
Agenda
Village of Glen Ellyn

Village Board Workshop
Tuesday, January 18, 2022

7:00 PM
Glen Ellyn Civic Center, Galligan Board Room

Via Teleconference/Zoom Only

Village of Glen Ellyn

This meeting will be conducted by audio and video conference as well as broadcasted on cable and streamed online 
without a physically present quorum of the Village Board because of a disaster declaration related to COVID-19 and 
public health concerns affecting the Village of Glen Ellyn. The Illinois General Assembly passed Senate Bill 2135 on 
May 23, 2020, which was signed by the Governor on June 12, 2020. Senate Bill 2135 (now Public Act 101-0640) 
amends the Open Meetings Act and allows the Village Board to participate electronically in Board meetings when it is 
not feasible due to a disaster such as COVID-19. The Village has determined that an in-person meeting at the Civic 
Center is not practical or prudent because of the disaster. The Village Manager and Village Clerk will be in 
attendance at the Civic Center in compliance with the Act.

To participate in this meeting at the appointed date and time, please visit the following link:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88467421853?pwd=OHRXdjZNREZKbG1ZdDIzWHNrekRMdz09
Passcode: 584985

Or by Telephone:
    Dial(for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):
        US: +1 312 626 6799  or +1 646 558 8656  or +1 301 715 8592  or +1 346 248 7799  or +1 669 
900 9128  or +1 253 215 8782
Webinar ID: 884 6742 1853
Passcode: 584985

A. Call to Order
B. Pledge of Allegiance
C. Roll Call
D. Audience Participation
 1) Open:

The Illinois General Assembly passed Senate Bill 2135 on May 23, 2020, which was signed by the 
Governor on June 12, 2020. Senate Bill 2135 (now Public Act 101-0640) amends the Open Meetings 
Act and allows the Village Board to participate electronically in Board meetings when it is not feasible due 
to a disaster such as COVID-19. To participate in this meeting at the appointed date and time, please 
visit: 
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/88467421853?pwd=OHRXdjZNREZKbG1ZdDIzWHNrekRMdz09

In lieu of participating in the electronic meeting, the public may also complete a public comment form which 
will be read into the record during the meeting. This form can be found at 
www.glenellyn.org/publiccomment. Members of the public are welcome to speak or submit public comment 
forms on any item not specifically listed on tonight's agenda for up to (3) three minutes. For those items 
which are on tonight's agenda, the public may speak up to (3) three minutes on those items or may submit 
public comment forms which will be read into the record during that agenda item.  Individuals wishing to 
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Village of Glen Ellyn

address the Board shall exercise proper decorum and respect for the proceedings and the business of the 
Village Board, and shall refrain from abusive demeanor and language. The practice of ceding time to other 
speakers shall be prohibited, except in the discretion of the presiding officer of the meeting. Public officials 
are not obligated to respond to questions.

E. Water Billing Cycle (Presented by Finance Director Coyle) (Discussion Only)
 1) Finance Director Coyle will brief the Board on updating the water and sewer billing 

cycle. 
F. Architectural Review Process (Presented by Community Development Director 

Springer) (Discussion Only)
 1) Community Development Director Springer will lead a discussion on proposed 

changes to the architectural review process. 
G. American Rescue Plan Act Update (Presented by Finance Director Coyle) 

(Discussion Only)
 1) Finance Director Coyle will update the Village Board on the use of American 

Rescue Plan Act Funds. 
H. Lead Pipe Infrastructure (Presented by Assistant Public Works Director Hubsky) 

(Discussion Only)
 1) Assistant Public Works Director Hubsky will update the Board on the Village's 

responsibility for lead service lines.  
I. Other Business
J. Motion to adjourn to Closed Executive Session to discuss the purchase or lease of 

real property for the use of the public body pursuant to 5 ILCS 120/2 (c)(5), without 
returning to open session thereafter.
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Glen Ellyn Village Board

 535 Duane Street
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Meeting 1/18/2022 7:00 PM
 Department: Finance

 Department Head: Christina Coyle
 Category: Discussion Item

 Prepared By: Christina Coyle

 AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-1790)

DOC ID: 2022-1790

Finance Director Coyle will brief the Board on updating the water 
and sewer billing cycle. 

Statement of the Issue:  
See attached memo. 
  
Analysis:  
See attached memo.  
  
Budget Impact:  
See attached memo.  
  
Action Requested:  
See attached memo.  
  
Attachments:
1. Water Billing Memo 01_22
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MEMORANDUM

TO:  Christina Coyle, Finance Director

FROM: Cheryl Backhaus, Accounts Manager

DATE: January 13, 2022

RE:  Bringing the Water Billing Cycle Current

Background
In 2019, the Village began the process of updating the reading technology on all the Village’s water 
meters.  The goals of the update were to extend the life of the current meters, to identify water loss 
more quickly in the system, to provide better information to residents on their water usage and 
lastly, to bring the water billing cycle more current.   The meter update was completed in 2020.  In 
2021, the Village worked to install collectors in the Village to collect the reads.   Of the 8,500 
accounts, approximately 4,900 accounts do not require any intervention and are reported on a 
daily/hourly basis via the collectors. Public Works is responsible to complete the water meter 
readings for all meters that are not sent via the wireless transmissions twice a month. Utilizing a 
wireless water meter reader, it can take 2-4 hours of driving time for each billing cycle. Now, the 
Village has the collectors installed and has reached the point where the technology is in place to 
bring the water billing cycle more current. 

The goal in bringing the cycle more current is to improve service to our residents by more timely 
communicating usage.

Current Water Billing
There are 2 different billing cycles each month for metered water and sewer usage. Approximately 
4,400 accounts are billed 4 weeks in arrears and 4,100 accounts are billed 6 weeks in arrears. This 
schedule was originally set up due to the water meters being read through a touchpad on the 
building and requiring an actual person to walk to each residence or business to place the water 
meter reader on the touchpad. Based on the number of accounts that needed to be read and the 
time needed to complete it, different timelines were created for the billing cycles. 

There are several difficulties created by the billing cycle being so far in arrears.  It is difficult for 
residents to understand the water/sewer usage charges as they are 4-6 weeks arrears, especially 
during the changes of seasons. (ex: watering lawns in the September, but do not see the charges until 
the November bill). It is also difficult for new residents to understand their water/sewer usage, as it 
will take 2 months to receive their first bill, resulting in many residents forgetting that they have a 
bill they need to pay.

When a resident sells their home, a final bill is created which must be paid in full prior to allowing 
the Real Estate Transfer Stamp (RETT) to be issued. The final bill is much larger than the monthly 
bill; depending on the date of the sale, a resident may be paying for 8-10 weeks of water/sewer 
usage.
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Water Billing Date: 01/07/22
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Subject
Staff believes that billing two weeks in arrears (as opposed to 4-6 weeks) is the best option.  This 
brings the cycle more current, but provides two weeks for staff to take reads, make billing 
adjustments, process the bill and deliver complete files to the print vendor.  To bring the billing 
more current, extra days will need to be added to each billing cycle.  To get the 2 billings cycles on 
the same schedule, staff proposes adding one extra week to each monthly bill until the account is 
brought current.  For those accounts four weeks in arrears, this will take four months.  For those 
accounts six weeks in arrears, this will take six months.

Based on the average water consumption of 2,000 gallons a week, each bill would be approximately 
$35-40 higher when adding an additional week to the billing cycle.  For those that this may cause a 
financial burden for, the Village also does offer no interest payment plans that it can offer residents 
who need it.   The Village will continue to maintain the temporary COVID shut-off process, thus 
allowing the utility billing team to waive the $40 shut-off fee & work with residents on making a 
payment, not just the full amount past due, prior to turning the water back on.  Shut-off only applies 
when a customer is more than three months past due. 

One question that the Board may have is the lost revenue if we were to not charge for the “catch 
up” weeks.  The cost of this would be approximately $1.2 million in lost revenue. 

Staff proposes to begin this change starting with the March 1 Village Services Bill.  An insert will be 
placed into the February 1 bill outlining the change and communications will be broadcast via e-
news and social media.  With a March 1 start, the last bill affected would be the July 1 bill.  In 
August 2022, the Village would then be current with a two-week in arrears billing.   

Action Requested
No action is required by the Board to make this change.  Staff requests feedback from the Village 
Board regarding the proposed plan at the workshop.
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Glen Ellyn Village 

Board
 535 Duane Street

 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Meeting 1/18/2022 7:00 PM
 Department: Community Development

 Department Head: Staci Springer
 Category: Discussion Item

 Prepared By: Staci Springer

 AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-1788)

DOC ID: 2022-1788

Community Development Director Springer will lead a discussion on 
proposed changes to the architectural review process. 

Statement of the Issue:  

  
Analysis:  

  
Budget Impact:  

  
Action Requested:  

  
Attachments:
1. ARC VB Workshop Memo 1-18-22
2. August 16, 2021 Village Board Workshop Packet
3. Community Survey
4. AAC Flow Chart FINAL
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mark Franz, Village Manager

FROM: Staci Springer, Community Development Director

DATE: January 6, 2022

RE: January 18, 2022, Village Board Workshop
Architectural Review Options

Background History

In the spring/summer of 2017, the Village Board discussed process improvements underway in the 
Community Development Department to improve, simplify, and expedite the flow of building 
permit and development review.  One of the items discussed at that time included restructuring the 
roles/responsibilities of the Architectural Review Commission (ARC), and Plan Commission (PC), 
to streamline the development review process.  The Board discussed this matter at Workshop 
meetings on June 12 and June 17, 2017.  In summary, the Village Board was responding to the 
following concerns and comments shared by the public and development applicants over many 
years regarding the Village’s review process.

 The public did not understand the difference between the jurisdiction of the PC and ARC, 
despite that information being provided in the public notices, and were often frustrated 
because they attended the wrong meeting to comment on their particular issue.    

 It was necessary for the public to attend 2 public meetings on 2 different nights to fully 
understand all aspects of the proposed project and comment on both appearance and zoning 
relief matters.

 Out of state consultants, developers, or property owners needed to fly in multiple times if 
the two commission meetings were not scheduled on back to back evenings.

 Having the ARC meetings at the end of the staff review phase, where the plans were near 
final, made it difficult for the ARC to influence significant appearance issues because it was 
more difficult and costly at this late stage. Significant, late-stage changes are more difficult 
because they may trigger zoning variations, the interior layout has been generally designed 
based on the exterior openings,  and any change needs to be reflected on multiple plan 
sheets prepared by different consultants.  Note, at this stage of the process, the developer 
has likely already revised the plans several times in response to staff comments.

 Local businesses and property owners have often chosen not to move forward with façade 
improvements because a commission review process was necessary resulting in deferred 
maintenance and hindering reinvestment.

 Without trained architects, landscape architects or designers on the committee, many of the 
comments were subjective or lacked clear direction on what changes to make to improve the 
design of the project.
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For all of these reasons, at the July 24, 2017 Village Board meeting, the Village Board approved a 
Village Code text amendment to dissolve the ARC and reallocate the ARC’s duties to both the staff 
and the Plan Commission.  In short, the Plan Commission was assigned purview over the Sign Code 
variations previously handled by the ARC and the staff was assigned the responsibility to review 
projects requiring Appearance Review.  This process continued until November 2019.  

In November 2019, staff requested the Plan Commission consider reviewing the architectural 
appearance for projects that were already expected to appear before them for zoning entitlements.  
This adjustment wouldn’t add to the Plan Commission’s meeting load and would allow the public to 
both see and comment on the appearance of new developments, which they otherwise would not be 
able to comment on until a Village Board meeting.  The Plan Commission accepted this additional 
responsibility.  Staff continued to review those projects which only needed Exterior Appearance 
review to reduce the burden to attend a commission meeting for local building owners who wanted 
to make improvements to their building facades.  Since that time, approximately 65% of Exterior 
Appearance applications have been reviewed by the Plan Commission and approximately 35% have 
been reviewed by staff with final approval by the Village Board.

In May 2020, to further improve the architectural appearance of new buildings, the Village President 
and Village Manager, with the knowledge of the Village Board, requested staff ask architects with 
local experience to volunteer their time to review proposed elevations for significant projects 
(mainly new construction in the downtown).  These architects would make recommendations to 
staff on possible plan revisions that would improve the building’s ability to blend with the character 
of the downtown/Village.  

This informal group was called the Architectural Appearance Group (AAG), by staff.  Staff shared 
the suggestions made by the AAG with developers and we found that developers and their 
architects saw value in the comments and accepted around 90% of the suggestions.  But for the lack 
of transparency, this process worked very well to improve the appearance of several proposed 
projects.  Due to concerns about the lack of transparency, staff ceased using the AAG following the 
approval of the Glenwood Station project at the request of the Village Board.   

Current Issues

In 2021, the Village Board indicated interest in reconstituting the ARC.  Village staff prepared the 
attached packet for discussion at the August 16, 2021 Village Board Workshop meeting.  Minutes 
from that meeting have not yet been transcribed, however, the audio recording is available on the 
Village website.  The discussion on this topic runs from 1:31 to 3:12. The tally of the board 
members following public input starts around 2:36.  The attempts to summarize a final consensus 
begin around 2:52.  
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At the meeting, staff suggested four options for the Village Board to consider and requested 
direction on which option staff should pursue.  Following a lengthy discussion, the final consensus 
was as follows:

 Do not replace any existing members of the Plan Commission
 The group should be an independent commission or committee
 The group should be a 5-member group comprised of 3 architects, 1 Plan Commission 

member, 1 HPC member
 The group should meet early in the plan review process at a public meeting
 The public should have 1 primary meeting where they can attend and learn about the entire 

project (including appearance review)

It was not clear whether the consensus was for the group to make recommendations to the Plan 
Commission or the Village Board.  Staff was asked to propose something that incorporated the 
general consensus and important points discussed at the workshop meeting.

Follow-Up and Staff Recommendation

At the Village Board Workshop, there was a question about whether the Plan Commission was 
authorized to conduct appearance review. Following the Village Board Workshop, staff has 
confirmed with Attorneys Mathews and Tappendorf that while the Plan Commission’s duties in the 
Village Code do not mention appearance review, they can certainly perform this duty, and have been 
doing so since November 2019.  

At the meeting, there was also some confusion regarding the difference between a subcommittee, 
committee, and commission at the workshop meeting.  Upon conferring with our attorney, we have 
confirmed that all of the above are just names of subsidiary bodies and the names have no legal 
relevancy.  It does not matter what the Village calls the new body.  Its legal distinction depends on 
who creates the body, how it is appointed, and the powers it’s granted; not its name.  The scope and 
nature of the body and its authority is what matters.  It should be noted that a subcommittee 
consists of a portion of the members of the larger committee.  Since the new group is proposed to 
have members with design expertise that are not a part of the existing Plan Commission, it should 
not be referred to as a subcommittee.  However, assigning either a name of commission or 
committee is acceptable.

There was also a concern by a couple Trustees that a subcommittee would not have enough “teeth” 
or significance.  In order to address this concern, the new group can make a recommendation to the 
Village Board instead of the Plan Commission.  However, staff believes the recommendation should 
not move forward to Village Board action until the Plan Commission also made its recommendation 
on the zoning relief.  This would be similar to how the ARC functioned previously.  
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Staff also conducted a survey to determine how other communities that are also interested in design 
review handle appearance review processes (see attached chart).  We found that of the 14 
communities that have some sort of appearance review group, 7 review only projects in a 
downtown, historic, or special district, or certain types of projects.  That practice reflects the unique 
and special nature of a historic or downtown area and places an increased focus on the appearance 
of buildings in those districts.  Since the Village has not experienced controversy over the 
appearance of buildings in the Roosevelt Road corridor, staff believes a similar practice would be 
appropriate for Glen Ellyn.  Also, of those same 14 municipalities with an appearance review group, 
8 make a final decision for all or some projects they review.  Staff is not recommending the AAC be 
the final decision maker on exterior appearance in Glen Ellyn as the Village Board may not agree 
with the AAC’s recommendations in all cases.

Based on the discussion at the August 16, 2021 Village Board Workshop, the community survey, 
attorney input, and staff’s understanding of the development review process, we recommend the 
following:

 A new 5-member Architectural Appearance Committee (AAC), be established which is 
comprised of 1 Plan Commission member, 1 Historic Preservation Commission member, 
and 3 local architects.  The AAC would have separate and distinct authority from the Plan 
Commission.

 The AAC would meet to review the draft architectural plans for projects in the downtown.  
This public meeting would take place early in the design process; after the 1st complete plan 
submittal to staff.  

 Staff would review the appearance for projects that are not in the downtown.  If staff felt 
additional review of such plans was necessary, staff can send that project to the AAC.  

 At the AAC public meeting, the group would review the proposed elevations and renderings 
for conformance to the Village’s Appearance Review Guidelines and make a 
recommendation to the Village Board on changes to the plans.  

 Staff will confirm that the AAC’s recommendations are incorporated into the plans during 
the various plan resubmittals.  If the applicant does not incorporate the recommendations, 
staff can have the applicant return to the AAC.  Any recommendations of the AAC that are 
not incorporated into the final plans will be described in the staff reports to the Plan 
Commission and Village Board. 

 When the Plan Commission holds the public hearing for the project, the Plan Commission 
AAC member will sit on the dais as a member of the Plan Commission.  Other AAC 
members are welcome to attend the Plan Commission meeting but are not required to.

 If there are questions at the Plan Commission meeting relating to the AAC recommendation 
to the Village Board, either the Plan Commission AAC member or staff can respond.
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 The Plan Commission will take public comments on the entire project during the public 
hearing, including the final exterior appearance, but will make a recommendation to the 
Village Board only on the zoning entitlements, not the exterior appearance.  

 The Village Board will receive both the AAG’s and PC’s recommendations and will make a 
final decision on the proposed project.

Please see the attached flow chart reflecting the above process.  

Village Board Action

It is requested that the Village Board discuss the staff recommendation above and provide staff 
direction on any changes. Staff will then incorporate those changes into a Village Code text 
amendment to create a new Architectural Appearance Committee for Village Board consideration at 
an upcoming meeting.

Attachments:
 August 16, 2021 Village Board Workshop Packet
 Community Survey 
 Proposed AAC Flow Chart

C: Kelly Purvis, Planning Manager
Atrin Fard, Planner
Tim Loftus, Plan Commission Chair

S:\Commissions\ACC - 2022 ARC\ARC VB Workshop Memo 1-18-22.doc
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2799 : Planning & Development Process Improvement Plan F.1

Packet Pg. 7
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2799 : Planning & Development Process Improvement Plan F.1

Packet Pg. 8
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2799 : Planning & Development Process Improvement Plan F.1

Packet Pg. 9
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2757 : Review of Development Procedures G.1

Packet Pg. 111

Attachment: Development Procedures Memo 6.12.17 F.1.a

Packet Pg. 10
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2757 : Review of Development Procedures G.1

Packet Pg. 112

Attachment: Development Procedures Memo 6.12.17 F.1.a

Packet Pg. 11
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2757 : Review of Development Procedures G.1

Packet Pg. 113

Attachment: Development Procedures Memo 6.12.17 F.1.a

Packet Pg. 12
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2757 : Review of Development Procedures G.1

Packet Pg. 114

Attachment: Development Procedures Memo 6.12.17 F.1.a

Packet Pg. 13
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Minutes
Special Workshop Meeting
Glen Ellyn Village Board of Trustees
Monday, June 12, 2017
Page 4

DuPage building which is directly to the east of the proposed development.

Trustee Senak asked if there were any concerns from School District 41 or School District 87. Planning
and Development Director Hulseberg stated any students living in this development would go to District
41, and they have not heard from District 87 on this development. President McGinley stated she met
with Dr. Gordon from District 41, and he was in favor of the annexed development as it would bring
sidewalks and streetlights to this area as well as the collection of fees.

Trustee Pryde asked if the Village would establish an R-6 zoning neighborhood as this proposed
development does not fit any other residential zoning guidelines in the Village. Planning and
Development Director Hulseberg stated the Village would not establish a new district as through Planning
and Development, they can encourage creative design in this development without having to set up a new
district that would not apply anywhere else in the Village.

Trustee Kenwood asked if the developer wishes to be annexed to Glen Ellyn. Planning and Development
Director Hulseberg stated the developer looked at DuPage County, Glendale Heights and Glen Ellyn, and
Mr. Dubin wishes to be annexed into Glen Ellyn.

Trustee Kenwood asked about the delta in pricing from 35-foot wide lots to 50-foot wide lots. Developer
David Dubin from Dubin Consulting, Inc. in Northbrook, Illinois, stated these lots would be more like 40
feet wide. Mr. Dubin stated there would be 3-foot sideyards so there would be 6 feet between each house.
Trustee Pryde stated he would be in favor of narrower lots and prefers a zero lot line. Trustee Ladesic
stated the Village needs more housing like this for empty-nesters and encourage 1 to 2-bedroom homes or
2 to 3-bedroom homes.

The Trustees did support the annexation of this development. President McGinley stated there may be
other meetings set up with the Trustees to get more feedback and information on this proposed
subdivision.

Agenda Item G.  Review of Development Procedures (Discussion Only)

Planning and Development Director Hulseberg presented information on the possible improvements to
the permit and commission review processes. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated this

ocess adds time and some issues for residents,
applicants and staff. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated the improvements to the permit
and commission review processes would help to enhance economic development, increase customer
service and to be more business-friendly. President McGinley stated there have been concerns over the
length of the process and multiple meetings.

Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated only 13% of towns in the greater Chicagoland area
have a process similar to Glen Ellyn with a design-review process. Planning and Development Director
Hulseberg stated they are proposing to combine the Plan Commission (PC) and the Architectural Review
Commission (ARC) into a single recommending body, and the new group would assume the role of both
commissions, with the exception of exterior appearance review which Village staff would be responsible
for. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated Village staff would then make a
recommendation to the Village Board regarding exterior appearance.

Trustee Ladesic stated he supports combining the commissions. Trustee Senak asked if any developers
walked away due to the current process. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated the current
process defers improvements to the property owners, and there have been issues with some developers

Attachment: 06-12-2017 Special Village Board Workshop F.2.a

Packet Pg. 25

Attachment: VB Workshop Minutes 6.12.17 F.1.b

Packet Pg. 14
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Minutes
Special Workshop Meeting
Glen Ellyn Village Board of Trustees
Monday, June 12, 2017
Page 5

over this. President McGinley started there are developers who will not bring anything to Glen Ellyn due
to this process.

Trustee Fasules stated he feels there are many moving parts in this process which may not have been
considered yet. Trustee Kenwood agreed with this and stated he would like to see a defined process.
Trustee Ladesic stated they will need to take this one step at a time, and Trustee Pryde stated they will
need to continually look at the whole process. Village Manager Franz stated they are always looking to
improve processes if needed.

Trustee Senak asked to see a comparison of the process for Glen Ellyn versus other communities that
move quicker in this process.

PC Chairman Mary Locke stated she supports the combining of the PC and ARC. PC Chairman Locke
stated the petitioner gives the presentation twice, and residents are not sure which meeting they should be
asking questions at. PC Chairman Locke stated by dividing up the responsibilities of the ARC, the same
things will be viewed between PC and the staff.

ARC Chairman Jim Burket stated he has been involved in the ARC in one way or another for the past six
years, and this combining of commissions should have been done a few years ago. ARC Chairman Burket
stated this is the right thing to do and the right time to do it. Planning and Development Director
Hulseberg stated this new process has not been presented to the ARC yet.

President McGinley stated one member of the new PC would be a non-voting member and a liaison.
President McGinley stated the PC will also go from 11 members to 9 members due to the PC having too
many members and attendance issues.

Trustee Fasules stated he would like to see a memo or chart that thoroughly defined the new process.
Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated she would put this together so the Board can see
who will be covering what pieces. President McGinley asked if the Board would like to delve in to see
how Planning and Development works to which Trustee Fasules stated he would like to see a well-

Planning and Development Director
Hulseberg stated the ARC does landscape review and sign code variations which will now be reviewed by

architectural review will now be a design review by staff.

There was a discussion regarding how to proceed, the possibility of more discussion on this and how the
process will be divided out.

Agenda Item H.  Credit Card Acceptance Policy (Discussion Only)

This will be discussed at a future Village Board Workshop.

I. Other Items

None

Attachment: 06-12-2017 Special Village Board Workshop F.2.a

Packet Pg. 26

Attachment: VB Workshop Minutes 6.12.17 F.1.b

Packet Pg. 15
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Attachment: Existing and Proposed Procedures F.1.c

Packet Pg. 16
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Attachment: Existing and Proposed Procedures F.1.c

Packet Pg. 17
Page 31 of 131



Attachment: Existing and Proposed Procedures F.1.c

Packet Pg. 18
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Attachment: Existing and Proposed Procedures F.1.c

Packet Pg. 19
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Attachment: Procedure Flowcharts
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Attachment: Procedure Flowcharts
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Attachment: Procedure Flowcharts
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Attachment: Procedure Flowcharts
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Attachment: Process Improvement Plan F.1.e

Packet Pg. 24
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Attachment: Process Improvement Plan F.1.e

Packet Pg. 25
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Attachment: Process Improvements Spreadsheet
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Attachment: Process Improvements Spreadsheet
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Draft Minutes         
Regular Workshop Meeting  
Glen Ellyn Village Board of Trustees  
Monday, July 17, 2017  
 
Call to Order   
  
President McGinley called the meeting to order at 7:06 p.m.    
 
Pledge of Allegiance  
 
President McGinley asked Economic Coordinator Hannah to lead the Pledge of Allegiance 
 
Roll Call   
Upon roll call by Village Clerk Chereskin, President McGinley and Trustees Fasules, Kenwood, Ladesic, 
Pryde and Senak Trustee Enright was excused.  
 
In Attendance:  Recording Secretary Solomon, Village Manager Franz, Village Attorney Mathews, 
Assistant Village Manager Stonitsch, Planning and Development Director Hulseberg, Finance Director 
Coyle, Police Chief Norton and Economic Development Coordinator Hannah. 
 
Audience Participation 
 
None 
 
Agenda Item E.  Phillips Edison (Baker Hill) Incentive Request (Discussion Only) 
 
Economic Development Coordinator Hannah presented information regarding an incentive request of 
Phillips Edison & Company, owner of the Baker Hill Shopping Center, for a $2,000,000 partnership with 
the Village of Glen Ellyn to update the shopping center and the grocery space to accommodate a new 

Economic Development Coordinator Hannah stated 
-standing lease 

Market. Economic Development Coordinator Hannah stated cost estimates for the site and grocery store 
improvements required by the possible tenant of Phillips Edison are in excess of $7,000,000. Economic 
Development Coordinator Hannah stated in addition, when the store is turned over to the tenant, the 
grocer will be investing another $5,000,000 into the space. Economic Development Coordinator Hannah 
stated upgrades to the shopping center include renovated box for backfill grocer, proposed remodeled 
storefront façade, new LED lighting, new pylon signage, new paint design, repairs and repaving of the 
parking lot, additions of bike racks and an outdoor seating area. Economic Development Coordinator 
Hannah stated the site has been vacant for several years, and the center and the site do need lots of 
updates. 
 
Scott Adair, Vice President of Economic Development for Phillips Edison & Company, stated this is a 
great investment opportunity which is why they are seeking a partnership with the Village. Mr. Adair 
stated they would like to make this a vibrant retail center again. Mr. Adair stated Phillips Edison & 
Company has owned the Baker Hill Shopping Center since 2012 and showed a conceptual rendering of 
what the updated center . Mr. Adair stated Phillips Edison is a 
grocery-focused retail investment trust that owns and operates over 350 shopping centers around the 
country. Mr. Adair stated they would like to do something holistic that will benefit the current and future 
tenants of the center.  
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Greg Clough, Vice President of Redevelopment for Phillips Edison & Company, reviewed the possible 
updates to the center as well as tenant inducement package improvements and stated Phillips Edison is 
asking the Board to invest in the revitalization of the Baker Hill Shopping Center through this possible 
sales tax rebate sharing agreement. 
 
Ashley Meyer, Director of Finance for Phillips Edison & Company, showed a spreadsheet of costs and 

pproximately $16,000,000 overall from the 

$32,000,000 to $37,000,000 in sales.  
 

 might open if this is approved. Mr. Adair stated once the 

the façade and then turn over the 
store open 15 months after that.  
 
Economic Development Coordinator Hannah reviewed the sales tax rebate incentive proposal and stated 
staff is proposing a total of $1,750,000 in a performance-based sales tax rebate incentive over 10 years. 
Economic Development Coordinator Hannah stated the request is for $1,500,000 in sales tax rebates from 
the new grocery anchor business (including home rule sales tax) with $75,000 base sales tax to stay with 
the Village and a 50/50 sales tax split above the base. Economic Development Coordinator Hannah stated 
this agreement terminates after the $1,500,000 is reached or 10 years, whichever is first. Economic 
Development Coordinator Hannah stated they are also requesting $250,000 in sales tax rebates from net 
new retail tenants to Baker Hill Shopping Center (including home rule sales tax). 
 
Bob Rychlicki, Executive Vice President at Kane, McKenna, and Associates, Inc., stated he reviewed the 
sales tax sh
Market in Bridgeview as a comparison for these projected sales numbers, and the projected $32,000,000 
could be a possibility with the size of the space. Mr. Rychlicki stated the Village may want to consider 

 
 

at about the same time. Finance Director Coyle stated due to this, the Village lost approximately $100,000 
in sales tax revenue. 
 
Trustee Ladesic asked if there were zoning issues or concerns foreseen yet to which Planning and 
Development Director Hulseberg stated not at this point.  
 
Mr. Adair s

 
 
President McGinley asked for if the Board would support a sales tax rebate incentive program to which 

 
 
President McGinley asked the Board for their opinions on the sales tax rebate incentive terms, including 

ax rebates form net new retail 
tenants to the shopping center.  
 
Trustee Kenwood stated 20% of a project seems excessive, and he is struggling with the money being 
offered and new-tenant deals. Trustee Kenwood stated he would take $1,000,000 in costs out as he 
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understand the Village will need to handle the road improvements. Trustee Kenwood stated he does not 
feel this deal is fair to the current shopping center tenants. 
 
Trustee Ladesic is supportive of this program, but would go back to $1,500,000 total with the Village 
doing the road improvements. Trustee Enright stated he is fine with the current proposed terms.  
 
Trustee Senak stated the 20% does seem high, but there is a significant risk attached to this 20% so he is 
fine with the current proposed terms. 
 
Trustee Fasules stated he agrees with Trustee Kenwood, and he is concerned about the cannibalism with 
other grocery stores in the Village. Trustee Fasules stated there needs to be more protection, and this sales 
tax rebate program does not seem fair to the current tenants. Trustee Fasules stated he is fine with 
$1,000,000. 
 
Trustee Pryde stated he has no problem with the current proposed terms. Trustee Pryde stated he wants a 
nice-looking center so they need to ensure they look at the whole overall development. 
 
Mr. Adair stated they can go back through the budget and go over the numbers with Village Manager 
Franz and Economic Development Director Hannah. President McGinley stated Phillips Edison needs to 
take the comments from Trustees Fasules, Kenwood and Ladesic and work on the incentives and costs. 
Attorney Mathews asked Phillips Edison to work on possible contract contingencies. President McGinley 
stated the Board definitely supports this proposed development and wants to ensure the Board all agrees 
with the terms. 
 
Agenda Item F.  Planning and Development Process Improvement Plan (Discussion Only) 
 
Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated at the June 12, 2017 Village Board Workshop, the 
Board discussed the possible restructuring of the roles and responsibilities of the Architectural Review 
Commission (ARC) and the Plan Commission (PC) to create a more efficient development review 
process. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated the ARC and PC commission chairmen are 
not present tonight, but both do support the proposed changes.  
 
Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated the staff suggests combining the ARC and PC into 
one single recommending body that would assume that roles of both commissions, with the exception of 
exterior appearance review. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated these changes are being 
proposed as there have been issues relating to applicant and resident frustration and confusion and time 
that staff needs to devote to these issues. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated 
appropriate training for the new commission on reviewing codes would be implemented. Planning and 
Development Director Hulseberg stated the benefits of an updated process would be enhancement-related, 
less meetings and preserve the character in the Village better. Planning and Development Director 
Hulseberg stated 85% of the municipalities in the Chicagoland area do not have an architectural review 
commission or architectural review guidelines.  
 
There was a discussion regarding how architectural plans would be reviewed and looked at, what types of 
plans the new PC would see and how this process would be stream-lined. 
 
Trustee Senak asked how many times a petitioner has not gone forward with a project due to the process 
being too long and too complicated. Trustee Ladesic stated he knew about some. Trustee Senak stated he 
is all for stream-lining, but he wants to ensure if this needs to happen or not. 
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Tim Loftus, who resides at 296 Woodstock Avenue, stated he is a commissioner on the ARC and Historic 
Preservation Commissions. Mr. Loftus stated he understands the need to make the process faster and 
acknowledged the ARC did not have a qu
Loftus stated the commissioners do need to commit 100% to their commissions. Mr. Loftus stated there 
are some major projects coming and does not like the idea of the exterior appearance being left to the staff 
with the residents only having three minutes to speak about their concerns at a Village Board meeting. 
Mr. Loftus stated he can see putting more onus on the commissioners to perform. Mr. Loftus stated the 
ARC does work with developers to help improve the projects. Mr. Loftus stated he does not want to lose 

 
 
President McGinley stated pre-application meetings will be announced to the public so residents can have 
input on a timelier basis. President McGinley stated if big projects are being reviewed, the Board and staff 
definitely want the residents aware of this. President McGinley stated the number of residents notified 
will depend on the size of the project so if it is a bigger project, many more residents would be notified. 
Mr. Loftus stated he can support this plan if the resident input into the architectural piece does happen 
before a project gets to a Village Board Meeting. 
 
Pam Albrecht, who resides at 587 Hillside Avenue, stated she has been a commissioner on the ARC for 
about 10 years. Ms. Albrecht stated the ARC is an excellent check and balance in the system. Ms. 
Albrecht stated she understands the urgency of the staff. Ms. Albrecht stated the ARC does have a big 
influence and appreciates the Village is a part of the 15% of municipalities in Chicagoland that does have 
an architectural review commission. 
 
Sharon Wussow, who resides at 519 Western Avenue, stated she has been a commissioner on the ARC 
for about 10 years. Ms. Wussow stated the ARC is made up of residents who care so much about the 
Village that they volunteer their time to review these pieces and listen to other residents. Ms. Wussow 
stated that the residents who speak at the ARC meetings say that the ARC seems to be the only 
commission that seems to be listening to residents. Ms. Wussow stated she wanted to be on ARC so she 
could have a voice in the Village and be an advocate for the residents. Ms. Wussow stated she feels she 
can see the overall big picture for what the residents want. Ms. Wussow stated that staff is very busy and 
is concerned about how much time they will be able to spend on exterior appearance review. Ms. Wussow 
stated she feels the ARC would be able to dedicate more time to this instead. 
 
President McGinley asked when this will be coming to the Board to which Planning and Development 
Director Hulseberg stated it will be on the July 24, 2017 Village Board Meeting agenda. 
 
President McGinley asked if the Board supports the process improvements that the staff is proposing 

the proposed changes. Trustee Enright stated he does not support this as the commissioners do not seem 
to support this. Trustee Kenwood suggested that two ARC commissioners are add to the PC so there 
would be 2 ARC and 7 PC commissioners in the new Plan Commissioners. Trustee Senak stated he does 

McGinley asked Planning and Development Director Hulseberg to work with the Trustees about their 
concerns. 
 
Attorney Mathews stated in the ordinance, it needs to be stated that the current Architectural Review 
Commission will be disillusioned  and the Plan Commissioners will be citizens qualified by 
experience, judgment and character. 
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Agenda Item G. Credit Card Acceptance Policy (Discussion Only)  
 
Finance Director Coyle reviewed this topic and stated the Village may need to account for credit card fees 
in 
discussion as the Village is losing money if they are not charging fees for larger credit card purchases. 
Trustee Fasules stated the Village has a fee-charging problem and not a cost problem.  
 
Finance Director Coyle stated the Village could adjust pricing to include the fees over the next few years. 
Finance Director Coyle stated they could invoke a limit, and there would be no credit card payments 
above this limit. Trustee Fasules stated they should adjust pricing accordingly. 
 
Finance Director Coyle referred to the chart concerning estimated savings to the Village and asked what 
the Board thought was best. Trustee Pryde stated the Village should adjust fees to compensate slightly for 
the loss.  
 
There was a discussion regarding credit card limits, fees for deposits and a possible fee adjustment. 
 
Village Manager Franz stated the consensus is there will be no cap, no longer doing deposits and the 
Village will adjust its fees over the next few years. Village Manager Franz stated he will do a draft of 
these updates and put this into his   
 
Agenda Item H. College of DuPage Innovation Center (Discussion Only) 
 
President McGinley stated the link for the video presentation at the July 6th College of DuPage (COD) 
Board Meeting was included in the packet, and the Board was going to watch about 15 minutes of this 
presentation on a College of DuPage Innovation Center. Village Manager Franz introduced COD 
President Ann Rondeau and   
 
The Board and attendees watched the video presentation. 
 

separate 501 (c ) (3). Dr. Rondeau stated Dean Cassidy has a proven track record, and COD fully supports 
this proposed innovation center as well as many important partners. Dr. Rondeau stated this proposed 
innovation center has lots of potential and can be launched quickly.  
 
Dean Cassidy stated Benedictine University are currently exploring this innovation center with COD, and 
Rev3 will be a component. Dean Cassidy stated COD has a great working relationship with Glen Ellyn 
already, and COD would really like to make this work. 
 
Trustee Senak stated the location of the innovation center would be important, and it is good to use Glen 
Ellyn which is on the train line and could link the city of Chicago and other suburbs. 
 
Trustee Ladesic asked if other locations in Glen Ellyn are possible if the Civic Center cannot house this 
innovation center to which Village Manager Franz stated they looked at locations in the Central Business 
District, but no location has seemed quite right.  
 
Village Manager Franz stated the COD Board will review the Memorandum of Understanding on July 20, 
2017. 
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I. Other Items 
 

None 
 
J. Adjournment 
 
At 10:57 p.m., a motion was made by Trustee Kenwood and seconded by Trustee Enright to adjourn. 
Motion carried.   
  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
  
Debbie Solomon 
Recording Secretary  
 
Reviewed and approved, 
 
John A. Chereskin 
Village Clerk  
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Background 
At the June 12, 2017 and July 17, 2017 Village Board workshop meetings, the Village Board 
discussed restructuring the roles and responsibilities of the Architectural Review Commission 
(ARC) and the Plan Commission (PC) to create a more efficient development review process 
(see attached Village Board Workshop Packets). At these meetings, staff suggested restructuring 
the two roles of the ARC to streamline the development review process. It was suggested that the 
Plan Commission would review sign variations and staff would administratively review exterior 
appearance. The Plan Commission would make a recommendation on sign variations to the 
Village Board and staff would provide a recommendation to the Village Board on exterior 
appearance.   
 
As was previously discussed by the Village Board, evaluating the role and structure of the 
Architectural Review Commission and the Plan Commission, as they relate to the zoning 

Architectural Review Commission is responsible for conducting the review of two types of 
applications: Exterior Appearance Review and Sign Variations. At the July 17, 2017 workshop, 
Staff provided the Village Board an explanation of the current processes for both of these 
applications demonstrating how each is reviewed as well as a proposed procedure detailing how 

The revised procedure would reduce the amount of meetings a project is required to go through, 
increase the efficiency in the conduct of Commission meetings, decrease the costs for applicants, 

advantage for attracting new development opportunities. Staff review of exterior appearance is 
common in roughly 85% of Chicagoland communities.  
 
Village Board Action 
Based upon the direction provided at the July 17, 2017 Village Board workshop meeting, staff 
has drafted an ordinance that dissolves the Architectural Review Commission and transfers sign 
code variations to the Plan Commission and exterior appearance to staff. The draft ordinance is 
attached for consideration at the July 24, 2017 Village Board meeting. Various other provisions 
of the Village Code also need to be amended in order to effect this change including the 
following Sections:   
 

Section 1-7-10(B)2    Planning and Development Director Duties 
Section 2-4-5(C)    Plan Commission Duties 
Section 4-5-17(G)1(a)   Sign Variation Request: Manner of Requesting 

NO. 6519 : Ordinance to Dissolve the Architectural Review F.1

Packet Pg. 224
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Section 4-5-17(G)2   Sign Variation Request: Hearing 
Section 4-5-17(G)3  Sign Variation Request: Evidence and Findings 
Section 4-5-17(G)4  Sign Variation Request: Conditions and Restrictions 

 
Attachments 
Draft Ordinance  
Village Board Workshop Memo 6.12.17 
Village Board Workshop Memo 7.17.17 
 
cc:  Mary Loch, Chairman, Plan Commission 
 Jim Burket, Chairman, Architectural Review Commission 
 Kelly Purvis, Associate Planner 

NO. 6519 : Ordinance to Dissolve the Architectural Review F.1

Packet Pg. 225
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Draft Minutes 
Village Regular Board Meeting 

Glen Ellyn Village Board of Trustees 
Monday, July 24, 2017 

 
Call to Order   
  
President McGinley called the meeting to order at 7:00 p.m. 
 
Pledge of Allegiance  
 
President McGinley asked Village Clerk Chereskin to lead the Pledge of Allegiance. 
    
Roll Call:   
        
Upon roll call by Village Clerk Chereskin, President McGinley and Trustees Enright, Fasules, Kenwood, 
Ladesic, Pryde and Senak   
 
In Attendance: Recording Secretary Solomon, Village Manager Franz, Village Attorney Mathews, Planning and 
Development Director Hulseberg, Finance Director Coyle, Deputy Police Chief Holmer, and Senior Civil 
Engineer Daubert. 
 
Audience Participation  
  
None 
 
Agenda Item E - Consent Agenda:  
 
The following items are considered routine business by the Village Board and were presented for a single 
approval in the form listed below: 
 

 Total  Expenditures  (Payroll and Vouchers)  - $4,997,462.31.                        
The vouchers have been reviewed by Trustee Fasules and Manager Franz prior to this meeting, 
and are consistent with the Village's purchasing policy.  
 

 June 26, 2017 Regular Village Board Meeting Minutes  
 

 Ordinance No. 6514, An Ordinance Approving Zoning Variations from the Lot Area, Front Yard, 
Rear Yard and Accessory Structure Setbacks to Allow the New  
Construction of a Single-Story Residence at 525 Emerson Avenue. 

 Ordinance No. 6515, An Ordinance Granting Approval of a Sign Variation to Allow the 
Installation of Two Awning Signs and One Projecting Sign on the Edie Boutique Property Located 
at 499 Pennsylvania Avenue Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137. 

 Ordinance No. 6516, An Ordinance Granting Approval of Zoning Variations to  
Allow the Construction of a Second Pavilion on the B.R. Ryall YMCA of  
Northwestern DuPage County Property Located at 49 Deicke Drive Glen Ellyn, Illinois 60137.  

 Approve a License Agreement with Main Street Pub for Tables and Chairs in the Public Right-of-
Way.  

Page 56 of 131



Minutes 
Village Board Regular Meeting 
Glen Ellyn Board of Trustees 
Monday, July 24, 2017 
Page 2 

 Ordinance No. 6517, An Ordinance Amending Ordinance 5159, Which Granted Approval of a 
Special Use Permit, Zoning Variation, Zoning Map Amendment, and Exterior Appearance 
Approval to Allow Improvements to the Property Commonly Known as Maryknoll Park Located 
at 845 Pershing Avenue, Glen Ellyn, IL 60137. 

 Ordinance No. 6518-VC, An Ordinance to Amend the Liquor Control Code Chapter 19 of Title, 
Section 12 (Restriction on the Number of Licenses) of the Village Code to Decrease the Number 
of Permitted Class A-1 Liquor Licenses and Increase the Number of Permitted B-1 Liquor 
Licenses.  
 

 Motion to authorize the Village Manager to execute an agreement with RJN Group of Wheaton, 
Illinois, in the not-to-exceed amount of $525,000 (including a 10% contingency), for a study of 
the Central Business District Underground Sewer and Water Utility Infrastructure to be expensed 
to the Capital Projects, Sanitary Sewer, and Water Funds.  

 Motion to increase the appropriation for Phase II engineering services associated with the Taylor 
Avenue Pedestrian Tunnel Project provided by Alfred Benesch & Company in the amount of 
$18,900 for a revised total appropriation of $155,500 to be expensed to the Capital Projects Fund.  

 Motion to authorize the Village Manager to execute Change Order No. 1 to the Phase II 
engineering services agreement with Alfred Benesch & Company for the Taylor Avenue 
Pedestrian Tunnel Project for additional investigations and analysis in the amount of $18,900 
resulting in a revised total fixed price of $155,500. 

 Motion to authorize the Village Manager to execute a contract with Denler, Inc., of Mokena, 
Illinois, in the amount of $40,000 (including 7% contingency), for the 2017 Asphalt Street Crack 
Sealing Program to be expensed to the Capital Projects Fund.  
 

 Resolution 17-10, A Resolution for the Expenditure of Motor Fuel Tax Funds for the Purpose of 
Maintaining Streets and Highways under the Applicable Provisions of the Illinois Highway Code 
in the exact amount of $652,648 for Calendar Year 2016.  

Trustees Kenwood and Senak asked for Consent Agenda Items #9 and #10 to be removed from the Consent 
Agenda for further discussion. 
 
Regarding Item #13, Trustee Enright asked if there needs to be an amendment to set aside this money to which 
Village Manager Franz stated the Village has done this for several years and is a way to use Motor Fuel Tax 
Funds most effectively. Village Manager Franz stated this helps to pay for some on the on-going operation costs 

 
 
Regarding Item #7, Trustee Kenwood asked about resident concerns on this. Planning and Development Director 
Hulseberg stated this is related to the paddleball request for Maryknoll Park, and there were some residents who 
voiced concerns about lighting and noise at the Plan Commission meeting. Planning and Development Director 
Hulseberg stated the Plan Commission did add some conditions 
planting buffer landscaping, all non-security related recreational lights turned off by 11:15 p.m. and security 
lighting remaining on 24 hours a day, 7 days a week.  
 
 
A motion was made by Trustee Fasules and seconded by Trustee Pryde to approve Consent Agenda Items 1-8, 
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11-13. 
 
Upon roll call, Trustees Enright, Fasules, Kenwood, Ladesic, Pryde and Senak   
 
Tom Bachman, owner of Edie Boutique at 499 Pennsylvania Avenue, thanked the Board for the sign variation 
approvals. Mr. Bachman stated this is the 4th store that he and his wife Amy have opened, and the boutique 
carries clothing, jewelry and handbags.  
 
Trustee Senak asked how Mr. Bachman for his thoughts on how the process was to open a retailer in Glen Ellyn 
and if he had any suggestions on the process. Mr. Bachman stated in the long run, it turned out great. Mr. 
Bachman stated he felt there was a lack of information given at the beginning of the process, and they seemed to 
be discouraged on certain things.  
 
Bob and Anna Davidson, owners of Blackberry Market at 401 N. Main Street, thanked the Board for approving 
the enhancement on their liquor license. Ms. Davidson stated they are doing an expansion into the previous 
jewelry store next door and want the ability to do more special events. Mr. Davidson stated the expansion will 
help with kitchen space and seating during the winter months. 
 
Trustee Senak asked how the Davidsons for their thoughts on how the process was to get their liquor license 

Planning and Development Director Hulseberg who was always very helpful. Ms. Davidson stated Planning and 
Development Hulseberg walked them through everything, including building codes and such. 
 
President McGinley stated Consent Agenda Item #6 allows tables and chairs in the public right-of-way for Main 
Street Pub at 466 N. Main Street. 
 
Consent Agenda Item #9 
 
Trustee Kenwood stated this is a big ticket item and would like to hear the statues of this as he does agree it is 
important to update the downtown infrastructure. 
 
Senior Engineer Daubert stated this would be a study to help with the comprehensive improvement to the 
downtown streetscape, including updating curbs and sidewalks, putting bump outs in and making the downtown 
more attractive. Senior Engineer Daubert stated the intent of this assignment is to do the important investigative 
work prior to making any road improvements. Senior Engineer Daubert stated the project involves investigation 
and both public and private sector infrastructure including manhole inspections, sewer main televising, sewer 
smoke testing, sewer service televising, building inspections, dye testing, flow metering, sanitary sewer 
modeling and water main assessment. Senior Engineer Daubert stated there are big projects coming to the 
downtown, and it has been over 20 years since significant upgrades to the underground infrastructure in the 
downtown. Senior Engineer Daubert stated they solicited for bids earlier in the year, and RJN Group had a 
comprehensive approach and was a better value to the Village. Senior Engineer Daubert stated this would be a 6-
month assignment, and they should know by summer 2018 what underground infrastructure upgrades would be 
needed in the Central Business District.  
 
Trustee Ladesic stated in addition, he would like to see street lighting issues and possible power shortages 
addressed as well. Trustee Ladesic stated they should underground more wires and possibly put pipes between 
street lights street lights to help with sound and WiFi if it is needed. 
 
Trustee Pryde stated this study is very necessary as updating the downtown streetscape has been talked about at 
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the Capital Improvements Commission for the past five years. 
 
Trustee Kenwood asked if there were any assumptions needed before this testing would begin. Senior Engineer 
Daubert stated they do not, and this analysis will allow the Village to build a model so different scenarios can be 
run and see what possible issues they might have.  
 
Trustee Kenwood stated this has been vetted by the Capital Improvements Commission and asked about the 
budget for this. Village Manager Franz stated there is a placeholder in the budget for some time without knowing 
the scope. Village Manager Franz stated there will be a budget kick-off at the August workshop meeting where 
capital projects will be discussed. Village Manager Franz stated the budget for this will probably be between 
$5,000,000 to $10,000,000, and the Board will revisit scope and timing as well as other pieces at a future 
workshop. 
 
Trustee Pryde asked what amount that was in the 20-year Plan for the downtown redevelopment. Senior 
Engineer Daubert stated he thought the Board had previously indicated that they were not interested in spending 
more than $4,500,000 on the streetscape, and historically, the Village has spent about $1,000,000 in for the 
underground improvements. Senior Engineer Daubert stated the downtown streets are getting to a point where 
the streets need resurfacing. Senior Engineer Daubert stated they did budget for this assignment this year. 
 
Trustee Senak stated Senior Engineer Daubert stated and his staff did a great job on this and understands they 
need to do this to look at long-range planning. Trustee Senak asked if a 10% contingency is enough for this kind 
of work. Senior Engineer Daubert stated the biggest unforeseeable item that there could be sway on is how many 
service connections there are currently. Senior Engineer Daubert stated they did discuss this and a 10% 
contingency should be appropriate. Senior Engineer Daubert stated they might need to do some additional 
modeling work in the future, but the $525,000 is a good starting point.  
 
Trustee Pryde stated the Village has done similar televising exercises over the past several years in the residential 
neighborhoods which has really 
Trustee Pryde stated this would be a continuation of what the Village has been doing to improve its underground 
structure. Village Manager Franz stated in 2009, there was a neighborhood underground infrastructure study 
done which is the basis for a lot of the neighborhood improvements that have been done. 
 
A motion was made by Trustee Fasules and seconded by Trustee Kenwood to approve Consent Agenda Item 9, 
to authorize the Village Manager to execute an agreement with RJN Group of Wheaton, Illinois, in the not-to-
exceed amount of $525,000 (including a 10% contingency), for a study of the Central Business District 
Underground Sewer and Water Utility Infrastructure to be expensed to the Capital Projects, Sanitary Sewer, and 
Water Funds. 
 
Upon roll call, Trustees Enright, Fasules, Kenwood, Lad  
 
Consent Agenda Item #10 
 
Trustee Kenwood stated the conversation on this topic has been going on for several years and would like to hear 
an update on this. Senior Engineer Daubert stated earlier in 2017, Phase I engineering was wrapped up, and the 
Village sent their plans to Union Pacific in April. Senior Engineer Daubert stated he has not heard back from 
Union Pacific yet on what certain wall type they would need for the tunnel which will drive the details in this 
process. Senior Engineer Daubert stated they put a petition in with the ICC for their approval as well. Senior 
Engineer Daubert stated they hope to have a March 9, 2018 letting so the project could be constructed in summer 
2018. 
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Trustee Kenwood asked if the project might not be completed in 2018 to which Senior Engineer Daubert stated 
the project might not be completed as they are still waiting to hear from Union Pacific, and Senior Engineer 
Daubert has called Union Pacific daily on this review.  
 
Trustee Kenwood asked how the letting process works. Senior Engineer Daubert stated there are set timeframes 
for this process. 
 

with Alfred Benesch & Company, stated the final plans for this project would 

different timeframes. Senior Engineer Daubert stated there are certain dates that have to be met where plans are 
in and pieces are approved and signed off to, and he will send Village Manager Franz a calendar of the critical 
dates.  
 
Senior Engineer Daubert stated the change order is needed for additional deeper soil boring for the walls and 
ground stabilization, and this is not a part of the grant.  
 

the next letting would be mid-June 2018. Trustee Kenwood asked if the project would still be completed if they 
did the mid-June letting date. President McGinley stated they would need to talk to the schools about this project 
then as this is an important route back and forth to the schools, and they need to possibly miss the school season. 
President McGinley stated if they do not do the March 2018 letting, this project may need to be delayed for a 
year. Senior Engineer Daubert stated as of now, they are anticipating a 4-week closure of the roadway. 
 
A motion was made by Trustee Fasules and seconded by Trustee Senak to approve Consent Agenda Item 10, to 
increase the appropriation for Phase II engineering services associated with the Taylor Avenue Pedestrian Tunnel 
Project provided by Alfred Benesch & Company in the amount of $18,900 for a revised total appropriation of 
$155,500 to be expensed to the Capital Projects Fund 
 
Upon roll call, Trustees Enright, Fasules, Kenwood, Lad  
 
Agenda Item F  Planning and Development Process Modifications 
 
Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated these modifications were discussed at the June 12 and July 
17 Village Board workshops. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated the Board discussed 
restructuring the roles and responsibilities of the Architectural Review Commission (ARC) and the Plan 
Commission (PC) to create a more efficient development review process. Planning and Development Director 
Hulseberg stated at these meetings, staff suggested restructuring the two roles of the ARC to streamline the 
development review process. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated it was suggested that the PC 
would review sign variations, and staff would administratively review exterior appearance. Planning and 
Development Director Hulseberg stated the PC would make a recommendation on sign variations to the Village 
Board, and staff would provide a recommendation to the Village Board on exterior appearance.  
 
Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated the revised procedures would reduce the amount of 
meetings a project is required to go through, increase the efficiency in the conduce of Commission meetings, 
decrease the costs for applicants, decrease staff time to prepare for Commission meetings and increase the 

dvantage for attracting new development opportunities. Planning and Development 
Director Hulseberg stated staff review of exterior appearance is common in about 85% of Chicagoland 
communities. Planning and Development Director Hulseberg stated staff has drafted an ordinance that would 
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dissolve the Architectural Review Commission and transfer sign code variations to the Plan Commission and 
exterior appearance to the staff. 
 
Trustee Enright asked if anyone if the room was from the ARC or PC, and there were none of these 
commissioners present.  
 
Trustee Kenwood stated he feels this will make it easier for people who want to do business in Glen Ellyn to 
only go to one meeting where all their questions can be answered. Trustee Kenwood stated architecture is 
important, and his ask is as they start to shape the new commission, that they ensure they are thinking about both 

and if it does not work, an architectural review commission could be reinstituted. 
 
Trustee Senak stated he wants to ensure that the residents have the ability to have their interests represented by 
people that they elect. Trustee Senak stated the Board would continue to exercise oversight to the decisions made 
at staff level. Trustee Senak stated he was not comfortable at the beginning of this discussion, but he has seen the 
staff to be fully capable and competent to make these decisions and have exercised good judgment in this 
process. 
 
Trustee Enright asked if there had been any other comments from the ARC commissioners to which Planning 
and Development Director Hulseberg stated there had not. 
 
A motion was made by Trustee Pryde and seconded by Trustee Ladesic to approve Ordinance No. 6519-VC, An 
Ordinance to amend the various sections of the Village Code of the Village of Glen Ellyn to dissolve the 
Architectural Review Commission.  
 
Upon roll call, Trustees Fasules, Kenwood, Lad ned 
from this vote. Motion carried. 
 
A motion was made by Trustee Pryde and seconded by Trustee Ladesic to approve Ordinance No. 6520 - VC, an 
Ordinance approving text amendments to various sections of the Glen Ellyn Village Code to allow 
Administrative variations and other approvals. 
 
Upon roll call, Trustees Enright, Fasules, Kenwood, Lad  
 
President McGinley stated the Village is working on a letter to send to all the ARC commissioners giving them 
information about what is happening and where they can provide additional input. Planning and Development 
Director Hulseberg stated they are updating the websites and applications and creating a new process chart and 
applications so they can move forward with this immediately. . Planning and Development Director Hulseberg 
asked if the Board wanted to hear about the text amendments to which President McGinley stated they were fine 
with this. 
 
Agenda Item G  Fiscal Year 2016 General Fund Operating Surplus 
 
Finance Director Coyle presented information on this surplus and stated at the June 26, 2017 Village Board 
meeting, the 2016 audit was presented to the Village Board. Finance Director Coyle stated the audit confirmed 
the fiscal year 2016 General Fund operating surplus was $548,331, and this operating surplus is equal to the end 
of year decrease in fund balance of $51,669 adjusted for the 2015 surplus distribution of $600,000 which was 
transferred in 2016. Finance Director Coyle stated in the prior year, as recommended by the Finance 
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Commissioner, the Village Board voted to distribute the 2015 fiscal year General Fund Surplus by contributing 
additional funds to the Police Pension Fund ($400,000) and the Facilities Maintenance Reserve Fund ($200,000). 
Finance Director Coyle stated the Village does have adequate cash reserves, and the recommendation is for the 
surplus be distributed to the Police Pension Fund and Facilities Maintenance Reserve Fund. Finance Director 
Coyle stated these recommendations were reviewed at the July Finance Commission meeting, and Vice-Chair 
Jeremy Van Ek is present for any questions from the Board. 
 
Trustee Ladesic asked if there was anything pressing so that this needed to be approved tonight to which Finance 
Director Coyle stated there is nothing pressing, and they are trying to wrap up 2016. Trustee Ladesic stated he 
would like further discussion on this topic and would like to table this topic to the next Village Board workshop.  
 
A motion was made by Trustee Ladesic and seconded by Trustee Senak to table this agenda item for discussion 
to the August 21, 2017 Village Board Workshop. 
 

 
Motion carried. 
 
Agenda Item H  Reminders 

 A Village Board Workshop is tentatively scheduled for Monday, August 21, 2017 at 7:00 p.m. in 
Room 301 of the Glen Ellyn Civic Center. Village Manager Franz stated the start time for this 
workshop may be earlier than 7:00 p.m. 

 A Village Board Meeting is scheduled for Monday, August 28, 2017 at 7:00 p.m. in the Galligan Board 
Room of the Glen Ellyn Civic Center.  

Agenda Item I - Other Business  
 
President McGinley thanked the Le Bouscat town for sending a bicycle team to the Intelligentsia bike race in 
Glen Ellyn, and their team won one of the races and placed in the top 10 in five out of the 10 races. 
 
Village Manager Franz thanked the Fourth of July committee and the staff for all their work in the past few 
weeks. Village Manager Franz thanked the coordinators and volunteers for help with the Intelligentsia bike races, 
Jazz Fest, downtown sidewalk sales and other events. 
  
Adjournment 
 
At 8:15 p.m., a motion was made by Trustee Kenwood and seconded by Trustee Pryde to adjourn. Motion 
carried. 
 
Upon roll call, Trustees Enright, Fasules, Kenwood, Lad  
 
Respectfully submitted,  
  
Debbie Solomon 
Recording Secretary 
 
Reviewed and approved, 
John A. Chereskin 
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Village of Glen Ellyn 
Contact: Megan Plahm 
Phone Number: 630-547-5204 
Email: mplahm@glenellyn.org  

 
GLEN ELLYN VILLAGE BOARD APPROVES REASSIGNMENT OF  

ARCHITECTURAL REVIEW COMMISSION DUTIES 
 

Glen Ellyn, IL    At the July 24, 2017 Village of Glen Ellyn Board meeting, the Village Board 
approved an ordinance transferring the responsibilities of the Architectural Review Commission 
(ARC) to the Plan Commission and Planning and Development staff, therefore 
dissolving the ARC. These changes are part of the Planning and Development Depart  
on-going efforts to streamline and improve processes to better serve both residents and those 
doing business in Glen Ellyn. 
 
The Commission has an over 40 year history with the Village, as it was created back in 1975, 
then named the Art and Preservation Commission.  In 1981, the name changed to the 
Architectural Review Commission.   
 

significant
Planning & Development Director for the Village of Glen Ellyn he efforts of the many 
volunteers that have served on the Commission through the years have positioned us well to 

 
 
How these changes will improve future processes 
With the transfer of the responsibilities of the ARC, the Village seeks to reduce the length of 
time needed for a project to reach the Village Board for action in order to make the process as 
efficient and transparent as possible. Improvements will include: 

 All Sign Variation requests will now be reviewed by the Plan Commission. Additionally, 
all applications for exterior appearance will now be reviewed by the Village staff and 
Village Board.  

 This restructuring will also lessen the amount of unnecessary costs for developers and 
business owners by eliminating multiple public hearings for projects, by consolidating all 
approvals needing a public hearing into one meeting.   

 The revised process will eliminate the potential for conflicting recommendations being 
given for a project by two separate commissions. With projects being reviewed by only 
the Plan Commission, the public input process will become more straight-forward. The 
exterior appearance review process will be retained to preserve the character of the 
community by continuing to implement t
public will still have the opportunity for input on the proposed exterior appearance at 
Plan Commission meetings, and exterior appearance of buildings will ultimately be 
reviewed and approved by the Village Board. 

 

permit process.  Village staff will now have the ability to shorten or eliminate the number of Plan 
Commission meetings required for some Planned Unit Development and Subdivision 

FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE 
July 27, 2017 
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projects.  Staff was also authorized to approve minor variation requests to setbacks and lot 
coverage ratios for existing homes, provided there is no opposition from immediate neighbors.   
 

 

reviewing and monitoring private and public developments, and administering codes associated 
with development and building safety, has made process enhancements to reduce time frames 
for development review. The changes approved at the recent Board meeting support the 

  The Department has 
incorporated over 100 process enhancements over the last decade.   
 
Through the years, various Village Boards have continually requested that the Planning and 
Development Department make improvements to the permit and commission review processes 
to enhance economic development, increase customer service and to be more business 
friendly. In response, the Department has regularly sought opportunities to obtain input and 
feedback regarding existing methods and use this input to improve the approval processes in 
order to streamline building permit and zoning entitlement reviews.  The Department has 
implemented a long list of enhancements over the last decade, resulting in shorter review 
timelines, increasing the number of administrative approvals and simplifying processes. 
Examples of these accomplishments include: 
 

 Public invitation to pre-application meetings to give earlier notice to citizens about 
upcoming projects  

 Requirement of final engineering plans at the building permit phase instead of prior to 
Village Board approval 

 Automation of the building permit process 
 Reduction of plan review times  
 Increasing  
 Consistently increasing administrative approvals 
 Frequently updating Village codes and fees to be more consistent with surrounding 

communities 
 Placement of information on proposed developments on the Village  website via the 

Current Development Projects tool 
 
The Village looks forward to further evaluating and continuing to improve the Villa

 Hulseberg These improvements will increase efficiency 
and provide transparency and clarity to businesses, developers, contractors and residents 
throughout the process.    
 
About the Village of Glen Ellyn 
Located just 23 miles west of Chicago, the Village of Glen Ellyn, Illinois offers big city amenities 
with a small town feel. A historic downtown filled with unique shops, restaurants and seasonal 
events is just one of many attributes that draw visitors to this award-winning community. Small-
town charm, civic pride, friendly people and some of the best schools in the state make Glen 
Ellyn the perfect place to call home. For more information about the Village of Glen Ellyn, visit 
www.glenellyn.org.  

# # # 
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Last updated 1/12/2022 by TG

Municipality Process Method Notes

Algonquin C STF A/R

Staff has the authority to approve architectural/design changes that are minor in nature and do not change the overall character of the site. Major 

changes require P&Z & Board approval, to which staff provides a recommendation.

Arlington Heights C R S ARC/STF A/R

Sign variations and commercial projects go to the Village Board for review which also require Plan Commission review, for everything else, ARC has 

approval authority.

Bannockburn C R S ARC A

ARC review process is split into a “Level I or a Level II” and mostly affects the residential zoning, but it is also allowed for permitted commercial signs. If 

it is a Level I, review and approval of the application can be done administratively by staff.

Barrington C R ARC R

ARC's scope of control is all commercial developments and houses in the Village's Historic Overlay District. The method is a recommending body to the 

Village Board.

Countryside C R S PC/STF A/R City Council reviews residential. Plan commission reviews all new commercial developments and provides a recommendation.

Deerfield C S ARC A

ARC is an approving body, however with larger projects sometimes the Plan Commission will review prior. Commission can review anything exterior in 

the downtown and outlying business districts.

Des Plaines C R STF A The regulations are embedded as Building Design Review in the Zoning Ordinance.

Downers Grove C ARC A

Design review process is limited to Downtown. The Historic Preservation and Design Review Board is a recommending body for all Historic 

Preservation cases (Historic Districts, Historic Landmarks, and Major Certificates of Appropriateness). For Certificates of Design Appropriateness 

(CODA) they are the decision makers. If the request is denied by the HPDRB, the applicant has the ability to appeal the decision to the Village Council. 

Elmhurst C ARC R

Architectural and Building Commission typically only reviews requests for Facade grants.  They did review and make a recommendation on the design 

of the proposed new train station, but review is not required for other developments.

Evanston C S STF R

In general, all multi-family and non-residential development is reviewed by the Design and Project Review Committee (DAPR) during the building 

permit process. DAPR is comprised of staff and intended to provide a more holistic design review, not just an architectural review of the building 

features and materials.

Glen Ellyn C S In review. Currently, the PC reviews sign variations and EA on projects already before them for other reasons. Staff reviews the remainder.

Glencoe C S PC/STF R

Exterior appearance review process through Plan Commission. Anytime there is a new change in a commercial/business district (including signs), it 

usually triggers a review by the PC. Once PC approves it, staff still has to review/approve for code compliance. No review process for residential 

construction. The majority of new homes, additions, or exterior alterations are improved internally by staff. 

Glendale Heights C R STF R Only some single-family residential is reviewed.

Hawthorn Woods C R S PC R

The Village used to have an Architectural Review Committee in the past but has since disbanded the committee.  It is now part of review for PUD’s and 

SUP’s and is reviewed by the Planning, Building, and Zoning Commission.  They provide recommendations to the Village Board for final determination.

Highland Park C S PC A

Highland Park combined Design Review Commission and Plan Commission in 2015.  The Plan & Design Commission (PDC)  reviews all design review 

applications at the same meetings as public hearings for SUPs, PUDs, etc.

Highwood C R ARC R

Hinsdale C S PC R Plan Commission does an architecture / appearance review, in addition to zoning. 

Kenilworth C S ARC A

ARC makes final decisions for certificates of appropriateness. Appeals are to the Circuit Court of Cook County. Village Code stipulates that ARC 

applications filed in conjunction with a Plan Commission application for special use, are instead reviewed by the Village Board directly. In practice it 

has only applied to the business district, but in the code it states its for any non-residential district, or a special use in a residential district. 

Lake Forest C S ARC R

Building Review Board reviews the exterior aspects of any property outside of the historic district boundaries. Motions are recommendations to the 

City Council for final approval.

Lake Zurich C R S STF Disbanded the architecture review committee several years ago.

Lemont C R S STF

Montgomery C R STF R

Recently adopted a new Unified Development Ordinance which includes design standards for residential and commercial and industrial.  The review is 

still either administrative or Plan Commission depending on whether there is a PUD or special use involved.  

Municipal Architectural and Design Review Processes 

Scope of Control*

Based upon October 2021 & January 2022 data provided by selected Municipal Design Review Network particpants from the Chicago Metro Area.

Village of Glen Ellyn, Department of Community Development

\\cc-fps1\root\Plandev\PLANNING\ARC\Research\Municipal Design Review - Copy to Share
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Morton Grove R STF A

Appearance Commission is made up of staff. For residential single-family new construction and exterior modifications, staff has the authority to 

require Appearance Commission review if the project is deemed to be inconsistent with the surrounding neighborhood, which is determined by staff, a 

design workbook submitted by the applicant is reviewed. 

Naperville C STF A

In terms of design review, we have citywide design guidelines that are applicable to all non-residential and mixed use buildings. The downtown also 

has design standards. Multi-family dwellings and single family attached dwellings (townhomes) have a brick ordinance. Generally speaking if any 

proposed designs do not comply with the guidelines, the applicant would need to submit a request to appeal staffs interpretation of the guidelines 

and the Planning and Zoning Commission would then vote on the appeal request. The process to deviate from the restrictions is also dependent on the 

request. Single family homes that are outside of the historic district or are not part of a PUD, do not have any design restrictions.

Northbrook C R S ARC R Primarily review within the zoning overlay district (covering downtown) or any project referred by the Village Board. ARC is a  recommending body.

Northfield C S ARC A

90% of the time the commission has final approval, with the exception of a project that needs Village Board approval, and in that case ARC still 

completes a design review, but not a final decision. ARC primarily reviews commercial, and the only thing ARC reviews for single family is fences.  

Palatine C S STF

Park Ridge C R S ARC A

Appearance Commission makes final decisions on the projects that come to them. Then staff confirms that changes are made when the applicants go 

through the Building Permit process and also do the final inspections to ensure the project is built according to what was approved by the Commission.

Plainfield C R PC/STF A/R

If the development is brand new, then the Plan Commission and Village Board would be reviewing the exterior architecture as part of the site plan 

review process. For existing buildings, the review is staff/administrative.

Roselle C STF R

Requires residential design review for multi-family residential in downtown zoning district. Staff does a very limited review of commercial and 

industrial.

Schaumburg C R S STF R Staff does not typically review single-family for architectural compliance except in special cicumstances: special district and teardowns.

Skokie C R ARC A

The Appearance Commission has the final review and approval of architectural elevations.  The Plan Commission and Village Board doesn't review 

these items. The Appearance Commission reviews all new residential or commercial projects and any project where there's an alteration to the 

exterior.  

Sugar Grove C PC R Initial design review is a staff review.

Westmont C R S PC/STF R Staff and PC review residential and commercial. Staff reviews signs.

Wheaton C ARC/STF A

STF/ARC review design guidelines and standards. Wheaton's ARC is called the Downtown Design Review Board.  The Downtown Design Review Board 

is vested with the authority to review and make decisions on design review applications for proposals within the Downtown Design Review Overlay 

District that are not in full compliance with the Downtown Design Review Guidelines.

Wheeling C S PC A/R

For minor site plans and building appearance, Plan Commission is the approval authority. For Major site plans, they make a recommendation to the 

Village Board.

More Info: https://las.depaul.edu/centers-and-institutes/chaddick-institute-for-metropolitan-development/programs/mdrn/Pages/general-architectural-guidelines.aspx

Scope of Contol*:

C Commercial (Including: Multi-family buildings, District/PUD and Industrial)

R Residential (Single-Family)

S Signs

ARC Architecture/Appearance Review Commission (separate)

PC  Plan Commission

STF Staff/Administrative

A Approval Authority

R Recommend to Board
* Note: Historic Preservation Commissions not included

Process:

Method:

LEGEND:

\\cc-fps1\root\Plandev\PLANNING\ARC\Research\Municipal Design Review - Copy to Share
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Glen Ellyn Village Board

 535 Duane Street
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Meeting 1/18/2022 7:00 PM
 Department: Finance

 Department Head: Christina Coyle
 Category: Discussion Item

 Prepared By: Christina Coyle

 AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-1789)

DOC ID: 2022-1789

Finance Director Coyle will update the Village Board on the use of 
American Rescue Plan Act Funds. 

Statement of the Issue:  
See attached memo. 
  
Analysis:  
See attached memo.  
  
Budget Impact:  
See attached memo.  
  
Action Requested:  
None.  Item is discussion only.  
  
Attachments:
1. ARPA Update 2022-01-18
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MEMORANDUM

DATE: January 11, 2022

TO: President Senak and Board of Trustees

FROM: Christina Coyle, Finance Director

SUBJECT: American Rescue Plan Act - Update

Background
The Village has been awarded $3.78 million in American Rescue Plan Act (ARPA) funds.  The funds 
will come to the Village in two payments.  The first payment of $1.8 million was received in 
September 2021 and the remainder is anticipated to be received in September 2022.  Funds must be 
obligated by December 2024 and must be spent by December 2026. The Village Board has met and 
discussed the allocation of ARPA funds several times, most recently as part of the 2022 budget.  

As part of the discussions, staff and the Village Board discussed some high-level funding principals 
and believes that these should be:

1. The ARPA funds are one-time funds and should be spent in a way to avoid reoccurring 
costs and should not be used to replace operating funds, except to the extent that that they 
mitigate the short-term economic impact of the pandemic to the Village. 

2. Outside of costs directly related to a response to the Covid-19 pandemic, to the extent 
possible, the funds should be used to achieve long-lasting benefits for the Village’s residents 
and businesses.  Projects with long-term benefits should be favored over those that have a 
short-term benefit. 

3. Funds should be used in a manner consistent with the guidance and intent of the Act and 
effort should be made to reduce administrative cost and burden of using the funds.

4. The Village should maintain flexibility to reallocate funding consistent with the program 
guidelines. 

The Act highlights five spending categories:

1. Supporting Public Health Expenditures

2. Addressing negative economic impacts caused by the public health emergency

3. Replace lost public sector revenue

4. Premium pay for essential workers

5. Invest in water, sewer and broadband infrastructure

The Act highlights the following expenses as NOT allowable:

1. Replacing revenues due to a local tax cut or a local tax refund

2. Making pension payments

3. Funding debt service

4. Paying for legal settlements or judgements

5. Depositing funds into a rainy day or creating financial reserves

Page 84 of 131



2 | P a g e

6. Spending on general infrastructure projects is not authorized such as park improvements, 
playground equipment, or road or bridge maintenance (unless done as part of claiming 
revenue loss as noted below). 

NEW!!! Change in Legislation
At the beginning of 2022, the Department of Treasury Issued final rules for ARPA compliance.  
Part of this guidance included a standard $10 million election for revenue loss.  This new standard 
means that the Village can claim its entire allotment under the revenue loss election.  This provides 
expanded eligible uses for ARPA funds once the revenue loss election is claimed.  Once the revenue 
loss is claimed, the Village can utilize the funds for government services, which generally includes 
any service provided by the government, unless the Department of Treasury has stated otherwise.  
Some examples (although not exhaustive) are buildings, roads, general staff and administration, 
environmental remediation, provision of public safety, etc).  The list of unallowable expenses noted 
above still applies.  Staff is recommending that the Village take this election to streamline the 
administrative burden and expand the allowable use of the funds. 

Identified Uses
During the 2022 budget process, the Village identified some targeted areas for APRA funds.  Those 
include:

Public Health Response:  $50,000.  This will need to be amended to $155,000 to account for the 
award to the Glen Ellyn Youth and Family Services.

Support of other taxing bodies: $500,000

Business Organization support: $125,000

Water & Sewer Bill support: $75,000

Tourism & Business Support (polar plaza & other): $25,000

Community Grants: $25,000

Revenue replacement – General Fund: $250,000

Revenue replacement – Parking Fund: $350,000 (covers 2020-2022)

Total: $1,505,000

Next Steps
This item is meant to be an update to the Village Board on ARPA Funding.  One possible use, lead 
pipe replacement, will be discussed at the meeting.  Funding for the Chamber and the Alliance will 
be brought to the Board at the February workshop.  Ultimately, the Village Board will need to 
determine in the future how to allocate ARPA Funding.  However, given the deadline is still two 
years out and the second payment will not be received till September, there is no rush to do so.  The 
uses outlined above use most of the first payment.  Staff recommends a second update in May/June 
when the final audited results for 2021 are available and the General Fund reserve levels can be 
reviewed. 
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Glen Ellyn Village Board

 535 Duane Street
 Glen Ellyn, IL 60137

Meeting 1/18/2022 7:00 PM
 Department: Public Works

 Department Head: Dave Buckley
 Category: Discussion Item
 Prepared By: John Hubsky

 AGENDA ITEM (ID 
# 2022-1787)

DOC ID: 2022-1787

Assistant Public Works Director Hubsky will update the Board on 
the Village's responsibility for lead service lines.  

Statement of the Issue:  
Please see the attached presentation.  
  
Analysis:  

  
Budget Impact:  

  
Action Requested:  

  
Attachments:
1. Lead Board Presentation 1.18.22
2. LSLR Act 102-0613 HB (002)
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WATER SERVICE MATERIAL AND REGULATIONS

Lead and Copper Rule

• Regulates the amount of lead and copper that can be present in drinking water

• Originally established in 1991 by the Environmental Protection Agency, as part 

of the Safe Drinking Water Act

• The action level of 15 parts per billion (ppb) was established for lead

• 90th percentile is used to determine the lead level for a system to determine if the action

level is exceeded – Glen Ellyn samples 30 locations

• The maximum contaminate level goal (MCLG) is zero – No level of exposure to 

lead is without risk (i.e. considered safe)

• Testing required every 3 years, 90th percentile of 3.16ppb in 2020 with 7 sites 

above 2.0ppb and a max of 4.29 ppb. 90th percentile of 2.84ppb in 2017

• Lead service lines are not the only source of lead in water and can include 

copper solder and internal fixtures
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CHANGING REGULATION LANDSCAPE

New Lead and Copper Rule Revisions (LCRR)

• EPA finalized changes December 16, 2021

• Action level kept at 15ppb but a trigger level added at 10ppb (90th

percentile)

• Change in sampling techniques – 5th liter draw versus 1st liter

• Focus on replacement ALL lead service lines

• Rules only see one service line, many communities, including Glen Ellyn have a 

shared water service

• No partial lead service line replacements – requires cooperation of property 

owners

• Additional changes: testing for schools and licensed daycare centers, galvanized 

piping downstream of a lead service
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ILLINOIS – EFFECTIVE JANUARY 1, 2022

Public Act 102-0613 (HB3739)
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GENERAL OUTLINE OF THE ACT
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CURRENT STATISTICS FOR GLEN ELLYN

IEPA has required an inventory to be submitted since April 2018
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BREAKDOWN OF THE NUMBERS

Total number of service lines is ~8,250

• Based on historical records, construction information and on-

site inspections, suspected number of lead service lines is 

~300-500

• From past replacement of lines, ~90% of the lead is found on the

publicly owned portion

• Rarely is there lead only on the private side and even less common is a 

complete lead service from main to building

• Taking into consideration the galvanized downstream of lead, an estimate 

of ~35% of the 300-500 total would be affected for the private portion
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BUDGETARY NUMBERS

Using the suspected number of services

• Public Portion

• Recent construction projects had an average cost of $3,000 taking into 

consideration near or far side service based on water main location

• Based on the 300-500 suspected services affected $900,000 to $1,500,000

• Private Portion

• Average cost per foot is ~$90 with the average length of service line at ~50 

feet

• Based on 35% of the suspected 300-500 lines, cost for the private side 

may range from $472,500-$787,500

• These numbers can change based on updates to the inventory
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WHERE DO WE GO?

Service Line Inventory

• Continue efforts to update the inventory, to have a full 

understanding of the scope of work necessary

• Review of records, construction documents, physical 

inspections and surveys

Develop a Lead Service Line Replacement Plan

• Initial plan due April 2024 with a final version due April 2027

• With the number of lines in Glen Ellyn, maximum of 15 years to

address removal of lead lines, with a target of 7% a year
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FINAL POINTS

• Timeframe to “Get the Lead Out”

• Incentives to encourage replacement on the private side

• Budgeting

• Project oversight (in-house, contracted, mix?)
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QUESTIONS, COMMENTS AND DISCUSSION
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