Cook County Sick Leave 

Ordinance”); and 

WHEREAS, on October 26, 2016, the County of Cook Board of Commissioners adopted an 

ordinance creating a minimum wage in Cook County (“Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance”) that 

stipulates scheduled increases in the minimum hourly wage paid by employers in Cook County; and 

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2017, the Village adopted Ordinance 2017-O-36 which had the legal 

effect of the Village “opting out” of the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, on June 27, 2017, the Village adopted Ordinance 2017-O-40 which had the legal 

effect of the Village “opting out” of the Cook County Sick Leave Benefits Ordinance; and 

WHEREAS, on June 26, 2018, the Village adopted Ordinance 2018-O-45 which repealed 

Ordinance 2017-O-36 that had the legal effect of repealing the Village’s “opt out” of the Cook County 
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Minimum Wage Ordinance, thereby “opting in” with conditions imposed that would nullify the repeal 

provided in Ordinance 2018-O-45 if certain events occurred; and 

WHEREAS, the conditions imposed in Section 2(D) and Section 2(E) of Ordinance 2018-O-45 

are as follows: 

D. This Ordinance shall be automatically repealed and Ordinance 2017-O-36 shall 
return to being in full force and effect within the Village upon the first of the following 
events: 

a. The General Assembly of the State of Illinois raises the minimum wage by 
enacting a new statute or by amending the State-wide minimum wage provided 
for in the Minimum Wage Law;  
b. The County of Cook amends or modifies the Cook County Minimum 
Wage Ordinance or enacts a new County-wide minimum wage law; 
 

E. If the events listed in Section D above do not occur prior to July 1, 2021, this 
Ordinance shall be repealed on July 1, 2021 and Ordinance 2017-O-36 shall return to 
being in full force and effect within the Village. 

 
WHEREAS, On November 6, 2018, Wilmette voters approved the following referendum by a 

margin of 76% to 24%: 

Shall the minimum wage in your municipality match the $13 per hour Cook County 
minimum wage law for adults over the age of 18 by July 1, 2020, and be indexed to the 
consumer price index after that? 
 
WHEREAS, On November 6, 2018 Wilmette voters approved the following referendum by a 

margin of 80% to 20%: 

Shall your municipality match the Cook County earned sick time law which allows for 
workers to earn up to 40 hours (5 days) of sick time a year to take care of their own health 
or a family member's health? 
 
WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities find it in the best interests of the health, safety, and welfare 

of public to repeal the conditions provided for in Ordinance 2018-O-45 to allow for an unconditioned 

repeal of 2017-O-36, so that the Cook County Minimum Wage Ordinance shall have full application 

within the boundaries of the Village of Wilmette; and 

WHEREAS, the Corporate Authorities find it in the best interests of the health, safety, and welfare 

of public to repeal Ordinance 2017-O-40, without a retroactive application, so that the Cook County Sick 
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Leave Ordinance shall have full application within the boundaries of the Village of Wilmette beginning 

January 1, 2019.   

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the Corporate Authorities of the Village of Wilmette, 

Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

SECTION 1. INCORPORATION OF PREAMBLES 

The Corporate Authorities hereby find that the recitals contained in the preambles are true and 

correct, and incorporate them into this Ordinance by this reference. 

SECTION 2. REPEAL OF THE CONDITIONS IMPOSED IN ORDINANCE 2018-O-45 

Section 2(D) and Section 2 (E) or Ordinance 2018-O-45 are hereby repealed in their entirety 

effective immediately.   

SECTION 3. REPEAL OF ORDINANCE 2017-O-40  

A. Ordinance 2017-O-40 is hereby repealed in its entirety on January 1, 2019.   
 

B. The repeal of Ordinance 2017-O-40 shall not apply retroactively and there shall be no retroactive 
application of the Cook County Sick Leave Ordinance requiring unpaid sick leave to eligible 
employees by covered employers operating within the Village during the time period that 
Ordinance 2017-O-40 was in full force and effect. 
 

C. Covered employers operating within the Village shall be obligated to comply with the Cook 
County Sick Leave Ordinance beginning January 1, 2019. 

 
SECTION 4. SEVERABILITY 

If any section, paragraph, clause or provision of this Ordinance is held invalid, the invalidity of 

such section, paragraph, clause or provision shall not affect any of the other provisions of this Ordinance. 

SECTION 5. EFFECTIVE DATE FOR FULL FORCE AND EFFECT 

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 27th day 

of November, 2018, according to the following roll call vote: 
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AYES: None.__________________________________________________      
 
NAYS: None.________________________                                              ___ 
 
ABSTAIN: None.__________________________________________________ 
  
ABSENT: None.__________________________________________________ 
  
  
__________________________________ 
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL   
   
  

APPROVED by the President of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, this 27th day of November, 2018. 

 
 _______________________________ 
 President of the Village of Wilmette, IL  
ATTEST: 

  
Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

Published in Pamphlet Form this 28th day of November, 2018 

 



 
 
 
Date:  November 21, 2018 
 
To:     Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager 
 
From:  Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
    
Subject:  Resident Communications- Cook County Ordinances 
 
Enclosed please find communications from residents concerning the Cook County 
Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances. Also included, at the request of Village 
President Bielinski, is a column published in the Wilmette Beacon from John Jacoby, 
former Village President and Chair of the Village’s Minimum Wage & Paid Sick Leave 
Working Group.  



November 13, 2018 

 

Good evening.  My name is Kate Gjaja, and I live at 325 Central Avenue in 

Wilmette.  I am co-President of the League of Women Voters of Wilmette 

and tonight I am speaking on behalf of the League.   

 We are pleased to be back here tonight as the Village Board 

considers fully opting into the Sick Leave and Minimum Wage ordinances.   

At the highest levels of our national organization, the League of Women 

Voters supports raising the minimum wage and providing earned sick leave 

to employees under our Meeting Basic Human Needs position.   

One week ago, voters in Wilmette reaffirmed their message from the 

previous referenda and again demonstrated their overwhelming support for 

an increased minimum wage and earned sick leave for workers in our 

community.  The Village Board has responded appropriately by 

expeditiously placing these ordinances back on their agenda for 

consideration and adoption.  The League of Women Voters expects the 

Village Board at this time to fully support and adopt the Cook County 

minimum wage and sick leave ordinances without amendment or 

conditions.   

As always, thank you for your time and your service to our 

community. 



 
A Word From The (Former) President: 
Opting in, public opinion finally 
prevails 

 
John Jacoby, Contributing Columnist 
1:59 pm CST November 9, 2018 
Share + 

    

Wilmette’s Village President Bob Bielinski announced in a press release last week that 
the Village Board will be taking a third vote on whether employees in the village will be 
covered by Cook County’s minimum wage and paid sick leave ordinances. (Currently, 
employees are conditionally covered by most provisions of the minimum wage 
ordinance but are not covered at all by the sick leave ordinance.) The Village’s third go-
around will be voted on at the Board’s Nov. 27 meeting. President Bielinski explained 
that, in light of the recent referenda showing overwhelming support for opting-in, “I 
believe that the Village Board should expeditiously implement the results of the 
referenda and fully ‘opt-in’ to both Cook County ordinances.” 

The County-wide referenda on November 5 showed that 76 percent of Wilmette’s 
residents are in favor of the following proposition: “Shall the minimum wage in your 
municipality match the $13 per hour Cook County minimum wage law for adults over the 
age of 18 by July 1, 2020, and be indexed to the consumer price index after that?” An 
even bigger majority, 80 percent, are in favor of this proposition: “Shall your municipality 
match the Cook County earned sick time law which allows for workers to earn up to 40 
hours (5 days) of sick time a year to take care of their own health or a family member’s 
health?” 

Any resident who isn’t aware of the “opt-in/opt-out” controversy (it’s been raging in 
Wilmette for almost two years) hasn’t been paying attention to local affairs. Wilmette 
officials have probably scrutinized the County ordinances more closely than officials in 
any other municipality. Wilmette businesses and residents have probably provided more 
input than their counterparts in any other municipality. The potential impacts of the two 
ordinances have been studied, and a thorough report on the pros and cons has been 
made available to the community. The process has been transparent. Therefore, it must 
be assumed that Wilmette voters were familiar with the issues raised by the referenda 
and knew the ramifications of their votes. 

https://www.wilmettebeacon.com/p/opinion-contributing-columnists/word-former-president-opting-public-opinion-finally-prevails
https://www.wilmettebeacon.com/author/john-jacoby-contributing-columnist


An earlier survey of Wilmette residents, conducted in April 2018, also showed strong 
support for opting-in to both ordinances -- 66 percent for opting-in to the minimum wage 
ordinance (26.7 percent were opposed and seven percent were unsure) and 67 percent 
for opting-in to the sick leave ordinance (25 percent were opposed and eight percent 
were unsure). If the decision is to be controlled by public opinion, this survey was 
substantial evidence supporting an opt-in outcome. And yet, the Village Board, in June, 
didn’t consider the survey to be controlling and instead decided to partially opt-in to the 
minimum wage ordinance and opt-out of the sick leave ordinance. 

We generally expect our elected officials to make decisions based on their best 
judgment, considering public opinion, but not bound by it. This expectation recognizes 
that many issues are complicated, and public opinion may not be grounded on facts, 
analysis, experience, and law. Moreover, it’s often difficult to know where residents 
stand on an issue. The combination of a vocal minority and a silent majority can create 
a false impression. 

But what about this opt-in/opt-out controversy? Should public opinion, as expressed in 
the referenda, control the outcome? Under the unique circumstances of this situation, I 
believe it should. The pros and cons of the County’s minimum wage and sick leave 
ordinances were known by residents when they voted. The outcome truly reflects the 
values and philosophy of the community. 

In my opinion, the Village Board is acting responsibly by changing direction and opting-
in. Maintaining a status quo that’s strongly opposed by 70 to 80 percent of the village’s 
residents would be divisive and would have negative consequences far beyond the opt-
in/opt-out controversy. 

 



From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael; Stein, Jeff
Subject: Fwd: Urgent Alert: Wilmette Board President Stuns, Sets Immediate Vote to Fully OPT-IN to Crushing Cook

County Wage/Sick Leave Mandates
Date: Friday, November 9, 2018 12:41:53 PM

Bob Bielinski
President, Village of Wilmette
bielinskib@wilmette.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: Jim Economos <jpe1965@sbcglobal.net>
Date: November 9, 2018 at 11:17:49 AM CST
To: <bielinskib@wilmette.com>
Subject: Fw: Urgent Alert: Wilmette Board President Stuns, Sets Immediate
Vote to Fully OPT-IN to Crushing Cook County Wage/Sick Leave Mandates
Reply-To: Jim Economos <jpe1965@sbcglobal.net>

Hello Bob,

As a resident of Wilmette for nearly 20  years, I am deeply concerned about this
as I have several friends in town that run businesses. They are even more
concerned and at least one has stated he will look to surrounding suburbs to move
his business if this passes.  I also manage a business that is not in Wilmette, but I
see firsthand what these issues will create. If it is a higher end business that can
"hide" the costs they will be fine. If it is a fringe business that relies on seasonal
and cheaper labor I would expect those companies to flee. I know I would. 

It is a shame as Wilmette had a bit of a renaissance with the opening of some new
restaurants and other businesses of late, as the villlage has always struggled to be
any type of destination for any demographic even it's own residents. 

Costs of doing business just went up in Wilmette and voted on by people who
aren't fully vested in the outcome. 

Sincerely, 

Jim Economos

--- On Fri, 11/9/18, New Trier Neighbors <newtrierneighbors@gmail.com>
wrote:

From: New Trier Neighbors <newtrierneighbors@gmail.com>
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From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael; Stein, Jeff
Subject: Fwd: County Ordinances
Date: Saturday, November 10, 2018 8:17:43 AM

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Fabes, Brian" <bfabes@ccachicago.org>
Date: November 10, 2018 at 8:13:21 AM CST
To: "Bielinski, Bob" <bielinskib@wilmette.com>
Subject: County Ordinances

Bob,

Thank you for bringing to the Village Board a motion to fully opt into the County
ordinances on paid sick leave and minimum wage.  You and I have not
necessarily agreed on this topic, but I appreciate and respect greatly the process
you set up for the Village to consider the County ordinances and your response to
Tuesday's referendum results.

Warm regards,
Brian
                                               
Brian Fabes
CEO
Civic Consulting Alliance
21 S. Clark Street, Suite 4301 | Chicago, IL 60603
312 853 9168 (tel) | 312 853 9169 (fax) | BFabes@ccachicago.org
Assistant: Michele Hallett | 312 853 9165 | MHallett@ccachicago.org
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From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael; Stein, Jeff
Subject: Fwd: mandated wages and sick leave
Date: Friday, November 9, 2018 1:15:15 PM

Bob Bielinski
President, Village of Wilmette
bielinskib@wilmette.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: Larry Craig <lacraig1@sbcglobal.net>
Date: November 9, 2018 at 1:08:21 PM CST
To: bob bielinski <bielinskib@wilmette.com>, julie Wolf
<wolfj@wilmette.com>,  Kathy Dodd <doddk@wilmette.com>,  Daniel Sullivan
<sullivand@wilmette.com>,  joel Kurzman <kurzmanj@wilmette.com>,  Stephen
Leonard <leonards@wilmette.com>,  Senta Plunkett <plunketts@wilmette.com>
Subject: mandated wages and sick leave
Reply-To: Larry Craig <lacraig1@sbcglobal.net>

Wilmette Village Board
 
Greetings!
 
I hope all of you are doing well.

I understand that the village board is voting soon on whether to force local
businesses to raise their minimum wages and to provide sick leave to all employees.

In general, I think it is unwise for government to make blanket rules for all
businesses.  Starting and running business is not easy, and most new businesses fail.

I spent my career working in grocery stores, and I would bet that a major reason why
Treasure Island suddenly closed had to do in great measure with this minimum wage
and paid sick leave mandate.  Most grocery store employees make less than the
mandate and have less paid sick leave.  And that includes union shop stores.  They
used to have higher wages and more sick time, but the businesses gradually had them
reduced to stay competitive with non-union stores.

I understand now that there are far more job openings now than there are
applicants.  I know the store I retired from was having a real hard time getting them. 
That could raise wages and benefits some.  But businesses come and go, and their
future is never a certain one.

If you’re basing this decision on the referendum on the recent ballot, I think you
need to talk to the businesses themselves and not to people who are not in them.  I
think you’re gong to drive out all the small businesses and force people to drive to
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the Walmarts and Home Depots for everything instead of supporting the local
stores.

I urge you to vote no and let the businesses decide on what they can afford.  If an
employee is not happy with what they are making, they are free to go work
somewhere else.  That’s how the free market works.
Thank you
 
Larry Craig
 
Please visit my blog at poligion1.blogspot.com for articles I have written on politics,
culture, and public life.  

http://poligion1.blogspot.com/


From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael; Stein, Jeff
Subject: Fwd: Minimum Wage
Date: Friday, November 9, 2018 11:08:29 AM

Begin forwarded message:

From: " Peter Lucyshyn" <oakdale1@ameritech.net>
Date: November 9, 2018 at 8:26:34 AM CST
To: <bielinskib@wilmette.com>
Subject: Minimum Wage

Dear Bob,
 
Pardon my informality.  My opinion is that we should maintain a level playing field for
our Wilmette businesses by NOT opting in to the Cook County mandate.  When so
many adjoining municipalities do not burden their businesses with the extra expense
this action places on Wilmette businesses, to do so would  cause Wilmette businesses
to suffer and become unprofitable and leave.  I don’t judge the Wilmette vote on the
advisory proposal to be persuasive.  It is very easy and human nature to be
magnanimous with other’s money, especially when it is not a direct and immediate hit
to ones pocket book.  I request that you make this argument on my behalf.
 
Pete Lucyshyn, a 52 year resident of Wilmette.
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From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael; Stein, Jeff
Subject: Fwd: Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances
Date: Monday, November 12, 2018 8:59:44 PM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Steven Schwab <stevenaschwab@gmail.com>
Date: November 12, 2018 at 11:56:14 AM PST
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette.com, kurzmanj@wilmette.com, 
leonards@wilmette.com, plunketts@wilmette.com, sullivand@wilmette.com, 
wolfj@wilmette.com
Subject: Minimum Wage and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances

Dear Trustees:

Thank you for your attention to this letter. Firstly, I would like to request that the
election results for the Village of Wilmette related to the Minimum Wage and Paid Sick
Leave Ordinances by publicly posted. What is currently available are the Cook Country
results and not the results of voting in the Village. I believe it is important to have
transparency on the results at the Village level as it forms the basis for the Village
President's letter to the Board on November 8, 2018. 

I would also like to express my general opposition to the proposed ordinance. 

As I am sure you are aware, there are numerous studies on minimum wages ordinances
and their generally negative impact on local economies, but I would like to remind you
of the disproportionate impact minimum wage ordinances have on the persons to
whom they are intended to benefit, so-called unskilled workers, the poor and the
disabled. Economists have recognized for decades that minimum wage laws result
primarily in increased unemployment among the most vulnerable sectors of society,
especially unskilled teenagers, the poor and the disabled. The amount of evidence to
support this conclusion is significant (and likely underreported), but still proponents of
minimum wage ordinances refuse to accept that just because it sounds like a good idea
to magically give poor workers a raise it does not mean that it actually works this way.

In addition, I oppose the proposed minimum wage ordinance because it is bad and
arbitrary economic policy:

1. The proposed ordinance makes unemployable all people whose labor is not
worth the minimum wage (i.e., the price floor that would be artificially created
by the ordinance). This includes unskilled or low-skill entry-level workers who are
just getting their first jobs (e.g., teenagers) and the disabled. 

2. The proposed ordinance makes it impossible for thin profit-margin businesses
(like many of our local businesses) which rely on low labor costs to operate
because the ordinance will push the costs operate and without change will make
business less or unprofitable. For think margin businesses, the ordinance will be
a death blow and they will have to automate, move or shut down.

3. The proposed ordinance would raise the prices of all goods and services
produced by labor impacted by the ordinance. This disproportionately affects
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the poorest, especially if they are the ones put out of work by minimum wage
law.

4. The proposed ordinance is completely arbitrary and not based on any form of
sound economic analysis. Why $15 an hour and not $17 or $25? 

I am very concerned that if approved, you (and we, as a Village) will be writing a check
during a strong economic cycle that will be difficult for local business and our
community to satisfy during the inevitable difficult economic cycles that will come, and
that the strong and vibrant Village center will become unsustainable and ultimately
under-occupied. 

The job of the Village Board is not to act reflexively to the results of a confusing
referendum that has been put forth multiple times on the ballot (with this last attempt
being the only time it passes), but it is to be good stewards to the Village and to think
about the long-term health and vibrancy of the Village. Approving the ordinance does
not take into account the long-term and is instead short-term thinking, and I urge you
to not approve it.    

Sincerely,

Steven Schwab

1045 Chestnut Ave. 



 

Wilmette/Kenilworth Chamber of Commerce 

 

 

W i l m e t t e / K e n i l w o r t h  C h a m b e r  o f  C o m m e r c e  
3 5 1  L i n d e n  A v e . ,  W i l m e t t e ,  I L  6 0 0 9 1  

Ph. 847.251.3800 
Wilmettekenilworth.com 

November 13, 2018 
 
Village President Bob Bielinksi & Wilmette Board of Trustees 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
 
Dear President Bielinski and Trustees: 
 
I am writing to express the Chamber’s concerns and make requests regarding the Village ordinance to 
fully “opt in” to the Cook County minimum wage and paid sick leave regulations, that will be introduced 
at tonight’s meeting of the Board of Trustees. 
 
The timing of the ordinance presents great difficulties for Wilmette businesses. The holiday season is 
the busiest time of the year for the majority of businesses; the short window between November 28-
January 1st does not provide adequate time for busy business owners to research and implement the 
administrative preparations required by the ordinance. 
 
Therefore, the Chamber requests the following: 
 

• State-mandated minimum wage and paid sick leave are at the top of Governor-Elect Pritzker’s 
agenda. They are likely to become law in the very near future. The Chamber requests that 
instead of passing a Wilmette ordinance, the Trustees wait for the State of Illinois to pass 
these laws. 

 
Or, if the above is not possible: 
 

• The Trustees revisit and/or vote on the ordinance after January 1, 2019 since Wilmette 
businesses are extremely busy with the holiday season. 

 
Or, if the above is not possible: 
 

• Amend the ordinance to take effect in on June 30, 2019 to give businesses the appropriate 
opportunity to research and implement administrative tracking systems. 

 
Thank you for considering these requests. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Julie Yusim, Executive Director 
  
 



From: Benjamin Schmitt
To: Bielinski, Bob; Dodd, Kathy; Kurzman, Joel; Pearce, George; Plunkett, Senta; Sullivan, Dan; Wolf, Julie; Frenzer,

Tim; Braiman, Michael
Subject: Resident Comment to Proposed Repeal of Village Ordinances Concerning Cook Co. Min. Wage and Paid Sick Leave 
Date: Thursday, November 15, 2018 3:35:00 PM

Date: November 15, 2018
To: Village Board of Trustees, Village Manager, Assistant Village Manager  
Subject: Proposed Repeal of Village Ordinances Concerning Cook County Minimum Wage and Paid Sick
Leave Ordinances
 
As a Wilmette resident, I am disappointed in the recent measures taken to re-introduce misguided
minimum wage and sick leave ordinances, for many reasons.  I have listed several simple arguments
below that serve as my final plea to look at this issue objectively.  This is not a form letter.  This
response is a result of years of education, career application, and personal interest in the field of
economics and liberty. 
 

1)     The recent referendums put forth by Cook County on our Nov 6th ballots are poorly worded, using
overly simplistic language and likely intended to deceive voters.  They do not address any of the
consequences tied to these ordinances.  Here is a sample comparison of the actual language used vs
examples of comprehensive language with real-world cause and effect that should have been included:
 

a.      Actual minimum wage language:  Shall the minimum wage in your municipality match the
$13 per hour Cook County minimum wage law for adults over the age of 18 by July 1, 2020, and
be indexed to the consumer price index after that?

 

b.      Realistic/alternative language example #1:  Shall the minimum wage in your municipality
match the $13 per hour Cook County minimum wage law for adults over the age of 18 by July 1,
2020, and be indexed to the consumer price index after that, if such an ordinance results in: local
businesses reducing their headcount, local businesses reducing available hours for their workers
to earn a wage, prospective entry level employees losing opportunities to earn basic training at a
low wage, local consumers paying higher prices for their goods/services, potential for
additional/extended storefront vacancies and a decline in business formation in your community?

 

c.      Realistic/alternative language example #2:  Shall we make it unlawful for any adult citizen
over the age of 18 in your municipality to enter into a voluntary contract with any employer to
make less than $13 per hour (by July 1, 2020, and be indexed to the consumer price index after
that)?

 

d.      Realistic/alternative language example #3:  Shall the minimum wage in your municipality
match the $13 per hour Cook County minimum wage law for adults over the age of 18 by July 1,
2020, and be indexed to the consumer price index after that, if violation of such an ordinance by
a business results in legal repercussions such as arbitrary fines, bankruptcy or imprisonment for
the business owner?
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e.      Actual sick leave language:  Shall your municipality match the Cook County earned sick
time law which allows for workers to earn up to 40 hours (5 days) of sick time a year to take care
of their own health or a family member's health?

 

f.       Realistic/alternative language example #4:  Shall your municipality match the Cook
County earned sick time law which allows for workers to earn up to 40 hours (5 days) of sick
time a year to take care of their own health or a family member's health, if such an ordinance
results in:  businesses reducing their headcount to avoid additional unexpected and absent
workers, increased overall operating costs and less business formation due to the ongoing cost
and complexity of compliance?

 
2)     After going through the entire Wilmette “Working Group” study exercise over the last twelve
months, why is the Village suddenly taking the simplistic referendum percentage results at face value? 
How much of the 76% quoted in Mr Bielinksi’s letter consist of business owners vs residents with no
‘skin in the game’?  The WG study proved a large disparity between the responses of business owners
responsible for wages/employment and village residents with little to no direct consequence for these

policies.  Without granularity in the Nov 6th results, there is no evidence that Wilmette residents are
“better informed”. 
 
3)     Why are we ‘opting in’ when the board clearly stated several times in prior deliberations that it was
waiting to see what was instituted in the state of Illinois?  Nothing has transpired statewide since then
other than the misleading referendums that are entirely non-binding.  There has been no public
discussion on these issues in the IL state house and senate since the November 6th elections and no
clarity on what any sort of new policy looks like, that I am aware of. 
 
4)     The referendums put forth by Cook County have the sole intention of pushing villages/suburbs such
as ours into poor policy and poor outcomes for constituents they claim to serve.  Cook County officials
advocating for this policy have stated publicly their war on local communities repeatedly around the
minimum wage and sick leave ordinance (via endless outreach and threatening legal action against
those communities that had opted out) and the recent referendum is yet another example.  Why are
we following the lead of the same inept Chicago, Cook County and Illinois politicians and bureaucrats
that have lead us down a path of financial weakness and insecurity?
 
5)     Finally, passing wage/employment law primarily for small businesses is simply bad economics and
poor policy.  I will not revisit all of the details that should be well known at this point, but these policies
undoubtedly carry the law of unintended consequences.  Furthermore they violate the principles of
individual liberty (freedom to choose) both on the part of an employer and the employee. 
 
I urge you to take a balanced approach to this (and any other) issue, using facts and logic.  Because of
how this issue has been handled I fear the implications of how future policy will be shaped in this
community.  Our community is better and more rational than this.  
 



Please confirm receipt.  Thank you. 
 
Regards,
 
Ben Schmitt
Wilmette Resident
1204 Gregory Ave
 
 
 
 
Benjamin L. Schmitt
Sandler O'Neill + Partners, L.P.   
225 West Wacker Drive | Suite 2200
Chicago, IL 60606
Direct:  312-281-3482
Mobile:  773-610-2246
bschmitt@sandleroneill.com

 

_______________________________________________________________________________

If you are not an intended recipient of this e-mail, please notify the sender,
delete it and do not read, act upon, print, disclose, copy, retain or
redistribute it. Visit this URL for important additional terms relating to this
e-mail. http://www.sandleroneill.com/email-disclaimer.htm
_______________________________________________________________________________
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From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael
Subject: Fwd: Your proposal to change course on mandates - WOW.
Date: Sunday, November 18, 2018 12:43:04 AM

Begin forwarded message:

From: betsy Hart <bc.hart@icloud.com>
Date: November 17, 2018 at 3:11:04 PM PST
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com, doddk@wilmette.com, KurzmanJ@wilmette.com,
PearceG@wilmette.com, Plunketts@wilmette.com, SullivanD@wilmette.com,
WolfeJ@wilmette.com
Cc: betsy Hart <bc.hart@icloud.com>
Subject: Your proposal to change course on mandates - WOW.

Good evening all. Below is the write up from New Trier New Trier Neighbors
about the change of course on minimum wage sent Friday to our 1,300 members
throughout New Trier Township. 

I've attached the link, as well as pasted in the copy. 

That you could make the case that the "will of the voters" must be applied to
private businesses, but not to your own government offices or employees seems
straight our of Animal Farm.

So it's okay if teens working at the Rec Center "come to work sick"? You don't
worry about "exploiting" the young adults who work there  part-time for less than
$13 an hour, or $20 when the CPI kicks in in years to come? Really?

Thank you for reading the below. I look forward to your response.

Betsy Hart
Board Member, New Trier Neighbors
Wilmette

Board Reverses Course: But Why?

Wilmette Village Board Set to Push Through Minimum Wage Hike,
Paid Sick Leave: But Not Apply Mandate to Village Government

What’s going on? In June, the Wilmette Village Board voted against pegging
the mandatory minimum wage to inflation increases once it reaches $13 an hour
in 2020. They also rejected requiring local businesses to provide paid sick
leave, including to 16-year-old part time workers once they meet a low threshold
of hours worked. Both were part of onerous Cook County ordinances that applied
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throughout the suburbs, unless a municipality “opted-out.” 80 percent of
municipalities did just that.

Wilmette’s approach was to adopt some of the provisions of the ordinances (after
first rejecting them all together.) These decisions were made in June of this year
following a months-long study in which a team of Wilmette residents spent
hundreds of hours evaluating the potential impact of the Cook County ordinances.

In June Board President Bielinski himself was adamant that Cook County
didn’t have the authority to apply the mandates in the first place, and that the
wage and sick leave mandates would hurt small businesses in the Village. He
voted against both.

Now, he’s completely reversing course and asking the Board to follow on
November 27 when there will be an attempt to push through a final vote and
approval on all of the Cook County mandates, with no conditions or reservations
for Wilmette. So, why the sudden change? The ostensible reason is that an
advisory referenda on the November ballot showed support for the “opt-in.” But
wait a minute: advocates of the “opt-in” have always made the case, and the
Board seemed to always believe, that Wilmette residents generally supported the
measures.

The question was not about how people with no stake in a Wilmette business
feel about the opt-in, it was about whether it was good idea for businesses and
employees, and whether Cook County or the Village had the right to tell local
private businesses how to operate in the first place.

If an advisory referenda is all it takes to reverse course after a year of careful
deliberation, hours of community input, and hundreds of people attending Village
Board meetings to discuss these issues, questions arise:

Just what was the point of all this effort?
What has changed about the facts – not feelings – that caused the Board to
vote for a limited version of the County’s mandates in June?
Why do we need the Board to make decisions at all? Why not just hold
regular plebiscites on issues?
If “majority rules” and can literally vote away the rights of others to run
their family businesses as they know best how to do – what can’t citizens
decide via majority vote?

And if opting in to the Cook County mandates is now a good idea because the
voters feel it is, then how does the Village Board justify completely exempting all
local government enterprises – and their employees – from the same mandates? If
majority rules, shouldn’t it rule the Village Board, too?

So what’s going on? We’re not sure! Come ask the Board yourself on:
November 27, 7:30 pm, Wilmette Village Hall.

A final vote on the matter will be taken that night.



From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael
Subject: Fwd: Opt in
Date: Friday, November 16, 2018 10:10:10 AM

Bob Bielinski
President, Village of Wilmette
bielinskib@wilmette.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: William Arnold <billncele@comcast.net>
Date: November 16, 2018 at 8:16:00 AM CST
To: bielinskib@wilmette.com
Subject: Opt in

Congratulations on your decision to follow the wishes of over 2/3rds of Wilmette
residents and allow a vote to fully opt in to the minimum wage and sick leave
policy.
We hope all board members vote to support the opt in for Wilmette.
Sincerely,
Bill and Cele Arnold
751 Michigan Ave
Wilmette
Wilmette residents for 43 years. 
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From: Bielinski, Bob
To: Frenzer, Tim; Braiman, Michael
Subject: Fwd: Wilmette Village Board Set to Push Through Minimum Wage Hike, Paid Sick Leave: But Not Apply Mandate

to Village Government |
Date: Friday, November 16, 2018 8:19:20 PM

Bob Bielinski
President, Village of Wilmette
bielinskib@wilmette.com

Begin forwarded message:

From: <mark@wirepoints.com>
Date: November 16, 2018 at 8:10:52 PM CST
To: <bielinskib@wilmette.com>, <doddk@wilmette.com>,
<kurzmanj@wilmette.com>, <leonards@wilmette.com>,
<plunketts@wilmette.com>, <sullivand@wilmette.com>,
<wolfj@wilmette.com>
Subject: Wilmette Village Board Set to Push Through Minimum Wage Hike,
Paid Sick Leave: But Not Apply Mandate to Village Government |

Why don’t you all just send out an email telling all residents to leave now for their
own good? This is cowardly and irresponsible.

I’ll be selling my home here as soon as school and personal circumstances allow.

 
Mark Glennon
(312) 970-1283
(847) 323-7597 (cell)
mark@wirepoints.com
Wirepoints.com
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Gina Kennedy 
2136 Beechwood Avenue 

Wilmette, IL 60091 
 
 

         November 19, 2018 
 
Wilmette Board of Trustees 
Village Hall 
1200 Wilmette Avenue 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
 
 Re: Wilmette's Adoption of Cook County's Minimum Wage 
         and Paid Sick Leave Ordinances 
 
 
Dear Village Board President Bielinski and Board Trustees: 
 
 Like many Wilmette residents, I was gratified to learn that the Board is 
reconsidering its actions in June relating to Cook County's minimum wage and paid sick 
leave ordinances.  I agree with President Bielinski's recent statement that the results of 
the November 6th referendum on these matters, which bolster the findings of the 
professional public opinion survey conducted at the Board's behest in April, is clear 
evidence of overwhelming support among residents for unconditionally opting-in to both 
ordinances. 
 
 While I believe that the public sentiment in favor of opting-in should be 
dispositive, some Board members may still have concern about whether doing so, in the 
case of the minimum wage ordinance, will have serious adverse consequences for the 
low wage workers the ordinances are meant to help or for the businesses that employ 
them.  In the past year, opponents of opting-in frequently cited a June, 2017, working 
paper from The Evans School of Public Policy & Governance at the University of 
Washington that studied the effects of minimum wage increases in Seattle.  In the 
opponents' view, this paper supported their position -- despite its being out of line with 
nearly all reputable studies of the economic effects of minimum wage increases -- and, 
sadly, this caused considerable alarm among some in the business community in 
Wilmette, and even some Board members who cited it as a reason for their voting 
against opting-in. 
 
 In June, shortly before the Board's vote, I exchanged several e-mails with Dr. 
Jacob Vigdor, one of the authors of this study, about the status of their study.  He 
informed me that, after further work, the authors had concluded that their original 
conclusions were not correct and he indicated that a new working paper would be issued 
shortly reflecting their revised views.  The revised working paper, dated October, 2018, 
is now available on The Evans School's website and, consistent with what he told me, 
this revised paper reaches conclusions nearly 180 degrees from those in their earlier 
paper. 

 



 The revised working paper has, unfortunately, received far less coverage in the 
press that the earlier draft it replaces, but it was discussed at length in an article by 
Noam Scheiber entitled "They Said Raising Minimum Wage Hurt.  Now They Say 
Different." in The New York Times' October 22, 2018 issue.  As Mr. Scheiber noted, 
"[t]he earlier paper created an immediate sensation"  particularly among conservative 
politicians and news outlets, despite criticism of the paper's methodology by other 
economists and academicians.  In contrast to the original paper, the revised paper, 
reaches results in line with nearly all other studies.  As Mr. Scheiber said of the revised 
paper's conclusions: 
 

On their own, these results appear unremarkable.  Large stacks of academic 
papers have shown that, for the average worker, a minimum-wage increase does 
more good in raising pay than it hurts by prompting some employers to cut back 
on hiring or hours.  
 

 I hope that this allays whatever reservations remain about the minimum wage 
ordinance.  And I strongly urge the Board to vote in favor of joining the other North Shore 
communities and the City of Chicago in raising the minimum wage in Wilmette in line 
with the Cook County ordinance. 
 
Sincerely yours, 
 
Gina Kennedy 
  



From: Braiman, Michael
To: Prejzner, John
Subject: Fwd: Opt out of the Cook county wage crap
Date: Wednesday, November 21, 2018 11:00:28 AM

Sent from my iPhone

Begin forwarded message:

From: "Bielinski, Bob" <bielinskib@wilmette.com>
Date: November 21, 2018 at 10:47:01 AM CST
To: "Frenzer, Tim" <frenzert@wilmette.com>, "Braiman, Michael"
<braimanm@wilmette.com>
Subject: Fwd: Opt out of the Cook county wage crap

Begin forwarded message:

From: chas nunemaker <chas@nunemaker.com>
Date: November 21, 2018 at 8:32:16 AM PST
To: <bielinskib@wilmette.com>
Cc: <doddk@wilmette.com>, <kurzmanj@wilmette.com>,
<leonards@wilmette.com>, <plunketts@wilmette.com>,
<sullivand@wilmette.com>, <wolfj@wilmette.com>
Subject: Opt out of the Cook county wage crap

Don’t make decisions for others that you don’t follow.  That is a democrat
trick and should never be used. 
 
Opt out and don’t back track.  This is wrong.
 
Thank you,
Charles Nunemaker
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1200 Wilmette Avenue
Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040

(847) 853-7501
Facsimile (847) 853-7700

OFFICE OF THE TDD (847) 853-7634
VILLAGE MANAGER

Date: November 21, 2018

To: Village President and Board of Trustees
Village Board Municipal Service Committee

From: Timothy J. Frenzer, Village Manager

Subject: Request for Additional Funding – Forest Avenue

Please be advised that resident, Carl Albrecht, 906 Forest Ave., had advised us
that he plans to attend the Municipal Services Committee meeting on Tuesday at 6:30
p.m., and the Village Board meeting at 7:30 p.m.

Mr. Albrecht’s concerns arise from the Village’s 2019 Budget not including funding
for continuation of the conversion of Forest Avenue from a “brick overlay” street (i.e.,
an asphalt surface street over a pre-existing brick street foundation) into a brick-
surface street. His email requesting to be heard is attached to this memorandum,
along with related email correspondence on this subject.

Mr. Albrecht’s request may be heard at the Municipal Services Committee meeting
under public comment, as it is not on the agenda.  Mr. Albrecht’s request may be
heard at the Village Board meeting during the public hearing on the 2019 Budget.

Mr. Albrecht has corresponded with the Village staff and spoken with us over the
course of the past week or so.  The specific questions and concerns that were raised
and responded to are also attached to this memorandum, along with the Village
Board’s policies on overlay brick street conversion, special service area, and a historic
district map, as they help provide additional background.

Discussion of this subject involves the distinction between “brick overlay” streets,
which are asphalt surface streets that could be resurfaced in asphalt but, because
many years ago the asphalt was laid over a brick street foundation, could be converted
back into a brick-surface street, versus “brick street renovation,” which refers to
already existing brick streets that are in need of repair.
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In past years, the Village Board adopted and amended a policy on brick/asphalt 

overlay conversions back into brick streets (a copy of the policy is attached).  The 
policy recognizes the positive qualities of brick streets and attempts to balance that 
with the fact that the asphalt surface could be resurfaced at considerably less 
immediate cost.  These projects are part of the overall Road Program in the Budget, 
and evaluated with other asphalt streets in the Road Program.  The Village has 
successfully funded one block in past years, and has completed a significant portion of 
Forest Avenue, although there are several blocks left to go.  The Village has applied 
for grant funding for this work in the past, but has not been successful. 

 
The Budget also has another Program, the “Brick Street Renovation Program,” 

which is separate from the Road Program and funds the renovation of existing brick 
streets that are in disrepair.  When the Village Board increased the Home Rule Sales 
Tax in 2015, it committed to increased funding to repair and resurface streets, with 
more money for asphalt streets generally, money to repair 3-4 alleys each year, and 
enough money to repair at least one existing brick street each year.  Thus, the Brick 
Street Renovation Program funds one block per year.   

 
The difficulty with the Road Program in 2019, and again in 2020, is that the local 

match and costs for the two major federally funded projects, Locust Road (2019) and 
Central Avenue (2020), are absorbing much of the available funding in the Road 
Program.  While it would likely be possible to resurface the remaining asphalt portions 
of Forest in 2019, additional work on removing the asphalt and reclaiming the street as 
brick is not programmed in 2019, and is not presently anticipated in 2020 (although 
that depends on how revenue and expenses perform in 2019).   

 
With regard to the Budget and available funding, it should be remembered that the 

Brick Street Renovation Program is not included in the roughly $2 million the Village 
tries to spend each year on its Road Program.  Referencing the cash flow in the 
Budget for the Village’s dedicated revenues (copy attached), the four principal 
components for 2019 roads (not brick street renovation) are:  

 
Resurfacing $700,000.00 
Central Ave. (engineering) 619,735.00 
Locust Rd. 1,274,705.00 
Skokie/Lake (engineering) 83,400.00 
 
Sub Total: $2,677,840.00 
Net of Grant Funds -$776,355.00 
 
Total Village Funding $1,901,485.00 

 
The cash flow also shows that the 2018 Estimated Actual escrow balance for 

the Engineering Program is $1,071,380, which is $862,699 above the amount 
anticipated in the 2018 Budget of just $208,681.  The majority of this savings is due to 
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favorable road program bids in 2018.  These are welcome savings achieved in 2018, 
but are not recurring revenue that support long-term spending.   

  
In 2019, the Engineering Program cash flow shows an approximate $667,000 draw 

down on the program’s escrow, primarily to fund the 2019 brick street renovation 
program (Wood Court), as well as the enhanced maintenance programs of 
sidewalks/curbs/crack-sealing/pavement marking, are projected to reduce the escrow 
balance to just over $400,000 at the end of 2019.  As the cash flow indicates, future 
years will continue to draw down the escrow.  By 2020, just over $2,000 is projected to 
be left in the escrow and a deficit is projected for 2021 and beyond (meaning our 
expenses would exceed dedicated revenues each future year).  

  
If the Village Board were to decide that the “brick overlay” program should be 

funded in 2019 and 2020, a total of $620,000 would need to be programmed over 
those two years.  The Village Engineer advises that the reason for this amount is that 
one of the next two blocks on Forest has to include the removing the asphalt overlay 
from an intersection, in addition to the block itself.  Thus, one year would have to be 
funded at $350,000 and the other year at $270,000. 

 
If the Village Board decides that it wants this funded, then the recommended 

method would be as follows. It would not require reducing Village services, but would 
necessitate raising taxes next year, and is problematic for the reasons stated. 

  

• Use the remaining balance in the Engineering program escrow to fund 
$270,000 of work on Forest Avenue in 2019.  
 
o Because this would exhaust the escrow faster than anticipated, it would not 

be an effective strategy to fund subsequent work in 2020 or beyond, and 
would necessitate increasing taxes or fees next year to be able to fund the 
Road Program, including Forest Avenue. 

 

• Plan to increase the property tax levy next year by at least an additional 
$350,000, or otherwise identify new recurring revenue of at least $350,000 
during 2019, without which Forest Avenue work would still lack funding past 
2019.  We estimate that adding $350,000 to the 2019 Property Tax Levy would 
increase it by an additional 1.88%.  This also necessitates identifying new 
revenue for the depleted escrow. 

  
The staff does not recommend increasing the 2018 property tax levy to include the 

approximate cost of the next block of Forest Avenue.  Doing so at this late date in the 
budget process would make it difficult or impossible to submit the 2018 Tax Levy on 
time to the Cook County Clerk. 

 
Adding $350,000 would boost the proposed 2018 Property Tax Levy from an 

increase of 2.75% to 4.68%.  More problematically, adding either $270,000 or 
$350,000 to the Operations part of the 2018 Tax Levy would cause its increase to 
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jump to over 5% (possibly by over 6%), triggering additional mandatory Truth in 
Taxation notice and public hearing requirements that would be difficult to satisfy now. 

 
Based on the Village Board’s discussion at its Committee of the Whole budget 

meeting, the Village already submitted for publication its Truth in Taxation notice for 
the public hearing on the Tax Levy on December 11, 2018.  Having to republish a new 
notice under the mandatory public hearing requirements, combined with the statutory 
time requirements for prior published notice, would make it impossible to conduct the 
planned public hearing on December 11, and potentially jeopardize its being properly 
adopted and accepted by the County Clerk before the end of December. 

 
 
 

TJF/ 
 
Attachments: 
 

1. Email request to be heard from Mr. Albrecht 
2. Prior email discussion between staff and Mr. Albrecht 
3. 2019 Budget Cash Flow – Engineering Expenses Funded by Dedicated 

Revenue 
4. Overlay Brick Street Policy (as amended) 
5. Special Service Area Policy 
6. Historic District Map 

 
 
 



1. Email request to be heard from Mr. Albrecht 
 
 
Tim and Michael, 
 
Thank you for the discussion and the numbers in answer to my questions. 
The rationale you provided largely makes sense to me with one key exception. 
 
Please consider this my formal concern with the 2019 budget and I plan to attend the board meeting 
and also the MSC meeting directly preceding it on the 27th of this month at 6:30 (Municipal Services 
Committee Meeting, 2nd Floor, Village Hall) and 7:30 (Board Meeting, at which budget concerns will be 
heard and budget voted on).  If there is a process for putting this on the agenda, please do so or let me 
know how to do so.  
 
I request and would appreciate the board’s reconsideration for continuing with the completion of the 
Historic District Plan to Restore Forest Avenue to its Original Brick Surface on time and on the planned 
schedule.  
 

1. Village Residents at Large Like and Want Brick, Not Just Those Living on Brick  Streets. The village 
created the policy at the request of its residents, the full majority of whom like the character that 
cobblestone gives the village. It’s an important differentiator vs. other villages and a source of 
community pride. Or as it states in the policy preamble: “The residents of the Village of Wilmette 
enjoy the character of the brick streets and have requested an opportunity to restore the brick 
streets overlaid with asphalt.” So it’s not just a few hundred people who live in the Historic District 
that value brick and want the roads restored to original – it’s the whole of the village. It benefits 
the entire town to capture the original look and feel where policy deems fit. 

 
2. Aligns with the Village’s Policy for Converting Asphalt to Brick. The current policy calls for a 

minimum of 3 blocks to be supported for conversion to “maintain consistency with pavement 
materials”.  The policy recognizes the poor aesthetic created by a mish-mosh of different surfaces, 
and this is particularly important with the Historic District. Right now, Forest is an incomplete 
eyesore of brick and pitted asphalt abutted block next to block. The aesthetic wouldn’t be quite 
as bad if the surface changed between the east and west sides of Wilmette Avenue, with the large 
angled thoroughfare separating and announcing the change. But this just looks unfinished and 
dumb.  

 
3. Meet the Planned Schedule and the Expectation. The original plan was instituted several years 

ago and included the bricking of Forest Avenue at the pace of one block per year. Expectations 
have been set, and we expect that budgets and priorities to be planned accordingly.  

 
4. Conservative Stewardship and Pace. The plan was set at an extremely conservative (and even 

painful!) pace. Further delays push the project outside of conservative stewardship and into 
inaction and deterioration. 
 

5. We’re at about 95% Complete. Don’t Stall Now. It completes the Historic District, which is 95% 
covered in the original brick already. It’s inches to go!    
 



6. Clear Priority Over Wood Court. Road Budget is Fungible. I understand: The village has 2 labels 
for brick roads: One for repaving asphalt into brick, another for maintaining brick to delineate 
the relatively higher cost, and aesthetic nature of the former as compared to the latter. But in 
the case of Wood Court, it costs the same as repaving an asphalt road with brick. The labels and 
their intent fall apart on this point alone, but in this case, we would add that Wood Court is not 
in nearly as poor condition as is Forest 700-900, which is in “condition red” shape. And it would 
be a waste to repave or patch it in asphalt, then turn around and repave it in brick, not to 
mention unfair to the village’s residents who have clearly voiced their desire for brick roads and 
have their expectations set in the plan. Let’s not get caught up in labels when the whole of the 
road budget is fungible.  
 

7. Asphalt is Short-Sighted. Brick is Far Less Costly. Asphalt has to be resurfaced every 10 to 15 
years and fully reconstructed every 20 to 25. Brick needs no resurfacing or reconstructing for 
over 100 years. It is the smarter strategy in the long term, in addition to raising the aesthetic 
value for the village. 
 

8. The Recession is Long Past. Time to Increase Revenue. We’ve been out of recession for 3 years 
and in a boom for a couple of years. The building in Wilmette is booming so much we’re hiring 2 
full-timers to enable us to keep pace and improve service. That will increase building fee volume 
(have you increased projections for 2019 accordingly?). But our fees haven’t increased in many 
years. As we are barely keeping up with street maintenance, it seems a good time to raise village 
sticker fees and other fees. The downtown parking is now packed (thanks to the revitalization)! 
Maybe install meters? Not exactly an egregious or uncommon move.  I recommend looking at all 
fees and revenue options, at least temporarily while the economy is booming. Maybe sunset 
them when GDP growth slows to a specific number or some other more locally appropriate 
metric? Seems like it might be a good idea to have some sort of revenue stream that increase in 
good times, and decreases/ terminates in bad other than property taxes.  
  

Thanks again. See you next week.  
Have a great Thanksgiving.  
 
Regards, 
 
Carl 
 
Carl F Albrecht 
CEO 
8031 Monticello Avenue 
Skokie, IL 60076 
 
Mobile:  847.609.1855 
 
Office:   847.329.8999 x211 
 



 
 
From: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 20, 2018 1:03 PM 
To: Carl Albrecht <calbrecht@point-management.com> 
Cc: Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: RE: Thanks/ Recap/ Request 
 
Dear Carl; 
 
Thanks for calling and speaking with us today.  We have tried to answer your questions below.   
 
 

Notes for discussion with Tim and Mike at Village  
 

1. Need a few budget data points, if you please. Cost of: 
• Subcontracted engineering and plumbing work in 2017. 

$101,827 in Community Development for the inspection work (only $15k budgeted in 2019 due 
to anticipated change).  The total 2017 road and alley engineering cost was $104,749. In 2016, 
$24,717 was spent on engineering work for the brick street renovation program.  
 
The recommendation regarding the Engineering Project Manager recognizes that there are 
other savings achieved outside the Road Program, in terms of savings on projected costs for the 
Locust and Central projects, the upcoming stormwater project.  I have attached the memo 
submitted to the Village Board discussing the decision to add that staff member, which discusses 
the reasons in more detail. 
 
Insofar as the Plumbing Inspector is concerned, an additional consideration is that the Village 
has received negative feedback, both from residents and contractors, about the outsourced 
plumbing inspection, including in a recent focus group study.  The Village curtailed its in-house 
inspections during the Great Recession, as building permits and construction work all 
receded.  Since then, we have used two different private contractors for inspections with 
negative feedback from users.  As construction and permits issued recovered, there is a need to 
improve customer/resident service. 

 
• Two FTEs: one engineer, one plumbing. Base, bonus, sick/vacation, payroll taxes/expenses, 

insurance – all types, car, supplies/misc., and present value of pension and health insurance, if 
applicable, for life.  
Plumbing inspector - $85,517 in salary plus $37,217 ($6,542 FICA/Medicare, $9,920 Illinois 
Municipal Retirement Fund, $18,414 health insurance, $2,341 other misc.)  in fringe benefits, 
$122,734 total.  
Engineering Assistant - $84,144 in salary plus $26,991 ($6,437 FICA/Medicare, $9,761 Illinois 
Municipal Retirement Fund, $8,476 health insurance, $2,317 other misc.) in fringe benefits, 
$111,135 total. 
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•  Sidewalk shoveling. My opinion: It makes good fiscal sense to evaluate all non-essential 
annually-recurring services every year against a simple litmus test: Is this a vital service? Is this a 
service that is standard in all/most communities? If we hadn’t been doing this in the past, would 
we advocate to raise/spend taxes on it? Would the community pay more taxes to get it? The 
point in this case is:  I don’t think this would pass the test. It might get some people whining if 
you cancelled it, but against what standard? I’m too lazy to shovel my own walk and can only 
shovel from my door to the street? I expect the village to perform services virtually no 
other  village performs? My kid has to walk to school (so – residents have to shovel their own 
walk an hour before school starts or be fined?)?  We shouldn’t continue services that don’t meet 
this test and are mere “nice to haves” or in this case – an over-the-top luxury, just because 
people are used to the village doing it or that we’ve always done it if it’s over the top.  

o Who gets their sidewalks shoveled? 
The Village plows all residential sidewalks after a 4” snowfall.  We ask residents to 
shovel for smaller events.  The Village plows/and salts sidewalks in its business districts, 
along designated school walking routes and along commuter walking routes 

 
o What is annual cost? 

The annual cost of plowing residential sidewalks after 4” of snow is minimal.  The Village 
does not pay overtime for residential sidewalk plowing or hire extra help for it; it’s only 
done during regular work hours after plowing (as opposed to business, school and 
commuter routes, where we will reassign someone from a plow or other duties to do 
those in the timeframe needed).   The equipment we use to plow the residential 
sidewalks is the same equipment we use to plow the business, school and commuter 
routes, so as long as we do those we will still have the equipment.  There will, of course, 
be some marginal cost for fuel for the machines and some additional wear and tear on 
the machines because they do this additional work, but it is difficult to estimate how 
much longer the life of one machine might extend if it did not do this work.  We have in-
house mechanics who do most of the maintenance and repair on them, along with other 
Village vehicles and equipment. 

 
2. What is the village’s process for bringing concerns on road construction/ project holds forward? 

When are the next meetings? 
A resident concerned with funding for this project or similar projects may express that to the 
elected officials either in writing or at a public meeting during public comment (at which time 
residents may speak on any matter), or at a meeting where the Board or one of its Committees is 
discussing that particular topic. 
 
As we discussed, the Municipal Service Committee has discussed this subject in the past and 
developed the policy on brick overlay streets a number of years ago, as well as the Special 
Service Area policy.  The Village Board, as a whole, discusses the overall Village budget. 
 
The Village Board has regular meetings on the second and fourth Tuesday of each month at 7:30 
p.m., at the Village Hall.  The Village Board’s next regular meeting is Tuesday, November 27, 
2018, at 7:30, at which time it will be voting on the 2019 Budget, and will be doing a public 
hearing as part of that.  Additionally, the Municipal Services Committee will be meeting at 6:30 
p.m. on November 27, prior to the regular Board meeting, to discuss the planned stormwater 
project.  Public comment is also received at that meeting, and may be about a subject other than 
stormwater. 
 



If you have anything you would like to submit in writing in advance of one of these meetings or 
any future meeting, please let me know and I can make sure it is circulated to the Board 
members in advance. 

 
3. I don’t want to tell you where to look in the budget for funds if that is unproductive. I’m actually 

trying to be helpful. Just let me know what is most helpful in framing our message. Until then: 
 

- Wood Court. This road could use some nips and tucks, but I don’t see it needing 
a full tear up and redo. (?)  How do we get to $600K for this? It doesn’t seem to 
be in nearly the poor condition of Forest Ave.  
Wood Court is an existing brick street and is in a separate Brick Street 
Renovation Program, which the Village Board funds at one block per year.  Ms. 
Berger advises me that the project includes having to take the street down to its 
base and make repairs to the base.  It’s length adds to the cost. 

 
- Central. Poor condition downtown. Nearly perfect/like new condition beginning 

with the first block east of downtown. What portion of Central redo is planned? 
Are we doing more than necessary just because Fed money is coming? 
Central is, actually, in very poor condition.  The improved portion that you see in 
that short stretch was patched in order to try to maintain its drivability until 
2020 when the federal funding is available to reconstruct it.   

 
- For projects with fed or state money, what is total cost of each project, what 

percentage of costs are pledged from other government entities, what 
percentage will come from Wilmette? 
Locust and Central are 70/30 grant funded, in that 70% of the cost will come 
from federal funds (administered by IDOT) and there is a 30% local share 
required.  The grant does not cover the cost of other infrastructure, such as a 
water main that will need to be replaced on Central (which has had repeated 
breaks). 

 
4. It seems you are unaware that the 700-900 blocks of Forest were part of the plan, surveyed, and 

scheduled. Therefore, expected. And it only makes sense. The road is a pit. It’s time. And it only 
makes sense to only redo once.  
My apologies for any confusion on this issue.  We know that the neighborhood was surveyed 
and we know that the neighbors would like to see this work done.  That is our continuing 
assumption going forward.  Depending on what year work may be done, the Engineering staff 
may resurvey neighbors to make sure everyone is still on board (as people may have moved), 
but we understand and are planning on the basis that the neighbors along Forest support the 
conversion back to a brick surface. 

 
Have a great Thanksgiving holiday! 
 
Regards, 
 
Tim 
 
Timothy J. Frenzer 
Village Manager 



Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
Tel. 847-853-7501 
Fax 847-853-7700 
Email: FrenzerT@wilmette.com  
 

From: Carl Albrecht <calbrecht@point-management.com>  
Sent: Monday, November 19, 2018 2:16 PM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com>; Braiman, Michael <braimanm@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Thanks/ Recap/ Request 
 
Gents, 
 
Thanks so much for taking the time to educate me and hear my concerns.  
 
I’ve attached the questions/thoughts from today. 
Please answer any of them you can – before the 27th if at all possible. 
 
One other: If we can’t get this change approved prior to the 27th, what is our recourse as we move 
through the rest of this year and into 2019? 
Is there a process for perhaps, say, getting this approved in the case that something ends of costing less 
than for which it was budgeted? 
 
Have a great Thanksgiving 
 
Carl 
 
Carl F Albrecht 
CEO 
8031 Monticello Avenue 
Skokie, IL 60076 
 
Mobile:  847.609.1855 
 
Office:   847.329.8999 x211 
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2.   Prior email discussion between staff and Mr. Albrecht 
 
 
Tim  
 
May I just call you? 
I’d like to know where to go regarding budget detail on sidewalk shoveling (scope and cost, last year’s 
plumbing and engineering subcontracting, whether new hires get pension, cost of new hires.  
 
Also to discuss how a planned project can be bumped 3 blocks from completion on roads 
among  poorest of condition in town.  
 
Especially with the wholly unnecessary spending from which to draw.  
 
Then I’d just like to know process for making our case with the board.  
 
1:30 Monday work? 

Carl Albrecht  
CEO 
PointManagement 
8031 Monticello Avenue 
Skokie, IL 60076 
 
Office:  847.329.8999 x211 
Cell:     847.609.1855 
 
On Nov 16, 2018, at 7:15 PM, Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> wrote: 

Dear Carl; 
  
I would be happy to meet with you.  Would Monday afternoon be convenient for you?  Possibly early or 
mid-afternoon? 
  
Tim 
  
Timothy J. Frenzer 
Village Manager 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
Tel. 847-853-7501 
Fax 847-853-7700 
Email: FrenzerT@wilmette.com  
  
From: Carl Albrecht <calbrecht@point-management.com>  
Sent: Friday, November 16, 2018 3:41 PM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> 
Cc: kmdodd@ameritech.net; k.gallagher@icloud.com; vallace@comcast.net; mollyervin@comcast.net; 
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nancy@globaladrenaline.com; janetmckevitt@yahoo.com 
Subject: Re: Son of Forest Ave Bricking: The Last Couple of Blocks to Completion of the Historic District 
  
Tim  
  
Again- 
Appreciated. 
  
I think we’ve probably reached the end of the utility of email and might do better with a discussion 
between  appropriate village and Forest neighborhood representatives.   
  
For now (and no need to respond. I don’t want to wear you out with email or annoy you): 
  
1. Shoveling snow off sidewalks.  
  
A. I think it’s only done for residents near schools and for businesses, so you’d not be disappointing 
“27,000 residents”. At least that’s what it used to be. 
B. This is not even a “need vs want” level of mis-ranked priority. It is an entirely unnecessary luxury-
level, actually embarrassingly rich service that almost no other communities in the world expect or 
receive from their town government. It’s not in line with your charter for conservative governance 
which the board is otherwise nailing it. 
C. If we DO shovel the entire community’s sidewalks, I would view that as an even greater departure 
from conservative governance, especially if we are struggling to maintain streets. It’s a waste. A big one.  
D. This was $250k per year many years ago. What is it now?  
E. I wouldn’t ask you to explain a serious budget priority choice to the village that could be met by 
anything resembling well-supported and thoughtful resistance. I don’t think explaining why we cut a 
highly atypical and unnecessary luxury as a move for conservatism and keeping taxes from rising would 
be difficult. Here goes: 
- Shovel your own walk. You have to shovel from the house to the sidewalk, so it shouldn’t be too much 
more effort to shovel the sidewalk too.  
- Business owners: It’s your business and your revenue and your sidewalk. Shovel it. Or get your landlord 
to do so. 
- Virtually no other village does this 
- We’re trying to keep taxes and fees low by prioritizing needed infrastructure. Snow shoveling privately-
owned homes and businesses was viewed as not mission-critical 
- We hope this isn’t too much like Caligula for you 
  
  
2. You ask: Why would we prioritize the bricking of Forest over many other things? Like putting quaint 
streetlights in non- historic districts?  
  
There is a key point I think you are, respectfully, missing. There is a plan from the village. It included the 
bricking of Forest from Sheridan to Wilmette Road to complete its original form and the historic district. 
It called for bricking a block per year until complete. I surveyed 900 at the request of the village and 
returned a unanimous yes for bricking to the village. We were given the schedule. We were 
disappointed to see the plan stretched out so far with 900 not getting done until 2020, but bowed to the 
need to prioritize and budget and defer. We’re reasonable. But this latest surprise isn’t right. 
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Your statements seem to indicate you are not aware of that history and plan. But I didn’t make it up. 
This isn’t a new request. It was a plan. And as such, an expectation that it was to be in the budget.  
  
3. New hires. We must continue to be diligent regarding hiring of staff - especially those that come with 
health care and benefits (that have increased 448% and over which “we have no control”).   
  
The budget says “much of” (only part of) the cost of new hires is offset by avoidance of contracted 
project labor as needed. That means these 2 hires cost more 
than subcontracting costs, yes? So - why are we hiring? 
  
Also: Immediately after the mention of the new hires, the budget notes that the village looks at two 
metrics: the first is eligibility for health care and pension. But you don’t say whether you plan to give the 
two new hires these benefits.  
  
I asked in my previous email whether they are to get benefits and you didn’t answer. As these benefits 
are out of your control, subject to 448% increases, and continue to cost the village for life, I think it’s an 
important question and perhaps goes to this conversation. Your budget states many times how 
important it is to avoid hiring new and- especially to avoid those requiring enormously costly benefits - 
and I agree.  
  
Do you plan to provide health care and pension for life to the two new hires? 
  
Thanks again. Have a great weekend. 
  
Don’t bother to reply. You have other things to do. 
But I would appreciate a meeting soon. How do you look next week?  
  
Thank you.  
  
- Carl  
  
  
Carl Albrecht  
CEO 
PointManagement 
8031 Monticello Avenue 
Skokie, IL 60076 
  
Office:  847.329.8999 x211 
Cell:     847.609.1855 
 
On Nov 15, 2018, at 4:04 PM, Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> wrote: 

Dear Mr. Albrecht; 
  
Thanks again for your message.  I also appreciate your patience, as you raised a number of points that I 
wanted to be sure to respond to. 
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As I read it, it is apparent to me that I failed in my prior message to properly clarify the very important 
practical and policy distinction between repairing an existing brick street, as opposed to taking an existing 
asphalt surface layered over brick and reconstructing it as a brick-surface street.  They are very different, 
and I didn’t do a very good job of explaining the importance of that distinction.  That, in turn, led me to not 
address the misunderstanding that one of our programs was being suspended for two years. 
  
As that distinction impacts all the rest of the discussion and questions in your message, I will attempt to 
do a better job here, at the outset.  Conflating these two, very different types of projects leads to 
confusion over how the Village Board prioritizes and schedules them for work.   
  
As is the case with all infrastructure and capital needs, there is more that needs to be done than there are 
funds available.  The Budget is where the elected officials, who represent all areas of Wilmette, have to 
take limited resources and make difficult decisions on prioritization.  The question is never whether it 
would be desirable and beneficial to do a particular project – as all of them are good ideas.  The question 
is always which items in a long list should move to the top of the list in front of others to receive limited 
resources.   
  
The Village has streets that have existing asphalt surfaces (like Forest) and streets that have existing 
brick surfaces (like Wood Ct.).  Asphalt and brick streets both need to be repaired.  Every resident rightly 
expects and deserves to live on a drivable street.  Maintaining the existing streets is a necessity. 
  
If you examine the Village’s Budget, as I see that you have, you may see that there is not a separate 
“Brick Overlay Program.”  The Village has two separate programs: 1) The Brick Street Renovation 
Program, which renovates existing brick streets that are in disrepair, and 2) the Road Program, where we 
deal with all of our asphalt streets, which includes Forest and every other street that is paved in asphalt 
over brick, and like every other asphalt street, we try to deal with them as available money in the Road 
Program allows.  
  
When the Village Board increased the Home Rule Sales Tax in 2015, it committed to increased funding to 
repair and resurface streets, with more money for asphalt streets generally, money to repair 3-4 alleys 
each year, and enough money to repair at least one existing brick street each year. It did not dedicate 
funding exclusively to the conversion of one existing asphalt overlay street into a brick street each 
year.  We have done our best to try to fund one annually out of the Road Program, and have generally 
been successful doing so.  But there is no “program,” as such, being suspended for two 
years.  Conversion of streets with asphalt/brick overlay is incorporated into the annual Road Program, 
and streets are selected based on the condition of the pavement, available funding, and the brick overlay 
policy that I attached to my prior message. We have done our best to squeeze these types of projects in 
as Road Program funding allows, recognizing that brick conversions displace two or three other needful 
asphalt street projects. 
  
As my previous message to you indicated, Road Program funding is tight for the next two years because 
of two big projects – Locust Road and Central Avenue.  These two projects are so expensive that they 
need to be paid for in substantial part with grant money from the state and federal government.  The 
process for obtaining these funds is highly competitive and, if we are lucky enough to get funding, we 
must do these projects in the years that those agencies stipulate.  They must be scheduled according to 
the federal and state governments’ timeline for available funds, which means that we are obliged to do 
them in the years that the federal and state funding sources are available.  Even with the outside funding, 
these two projects have substantial local “matching funds” requirements that will limit the money available 
in the Road Program for additional projects in those years.  
  
Streets that are asphalt over brick can be repaved in asphalt for a fraction of the construction cost of 
removing all the asphalt reconstructing the underlying brick as a traditional brick street.  Thus, the 
marginal cost difference between resurfacing the street in asphalt as it currently is paved, and converting 
it back to a brick surface street, is a discretionary cost.  That is why these sorts of projects are also 
included in the Village Board’s policy on creation of Special Service Areas (SSA) to fund discretionary 
public improvements, which I also shared with you previously.  By way of comparison, I have, over the 



years, received requests from residents in other parts of Wilmette seeking to have their conventional 
street lights replaced with the same decorative street lamps that predominate in other parts of the 
Village.  We have referred them to the SSA policy, as this would be a discretionary improvement.  That 
reflects the difference between installing new street lights where none exist to provide a basic level of 
service, repairing and maintaining all of the other existing street lighting in Wilmette to maintain the 
existing level of service, and removing an otherwise functional lighting system to replace it with an 
undoubtedly more attractive and desirable one.   
  
If the desired outcome was simply to resurface Forest Avenue in its current asphalt configuration, that 
could be scheduled promptly, probably even in 2019.  The difficulty arises from wanting instead do a 
reconstruction project that removes the asphalt and converts the street into a brick driving surface.  That 
comes at the opportunity cost of not being able to resurface two or more asphalt streets for other 
Wilmette residents who are just as patiently waiting for their street to get fixed.  We are also confronted 
with the fact that if more funds are diverted away from the standard asphalt streets elsewhere in Wilmette, 
then they will deteriorate to the point of requiring total reconstruction, which is exponentially more 
expensive than resurfacing.  The Village will continue do its very best to be reasonable and prudent in 
allocating limited Road Program funds to address the most critical needs we can.  Resurfacing Forest in 
its existing asphalt configuration would be a critical need.  Increasing that cost of that to make it a brick 
surface is discretionary.   
  
I do note your reference to this area as being part of a historic district.  As yet, the Village Board has not 
taken the position that being in a “historic district” means prioritizing infrastructure needs in that 
neighborhood over the needs of others.  That is a policy choice for the elected officials, and not for the 
staff, to make. 
  
No one, certainly not I, would quarrel with the proposition that converting Forest from asphalt overlay to 
brick would be a very desirable outcome.  It is certainly a worthwhile undertaking, and had the Village 
already addressed all of its many other critical infrastructure and capital needs, funding this quickly would 
be easy.  In an environment where many worthwhile projects compete for limited resources, the Village 
Board has no choice but to prioritize some things in some years and other things in other years.  This 
coming year, Locust Road needs to get done because that’s when the federal dollars are available to pay 
for the bulk of a very expensive project.  It’s the same case for Central Avenue in 2020.  I know that’s a 
disappointing answer – I sincerely wish it was different.  I hate disappointing residents.  When those 
projects are done, more funding will be available for other projects. 
  
I am going to very briefly respond to your budget suggestions below.  I hope you will have confidence that 
the professional management staff does a good job of vetting costs and staffing to avoid waste and 
maximize the amount of funds available for capital.  Since I became manager during the recession in 
2008, we have reduced total staffing and created many efficiencies in how we do business.  
  
However, the reason for me keeping them brief really relates to a larger policy question that, ultimately, 
needs to be resolved by the elected officials.  The real question that would have to be pondered by the 
Village Trustees, assuming we could somehow produce more revenue, whether by terminating some of 
the services to residents, raising taxes and fees or cutting staffing, why would that newfound money 
immediately and exclusively be prioritized to change Forest Avenue from an asphalt overlay into a brick-
surface street?  Why would that one project be elevated over every other unmet infrastructure and capital 
need in every other neighborhood?  What would 27,000 other residents of Wilmette think about ending a 
Village service to fund conversion of a street from asphalt to brick, instead of just resurfacing the 
asphalt?   
  
That is not for me or the other staff to decide, but it is a question that would have to be resolved by the 
elected public officials.   
  
Responding to questions 1 through 5(h): 
  



1. Priority and Plan Change: Roads Not in Historic Area Take Priority Over Planned Work on a 
Single Block in Historic Area? How were Locust and Central prioritized over Forest, bumping the 
village plan (and our expectations)? The condition of those roads are markedly better than 
Forest’s (see attached photos of Forest: One showing the “unfinished business” in the historic 
district where the classic new bricking abuts patchy, pitted road, and the other a shot indicative 
of the condition of the road).  Neither Locust nor Central are in historic districts. On what basis 
did they replace Forest? Might one of these be delayed a year or two to keep true to the original 
plan?  

  
Per the discussion above, “historic area” does not elevate one infrastructure need over that in 
another neighborhood, unless the Village Board adopts that as a policy.  With regard to Locust 
and Central, they must be programmed in the years that the agencies providing the funding 
expect. 

  
2. Priority and Plan Change. Wood Court? Why was Wood Court placed above Forest Avenue? It’s 

not in an historic district, is not in as poor of condition, and costs double a block of Forest 
Avenue, which was already in the plan? We could complete the entire Historic District Plan in 
2019 for the savings from deferring Wood Court for a single year. 

  
Wood Court is not in the same Program as Forest Avenue.  Wood Court is an existing brick street 
that needs to be repaired.  The Village Board has committed to funding one brick street being 
repaired each year.  While we try, in the Road Program, to also fund converting asphalt to brick 
surface each year, that is subject to availability of funds, which for the time being, are allocated 
to other projects.  

  
3. Alternatives.  There are budget items that could fund the on-time executive of the plan for 

Forest Ave and the completion of the Historic District Plan. For example: The actually obscene 
luxury of the village plowing our sidewalks (~ $250K every year!)?  I think it’s a good  time to 
relook at budgeting priorities and consider needs (street maintenance and completion of 
Historic District according to plan) vs. wants (shoveling our sidewalks). My home is on the route 
for village sidewalk-shoveling, and while it’s a nice luxury, I’d give it up in a second to get our 
Historic District completed. It’s actually embarrassing when friends visit from other burbs and 
the village comes by to snow-blow my walk.  An easy line item to target.  

  
As discussed above, the elected officials would have to decide that a service such as sidewalk 
snow plowing should be discontinued for all residents in order to fund converting asphalt-
overlay streets into brick streets.  Keep in mind, though, that eliminating sidewalk snow plowing 
in neighborhoods would not end the expense associated with sidewalk snow plowing, which we 
would still be doing in all the business districts and on safe school walking routes, unless the 
Village wanted to eliminate that, too. 

  
4. Low end of cost estimates. Your budget notes  that bricking cost estimates includes new curbs 

and sidewalks. Actually, the village has done an insanely good job keeping both up to perfection. 
If you look closely at the next couple of blocks of Forest, I think you’ll find the total cost to be on 
the lower end of the estimates.  

  
I defer to the experts in the Engineering Department, who are better estimators than I am. 

  



5. Other Sources. Thoughts on other costs that could be reviewed for potentially enabling  the 
village to stay on plan for its Historic District:  

a. Pensions. Why are pensions up 448% (!) since 1998? ANY adjustments that can be made 
there? Does pension funding, percent shared between employer and employee, 
retirement eligibility, years of service, and payout align with Social Security and private 
sector averages? 
  
Pensions are an unfunded mandate required by State law, and their terms are fixed by 
State law.  The Village has no legal ability to modify them.  More than 80% of the cost 
goes just to public safety (police/fire) pensions, which have increased enormously in 
cost due to years of benefit enhancements being legislated by the General Assembly, 
which can easily increase benefits for those employees because the cost is borne by 
local taxpayers and not the State.  We wish they weren’t that expensive, too.  But unless 
the Village intends to disband the Police and Fire Departments and stop providing 
emergency services, we will have to keep paying. 

  
b. Capital equipment: Refurbish vs. Replace at 10% of the cost. Vehicles are made to last 

10 years easily these  days. We’re making our cars last that long. Is the village?  
  

We carefully evaluate every equipment and vehicle replacement to do only what is 
needed.  They are often deferred.  Police cars do not last 10 years.  In order to 
economize, instead of buying vehicles for other administrative departments that need 
them, we recycle and deploy our old police cars into other departments.  If they break 
down, it’s not such a big deal if the car is just being used by a building inspector or 
similar staff member, who isn’t a first responder. 

  
c. Revenue with nary a squeal. Might be time to consider raising fees in non-sensitive 

areas: 
i. Building permits haven’t increased since ’14 

ii. Vehicle sticker fees flat since ’09  (If we’re not keeping pace with street 
maintenance, especially in historic district, an increase here seems overdue) 

iii. Business licenses flat since ‘07 
iv. Ambulance fees flat since ’08. 

  
I respectfully beg to differ that raising any of these could be done “with nary a 
squeal.”  Building permits are already at one of the highest rates in the area, as are 
vehicle sticker fees.  Raising the cost of businesses does not attract new businesses, and 
I think most people are pretty pleased with the revitalization of the businesses, 
especially in the Village Center.  Ambulance fees track Medicare/Medicaid 
reimbursement rates, so that our residents, particularly the elderly and on fixed 
incomes, receive bills that will be covered by their insurance and not create a financial 
hardship. 

  
d. Engineering fee. Can the engineering study for the sewer project be had for less than 

$1.9M? Especially after hiring a full-time engineering manager? How ‘bout $1.3M? That 
would enable completion of the Historic District in 2019! 

  



The engineering fees were established in a competitive process, that resulted in our 
changing engineers to save significant costs.  The Village cannot just pick any number 
that it likes.  The competitive process resulted in significant savings. 

  
e. Annual Cost of 2 new FTEs (engineer manager, plumbing inspector) compared to sub-

contracting in 2017? What is the fully loaded cost of these FTEs vs. the sub-contracting 
(please use FY 2017 numbers)?  we used historically in these areas Do they get health 
care and pension?  

  
The two new employees were approved because they are cheaper than outsourcing 
professional engineering services, and because the private sector plumbing inspection 
was resulting in serious customer service shortcomings.  Both are fully justified. 

  
f. Overages. You mention $1.3M in revenue overage to the 2018 budget and $750K in cost 

underage in same, for a total of $2M in extra funds carried over from the 2018 budget. 
That’s enabled $125K for a salt brine machine and fire station warning system. Might 
the remainder of the $2M, $1.875M, be used to fund $300K to keep the Historic District 
Plan on track? 

  
No.  That is not how fund-based budgeting works.  Savings in one year on one line item 
doesn’t mean that costs do no increase in the next year for other things, or for the same 
thing, and don’t necessarily move from one purpose to another.  Revenue is allocated 
among all the Village’s many operational costs and needs, and the increases in them 
that may occur from year to year. including trying to minimize the increase in the tax 
levy.   

  
g. Reserves. The 2019 budget includes a $12M carryover reserve, up $1M+ from 2018. 

Might we use a tiny bit of it to fund the $300K needed to keep the plan on track without 
risking a fall  to a BBB rating? 

  
Unfortunately this is not how the budget process works. When we have a surplus in a 
given year, those monies are programmed for future capital and equipment needs as 
well as to our reserve balance, partly to be used for other planned capital projects in 
future years. When we review a budget, we don’t just look at one year, we look at the 
next three years. As we do this for 2019 - 2021, we project that our reserve balance will 
be drawn down over time as our revenues stagnant and expenses inevitably increase. 
Even if the Village determined that additional surplus monies should be spent in 2019, 
the Village Board would then have to prioritize which capital projects to fund and 
whether asphalt brick overlays would be a top priority is not known. 

  
h. Tiny Portion.  $300K is a lot of money to refurbish a block – agreed. But to restore a 

block to its original splendor in a the village’s showcase Historic District? Not so much. 
As a percentage of the total budget? Not so much? To keep to the plan and to residents’ 
expectations? Not so much. And – it’s not $300K, right? It’s the difference between 
$300K and the cost of putting in new regular asphalt paving. So  - we’re really talking 
about the incremental cost of bricking vs. repaving the block. So – even a tinier portion 
of the overall budget. 

  



I hope that the discussion above adequately addressed this. 
  
In conclusion, please be assured that the Village does want to see Forest re-done in the manner that the 
residents there would like to see.  It is the unfortunate case that limited resources are going to be largely 
directed to two major projects that must be completed in the next two years.  We regret that to be the 
case.   
  
Warmest regards, 
  
Tim 
  
Timothy J. Frenzer 
Village Manager 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
Tel. 847-853-7501 
Fax 847-853-7700 
Email: FrenzerT@wilmette.com  
  
From: Carl Albrecht <calbrecht@point-management.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, November 14, 2018 5:47 PM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> 
Cc: kmdodd@ameritech.net; k.gallagher@icloud.com; vallace@comcast.net; mollyervin@comcast.net; 
nancy@globaladrenaline.com; janetmckevitt@yahoo.com; Berger, Brigitte <bergerb@wilmette.com> 
Subject: FW: Forest Ave Bricking: The Last Couple of Blocks to Completion of the Historic District 
  
Tim, 
  
Thank you for the thoughtful and thorough response.  
Sharing it with locals, below my email (with original attachments – see all attached except the 2 photos 
which I just added).  
  
To continue the dialog, if you’ll permit: 
  
Overarching Point: I Strongly Urge the Board to Reconsider the Halting and Deferment, Mid-
Construction, of the Historic District Plan 
Your budget begins with a statement that people choose Wilmette for its desirability and that is a 
driving force for the budget. With that in mind, I think strongly that the Historic District of the village is a 
centerpiece and showcase of the town’s desirability – not just for the residents, but for anyone driving 
through the area or considering Wilmette among their choices on where to live. So the plan should be a 
priority and deviation from it should be avoided if at all possible. I think strongly that stopping 
construction mid-plan is a mistake – and easily remedied. I urge you to reconsider. I don’t know 1/10th of 
what you do about village financing, so my comments are meant to only to perhaps tap your knowledge 
base for how we might execute the original plan without further delay. The block-by-block plan is painful 
(and actually ugly) enough without an additional gap in the steps that were planned and expected.  
  
Small Point: 900 Block Already Surveyed with Unanimous Preference Expressed for Brick 
I’d like to first note that, in addition to your statement that the 500-700 blocks were surveyed in 2016, 
that residents in the 900 block of Forest were also surveyed in 2016 (I did it personally in response to 
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village request at the time) for support of brick resurfacing. Residents were unanimously for brick. I 
submitted the results to the village in 2016. I even sent my favorite village engineer, Brigette, a link to a 
truck into which one puts loose bricks, and it spits out road-width brick paving! (she didn’t think it was 
cost effective for our small project, but hey- at least I’m trying to help 😊😊).  
  
And a few more questions if you please: 
  

1. Priority and Plan Change: Roads Not in Historic Area Take Priority Over Planned Work on a 
Single Block in Historic Area? How were Locust and Central prioritized over Forest, bumping the 
village plan (and our expectations)? The condition of those roads are markedly better than 
Forest’s (see attached photos of Forest: One showing the “unfinished business” in the historic 
district where the classic new bricking abuts patchy, pitted road, and the other a shot indicative 
of the condition of the road).  Neither Locust nor Central are in historic districts. On what basis 
did they replace Forest? Might one of these be delayed a year or two to keep true to the original 
plan?  

2. Priority and Plan Change. Wood Court? Why was Wood Court placed above Forest Avenue? It’s 
not in an historic district, is not in as poor of condition, and costs double a block of Forest 
Avenue, which was already in the plan? We could complete the entire Historic District Plan in 
2019 for the savings from deferring Wood Court for a single year. 

3. Alternatives.  There are budget items that could fund the on-time executive of the plan for 
Forest Ave and the completion of the Historic District Plan. For example: The actually obscene 
luxury of the village plowing our sidewalks (~ $250K every year!)?  I think it’s a good  time to 
relook at budgeting priorities and consider needs (street maintenance and completion of 
Historic District according to plan) vs. wants (shoveling our sidewalks). My home is on the route 
for village sidewalk-shoveling, and while it’s a nice luxury, I’d give it up in a second to get our 
Historic District completed. It’s actually embarrassing when friends visit from other burbs and 
the village comes by to snow-blow my walk.  An easy line item to target.  

4. Low end of cost estimates. Your budget notes  that bricking cost estimates includes new curbs 
and sidewalks. Actually, the village has done an insanely good job keeping both up to perfection. 
If you look closely at the next couple of blocks of Forest, I think you’ll find the total cost to be on 
the lower end of the estimates.  

5. Other Sources. Thoughts on other costs that could be reviewed for potentially enabling  the 
village to stay on plan for its Historic District:  

a. Pensions. Why are pensions up 448% (!) since 1998? ANY adjustments that can be made 
there? Does pension funding, percent shared between employer and employee, 
retirement eligibility, years of service, and payout align with Social Security and private 
sector averages? 

b. Capital equipment: Refurbish vs. Replace at 10% of the cost. Vehicles are made to last 
10 years easily these  days. We’re making our cars last that long. Is the village?  

c. Revenue with nary a squeal. Might be time to consider raising fees in non-sensitive 
areas: 

i. Building permits haven’t increased since ’14 
ii. Vehicle sticker fees flat since ’09  (If we’re not keeping pace with street 

maintenance, especially in historic district, an increase here seems overdue) 
iii. Business licenses flat since ‘07 
iv. Ambulance fees flat since ’08. 



d. Engineering fee. Can the engineering study for the sewer project be had for less than 
$1.9M? Especially after hiring a full-time engineering manager? How ‘bout $1.3M? That 
would enable completion of the Historic District in 2019! 

e. Annual Cost of 2 new FTEs (engineer manager, plumbing inspector) compared to sub-
contracting in 2017? What is the fully loaded cost of these FTEs vs. the sub-contracting 
(please use FY 2017 numbers)?  we used historically in these areas Do they get health 
care and pension?  

f. Overages. You mention $1.3M in revenue overage to the 2018 budget and $750K in cost 
underage in same, for a total of $2M in extra funds carried over from the 2018 budget. 
That’s enabled $125K for a salt brine machine and fire station warning system. Might 
the remainder of the $2M, $1.875M, be used to fund $300K to keep the Historic District 
Plan on track? 

g. Reserves. The 2019 budget includes a $12M carryover reserve, up $1M+ from 2018. 
Might we use a tiny bit of it to fund the $300K needed to keep the plan on track without 
risking a fall  to a BBB rating? 

h. Tiny Portion.  $300K is a lot of money to refurbish a block – agreed. But to restore a 
block to its original splendor in a the village’s showcase Historic District? Not so much. 
As a percentage of the total budget? Not so much? To keep to the plan and to residents’ 
expectations? Not so much. And – it’s not $300K, right? It’s the difference between 
$300K and the cost of putting in new regular asphalt paving. So  - we’re really talking 
about the incremental cost of bricking vs. repaving the block. So – even a tinier portion 
of the overall budget. 

  
Based on your thorough and thoughtful response to my original email, I am hopeful that you will: 

- Reconsider the sudden and unexpected delay to the planned completion of the Historic District 
and execute the plan on time 

- Brick in the rest of Forest Ave as planned instead of throwing “good money after bad” with 
more patchwork followed by bricking 

- Address the eyesore, in the dead center of the Historic District, of unfinished work (historic brick 
blocks next to asphalt roads) 

- Address the eyesore, in the dead center of the Historic District, of roads that look like those of 
an unmanaged or poor town 

- Take a fresh look at potential changes to both revenue and costs that would enable executing 
the plan on time and to resident expectations 

  
Thanks again. You’re living up to The Onion’s take on how (fabulously) boring our village is: Conservative 
and thoughtful leadership, indeed.  
  
Regards, 
  
Carl  906 Forest 
  
Carl F Albrecht 
CEO 
8031 Monticello Avenue 
Skokie, IL 60076 
  
Mobile:  847.609.1855 



  
Office:   847.329.8999 x211 
  
<image002.jpg> 
  
From: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 3:57 PM 
To: Carl Albrecht <calbrecht@point-management.com> 
Subject: RE: Forest Ave Bricking 
  
Dear Mr. Albrecht; 
  
Thank you for your message.  We are, as you probably can guess, well aware of the conditions on Forest 
Avenue.  It was, and remains a major challenge for us to address.  I will endeavor to answer each of your 
questions below in order, but it would perhaps help if, at the outset, I offer a few pieces of background 
information. 
  
The Village Board only has a limited amount of funds to pay for all the streets (87 miles), alleys (18.8 
miles), sidewalks (166.1 miles), along with the signals, markings and other infrastructure that they 
need.  Our total road program budget for 2019 is projected at $2.6 million, supported through state motor 
fuel tax disbursements, local motor fuel tax, vehicle stickers, and in large share, property 
taxes.  Additional increases would likely have to come from increased property taxes.  We know that, in 
future years, old debt payments from past bond issues will peel off and increase the amount of money 
available for infrastructure, but for now there are some limits.  The Village Board has the option of raising 
taxes again to be able to recurring funding in future years, but that raises other obvious issues. 
  
Brick street restoration (i.e. removing an asphalt overlay and restoring it to a brick surface) can be a 
“budget buster,” unfortunately.  Each block of brick street restoration is roughly triple (or more) the cost of 
an asphalt street.  While the finished brick surface may last longer making it economical in the long run, in 
the short run of paying for the actual construction, a small number of brick streets (or even one) can 
consume a very outsized part of the funds available for streets all over the Village.  Each block of brick 
restoration costs $300,000 to $350,000 on average, with longer blocks costing more.  Adding a block of 
brick street restoration would be roughly an additional 1.5% increase to the property tax levy.  Therefore, 
brick restoration is currently programmed one block at a time. 
  
Over the next two years, we have two very big road projects coming up that involve federal 
funding.  Federal funding is critical to be able to pay for major projects, so we are obliged to do them on 
the schedule dictated by the federal and state government.  Thus, Locust Road is a major project in 2019 
and Central Avenue will be done in 2020.  They will consume most of our road budget in those years, 
although we also have a major brick project being done in 2019 – the 200 block of Wood Court.  Re-doing 
the brick street on that long block is anticipated to cost over $620,000. 
  
Due to the cost of brick street restoration, the Village Board adopted a policy document that it uses.  A 
copy of the Policy is attached.  The Policy requires a survey of the affected residents on a minimum of 
three blocks to make sure that they want brick instead of asphalt, recognizing that the high cost of brick 
means that the work will take more years to complete than simply replacing asphalt.  The Policy 
recognizes that only shorter segments will likely be done each year due to costs potentially crowding out 
other needed street repairs. 
  
The original survey on Forest was sent to the 500 thru 700 blocks in 2016.  The plan was to restore one 
block at a time, as availability of funding allows. The brick pavement restoration on Forest Avenue began 
in 2017 with the 500 block and continued in 2018 with the 600 block.  Due to the other large road 
expenses in 2019 and 2020 that I outlined above, the Forest Ave. brick restoration is not proposed to 
resume until 2021 with the 700 block.     

mailto:frenzert@wilmette.com
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To continue brick restoration on Forest past 2021, Engineering staff plans to send out a survey for the 
next three blocks of Forest (800 thru 1000 blocks), as required by the Village Board Policy, to determine 
support for brick restoration over a longer period of time versus asphalt resurfacing over a short period of 
time.  See the attached response letter sharing the most recent survey results to the residents of the 500 
thru 700 blocks.   
  
The Village Board has also adopted a Special Service Area (SSA) Policy (attached), which provides the 
opportunity to allow the residents of this block to advance the brick restoration by authorizing a special 
property tax for a portion of the cost of the improvements.     
  
I apologize for the length of the above discussion.  I did want to at least try to be thorough.  Ultimately, the 
choice of whether to increase revenue to fund ongoing infrastructure work over time, as well as deciding 
what kind of infrastructure work should be prioritized with any new recurring source of revenue, is a 
difficult policy choice that must be made by the Village Board.   
  
Please let me try to respond to your more specific questions. 
   
I ask you and the board to keep to your original plan at a minimum for the following reasons: 

  
Please see the discussion and history above.   
  
1. The road is in extremely poor condition. Pits and patches. Looks like a slum street, not the north shore. 
We cannot let it go another year.  

Please be assured that the Engineering staff is aware of the conditions.  I checked with our Village 
Engineer who tells me that Village crews can complete pot-hole patching to repair the pits.  As discussed 
above, with the current funding level the 900 block is anticipated to be programmed for brick 
restoration in 2023 if the survey results show resident support for restoration of the original brick.  This 
survey is expected to be issued in 2021 in preparation for engineering design in 2022.  
  
2. Forest is in the historic district, and is the only street in the historic district that is not in original historic 
form. 
We are aware Forest is in the historic district, as this has been part of our applications attempting to 
secure grant funding (see attached map from 2013 grant application). 
  
3. It looks unplanned and unmanaged to have this, the first street built in Wilmette, the border street that 
announces the historic district, half done in brick and half in dire need of construction.  

We understand this concern.   
  
4. The grand plan was to do one block per year. Slow- but understandably conservative. Changing the 
plan midstream to shift funds to other roads is unwise and unfair. 

Please see the discussion above. 
  
5. One block cannot be a budget-buster.  

Please see the discussion above. 
  
6. Are there fed funds available for historic district? Is there any way to preserve the plan and bring this 
historic village street to its original glory to complete the village’s historic showcase? 

The Village did submit a grant application for the restoration of Forest Avenue in 2013 in the historical 
preservation category.  The application was not successful.  The Village has also applied for Green 
Infrastructure grants but has not been successful.  Staff will continue to seek grant opportunities.     
  
I am sorry that this is, undoubtedly, a disappointing response.  I hope that it has, at least, offered some 
relevant information for you as to what the delay is attributable to. 



  
Please have a very pleasant evening and a great week ahead. 
  
Warmest regards, 
  
Tim 
  
Timothy J. Frenzer 
Village Manager 
Village of Wilmette 
1200 Wilmette Ave. 
Wilmette, IL 60091 
Tel. 847-853-7501 
Fax 847-853-7700 
Email: FrenzerT@wilmette.com  
  
  
-----Original Message----- 
From: Carl Albrecht <calbrecht@point-management.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, November 13, 2018 8:30 AM 
To: Frenzer, Tim <frenzert@wilmette.com> 
Subject: Forest Ave Bricking 
  
Tim, 
  
Thank you for serving our beloved village. It can’t be easy balancing the needs of the village with the 
budget.  
  
Sorry to voice a concern: 
I have been patient (not my best thing) with the slow pace of Forest Ave getting bricked to its original 
form. One block at a time. I had to wait another 3 years to see my 900 block done. I was planning to 
agitate for sooner, as the street is in poor condition. An eyesore at best.  
  
Now I hear even THAT plan will be pushed back!? 
  
I ask you and the board to keep to your original plan at a minimum for the following reasons: 
  
1. The road is in extremely poor condition. Pits and patches. Looks like a slum street, not the north shore. 
We cannot let it go another year.  
  
2. Forest is in the historic district, and is the only street in the historic district that is not in original historic 
form. 
  
3. It looks unplanned and unmanaged to have this, the first street built in Wilmette, the border street that 
announces the historic district, half done in brick and half in dire need of construction.  
  
4. The grand plan was to do one block per year. Slow- but understandably conservative. Changing the 
plan midstream to shift funds to other roads is unwise and unfair. 
  
5. One block cannot be a budget-buster.  
  
6. Are there fed funds available for historic district? Is there any way to preserve the plan and bring this 
historic village street to its original glory to complete the village’s historic showcase? 
  
Thanks for hearing me out. Happy to discuss anytime 
  

mailto:FrenzerT@wilmette.com
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Carl Albrecht 906 Forest 
CEO 
PointManagement 
8031 Monticello Avenue 
Skokie, IL 60076 
  
Office:  847.329.8999 x211 
Cell:     847.609.1855 
 

 



2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2019 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Budget Est Actual Proposed Projected Projected

Beginning Escrow Balance 205,116   168,657   634,756  621,306   495,854   1,071,380  403,945  2,165   

 Vehicle  Licenses 372,431   380,360   1,494,061  1,475,400  1,495,000  1,475,400  1,475,400  1,475,400  
 Dedicated HR Sales Tax 685,000   1,250,000  135,350   135,350   135,350   135,350  135,350   135,350   
 Dedicated Property Tax 150,000   150,000   150,000   150,000  150,000   150,000   
Fuel Tax 75,748  76,476  285,651   300,000   275,000  270,000   270,000   270,000   
Pavement Degradation Fee 52,907  95,326  124,633   80,000  90,000  80,000  80,000  80,000  
Resurfacing Grant 16,984  150,599   221,265   588,210  474,390  776,355  5,146,790  1,073,285  
Portion of Overweight Fines 4,860   4,795   4,835   2,500   4,000   2,500   2,500   2,500   
Other Revenue 130,000   -   
Non-Recurring Revenue 271,000  -   -   66,000  

Sub Total  - Gen Op Funds 1,337,930  2,228,556  2,415,795  2,731,460  2,689,740  2,889,605  7,260,040  3,186,535  
MFT 820,000   923,500   700,000  700,000   700,000  700,000  700,000  675,000   

Total Dedicated Revenue 2,157,930  3,152,056  3,115,795  3,431,460  3,389,740  3,589,605  7,960,040  3,861,535  

 GF Road Program 51,387  303,335   843,909   1,146,985  478,820   -   -   1,030,000  
 MFT Road Program 820,000   923,666   700,000   700,000   700,000   700,000  650,000   650,000   

Total Road Resurfacing* 871,387  1,227,001  1,543,909  1,846,985  1,178,820  700,000  650,000   1,680,000  
Central Avenue Reconstruction 178,556   7,100   518,000   39,900  619,735   6,207,260  -   
Locust Road 6,568   1,322   1,613   147,900   198,720  1,274,705  
Skokie/Hibbard Improvements 15,894  150,599  573,139   116,000   130,000   
Skokie/Lake Intersection Impvs. -   -   70,000  35,000  83,400  78,060  1,393,285  
Alley Maintenance 839,750   453,287   515,597   544,700  549,765  552,100   508,300   551,400   
Brick Street Maintenance 49,960  122,711   128,278   136,000  103,920   140,000   144,500   149,000   
Brick Street Renovation 294,319   355,913   285,934   257,500  354,400  627,200  507,200   359,700   
Curb Replacement 9,941   38,137  39,809  42,200  43,200  43,400  44,700  45,900  
Sidewalks 53,401  68,431  69,984  72,100  73,100  74,200  76,300  78,400  
Pavement Marking 43,170  50,000  50,215  51,500  51,500  53,000  54,500  54,500  
Crack Sealing 9,999   40,000  39,119  41,200  41,200  42,400  43,600  44,800  
Sheridan Retaining Wall Repair 72,330  -   14,690  
Pavement Surface Rejuvenation -   16,900  17,400  17,900  
Traffic Calming Program 30,000  30,000  30,000  

Total Expenses 2,194,389  2,685,957  3,254,696  3,844,085  2,814,215  4,257,040  8,361,820  4,404,885  

End of Year Escrow Balance 168,657   634,756   495,854   208,681  1,071,380  403,945   2,165   (541,185)    

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Proposed Budget
Long Range Cash Flow Analysis

Engineering Expenses Financed by Dedicated Revenues
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Updated 10-24-2016 

 

V I L L A G E   O F   W I L M E T T E 
1200 WILMETTE AVENUE  

WILMETTE, ILLINOIS 60091-0040 
 

 

ENGINEERING (847) 853-7660 
DEPARTMENT FAX (847) 853-7701

 

 

POLICY FOR THE RECONSTRUCTION OF  

BRICK STREETS OVERLAID WITH ASPHALT Revised 10-24-16 

 

BACKGROUND 
 

The Village of Wilmette has approximately 41,262 linear feet of asphalt streets that were 

originally constructed of clay brick pavers.  Over time, the brick pavers were overlaid with 

asphalt, and the pavers now serve as the road’s base.   

 

The residents of the Village of Wilmette enjoy the character of the brick streets and have 

requested an opportunity to restore the brick streets overlaid with asphalt.  The following policy 

will be used to determine if overlaid brick streets are eligible for restoration.  

 

An economic analysis indicates that the immediate cost of installing the brick streets is more that 

an asphalt street.  But, the brick paver life is estimated at 100 plus years, significantly more than 

asphalt streets, which require resurfacing after 10-15 years and/or reconstruction after 20-25 

years.  Over a span of 100 years, the asphalt streets require more maintenance, making brick 

streets an economical option.     

 

  

POLICY  

 

If the following criteria are met, the Village of Wilmette will support eliminating the existing 

asphalt surface and restoring the original bricks to the surface: 

 

1. The street must consist of original, clay-fired bricks overlaid with asphalt.   

2. The street must be included in a given year’s annual road rehabilitation program, which is 

based on pavement ratings.     

3. More than sixty-percent of the residents with frontage along the eligible street must be in 

favor of the brick surface.   

4. A minimum of a three block segment must be endorsed in order to maintain some 

consistency with the pavement materials.  For example, Forest Avenue is eleven blocks 

long.  The survey must indicate an affirmative response for at least three consecutive 

blocks, in order to make a change in pavement material.   

5. Given that the brick street renovation is more costly than an asphalt overlay, the eligible 

streets may be completed in shorter segments, so as not to dominate one year’s road 

program budget.     

 



Updated 10-24-2016 

 

DISCUSSION 

 

It is assumed that approximately 70-percent of the pavers can be salvaged, and the remaining 

pavers will be purchased.  A supplier in Iowa has a large supply of the bricks on hand and will 

sell them at approximately $7.00 per square foot (2016 price) including shipping costs.   

 

During construction, the salvaged brick will be collected, cleaned and placed on pallets.  The 

brick supply at the Village Yard will be used and replenished with brick purchased by the 

supplier in Iowa.      

 

The following brick streets are overlaid with asphalt: 

 

 Street From To Blocks 
 

Lake Avenue * Ridge Road Michigan Avenue 18  

Park Avenue* Lake Avenue Linden Avenue 4 

Prairie Avenue Isabella Street 15th Street 8 

15th Street Wilmette Avenue Highland Ave 2 

Elmwood Avenue* 15th Street Green Bay Road 1 

Forest Avenue 15th Street Sheridan Road 11 

Greenleaf Avenue** Poplar Drive 4th Street 8 

Isabella Street* East Village Limits 15th Street 15 

Michigan Ave*** Sheridan Road 437-feet North 1 

Wilmette Avenue * Elmwood Avenue Lake Avenue 2 

12th Street* Central Avenue Lake Avenue 2 

Linden Avenue** 3rd Street 5th Street 2 

Linden Avenue Prairie Avenue Park Avenue 1 

Linden Avenue* Park Avenue Green Bay Road 1 

 

Total blocks remaining that are candidates for brick street reconstruction: 22.  

 

The streets with an “*” are not recommended to be replaced with brick because of the volumes 

of traffic they withstand.   

** We believe the bricks have been removed but will need confirmation from pavement cores. 

*** Near Gilson Park Entrance and not recommended for conversion. 
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Village of Wilmette      Policies & Procedures 

 

 

Policy Topic:  Special Service Areas 
 

Effective Date: March 28, 2017 

 

Revision Date:  

 

 

1.0 Policy Statement 

 

It is the policy of the Village of Wilmette to establish procedures for Special Service 

Areas, as governed by the Special Service Area Tax Law “SSA Law” (35 ILCS 200/27-5 

et seq). 

 

2.0 Purpose  

 

A special service area (“SSA”) is a limited taxing district within the Village which is 

used to fund services, initiatives or improvements (“improvements”) that are not 

available to the entire municipality.  There are many projects and initiatives in the capital 

improvement program (CIP) that have been deferred because of limited revenue and 

competing priorities.  SSA’s offer an opportunity to fund these improvements with tax 

revenue generated from the stakeholders who directly benefit from the improvement.  

Based on the actual cost of the improvement, a tax rate is established and applied against 

the assessed value of each property in the defined area. That amount appears on the 

property tax bill and pays for the improvement over a predetermined period of years.  

 

 

3.0 Eligible Projects 

 

Projects eligible for SSA funding must be included in the Village’s CIP.  SSA-funded 

projects typically include but are not limited to: public way maintenance and 

beautification; district marketing and advertising; business retention/attraction, special 

events and promotional activities; auto and bike transit; security; façade improvements; 

and other commercial and economic development initiatives.   Residents may also 

request to advance a project currently programmed in the CIP, such as an alley road 

improvement, per the attached cost participation schedule: 
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Project Acceleration Schedule 

Projected Schedule (yrs)  Resident Cost Participation 

1-5 20% 

6-10 40% 

11-14 60% 

15-20 80% 

21+  100% 

 

4.0 Costs Included in the SSA 
 

All costs associated with an SSA funded improvement will be included in determining 

the tax rate, including, but not limited to, construction, permits, consulting engineering 

costs, materials testing, surveying and administration and legal fees.   

 

5.0 Procedures 

 

1) Petition:  Residents may make a request for the Village to consider establishing 

an SSA by submitting a petition to the Village Manager signed by two-thirds of 

the households impacted by the SSA.  The petition should clearly state the nature 

of the special services being requested and a map, with addresses, of the area to 

be included in the SSA.  The boundary of the SSA properties shall be contiguous.  

 

2) Municipal Services Committee Review:  Village staff will review the petition for 

completeness and develop a preliminary cost estimate for the requested services.  

In addition, staff will prepare: 

 

a. Legal description with PINs and street addresses and map for proposed SSA 

b. List of registered voters residing in SSA 

c. List of persons who actually paid the taxes on each tax parcel in the last 

preceding year 

d. List of persons who own real estate within the SSA 

 

The petition, scope of services requested, service boundary area and preliminary cost 

estimate will be reviewed and approved by the Municipal Services Committee. 

 

3) Citizen-generated Application:  The application shall be filed with the Office of 

the Village President.  It shall include: 

 

a. Name of applicant 

b. Legal status of applicant 

c. Special services to be provided 
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d. Boundaries of proposed SSA 

e. Estimated amount of funding required 

f. Stated need for the special services 

g. Local support for the services 

h. Signed by at least 1 owner of record in the proposed SSA 

 

4) Village Board Review:  The Village Board will review the application and may 

accept or reject it, in its sole discretion, and in making its determination may 

consider the size and cost of the proposed project, availability of Village funds, 

availability of staff resources and any other factor deemed relevant by the Village 

Board.   

 

5) Ordinance:  If approved by the Village Board, the Village must adopt an 

ordinance proposing the SSA and provide notice and a public hearing regarding 

the creation of the SSA, the levy of taxes and the issuance of bonds (if any). 

 

a. The proposing ordinance should include the following: 

 

1. The boundaries of the SSA by legal description and, where possible, street 

addresses. 

 

2. The permanent tax index numbers of each parcel within the area. 

 

3. A map outlining the boundaries of the SSA.  

 

4. The nature of the proposed special services to be provided; including a 

statement as to whether or not the services are for new construction, 

maintenance or other purposes. 

 

5. The proposed amount of tax levy for the initial year for which taxes will 

be levied. 

 

6. The maximum rate of taxes to be extended within the SSA in any year and 

the maximum number of years taxes will be levied if a maximum number 

of years is established.   

 

7. If applicable, the maximum amount of bonds proposed, the maximum 

period of time over which bonds will be retired and interest rate the bonds 

shall bear. 

 

8. The nature of the tax. 

 

9. Sets the date for public hearing 

 

6) Notice:  Notice of the Public Hearing must be mailed and published as required 

by the statute.  This notice must include the following: 

 

a. The time and place of the hearing. 
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b. The boundaries of the area by legal description, and where possible, by street 

addresses. 

 

c. The permanent tax index number of each parcel located within the special 

service area. 

 

d. The nature of the proposed special services including a statement as to 

whether the services are for new construction, maintenance or other purposes.   

 

e. The proposed amount of tax levy for special services to be provided within the 

special service area for the initial year for which taxes will be levied. 

 

f. A notification that all interested persons, including all persons owning taxable 

real property located within the SSA, will be given an opportunity to be heard 

at the hearing regarding the tax levy and an opportunity to file objections to 

the amount of the levy. 

 

g. The maximum rate of taxes to be extended in any year and the maximum 

number of years taxes will be levied if a maximum number of years is 

established 

 

h. If applicable, the maximum amount of bonds proposed, the maximum period 

of time over which bonds will be retired and interest rate the bonds shall bear 

and, if the services are to be maintained by an entity other than the 

municipality, then a statement indicating who will be responsible for the 

maintenance. 

 

The notice must be published in a newspaper of general circulation not less 

than fifteen days prior to the hearing.  Notice must also be mailed to the 

person or persons in whose name the taxes for the last preceding year were 

paid not less than ten days prior to the date of the hearing.  In the event taxes 

for the last preceding year were not paid, the notice shall be sent to the person 

last listed on the tax rolls prior to that year as the owner of the property.  

Where there is a discrepancy between the names on the tax rolls and the 

individuals who paid the taxes in the last preceding year, the notice will be 

mailed to both individuals.   

 

7) Public Hearing:  As set forth above, the public hearing on the creation of the 

SSA, the levy of taxes and the issuance of bonds may be combined into a single 

hearing.  Interested persons will be allowed to present any statements, in writing 

or verbally, regarding any of the three issues which may be involved in the public 

hearing.  This public hearing must be conducted by the corporate authorities.  The 

adjournment of the hearing starts the clock for the objection period, so a clear 

record be made regarding when this hearing is adjourned. 

 

8) Objections:  The public has 60 days following the final adjournment of the public 

hearing to file an objection petition which is a petition that objects to the creation 
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of a special service area, the levy of taxes or the issuance of bonds.  An objection 

petition must be signed by at least 51% of the electors residing within the special 

service area and by at least 51% of the owners of record of land included within 

the boundaries of the special service area.  This objection petition must be filed 

with the Municipal Clerk.  If these objection requirements are met then the special 

service area shall not be created.  There is a two-year moratorium on resubmitting 

petitions that have been blocked by an objection petition.    

 

9) Ordinance Creating SSA: Following the close of the objection period, the Village 

may adopt an ordinance establishing the SSA, provided no objections meet the 

statutory requirement to preclude the SSA.  The establishing ordinance must 

contain (a) the legal description of the territory of the area, (b) the permanent tax 

index numbers of the parcels located within the territory of the area, (c) an 

accurate map of the territory, (d) a copy of the notice of the public hearing, and 

(e) a description of the special services to be provided. It should also set the tax 

levy and provide for the issuance of bonds (if applicable) all in accord with the 

proposing ordinance.   

 

10) Filing of Ordinance:  A certified copy of the establishing Ordinance must be filed 

in the Recorder of Deeds Office no later than 60 days after the date the ordinance 

was adopted.  

 

11) Tax Levy: The corporate authorities must file a certified copy of the ordinance(s) 

levying taxes on or before the last Tuesday in December with the County Clerk. 

 

6.0 Management of a Special Service Area 

 

SSAs may be administered by Village staff or through a contract with a third party.  

Should the Village choose to contract for this service, the applicable information should 

be outlined in the notice if bond financing is used. 

 

Approved by: 

 

 

_____________________________     

Village Manager     Date 
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SSA Checklist 
I. Preliminary Matters Comments/status 

1. Prepare legal description with PINs and street addresses (where 

possible) and map for proposed SSA 

 

2. Obtain list of registered voters residing in SSA  

3. Obtain list of persons who actually paid the taxes on each tax 

parcel in the last preceding year 

 

      4.    Obtain list of persons who own real estate within the SSA  

I.A. Citizen-generated Proposal to establish Area  

 Application  

 Filed with Mayor  

 Name of applicant  

 Legal status of applicant  

 Special services to be provided  

 Boundaries of proposed SSA  

 Estimated amount of funding required  

 Stated need for the special services  

 Local support for the services  

 Signed by at least 1 owner of record in the proposed SSA  

 Village Board may accept or reject  

  

II. Initial Ordinance (Proposing Ordinance)   

1. Describes the “services”   

2. Sets forth the form of the notice  

3. Sets boundaries of the district by legal description, and where 

possible, street address, and identifies the land by a map 

 

4. The proposed tax limit, if any.  

5. The proposed limit and rate of bonds to be issued, if any.  

6. The nature of the tax.  

7. Sets date of Public Hearing  

  

III. Notice  

1. The time and place of the hearing.  

2. The area included by legal description, PINs and, where 

possible, by street address. 

 

3. The nature of the proposed special services to be provided 

within the special service area and a statement as to whether the 

proposed special services are for new construction, maintenance 

or other purposes.   

 

4. The proposed amount of tax levy for special services for the 

initial year for which taxes will be levied 

 

5. A notification that all interested persons, including all persons 

owning taxable real property located within the special service 
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area, will be given an opportunity to be heard at the hearing and 

an opportunity to file objections. 

6. The maximum rate of taxes to be extended in any year.  This 

last item may also include a maximum number of years in 

which the taxes are to be levied. 

 

7. If applicable, describes bond issue and rate  

  

IV. Publication and Mailing  

1. Published in a newspaper of general circulation not less than 

fifteen days prior to the hearing. 

 

2. Mailed persons in whose name the taxes for the last preceding 

year were paid not less than ten (10) days prior to the date of the 

hearing.   

 

  

V. Public Hearing  

1. The creation of the SSA.  

2. The levy of taxes.  

3. The issuance of bonds.  

4. Any and all interested persons should be allowed to present any 

statements, in writing or verbally, regarding any of the three 

issues which may be involved in the public hearing. 

 

5. This public hearing must be conducted by the corporate 

authorities. 

 

6. Minutes should clearly reflect when hearing was "finally 

adjourned." 

 

  

VI. Objection Period (60 days)  

1. Sixty (60) days following the final adjournment of the public 

hearing. 

 

2. Objections must be signed by at least 51% of the electors 

residing in the SSA, if any, and 51% of the owners of record of 

land included within the boundaries of the special service area. 

 

3. Objection petition must be filed with the Municipal Clerk.  

4. Municipality determines whether the requisite signatures have 

been submitted.   

 

5.  If objectors disagree with municipalities determination of the 

objections, the burden is on the objectors to bring appropriate 

quo warranto proceeding to void the municipality's actions and 

determination as to the requisite signatures.  

 

6. Determinations regarding who is an elector and who is a 

property owner are to be determined based upon the date of the 

public hearing.   

 

  

VII. Ordinance Creating Special service area  

 legal description of the territory of the area,  

 the permanent tax index numbers of the parcels located within 

the territory of the area,  

 



 8 

 an accurate map of the territory,  

 a copy of the notice of the public hearing, and  

 a description of the special services to be provided.  

 maximum tax rate 

 provide for the issuance of bonds (if applicable) 

  

VII. Filing of Ordinance  

 Filed with the Recorder of Deeds Office no later than sixty days 

after the date the ordinance was adopted  

 

 Filed with County Clerk  

 

 





REQUEST FOR BOARD ACTION AGENDA ITEM: 6.23

Page 1 of 3 

SUBJECT: Adoption of Fiscal Year 2019 Budget 

MEETING DATE: Introduction – November 13, 2018 
Adoption – November 27, 2018 

FROM: Melinda Molloy, Finance Director 
Michael Braiman, Assistant Village Manager 
John Prejzner, Assistant Director of Administrative Services 

See Budget Impact Section 

Recommended Motions 

Move to introduce and subsequently adopt Ordinance No. 2018-O-81 adopting the Fiscal Year 
2019 Annual Budget.  

Background 

The Village Board held a series of budget meetings on the following dates to review and discuss 
the FY 2019 proposed budget: 

 May 22, 2018: First Quarter Financial Review

 August 21, 2018: Mid-Year Financial Review and 2019 Budget/CIP Preview

 October 9, 2019: Presentation of FY 2019 Budget to the Village Board

 October 30, 2018: FY 2019 Budget Workshop

Discussion and Budget Impact 

This memorandum provides a high level discussion of the FY 2019 Budget. A more detailed 
discussion of the FY 2019 revenues and expenses is attached in the form of the Village 
Manager’s Transmittal Letter. 

A summary of the 2019 budget compared to the 2018 budget and estimated actual amounts, 
is shown on the following page: 

BUDGET IMPACT: 

Village Manager’s Office

mailto:molloym@wilmette.com
mailto:braimanm@wilmette.com
mailto:prejznerj@wilmette.com
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Fund 
2018 
Budget 

2018 
Est. Actual 

2019 
Budget 

General Fund* $36,262,445 $33,387,620 $35,103,675 

Sewer Fund 7,712,070 6,702,280 9,314,340 

Water Fund 14,081,450 9,426,895 16,065,450 

Parking Meter Funds 386,210 394,525 390,425 

Other Funds**    12,812,890    12,495,725 13,287,800 

Total $71,255,065 $62,407,045 $74,161,690 
* includes capital projects funded through debt proceeds and the Capital Equipment Replacement Fund
** includes general debt service, MFT, Police and Fire Pensions, and Section 105 funds 

The Village’s overall budget in 2019 is $74,161,690 which represents a $2,906,625 increase 
over the 2018 budget. The majority of the increase is related to sewer and water capital 
improvements.  

General Fund 
The General Fund, which contains revenues and expenses for Engineering and Public Works, 
Police and Fire, and other administrative departments, accounts for 47% of the total budget. 
The FY 2019 budget includes $5.1 million in capital infrastructure investments in the General 
Fund including: 

 Engineering Program: $4.5 million, including approximately $2 million for the annual
road program

 Vehicle Replacement: $607,000 for replacement of a large dump truck, four police
squad cars and five public works vehicles

Following the Budget Workshop on October 30th, the Village Board directed staff to make the 
following change to the proposed budget. This change is included in the budget that is before 
the Board for introduction and subsequent approval: 

Program 2019 Proposed 
Budget 

2019 Revised 
Budget 

Traffic Calming  $ 0 $30,000 

General Fund Revenue  
The single largest source of revenue in the General Fund, the property tax levy, is budgeted to 
increase by 2.75%, the lowest percentage increase in 22 years. The Tax Levy Ordinance will 
be introduced at the November 27th meeting with the Tax Levy Hearing and adoption taking 
place on December 11th. The tax levy increase is comprised of the following: 

General Operations 1.68% 
Pension Funding Obligations 1.21% 
Debt Service -0.14% 
Total 2.75% 

There are no fee increases proposed in the 2019 General Fund budget. 
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Sewer Fund 
The overall Sewer Fund budget in 2019 is increasing by $1.6 million compared to the 2018 
budget. This increase is largely attributed to the engineering design associated with the 
Neighborhood Storage Improvement stormwater project. 

The FY 2019 budget does not include a sewer rate increase for the fourth consecutive year. 

Water Fund 
The overall Water Fund budget in 2019 is increasing by nearly $2 million compared to the 2018 
budget. This increase is attributed to water main replacement work ($1.8 million) on Lake 
Avenue and Locust Road which will be funded through bond proceeds.  

After avoiding a water rate increase in five of the last seven years, the 2019 budget includes a 
7 cent increase from $2.68 to $2.75/ccf. A modest increase in 2019 will recognize that the 
normal costs of operation increase with inflation in personnel, commodities and other costs 
over time as well the debt associated with the $9 million water plant electrical improvement 
project. The water rate increase ordinance, with more detail, is included as agenda item 3.10 
and is set for introduction on November 13th and approval on November 27th.  

Summary 
A more detailed discussion regarding the 2019 budget can be found in the Village Manager’s 
Transmittal Letter (attached), cash flows (attached), and revenue and expense details, all 
located in the budget document which can be viewed on the Village’s website at 
https://www.wilmette.com/finance/budget/.  

The attached Budget Ordinance will be introduced at the November 13th meeting and will be 
up for adoption at the November 27th meeting, at which time a public hearing will be held. Given 
the size of the budget document to be adopted, the budget is not attached to the report (though 
the proposed budget can be found on the Village’s website). When the Budget Ordinance is 
approved, a signed printed copy of the budget will be attached to the signed Ordinance. 

Documents Attached 

1. Ordinance #2018-O-81 Adopting the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget
2. Manager’s Transmittal Letter
3. Cash Flows

https://www.wilmette.com/finance/budget/


ORDINANCE NO. 2018-O-81 

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING THE FISCAL YEAR 2019 ANNUAL BUDGET 

WHEREAS, The Village of Wilmette is a home rule unit as authorized in Article VII, 

Section 6 of the Illinois Constitution and as such can perform any function related to its 

government and affairs; 

WHEREAS, the Village President and Board of Trustees have adopted the “Budget 

Officer System” as provided in sections 8-2-9.1 through 8-2-9.10 of the Illinois Municipal Code 

(65 ILCS 5/8-2-9.1 – 8-2-9.10); and 

WHEREAS, Section 8-2.9.9 of the Illinois Municipal Code provides that passage of an 

annual budget shall be in lieu of passage of an annual appropriation ordinance under Section 8-2-

9 of the Illinois Municipal Code and that under the Budget Officer System, the budget shall be 

adopted before the beginning of the fiscal year to which it applies; 

 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: 

SECTION ONE:  That the fiscal year 2019 Annual Budget for the Village of Wilmette, 

Illinois, attached hereto as Exhibit A is hereby adopted. 

SECTION TWO:  That the Village Clerk is directed to publish this Ordinance in pamphlet 

form. 

SECTION THREE:  That this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after 

its passage, approval and publication. 

[Blank to Bottom of Page] 



PASSED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Wilmette, Illinois, on 

the 27th day of November, 2018, 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 27th day of November, 

2018. 

 

           

     President of the Village of Wilmette, IL 

ATTEST: 

 

      

Clerk of the Village of Wilmette, IL  

 

 

 

Published in pamphlet form    , 2018 

 



 
 

  1200 Wilmette Avenue 
  Wilmette, Illinois 60091-0040 

 OFFICE OF THE (847) 853-7501 
 VILLAGE MANAGER Facsimile (847) 853-7700 
  TDD (847) 853-7634 
  

November 13, 2018 
 

To the Village President, Trustees, and Residents of the Village of Wilmette;  
 

On behalf of the Village staff, I am pleased to submit for your review and consideration 
the proposed Village of Wilmette 2019 Budget, covering the Village’s fiscal year from 
January 1, 2019 through December 31, 2019.  The 2019 Budget demonstrates the 
Village’s continuing strong financial position, and results from the close collaboration 
between the Village Board and the staff. The Village continues to benefit from budgeting 
practices that focus on reducing expenses, finding efficiencies, and taking a prudent, 
conservative approach to revenue projections.  The Village diligently monitors its revenue 
and expenses throughout the year, in order to avoid unanticipated mid-year deficits. 

As is more fully discussed below, the Village’s fiscal discipline enables us to present 
a 2019 Budget that fulfills the community’s needs, yet also has the smallest percentage 
increase in the Village’s property tax levy in 22 years. 

Each year since 2009, the Village’s financial position has steadily improved, thanks to 
a series of actions that are a reflection of good governance and solid financial planning: 

 Maintenance of the Village’s Aaa bond rating (Moody’s highest possible rating) 

 Consistently meeting actuarially required pension contributions, despite a 448% 
increase in these contributions since 1998 

 Reducing staffing levels while maintaining core Village services 

 Approving balanced budgets and fortifying reserves – the General Fund reserve 
has increased since 2009 to $12 million, or 36% of General Fund revenues 

 Revitalization of downtown Wilmette, investment in business promotion, lighting 
and decorative improvements in multiple business areas to help generate 
economic activity and sales tax revenue 

 Creation of a Capital Equipment Replacement Fund (CERF) to ensure timely 
replacement of critical equipment without fluctuations in the property tax levy 

 Limiting or avoiding increases in fees and licenses by not increasing: sewer fees 
since 2015; water rates for five of the last seven years; building permits since 2014; 
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vehicle stickers since 2009; general business licenses since 2007; and ambulance 
fees since 2008. 

Through these actions, the Village is better prepared to react to new financial 
challenges.  However, capital investment, some of which was deferred during the 
recession, continues to require attention.    

The Village’s Financial Position 
 
The Village’s financial position is its strongest in decades, with General Fund reserves 

having improved to $12 million, as compared to 2009 when its reserves dropped to just 
$2.6 million, due to the onset of the Great Recession. As stewards of residents’ tax 
dollars, the Village is committed to maintaining a reasonable reserve level that provides 
protection against known and unanticipated financial threats, limits future property tax 
increases, and ensures maintenance of the Village’s coveted Aaa bond rating.  

This increase in the reserves has been driven primarily by non-recurring building 
permit revenues and a commitment to maintaining the line on expenditures. Since the 
Great Recession, the Village has taken a conservative approach to budgeting to ensure 
that budgets are accurate and that projected revenue is attainable, rather than merely 
aspirational.  

Given the current reserve level, it is appropriate that the Finance Committee of the 
Village Board conduct a review of the General Fund Reserve in 2019 and determine an 
appropriate course of action that maintains an adequate reserve level while 
acknowledging the various financial challenges facing the Village, including addressing 
previously deferred capital expenditures. The following is a discussion of the challenges 
we must keep at the forefront of our financial planning to ensure that the Village can 
continue to provide the highest level of service in a fiscally responsible manner: 

 Stagnating recurring revenues 

 Sales tax and changes in consumer behavior 

 Increasing debt obligations anticipated to fund the Village’s stormwater 

management efforts 

 Long-term capital needs (such as a new Police facility) 

 Impact of the State of Illinois Budget decisions on local revenue 

 Public safety pensions 

Stagnating Recurring Revenues 

While non-recurring building permit revenues have totaled $4.2 million since 2012, 
recurring revenues, which are the backbone of the General Fund budget, have stagnated 
or declined. The Village Board has appropriately held the line on fee increases since the 
Great Recession, and Staff will continue to recommend no changes in major fees such 
as building permits and vehicle licenses over the next several years. This means that the 
Village is heavily reliant on the health of the overall economy to drive revenue increases.  



3 
 

Although most recurring revenues have recovered to their pre-recession levels, line 
items such as sales tax, real estate transfer tax, recurring building permits, and utility 
taxes have stagnated or declined. The FY 2019 Proposed Budget projects a nearly 
$24,000 decrease in recurring revenues from FY 2018 estimated actuals.  

Given this revenue stagnation, future budgets will continue to take a prudent, 
conservative approach to recurring revenue projections.  

Sales Tax and Changes in Consumer Behavior 

The Village is not immune to the changing retail landscape that is driving consumers 
to online retailers and leading to the closure and consolidation of brick and mortar retail 
businesses. Since 2017, five major sales tax generator have closed which include: 

 Carson Pirie Scott  

 Carson’s Furniture 

 Skokie Valley Materials 

 Treasure Island 

 Imperial Motors  

These retailers generated more than $500,000 in annual sales tax revenues. While 
the Village is working hard to facilitate new occupancies in these vacant spaces, the FY 
2019 Budget must assume full loss of this sales tax revenue. To that end, the Village 
Board’s Finance Committee has been meeting since May 2018 to identify strategies to 
offset the revenue loss without adversely effecting Village services or increasing taxes. 
The FY 2019 Budget includes a series of expense savings totaling $390,000 and 
additional revenue projections of $110,000 that will offset the lost sales tax. 

While the majority of the expense savings and revenue enhancements are recurring 
annually, not all are, and the Village will be working throughout the course of FY 2019 to 
ensure a balanced FY 2020 Budget that meets the goals of the Village Board. 

Increasing Debt Obligations – Stormwater Management Efforts 
 
Following completion of a $24 million major sanitary sewer project in 2014, which, to 

date, has kept more than 20 million gallons of mixed sanitary sewage and stormwater 
from backing up into west side residents’ basements, the Village turned its focus to the 
west side storm sewer system, which was designed in the 1950s prior to modern 
engineering standards and can quickly fill during significant rain events.  

In early 2018, after five years of intensive study and value engineering, the Village 
Board voted to proceed with the Neighborhood Storage alternative, a project with an 
estimated cost of $48-55 million (2017 dollars). The improvements will mitigate surface 
flooding for many storms and reduce the severity and duration of overland flooding for 
larger rain events. Low-lying areas, however, would still be subject to occasional flooding, 
but at a reduced depth and duration. This was the more affordable option under 
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consideration, and was the option that could potentially be completed in the shortest 
amount of time thereby providing more immediate flood relief to many Wilmette 
homeowners. 

The Village has been working cooperatively with the Wilmette Park District, as well as 
other units of government whose assistance will be needed to complete this project, in 
order to ensure the Neighborhood Storage project is completed in the near future and in 
a manner that is consistent with the Park District’s future plans, as well as maintains, and 
where possible, enhances the character and quality of any affected public property. 

Accordingly, the Proposed Budget includes $1.9 million for preliminary engineering, 
design, and bidding services. The project is anticipated to be constructed in three phases, 
spanning the course of several years. As the Village explores funding strategies to ensure 
that a reliable revenue source is in place prior to the issuance of any debt, the Proposed 
Budget includes funds to continue studying the feasibility and possible implementation of 
a stormwater utility fee.  

Long-Term Capital Needs 

The Village remains committed to long-term, strategic planning and has implemented 
a capital plan that ensures we maintain the quality of life Wilmette residents expect and 
deserve for generations to come. 

In 2014, the Village Board unanimously voted to increase the Home Rule Sales Tax 
from 0.25% to 1.00%, effective January 1, 2015. With these revenues earmarked for 
critical Village infrastructure programs and police, fire and public works equipment, the 
Village established a recurring revenue source dedicated to fund a portion of these capital 
needs.  

In 2015, the Village Board created a Capital Equipment Replacement Fund (CERF), 
to ensure timely replacement of critical police, fire and public works vehicles and 
equipment in future years, while also avoiding the periodic large swings in the property 
tax levy that happen when large items are purchased. Each year, 50% of non-recurring 
revenues and surplus funds, at the discretion of the Village Board, is transferred to the 
CERF.  

 
The Village Board also took an important step forward in funding transportation 

infrastructure when, in 2016, it committed to providing $2 million in an annual funding for 
its road program through 2026. This additional annual funding was made possible by a 
$0.03 increase in the local motor fuel tax, a 0.9% increase in the property tax levy, and 
$125,000 in personnel savings achieved by eliminating positions through attrition. 
Beginning in 2027, annual funding is also projected to increase to between $3.5 million 
and $4 million, as existing debt service is retired.  

 
Despite these important steps to prioritize capital expenditures, infrastructure needs 

still significantly exceed available funding. Long-term facility needs remain, particularly 
the Police Station, now scheduled for replacement in 2025. This generational project has 
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been deferred since 2008, as the Village seeks funding mechanisms that will limit the 
impact of the projected $20- 25 million cost on the property tax levy.  

 
Given the Village’s long-term capital needs, the annual budget necessarily must 

prioritize the Village’s core government functions. Barring significant reductions in service 
levels or major new revenue sources, the Village will continue to face challenges in 
funding its annual capital needs. Future budgets will continue to focus on ensuring that 
the core General Fund engineering program (i.e., streets, alleys and sidewalks) and 
essential equipment and facility repairs are given funding priority.   

 
Impact of State of Illinois Budget Decisions On Local Revenue  

After operating without a budget for more than two years, the State of Illinois finally 
passed a budget in July 2017. The State continues to divert portions of the Village’s share 
of the Corporate Personal Property Replacement Tax (CPPRT).  It is anticipated that this 
diversion will continue in the future, as this marks the tenth consecutive year of the State’s 
supposedly “one-time” diversion). While such actions are troubling, there are several 
additional adverse changes included in the budget approved by the State this past July, 
which also redirect municipal revenues to the State:   

 Following a “one-time” 10% reduction in FY 2018, the State imposed another “one-
time” 5% reduction in the municipal share of State income taxes allocated through 
the Local Government Distributive Fund (LGDF) – a projected $130,000 loss of 
General Fund revenues used to pay for the Village’s core services.   

 Following implementation by the State of a 2% “administrative fee” for the 
collection of the Village’s home rule share of the retail sales tax in FY 2018, the 
State budget reduced this fee to 1.5%. This will still result in a projected $30,000 
in lost annual revenues, which the Village had earmarked for critical infrastructure 
improvements.  

The Fiscal Year 2019 Budget as presented to the Village Board includes these 
revenue diversions imposed by the State.   

The State of Illinois also continues to contemplate a freeze on local property taxes.  
The proposed freeze, of course, would do nothing to fix the State’s troubled finances, but 
would provide cover for its own tax increase.  Also proposed was stripping the Village of 
its home rule authority to determine property taxes, as well as that of all other home rule 
municipalities. As a home rule municipality, the Village has been able to maintain 
relatively low reserves and keep its share of the average resident’s property tax bill to 
only about 12% for all the Village’s police, fire and public works services. A freeze alone 
would represent an approximate $1.8 million reduction in General Fund revenues over 
the course of two years, and would likely have an adverse impact on the Village’s coveted 
Aaa bond rating (itself an increasing rarity in Illinois), thereby also likely raising the cost 
of future infrastructure investment. 
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Pension Funding 

As provided by State law, the Village has three defined-benefit pension plans that 
cover all qualifying employees. These include two locally managed funds, the Police 
Pension Fund (covering all sworn officers), and Firefighters Pension Fund (covering all 
sworn firefighters), and one statewide fund, the Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund (IMRF), 
which covers all other qualified employees. The benefits of all three of these pension 
plans are determined solely by the State of Illinois.  

Pension benefits are established by the Illinois General Assembly. This has been a 
contentious problem for municipalities, as the legislature has enhanced police and 
firefighter pension benefits without providing new sources of revenue to pay for them.  

In 2010, the General Assembly took its first steps toward controlling these costs by 
implementing a new two-tier pension system for all municipal employees. Insofar as the 
Village is concerned, this impacts all new IMRF plan participants, as well as all police 
officers and firefighters hired on and after January 1, 2011. Plan participants in the new 
tier will be required to work additional years to qualify for benefits, will have those benefits 
capped as a percentage of a maximum income, and will be subject to new rules to prevent 
double-dipping and other practices that increase costs. However, it will take a number of 
years before significant savings are realized in this regard as employee turnover will be 
needed to replace Tier 1 employees with new Tier 2 employees. 

In 2017, the Village Board Finance Committee initiated discussions on long-term 
strategies to responsibly fund the public safety pension plans with the goal of leveling off 
future contribution spikes while starting to pay down each plan’s unfunded liability. These 
discussions have continued into 2018 with the expectation that a recommendation will be 
brought to the Village Board in 2019. 

While the State governing act requires that the public safety pension funds establish 
and maintain a reserve equal to 90% of the total actuarial requirement of the fund by 
2040, the Village’s goal is to be 100% funded within that timeframe. The table below 
demonstrates the cost of pensions on a per employee basis for FY 2019: 

  
 # of 

Employees  
Pension Contribution 

per Employee 
Fire 44 $64,200 

Police 44 $51,600 

IMRF 129 $7,600 
 

Below is a cumulative history of the Village’s pension expenses, showing the relative 
cost and budget impact of public safety and non-public safety pensions:  
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IMRF Police Pension Fire Pension Total Annual

Employer Employer Employer Pension Percentage

Year Contributions Contributions Contributions Contributions Change

1998 511,477        264,800            332,000          1,108,277      -1.6%

1999 488,454        260,000            360,000          1,108,454      0.0%

2000 425,404        277,000            465,000          1,167,404      5.3%

2001 272,326        378,000            541,000          1,191,326      2.0%

2002 223,799        511,000            638,000          1,372,799      15.2%

2003 127,141        624,000            748,000          1,499,141      9.2%

2004 373,520        774,300            818,350          1,966,170      31.2%

2005 568,877        789,400            1,078,808       2,437,085      24.0%

2006 663,056        860,000            1,118,000       2,641,056      8.4%

2007 707,886        1,016,400         1,245,800       2,970,086      12.5%

2008 687,857        1,112,000         1,394,000       3,193,857      7.5%

2009 702,537        1,300,000         1,620,000       3,622,537      13.4%

2010 745,407        1,540,900         1,880,700       4,167,007      15.0%

2011 827,091        1,752,700         2,152,600       4,732,391      13.6%

2012 934,951        1,843,600         2,217,700       4,996,251      5.6%

2013 1,041,673     1,800,000         2,211,300       5,052,973      1.1%

2014 1,148,105     1,800,000         2,200,000       5,148,105      1.9%

2015 1,072,680     1,763,100         2,296,000       5,131,780      -0.3%

2016 1,137,869     2,029,600         2,486,700       5,654,169      10.2%

2017 1,133,085     2,023,000         2,609,000       5,765,085      2.0%

2018 Est. Actual 1,197,950     2,127,000         2,750,000       6,074,950      5.4%

2019 Budget 980,320        2,273,000         2,823,000       6,076,320      0.0%

% Change from 2018 -18.17% 6.86% 2.65%

% Change

from 1998 91.66% 758.38% 750.30% 448.27%

22 Year Average

 Compounded

 Annual Growth 3.31% 11.35% 11.30% 8.88%

Village of Wilmette - History of Employee Pension Expense
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2018 Budget Performance and 2019 Proposed Budget 

In 2018, revenues, not including grants, are projected to be $1.3 million over budget. 
This surplus is largely driven by non-recurring permit revenues from large, one-time 
projects.  

 
 

 
 
 
 

 

Each year, Village Staff works diligently to lower expenses and in 2018, additional 
personnel and expense savings is projected. These arose from employee turnover and 
holding open positions, and were attained without adverse impact on public service levels. 
These expense savings and their impact on the 2018 Budget are below: 

Salaries & Benefits  (490,000) 

Leaf Disposal  (120,000) 

Tree Pruning (115,000) 

Police Radios Maintenance (25,000) 

Expense Savings from Budget  ($750,000) 

 

This is the seventh consecutive year that the Village was able to improve its net 
revenue picture from the Budget and use conservative projections to its advantage, 
enabling it to fund needed capital items supporting its core services with proven, not 
merely projected, positive net revenue. Given the financial challenges facing the Village 
discussed above, staff recommends advancing and funding two supplemental capital 
items: Salt Brine Machine ($71,000) in FY 2018; and Fire Station Alerting Equipment 
($56,400), completed in 2019 utilizing 2018 surplus funds.  

As part of the mid-year financial review, the Village Board challenged staff to present 
a balanced budget that adequately funded capital improvements and continued to limit 
the rate of increase in the Village’s general operating portion of the property tax levy. 
Once again, the Village Board and the staff have focused throughout the year on finding 
economies, efficiencies and better processes to hold down or reduce spending, while still 
meeting the expectations of our residents for the exceptional services that distinguish 
Wilmette from other communities.  

I am pleased to present you with a Fiscal Year 2019 Budget that, once again, meets 
these goals. 

 Building Permits 890,000 

 Interest Income 290,000 

 Income Tax 190,000 

 Wireless 911 Tax 90,000 

 Sales Tax  (160,000) 

 Projected Revenues from Budget  $ 1,300,000 
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 The FY 2019 Operating Budget is again balanced. It projects no draw down on 
reserves for operations and in fact will assign $423,000 to the Capital Equipment 
Replacement Fund 

 The FY 2019 Budget again maintains all Village services. It provides for the 
continued police, fire, public works and other services residents expect.  

 The lowest property tax levy increase in 22 years, an increase of 2.75% 

 The FY 2019 Budget provides for capital funding for critical infrastructure 
improvements in Village neighborhoods, including: 

o $4.5 million for street resurfacing and related engineering improvements 

 $1.5 million for alley maintenance, brick streets renovation and repairs, 
sidewalk and curb repairs, crack sealing, and pavement marking; enhanced 
funding levels for these important programs are maintained through the use 
of Engineering Program Reserves 

 This funding is projected to complete repair of all the Village’s failed alleys 
over the next two fiscal years 

 This funding includes the repair of one brick street each year 

 Funds for the replacement of the Glenview Road North Bridge Sidewalk  

o $870,000 in critical vehicle replacements, primarily funded through the CERF 
including: 

 Public Works Large Snow Plow Dump Truck 

 Public Works Front End Loader 

 Four Police Squad Vehicles 

o $31,000 for the continued implementation of a document management system 

o $1,970,000 for sewer lining and rehabilitation 

o $5,000,000 for critical Water Plant electrical improvements, to be completed in 
2019 and 2020 (total project cost of $8.9 million) plus an additional $300,000 
in other important water plant improvements 

 While wages account for more than 30% of Village spending across all funds, wage 
growth across all funds in the FY 2019 Budget will be 2.6%. 

 No increase to the sewer fee for the fourth consecutive year. A significant sewer 
rate increase is anticipated for 2020 to fund the debt service associated with the 
Neighborhood Storage Improvements. During the course of 2019, the Village will 
be studying the feasibility of a stormwater utility to fund these improvements.   

 A proposed 2.70% increase in the domestic water rate after holding that rate flat 
in five of the last seven years. 

 The Village’s share of a resident’s property tax bill will remain at about 12% of the 
total bill: 
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Below is a more detailed discussion of how the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget was 
developed, the revenue and expense challenges that were confronted in 2018 and will 
face the Village in 2019, the actions taken by the Village to address those challenges and 
the means by which we intend to, once again, balance expenses with revenue while still 
improving service and infrastructure in Fiscal Year 2019. 

Process for Development of the Budget 
 

The 2019 Budget was developed by the Village’s Budget Team consisting of Assistant 
Village Manager Michael Braiman, Finance Director Melinda Molloy, Assistant Director of 
Administrative Services John Prejzner, and myself. The Budget Team and the chiefs and 
directors of the Village’s various departments worked closely together throughout the 
budget process to develop a 2019 Budget that would meet the expectations of the Village 
Board.  

The Budget Team members met with every department to review and discuss that 
department’s goals and objectives, capital needs and corresponding expenditure items. 
Each line item of the budget was closely scrutinized, down to the level of finding savings 
in every category possible. This part of our 2019 Budget process began January 1, 2018 
– cost reduction efforts are a continuing process throughout the entire year.  
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2019 GENERAL FUND BUDGET 

 
Overview of Key Revenues Influencing Budget Development 

The following is a discussion of the key General Fund revenue sources that defray the 
operating expenses of the Village. The revenues used to support the operations of the 
Village are derived from the following: 

 

Real Estate Property Tax 

The single largest source of General Fund revenue is the real estate property tax. The 
Village’s share of the average Wilmette resident’s property tax bill is approximately 11-
12%. While other revenue sources are subject to the condition of the national and regional 
economies, this is a stable revenue source for the Village. However, in recent years 
property tax revenue projections have been reduced due to the large number of property 
tax refunds issued by the Cook County Board of Review and the Cook County Property 
Tax Appeals Board.  

Each year, the Village Board tasks the administration with limiting the rate of growth 
in the general operating portion of the tax levy. Other portions of the levy, such as required 
pension contributions and pre-existing debt service, cannot be reduced. For FY 2019, the 
general operating portion of the levy is increasing by only 1.68%. The component 
elements of tax levy growth may be described as follows: 

General Operations 1.68% 
Debt Service -0.14% 
Pension Funding Obligations 1.21% 
  

Property Tax
29%

Sales Tax
16%

Income Tax
7%

Utility
8%

R.E. Trsf. Tax
4%

Permits
6%

Licenses
5%

Refuse
8%

All Other
17%

Proposed 2019 General Fund Revenues
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The total FY 2019 property tax levy increase is the lowest tax levy increase since 
1997. Since 2009, the average increase to the property tax levy has been 3.65%. 

Real Estate Transfer Tax 

While local real estate transfer tax receipts fell off by nearly $1 million during the 
recession, they have recovered and have been fairly consistent since 2014. While 
declining home sale prices were offset by a higher volume of sales in 2017, the opposite 
has occurred in 2018, with fewer sales having taken place but at an average price that is 
greater than previous years. Should the volume of sales slow further or decline, 
reductions in price to initiate transfers could have a significant impact on the Village’s 
budget. 

Accordingly, the 2019 Budget projection reflects a 4% increase from the 2018 Budget. 
While this is a more aggressive approach than historically taken, Staff believes the figure 
is justified based on increasing 2018 sales prices. 

Building Permits  

Recurring building permit revenue performance has been fairly consistent since 2013, 
fluctuating between $1.93 and $2.2 million each year. Based on the stability of recurring 
permit revenues, the 2019 Budget projects no change in recurring revenues on a budget 
to budget basis. 

While recurring permit revenues have remained fairly stagnant since 2013, large non-
recurring permits, primarily attributable to new home construction along Lake Michigan, 
increased significantly in 2016, 2017, and 2018. The 2016 total of $1.11 million was nearly 
equal to the non-recurring permit revenue totals in the years 2013, 2014 and 2015 
combined. An additional $819,000 in non-recurring revenues is projected for FY 2018. 
While these revenues are good news, and have helped to put the Capital Equipment 
Replacement Fund (CERF) on solid footing for the next several years, they are also highly 
volatile and should not be relied upon in future budgets. As such, only $30,000 in non-
recurring permits is budgeted for future fiscal years, including FY 2019.  

Sales Tax 

Wilmette generally has a stable retail environment, with grocery stores and 
pharmacies among its largest sales tax producers. The Village’s Home Rule Sales Tax 
rate is 1.0%, for an overall sales tax rate of 10.0%. The Village’s tax rate is consistent 
with neighboring Evanston (1.0%), slightly above Glenview (0.75%) and below Skokie 
(1.25%). With the increase in the home rule sales tax in 2015, sales tax as a percentage 
of General Fund revenues increased from 12% in 2014, to 16% in 2019. While the 
growing level of sales tax as a percentage of the Village’s budget helps to reduce the 
overall property tax burden on Wilmette residents, it does put the Village more at risk for 
revenue fluctuations tied to the overall health of the economy.  

Despite sales tax increasing as a percentage of overall revenues, actual receipts 
declined by $175,000 (-3%) in FY 2018. Note that this decline is largely unrelated to the 
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loss of the sales tax generators discussed above as those changes will not impact the 
budget until FY 2019. It is widely known that the retail climate is changing as consumers 
purchase more items online. Wilmette will continue to closely monitor sales tax receipts 
moving forward.  

Given the declining sales tax revenue in FY 2018, and the projected loss of major 
sales tax generators, the FY 2019 budget assumes a $400,000 decline in receipts  
(-7.0%). 

Income Tax  

Income tax receipts are distributed to local governments by the State of Illinois on a 
per capita basis. Revenues are highly dependent on the health of the economy  As  
unemployment decreases and investment income rises, income tax receipts increase. 
Income tax is the one recurring revenue source that has not stagnated over the past 
several years. Despite the State of Illinois diversions in 2018, income tax receipts have 
performed better than anticipated, with revenues projected to be nearly $200,000 over 
the budget.  Accordingly, the FY 2019 budget assumes an increase of 3.5% from the 
2018 projection.  

 General Fund Budget Summary for FY 2019 

The Village’s General Fund is its principal operating fund. It provides for the operations 
of the Fire, Police, Engineering & Public Works, Community Development, Law, Finance, 
Cable, Administrative Services, and Administration Departments. The following is a 
summary of the 2019 General Fund Budget. The 2019 Operating Budget is balanced, 
honors all contractual commitments and maintains existing service levels.  
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General Fund Budget Summary 

   Proposed 

 2018 2018 2019 

 Budget Projection Budget 

 Beginning Reserve 10,937,003 10,937,003 12,117,598 

    

 Property Tax Revenue  9,286,500 9,286,500 9,616,700 
 Sales Taxes  5,909,000 5,749,000 5,349,000 
 Service Charges 3,330,200 3,240,275 3,172,800 

 Income Tax  2,218,200 2,408,200 2,492,000 

 Utility Tax  2,135,000 2,120,000 2,100,000 

 Real Estate Transfer Tax  1,245,000 1,220,000 1,272,000 

 Permits  2,138,600 3,027,600 2,138,600 

 Licenses  1,804,900 1,824,400 1,804,500 

 All Other Revenues  4,719,910 4,800,080 5,525,655 

 Total Revenues  32,787,310 33,676,055 33,471,255 

    

 Wage Expense  17,050,475 16,815,400 17,506,300 

 Fringe Benefits  4,273,585 4,013,200 4,386,210 

 Refuse Program  2,391,420 2,384,470 2,380,840 

 Other Operating Exp.  5,575,580 5,386,605 5,182,105 

 Contingency  250,000 50,000 400,000 

 Engineering Allocation 2,731,460 2,689,740 2,889,605 

 CERF Expense 908,000 915,640 638,500 

 Other Capital Outlay 127,600 189,905 186,755 

 Non-Recurring Expenses 104,500 100,500 94,500 

 Total Expenses  33,412,620 32,545,460 33,664,815 

       

 CERF Reserve  1,002,759 1,673,126 1,472,986 

 Operating Reserve  9,308,934 10,394,472 10,401,052 
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Discussion of Personnel Wages & Fringe Benefits 

Because nearly 70% of General Fund expenses are tied to salaries and benefits, 
stabilizing the Village’s spending requires controlling this expense category to the extent 
practicable, recognizing the need to maintain adequate staffing to continue to provide 
public services. The Village has also implemented a two-tier pay program, so that newer 
employees see a slower rate of salary progression during their careers. Projections still 
meet the contractual obligations contained in the Village’s collective bargaining 
agreements covering members of the Fire Department, which provides for a 1.75% wage 
adjustment.  

A 2.5% wage adjustment is budgeted for all unrepresented employees to recognize, 
and is justified by, the continued maintenance of the existing two-tier pay plan covering 
unrepresented employees, by the sunset of the existing IRS Section 105 sick leave 
buyback benefit, which is now only be applicable to employees hired prior to January 1, 
2016, and by the flexibility the Village continues to have in years beyond 2019 to tailor 
future adjustments to respond to any changes caused by new State laws impacting local 
government revenue. 

For 2019, the Village will be adding two new full-time positions: Engineering Project 
Manager (filled during the middle of 2018) and Plumbing Inspector. Much of the cost of 
these new positions will be offset by contractual savings in the FY 2019 budget.  

The Village tracks its staffing using two metrics. First, the Village monitors those 
employees eligible for benefits i.e. health insurance, pensions, etc. The second metric is 
the FTE count. Staff has taken significant efforts to reduce the number of benefit eligible 
employees while not compromising service delivery. Because of these efforts, the number 
of benefit-eligible employees is at one of its lowest in 25 years, at 196.  

Below is a history of the Village’s FTE staffing. The 2019 FTE staffing level remains 
at one of the lowest points since 1995.  

 

Police & Fire
56%

Engineering 
& Public 
Works

14%

Water & 
Sewer
15%

All Other
15%

2019 WAGES
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For FY 2019, wages are projected to increase across all funds by 2.6% for a total of 
$21.4 million, allocated as follows: 

    FY 2019   %  
 Fund Breakdown:     Budget   Change  

     
 General Fund   17,506,000 2.7% 

 Water Fund    2,620,000 0.6% 

 Sewer Fund    627,000 6.9% 

 Parking Meter Fund   94,000 3.9% 

 Municipal Garage   635,000 3.4% 
     

 Totals      21,482,000 2.6% 

 

The 2019 Budget for employee fringe benefits expense reflects a 2.5% increase. The 
following table summarizes the changes:  

   FY 2019   %  
   Budget  Change  

 Health Insurance   3,123,000 8.2% 

 Workers Compensation  321,000 0.0% 

 FICA / Medicare   987,000  3.1% 

 IMRF   980,000  -19.1% 

 Fire Pension    2,823,000  2.7% 

 Police Pension    2,273,000  6.9% 

 Other Employee Benefits  469,000 0.0% 

 Total Fringe Benefits    10,976,000 2.5% 
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The departmental breakdown of fringe benefits cost is as follows:  

 

Discussion of Future Years 

Projections for 2020 and 2021 are contained with this submittal. Revenue 
assumptions for these years are conservative, which is appropriate given the stagnating 
revenues experienced since FY 2016 and the continued uncertainty regarding the State 
of Illinois. The revenue growth also currently projects tax levy increases for the 2020 
(3.8%) and 2021 (3.1%) fiscal years.  

Maintaining current service levels and appropriately funding capital needs will be 
policy decisions contingent on the economic conditions, and actions by the State of 
Illinois, over the next three years. 
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2019 WATER & SEWER FUND BUDGETS 

 
The Village maintains two enterprise funds that account for the provision of water and 

sewer services to the residents of the Village. All activities necessary to provide such 
services are accounted for in this fund.  

The Village’s C.P. Dubbs Water Treatment Plant provides safe and reliable drinking 
water for more than 100,000 Illinois residents (projected to increase to 150,000 in 2020). 
The Village remains committed to investing in this critical community asset and has taken 
multiple steps over the past several years to ensure proper maintenance of this utility. 

 Discussion of Water/Sewer Fund Revenues 

The Water and Sewer funds are intended to be self-supporting funds through the revenues 
received from wholesale water sales to the Village of Glenview, the Illinois American Water 
Company, Village of Golf, and the Village of Kenilworth along with the water and sewer 
fees charged to the residents of Wilmette. In 2014, the Village extended its wholesale water 
contract with the Village of Glenview through 2050 and added North Maine Utilities as a 
new wholesale customer beginning in 2020. The addition of North Maine will result in an 
anticipated $1 million in new net wholesale revenue. Over the past several years, water 
and sewer revenues have declined due to lower than projected water consumption. 
Beginning in 2010 the Budget assumed reductions in average consumption for both water 
and sewer to better match the revenues derived from actual usage and to reflect long-term 
trends. Reductions in projected consumption continued in 2011 and 2012 and took place 
again in 2015, reducing assumptions from 33.5 units to 33.3 units per household. The FY 
2019 Budget assumes no change to this assumption. Since 2004, water usage has reduced 
by nearly 20%. 
 

 
 
 

    

The above chart illustrates actual sales (measured in hundred cubic feet (ccf) from 
2006 through 2017. Following drought conditions in 2005, a steady decline occurred 
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through 2011. The sales volume projections, which were reduced in 2010, 2012 and in 
2015, now appear to be closer to the average consumption projection, and it is now 
believed that the projected quarterly usage will achieve the Staff’s goal of setting a sales 
volume projection that is met about 70% to 80% of the time (as opposed to an average 
projection which would only be met 50% of the time). This methodology should allow for 
greater stability of water and sewer rates. 

Water Rate 

As discussed previously, it is recommended that the Village adopt a modest 7 cent 
increase to the water rate in FY 2019, from $2.68/ccf to $2.75/ccf (1 ccf = 100 cubic feet) 
approximately 2.70%.  The Village has avoided an annual rate adjustment in five of the 
last seven years.  A modest increase in 2019 will recognize that the normal costs of 
operation increase with inflation in personnel, commodities and other costs over time.  

In November 2013, a ten-year “set-aside” period ended for water plant improvements 
financed by the Village of Glenview in connection with redevelopment of Glenview Naval 
Air Station. Thus, these improvements were factored into the wholesale rate calculation, 
which increased by 9% in 2015 and another 4.9% in 2017. The rate is projected to 
increase by approximately 5% in 2019 before a scheduled 5% reduction effective January 
1, 2020, as part of commencement of service to North Maine Utilities/Aqua. 

Sewer Rate 

Following two years of increases in the sewer rate to fund the $24 million sewer 
improvement program in 2014 and 2015, there was no rate increase in 2016, 2017, or 
2018 and no increase is projected for 2019 at this time. An increase (or implementation 
of a new stormwater utility fee) will be required in 2020 to fund the debt service associated 
with the Neighborhood Storage Improvement project.  

Capital Expenses 

For the Fiscal Year 2019 Budget, the following capital expenditures are included in 
the Water and Sewer Fund Budgets to improve and maintain the Village’s infrastructure: 

Sewer Fund 

 Sewer Lining & Rehab $1,970,000 

 Phase I Eng.- Neighborhood Storage $1,900,000 

 Sewer Main Repairs    $327,500 

 Sewer Maintenance $266,700 

 Rain Ready Green Imp. Partnership $72,500 

 Smoke Testing $60,000 

 SWPS Electrical Imp. Phase 1 $20,000 

Water Fund 

 Water Plant Electrical Imp. Phase 1 $5,000,000 

 Water Plant Electrical Imp. Phase 2 $220,000 
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 Distribution System Valve Improvements $68,000 

 Water Treatment Process Improvements $40,000 

 Instrumentation Replacement $40,000 

 Water Main Surge Suppressors $17,500 
 

 

 Water and Sewer Future Years 

Complete long range cash flows are included in this budget through the 2021 fiscal 
year. Revenue projections provide for no increase in the residential water rate increase 
in 2020 or 2021, with additional adjustments beyond that to be reviewed based on new 
revenues from North Maine Utilities, infrastructure needs, and the impact of the weather 
on overall fund performance. The wholesale rate is projected to increase by 5% in 2019 
and decrease by 5% in 2020 as the contract calls for rate recalculations. 

As discussed, a significant sewer fee increase is anticipated over the next several 
years as construction begins on the Neighborhood Storage Improvements. The rate of 
increase will be dependent on the final cost of the project. 
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Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Proposed Budget
General Fund Long Range Cash Flow Analysis

Estimated 
Actual Actual Actual Budget Actual Proposed Projected Projected

FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Beginning Reserve 6,325,688      7,446,538      9,603,624      10,937,003    10,937,003    12,067,598    11,874,038    10,746,038    

Recurring Revenues
Property Tax Revenue 12,553,316    13,110,897    13,633,251    9,286,500      9,286,500      9,616,700      10,166,000    10,624,500    
Sales Tax 3,682,112      3,634,732      3,790,679      3,804,000      3,714,000      3,514,000      3,549,100      3,584,600      
Home Rule Sales Tax 1,662,986      2,045,644      2,133,211      2,105,000      2,035,000      1,835,000      1,853,400      1,871,900      
Service Charges 3,340,773      3,338,934      3,168,667      3,330,200      3,240,275      3,172,800      3,172,800      3,172,800      
Income Tax 2,882,144      2,636,758      2,487,918      2,218,200      2,408,200      2,492,000      2,492,000      2,492,000      
Utility Tax 2,237,745      2,220,580      2,037,460      2,135,000      2,120,000      2,100,000      2,079,000      2,058,200      
Permits 1,975,095      2,239,330      2,477,840      2,108,600      2,208,600      2,108,600      2,108,600      2,108,600      
Licenses 1,843,328      1,870,035      1,828,171      1,804,900      1,824,400      1,804,500      1,804,500      1,804,500      
Real Estate Transfer Tax 1,209,342      1,254,497      1,217,166      1,245,000      1,220,000      1,272,000      1,272,000      1,272,000      
Fund Transfers 1,100,000      1,000,000      1,000,000      1,000,000      950,000         1,000,000      1,000,000      1,000,000      
Other Taxes 1,157,074      1,044,637      1,382,123      1,285,700      1,375,700      1,457,900      1,457,900      1,457,900      
Other Revenues 1,521,736      1,481,223      1,521,211      1,468,300      1,761,200      1,760,400      1,461,800      1,461,800      

Total Operating Revenues 35,165,650    35,877,267    36,677,697    31,791,400    32,143,875    32,133,900    32,417,100    32,908,800    

Non-Recurring Revenues
 Permit Revenue 486,318         1,105,761      670,547         30,000           819,000         30,000           30,000           30,000           
 Grants 307,947         198,127         288,684         878,210         580,390         1,216,355      5,396,790      1,323,285      
 Other Non-Recurring 229,675         609,535         301,492         87,700           132,790         91,000           91,000           91,000           

Total Revenues 36,189,590    37,790,690    37,938,420    32,787,310    33,676,055    33,471,255    37,934,890    34,353,085    

Wages 15,797,359    16,113,713    16,414,621    17,050,475    16,815,400    17,506,300    18,031,500    18,572,400    
Benefits 7,913,527      8,252,638      8,667,808      4,273,585      4,013,200      4,386,210      4,517,800      4,653,300      
Refuse Collection 2,507,048      2,381,686      2,316,299      2,391,420      2,384,470      2,380,840      2,380,800      2,380,800      
Contractual Services 3,126,699      2,997,075      2,969,633      2,919,640      2,732,720      2,598,930      2,624,900      2,651,100      
Commodities 885,352         732,799         638,274         732,845         755,415         736,435         743,800         751,200         
Other Expenses 1,891,955      1,832,944      1,902,188      1,923,095      1,898,470      1,846,740      1,865,200      1,883,900      

Total Operating Expense 32,121,941    32,310,855    32,908,823    29,291,060    28,599,675    29,455,455    30,164,000    30,892,700    

Engineering Dedicated Allocation 1,320,946      2,228,556      2,415,795      2,731,460      2,689,740      2,889,605      7,260,040      3,186,535      
CERF Expenses 539,144         798,346         908,000         915,640         638,500         1,237,350      972,250         
Other Capital Outlay 821,799         191,065         133,756         127,600         189,905         186,755         150,000         150,000         
Grant Funded Projects 68,161           -                     -                     1,500             1,500             1,500             1,500             1,500             
Contingency 73,922           204,751         182,479         250,000         50,000           400,000         250,000         250,000         
Non-Recurring 661,971         159,233         165,842         103,000         99,000           93,000           

Total Disbursements 35,068,740    35,633,603    36,605,041    33,412,620    32,545,460    33,664,815    39,062,890    35,452,985    

Ending Reserve 7,446,538      9,603,624      10,937,003    10,311,693    12,067,598    11,874,038    10,746,038    9,646,138      

Reserved Fund Balance-CERF 715,000         1,747,771      1,764,216      1,002,759      1,673,126      1,472,986      695,165         182,445         
Operating Reserve 6,731,538      7,855,853      9,172,787      9,308,934      10,394,472    10,401,052    10,050,874    9,463,694      

Recommended Reserve 4,196,000      4,370,000      4,568,000      4,773,600      4,773,600      4,986,800      5,207,900      5,437,100      



2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2019 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Budget Est Act Proposed Projected Projected

Beginning CERF Balance -          715,000     1,747,687  1,492,641  1,764,215  1,673,125  1,472,985  695,165      

 General Fund Reserve Designation 350,000  817,782     384,000     403,200     403,200     423,360     444,530     444,530      
 Non-Recurring Revenues Designation 365,000  754,051     430,790     15,000       421,350     15,000       15,000       15,000         
Total CERF Revenues 715,000  1,571,833  814,790     418,200     824,550     438,360     459,530     459,530      

Public Works Vehicles -          348,697     326,836     172,650     178,650     451,500     742,350     427,250      
Fire Vehicles -          -             291,239     625,000     625,235     -             315,000     505,000      
Police Vehicles -          190,448     133,047     76,000       77,405       156,000     180,000     40,000         
Facilities -          -             47,224       34,350       34,350       31,000       -             -              
Total CERF Expenses -          539,145     798,346     908,000     915,640     638,500     1,237,350  972,250      

End of Year CERF Balance 715,000  1,747,687  1,764,131  1,002,841  1,673,125  1,472,985  695,165     182,445      

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Budget
Long Range Cash Flow Analysis

Capital Equipment Replacement Fund



Actual Actual Actual Budget Est. Actual Proposed Projected Projected
FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Beginning Reserve 69,638      -                2,035,380    1,332,548      348,063      -                  -                  
Non-Recurring Revenues:
  Bond Proceeds -                4,966,024    
  Bond Proceeds Interest 30,000           

Total Revenues -                -                4,966,024    -                  30,000           -                  -                  -                  

Public Works Yard Improvements 2,350,295    1,000,000    90,155           
Underground Fuel tanks 411,116       
Vehicle Maintenance hoists 210,294       2,610             
Public Works Generator -                  174,000       142,815         
Village Hall Roof Replacement 512,850       -                     
Village Hall HVAC Replacement 130,886       
Historical Museum Roof 12,885         150,000       156,790         
Police Station Generator 5,150           135,000       20,000           30,000        
Police Department Radio Network -                  450,000       450,000         
Emergency Warning Siren -                  50,000         50,345           
Lawler Avenue Street Lights -                  75,000         101,770         
North Bridge Sidewalk Replacement 318,063      
Server Virtualization 37,638      
Sidewalk, Curb & Alley 32,000      

Total Disbursements 69,638      -                3,633,476    2,034,000    1,014,485      348,063      -                  -                  

Ending Reserve -                -                1,332,548    1,380           348,063         -                  -                  -                  

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Proposed Budget
Long Range Cash Flow Analysis

General Fund Debt Financed Capital Fund



2015 2016 2017 2018 2018 2019 2020 2021
Actual Actual Actual Budget Est Actual Proposed Projected Projected

Beginning Escrow Balance 205,116   168,657   634,756  621,306   495,854   1,071,380  403,945  2,165   

 Vehicle  Licenses 372,431   380,360   1,494,061  1,475,400  1,495,000  1,475,400  1,475,400  1,475,400  
 Dedicated HR Sales Tax 685,000   1,250,000  135,350   135,350   135,350   135,350  135,350   135,350   
 Dedicated Property Tax 150,000   150,000   150,000   150,000  150,000   150,000   
Fuel Tax 75,748  76,476  285,651   300,000   275,000  270,000   270,000   270,000   
Pavement Degradation Fee 52,907  95,326  124,633   80,000  90,000  80,000  80,000  80,000  
Resurfacing Grant 16,984  150,599   221,265   588,210  474,390  776,355  5,146,790  1,073,285  
Portion of Overweight Fines 4,860   4,795   4,835   2,500   4,000   2,500   2,500   2,500   
Other Revenue 130,000   -   
Non-Recurring Revenue 271,000  -   -   66,000  

Sub Total  - Gen Op Funds 1,337,930  2,228,556  2,415,795  2,731,460  2,689,740  2,889,605  7,260,040  3,186,535  
MFT 820,000   923,500   700,000  700,000   700,000  700,000  700,000  675,000   

Total Dedicated Revenue 2,157,930  3,152,056  3,115,795  3,431,460  3,389,740  3,589,605  7,960,040  3,861,535  

 GF Road Program 51,387  303,335   843,909   1,146,985  478,820   -   -   1,030,000  
 MFT Road Program 820,000   923,666   700,000   700,000   700,000   700,000  650,000   650,000   

Total Road Resurfacing* 871,387  1,227,001  1,543,909  1,846,985  1,178,820  700,000  650,000   1,680,000  
Central Avenue Reconstruction 178,556   7,100   518,000   39,900  619,735   6,207,260  -   
Locust Road 6,568   1,322   1,613   147,900   198,720  1,274,705  
Skokie/Hibbard Improvements 15,894  150,599  573,139   116,000   130,000   
Skokie/Lake Intersection Impvs. -   -   70,000  35,000  83,400  78,060  1,393,285  
Alley Maintenance 839,750   453,287   515,597   544,700  549,765  552,100   508,300   551,400   
Brick Street Maintenance 49,960  122,711   128,278   136,000  103,920   140,000   144,500   149,000   
Brick Street Renovation 294,319   355,913   285,934   257,500  354,400  627,200  507,200   359,700   
Curb Replacement 9,941   38,137  39,809  42,200  43,200  43,400  44,700  45,900  
Sidewalks 53,401  68,431  69,984  72,100  73,100  74,200  76,300  78,400  
Pavement Marking 43,170  50,000  50,215  51,500  51,500  53,000  54,500  54,500  
Crack Sealing 9,999   40,000  39,119  41,200  41,200  42,400  43,600  44,800  
Sheridan Retaining Wall Repair 72,330  -   14,690  
Pavement Surface Rejuvenation -   16,900  17,400  17,900  
Traffic Calming Program 30,000  30,000  30,000  

Total Expenses 2,194,389  2,685,957  3,254,696  3,844,085  2,814,215  4,257,040  8,361,820  4,404,885  

End of Year Escrow Balance 168,657   634,756   495,854   208,681  1,071,380  403,945   2,165   (541,185)    

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Proposed Budget
Long Range Cash Flow Analysis

Engineering Expenses Financed by Dedicated Revenues



Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Budget
Sewer Fund Long Range Cash Flows

Estimated
Actual Actual Actual Budget Actual Proposed Projected Projected

Operating FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Beginning Reserve        2,880,184         3,124,038         3,309,198     3,069,128     3,069,128 2,506,348     2,009,908       1,651,508       

Residential Sewer Charges 4,793,735      4,912,549       4,985,888       5,082,900    4,839,500    5,082,900     5,082,900       5,082,900       
Other 42,668            1,650,000       1,650,000       
Total Revenues 4,793,735      4,955,217       4,985,888       5,082,900    4,839,500    5,082,900     6,732,900       6,732,900       

Regular Wages 477,101         533,680          570,006          588,000       552,000       603,375        618,500          634,000          
Overtime 20,661           22,331            25,473            22,375         24,200         23,625          24,500            24,800            
Benefits 216,706         225,058          231,320          243,615       212,495       221,155        228,900          236,900          
Contractual 294,069         307,142          409,188          478,250       663,400       720,250        745,500          771,600          
Commodities 73,953           81,080            87,985            91,750         86,800         93,025          94,000            94,900            
Capital 388,288         267,898          559,643          619,270       549,855       598,750        409,500          418,500          
Debt Service 3,012,076      3,266,125       3,258,287       3,447,000    3,192,000    3,197,000     4,847,000       4,707,000       
Other 67,027           66,743            84,056            121,810       121,530       122,160        123,400          124,600          
Total Disbursements 4,549,881      4,770,057       5,225,958       5,612,070    5,402,280    5,579,340     7,091,300       7,012,300       

Ending Reserve 3,124,038      3,309,198       3,069,128       2,539,958    2,506,348    2,009,908     1,651,508       1,372,108       

Recommended Reserve 1,016,600      1,016,600       1,016,600       1,016,600    1,016,600    1,016,600     1,346,580       1,346,580       

Estimated
Actual Actual Actual Budget Actual Proposed Projected Projected

Capital - Bond FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Beginning Reserve      15,652,735         1,504,382            377,718 -              -              (500,000)       (2,400,000)      - 

Bond Proceeds 19,348           2,647              981 23,700,000     13,400,000     
IEPA loan - 701,187          - 1,970,000    790,000       1,970,000     820,000          820,000          
Total Revenues 19,348           703,834          981 1,970,000    790,000       1,970,000     24,520,000     14,220,000     

Sewer Lining & Rehab 3,634             701,187          - 1,970,000    790,000       1,970,000     820,000          820,000          
Neighborhood Storage 500,000       1,900,000     20,100,000     13,400,000     
Electrical Improvements - SWPS 1,200,000       
Separate Storm Sewer 83,308           33,551            132,489          
Manhole Rehabilitation 329,886         
Princeton Place Outfall 1,000             134,754          121,319          
West Park Storage Project 13,692,771    961,007          
Capacity Improvements 57,102           
I and I Testing 124,891          -              

Total Disbursements 14,167,701    1,830,498       378,699          1,970,000    1,290,000    3,870,000     22,120,000     14,220,000     

Ending Reserve 1,504,382      377,718          - -              (500,000)     (2,400,000)    - - 



Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Budget
Water Fund Long Range Cash Flows

Estimated
Actual Actual Actual Budget Actual Proposed Projected Projected

Operating FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Beginning Reserve      1,888,858       2,215,723     2,975,050     3,469,458     3,469,458        3,291,863        3,279,413        3,892,813 

Residential Water Sales 2,989,933     3,145,629     3,200,800    3,292,800    3,174,300    3,376,700      3,376,700      3,376,700      
Wholesale Water Sales 4,844,178     5,125,555     5,435,273    5,397,000    5,290,000    5,668,000      7,035,900      7,035,900      
Other 127,153       180,934        212,919       190,000       185,000       190,000         205,000         205,000         
Total Revenues 7,961,264     8,452,118     8,848,992    8,879,800    8,649,300    9,234,700      10,617,600    10,617,600    

Regular Wages 2,185,529     2,207,460     2,369,646    2,498,775    2,454,000    2,546,675      2,635,800      2,728,100      
Overtime 57,811         50,062          47,075         71,800         77,900         73,575           76,200           78,900           
Benefits 869,700       883,639        946,751       1,042,955    956,000       1,002,115      1,037,200      1,073,500      
Contractual 328,255       308,526        427,585       462,870       599,770       405,120         496,300         558,700         
Commodities 814,604       835,938        856,407       913,825       883,660       887,125         1,096,000      1,107,000      
Capital 335,875       343,905        234,773       571,000       399,085       564,900         415,100         2,235,100      
Debt Service 1,738,579     1,875,423     2,230,762    2,243,500    2,232,500    2,487,500      2,967,500      2,992,500      
Others 204,046       187,837        241,585       276,725       273,980       280,140         280,100         280,100         
Transfers 1,100,000     1,000,000     1,000,000    1,000,000    950,000       1,000,000      1,000,000      1,000,000      
Total Disbursements 7,634,399     7,692,791     8,354,584    9,081,450    8,826,895    9,247,150      10,004,200    12,053,900    

Ending Reserve 2,215,723     2,975,050     3,469,458    3,267,808    3,291,863    3,279,413      3,892,813      2,456,513      

Recommended Reserve 1,547,600     1,611,300     1,761,400    1,761,400    1,761,400    1,846,940      2,123,520      2,135,500      

Estimated
Actual Actual Actual Budget Actual Proposed Projected Projected

Capital - Bond FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Beginning Reserve         252,617          239,690                  -                    -                    -                      -        (1,818,300)                    -   

IEPA loan        575,000     5,000,000        600,000        5,000,000        2,900,000                    -   
Bond Proceeds        3,895,700 
Total Revenues 458              -               575,000       5,000,000    600,000       5,000,000      6,795,700      -                

SCADA Software Upgrade
Interconnection Improvements
Filter Valve Imp.
Building Reno. & Pipe Gallery           13,385          239,690 
Convert High Lift Pump to Variable Speed
Water Plant Electrical Improvements        575,000     5,000,000        600,000        5,000,000        2,900,000 
Lake & Locust Water Main Replacement        1,818,300        2,077,400 

Total Disbursements 13,385         239,690        575,000       5,000,000    600,000       6,818,300      4,977,400      -                

Ending Reserve 239,690       -               -              -              -              (1,818,300)     -                -                



Actual Actual Actual Budget Est Actual Projected Projected Projected

FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

Parking Meter Fund:
Village Center Program Reserve 23,659           1,799             3,127             104,690         3,127             135,595         189,510         239,970         

CTA Station Reserve 1,540,117      1,569,021      1,604,024      1,666,767      1,604,024      1,672,202      1,674,932      1,675,332      

Burmeister Facility Reserve 226,950         233,389         247,831         264,607         247,831         277,917         285,707         293,407         

Total Beginning Reserve 1,790,726      1,804,209      1,854,982      2,036,064      1,854,982      2,085,714      2,150,149      2,208,709      

Village Center Parking:
Meter & Debit Card Revenue 186,173         185,532         233,516         213,500         235,000         235,000         235,000         235,000         

Permit Revenue 33,565           44,650           45,830           42,660           43,660           43,660           43,660           43,660           

Other Revenue 2,915             3,000             3,000             3,000             3,000             3,000             3,000             3,000             

Total Village Center Revenue 222,653         233,182         282,346         259,160         281,660         281,660         281,660         281,660         

Village Center Expense 244,513         231,854         180,783         228,255         218,365         227,745         231,200         234,700         

Ending Village Center Reserve 1,799             3,127             104,690         135,595         66,422           189,510         239,970         286,930         

CTA Station Parking:
Meter / Drop Box Revenues 146,939         151,161         149,753         130,000         130,000         130,000         130,000         130,000         

Permit Revenues 26,932           27,492           31,892           24,200           28,200           28,200           28,200           28,200           

Other Revenues

Total CTA Station Revenues 173,871         178,653         181,645         154,200         158,200         158,200         158,200         158,200         

Total CTA Station Expenses 144,967         143,650         118,902         148,765         170,060         155,470         157,800         160,200         

Ending CTA Station Reserve 1,569,021      1,604,024      1,666,767      1,672,202      1,592,164      1,674,932      1,675,332      1,673,332      

Burmeister Parking Facility:
Permit Revenues 22,900           20,075           19,975           22,500           15,000           15,000           15,000           15,000           

Transfer from General Fund -                 

Total Burmeister Parking Revenues 22,900           20,075           19,975           22,500           15,000           15,000           15,000           15,000           

Other Expense 16,461           5,633             3,199             9,190             6,100             7,210             7,300             7,400             

Bond Interest Expense

Bond Principal Retirement

Total Burmeister Parking Expense 16,461           5,633             3,199             9,190             6,100             7,210             7,300             7,400             

Ending Burmeister Parking

Facility Reserve 233,389         247,831         264,607         277,917         256,731         285,707         293,407         301,007         

Total Parking Meter Fund 

Ending Reserve 1,804,209      1,854,982      2,036,064      2,085,714      1,915,317      2,150,149      2,208,709      2,261,269      

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Budget
Parking Meter Fund Long Range Cash Flow Analysis



Estimated

Actual Actual Actual Budget Actual Proposed Projected Projected

FY 2015 FY 2016 FY 2017 FY 2018 FY 2018 FY 2019 FY 2020 FY 2021

General Debt Service Fund:
   Beginning Reserve 33,073             33,600             49,207             47,507             145,485           76,020             80,720             66,820             

Property Tax Revenue 3,305,962        3,389,405        3,390,153        3,672,900        3,672,900        3,646,700        3,668,100        3,677,200        

Other Revenue 30,000             65,000             110,000           50,000             40,000             20,000             20,000             

Total Disbursements 3,335,435        3,438,798        3,403,876        3,749,000        3,742,365        3,682,000        3,702,000        3,717,000        

   Ending Reserve 33,600             49,207             145,485           21,407             76,020             80,720             66,820             47,020             

Motor Fuel Tax Fund:
   Beginning Reserve 684,846           528,999           296,817           268,817           289,073           268,573           212,573           156,573           

Motor Fuel Tax Allotments 662,207           689,652           690,897           640,000           675,000           640,000           640,000           640,000           

General Fund Transfer

Other Revenue 1,946               1,666               1,359               2,000               4,500               4,000               4,000               4,000               

Total Disbursements 820,000           923,500           700,000           700,000           700,000           700,000           700,000           675,000           

   Ending Reserve 528,999           296,817           289,073           210,817           268,573           212,573           156,573           125,573           

Firemen's Pension Fund:
   Beginning Reserve 41,961,988      40,480,900      42,911,816      44,508,761      47,831,680      49,277,250      50,970,450      52,697,450      

Total Revenues 1,938,447        6,169,245        8,865,994        5,695,000        5,682,000        6,268,000        6,393,000        6,521,000        

Total Disbursements 3,419,535        3,738,329        3,946,130        4,412,960        4,236,430        4,574,800        4,666,000        4,759,000        

   Ending Reserve 40,480,900      42,911,816      47,831,680      45,790,801      49,277,250      50,970,450      52,697,450      54,459,450      

Police Pension Fund:
   Beginning Reserve 41,400,957      40,094,789      42,904,203      44,567,148      47,940,620      49,365,690      51,077,690      52,823,690      

Total Revenues 1,458,742        5,647,883        8,222,107        4,997,000        4,982,000        5,743,000        5,858,000        5,975,000        

Total Disbursements 2,764,910        2,838,469        3,185,690        3,690,930        3,556,930        4,031,000        4,112,000        4,194,000        

   Ending Reserve 40,094,789      42,904,203      47,940,620      45,873,218      49,365,690      51,077,690      52,823,690      54,604,690      

Section 105 Fund:
   Beginning Reserve 232,518           7,971               9,717               11,127             54,858             62,863             49,863             35,863             

Total Revenues 252,771           250,258           251,396           261,600           268,005           287,000           283,000           279,000           

Total Disbursements 477,318           248,512           206,255           260,000           260,000           300,000           297,000           294,000           

   Ending Reserve 7,971               9,717               54,858             12,727             62,863             49,863             35,863             20,863             

Village of Wilmette FY 2019 Budget
Other Funds Long Range Cash Flow Analysis
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