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Frank A. Trilla
REGULAR MEETING OF THE MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE TO BE

Village Clerk HELD ON MONDAY, MARCH 13, 2017, AT 5:30 P.M. AT THE VILLAGE
Leroy R. Hansen HALL, 835 MIDWAY DRIVE, IN THE VILLAGE OF WILLOWBROOK,

DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
Village Trustees

Sue Berglund
1. CALL TO ORDER

Umberto Davi

2. ROLL CALL

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

a) February 13, 2017 Regular Meeting of the
Municipal Services Committee

Terrence Kelly
Michael Mistele

Gayle Neal

Paul Oggerino 4. DISCUSSION ~ Small Cell Antennas

5. DISCUSSION — Cherry Tree Lane: Proposed Sump Pump
Village Drainage Project

Administrator
6. DISCUSSION - Police Building Expansion/Renovation,

Tim Halik Progress Update

7. REPORT - Municipal Services Department:

a) February 2017 Monthly Permit Activity Report
Mark Shelton b) January 2017 Water System Pumpage Report
c) February 2017 Scavenger Report

Chief of Police

Director of

Finance 8. VISITOR'S BUSINESS

(Public comment is limited to three minutes per person)
Carrie Dittman

9. COMMUNICATIONS
10. ADJOURNMENT

Proud Member of the
Ilinois Route 66 Scenic Byway




MINUTES OF THE REGULAR MEETING OF THE MUNICIPAL SERVICES
COMMITTEE OF THE VILLAGE OF WILLOWBROOK HELD ON MONDAY.
FEBRUARY 13,2017 AT THE VILLAGE HALL, 835 MIDWAY DRIVE, IN
THE VILLAGE OF WILLOWBROOK, DUPAGE COUNTY, ILLINOIS

CALL TO ORDER
Chairman Mistele called the meeting to order at 5:30 PM.

ROLL CALL

Those present at roll call were Chairman Michael Mistele, Trustee Paul Oggerino, and
Village Administrator Tim Halik. Absent: None.

APPROVAL OF MINUTES

a) After review of the draft minutes from the January 9, 2017 regular meeting of the
Municipal Services Committee, Chairman Mistele made a motion to approve the
minutes as presented. Trustec Oggerino seconded the motion. Motion Carried

DISCUSSION -Bid Results: Village Hall 500,000 Gallon Spheroid Tank Painting and
Rehabilitation Project

Administrator Halik reminded the Committee that on January 9, 2017, the Municipal
Services Committee authorized staff to complete a public bid process to solicit sealed bids
for the re-coating of the Village’s 500,000-gallon spheroid water tower located within the
municipal campus. The advertisement for bids notice was published in the January 12th
and January 16, 2017 edition of the Chicago Sun-Times newspaper. The deadline to submit
completed bids was January 26, 2017 by 10:00 AM, at which time all bids were opened.

Six bids were received prior to the deadline with the lowest bid submitted by Tecorp, Inc.,
in the amount of $505,700. Halik advised that Tecorp, Inc. is a familiar company that has
successfully completed similar water tank rehabilitation projects for Crystal Lake, Arlington
Heights, Matteson, New Lenox, DuPage County, Lockport, Geneva, and Calumet City.
Halik further advised that the bid price received for our project of $505,700 is $290,700
lower than the engineer’s bid estimate of $796,400. Halik advised that staff recommends
that the bid submitted by Tecorp, Inc. be accepted, and that this item is included on the
Board’s agenda for their meeting this evening. The Committee’s recommendation was to
award the project to Tecorp, Inc.

DISCUSSION — Professional Services for Construction Observation, Village Hall Water Tank
Painting and Rehabilitation Project — CBBEL Proposal

Administrator Halik advised the Committee that as part of the completion of the Village Hall
water tank painting project, shop drawings must be reviewed by the Village Engineering
Consultant and the actual work will be monitored by a part-time Resident Engineer for the full
16-week project duration. Halik advised that staff requested a proposal for professional
engineering services from Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. to complete this work.
CBBEL offered an estimated fee of $19,000, which is the same amount they offered in the
spring of 2015 to complete the construction observation of the 67th Street tank. Halik shared
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that the proposal, General Terms and Conditions, and First Amendment to the General Terms
and Conditions for this project have been reviewed and approved by the Village Attorney, and
that this item will also be considered at tonight’s Village Board meeting. The Committee
concurred with staff’s recommendation to accept the proposal from CBBEL.

REPORT — Police Building Expansion/Renovation, Progress Update

Administrator Halik shared with the Committee a two-page progress report on the police
station construction that was prepared by Christine Keltner of Integrated Project Management,
Burr Ridge. Halik highlighted areas of the report containing key accomplishments, budget
tracking, schedule updates, upcoming activities, and current issues/risks for the period in which
the particular report covers.

REPORT — Municipal Services Department

a. Administrator Halik reviewed the monthly permit activity reports for the month of
January 2017. Halik advised that the Village received about $40,000 in permit
revenue for the month. The total amount collected to date represents about 189% of
the total budgeted amount of revenue for fiscal year 2016/17, indicating that it has
been a very busy construction year.

b. Administrator Halik shared the water system pumpage report for December 2016.
The report indicates that the Village pumped 26,581,000 gallons of water in the
month. The total amount of water pumped so far this fiscal year is slightly below the
amount that was pumped in the same time period of FY 2015/16. However, we are
still on-track to reach the FY2016/17 pumpage projection of 350,000,000 gallons.

c. Administrator Halik shared the January 2017 scavenger report, and advised that the
report was for informational purposes only.

VISITOR’S BUSINESS
(None)

COMMUNICATIONS
(None)
ADJOURNMENT

Motion to adjourn was made by Chairman Mistele. Seconded by Trustee Oggerino.
The meeting was adjourned at 6:10 PM.

{Minutes transcribed by: Tim Halik, 3/8/17)



MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY SHEET

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION COMMITTEE REVIEW
[] Finance/Administration

DX Municipal Services
DISCUSSION — Small Cell Antenna Systems [] Public Safety

Meeting Date:
March 13, 2017

X Discussion Only [ Approval of Staff Recommendation (for consideration by Village Board at a later date)
[] seeking Feedback ] Approval of Staff Recommendation {for immediate consideration by Village Board)
] Regular Report ] Rreport/documents requested by Committee

BACKGROUND

As the personal wireless industry continues to try to satisfy consumer demands for improved reliability and
faster speeds, there is now a need for wireless carriers to install additional small cell antenna systems in order
to obtain the bandwidth required to achieve the advertised 5G service capability. These small cell antennas
are designed to serve only a portion of the area served by the original marcocell sites (i.e., high-power
antennas installed on towers, water tanks, tall buildings, etc.). As a result, more are needed. Early estimates
are that each of the main wireless carriers may need up to install up to twenty (20) small cell sites in a
community. While communities understand the consumer need for faster service and reliability, these small
cell antenna sites can be unsightly, can negatively affect the character of a neighborhood which can negatively
affect property values, and in some cases, pose a threat to public safety. These small cell antennas, and
associated operational equipment, can be mounted on existing utility poles or municipal owned streetlights
and other facilities, and can range in height. In some cases, vendors working on behalf of wireless carriers have
requested authorization to install new poles on the right-of-way in excess of 60 feet in height in order to install
a small cell antenna. Although contrary to some of their claims, these vendors are not a regulated utility in
accordance with the Telecommunications Act and cannot claim to have standing under current federal laws or
FCC rules. They are not exempt from local authority. Therefore, there is a need to regulate this growing field.

REQUEST FOR FEEDBACK
Several municipal Councils of Government (COGs) including the DuPage Mayors and Managers Conference
(DMMC} and the lllinois Municipal League (IML) are currently working to address this issue. Proposed
legislation has also been introduced in the lllinois General Assembly which, if passed, would be severely
detrimental to municipalities attempting to regulate and control the proliferation of these antenna facilities
within their communities. Senate Bill 1451, sponsored by lllinois Senator Terry Link (D- Gurnee), would
severely limit municipal authority to regulate small wireless facilities. In addition, the FCC has recently
closed a public comment period intended to seek feedback on the issue. In response to these concerns, the
IML has drafted a model Small Cell Antenna/Tower Right-of-Way Sitting Ordinance for municipal use. This
model ordinance was forwarded to the Village Attorney to review against the current Village right-of-way
ordinance, to determine if changes are needed. However, if several proposed bills relating to this issue,
such as SB-1451, are signed into law, our ability to regulate these facilities may be greatly diminished.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

At the present time, the staff recommendation is to continue to track the proposed legislation and current
meetings that are being held between Senator Link, IML attorneys, and the wireless industry. If required, the
Village Attorney can finalize a draft ordinance for the Board’s consideration relatively quickly.




Ordinance No.
SMALL CELL ANTENNA/TOWER

RIGHT-OF-WAY SITING ORDINANCE

WHEREAS, the City of (the ”City™) is an Illinois municipality in

accordance with the Constitution of the State of Illinois of 1970; and,

WHEREAS, the City is authorized under the Illinois Municipal Code, 65 ILCS 5/1-1-1 et
seq., and Illinois law to adopt ordinances pertaining to the public health, safety and welfare; and,

WHEREAS, the City is further authorized to adopt the amendments contained herein
pursuant to its authority to regulate the public right-of-way under section 11-80-1 et seq., of the
Illinois Municipal Code; and

WHEREAS, the City uses the public right-of-way within its City limits to provide
essential public services to its residents and businesses. The public right-of-way within the City is
a limited public resource held by the City for the benefit of its citizens and the City has a custodial
duty to ensure that the public right-of-way is used, repaired, and maintained in a manner that best
serves the public interest; and

WHEREAS, growing demand for personal wireless telecommunications services has
resulted in increasing requests nationwide and locally from the wireless industry to place small cell
facilities, distributed antenna systems, and other personal wireless telecommunication facilities on
utility and street light poles and other structures in the public right-of-way. While State and federal
law limit the authority of local governments to enact laws that unreasonably discriminate among
providers of functionally equivalent services, prohibit, or have the effect of prohibiting the
provision of telecommunications services by wireless service providers, the City is authorized,
under existing State and federal law, to enact appropriate regulations and restrictions relative to
small cell facilities, distributed antenna systems, and other personal wireless telecommunication

facility installations in the public right-of-way; and
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WHEREAS, in anticipation of continued increased demand for placement of small cell

facilities, distributed antenna systems, and other personal wireless telecommunication facility
installations within the public right-of-way, the City Council finds that it is in the best interests of
the public health, safety and general welfare of the City to adopt the ordinance below in order to
establish generally applicable standards for construction, installation, use, maintenance and repair
of such facilities, systems and installations within the public right-of-way in the City so as to,
among other things: (i) prevent interference with the facilities and operations of the City’s utilities
and of other utilities lawfully located in public right-of-way or property, (ii) provide specific
regulations and standards for the placement and siting of personal wireless telecommunication
facilities within public right-of-way in the City, (iii) preserve the character of the neighborhoods
in which facilities are installed, (iv) minimize any adverse visual impact of personal wireless
telecommunication facilities and prevent visual blight in the neighborhoods in which facilities are
installed, (v) facilitate the location of personal wireless telecommunication facilities in permitted
locations within the public right-of-way in the City, and (vi) assure the continued safe use and

enjoyment of private properties adjacent to personal wireless telecommunication facilities.

NOW, THEREFORE, be it ordained by the corporate authorities of the City of | FILL IN

BLANK] as follows:



Ordinance No.
SECTION 1:

Definitions.

For purposes of this Ordinance, the following terms will have the following meanings:

ALTERNATIVE ANTENNA n existing pole or other structure within the public right-of-

STRUCTURE way that can be used to support an antenna and is not a utility
pole or a City-owned infrastructure.

ANTENNA Communications equipment that transmits or receives
electromagnetic radio signals used in the provision of any type
of wireless communications services.

APPLICANT Any person or entity submitting an application to install
personal wireless telecommunication facilities or structures to
support the facilities within a public right-of-way.

CITY-OWNED [nfrastructure in public right-of-way within the boundaries of

INFRASTRUCTURE the City, including, but not limited to, streetlights, traffic
signals, towers, structures, or buildings owned, operated or
maintained by the City.

DISTRIBUTED ANTENNA A type of personal wireless telecommunication facility

SYSTEM (DAS) consisting of a network of spatially separated antenna nodes
connected to a common source via a transport medium that
provides wireless service within a geographic area. Generally
serves multiple carriers.

‘LANDSCAPE SCREENING The installation at grade of plantings, shrubbery, bushes or
other foliage intended to screen the base of a personal wireless
telecommunication facility from public view.

MONOPOLE A structure composed of a single spire, pole or tower designed
and used to support antennas or related equipment and that is
not a utility pole, an alternative antenna structure, or a City-
owned infrastructure,

PERSONAL WIRELESS An antenna that is part of a personal wireless

TELECOMMUNICATION telecommunications facility.

ANTENNA

PERSONAL WIRELESS Equipment, exclusive of an antenna, that is part of a personal

TELECOMMUNICATION wireless telecommunications facility.

EQUIPMENT

ERSONAL WIRELESS An antenna, equipment, and related improvements used, or

TELECOMMUNICATIONS designed to be used, to provide wireless transmission of voice,

FACILITY data video streams, images, or other information including, but
not limited to, cellular phone service, personal communication
service, paging, and Wi-Fi antenna service.
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SMALL CELL FACILITIES

A Personal Wircless Telecommunications Facility consisting
of an antenna and related equipment either installed singly or
as part of a network to provide coverage or enhance capacity in
a limited defined area. Generally single-service provider
installation.

TOWER

IAny structure that is designed and constructed primarily for the
purpose of supporting one or more antennas, including self-
supporting lattice towers, guy towers, or monopole towers, and
that is not a utility pole, an alternative antenna structure, or a

[City-owned infrastructure.

xcept as otherwise provided for by this Ordinance, the
requirements for a tower and associated antenna facilities shall
be those required in this Ordinance.

UTILITY POLE

‘An upright pole designed and used to support electric cables,
telephone cables, telecommunication cables, cable service
cables, which are used to provide lighting, traffic control,
signage, or a similar function.

VARIANCE or VARIATION

A grant of relief by the City Manager/Administrator or
his/her designee.

(WI-FI ANTENNA

An antenna used to support Wi-Fi broadband Internet access
service based on the IEEE 802.11 standard that typically uses
unlicensed spectrum to enable communication between

devices.

SECTION 2:

Standards and Regulations.

Personal wireless telecommunication facilities will be permitted to be placed in right-of- way
within the jurisdiction of the City as attachments to existing utility poles, alternative antenna
structures, or City-owned infrastructure subject to the following regulations:

A. Number Limitation and Co-Location. The City Manager/Administrator or his/her
designee may regulate the number of personal wireless telecommunications facilities
allowed on each utility pole or unit of City-owned infrastructure. No more than two (2)
personal wireless telecommunications facilities will be permitted on utility poles or
Alternative Antenna Structure of ninety (90) feet or less. No more than three (3)
personal wireless telecommunications facilities will be permitted on utility poles or
Alternative Antenna Structures in excess of ninety (90) feet and less than one-hundred
and twenty (120) feet. This Ordinance does not preclude or prohibit co-location of
personal wireless telecommunication facilities on towers or monopoles that meet the
requirements as set forth elsewhere in this section or as required by federal law.
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B. Separation and Clearance Requirements. Personal wireless telecommunication facilities
may be attached to a utility pole, alternative antenna structure, monopole, or City-owned
infrastructure only where such pole, structure or infrastructure is located no closer than a
distance equal to one hundred (100) per cent of the height of such facility to any
residential building and no closer than three hundred (300) feet from any other personal
wireless telecommunication facility. A separation or lesser clearance may be allowed by
the City Manager/Administrator or his’her designee as an administrative variance to
this Ordinance when the Applicant establishes that the lesser separation or clearance is
necessary to close a significant coverage or capacity gap in the Applicant's services or to
otherwise provide adequate services to customers, and the proposed antenna or facility is
the least intrusive means to do so within the right-of-way.

C. City-Owned Infrastructure. Personal wireless telecommunication facilities can only be
mounted to City-owned infrastructure including, but not limited to, streetlights, traffic
signal, towers or buildings, if authorized by a license or other agreement between the
owner and the City.

D. New Towers. No new monopole or other tower to support personal wireless
telecommunication facilities in excess of sixty (60) feet is permitted to be installed on
right-of-way within the jurisdiction of the City unless the City Council finds, based on
clear and convincing evidence provided by the applicant, that locating the personal
wireless telecommunications facilities on the right-of-way is necessary to close a
significant coverage or capacity gap in the Applicant’s services or to otherwise provide
adequate services to customers, and the proposed new monopole or other tower within
the right-of-way is the least intrusive means to do so.

E. Attachment Limitations. No personal wireless telecommunication antenna or facility
within the right-of-way will be attached to a utility pole, alternative antenna structure,
tower, or City-owned infrastructure unless all of the following conditions are satisfied:

1. Surface Area of Antenna: The personal wireless telecommunication antenna,
including antenna panels, whip antennas or dish-shaped antennas, cannot have a
surface area of more than seven (7) cubic feet in volume.

2. Size of Above-Ground Personal Wireless Telecommunication Facility: The total
combined volume of all above-ground equipment and appurtenances comprising
a personal wireless telecommunication facility, exclusive of the antenna itself,
cannot exceed thirty-two (32) cubic feet.

3. Personal Wireless Telecommunication Equipment: The operator of a personal
wireless telecommunication facility must, whenever possible, locate the base of
the equipment or appurtenances at a height of no lower than eight (8) feet above
grade.

4. Personal Wireless Telecommunication Services Equipment Mounted at Grade:
In the event that the operator of a personal wireless telecommunication facility
proposes to install a facility where equipment or appurtenances are to be installed
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at grade, screening must be installed to minimize the visibility of the facility.
Screening must be installed at least three (3) feet from the equipment installed
at-grade and eight (8) feet from a roadway.

Height: The top of the highest point of the antenna cannot extend more than
seven (7) feet above the highest point of the utility pole, altenative antenna
support structure, tower or City-owned infrastructure. If necessary, the
replacement or new utility pole, alternative support structure or City-owned
infrastructure located within the public right-of-way may be no more than ten to
seventy (10 — 70) feet higher than existing poles adjacent to the replacement or
new pole or structure, or no more than ninety (90) feet in height overall,
whichever is less.

Color: A personal wireless telecommunication facility, including all related
equipment and appurtenances, must be a color that blends with the surroundings
of the pole, structure tower or infrastructure on which it is mounted and use non-
reflective materials which blend with the materials and colors of the surrounding
area and structures. Any wiring must be covered with an appropriate cover.

Antenna Panel Covering: A personal wireless telecommunication antenna may
include a radome, cap or other antenna panel covering or shield, to the extent
such covering would not result in a larger or more noticeable facility and, if
proposed, such covering must be of a color that blends with the color of the pol,
structure, tower or infrastructure on which it is mounted.

Wiring and Cabling: Wires and cables connecting the antenna to the remainder
of the facility must be installed in accordance with the electrical code currently in
effect. No wiring and cabling serving the facility will be allowed to interfere with
any wiring or cabling installed by a cable television or video service operator,
electric utility or telephone utility.

Grounding: The personal wireless telecommunication facility must be grounded
in accordance with the requirements of the electrical code currently in effect in

the City.

Guy Wires: No guy or other support wires will be used in connection with a
personal wireless telecommunication facility unless the facility is to be attached
to an existing utility pole, alternative antenna support structure, tower or City-
owned infrastructure that incorporated guy wires prior to the date that an
applicant has applied for a permit.

Pole Extensions: Extensions to utility poles, alternative support structures,
towers and City-owned infrastructure utilized for the purpose of connecting a
personal wireless telecommunications antenna and its related personal wireless
telecommunications equipment must have a degree of strength capable of
supporting the antenna and any related appurtenances and cabling and capable of
withstanding wind forces and ice loads in accordance with the applicable
structural integrity standards as set forth in 12 below. An extension must be
securely bound to the utility pole, alternative antenna structure, tower or City-

6
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owned infrastructure in accordance with applicable engineering standards for the
design and attachment of such extensions.

12. Structural Integrity: The personal wireless telecommunication facility, including
the antenna, pole extension and all related equipment must be designed to
withstand a wind force and ice loads in accordance with applicable standards
established in Chapter 25 of the National Electric Safety Code for utility
poles, Rule 250-B and 250-C standards governing wind, ice, and loading forces
on utility poles, in the American National Standards Institute (ANSI) in TIA/EIA
Section 222-G established by the Telecommunications Industry Association
(TTA) and the Electronics Industry Association (EIA} for steel wireless support
structures and the applicable industry standard for other existing structures. For
any facility attached to City-owned infrastructure or, in the discretion of the
City, for a utility pole, tower, or alternative antenna structure, the operator of the
facility must provide the City with a structural evaluation of each specific
location containing a recommendation that the proposed installation passes the
standards described above. The evaluation must be prepared by a professional
structural engineer licensed in the State of Hlinois.

F. Signage. Other than signs required by federal law or regulations or identification and
location markings, installation of signs on a personal wireless telecommunication facility
is prohibited.

G. Screening. If screening is required under Section (c)(4) above, it must be natural
landscaping material or a fence subject to the approval of the City and must comply with
all regulations of the City. Appropriate landscaping must be located and maintained and
must provide the maximum achievable screening, as determined by the City, from view
of adjoining properties and public or private streets. Notwithstanding the foregoing, no
such screening is required to extend more than nine (9) feet in height. Landscape
screening when permitted in the right-of-way must be provided with a clearance of three
(3) feet in all directions from the facility. The color of housing for ground-mounted
equipment must blend with the surroundings. For a covered structure, the maximum
reasonably achievable screening must be provided between such facility and the view
from adjoining properties and public or private streets. In lieu of the operator installing
the screening, the City, at its sole discretion, may accept a fee from the operator of the
facility for the acquisition, installation, or maintenance of landscaping material by the

H. Permission to Use Utility Pole or Alterative Antenna Structure. The operator of a
personal wireless telecommunication facility must submit to the City written copies of
the approval from the owner of a utility pole, monopole, or an alternative antenna
structure, to mount the personal wireless telecommunication facility on that specific pole,
tower, or structure, prior to issuance of the City permit.

I. Licenses and Permits. The operator of a personal wireless telecommunication facility

must verify to the City that it has received all concurrent licenses and permits required by
other agencies and governments with jurisdiction over the design, construction, location

7
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and operation of said facility have been obtained and will be maintained within the
corporate limits of the City.

J. Variance Requirements. Each location of a personal wireless telecommunication facility
within a right-of-way must meet all of the requirements of this Ordinance, unless a
variance has been obtained in accordance with [CROSS-REFERENCE TO
VARIANCE PROCESS IN RIGHT-OF-WAY ORDINANCE OR ESTABLISHED
VARIANCE PROCEDURE].

K. Abandonment and Removal. Any personal wireless telecommunication facility located
within the corporate limits of the City that is not operated for a continuous period of
twelve (12) months, shall be considered abandoned and the owner of the facility must
remove same within ninety (90) days of receipt of written notice from the City notifying
the owner of such abandonment. Such notice shall be sent by certified or registered mail,
return-receipt-requested, by the City to such owner at the last known address of such
owner. In the case of personal wireless telecommunication facilities attached to City
owned infrastructure, if such facility is not removed within ninety (90} days of such
notice, the City may remove or cause the removal of such facility through the terms of
the applicable license agreement or through whatever actions are provided by law for
removal and cost recovery.

Permits and Application Fees and Procedures.

Permits for placement of personal wireless telecommunication facilities in right-of-way
within the City are required. Except as otherwise provided for by in this Ordinance, the
procedures for the application for, approval of, and revocation of such a permit must be
in compliance with City permit application requirements in [INSERT CROSS-
REFERENCE IN RIGHT-OF-WAY ORDINANCE]. Any applications must
demonstrate compliance with the requirements of this section. Unless otherwise provided
by franchise, license, or similar agreement, or federal, State or local law, all applications
for permits pursuant to this section must be accompanied by a fee in the amount of no
less than [INSERT AMOUNT]. The application fee will reimburse the City for
regulatory and administrative costs with respect to the work being performed.

Conflict of Laws.
Where the conditions imposed by any provisions ot this Chapter regarding the siting and
installation of personal wireless telecommunication facilities are more restrictive than

comparable conditions imposed elsewhere in any other local law, ordinance, resolution,
rule or regulation, the regulations of this Ordinance will govern.

SECTION 3:

All ordinances or parts of ordinances in conflict herewith are hereby repealed.
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SECTION 4:

If any provision of this ordinance or application thereof to any person or circumstance is
ruled unconstitutional or otherwise invalid, such invalidity shall not affect other
provisions or applications of this ordinance that can be given effect without the invalid
application or provision, and each invalid provision or invalid application of this
ordinance is severable.

SECTION 5:

The findings and recitals herein are declared to be prima facie evidence of the law of the
City and shall be received in evidence as provided by the Illinois Compiled Statutes and
the courts of the State of Illinois.

SECTION 6:

That this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect on [INSERT DATE], nunc pro tunc.




ZON I NG FRAU | l UL wovenerans w

AMERICAN PLANNING ASSOCIATION

@ ISSUE NUMBER 11

PRACTICE WIRELESS FACILITY SITING




2]

By LS. {Rusty) Monroe and Jackie Hicks

Communities nationwide are being faced with a new wireless facility siting issue:
applicants claiming the need and right to locate new tall communications support
structures, and related equipment, in public rights-of-way.

When Arst discassing the issue of new wire-
less facllities In the public right-ofiway
(PROW), all too frequently we hear comments
such s these from local officials and staff:

"“We were told that most of this issue was
preempted and that ws had little to say
about It anymore.”

“With all the changes In the law and tech-
nology, we don't even know what choices
of policies we have.”

“We just took the company’s word with
respect to our rights.”

"How are we expected to deal with the
number of applications the Federzl Com-
municatlons Commission (FCC) and other
experts sayto expect?”

it"s disheartening to hear such com-
ments and to hear the frustration in their
volces, This article Is intended to end that
frustration and enable local officials to better
understand the Issue n context, appreciate
the signlficant regulatery rights communities
still have fn most states, and make informed
decislons relsted to the issue of siting wire-
less facllities in the PROW.

dngerstarnae the Matter ch Conlext
Wireless carrlers face a demand by the con-
suming public for ever-increasing capacity,
speed, and retiabfiity. This multifaceted
demand is reated in the seemingly endless
aumber of new wireless services being of

fered, coupled with the new myriad uses of
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the Intemet—many of which seemed ke mere
pipe dreams less than a decade ago. Because
af this, carriers are redycing the traffic on each
original high-power macrocell site by building
anumber of smaller sites, each serving only a
portion of the original area and thus reducing
the amount of traffic on any given site, This
shift to smaller sites, coupled with the shorter
transmission and recelve distances Involved,
is intended to result in the increased capacity,
speed, and relizbility the public demands. As
a consegquence, communities will be faced
with the chalienge of finding ways to accom-
modate the number of new factiities needed
to meet the public's demanrd without upset-
ting a large segment of the same public by
allowing structures that change nelghborhood
character, negatively impeact property values,
ar present a threat to public safety. It’s a clas-
sic NIMBY (not-In-my-backyard) situation,

that"s Cambng?

The wireless industry has (Rnally) acknowl-
edged that the number of new sites it needs
over the next several years Is a magnitude
greater than currently exists. Currently there
are slightly mare than 300,000 wireless faclli-
ties nationally. However, going forward (make
sure you're sittlng down} each carrieris go-
Ing to need—at a minimum—a site tq serve
no more than 5a to 7% of its customers. {You
can do the arithmetic for your community.) In
some communities it may be twice as many
sites as that, depending upon the number of
living units and the demand in a particular
area of the community. Of course, In densely
populated areas contalning large apartment
or condominium complexes, the density of
sites will be significantly greater, as many
complexes wilt need muitiple sites to serve
that complex.
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The need for the number of new sites is
because of the {exponentially) averIncreasing
demand for bandwidth, the very limited range
of the newly avallable higher frequrencies, the
emergence ofthe intemet of Things (o), and
the desire to use the most economical means
of “backhauling” the signal to the local or het-
work switch. Experts estimate the demand for
bandwidth may be as much as 1,000 times the
bandwidth used three years agd. Meanwhile,
the higher the frequency of the transmisslon,
the less robust the signal, meaning higherfre-
quency signals have 8 maximum usable range
that Is significantly less than has historlcally
heen the case. Most experts agree that the
amount of traffic on the loT— the demand cre-
ated by Internet-enabled appHances, vehlcles,
buildings, and ather objects—is expected to
exceed that of the entire Internet today, Com-
bined, thls situation Is creating a sea change,
both for the Industry and for those charged
with regulating wireless facilities.

The area served by a typical macroceli
slte today covers an area of about one mile
radius or two miles In dlameter, Going for-
wand, this same service area could require
" a half-dozen or more sites (for each carder),
with each site covering a few hundred yards In
each direction. In most Tnstances this will be
done using distibuted antenna system (DAS)
or “small cell” technologies. DAS is a system
that accommodates muitiple carriers using
a single smaller and lower poweted antenna
and a single central base station, with 2ll an-
tenna sites (nedes) connected via optical fiber
cables, thus creating a (local or regional) het-
work. Small cel! Is anather newer technology
employing smaller, lower-powered antennas
serving a singie carriet, and the sites are not
connected via fiber.

In most communities, these new sites
will need to be located In all zoning designa-
tlons, and fraquently the request will be to
locate in the PROW, often attaching to existing
utillty pales, light standards, signs, and sl
lar structures.

In virtually evety state across the natlon there
is a new type of player who wants to place
support structwres {moncpoles) rnging in
height from 60 {0 180 feet in the PROW. The
primary purpose of these installations Is to
provide backhaal service to carrers. “Back-
haul™ refers to the links betwoen cell sites,
controflers, and switches. Generatly, the traffic
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amiving at a cell site is backhauled to 2 central
{ocation, which 1s the local switch or the op-
erator’s mobile switch. This new playér typl-
cally wants to use microwave transmissions to
provide this function, but microwave Is not the
only aption. In many Instances it's simply the
least costly and can often allowthe wireless
slgnals of multiple carrlers to be aggregated.
The companies who want to Install these
taller support structures may claim to have all
the rights of a regulated utility. In fact, many
communities have recelved a letter from one
of these compantes that makes certaln asser-
tiors regarding who they are, what they do,
and what rights they have, as wefl as implicitly
what rights communitles do not have with re-
spect to the siting of thelr facillties. Based on

the letters and propesals to communities we
hava seen (coast to corst), and those we have
dealt with in the context of applications, the
visual and physicel Impact of such facilitles
can be significant, However, In most cases,
most of the negative effects can be prevented
arid stiil allow for  win-win situation.

it's important ta understand thatthese
entities are not wireless carriers, and without
@ specifically Identified carrfer as a joint ap-
plicant, they have no standing (L.e., benefite)
under federal law or FCC rules. They're tower/
wireless support structisre companies. The
problem is that they often cialm that they are
exempt from local zoning, land-use, or simi-
lar regulations, simply because they have 2
“Carfificate of Necessity and Convenience™ {or
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the functional equivalent) from the applicable
state’s utility regulatory agency. This assertion
is not factually correct and in most states Is
an example of putting a self-serving “spin” on
the law.

These companies are not utllities in the
tradifonal sense. They do not provide a retail
service to the consuming public a5 do utilities,
and their operations, rates, rate-of-retum on
invested capital, and customer service stan-
dards are not regulated by the state’s utlity
regulatory agency, as is the case with ulilities.
Wae have spoken with several state utility regu-
latory agencles, and not one could explaln
how or In what manner these new players
were regulated by the agency. They are simply
the hokler of a certificate that effectively gives
thern the right to lacate In the PROW (F per-
mitted under local law and regulation), and In
a few states (e.g., New York) enables them to
be subject to somewhat less stringent zoning
variance or walver standards. However, they
are still subject to focal regulations, including
but not limited to zoning, construction, land-
use, and safety regulations (FCC 14-153§(A)
{249,250)8(B)(3)). In no state that we know
of does the certificate they hold exempt them
from properly adopted local regulations deal-
ing with the location, sizefheight, aesthetics/
appearance, physical design, construction,
safety, and malntenance of the facllity.

Contrary to what many local officlals and
staff have been [mis]led to believe, under
current federal law and FCC rules, local gov-
emments still setain most of thelr regulatory
authorlty over these Issues, Including com-
plance with operational safety regulations.
These include compllance with FCC limits on
human exposure to radio frequency fAelds (as
explained in the Office of Engineering and
Technology's Bulletin 65} and TIA 232, the
Telecommunications industry Association's
tower safety standards addressing the design
and the ongolng physical state or condition
of a tower and the equipment attached to it
Compllance with TIA 222, ot in a few states’
the functional equivalent, Is the elephant in
the room that few applicants are address-
ing. in handling hundreds of applications for
moadifications er colocatlons for communitles
In just the lastz4 months, we've found ltto
be the axteption rather than the rule when
a wireless facility passes a TIA 222 safety
inspection {done by a thivd party). It's largely
a matter of how that authodty is implemented
and administered, ratherthan the existence

of the authority Itself, The authority exists, but
as with all things it me:st be Implemented and
administered in accordance with the law.

While the new player’s business model In-
volves erecting tall monopoles In the PROWta
enable carriers to use microwave to backhaul
the signal to the switch, microwaving is not

a technical necessity, but rather a means of
backhauling the signal. The alternative Is
fiber. Conseguently, a community that prohib-
Its new, separate wireless communications
support structiares In the PROW taller than the
exlsting poles or light standards should not
run afout of the federal prohibition against
communities acting in a manner that has the
effect of Sﬁmhiblﬂng' the provislon of service.

e af gt

There has been a new development in support

structures specifically for use in the PROW.
These new structures allow accommodation
of multlple carrlers, with 21l antennas housed
Interhaily, and they do not exceed the height
of the adjacent utility or light poles. They
can function as a utflity pote for incumbent
utllitles and others, such as a fiber transport
company, and can also be designed as =
light pole, or both, However, before local
governments can effectively promcte these
structures as altematives to tall monopales,
the owner(s) of the existing utility or Fght -
poles must be on board with the concept, and
there must be someone on staff, or avallable
to staff, who truly knows the applicable laws
that allow tocal govemments to achieve thelr
goals. That person also needs to know and
understdnd the new technology and its ttue
siting needs, as opposed to the merely as-
serted need. Then the two areas of knowledge
can be “manled” to create a win-win regula-
tory situation.

W SN

In addition to the 1996 Telecommurications
Act, the federal legislation and FCC rules that
are most directty applicable to the deployment
of new facillties and the modification of exist-
ing facllites today are Section 6409(@) of the
Middle Class Tax Rellef and Job Creation Act of
2012, the FCC Declaratoty Ruling 09-99, and
the FCC Report and Order 15-153 {clarlfying
6409(z) and Decleratory Ruling oo-9¢).

Under Section 6409(a), state and [ocal
governments must approve “eligibie facility”
requests to medlfy existing towers or base
stations. There have been numerous articles
that discuss In detall the specifics of what
constitutes an eligibte facillty, so that1s not
addressed here. Notably, Section 6409{a)
applies only to state and local governments
acting In thelr role as land-use regulators, and
does not apply to them acting in their propri-
etary capacities (.e., as the owners of public
property, including the PROW vis-3-vis fran-
chise or encroachment agreements). These
remain contractual in nature and are roten-
cumbeted by the new reguiations.

The FCC Report and Order 14-153 expressly
protect and reconfirm local authority 1o en-
force and condition approval on compllance
with generally applicable building, structural,
electrical, and safety codes and with other
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laws codifying objective standards reasonably
retated to hezlth and safety, including local
zonlng and wireless siting, design, and con-
§truction regulations. However, 6409(a) and
14153 do preempt the following:

The definitions of what constitute an “efl-
gible facitity™ and a “substantial modifica-
tion™ of a facllity, both Inside the PROW
and outside the PROW.

The maximum time allowed for determina-
tion of completeness/incompleteness and
action on an application (L.2., the *Shot
Clock” requirement)., The allowed time
perlods are 60 days for an eligible facility
and 150 days for a substantial modifica-
tion or for a new support structure feower
{unless a longer period of time Is mutually
agreeable).

Certain National Environmental Pollcy Act
requirements, under certain conditions,
for an eligible faciiity application.

Proof of technical need for eiigible facill-
ties.

Given that a community must permit an eligi-
ble facllity application, and may notdeny It, 2
key issue is that of belng able to attach condi-
tions. We are not aware of any FCC rule or casa
Law that prohibits attaching conditions to a
wireless Facillty permit, including eligible facll-
ity applications, However, for an efigible facl|-
ity application on an existing structure, the
law does prohibit attaching any conditlan(s)
In excess of or more sttingent than are needed
to assure compliance with the permit issued
for the original faclllty,

The current situation, a5 It has developed, is 3
game changer for planners and local officlals,
Regrettably, in our expetlence many, If not
most, municipalities are unprepared far what
will be the large number of applications, often
submitted simultaneousty, for small celi sites,
DAS nodes, and microwave backhaul instal-
lations, especizlly In public rights-of-way.

We have seen cominunities as smalt as 1,500
residentlal units have as many as a half.dozen
applications filed simultaneously by a single
<arrler. In other larger communities as many
as 20 applications, or notices of intent for as
many, If not more applications, have been
filed simultaneously by 2 single applicant,
Both of these situations place an unreason-

able burden on staff and, because of the Shot
Clock requirement, often force them to place
these applications ahead of other types of ap-
plications awalting action. Staff is often forced
to “rubber-stamp® the applications (as sub-
mitted), rather than having the time to review
the applications in the detail needed, and
intended, by hoth Congress and the FCC,

Because the requests to place new (tall)
wireless facliities in the PROW Is new temi-
tory for many municipalities, we fecommend
that they immediately start thinking carefully
about the end result(s) they want to achieve.
This includes what they want to prevent, what
they want to encourage, and what they want
to assure happens, as well as the policles
needed to achieve those resuits. As examples,
does the community want to regulate any of
the following vis-3-vis the PROW?

The maximum allowable height of facillties
In the PROW

* The minimum separation distances be-
tween wireless facllities
The location vis-3-vls the PROW In front of
tesidences
Appearance/aesthetics {e.g., camoufiag-
ing to minimize the Impact on the nature
and chavacter of the areg)
Setback distances
Placement and appearance of anciltary
equipment (e.., equipment enclosures)
The amount of rent charged for the private,
commercial use of the PROW

)

Since these facllitles will likely be need-
ed throughout most communities, and are
often attempted ta be placed directly in front
of residences and In sensitive historic pres-
ervatlon and view shed areas, planners and
lacal officials should be very careful In making
the necessary new policy decisions regarding
placement, slze, and appearance vis-a-vis the
PROW. In doing so, It is critfcaf to keep in mind
the law of unintended or unforeseen con-
sequences. Knowledge of the industry, and
especially what it considers its confidential
and proprietary plans and goals, Is the key to
preventing this! To attempt to do this without
an Intimate knowtedge of the industry can be
dangerous and can have both short- and long-
term undesired consequences.

The followlng recommendations for consider-
atien by planners and local officials are based
upan what have been unchalienged policies
and practices to date.

. ,“A!o_._, of v 8% 0 '--_1{_:.‘1.;;,_.
Make sure the community's wireless facllity
regulations expressly state that even thotigh
a new structure may be proposed to go in the
PROW, and notwithstanding anything else to
the contraty, such a new structire, regardless
of fts location, height, orappearance, shoiild
be defined a5 first, foremost, and always a
(wireless) communications tower or facllity
that i5 subject to the tocal wirefess facility

"ofTieind gije posn o RIS otoz-c6ty
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regulatlons. Any ether permitting regulations
should be secondary to this and should re-
quire a zoning o land-use pemit under the
local wireless facility regulations before ob-
talning any other permit.

We recommend that communities establish a
maximum permitted height for wireless facili-
ties In the PROW. Communities may wantto -
consider different heighit limits for diffetent
zoning districts, or different geographlic parts
of the community regardiess of the zoning
district, '

for taller facilities proposed In less re-
strictively zoned districts (such as Industrial
or commerclal districts}, but neat more re-
strictively zoned districts {such as residentlal
districts), there Is an easy way to mitigate the
impact and possibly prevent a good deal of
politleal dissatisfaction from the pblic.

A communlty may want to requite that,
within a given distance of the boundary of an
adjacent zoning district thatis more restrictive
{e.g., within 1,000 feet of an R-1 zoning dis-
rict), the height [Imit is the same as the more
restsictive district. Otherwise, resfdents living
on of nearthe district border will likely have
to llve with the effects of a faclity only a short

distance from their home that would not oth-
erwise be allowed In the residentiat district.

Commaunities can also stipulate that the
maximum permitted heightin the PROW (or
within reasonable proximity to the PROW) may
be no taller than the existing, Immediately ad-
jacent utiiity poles or light standards. This Is
not an unreasonable limit, since the vast ma-
jority of the new wireless facilities golng in the
PROW gre for capagity and are not primarily to
increase coverage. They are intended to serve
only a portion of the area currently served,
and thus increased coverage Is not normally
an issue, other than to improve service to
residents In seme small areas on the border of
the current service area. The goal Is to have no
sewlce borddrs.

Since they're generally going to be serv-
ing only a portion of the area currently served,
these sftes seldom need to be taller than the
axisting adjacent utiity poles, Providers may
need to cohstruct twe shorter facilities, rather
than a single taller facility or one sharter facit-
ity In combination with a colocation on an ex-
Tating structure, but most communitles would
prefer eltfier of these sftuations to a single tail
facillty (that's really not nesded techinically).

federal law doas not require 2 commu-
nity to grant a permit for a single facility if two

or more smaller/shorter facillties can achieve
substantially the same result, or better; nor
does It require a comnunity to take into ac-
count the capital cost to & carrer to achieve
what it desires while complying with land-
use and zoning regulations. Those costs are
capitalized under an accelerated depreciation
schedule.

To minimize the visual impact and ‘control the

.appearance of a specific facility in the PROW,

communlities might want to consider requit- |
Ing, as the number one siting pricrity, that any
proposed (new) amay of antennas be mounted
on a structure that enables the antennas to be
placed inside a new pole, unless the applicant
can prave {by clearand convincing technl-
cal evidence) that doing so would serve to
*prohibit” the provision of service to at least 2
substantial portlon of the area intended to be
served by the new facillty (47 U.5.C. §332{c)
(B, M. This Is a very high barthat Congress
intentionally set, and in most Instances nvoly-
Ing the PROW Is exiremety difficult ta prove
iechnlcally, if one knows and understands the
technical intricacies and nuances involved.
Another slightly different approach would be
to prohibit any new antenna ansy from being
visibly identIfiable 2s such to the average per-
son—diffarent wording, but the same effect.
Rather than Just accepting another ugly
new avray of antennas attached to an existing
utility pole or light standard, and notwith-
standing 6409{z2), some communities require
that, Instead of just calocating on an existing
utility or light pale with the antennas mounted
on the outside around the pole, an applicant
mast arrange to have the pole replaced with
ane that houses the antenna(s) inside. They
may still locate In the PROW, biit they must
do 1t In accerdance with this “stealthing™ or
“camoufiaging” pelicy In the community’s
wireless facHlty siting ragulations.

For reasons of generating reventie, 2 com-
munity may prefer new wireless facilltles to be
located In the PROW as the nimber ohe siting
priority. The rent for the commercial use of the
PROW can be deemed an encroachment fee, a
franchise fee, or any functional equivalent. in
most states this can be accomplished easily
in the local regulations. This rent can be sig-
nificantly more than many commanities real-
tze they can demand, and regrattably, all too
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many undervatue this asset or are convinced
that charging less will gein them something or
prevent some negative effect.

In more than four decades assisting
hundreds of communities, we do not recall
a single instance when a community gained
something significant or prevented something
negative by charging a tow rent. Rent for the
private commercial use of the PROW should
be a set amount, which could be dependent
upon location. On & related note, pay close
attention to the entire proposed lease agree-
ment. A rumber of issues may be burled there
1o avoid scrittiny, and seldom is the language
in the lessor's favor.

One example of this Is the industry pref-
erence to slip in what seems a “reasonable®
requirement for a periodic rent escalator to be
a percent Increase (e.g., 15 percent over the
initial rent every five years). Ifthis every-five-
year approach Is accepted for the common
20- to 30-year lease, the community (unknow-
ingly) may glve up more than halfthe revenue
It would otherwise have realized from the rent.

Ancther example is the trap of tylng the
inftlal rent to the “prevailing™ rent pald in the
area, That sounds reasonable, but most [eas-
es, for both towers and antennas attached to
other structures, were signied for significantly
less rent thran the landlord could have ob-
tained, eommanly as much as two-thirds less,
In such instances, if all the rents in the area
are based on the prevailing amount at the
time the first leases were signed, by definition
that base amount never changes, not unlike
with rent-controlled apartments.

Some states, such as North Carolina, prohiblt
communitles from requiring outright that thelr
property be the number one location priority,
However, there are almost atways multiple
owners of the PROW In a community (e.g.,

the municipality, the county, or the stata),
Simply requiring that the PROW In general (not
[ust the ones awned by the community) are
deemed to be the number one priofity should
steer clear of state prohibltlons against requir-
ing the use of “the community’s” praperty. It
then becomes a general land-use issue and is
not tied to the ownership of the land,

For a facllity proposed to be located out-
side the PROW, but within.a given distance of
the PROW, 2 community could require “clear
and convincing™ {technical) evidence of the

inabllity to locate in the PROW, perhaps even
using a couple of sites Instead of just one,
and still accommodate the need or goal of the
carrier and likely provide even better service,
Thus, there would be no “prohibition™ of the
provision of servite vis-3-vis foderal law. Con-
versely, If the community does not want new
facllities to be located in the PROW, the PROW
can be placed further down in the list of siting
priorities, perhaps even last,

The rise In applications for wireless facliitles
in public rights-of-way is a classic NIMBY situ-
atien, but In this case It's one that actually
has solutions. Often, communities can create
win-win situations without giving up rights or
regulatory control. Permitting can be done so
that carriers can get what they need technicai-
ly, but with a minlmum of public controversy
and with minimal visual Intrusion and impact
on property values.

The Industry tiles ta get planning staff
and local officials to belfeve that If they have
the type of regulations they really need and
should have, it will discourage and slow down
deployment by the industry. But history has
shown thls to not to be factually accurate. Ore
need only compare the situation n communi-
ties that have strict regulations crafted with
an in-depth knowledge of the Industry and the
law to the sltuation In cammunities with mini-
mal or even no reglilation. Arguably, some of
the best wireless service in the nation s found
in communities with strict regulations.

Officials, staff, and attorneys should
never make assumptions, unless they know
fora fact that their assumptions are correct.
We recommend that communities consult an
expert (who has no tles with the industry} and
discuss with that person thelr ohjectives and
the several options they have to achleve thelr
policy goals.

Remember, the indusiry largely sees
part of Its job as being to avoid regulations
and [s constantly looking for ways around—or
inherent legal problems with—regulations,
whether the regulations are federal, state, or
local. That doesn't necessarlly make them bad
actors, though, They're simply not charged
with protecting the public Interest as are local
officials.

it's up to local officlats to see that they
and their staff know, or have access to, an
expert who knows how to assure that both the
public and the public interest are protected.

L.5, (Rusty) Monree Is an owner of Moriroe
Telecom Associates, LLC, and a co-owner of
The Center for Municipal Solutlons (CMS),
both of which for 20 years have assisted local
govamments in dealing with the regulation
of towers and wireless facllities. Collectively,
they currently represent approximately 900
communities In 38 states. Monroe has con-
ducted workshops and seminars for more
than 30 local and national govemment ar-
ganlzations on the regulation oftowers and
wireless facilities, including multiple times for
a number of them. Questions may be sent to
Imonrde8@nc.rr.com.

Jackle Hicks is the owner of Carolina Telecom-
munications Services and has been 2 tower
and wireless facilities consultant exclusively
to local govemments for more than a decade.
$She has handled more than 1,006 appiica-
tions without a single cflallenge to her recom-
mendations to cllants. Questions may be sent
to hicksJa@carollnatelecomservices.com.

Cover: David Motley
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MUNICIPAL SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING
AGENDA ITEM SUMMARY SHEET

AGENDA ITEM DESCRIPTION COMMITTEE REVIEW
D Finance/Administration

DISCUSSION — Cherry Tree Lane: Proposed Sump Pump DXI Municipal Services

Drainage Project [] Public Safety
Meeting Date:

March 13, 2017
Discussion Only [] Approval of Staff Recommendation (for consideration by Village Board at a later date)
] seeking Feedback [] Approval of Staff Recommendation (for immediate consideration by Village Board)
[:l Regular Report |:| Report/documents requested by Committee
BACKGROUND

On February 8, 2016, several residents of the Village’s Farmingdale Subdivision attended the regular Village
Board meeting to report areas of pedestrian sidewalk within the subdivision that tend to become hazardous to
pedestrians due to the discharge of residential sump pumps. In these areas, active residential sump pumps
tend to discharge onto or near the public walks and cause icing hazards during the winter season. The
residents provided pictures taken of ten (10) individual locations in which this condition was occurring. In
response to these reports, public works crews were dispatched the following morning to inspect the areas and
confirm the conditions. At that time, protective barricades were placed at all locations in which a pedestrian
hazard due to icing was identified. Public works crews also inspected the remainder of the subdivision and
identified additional locations were sidewalk hazards existed due to sump pump discharges. In total, twenty-
one (21) locations were identified with two (2) located within the City of Darien, which were reported to the
Darien Municipal Services Department. A letter was sent to all affected property owners advising that
alterations to the manner in which their sump pumps discharged would be needed in order to eliminate the
sidewalk hazards. The letter also offered the services of the Village engineering consultant to inspect the
individual areas and make recommendations as to how those sump pump discharges could be re-routed, to
eliminate the sidewalk hazard.

REQUEST FOR FEEDBACK
Throughout 2016, public works and building dept. staff, along with the Village engineer, worked with the
property owners to ensure the necessary alterations were made. Of the original twenty-one (21} locations
identified, only one (1) remains. Unfortunately, that owner was issued a ticket, and will proceed to court. PW
crews have also identified several residential sump pumps that are causing icing conditions on Cherry Tree
Lane, which could cause a problem for vehicular traffic and is detrimental to pavement maintenance. The
conditions were reviewed by the Village consulting engineer and a plan to eliminate the potential hazard was
developed. This drainage improvement would be located entirely on Village right-of-way.

VENDOR TYPE COST
Sunset Sewer & Water, Inc. Installation Labor & Equipment (T&M, NTE) $7,835.30
Underground Pipe & Valve Company Materials $3,495.33
TOTAL: $11,330.63
STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff recommends the completion of this project within the FY 2017/18 budget, so it could be completed
sometime after May 1, 2017. The proposal would need to be approved by the Village Board at a future
meeting.




MEMORANDUM

RECEIVED
February 23, 2017
TO: Tim Halik
VILLAGE OF
WILLOWBROOK

FROM: Daniel L. Lynch, PE, CFM

SUBJECT: Cherry Tree Lane — Sump Discharge
(CBBEL Project No. 900144 H99)

As requested, we have made a site visit and evaluation of how to intercept sump pump discharge
so as not to have water flow over the sidewalk and/or curb during dry weather conditions. Six
houses, from 7737 to 7819 Cherry Tree, had sump discharge pipes extending to the right of way
and there were signs of regular flow. Because of the regular flow, moving the points of discharge
closer to the homes will not likely solve the problem.

We suggest the following:

There is a set of curb inlets at approximately the common Iot line of 7811/7819 Cherry Tree.
A 6" storm sewer should be cored into the east inlet and a yard inlet with closed lid added
behind the curb line. A six-inch sewer would then be extended north and south. The south
sewer will need to extend approximately ten feet to intercept the water flowing over the
curb. The north extension will have to extend approximately 330 feet to intercept all
discharges. A wye should be provided at each house service and a clean-out or inlet at
the north end. Four driveways will have to be crossed. A schematic diagram is attached
for reference.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me.

Attachment

N:WILLOWBROOKIS0M44H s\H1-Hem\90144HONADMINWMT.022317 - Cherry Tree Lane.docx

CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING, LTD.

9575 W Higgins Road, Suite 600 Rosemont, tlinois 600184820 Tel (B47) 823-0500 Fax (847) 823-0520






Name:

Address:
City:

SUNSET SEWER & WATER, INC.

PO Box 1954
Frankfort, IL 60423
Phone 815-469-0610

Fax 815-469-0680

Proposal 1D:

Village of Willowbrook

835 Midway Dr

Willowbrook State: IL ZIP 60527

Attention: Mr. Tim Halik

Sunset Sewer & Water, Ine. is pleasea to suEmit a proposa| !or tHis project in accoraance WItH p|ans E

specifications as prepared by:
Site Visit on 2/27/17.

Date:

Location:

Qty Description Total

Unit Price

RECEIVED

VILLAGE OF
WILLOWBROOK

8817-019

2/28/2017

7737 to 7819

Cherry Tree Lane

6" PVC Drain

Description: Connections

12
12
12
14

12
14

6"PVC Drain Connections & Inlet Boxes
Sunset Sewer & Water, inc proposes to excavate existing 30" RCP
Storm sewer in Parkway at six locations between 7737 & 7819
Cherry Tree Lane, core 30" pipe, install Kor-N-Tee Boot, install 6"
PVC to new 12" inlet box at property line, install 6" wye for cleanout,
and connect existing 4" or 6" drain tile to new inlet box. Sidewalks
to be saw cut & hauled to Village stockpile site, excess spoils
hauled to Village stockpile site, and parkways left level for settling.
Project to be completed on T&M estimated at:
Labor
Hours of Foreman W/Truck & Teols S.T.
Hours of Backhoe Operator 5.T.
Hours of Laborer S.T.
Hours of Driver 5.T.
Equipment
Hours of 10,000LB Backhoe
Hours of 6 Wheel Dump Truck
Lump Sum for 6 Cores
Materials
Provided by Village

Estimated Total on T & M Not to Exceed

W W

13 1N

148.00
129.50
104.55

95.05

50.00
40.00
760.00

5 1,776.00
$ 1,554.00
$ 1,254.60
$ 1,330.70
S 600.00
$ 560.00
S 760.00
$ 7,835.30




SUNSET SEWER & WATER, INC.
PO Box 1954
Frankfort, IL. 60423
Phone 815-469-0610
Fax 815-469-0680

Proposal ID: S817-019
Name: Village of Willowhrook Date: 2/28/2017

Location: 773710 7819

Address: 835 Midway Dr Cherry Tree Lane
City: Willowbrook State: IL ZIP 60527 6" PVC Drain
Attention: Mr. Tim Halik Description: Connections

Sunset Sewer E Water, Inc. Is pleasea to suEmit a proposa| for tHis project in accoraance WItH p!ans E

specifications as prepared by:
Site Visit on 2/27/17.
Qty Description Unit Price Total
Notes
Prices include mobilization to site, hauling spoils to village
stockpile, utilizing mini backhoe for excavation, installation of
materials provided, and leaving site graded for landscaping.

Prices do not include materials, restoration, permits, bonds, or fees.

All work shall be completed on T&M not to Exceed S 7,835.30
Seven Thousand, Eight Hundred Thirty Five & 00/100 Dollars

The "General Conditions" on attached pages shall be considered as part of the proposal.

Sunset Sewer & Water, Inc. is hereby authorized

to proceed per proposed items, prices, general Respectfully Submitted by,

conditions, and notes listed above. Sunset Sewer & Water, Inc.
Accepted By: Proposed By: Bryan Thrun
Date: Date: 2/28/2017

Prices quoted are good for 30 days. Pricing Is based on standard work hours and work days. Changes in scope
of work will require recalculation of price and acceptance of owner before work may continue.

Payment terms: Invoices will be submitted at the end of every month. Payments are due within 30 days of date

on invoice.
.- ___________ |



Underground Pipe & Valve, Co.

AR ADDIWES:
213 Ameridy (7
Shanewood N, 6HO%
(RUEY 7201 160

MAILING ADDRESS:
1-800-228-6574 i . G 0

faux (BI5) 700270

RECEIVED

VILLAGE OF
WILLOWBROOK

Quotation

Bid Date 3/1/2017 Page 1
Name: VILLAGE OF WILLOWBROOK Job: 12" STORM DRAINGE REPLACEMENT

Attn:  TIM HALIK - AJ PASSERO

Phone: 630-920-2238 Fax:

Email: F.O.B: Terms:

Line Quantity Description Unit Price Total
1 6 6" INSERTA TEE x 30" RCP EA] $ 105.00 $630.00
2 1 ESTIMATED FREIGHT CHARGE EA|$ 50.00 $50.00
3 90 6" SDR26-3034 PVC PIPE LF | $ 269|% 24210
4 6 6" x 6" WYE EA]l$ 28.00]% 168.00
5 6 6" 45 BEND EA|$ 15.00]% 90.00
6 6 6" CLEAN-OUT ADAPTER EA|$ 30.00|% 180.00
7 6 12" x 12" DRAIN BOXES EA|$ 99.00]% 594.00
8 6 12" x 12" x 6" DRAIN BOX EXT'S EA]$ 25.00;% 150.00
9 6 6" CAST IRON CLEAN-OUT COVER EA|$ 185.00} $1,110.00
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22 SUB TOTAL $3,214.10
23 TAX (IF APPLICABLE) $ 281.23
24 TOTAL $ 3,495.33
25
26
27
28
29
30




WILLOWBROOK POLICE FACILITY

RENOVATION

Monthly Progress Report
March 8, 2017




VILLAGE OF WILLOWBROOK PROGRESS REPORT 8, 2017
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) . 1017/1¢ 03/08/17 08/17/17
* NICOR service has been installed START /08/1 FINISH

* Interior drywall, doors, frames, ceiling grid, and lighting nearly complete.
* Sprinkler head and HVAC diffuser placement, painting and ceramic tile installation continues.
* Low voltage cabling underway

= B

S : [Cronr A * ComeEd transformer installation is being coordinated, all prep work complete by UM
! Selareias Shengitalbate p
® - = and required 4” conduit is in place, awaiting ComEd notifications and service work.
U Morse 3,152,000* 1,889,770.40 \ . . R . . . .
$3,152, 31,88, *» Exterior aluminum window installation, interior glass, mezzanine steel and carport
€ | T5C(Geotechnical Testing) TBD (~$5,700) $5468.13 footings will be underway.
@ | Reike (Furniture) $141,865 -
*original contract amount not including approved change orders below
_ _ l v H LOW RISK MEDIUM RISK = HIGH RISK
_lahn_.ﬁ Data LT = ) .._._,..u_r_.m..
ks EH_.H Diosirip| Cost nsition: s — == — "
o |1 \mmn :wm:mmﬁn_,ﬂ“_m”_mnmuuqoe_mn SitoughgsHiegortineperiad 35300 ”MMM”HW WMMMMMMQ 1. Unforeseen czn_mﬂm_.o:_._n_ ocm:.:nn_o:m T&M Change Order approved to proceed with m
gut eladeitions . & : when digging for carport footings excavation within footing area. Guidance from TSC |
CO#22 | 1/25 _m._.c Conduits and disconnects $3839.00 ACCEPTED $3839.00 | o: Umn_a.__ and nogtmﬂ_o:
CO#23 | 1/27 |Insulation at existing CMU walls 53073.00 ACCEPTED $3073.00 b= —— ... SRRSO H S S e et e
CO#24 | 2/7 [|insulate existing walls $6308.00 ACCEPTED $6308.00 2. ComEd 3-phase power, additional conduit { p _ _Smm:_._m s._ﬁ: ComeEd to discuss n_mnm__m. _umc_ |
Co#25 | 2/21 |locker Room floor repair $5922.00 ACCEPTED $5922.00 -7} {ComEd) working with VoW to expedite service W
CO#26 | 2/28 |Exhaustfans $1349.00 ACCEPTED $1349.00 - work. bna_ﬁ_o:m_ 4" no:n:_n in u_mnm n::.m::< |
CO#27 21 |Artifact Raili £077. ED 77. e e e e -
cos M“mm no_._zmn mh__m_mma_ 4" conduit Mmmmomm Mmmmﬂmc MMMmo% 3. Defay on delivery of verhead and coiling | (g UM working to coorinate delvery o ie 25 soon n
- : doors due to driver strik == | as possible. No project delay anticipated.
co#29 | 2/28 & Conflicts RFI29 $3581.00 ACCEPTED | $3581.00 bk i Aol . -, o
CO#30 | 2/78 ISoffit $2040.00 ACCEPTED $2040.00 4. Crack in signage wall of Village Hall, similar _ WA providing n__zwnﬂ_o: to ensure _=~mm:ﬂ< of design “
PCO36 | 2/28 |inlet Rim cover $1055.00 DECLINED S0 design on PD plans, mitigate potential issue ﬂ\u :oﬁ to replicate issue in PD. Costs being negotiated.
_ Approved Cost to VoW (3% of orlginal construction costl $100.120 = i — - —




EST. 1960

Mayor

Frank A. Trilla

Village Clerk

Leroy R. Hansen

Village Trustees

Sue Berglund
Umberto Davi
Terrence Kelly
Michael Mistele
Gayle Neal

Paul Oggerino

Village
Administrator

Tim Halik

Chief of Police

Mark Shelton

Proud Member of tha
llinais Route 68 Scenic Byway

835 Mldway Drive
Willowbrook, IL 60527-5549

Phone: (630) 323-8215 Fax: (630) 323-0787 www.willowbrookil.org

MONTHLY REPORT

MUNICIPAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT
Permits issued for the month of February, 2017

Bathroon Remodel

Door Replacement
Foundation Only
Foundation Stabilization
Interior Office Build QOut
Plan Review

Roof

Roof Top Upgrade

Sign

Tenant Improvements
Window Replacement

TOTAL

Final Certificates of Occupancy
Temporary Certificates of Occupancy

Permit Revenue for February, 2017

Total Revenue Collected for Fiscal Year
Te Date

Total Budgeted for Fiscal Year 2016/17

Total Percentage of Budgeted Revenue
Collectad to Date

Respectfully submitted,
l

Timothy Halik
Village Administrator

TH/9p

WHHERKRNRRNRFERR

21

1
0

25,544.07

465,844.30
232,500.00

200.36



MUNICIPAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

PERMIT REVENUE

Fiscal Year 2016/17

MONTH CURRENT FISCAL YEAR PRIOR FISCAL YEAR
MAY $ 28,379.31 $ 11,447.58
JUNE $ 13,426.64 $ 21,083.13
JULY $ 19,166.25 $ 19,426.58
AUGUST $ 59,753.64 $ 15,150.56
SEPTEMBER $ 62,997.75 $ 146,015.93
OCTOBER $ 132,850.27 $ 24,175.36
NOVEMBER $ 74,028.63 $ 39,743.04
DECEMBER $ 9,337.62 $ 15,692.73
JANUARY $ 40,260.12 $ 9,450.41
FEBRUARY $ 25,544.07 $ 9,393.21
MARCH $ 32,001.35
APRIL $ 25,586.98
COLLECTED REVENUE 3 465,844.30 $ 369,166.87
BUDGETED REVENUE $ 232,500.00 $ 200,000.00
REVENUES COLLECTED-
(OVER)/UNDER BUDGET $ (233,344.30) (169,446.87)
PERCENTAGE OF BUDGETED
REVENUE COLLECTED 200.36% 184.72



COLLECTED REVENUE
BUDGETED REVENUE

MUNICIPAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

PERMIT REVENUE
Fiscal Year 16/17 Fiscal Year 15/16
$ 465,844.30 $ 369,446.87

$ 232,500.00 $ 200,000.00



MUNICIPAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

PERMIT REVENUE
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MUNICIPAL SERVICES DEPARTMENT

PERMIT REVENUE
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03/02/2017 10:12 AM
User: JKufrin
DB: Willowbrook

GL ACTIVITY REPORT FOR WILT.OWBROOK Page:

FROM 01-00-310-401 TO 01-00-310-401
TRANSACTIONS FRCM 02/01/2017 TC 02/28/2017

Date JNL Type Description Reference # Debits Credits Balance
Fund 1 GENERAL FUND

02/01/2017 01-00-310-401 BUILDING PERMITS BEG. BALANCE {431,103.31)
g2/06/2017 C RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/06/2017 825.00 (431, 928.31)
02/07/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/07/2017 2,355.00 (434,283.31)
02/08/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Involce 02/08/2017 750.00 {435,033.31)
02/09/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/09/2017 75.00 {435,108.31)
02/10/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/10/2017 4,250.00 {439,358.31)
02/14/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/14/2017 1,635.67 (440,993.98)
02/15/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/15/2017 10,948.00 (451,941.98)
02/16/2017 CR RCPT Buildirng Dept. Invoice 02/16/2017 75.00 (452,016.98)
02/17/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/17/2017 35.00 {452,051,98)
02/21/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/21/2017 2,000.00 {454,051,98)
02/22/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/22/2017 1,075.00 {455,126.98)
02/22/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/22/2017 35.00 {455,161.98)
02/24/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/24/2017 250.00 {455,411.98)
02/27/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Involce 02/27/2017 75.00 {455,486.98)
02/28/2017 CR RCPT Building Dept. Invoice 02/28/2017 125.00 {455,611.98)
02/28/2017 01-00-310-401 END BALANCE 0.02 24,508.67 {455,611.98)



VILLAGE OF WILLOWBROOK - PUMPAGE REPORT

TOTAL GALLONS PUMPED
FY 2002/03 - FY 2016/17
Month 2002-03 2003-04 2004-05 2005-06 2006-07 2007-08 2008-09 2009-10 2010-11 2011-12 2012-13 2013-14 2014-15 2015-16 2016-17
May 35267000 33,518,000 35018000  35019,000 35162000 36,606,000 33,800,000 31,322,000 31715000  30,725000 34,220,000 30,860,000 29,547,000 29,213,000 31,048,000
June 33911000 38691000 35447000 48511000 42471000  43700,000 33,817,000 32087000 31,799,000 32,620,000  44,635000 31512000 32,193,000 29,447,000 34,451,000
July 52100000 39416000 41248000 52,479,000 43279000  44.574000 41463000 36819000 38513000 41371000 49498000  39,106000 33,122,000 32,813,000 34,898,000
‘August 44167000  AD433000 41069000  47.861.000 41114000 38778000 43,017,000 38516000 38745000 35639000 40,272,000 41448000 32796000 36985000 32,739,000
September  40.838.000 36275000  30,658000 43906000 32998000 42013000 33418000 34,331,000 33992000 32273000 33657000  35737,000 31,869,000 32623000 30,853,000
October 33128000 31667000 33765000 35000000  31.937,000 34612000 30,203,000 28,919,000  33789,000 29,892,000 30,283,000 29,226,000 28,728,000 30,690,000 27,589,000
November 28560000 28,260,000 30106000 29,515,000 29,153,000 20,847,000 28,054,000 26,857,000  28,125000 27,138,000  27,535000 28,446,000 25364000 26,585,000  25929,000
Docember  30.503000  29.133.000 32786000 31,086,000 30,102,000 31435000 29,568,000 28931000 29,257,000 28,643,000 27,863,000 20,847,000 26,710,000 27,194,000 26,581,000
January 30.343000  20.602000 31223000 20,411,000 30,340,000 32444000 29,383,000 28,123,000 28,401,000 28,846,000 28,427,000  31,265000  28,505000 27,915,000 26,165,000
February 27216000 28755000 26,768,000 27,510,000 20078000  20.470.000 26,620,000 25005000 24,988,000  26,635000 24,308,000 29,230,000 25484000 26,048,000
March 20488000 30315000 30025000  29,805000 30,362,000 31094000 28408000  27,945000  27.909,000 28,911,000 27,862,000 29,917,000 28,779,000 26,552,000
April 29.845000  29.350.000  20.478,000 30,452,000 20,468,000 30,230,000 27,193,000 27,793,000  27,145000 34,220,000 27,514,000 28,101,000 25255000 26,791,000
TOTAL 477 366,000 395 115,000 406,581,000 441,564,000 405,464,000 424,002,000 385,043,000 360,648,000 374,378,000 376,013,000 306,074,000 384,695,000 348,352,000 352,856,000 270,253,000
YEAR TO DATE LAST YEAR (gallons): 273,465,000
YEAR TO DATE THIS YEAR (gallons): 270,253,000
DIFFERENCE (gallons): 3,212,000
PERCENTAGE DIFFERENCE (+/-): 1.17% All table figures
are in millions
FY16/17 PUMPAGE PROJECTION (gallons): 350,000,000 o oo
FY16/17 GALLONS PUMPED TO DATE: 270,253,000 basis per fiscal
year.
CURRENT PERCENTAGE 77.22%
PUMPED COMPARED TO

Pumpage Report - FY16-17 {for committee packet).xls
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CITY OF Willowbrook

Januvary-17
February-17
March-17
April-17

May-17

June-17

July-17
August-17
September-17
October-17
November-17
December-17
Totals

Monthly Average
Weekly Average

Percentage of Materials Collected

Recyclables

37%

Yard Waste
0%

Refuse
63%

ORefuse {
E Recyclables
BYard Waste ‘

e

MONTHLY DATA REPORT Recycling Detail
Tons Collected by Month Paper Commingled
Refuse Recyclables Yard Waste Fiber Containers
74.84 48.11 33.49 14.62
66.17 35.18 24.4% 10.69
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
(.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
141.01 83.29 0.00 57.98 2531
70.51 41.65 #DIV/(! 4.83 211
16.27 9.61 #DIV/ 1.11 049

Email To:
ghummel@willowbrook.il.us



