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VILLAGE OF LINCOLNWOOD
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE MEETING
VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MEETING HELD VIA GOTO MEETING AND AVAILABLE LIVE AT
WWW.LINCOLNWOODIL.ORG/LIVE-CABLE-CHANNEL/

6:00 PM, MARCH 16, 2021
In accordance with the recently adopted amendments to the Illinois Open Meetings Act permitting the
Village Board to conduct a virtual Village Board meeting, members of the public are allowed to be
physically present in the Village Board meeting room in Village Hall at 6900 North Lincoln Avenue,
subject to room capacity and social distancing requirements. Accordingly, the opportunity to view the
virtual meeting at Village Hall is available on a “first come, first-served” basis. Those members of the
public present at Village Hall will be able to provide real-time comments in person on the computer
available in the Council Chambers. Anyone who does not desire, or who is not able, to be physically
present at Village Hall can watch the Village Board meeting live by visiting the Village website or by
clicking www.lincolnwoodil.org/live-cable-channel/
AGENDA
I.

Call to Order

II.

Roll Call

III.

Approval of Minutes
1. Minutes of the Committee of the Whole CIP Workshop of February 23, 2021
2. Minutes of the Committee of the Whole Meeting of March 2, 2021

IV.

Regular Business
1. Discussion Concerning Private Drainage Rebate Program Update (Nadim Badran)
2. Discussion Concerning Various Proposed Zoning Code Text Amendments (Doug Hammel)

V.

Public Comment

VI.

Adjournment

DATE POSTED: March 12, 2021
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VILLAGE OF LINCOLNWOOD
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PLAN WORKSHOP
VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
FEBRUARY 23, 2021
DRAFT
Call to Order
President Pro Tem Nickell called the Committee of the Whole C a pi t a l I mp r o v e me n t P l a n
Wo r k s h o p of the Lincolnwood Board of Trustees to order at 6:00 P.M., Tuesday, February
23, 2021 in the Council Chambers of the Municipal Complex, 6900 North Lincoln Avenue,
Village of Lincolnwood, County of Cook and State of Illinois.
On roll call by Village Clerk Beryl Herman the following were:
PRESENT: Trustees Halevi, Patel, Nickell, Sargon, Klatzco
ABSENT: President Bass and Trustee Cope
A quorum was present.
Also present: Anne Marie Gaura, Village Manager; Chuck Meyer, Assistant Village Manager;
Heather McFarland, Assistant to the Village Manager; Nadim Badran, Public Works Director;
Scott Mangum, Community Development Director; Melissa Rimdzius, Director of Parks and
Recreation; Jay Parrott, Chief of Police; Mike Hansen, Fire Chief, Anna Koperski-Walsh, Jake
Litz, Management Analyst; and Jon Bogue, Management Analyst
Regular Business
Discussion of the Fiscal Year 22 Capital Improvement Plan Infrastructure Planning
Village Manager Gaura and Public Works Director Badran presented the overview of the
agenda for the meeting.
Ms. Gaura introduced the Budget Team and provided an overview of the steps taken by the
Team and stated that part of the goal of the discussions was to identify revenue sources in the
long term. Ms. Gaura continued that as the Village identifies discussion topics for items to be
deferred they will be addressed by Public Works Director Badran. Ms. Gaura added that the
wildcard for this discussion is that $2,230,000 to almost $2,800,000 in funds from President
Biden’s stimulus plan. Ms. Gaura continued that this has been a collaborative process headed
by the Finance Director, Bob Merkel, and turned it over to Nadim Badran, Public Works
Director.
General Fund
Mr. Badran summarized the discussion and presented the projects via PowerPoint. Mr. Badran
stated that the overall cost for items in the CIP is over $12 million and staff will go through the
specifics of each program and then provide a summary of possible deferrals.
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Mr. Merkel presented the financial policies for the Village including an emphasis on the
policies related to capital improvement programs and Mr. Merkel stated that at the end of this
fiscal year the Village will be above the 35% level for the maximum amount for the Village.
Mr. Badran continued by presenting a summary of the projects for the general fund in FY 22
and stated that the Village will be going through each item.
Mr. Badran presented the Police and Fire Department Roofs to be replaced. Mr. Badran stated
that as part of the review of roofs in 2017 it was determined that Public Works needed
immediate replacement, which was addressed, the next roof that needs to be completed is the
Police and Fire Department roofs.
Mr. Badran continued by explaining the shooting range as a project that needs to be completed
and found that in the analysis of potential costs the highest impact was the replacement of the
HVAC system and determined that through FGM Architects the cost, which was originally over
$400,000 in cost, to be actually $630,000 in cost but could be addressed and will be presented
shortly.
Mr. Badran explained $200,000 in miscellaneous costs related facility improvements with the
most expensive item being the $60,000 needed for the parking fence / area for the Police
Department.
Mr. Badran continued with an explanation of $100,000 to be used for upgrading aspects of the
facilities including the Police / Fire Training Room and Council Chambers to provide sufficient
staffing and training space for Departments.
Mr. Badran addressed the generator program and stated that the current generator is undersized
and needs to be replaced to provide sufficient power for the campus.
Mr. Badran continued with a discussion regarding vehicle replacement and explained the
process for how vehicle replacements are determined. Mr. Badran stated that the Fire
Department has three vehicles that need to be replaced and the Public Works Department fleet
is in need for replacement with 14 vehicles over 15 years old and every vehicle being proposed
is over 15 years in age. Mr. Badran stated that the Police Department is requesting three
vehicles for replacement and all vehicles exceed the 80,000 mile threshold to replace them.
Mr. Badran continued in discussing Public Works vehicles and explained that Truck 25 was
deferred last year and no longer meets the needs of the Department. Mr. Badran stated that the
vehicle would be upsized to properly navigate the alleys and to address service issues for the
Department.
Mr. Badran discussed the van seeking replacement which would be replaced by an F250 which
would allow for plow operations and to help with efficiencies.
Mr. Badran stated that Truck 1 was initially slated for replacement but it would cost over
$200,000 to replace and the Village is proposing a new piece of equipment to clear sidewalks
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around the parks and this new piece of equipment would allow for the clearing of sidewalks.
Mr. Badran added that this would be designed to provide this service more efficiently and
would allow for clearing for the overpass which is done by hand or other pieces of equipment
not intended to be used for snow removal.
Mr. Badran continued by starting discussion on Parks and Recreation related projects including
Flowers Park and highlighted the tennis court replacement. Mr. Badran explained that the pool
needs to be sandblasted and then put a new coat on it to ensure the pool is properly maintained.
Mr. Badran stated that there are a number of accidents in Centennial Park and one of the things
Public Works would like to do is to evaluate possible options for the path and the erosion on the
bluff. The intention would be to develop a plan for the park with construction and solicit grant
requests in the out years of the plans.
Mr. Badran continued by explaining the dog park plan that was previously presented by the
Village Board and plan to get public input and develop options for the park.
Mr. Badran explained that the Fire Department air compressor is 20 years old and needs to be
replaced and that the Fire Department is seeking grants right now.
Mr. Badran stated that this concludes the capital projects and stated that staff developed a list of
projects to be deferred:
 Squad 2 for savings of approximately $48,000
 Shooting range to be split over two years with $325,000 budgeted for the next Fiscal
Year and $320,000 in the following Budget Year
 Deferment of Flowers Park for $200,000 to the next year and lump the tennis court and
playground replacement into a single project and seek an OSLAD Grant.
 Reduction of facility improvement budget by $50,000 to
 Defer Dog Park study
Mr. Badran stated that this would reduce the capital improvement plan projects by $630,000 but
noted that the deferment of projects would lead to additional costs in out years.
Ms. Gaura added that the wild card continues to be the possible funding through the Federal
Government’s stimulus plan and asked that if the Village does receive funds it is requested that
the Village prioritize as of May 1, 2021 the replacement of the firing range.
Mr. Badran presented the four following fiscal years for the capital improvement plan. Mr.
Badran stated that was the summary of the general fund capital improvement plan projects.
Trustee Halevi thanked everyone involved for their assistance in this plan and stated that the
Village needs to take a hard look at this discussion. Trustee Halevi stated that she is in support
of the plan that was presented and the changes for deferment. Trustee Halevi stated that she
wanted to see the sidewalk clearing machine but if the Village was hurting financially that
could be deferred.
Trustee Patel stated that he was looking at these items to determine if there are issues that can
be deferred, removed from the plan, or need to be addressed immediately to avoid additional
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costs such as the roof. Trustee Patel stated that he was not familiar with the operational costs
for the delay related to vehicles. Trustee Patel stated the dog park process is relatively
inexpensive and may lead to other grants. Trustee Patel stated that for the sidewalk sweeper it
could be deferred if needed but would be in support of the plan that was presented.
Trustee Sargon thanked the work from everyone. Trustee Sargon continued that the deferment
of the Dog Park and street sweeper may be needed. Trustee Sargon asked if the one vehicle
from the Police Department could be deferred one more year. Trustee Sargon stated that she
was in support of splitting the firing range into two years. Trustee Sargon stated that with
Flowers Park the Village should be doing something in the meantime to ensure that the park can
be safely used while the potential remodel and upgrade to the park is earmarked for a future
year. Trustee Sargon stated that she sees the need for the sidewalk sweeper but could be
deferred. Trustee Sargon continued that with the pool it needs to be done.
Trustee Klatzco said that the Police and Fire Roof needs to be done and the firing range needs
to be completed and if the Village receives additional funding we should prioritize the firing
range. Trustee Klatzco stated that the sidewalk sweeper wasn’t needed and said that if the
Village does replace it with F-250 it can be replaced and serve for the purpose of the van and
for plows. Trustee Klatzco voiced support for the Flowers Park and air compressor issue.
Trustee Nickell stated that she was in agreement with the majority of what was said in regards
to the Police and Fire Department Roofs, the firing range, and the fence for Police. Trustee
Nickell stated she was in support of the generator project. Trustee Nickell stated that if there
are items failing in Village Hall then replace it but the enhancements for the Village Hall may
not be needed. Trustee Nickell stated she wanted to look more closely at the vehicles for Public
Works and not purchase the sidewalk sweeper. Trustee Nickell asked about the options related
to tennis courts.
Ms. Rimdzius stated that there are other parks and options that would be available for the public
to use the tennis courts.
Trustee Nickell asked if there was grant funding for dog parks.
Ms. Rimdzius stated that OSLAD grants are typically what the Village looks for but is limited
to $25,000 with parks ranging in cost from $25,000 for a simple fence to well over $1 million
but depends on what is available and involved.
Trustee Nickell stated she was in support of the air compressor.
Ms. Gaura provided a summary of the direction to include the consensus was to:
 Move forward with the roof replacement
 Move forward with firing range
 Move forward with facility improvements with reduction in $50,000
 Move forward with generator
 Move forward with vehicle replacements with deferrals and removal of sidewalk
sweeper
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Move forward with combination plan for Flowers Park
Move forward with pool sandblasting
Defer the Dog Park

Water / Sewer Fund
Mr. Badran continued the presentation with a discussion of the Water Fund. Mr. Merkel
explained the transfers within the Funds and how they are transferred and are used to pay for
the debt and other expenses. Mr. Badran continued with a summary of projects including water
main replacements, a generator, a rate analysis and vehicle replacements. Mr. Badran added
that the water fund is paid for through fees and not through taxes.
Mr. Badran stated that in 2021 the Village found out that the rate with Evanston dropped to
below $1.00 per 1,000 gallons, however that rate will go back up to $1.73 in Calendar Year
2022 and explained that the Village budgets based on an assumed increase of a 4% increase
which is the highest it can increase annually.
Mr. Badran provided a summary of the findings from the Ad-Hoc Infrastructure Committee
which recommended replacement of Village mains that are over a 100 years old or in “Poor” or
“Fair” condition. Mr. Badran stated that the Village is planning to replace 1.36 miles of water
mains to stay on target for the goals of the Ad Hoc Infrastructure Committee and directives of
the Village Board for an estimated cost of $2.6 million in construction / oversight costs.
Mr. Badran explained the generator project which will be designed in the current fiscal year and
constructed in the following fiscal year.
Mr. Badran provided a summary of the water rate analysis and said that the Village’s rate has
been frozen since 2016 and the Village needs to look at future water fund projects and costs to
ensure that expenditures match revenues and rates for the fund at a cost of $35,000.
Mr. Badran presented the sewer televising equipment which is being deferred in Fiscal Year
2021 but it is best practice to have the sewers televised every 10 years and currently the Village
uses a push camera to try to visualize the sewers but it is an inflexible system and doesn’t allow
the Village to be proactive.
Mr. Badran stated that Truck 10 is used for water main breaks and has experienced a number of
mechanical breaks and is not well suited for water main breaks and needs to be upsized to
provide sufficient supplies to address any issues. Mr. Badran added that the Village currently
uses a trailer that is at end of life that would also be replaced by the larger vehicle.
Trustee Klatzco noted that Truck 10 also plows and asked if the Village would be losing a plow
with this transition to the bread truck?
Mr. Badran stated that the number of plows would stay the same as the replacement of the van
in the general fund with a truck would ensure the number of plows stays the same.
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Mr. Badran described the plan to add fire hydrant markers for a cost of $20,000 for the 650 fire
hydrants in the Village.
Mr. Badran provided a summary of the Water / Sewer Fund and provided the four out years for
the plan including water main replacements, pump house improvements, water meter upgrades,
leak detection system, and vehicle replacements. In explaining leak detection Mr. Badran
stated that the Village knows that there is a water main break in town right now because of the
pump house usage but cannot find it yet but with this detection software the Village could
identify and find these leaks.
Trustee Halevi stated that she was in support of what was being proposed.
Trustee Patel stated that he was in support of the recommendations. Trustee Patel asked if the
water leak detection system would bring the Village to under 10%, which is the Village’s goal?
Mr. Badran stated that it would likely help as staff currently are popping manhole covers and
driving around trying to find the leak but have not been able to find it.
Trustee Patel stated that he was trying to quantify the value of it and said that if the leak
detection system is able to identify leaks then it could theoretically pay for itself in a number of
year. Trustee Patel asked if grants exist for such project.
Ms. Gaura stated that some water projects do qualify and that she has seen these projects
qualify for grants in other communities but would want to have CBBEL opine on this matter.
Mr. Badran and Mr. Amelio stated that they would look into grant opportunities.
Trustee Sargon stated that she was in favor of the projects and asked how often a water rate
analysis is conducted.
Mr. Badran stated that it is common practice.
Mr. Merkel stated he was not sure of one being done since he was here.
Trustee Sargon stated that she was in support of moving forward with the water rate analysis
but also stated her support for the televising equipment. Trustee Sargon asked if the Chief could
speak to the fire hydrant location markers.
Chief Hansen stated that the Village has enjoyed lower snow in recent years but the Village has
not put markers on hydrants in the last 20 years but the Fire Department went through an
episode where only 10% of the hydrants could be readily identified.
Ms. Gaura stated that having worked in other communities the water rate analysis is important
to determine that the Village has sufficient funds.
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Mr. Merkel added that with the debt and rates that has been applied to the transition to Evanston
the water rate analysis will assist with this process.
Trustee Klatzco stated that this is not something that residents can see but there are old water
mains and the Village needs to stay the course and keep replacing these mains. Trustee Klatzco
asked if the televising truck could be used for other purposes.
Mr. Badran stated that the vehicle is a mobile IT office that is for the sole purpose of televising
the sewers and the truck itself is miniscule when compared to the equipment.
Trustee Klatzco stated that the marking of the hydrants is important but asked if the Village
would continue to mark the roadway if we mark the hydrants as well?
Mr. Badran stated that the Village would continue to mark it in both ways to ensure it is easily
identified by the public and emergency personnel.
Trustee Klatzco stated that he was hoping that the reflective markers would not negatively
impact the residents.
Trustee Nickell stated that she recalled in 1979 there were bike reflectors on the hydrants.
Trustee Nickell stated that she saw Public Works clearing out hydrants and the sewers to ensure
the flow of water through surface restrictors.
Trustee Nickell asked how many of the mains that broke this year were on the replacement list.
Mr. Badran stated that there may have been one main on this list but some are in the out years
but noted that since he became Director there have been eight water main breaks.
Trustee Nickell stated that she was in favor of the water rate analysis. Trustee Nickell asked if
the equipment could be used to identify water loss that is anomalous and how it would address
the Village’s concerns.
Mr. Badran stated that if the Village were to pursue these projects the Village would obtain
several proposals to determine what works best.
Trustee Nickell asked for when the technology for the sewer televising equipment was last
updated to ensure that the Village is behind the curve in a year.
Mr. Badran stated that the Village spoke with the vendor and they recently just updated their
equipment in October of last year and so it would be the newest equipment.
Trustee Nickell asked for the useful life of the equipment.
Mr. Badran stated that the equipment is warranted for life but he would check to determine how
long that equipment would last.
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Trustee Sargon asked to make sure that the Village coordinates sewer replacements to occur at
the same time as the street replacements.
Mr. Badran confirmed that the Village does operate in that method to address the mains and
streets together.
Ms. Gaura added that it sounded like the Board wants to accept the plan as presented.
Storm Water Infrastructure Fund
Mr. Badran presented the storm water infrastructure program budget. Mr. Badran highlighted
the street storage program and noted that Skokie is undertaking a storm water master plan that
the Village may want to work with them on and as the Village approaches 10 years since it
developed the plan noted that there may be opportunity to revise the current plan based on
feedback on the placement of berms. Mr. Badran concluded by explaining the projected cost
for Fiscal Year 22 to construct the project.
Trustee Halevi stated she was in support of the project as presented.
Trustee Patel stated he was in support of the project as presented.
Trustee Sargon stated that she was in support of the program but wanted to perform some data
collection in advance of the construction project to have quantitative data to look back on and
agreed that it may be good to reassess other parts of the project along with other areas that were
removed from the project.
Mr. Badran stated that while the berms and restrictors will not be installed in that area but that
area will experience the positive impacts of other improvements completed by the Village and
Lincolnwood will look at possibly coordinated with Skokie to address storm water concerns in
the area.
Mr. Amelio stated that Skokie has entered into an agreement with CBBEL to complete that
study and it is anticipated that the project will be completed by summer 2022 and added that
Skokie is aware that Lincolnwood is willing to work with them.
Trustee Nickell asked for Mr. Amelio to expand on the issue with the 400 residents who were
left out of that project and why those residents were not included in the plan.
Mr. Amelio stated that the topography makes it difficult and that anything north of Touhy
would have the water flow into Skokie so anything in the plan north of Touhy would flow into
Skokie.
Trustee Nickell asked for how the partnership with Skokie will be priced out.
Mr. Amelio stated that it depends on how the project is developed and the options that are
utilized in creating a solution as it will be dependent on what is selected from an option.
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Trustee Nickell asked what the service area is to be included in the analysis with Skokie.
Mr. Amelio stated that he was not sure how far the service area goes for Skokie,
Mr. Badran stated that it will depend on what solution is found by Skokie and the engineers and
as the Village approaches the problem it will need to work with Skokie to address the problem.
Trustee Klatzco stated that he had always been skeptical of the program but the Village is
committed to the program and said that after Stage II is completed then there should be
empirical data to determine the impact of this change. Trustee Klatzco added that it will be
difficult to price out until after Skokie has determined the next steps.
Trustee Nickell added that she wanted to make sure that the 400 homes are included in out
years to address the issues raised by her colleagues. Trustee Nickell asked if there was data
regarding how effective the North Shore Outfall is for east Lincolnwood?
Mr. Badran stated that there are flow meters and what the Village is tracking is how much
garbage the Village is seeing after storms and that the Village is getting less calls for issues
related to storm water. Mr. Badran added that Wilmette and Skokie do use street storage and
that it is a proven method but it is difficult to provide qualitative data to address the issues. Mr.
Badran added that the Village can engage residents before and after the project to gauge impact.
Trustee Patel said that the area left out of the project cannot utilize the berms and street storage
program but the area is receiving some of the benefit from the rest of the Village having those
structures in place to have a positive incremental effect for the properties in the northern portion
of Lincolnwood.
Trustee Nickell stated that during the last storm there were a lot of calls and issues for the area
north of Touhy and we need more data to get an understanding on the effectiveness on this plan.
Motor Fuel Tax Fund
Mr. Merkel provided a summary of the fund balance for the Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) fund and
provided guidance on previous bond issuance and the transfers that were completed as part of
the project.
Mr. Badran provided a summary of the motor fuel tax funded projects and the input from the
Ad-Hoc Infrastructure Committee. Mr. Badran stated that the Village will be doing just over
four miles of roadways this year. Mr. Badran stated that the project will include the milling and
resurfacing of the roadway along with spot curb and sidewalk replacement, ADA improvements
at intersections, and removal of unused alley aprons. Mr. Badran stated that at the end of next
year’s program the Village will have completed 29% of the streets and 16% of water main
replacements.
Mr. Badran added that the project includes Phase I of the Pratt Avenue bikeway program.
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Mr. Badran concluded the summary of current projects along with describing the out years for
the program.
Trustee Halevi asked how much of the bike lane is funded by the Village.
Mr. Badran stated that $18,000 or 30% of the project was funded by the Village.
Trustee Halevi asked if the ADA compliance for corners is done on every street that is replaced.
Mr. Badran stated that the law is that if you touch the street you need to bring the area up to
compliance with ADA regulations.
Trustee Halevi stated she had no qualms with the program but if they were to save in any way it
would be to remove the bike lanes.
Trustee Patel echoed Trustee Halevi’s comments regarding the bike lanes.
Trustee Sargon stated she didn’t have any questions.
Trustee Klatzco stated that he was in support of the recommendations.
Trustee Nickell stated that she was in support of the recommendations.
Transportation Improvement Fund
Mr. Merkel provided an overview of the Transportation Improvement Fund which is funded by
gas taxes and Mr. Merkel stated that the funds may be needed to future projects.
Mr. Badran stated that there are three projects including the Village Hall Campus Parking Lot
Resurfacing, Touhy / Cicero intersection, and the Devon Avenue Bridge Enhancements.
Trustee Nickell asked to confirm that the Village opted for the least impactful design for this
signage for Devon Avenue?
Mr. Badran stated that the cost was most related to design and the Village was anticipating to be
as efficient as possible.
Mr. Badran stated the parking lot would cost $275,000 with a lifespan of 20-25 years.
Mr. Badran stated that the Village is facilitating the project but the cost is being paid for by
Cook County which owns the property.
Mr. Badran continued with discussion of the Devon Avenue signage and said that the concepts
would be brought before the Village Board for consideration.
Trustee Halevi asked how long it would take to redo the parking lot for Village Hall.
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Mr. Badran stated that it would take a matter of weeks to complete.
Trustee Halevi asked to confirm if the Devon Avenue Bridge cost would be impacted by how
involved the Village wanted to get for the design?
Mr. Badran stated that was correct.
Trustee Halevi stated she was in support of all three items.
Mr. Patel stated that he was in support of all three items and asked if the Village can look at
making the lanes slightly larger for the parking lot.
Ms. Gaura stated that the Village can look at it.
Trustee Patel asked to reserve the parking spots nearest the building for visitors?
Ms. Gaura stated that the only time staff park nearest to the building is for mobility issues.
Trustee Sargon asked that for the Devon Avenue Bridge signing asked for staff to keep any
grants in mind for the signage.
Trustee Klatzco asked if the resurfacing includes the Police Department lot and what the square
footage is for the site that will be resurfaced.
Mr. Badran stated that it covers all parking surfaces but does not have the square footage for the
site.
Trustee Nickell agreed with the projects as presented.
Devon / Lincoln TIF Fund
Mr. Merkel provided a summary of the fund balance for the projects in the fund.
Mr. Badran presented the Devon Avenue Enhancement Project which will be split with the City
of Chicago and the next phase will be $325,000 and since Chicago still owes money for Phase I
it was determined that Chicago will be paying an additional amount for Phase II to make up the
balance of monies owed.
Mr. Badran presented the Devon / Lincoln TIF Street Lighting project which would have a
design cost of $35,000 in the next fiscal year and the extension of Arthur Avenue for a cost of
$50,000.
Trustee Halevi asked to have a review of the Arthur Avenue extension.
Mr. Badran stated that Arthur Avenue is in very poor condition and is used for parking and the
plan is to remove and replace and bring it up to our standards.
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Trustee Halevi asked if it would be striped.
Mr. Badran said that it would not be striped and it would just be replaced with resurfacings.
Trustee Halevi said she was in support of the projects.
Trustee Patel asked for the direction for Arthur Avenue.
Ms. Gaura stated that the direction of the Village Board was to repave it but if the Village
Board could review this at a future Committee of the Whole to confirm direction and next steps
for the Arthur Avenue extension.
Trustee Sargon asked if the lights on Devon Avenue will be LED.
Mr. Badran stated that they would be LED.
Trustee Klatzco reaffirmed his desire for the LED lights and affirmed the plan as presented.
Trustee Nickell asked about creating extra parking along Hamlin to accommodate parking and
asked for the Village to look at parking in lieu of standards similar to what Skokie has for
parking in lieu of standards and hold the $50,000 off until a standard for parking in lieu of
standard.
Mr. Badran added that one of the ideas presented to the Board was an option to put more
parking in which would have cost significant resources in order to pay for land acquisition.
Trustee Nickell polled the Board about adopting a program similar to Skokie for parking in lieu
of standards similar to Skokie.
Trustee Halevi stated she was not sure if that should be brought up at this time.
Trustee Klatzco asked if the Village could keep the $50,000 in the budget and the parking in
lieu of standard.
Ms. Gaura added that this will be on a future Committee of the Whole.
Mr. Badran did confirm that the Village did initiate the design for this extension for Arthur
Avenue.
North Lincoln TIF
Mr. Merkel presented on the North Lincoln TIF Fund where there are some revenues in there
and the hope is that the project will commence construction soon and will take between two and
two and a half years.
Mr. Badran noted that the major projects upcoming for the CIP are related to the medians.
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Trustee Halevi stated she was in support of the presentation.
Trustee Patel said that on the Fund Balance the Village shows expenditures, but those would
likely be to the developer?
Mr. Merkel stated that those are supposed to be the TIF Notes to be paid to the developer.
Trustee Sargon stated there she had nothing to add.
Trustee Klatzco stated that he had nothing to add.
Trustee Nickell stated that she had nothing to add.
Conclusion
Ms. Gaura stated that concluded their presentation and that they are available to answer any
questions.
Trustee Halevi thanked everyone for their efforts in getting this together and appreciate them
for the wonderful job that they have done.
Trustee Patel stated that he had nothing further to add.
Trustee Sargon took the opportunity to thank Ms. Gaura, Mr. Badran, and Mr. Merkel and
thanked the group for their assistance in putting this together.
Trustee Klatzco said kudos to everyone in bringing this together.
Trustee Nickell echoed her appreciation to the group and to the former Finance Director for his
efforts and everyone being available for questions.
Adjournment
At 8:22 P.M. Trustee Patel moved to adjourn Committee of the Whole seconded by Trustee
Sargon.
The motion passed by a Roll Call.
Ayes: Trustees Halevi, Patel, Nickell, Sargon, and Klatzco
Nays: None

Respectfully Submitted,

Beryl Herman
Village Clerk
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VILLAGE OF LINCOLNWOOD
PRESIDENT AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES
MEETING OF THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE
VILLAGE HALL COUNCIL CHAMBERS
MEETING HELD VIA GOTO MEETING AND
AVAILABLE LIVE AT WWW.LINCOLNWOODIL.ORG/LIVE-CABLE-CHANNEL/
MARCH 2, 2021
DRAFT
Call to Order
Village President Bass called the M e e t i n g o f t h e Committee of the Whole of the
Lincolnwood Board of Trustees via GoToMeeting to order at 6:33 P.M. Tuesday, March 2,
2021, meeting held via GoToMeeting and available live at
WWW.LINCOLNWOODIL.ORG/LIVE-CABLE-CHANNEL/, County of Cook, and State of
Illinois.
Before calling the roll the Village President read into the record the requirements for public
comments for later in the meeting.
Upon roll call by Village Clerk Beryl Herman the following were:
Present: President Bass, Trustees Patel, Halevi and Nickell. The following trustees were present via
GoToMeeting, Trustees Sargon, Klatzco, and Cope
Absent: None
A quorum was present.
Also present: Village Manager Anne Marie Gaura, The following were present via Go-ToMeeting Chuck Meyer, Assistant Village Manager; Heather McFarland, Assistant to the Village
Manager; Jon Bogue, Management Analyst; Nadim Badran, Public Works Director; Scott
Mangum, Community Development Director; Jay Parrott, Police Chief; Melissa Rimdzius,
Director of Parks and Recreation; Doug Hammel, Development Manager.
Approval of Minutes
The minutes of February 2, 2021 Meeting of the Committee of the Whole were presented for
approval.
Trustee Sargon moved to approve the minutes of February 2, 2021 Committee of the Whole,
seconded by Trustee Klatzco.
Upon Roll Call the results were:
Ayes: Trustees Ikezoe-Halevi, Cope, Patel, Hlepas Nickell, Sargon, and Klatzco
Nays: None
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Regular Business
1. Biennial Report of the Economic Development Commission
This item was presented by Community Development Director Scott Mangum.
Mr. Mangum provided an overview of the significant activities the Economic Development
Commission (EDC) was a part of over the past two years, including community branding,
District 1860 updates, impacts related to the COVID-19 pandemic, Lincolnwood Town Center
updates, commercial occupancy rates, sales tax rates, and working on envisioning activities. Mr.
Mangum continued, describing upcoming activities and goals for the EDC. Some of the goals
include Zoning workshops, EDC incentive requests, and cleanliness in the Village. Finally, Mr.
Mangum asked the Board for their feedback on the possible purchase of property for
redevelopment.
Trustee Halevi stated her appreciation for the Commission’s work over the past two years.
Trustee Halevi responded to Mr. Mangum’s questions, stating it is difficult to opine without
specific property information.
Trustee Cope expressed gratitude for the Commission’s recent efforts, especially given the
impact development has on residents and the community.
Trustee Patel thanked the EDC members for their time and dedication. Trustee Patel offered the
Board’s assistance if the EDC should need their resources or guidance.
Mayor Bass stated that anything is open to acquisition given the right situation, and provided an
example in the Village of Skokie related to parking spaces.
Trustee Nickell responded that Skokie’s Ordinance is related to a parking in lieu program that
staff is currently reviewing. Trustee Hlepas Nickell stated that it may not be a business friendly
activity.
Trustee Sargon thanked Mr. Mangum and the EDC members for their work.
Trustee Klatzco thanked the EDC for their service and offered to provide any assistance, if
needed, to the Commission.
2. Discussion Concerning Invest in Cook Grant Application for Pratt Avenue Bridge
This item was presented by Scott Mangum, Community Development Director, using
PowerPoint.
Mr. Mangum provided an overview of different eligible grant projects that are traditionally
considered in the Invest in Cook Grant program. Lincolnwood has had two successful grant
applications, including one in 2017 and one in 2020. Mr. Mangum highlighted the purpose of
the night’s discussion, which is a multi-use path over the North Shore Channel, which he would
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like to submit for consideration in the Invest in Cook Grant program. Mr. Mangum stated the
estimated total project cost would be $1,810,000, and the Village would be responsible for
30%. The project would be spread out over three phases, with a year one cost of $42,000 for a
Phase I study. Mr. Mangum continued that the pedestrian overpass would aid in local economic
development and improve livability through enhanced access to local retailers and connecting a
regional trail. Mr. Mangum provided a visual overview of current bike infrastructure of
Lincolnwood and its surrounding communities. Mr. Mangum stated that if the Board is
interested in moving forward, that applications are due March 12, 2021, and the award
announcement is set to occur in July, 2021.
Mayor Bass stated that these opportunities are infrequent, and the Village has been successful in
utilizing them in the past.
Ayan Toursky stated the presentation was excellent and believes the bridge will enhance
connections with residents in Skokie. Mr. Toursky is in support of the bridge.
David Ryan stated he grew up in West Rogers Park and that the bridge would be a big
improvement in the landscape and mobility. Mr. Ryan stated that the bridge would bring
everything together.
David Hartman stated he wanted to echo what the others have shared, and for personal reasons
would enjoy the bridge and the connection to the other community. Mr. Hartman thanked the
Board for their consideration.
Trustee Halevi voiced her support for the project. Trustee Halevi asked what the Village’s odds
were for receiving the award.
Mr. Mangum stated that it is a competitive grant program and other communities may have an
advantage. Mr. Mangum stated that despite the competition, the Village stands a good chance at
receiving the award.
Trustee Cope asked Mr. Mangum if the grant was for construction or just a study. Mr. Mangum
stated the funding would be for the engineering study, but other grants could be used for the
construction.
Mayor Bass stated that the Village is currently in line for funding through other bonds,
however, he is unsure if it is related.
Trustee Cope continued, asking Mr. Mangum what assurance we would provide residents that it
would not be a vehicular bridge. Mr. Mangum stated it would only be sixteen feet wide.
Trustee Patel confirmed that the grant is for Phase I. Trustee Patel asked if our only current cost
is staff time, which Mr. Mangum verified. Trustee Patel asked if it mattered if the pedestrian
overpass could be shifted north so it is not in line with Pratt Avenue. Mr. Mangum stated it
could be considered during the Phase I study, but it should be a relatively direct location.
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Trustee Patel asked if it was included in any master plans, which Mr. Mangum stated he has not
seen, but knows it has been a part of ongoing conversations.
Trustee Nickell voiced her support, but concern for the cost. Trustee Nickell stated the bridge
would be good to connect others and help local development.
Trustee Nickell asked Mr. Mangum why the project is being considered at the last minute. Mr.
Mangum stated he feels there is still adequate time and has been in discussion with staff for
several weeks.
Trustee Nickell asked if there had been coordination with the Parks and Recreation Board and
Parks and Recreation Department. Mr. Mangum stated it had not yet occurred. Trustee Hlepas
Nickell asked for the Parks and Recreation Board to be brought into future conversations.
Mayor Bass stated there had been two hit and runs recently at Devon and McCormick and
pedestrian safety should be considered.
Trustee Sargon voiced her support for the bridge for safety and economic development. Trustee
Sargon asked Mr. Mangum about the easement expense. Mr. Mangum stated that staff is
currently investigating this potential cost.
Trustee Klatzco stated that it is good to have projects ready to go when grant opportunities
surface.
Mayor Bass remarked on the positive benefits this trail would create for the community.
Trustee Patel requested that moving forward that the word “pedestrian” be used when
discussing the bridge. Trustee Patel also stated that he would like for staff to have conversations
with the Chicago Park District and the Municipal Water Reclamation District on land available
for use on both sides of the Channel.
Mayor Bass stated that there was a consensus to submit an application for a pedestrian bridge
and thanked Mr. Mangum for his presentation.
Public Forum
None
Adjournment
At 7:19 P.M. Trustee Sargon made a motion to adjourn the Meeting of the Committee of the
Whole, seconded by Trustee Cope.
Upon roll call the results were:
Ayes: Trustees Halevi, Cope, Patel, Nickel, Sargon, Klatzco
Nays: None
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Meeting Adjourned.

Respectfully Submitted,

Beryl Herman
Village Clerk
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

President Bass and Members of the Village Board

FROM:

Anne Marie Gaura, Village Manager

DATE:

March 11, 2021

SUBJECT:

March 16, 2021 Meeting of the Committee of the Whole

The Committee of the Whole (COTW) meeting is scheduled for 6:00 P.M. on Tuesday
evening. Please find below a summary of the items for discussion:
1. Discussion Concerning Private Drainage Program Update (6:00-6:30 P.M.)
The Village currently offers three rebate programs for improvements or repairs on private
properties, each of which funds 50% of the cost of improvements up to $2,000. Attached is a
memo from the Public Works Director seeking direction from the Village Board if they wish
to increase the budget amount for the three rebate programs offered.
2. Discussion Concerning Various Proposed Zoning Code Text Amendments (6:30-7:30
P.M.)
The Community Development Department maintains a list of potential Zoning Code
Amendments in response to its own observations and experiences in working with the code,
as well as comments from Trustees resulting from past requests for zoning relief or special
use approvals. Attached is a memo from the Development Manager presenting a brief
technical summary and key policy questions for certain Zoning Code Text Amendments.
Staff is requesting feedback from the Village Board regarding certain policy questions
outlined in the memo.
If you should have any questions concerning this matter, please feel free to contact me.
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Anne Marie Gaura, Village Manager

FROM:

Nadim Badran, Director of Public Works

DATE:

March 16, 2021

SUBJECT:

Private Drainage Rebate Program Update

Background
The Village currently offers three rebate programs for improvements or repairs on private properties,
each of which funds 50% of the cost of improvements up to $2,000:
1. Sewer Line Repair Rebate Program – Funds the repair to private sewer laterals that have
collapsed in the right of way and that collapse is attributable to a Village-owned tree.
2. Private Flood Control Rebate Program – Funds the installation of flood control devices or
overhead sewers to prevent basement backups.
3. Private Drainage Rebate Program – Funds small-scale projects that mitigate overland flooding
issues.
This Village has historically budgeted $25,000 for Sewer Line Repair and Private Flood Control Rebate
programs. The Private Drainage Rebate Program is new in FY 21 and it was originally proposed to have
an additional $25,000 budgeted for the program; however, due to the financial uncertainty caused by the
ongoing global pandemic the Village Board decided to continue to offer the new program, but limit the
total budget to $25,000. At the December 15, Committee of the Whole Meeting, staff presented an
update on the programs and the remaining budget, at which time the Board directed staff to add an
additional $15,000 to the program for a total of $40,000 due to the program’s popularity. During the
meeting a question was raised on how to encourage collaboration amongst neighbors with drainage
problems, with a request for staff to return to a future Committee of the Whole meeting with the desired
information.
Discussion
The Private Drainage Rebate Program was implemented in FY21 with the purpose of providing financial
assistance to residents looking to reduce overland flooding concerns, primarily in backyards. Currently,
if a resident makes a qualifying improvement, the Village will provide a rebate of 50% not to exceed
$2,000. Since inception of the program, the Village has not received any joint project applications, only
singular property based projects.
1
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Staff surveyed 18 communities to determine if they offer a program to assist residents with drainage
issues, and if so, does the respective community incentivize neighbor collaboration. Only eight of the 18
responses indicated they offer a rebate program, and only two identified collaboration based project
incentives. The Village of Barrington offers a rebate of 50% not to exceed $10,000 per project where
two or more contiguous homeowners benefit. The Village of Bartlett also offers a rebate of 50% not to
exceed $5,000 per project where two or more contiguous homeowners benefit.
The Village’s program does not incentivize collaboration amongst contiguous properties. Currently, if
two contiguous property owners are interested in a shared project, each would be eligible for the 50%
rebate not to exceed $2,000 each for their share of the project. Due to the limited funding across the
three rebate programs, staff would recommend requiring the collaborative properties to be contiguous
and increase the incentive to 50% not to exceed $2,500 per participant and not to exceed $10,000 total.
This will help ensure adequate funding remains for homeowners interested in pursuing an individual
project, without one large collaborative project draining the program budget. Homeowners would be
responsible for providing the Village with the information detailing their share of the overall shared
project cost. Additionally, in the event a project spans multiple properties, staff would require
demonstration of an easement agreement between properties allowing the infrastructure to be in place.
Funding Amount
Since May, staff has received and processed 16 rebate applications for a total value of $28,672.95. There
are also two additional applications ($4,000 in value) that are pending either due to a lack of proof of
payment or an outstanding inspection.
Interest in the rebate programs has been greater this year than in previous years, largely due to the new
Private Drainage Rebate Program; however, there has also been a greater than normal interest in the
Flood Control Rebate Program, potentially driven by the heavy rains the Village experienced in May
2020. The table below shows the number of rebates issued and pending for each of the three programs.

Program
Private Drainage Rebate
Flood Control Rebate
Sewer Repair Rebate
Total
Remaining Balance

Awarded to Date
No. of
Value
Rebates
$11,547.95
7
$17,125.00
9
$0.00
0
$28,672.95
16

Pending
No. of
Rebates
0
2
0
2

Value
$0.00
$4,000.00
$0.00
$4,000.00

Total
No. of
Value
Rebates
$11,547.95
7
$21,125.00
11
$0.00
0
$32,672.95
18
$7,672.95

As previously noted above, staff was directed to increase the budget for the rebate programs by $15,000
for a total of $40,000 in FY21. As the Village continues through its budget cycle, staff is seeking
direction on whether or not to maintain the rebate program budget of $40,000 in FY22, or if the Village
Board would like to reduce it to its original amount of $25,000. Based on the information provided
herein, and the desire to promote collaboration amongst neighbors, staff recommends maintaining the
adjusted budget of $40,000 for FY22.
Financial Impact
If the Village Board desires to maintain the increased budget of $40,000 in FY22, funds from the
Stormwater Management Fund will be utilized to cover the $15,000 increase.
2
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Documents Attached
1. PowerPoint Presentation
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Private Drainage
Rebate Program
Update
MARCH 16, 2021
COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE

Return to COTW Memo

Background
The Village currently offers three rebate programs

1. Sewer Line Repair Rebate Program
◦

Funds the repair of private sewer laterals that have collapsed in the
ROW and that collapse is attributable to a Village-owned tree

2. Private Flood Control Rebate Program
◦

Funds the installation of flood control devices or overhead sewers to
prevent basement backups

3. Private Drainage Rebate Program
◦

Funds small-scale projects that mitigate overland flooding issues

Each program offers a rebate of 50% not to exceed $2,000
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Background
Historically, the Village has budgeted $25,000 for
the Sewer Line Repair and Private Flood Control
Rebate Programs
The Private Drainage Rebate Program was
introduced in FY 21
The draft budget included an additional $25,000
for the new program ($50,000 total)

Fiscal
Year

Total Expense

FY 20

$6,000

FY 19

$21,225

Due to financial concerns surrounding the ongoing FY 18
$6,000
global pandemic, the Village Board decided to
FY 17*
$21,750
continue to offer the new program while limiting
the budget for the three programs to $25,000
FY 16
$6,000
December 15, 2020 Committee of the Whole:
FY 15
$4,000
◦ Direction given to staff to increase budget by
*Private Flood Control Rebate
$15,000 to $40,000 total due to increased
demand
◦ Requested Staff return with information on ways
to encourage shared projects between residents

Program was introduced in FY 17
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FY 21 Program Participation
Awarded to Date
Program

Pending

No. of
Rebates

Value

No. of
Rebates

Private Drainage
Rebate

7

$11,547.95

0

Flood Control Rebate

9

$17,125.00

Sewer Repair Rebate

0

Total

16

Remaining Balance

Total
No. of
Rebates

Value

$0.00

7

$11,547.95

2

$4,000.00

11

$21,125.00

$0.00

0

$0.00

0

$0.00

$28,672.95

2

$4,000.00

18

$32,672.95

Value

$7,672.95

Return to COTW Memo

Discussion
At the December 15, 2020 Committee of the Whole, the Board inquired
what means are available to encourage collaboration amongst property
owners for the Private Drainage Rebate Program
A survey was conducted by Staff to determine types of programs
offered by other communities and their means to incentivize neighbor
collaboration
◦ 18 communities surveyed
◦ Eight offer rebate programs
◦ Only two offer incentives for collaboration amongst property owners:
◦ Bartlett – 50% not to exceed $5,000 for two or more contiguous properties
◦ Barrington – 50% not to exceed $10,000 for two or more contiguous properties
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Discussion
Shared projects would offer a larger community benefit by reducing
large amounts of standing water

◦ Homeowners should see a reduced cost as shared projects provide greater
economies of scale
◦ Since the program’s inception, there has not been a shared project brought to the Village for
review, only individual projects

Should the Board desire to promote collaboration, staff would
recommend the following due to the limited program funds:
◦ Model program after Bartlett program

◦ Shared contiguous projects would be eligible for a 50% rebate up to $2,500/homeowner, with
an overall cap of $10,000 per project
◦ $500 more per homeowners participating in a shared project, plus an overall reduced cost
due to the cost being spread between two or more properties
◦ Property owners would be responsible for providing documentation of their share of the
overall project cost and easement agreements
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Funding Questions
Staff requested an additional $25,000 for the addition of the Private
Property Drainage Program in the draft FY21 Budget
◦ $50,000 total across three rebate programs

Due to the financial impact caused by the pandemic, the rebate
program budget was kept at $25,000
Due to heavy interest in the Private Property Drainage Program, the
Village Board directed $15,000 be added to the budget at the
December 15, 2020 Committee of the Whole Meeting
◦ $40,000 total across all three rebate programs
◦ $7,672 remaining in FY21
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Direction Requested
Staff is requesting the following direction:
◦ Should the Village increase the shared project rebate total to $2,500 per
resident with a project cap of $10,000?
◦ Should the Village maintain the adjusted $40,000 program budget for the
FY22 Budget, or revert to the $25,000 original total?
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MEMORANDUM
TO:

Anne Marie Gaura, Village Manager

FROM:

Doug Hammel, AICP
Community Development Manager

DATE:

March 16, 2021

SUBJECT:

Discussion Regarding Various Proposed Zoning Code Text Amendments

The Community Development Department maintains a list of potential Zoning Code
Amendments in response to its own observations and experiences in working with the code, as
well as comments from Trustees resulting from past requests for zoning relief or special use
approvals. This memorandum presents a brief technical summary and key policy questions for
each of the following proposed Zoning Code Text Amendments:
 Amendments to the Minor Variation provisions to limit the magnitude of relief that can
be authorized for certain qualifying characteristics;
 Amendments to certain tables in the Zoning Code where references are unclear; and
 Amendment to the Zoning Code to prohibit reverse-slope garages.
Staff requests that the Village Board provide feedback regarding the policy questions set forth in
this memorandum, and refer these matters to the Plan Commission for a Public Hearing.
Minor Variation Provisions
Section 5.14 of the Zoning Code establishes provisions that authorize staff to approve certain
Variations. The intent of these provisions is to reduce the procedural burden on property owners
for Variations that are frequently granted and are believed to result in minimal impacts to nearby
properties. Rather than going through the public hearing process that is required for Major
Variations, Minor Variations are subject to a process that can be completed in as little as 25
business days and at a substantially lower cost to the Petitioner. The following improvements to
single-family and multi-family residences are eligible for the Minor Variation process:
1. A reduction of up to 15% of the minimum required lot area;
2. A reduction of up to 10% of the minimum required side or rear yard setback;
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3. A reduction of the minimum required side or rear yard setback, up to the extent of any
existing encroachment into such setbacks by existing, legal nonconforming structures on
the same lot;
4. A reduction of up to 10% of the required spacing between two or more single-family
attached or multiple-family buildings, in the R-4 District only; and
5. An increase of up to 15% in the finished first floor height.
During past discussions, one Trustee had commented that these provisions allow for the approval
of potentially significant improvements that may go beyond the intended authority of staff. For
example, looking at provision #3 above related to side yard setback, if even a small portion of a
legal non-conforming single-family home encroaches in a required side yard setback, a new
addition could be added without limit to the extent of that addition. This, while meeting the
allowance of the Minor Variation process, could lead to significant new impacts on neighboring
properties. Such impacts may warrant a more thorough vetting and Village Board approval.
The Minor Variation provisions give staff the authority to approve Minor Variations, but they do
not obligate staff to grant such approvals. Staff has noted this comment by the Trustee and uses
its discretion appropriately. (If any improvement is believed by staff to be beyond the intent of
the Minor Variation provisions, staff can deny the request and require that it go through the
regular Public Hearing process.) Staff is presenting this item for a potential Text Amendment in
order to formalize this approach.
Policy questions related to this topic include the following:
 Are there certain eligible improvements that have a likelihood of creating impacts that go
beyond the intent of the Minor Variation process?
 Are there certain thresholds that should be put in place to ensure that the Minor Variation
process does not result in improvements that create excessive impacts (i.e. a total linear
footage of new structure that can be approved through the Minor Variation process)?
Unclear References in Zoning Bulk Tables for Residential Districts
Sections 4.11 and 4.12 of the Zoning Code establish standards for residential development
related to lots, building and lot coverage, setbacks, and development intensity. In each of these
sections, the standard for minimum interior side setback is established as “5 feet, or 10% of lot
width*”. However, it is unclear what the asterisk is referring to. Staff has reviewed the noted
amendments to these sections, but none appear to refer to these standards or explain why the
asterisk exists. It could imply that the minimum side setback is to be the greater of either 5 feet,
or 10% of the lot width, but this is not clearly indicated. Therefore, staff recommends removal of
the asterisk and the addition of “whichever is greater” in order to clarify these standards.
Prohibition of Reverse-Slope Garages for Residential Development
Throughout Lincolnwood, there are approximately 90 single-family residences that have reverseslope garages, or garages that are substantially below the grade of the adjoining public right-ofway. About one half of these are located in the area bound by Lincoln Avenue, Pratt Avenue,
McCormick Boulevard, and Devon Avenue, where smaller lot sizes led to design solutions to
maximize habitable area. The remainder are scattered throughout the Village, and are often
clustered in areas where a builder installed several homes during the same period of time. The
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vast majority of these homes were built several decades ago, with only a few having been built
since 2000.

This type of garage design presents several impacts in terms of engineering and safety:
 New homes with reverse pitch driveways within the Street Storage Stage I & II areas will
not have driveway berm protection, and therefore, could get flooded by stormwater being
stored in the public right-of-way.
 Below-grade driveways require some means of controlling stormwater, whether it be a
dedicated drainage system or connected to the home’s drain tile, that provide a failure
point that result in significant flood damage and sewer backups. This has resulted in a
history of flooding issues for these types of configurations.
 A driveway drain connected to the home’s drain tile can overburden the sump pump,
which can lead to basement flooding and foundation damage.
 Snow removal from the driveway is difficult.
 Ice buildup is more likely and can cause a safety hazard.
 Visibility is decreased for vehicles backing out of the garage toward the public sidewalk
and street.
Based on these impacts, staff recommends a Zoning Code Text Amendment to define reverseslope garages and prohibit them for all single-family detached and single-family attached
development. If such an amendment is approved, reverse-slope garages would be prohibited in
the future, while existing reverse-slope garages would benefit from legal non-conforming status.
Policy questions related to this topic include the following:
 Are there certain locations in the Village or circumstances where reverse-slope garages
are appropriate in order to offset other design challenges?
 If so, what other design or engineering solutions can be required to reduce the likelihood
of negative impacts?

3
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Should larger projects, such as multi-family development, be permitted to have reverseslope garages based on the assumption that they may be able to implement and maintain
more advanced engineering solutions?
If so, is there a minimum threshold for the size of a project that could utilize reverseslope garages?

RECOMMENDATION
Staff recommends the Village Board provide any comments or responses regarding the three
proposed Zoning Text Amendments described in this report, and refer those matters to the Plan
Commission for Public Hearings.
Documents Attached
1. Relevant Regulations
2. PowerPoint Presentation
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Attachment #1. Relevant Regulations
Minor Variation Provisions
5.14 Minor variations.
(1) Purpose. A variation is a grant of relief to a property owner from the exact standards of this
Zoning Ordinance, issued when undue hardship would be caused by the literal enforcement of
this Zoning Ordinance. Additionally, a variation is intended to provide relief where the
requirements of this Zoning Ordinance render the land difficult or impossible to use because of
some unique or special characteristic of the property itself. The intent is not to simply remove an
inconvenience or financial burden that the requirements of this Zoning Ordinance may impose
on a property owner. Conditions existing prior to adoption of this zoning ordinance shall not
require a variation.
(2) Definition. Only those variations specifically listed in Section 5.14(3) shall be classified as
minor variations, and may be approved in accordance with this Section 5.14 only for single- or
multiple-family residential uses.
(3) Authorized minor variations. The Zoning Officer shall have the authority to grant the
following minor variations for single- or multiple-family residential uses:
a. A reduction of up to 15% of the minimum required lot area;
b. A reduction of up to 10% of the minimum required side or rear yard setback;
c. A reduction of the minimum required side or rear yard setback, up to the extent of any
existing encroachment into such setbacks by existing, legal nonconforming structures on
the same lot;
d. A reduction of up to 10% of the required spacing between two or more single-family
attached or multiple-family buildings, in the R-4 District only; and
e. An increase of up to 15% in the finished first floor height.
(4) Initiation. An application for a minor variation may be made by the owner of the subject
property or an authorized representative thereof.
(5) Criteria. In determining whether in a specific case there are practical difficulties or particular
hardships in the way of carrying out the strict letter of this Zoning Ordinance, the Zoning Officer
shall take into consideration the extent to which the following facts are established:
a. The requested minor variation is consistent with the stated intent and purposes of this
Zoning Ordinance;
b. The particular physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the subject
property would bring a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from a mere
inconvenience, if the strict letter of this Zoning Ordinance is enforced;
c. The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would not be applicable
generally to other property within the same zoning district;
d. The variation is not solely and exclusively for the purpose of enhancing the value of or
increasing the revenue from the property;
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e. The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having an
interest in the property;
f. The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the property is located;
g. The variation granted is the minimum change to the Zoning Ordinance standards
necessary to alleviate the practical hardship on the subject property; and
h. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent
property, or substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public
safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood.
(6) Processing. An application for a minor variation shall be filed with the Zoning Officer. After
receipt of all required information and payment of all required fees, the application will be
reviewed and decided in accordance with the following procedure:
a. Notice and opportunity to comment. Within five days after submission to the Zoning
Officer of a completed application for a minor variation, the applicant shall give notice in
writing to property owner(s) of each lot lying within 250 feet, including streets, of the
property lines of the subject property for which the minor variation is sought. The notice
shall indicate that the application shall be available for review and comment at Village Hall
for at least 10 days following the date of the notice. Any interested party may submit
written comments concerning the application to the Village Zoning Officer.
b. Zoning Officer's decision. Within 30 days after receipt of a completed application for a
minor variation, the Zoning Officer shall, by written order, either approve, approve with
conditions, or deny the requested minor variation. Upon denial by the Zoning Officer of the
requested minor variation, the applicant shall have the right, but not the obligation, to
resubmit its request as a major variation pursuant to Section 5.15 of this Zoning Ordinance.
c. Notification and record of decision. The Zoning Officer shall send his or her decision
within 30 days after the date thereof to the applicant and to all other persons previously
notified pursuant to Section 5.14(5)a of this Zoning Ordinance. At least once per calendar
year, the Zoning Officer shall provide to the Plan Commission and to the Zoning Board of
Appeals a listing of his or her decisions, by address, regarding each application for a minor
variation.
d. Appeal. The applicant, or any person to whom notice of the minor variation was sent
pursuant to Section 5.14(5)a of this Zoning Ordinance, may appeal the decision of the
Zoning Officer to the Zoning Board of Appeals within 10 working days after the date of the
notice issued pursuant to Section 5.14(5)c of this Zoning Ordinance.
(7) Exemptions. Notwithstanding any provision of this Zoning Ordinance to the contrary, no
variation shall be required for any structure that is existing, under construction, or for which a
building permit had already been applied as of the effective date of this Zoning Ordinance, for
which: (a) all interior side yards are at least five feet in width; (b) any proposed addition will not
violate the applicable side-yard requirement set forth in Article IV of this Zoning Ordinance; and
(c) the structure will otherwise conform with all applicable requirements set forth in this Zoning
Ordinance.
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Unclear References in Zoning Bulk Tables for Residential Districts
4.11 Area, bulk, density and setback standards: R-1, R-2, and R-3 Districts.
Residential Zones
Use Category

R-1

R-2

R-3

7,000 SF

5,400 SF

Maximum impervious coverage: % 60%

60%

60%

Maximum building
coverage (%)

35%

35% (Note 4)

Lot Standards (single-family dwelling units)
Minimum lot size
(square feet)

9,000 SF

35%

Minimum Ground Floor Area Per Dwelling
SF detached 1-story dwelling
without basement

1,700 SF

1,400 SF

1,300 SF

SF detached 1-story dwelling with
basement

1,500 SF

1,200 SF

1,100 SF

SF detached dwellings with (1 +
stories)

1,000 SF

800 SF

700 SF

Maximum building height (feet)
35 feet
peaked roof SF detached measured
to roof peak

35 feet

35 feet

Maximum building height (feet)
flat roof SF detached measured to
the highest point of the flat roof

22 feet

22 feet

Finished 1st floor height limit SF
Max. 3 feet
residential (elevation at top of curb
to the top of the finished first floor)

Max. 3 feet

Max. 3 feet

Maximum building height (feet)
nonresidential

40 feet

40 feet

40 feet

0.6

0.6

0.6

SF detached, lot size < 6,000 SF or 0.66
total floor area < 3,600 SF

0.66

0.66

Nonresidential permitted or special 0.5
uses

0.5

0.5

25 feet

25 feet

Minimum front yard coverage with 50%
landscaping (%)

50%

50%

Minimum interior side setback
(feet) single-family detached
dwellings

5 feet or 10% of lot
width*

5 feet or 10% of lot
width*

5 feet or 10% of lot
width*

Minimum interior side yard

15 feet each side yard

15 feet each side yard

15 feet each side yard

Building Standards

22 feet

Maximum FAR
SF detached, lot size > 6,000 SF

Yard Standards
Minimum front setback (feet)
(Note 3)

25 feet
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Residential Zones
Use Category

R-1

R-2

R-3

Minimum corner side setback
(feet)

10 feet

10 feet

10 feet

Minimum rear setback (feet)

30 feet

30 feet

30 feet

setback (feet) nonresidential uses

Note 1

See Section 2.02, Definitions, of this Zoning Ordinance for further clarification on how standards are
defined.

Note 2

SF detached = single-family detached dwelling unit

Note 3

See Section 4.10(2)b for an additional requirement concerning minimum front yard setbacks.

Note 4

In the R-3 District, the Zoning Administrator may approve a building coverage of up to 40% to
accommodate the construction of a one- or two-car garage that meets the following standards:
a) The garage does not exceed 500 square feet in floor area:
b) The total building coverage of all other structures on the lot does not exceed 35%, unless
otherwise authorized through a variation granted in accordance with Section 5.15 of this Zoning
Ordinance: and
c) The proposed garage is compliant with all other requirements set forth in this Zoning Ordinance,
except as otherwise authorized through a variation granted in accordance with Section 5.15 of this
Zoning Ordinance.

4.12 Area, bulk, density and setback standards: R-4 - General Residence District.
Use Category

Residential Zone
R-4

Lot Standards
Minimum lot size (square feet)

5,400 SF

Minimum lot area all non-SF dwelling types (per unit)

3,000 SF

Minimum lot width (feet) detached single-family with attached
garage

60 feet

Maximum impervious coverage single-family (%)

60%

Maximum building coverage single-family (%) (Note 6)

35%

Minimum Coverage Floor Area Per Dwelling
SF detached 1-story dwelling without basement

1,100 SF

SF detached 1-story dwelling with basement

1,000 SF

SF detached dwellings with (1 + stories)

650 SF

SF semidetached dwelling (1 story)

1,000 SF

SF semidetached dwelling (1 + stories)

650 SF

Two-family detached dwellings

1,000 SF

Building Standards
Single-family attached or detached maximum building height for
pitched roofs (Note 1)

35 feet or 2 stories

Single-family maximum building height for flat roofs

22 feet

Finished 1st floor height limit single-family detached; (elevation at
top of curb to the top of the first floor)

Maximum 3 feet
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Use Category
Multifamily or nonresidential maximum building height (feet)

Residential Zone
R-4
45

Maximum FAR
SF detached, lot size >/= 6,000 SF

0.6

SF detached, lot size < 6,000 SF or total floor area <3,600 SF

0.66

Multifamily residential

0.6

Non residential permitted or special uses

0.6

Yard Standards (Note 2)
Minimum front setback (feet) (Note 5)

25

Minimum front yard coverage with landscaping (%)

50%

Min. interior side setback (feet) single-family detached dwellings

5 or 10% of lot width*

Min. interior side setback (feet) single-family semidetached
dwellings (one yard only)

5

Min. interior side yard (single-family attached)

None

Min. interior side yard setback (feet) multifamily dwellings and
nonresidential uses

5

Min. corner side yard setback (feet)

10

Min. rear setback (feet)

30

Min. rear setback (feet) where alley exists (measured from center
line of alley)

38

Spacing between buildings (2 or more SF attached or multifamily)
Front wall of building to front or rear

50 feet

Rear wall of building to rear wall

40 feet

Side wall of building to front or rear (Note 3)

20 feet

Side wall of building to side wall (Note 4)

10 feet

Wall with no windows or doors facing wall with no windows or
door

10 feet

Notes:
1)

Height does not apply to multifamily dwellings or nonresidential structures/35 feet or 2 stories, whichever is less

2)

Yards general, for buildings more than 30 feet in height, each front, side and rear yard as required above shall be
increased in width or depth by two feet for each additional one foot of building height over 30 feet

3)

Where a side wall faces a front or a rear wall, and there are more than 4 windows per floor, 2 of which are
bathroom or storage, then the building separation shall not be less than 40 feet or 50 feet where one of the walls
contains an entrance door.

4)

Where a side wall faces another side wall, and there are more than 4 windows per floor, 2 of which are bathroom or
storage, then the building separation shall not be less than 40 feet or 50 feet where one of the walls contains an
entrance door.

5)

See Section 4.10(2)b for an additional requirement concerning minimum front yard setbacks.

(6) In the R-4 District, the Zoning Administrator may approve a building coverage of up to 40% to accommodate the
construction of a one- or two-car garage that meets the following standards:
a) The garage does not exceed 500 square feet in floor area:
b) The total building coverage of all other structures on the lot does not exceed 35%, unless otherwise authorized
through a variation granted in accordance with Section 5.15 of this Zoning Ordinance; and
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Use Category

Residential Zone
R-4

c) The proposed garage is compliant with all other requirements set forth in this Zoning Ordinance, except as
otherwise authorized through a variation granted in accordance with Section 5.15 of this Zoning Ordinance.

Past Amendments Related to Section 4.11 and 4.12





2013: Amendment to introduce average front setback calculation for vacant properties
2013: Amendment to establish minimum corner side setback of 10’ in the R-4 district
2018: Amendment to allow up to 40% building coverage for 2-car garages in the R-3 and
R-4 districts
2020: Amendment to clarify that front yard coverage requires that at least 50% of the
front yard be landscaping or grass
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Various Proposed
Zoning Text
Amendments
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Items for Discussion
Discussion of three potential Zoning Code Text Amendments
◦ Amendments to the Minor Variation provisions to limit the magnitude of
relief that can be authorized for certain qualifying characteristics;
◦ Amendments to certain tables in the Zoning Code where references are
unclear; and
◦ Amendment to the Zoning Code to prohibit reverse-slope garages

Staff seeks the Board’s feedback on policy questions and a referral to
the Plan Commission for Public Hearings
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Minor Variation Provisions
Section 5.14 of the Zoning Code establishes provisions for the granting
of administrative Variations for the following types of improvements:
◦ A reduction of up to 15% of the minimum required lot area;
◦ A reduction of up to 10% of the minimum required side or rear yard
setback;
◦ A reduction of the minimum required side or rear yard setback, up to the
extent of any existing encroachment into such setbacks by existing, legal
nonconforming structures on the same lot;
◦ A reduction of up to 10% of the required spacing between two or more
single-family attached or multiple-family buildings, in the R-4 District only;
and
◦ An increase of up to 15% in the finished first floor height.

Minor Variation process is less burdensome in time and expense, and
aims to address common relief that is expected to have little to no
impact on neighboring properties
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Minor Variation Provisions
Past discussions with the Board have brought to light concerns
regarding the size of improvements that are eligible for the Minor
Variation process
Example:
Required
Rear Setback

Area Eligible for
Minor Variation
of Side Yard Setback

Required
Side Setback

Legal Non-conforming
Encroachment
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Minor Variation Provisions
Minor Variation provisions authorize staff, but do not obligate staff, to
grant approval of Minor Variations
The Board’s concern has been noted and staff has the discretion to
require potentially impactful Minor Variation requests to go through
the Major Variation Public Hearing process
Amending Section 5.14 to include limitations on staff’s authority could
ensure this direction is carried forward
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Minor Variation Provisions
Relevant policy questions:
◦ Are there certain eligible improvements that have a likelihood of creating
impacts that go beyond the intent of the Minor Variation process?
◦ Are there certain thresholds that should be put in place to ensure that the
Minor Variation process does not result in improvements that create
excessive impacts (i.e. a total linear footage of new structure that can be
approved through the Minor Variation process)?
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Unclear Bulk Table References
Sections 4.11 and 4.12
of the Zoning Code
establish standards
related to the scale,
bulk and intensity of
development
Those sections include
some asterisks that
have no related
references
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Unclear Bulk Table References
Staff research found that previous Text Amendments to these sections
did not relate to these asterisks
Asterisks may indicate some specific condition or circumstance (such
as the side setbacks are the greater of 5 feet or 10% of lot width), but
there is no corresponding note
Staff recommends that these tables be amended to delete the
asterisks, but indicate that side yard setbacks are to be the greater of
5 feet, or 10% of the lot width
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Reverse-Slope Garages
Staff inventory found approximately 90 reverse-slope garages for
residential properties
◦ Garages that are substantially below the grade of the public right-of-way

Typically in areas
where smaller lots
require design
solutions to maximize
habitable floor area
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Reverse-Slope Garages
Present numerous engineering and safety concerns
◦ New homes with reverse pitch driveways within the Street Storage Stage I
& II areas will not have driveway berm protection and could get flooded by
stormwater in the public right-of-way
◦ Below-grade driveways require some means of controlling stormwater (i.e.
dedicated drainage system or connected to the home’s drain tile) that
provide a failure point that result in significant flood damage and sewer
backups
◦ A driveway drain connected to the home’s drain tile can overburden the
sump pump, leading to basement flooding and/or foundation damage
◦ Snow removal is difficult
◦ Ice buildup is more likely and can cause a safety hazard
◦ Visibility is decreased for vehicles backing out of the garage toward the
public sidewalk and street
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Reverse-Slope Garages
Staff recommends a Zoning Text Amendment to prohibit reverse-slope
garages for single-family attached and single-family detached
development
◦ Existing reverse-slope garages would be considered legal non-conforming

Relevant policy questions:
◦ Are there certain locations in the Village or circumstances where reverseslope garages are appropriate in order to offset other design challenges?
◦ If so, what other design or engineering solutions can be required to reduce
the likelihood of negative impacts?
◦ Should larger projects, such as multi-family development, be permitted to
have reverse-slope garages based on the assumption that they may be able
to implement and maintain more advanced engineering solutions?
◦ If so, is there a minimum threshold for the size of a project that could
utilize reverse-slope garages?
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Requested Action
Staff requests direction regarding the topics and policy questions
presented, and a referral to the Plan Commission for the following
topics as directed by the Village Board:
◦ Amendments to the Minor Variation provisions to limit the magnitude of
relief that can be authorized for certain qualifying characteristics;
◦ Amendments to certain tables in the Zoning Code where references are
unclear; and
◦ Amendment to the Zoning Code to prohibit reverse-slope garages

