
Public Notice 
 
In accordance with the Statutes of the State of Illinois and the Ordinances of the City of Highland Park, a 
Regular Meeting of the City of Highland Park Housing Commission, the Peers Housing Association, 
Walnut Housing Association, Ravinia Housing Association and Sunset Woods Association will be held at 
the hour of 6:30 P.M. on Wednesday, March 4, 2015 at City Hall, 1707 St. Johns Avenue, Highland 
Park, Illinois.  The Meeting will be held in the Pre-Session Room on the second floor.  
 

City of Highland Park 
Housing Commission 

Wednesday, March 4, 2015, at 6:30 p.m. 
AGENDA 

 
I. Call to order 
 
II. Roll Call 
 
III. Business from the Public (Citizens Wishing to Be Heard Regarding Items not Listed 

on the Agenda) 
 
IV. Approval of Minutes – February 4, 2015 

 
V. Scheduled Business 
 

1. Introduction of New City Council Liaison Michelle Holleman 
 
2. Items for Omnibus Vote Consideration  

• Payment of Invoices:  None at present 
 

3. Housing Commission Peers, Walnut, Ravinia, and Sunset Woods 
- Management Report 
- Property Report 
- Sunset Woods 

 Consideration of Engagement Letter with Manning, Silverman & Company 
for accounting services for the Sunset Woods Association 

 Other Sunset Woods business 
 

4. Report on City Council Meeting and discussion regarding the development of 
recommendations for potential revisions to the Inclusionary Housing Ordinance 

 
5. Discussion and Consideration of Lease Provisions in draft agreement with City of 

Highland Park for Pleasant Avenue parking lot 
 
6. Discussion and Consideration of a draft Affordable Housing Plan for compliance with 

the Illinois Affordable Housing Planning and Appeals Act 
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Housing Commission Agenda 
March 4, 2015 

VI. Executive Session for Matters relating to Real Estate Acquisition, Litigation, and 
Personnel Matters 
 

VII. Other Business 
 

VIII. Adjournment 

Posted at City Hall on Friday, September 26, 2014 before 5:00 p.m. 
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DRAFT 
 

MINUTES OF A REGULAR MEETING OF THE 
HOUSING COMMISSION OF THE CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK, ILLINOIS 

 
 
MEETING DATE:  Wednesday February 4, 2015 
 
MEETING LOCATION: Pre-Session Mayor’s Conference Room, City Hall,  
    1707 St. Johns Avenue, Highland Park, IL  
CALL TO ORDER 
 
At 6:30 p.m., Chair David Meek called to order the regular meeting of the Highland Park 
Housing Commission, the Peers Housing Association, the Ravinia Housing Association, the 
Walnut Housing Association, and the Sunset Woods Association. Each of the Commissioners 
also serves as Directors of each of the Housing Associations.  The Chair asked Planner M. Smith 
to call the roll.   
 
ROLL CALL 
 
Commissioners Present:     Adler, Elder, Meek, Oldham, Ross, and Saret  
              
Commissioners Absent:    Kaltman 
 
Student Representative Present:  Powell  
 
Chair Meek declared that all Commissioners were in attendance, and a quorum was present.  
 
Council Liaison Present:     Blumberg  
 
Staff Liaisons Present:     Planners L. Smith and M. Smith  
 
BUSINESS FROM THE PUBLIC (Citizens Wishing to be Heard Regarding Items not 
Listed on the Agenda) 
 
There was no business from the public on items not listed on the Agenda. 
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
Regular Meeting January 7, 2015  
Commissioner Saret pointed out a correction needed to the draft minutes:  Commissioner Adler 
was not at the Meeting, so he could not have voted Nay on the roll call vote to close the Regular 
Meeting and enter an Executive Session. 
 
Commissioner Elder moved approval of the minutes with the correction noted above of the 
regular meeting held on January 7, 2015 of the Housing Commission, the Peers Housing 
Association, the Ravinia Housing Association, the Walnut Housing Association, and the Sunset 
Woods Association.  Commissioner Oldham seconded the motion.  
 
On a voice vote, Chair Meek declared that the motion passed unanimously. 
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DRAFT    2 
 
SCHEDULED BUSINESS 

 
1. Introduction of new Commissioners Dr. Lisa Oldham and Douglas Ross and new Student 

Commissioner Claire Powell 
Chair Meek welcomed the new Commissioners.  The Commissioners, Councilman Blumberg, 
and City staff briefly outlined their backgrounds as they introduced themselves to each other. 
 
2. Items for Omnibus Vote Consideration  

Payment of Invoices:  There were no invoices. 
 
3. Housing Commission Peers, Walnut, Ravinia, and Sunset Woods 
Management Report 
The Management Report was in the packet.  Planner M. Smith reported that senior Evergreen 
staff, Chair Meek, and City staff will meet on February 8th for a preliminary discussion regarding 
strategies to insure the long-term viability of the Peers and Walnut Place properties.  This is in 
response to Commissioners asking about planning for the long-term capital needs of these two 
properties.  Although the Peers Housing Association has significant reserves for capital 
expenditures at Peers, the Commissioners recognize that neither Peers nor Walnut Place will 
generate surplus revenue over operations given the capital needs of aging buildings.  Ravinia 
Housing will not be part of the discussion, because the second mortgage with U.S. Housing and 
Urban Development in 2012 provided for the complete rehab of that property. 
  
With regard to the investment of Peers Certificate of Deposit (CD) 1, Planner M. Smith 
distributed a staff memo.  Chair Meek changed Peers CD 1 from a six month CD to a twelve 
month CD in order to get a better interest rate, following the Commission’s and Peers Housing 
Association’s direction at the January 7th Regular Meeting.  CD 1 matured on January 7th at 
Highland Park Bank, a Wintrust bank.  This CD is in the Bank’s MaxSafe program, which 
provides additional insurance beyond the Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation limit of 
$250,000.  The interest rate for the twelve month CD is 0.25% compared to 0.15% for a six 
month CD.  Planner M. Smith said that the Commission may wish to talk to a Wintrust wealth 
management advisor, because these advisors have the ability to access FDIC-insured CD rates 
from banks across the country that potentially could be earning a higher rate.  The funds, 
however, may need to be broken up into smaller amounts (less than $250,000) to ensure that the 
principal and interest earned are FDIC- insured.  Ms. Holly Frischmann, the Commission’s 
personal banker, can help set up such a meeting.  Chair Meek said that he would be happy to 
meet with a Wintrust advisor and City staff in the coming weeks.  Commissioner Elder said that 
the financial advisor that he talked to confirmed that the Commission’s policy to invest the 
Housing Associations’ funds in short-term CDs and money market funds was sound.  The 
primary objective of this policy is to be sure that the funds are safely invested and to receive 
some return on investment while keeping the funds accessible.  
 
Property Report 
Commissioner Adler asked staff what was covered in the tenant retention line item in the 
financial reports for Walnut Place and Peers.  Planner M. Smith said that she thought it primarily 
was for tenant activities, such as the monthly luncheons and annual holiday party, and said that 
she would confirm this with Evergreen staff. There was no additional discussion of the financial 
reports. 
 

HP HC February 4, 2015  
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DRAFT    3 
Sunset Woods 
Chair Meek, who serves as the Sunset Woods Association representative on the Sunset Woods 
Condominium Board, reported that the Sunset Woods Condominium Board appointed two new 
Board members to replace two who decided to step down. The new Board President is Diane 
Stempfel.  The next election will be in November.  
 
4. Discussion regarding the development of the Affordable Housing Plan for compliance with 

the Illinois Affordable Housing Planning and Appeals Act 
Chair Meek outlined the background to the development of an Affordable Housing Plan (AHP) 
for submittal to the Illinois Housing Development Authority (IHDA) for compliance with the 
Illinois Affordable Housing Planning and Appeals Act (IAHPAA).   The state requires all 
municipalities with less than 10% affordable housing to prepare and submit an Affordable 
Housing Plan that states how the community will increase its supply of affordable housing. The 
Plan is due at the end of May.  Staff will prepare a draft Plan for Housing Commission review at 
the March 4th Meeting.  The next steps will be for staff to prepare the final draft for Housing 
Commission approval at the April Meeting and to forward the Housing Commission 
recommendation to City Council for consideration in May.  Staff propose following the format 
of the AHP that the City submitted in 2005, which IHDA accepted.   
 
After discussion, Chair Meek entertained a motion to direct staff to update the 2005 Affordable 
Housing Plan for submittal to the Illinois Housing Development Authority in order to comply 
with the Illinois Affordable Housing Planning and Appeals Act.  Commissioner Elder moved 
approval of the direction to staff to update the 2005 Affordable Housing Plan for submittal to the 
Illinois Housing Development Authority in order to comply with the Illinois Affordable Housing 
Planning and Appeals Act.  Commissioner Ross seconded the motion.  
 
On a voice vote, Chair Meek declared that the motion passed unanimously. 
 
EXECUTIVE SESSION  
There was no Executive Session. 
 
OTHER BUSINESS 
There was no Other Business. 
 
ADJOURNMENT 
 
Chair Meek entertained a motion to adjourn the meeting.  Commissioner Adler moved to 
adjourn.  Commissioner Saret seconded the motion.  
 
On a voice vote, Chair Meek declared that the motion passed unanimously. 
 
The Housing Commission adjourned its meeting at 7:30 p.m. 
 
Submitted respectfully: 
 
Mary Cele Smith 
Housing Planner 

HP HC February 4, 2015  
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:    Highland Park Housing Commission 

FROM:  Polly Kuehl & Mary Mauney      

RE:         February Management Report/ January Financial Statements  

DATE:  02/24/2015 

 At Frank B. Peers, We received the final payout for the insurance claim on the broken pipe in Unit 
201.           

At Ravinia, we received permission from the HUD office to take money from the Reserve for 
Replacement account to pay for the repairs for the September Pleasant Avenue flooding.  $17,020 
was approved and we are awaiting the bank transfer that will allow us to pay our vendors. 

Also at Ravinia, the resident under eviction moved out of the unit on January 16th. She moved out 
based on a ten day notice so we did not incur any court costs. 

In January, we completed a periodic assessment of all applicants, to find out if they were interested 
in remaining on the waiting list.  We thought this would be a good time to review the applications for 
Ravinia that were processed during 2014.  As you know, we must contact people in order of 
application date.  Not all applicants that were called came in to complete paperwork.  We found that 
we were able to get 46 of the applicants to come in to complete the paperwork with the following 
results: 

• 11 applicants were REJECTED in 2014 for having criminal backgrounds 
 

• 8 applicants owed past amounts for various unpaid utilities and based on that they received a 
conditional screening stating that the owed money had to be paid.  None of these 8 applicants ever 
submitted proof that they had paid the amount owed, thus the application/certification process stopped. 

 
• 9 applicants made appointments and completed partial paperwork then failed to bring in all required 

documentations (SS cards, birth certificates, state ID's) or they failed to submit necessary information 
so that staff could submit required verifications (banking, employment, DHS, Child Support).  Even 
after many calls to each of them, information was not received and the process ceased. 

 
• 5 applicants changed their minds with no explanations (did not return phone calls, letters unanswered 

etc.) 
 

• 1 applicant WAS approved and failed to show up to sign lease.  She was called and would set up 
appoint then not show up or would call to cancel at the last minute.  This happened 3 times.   

 
• 7 applicants upon calling to determine their interest in housing informed staff that they had received 

vouchers from Lake Co and were no longer interested in seeking housing. 
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• 4 applicants filed all paperwork, and were approved for Ravinia housing but when called to schedule a 

time to sign their lease, staff was informed that they had received a voucher from Lake Co and would 
no longer be interested in Ravinia. 
 

• 2 applicants signed leases and moved in. 
 
We have increased the pressure on some of our applicants that had applied several years ago by requiring 
them to come to the office to complete paperwork to remain on the list.  We are hoping this allows us to “clean 
up the list” and interview more recent applicants whose need is greater to move in very soon. 
 

Frank B. Peers 

Occupancy:  There is currently one vacancy at the property.  The unit became vacant on 2/12/2015.  
An interested applicant, who is very interested, is bringing her daughter back on 2/26/15 to see the 
unit.   

Physical:  Regular maintenance work orders and tasks.  Handling of snow and ice. 

Social Programs:  Regular social programming occurred at Frank B. Peers during December 
including weekly bingo.  “An Afternoon with Lily the Therapy Dog” and intergenerational luncheon 
with Ravinia Nursery School celebrated Valentine’s Day.  The monthly luncheon will be held on 
2/25/15.  

Financial:  Net Operating Income (NOI) for January was positive to budget at $7,290.  YTD 
NOI was the same.   Cash carryover increased to $65,975.12.    

Income – Income for the month of January was positive to budget at $456.    

Expenses – Expense line items that were significantly negative to budget including: 

• Office Salaries (#6310)/Service Coordinator (#6900) We have transferred Marcia Segal from 
Service Coordinator position to Administrative.  Unfortunately, the accounting department 
coded her January salary to Service Coordinator.  We will correct this on future statements. 

• Janitor and cleaning supplies (#6515) Reflects cost for inventory light bulbs. 
• Electricity (#6450) Budgeted evenly over year, winter use higher with residents staying 

indoors more. 
• Gas (#6452) Higher due to extreme cold weather 
• Heating and Cooling Contractor (#6546) Reflects cost for heating service call for an 

apartment. 
 

Walnut Place 

Occupancy:   Walnut is 100% occupied 

Physical:    Regular maintenance work orders and tasks.  Handling of snow and ice. 
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Social Programs:  Regular social programming occurred at Walnut Place during January including 
weekly bingo.    Afternoon gathering with Lily the Therapy dog was held on 2/13/15.  The Monthly 
luncheon was held on 2/19/2015 to celebrate the Chinese New Year.    

Financial:   Net Operating Income (NOI) for January was positive to budget by $9,521. YTD 
NOI was the same.   Cash carryover increased to $9,164.    

Income - Income for the month of January was negative to budget by ($384) due to vacancy. 

Expenses – Expense line items that were significantly negative to budget include: 

• Office Salaries (#6310)/Service Coordinator (#6900) We have transferred Marcia Segal from 
Service Coordinator position to Administrative.  Unfortunately, the accounting department 
coded her January salary to Service Coordinator.  We will correct this on future statements.  
In addition, we expected to have a service coordinator in place on January 1st but to date 
have not been able to fill the position. 

• Computer data processing. (#6316) – Includes cost for a computer support visit by 
contractor. 

• Repairs Payroll (#6540) – Cost for overtime by maintenance for salting sidewalks over 
weekends. 

• Electricity (#6450) Budgeted evenly over year, winter use higher with residents staying 
indoors more. 

• Gas (#6452) Higher due to extreme cold weather 
• Heating and Cooling Contract (#6545) – Reflects purchase of new heating unit for 

townhouse. 
 

Ravinia Housing 

Occupancy:  HUD requires that 40% of the persons moving in to Section 8 apartments fall into the 
extremely low income category.  To achieve this goal, we make sure that the very first applicant that 
moves into our properties qualify as “extremely low”.  We then alternate back and forth between 
very low and extremely low applicants to achieve this goal.  We have one resident who is currently 
approved and waiting to move in but because she does not fall into the “extremely low” category, we 
have to wait until after we move in a qualified first applicant.   We currently have three units 
available.  The periodic assessment notices required residents to respond to our letter asking if they 
were interested in remaining on the waiting list by the end of January.  We have interviewed 18 
families in the last three weeks with the following outcome: 

• 5 applicants were rejected by screening or disqualified themselves when they found out we 
would be pulling criminal histories. 

• 4 applicants owed substantial sums to utility companies.  Our screening criteria requires they 
utility debt before moving in.  None of the four have made efforts to do this and we are 
unable to consider them further until they do. 
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• 1 applicant thought the units were too small. 
• 1 applicant completed the paperwork then called in later in the day and told us she was not 

interested in living at St. Johns after driving around the neighborhood.  
• 4 applicants have had their profile sent to Screening   and we are waiting to hear back if they 

are approved.  If they are, we will begin the verification process. 
• 3 applicants have passed the screening process and we are working to get all items verified.  
• We have four more appointments with applicants scheduled through the end of February. 

 

Because we have a “low income” applicant who can move in 2nd, we will be filling two units when 
we are able to qualify the next applicant that falls into the extremely low income category. 

Physical:   Regular maintenance work orders and tasks.  Handling of snow and ice. 

Financial:   Net Operating Income (NOI) for October was negative to budget by ($623). YTD 
NOI is negative to budget by ($50,599).   Cash carryover increased to $27,926. (This figure 
includes $27,900 received from HUD for the repaving of the parking lot at the two campuses.  
The bill was not received and paid until December).     

Income –Income is negative to budget at ($1,507.) due to vacancy.   

• Office Salaries (#6310)/Service Coordinator (#6900) We have transferred Marcia Segal from 
Service Coordinator position to Administrative.  Unfortunately, the accounting department 
coded her January salary to Service Coordinator.  We will correct this on future statements.  
In addition, we expected to have a service coordinator in place on January 1st but to date 
have not been able to fill the position. 

• Gas (#6452) – Reflects cost to heat vacant units over cold winter months. 
• Snow Removal – (#6548) Cost for snow removal, should be allocated to Miscellaneous 

Repairs Contract.  Will be corrected in subsequent statements.  

9



10



11



12



Walnut Place Capital Improvements Up-Date 1/31/2015

Date for Date for Estimated Estimated Comments FMCS Role $ Actual $ Actual Replacment

 Task Bids Work $ Use of $ Use of  Lead, Assist Operating Reserves Reserve

 Reserves Operating or None Spent Spent Request Date

1 Concrete Repairs periodic 1,000$          

2 Appliance Replacement periodic 2,150$          

3 A/C Replacements periodic 1,300$         

4  

5  

6  

7

8

9

10

11

 

Reserves 2015 Cash Flow

Reserves Starting January 2015 115,098$  

2015 Annual Escrow Deposit 22,003$    

Expected Use of Reserves $$ in 2015 (4,450)$     Total 4,450          -               -                -            

 

Balance expected at start of 2016 132,651$  
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Highland Park Housing Commission

Reserve Balances
Date: 1/31/2015

Sunset  
Account Name Frank B. Peers Walnut Place Ravinia Housing Woods TOTAL

Checking (Property) 64,771 9,164 395 51,103

Security Deposit 19,112 19,415 6,410 10,551
 

Replacement Reserve 186,811 115,098 415,689 0

Residual Receipts 17,508 27,095 0 0

Operating Reserve 0 0 16 9,158
(Construction Escrow)

Association Money 104,678 81,908 119,273
Market Checking

Association Small  9,220 9,351
Business Checking

Association Receivable/(Liability) (258,832)  
1)  Due from Hsg. Trst. Fd 277 GB 7,492 Total
2)  Due from Hsg. Trst Fd. Emerg. 689 A/R
3)  Due from Sunset Woods 258,832

Association CDs Maturity
CD #1 1/7/2016 506,796
CD #2 4/7/2015 507,413

Association MaxSafe 1,114,723
Money Market

TOTAL 2,693,367 275,450 504,418 (59,396)  
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Housing Trust Fund
Fiscal Year 2015
January 1 - December 31 - Unaudited Unaudited

Through 01/31/2015

Beginning Balance, Jan 1 (Unaudited) $863,817

Revenue:
  Demolition Tax 0
  Demolition Permits 0
  Interest Revenue 0
  Contributions/Donations/Other 0
  Proceeds of Ceding Volume Cap 0
Total Revenue 0

Expenditures:
  Program Costs (2,103)
Total Expenditures (2,103)

Ending Balance $861,714

Pending Liabilities 
CPAH Scattered Site Program ($65,000)
CPAH 4 Unit Rental Project ($450,000)
Employer Assisted Housing ($20,000)
CPAH Operating Grant 2014 ($85,000)
Emergency Housing Assistance ($10,000)
Housing Planner ($34,879)
Reimbursement to Fulton Developers ($13,200)
Total Pending Liabilities ($678,079)
Net Balance $183,635
Prior Month Balance (12-31-14) $370,617
Month to Month Change ($186,982)
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CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1150 HALF DAY ROAD 
HIGHLAND PARK, ILLINOIS 60035 

(847) 432-0867 
 
 
MEMORANDUM  
 
To:       Housing Commission 
 
From:   Mary Cele Smith, Housing Planner 
 
Date:    February 26, 2015 
 
Re:      Consideration of Engagement Letters from Manning Silverman for Audit and Tax 
Preparation Services for the Sunset Woods Association 

 
Attached are two different engagement letters from Manning Silverman & Company for 
accounting services, audit and tax returns, for the Sunset Woods Association (SWA).  Manning 
Silverman prepared the two alternatives at City staff’s suggestion.  One letter is for one year at a 
cost of $6,200; and the other, for three years, with cost increases each year that average to $6,200 
for the entire period.  Manning Silverman & Company has been the auditor for the Sunset 
Woods Association since its inception.  City staff are satisfied with Manning Silverman’s 
performance to date.   
 
The fees for the three year proposal are as follows:  
 2015 $5,900 
 2016 $6,200 
 2017 $6,500 
 
The fees for 2014 were $5,650.  The new proposals, for one-year at $6,200 or for three-years 
averaging $6,200 for the period, represent a ten percent increase.   
 
The last time that Housing Opportunity Development Corporation (HODC) staff sent out a 
request for proposals, at the Commission’s direction, was in 2010.  At that time, Manning 
Silverman’s proposal was significantly less than the two competitors (Reznick Group, P.C. and 
Ahlbeck & Company).  The proposed fees are also less than these two 2010 bids. 
 
Staff recommends engaging Manning Silverman & Company for either one or three years. 
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CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1150 HALF DAY ROAD 
HIGHLAND PARK, ILLINOIS 60035 

(847) 432-0867 
 
 
MEMORANDUM  
 
To:       Housing Commission 
 
From:   Mary Cele Smith, Housing Planner 
 
Date:    February 26, 2015 
 
Re:      Inclusionary Housing Ordinance Review 
 
 
The February 23, 2015 City Council Committee of the Whole (COTW) agenda included the 
topic Inclusionary Housing Policy – Alternatives for Discussion.  The attached memorandum 
provided the basis for the discussion, and city staff sent this attachment to the Housing 
Commission prior to the City Council Meeting (it is attached again for your convenience).  At 
the COTW, Community Development Director Joel Fontane presented a PowerPoint summary of 
the memo.  Chair David Meek, Senior Planner Lee Smith, and Housing Planner Mary Smith 
attended along with affordable housing stakeholders.   Among the questions that the Council 
members raised were establishing the need for ordinance revisions, providing a financial analysis 
of the impact of the inclusionary regulations, and obtaining feedback from developers.  The 
Mayor and City Council directed City staff to convene a task force to address these questions and 
to present their findings to the Housing Commission.  The Mayor recommended that the Task 
Force consist of two Housing Commissioners, Plan Commissioners, affordable housing 
stakeholders, and developers.  Chair Meek volunteered to serve on the task force.  The endpoint 
of this process is for the Housing Commission to present recommendations to the Plan 
Commission and City Council.  
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COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 
 
 

Date:  February 23, 2015 

To:  Mayor Nancy Rotering & City Council 

From:  Lee Smith, Senior Planner, Mary Cele Smith, Housing Planner, 
Eric Olson, Planner, and Joel Fontane, AICP, Director of Community Development 

Subject: Inclusionary Housing Policy – Alternatives for Discussion  

 
Recommendation.  Staff respectfully requests direction regarding which of the following policy 
alternatives the City Council would like to consider.  It is recommended that these policy changes be 
referred to the Housing Commission for review and recommendation prior to formal Council 
consideration.   
 
Introduction.  At the direction of the City Manager and City Council, the Department of Community 
Development has been tasked with developing alternatives to reduce the costs of development 
associated with the City’s inclusionary housing requirements.  Concerns regarding the impact of these 
requirements on development activity emerged this past summer based on anecdotal evidence from 
developers that the cost associated with compliance is a deterrent to residential development.  Yet, the 
feedback from the development community has not been consistent.  Some developers have been able 
to incorporate inclusionary units into their projects1 and another indicates that he is accustomed to this 
type of requirement.2  The requirement seems to be of greater concern to developers of condominium 
projects, particularly high-end projects, however, it is unclear why.  What is clear is that little housing 
development has occurred since the program began.  Staff believe this is largely attributable to the 
housing market crash, zoning requirements related to density, height, parking, and that the City is 
largely developed already.  Yet, the City’s inclusionary housing requirements also play a significant role 
in the cost of development.  Staff recognize that if affordable unit requirements inhibit development, 
fewer housing units, including affordable ones, may be produced. 
 
There is also growing concern that the Housing Trust Fund (HTF) is not sustainable as its revenue 
sources, the demolition tax and payment-in-lieu, have not been sufficient to keep up with program 
expenditures over the past several years. In FY 2014, revenue to the HTF was $365,000 with 
expenditures of approximately $335,000.  The HTF started FY 2015 with a balance of $863,800. Total 
pending 2015 obligations of the HTF including CPAH operating and development grants, salary for the 
City’s Housing Planner, and, other items total approximately $680,000. Assuming a worst case scenario 
of no HTF revenue in 2015, the Fund balance at the close of the year would be $183,800.  In 2014, 
Demolition Tax revenue to the HTF was $213,000, an increase of 36 percent from that in 2013 when 
Demolition Tax revenue was $157,000.   
 
In FY 2013 and 2014, among other funding obligations, the HTF supported CPAH’s purchase and 
rehabilitation of a total of seven units, six home ownership and one rental unit.   

1  Laurel Court II, 515 Roger Williams 
2 Clark Station Redevelopment 
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Inclusionary Housing Policy Alternatives          
Page 2 

 
In examining the inclusionary housing requirements staff considered the interrelationship of the 
following key objectives: 

• The City’s competitiveness as a location for residential development.   

• The production of housing units within the city for a wide range of income groups; and 

• The sustainability of the Housing Trust Fund as an additional mechanism to provide affordable 
housing units. 

 
Another aspect of staff research was a comparison of Highland Park’s inclusionary zoning requirements 
to that of the four other Illinois’ municipalities that have such regulations: Chicago, Evanston, Lake 
Forest, and, St. Charles. Executive Summary 1 and Table ES1 provide summary and detailed information 
on Highland Park’s and these other municipalities’ regulations.  
 
 
Background.  Inclusionary zoning was one of four key recommendations of the City’s Affordable 
Housing Plan, which was adopted by the City Council in January 2001 as an element of the City’s 
Comprehensive Master Plan.  The inclusionary zoning regulations help maintain the City’s economic 
diversity by ensuring that a portion of all new residential development (and rental to condo conversions) 
be affordable for low to moderate-income households.  It also directly funds the affordable units though 
grants from the Housing Trust Fund to the City’s not-for-profit development partner Community 
Partners for Affordable Housing (CPAH).  The program, in part, serves to close the gap between the 
location of jobs3 and housing by providing a mechanism by which more people who work in Highland 
Park can also live in Highland Park.  Among the benefits of this action is that it helps local employers 
attract and retain employees.  Moreover, providing additional opportunities for people to live near their 
place of employment can reduce traffic congestion and related pollution.  Part of the rationale for the 
current 20% affordable requirement had to do with the proportion of households earning less than $50K 
per year living in Highland Park, which was about 25% in the year 2000.  This proportion has remained 
the same according to the most recent Census data available.4 
 
The development of the ordinance sought to balance the need for affordable housing, given Highland 
Park’s household income distribution, with the developer’s interests.  In order to mitigate costs to the 
developer, the ordinance establishes a density bonus of one additional market-rate unit for each 
required affordable unit.  In Planned Unit Developments, the City Council may authorize an additional 
density bonus of 0.5 market-rate units for each required affordable unit.  The density bonus is not 
available when the developer pays the fee-in-lieu instead of constructing units.  When used, the density 
bonus acts to reduce the percent of affordable units in the project.  Typically, when a developer receives 
the density bonus, the total number of affordable units in the project are 15% to 16% of all units.  
Although it may not be possible to use the full density bonus given the constraints of any given site and 
other City Code requirements, all five developments built or approved to date were able to use some or 
all of the density bonus.  For these five developments, the percent of affordable units ranged from 
13.3% to 17.6%.  The average for these developments is 16%.  The attached Table 1 summarizes the 
information for the five developments.   
 

3 The City of Highland Park has about 16,000 jobs according to ESRI 
4 2008-2010 estimate from the Census Bureau’s American Community Survey 
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Inclusionary Housing Policy Alternatives          
Page 3 

While the density bonus is the primary mechanism to mitigate costs of the inclusionary program, the 
ordinance also provides for a waiver of all the City’s development-related fees and costs attributable to 
the affordable units.  In addition, the City Council has the authority to waive development impact fees 
for all of the affordable units provided.    
 
By design, the City’s affordable housing program’s production is dependent on the inclusion of 
affordable units within private sector developments and the development of units through its grant 
making to CPAH.  Since 2003, private sector development of inclusionary units (20 units) has lagged 
CPAH’s scattered site production (45 units).  This is not surprising given the “great recession” and its 
attendant housing market crash.  During this time, the City’s program was able to use monies from the 
Housing Trust Fund to continue to create affordable housing units during the slow economic recovery. 
 
As additional background, an overview of the City’s current inclusionary zoning regulations is attached in 
Executive Summary 2 and Tables ES2A and ES2B.  
 
Relationship to State Requirements. The State of Illinois’ Affordable Housing Planning and 
Appeal Act (AHPAA) (310 ILCS 67/) of 2003 requires local governments to adopt an Affordable Housing 
Plan (AHP) if less than 10% of their housing units qualify as affordable.  AHPs are required to detail how 
the local government will increase its affordable housing stock.  The law is intended to encourage 
municipalities to incorporate affordable housing into their communities.  Every five years the State 
reevaluates municipal compliance with the goal of 10% affordable units in a jurisdiction. 
 
To comply with the AHPAA, municipalities are required to have an AHP that includes incentives to 
encourage affordable housing and incorporates at least one of the following three goals for increasing 
the proportion of affordable units as defined by the AHPAA:   

a. That a minimum of 15% of all new development or redevelopment be affordable; or 

b. That a minimum of a 3% percentage point increase in overall percentage of affordable housing 
within its jurisdiction be achieved; or  

c. That at least 10% of all units within a jurisdiction are affordable. 

The State has determined that the proportion (7%) of total housing units that are affordable in Highland 
Park is less than the ten percent threshold set forth by the AHPAA.  This proportion is slightly less than 
the State’s previous 2003 estimate for Highland Park, which was 7.6%.  Although staff acknowledge that 
the City is still below the 10% required, it disagrees with the State’s methodology used to calculate the 
latest estimate.  Moreover, the City’s programmatic efforts have resulted in the development of forty-
five affordable units since 2003, which would represent 14% of the net increase in total housing units 
between 2000 and 2010.  
 
Ongoing Need.  Despite the downturn in the housing market, homes in Highland Park continue to 
be unaffordable to many households living or working here.  According to the Lake County Assessor, the 
median market-value for existing homes in Highland Park was $465,000 in 2012.  The cost, moreover, of 
new homes, is even greater, typically over $750,000.  Rental units often provide a relatively more 
affordable option to purchasing, yet the number of rental units in Highland Park has declined over the 
past 20 years by almost 7% (see Table below).  The number of rental units has stabilized in the last 10 
years but its contribution to total units has fallen from 20.2% in 1990 to 17.6% in 2010. 
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City of Highland Park 
Housing Units 1990 2000 2010 

% Change 
1990-2010 

Total Housing Units 11,436 11,934 12,256 +7.1% 

Total Rental Units 2,307 2,136 2,152 -6.7% 

Occupied Rental 2,162 2,059 1,963 -9.2% 

Vacant Rental 145 77 189 +30.3% 

Percent Rental 20.2% 17.9% 17.6% -12.9% 

Source:  U.S. Census Bureau 
  

 
 
To assess if the Highland Park housing market is meeting the housing needs of low and moderate- 
income households, staff analyzed Multiple Listing Service data for condominiums, townhouses and 
single-family detached homes sold in Highland Park from March through July 2014. The properties 
reviewed were all sold at or below $250,000. This price threshold was used to assess the Market Rate 
Affordable housing market in Highland Park.  
 
To determine affordability, staff calculated whether low to moderate-income households could afford 
the cost to purchase these properties including mortgage principal and interest, taxes and insurance 
(and association fees for condominiums).  Affordability is defined as paying no more than 30% of 
household income for total housing costs. Low-income is defined as at or below 80% of area median 
income (AMI) and moderate-income is from 81% to 120% of AMI. Furthermore, in developments with 
inclusionary housing units, the average sale price for units targeted to low and moderate-income 
households are set at 65% and 100% of AMI, respectively.  For more on the income requirements of the 
City’s program see attached Executive Summary 2 - Current Inclusionary Zoning Regulations and Tables 
ES2A and ES2B.  
 
During the sales period examined, only 10 single-family detached and 19 condominium or townhouse 
units were sold for less than $250,000.  To analyze the affordability of these units, we examined two 
low-income (65% and 80% of AMI) and two moderate income levels (100% and 120% of AMI). Attached 
Tables 2A and 2B show whether the units sold would be affordable to the target households of the 
inclusionary housing regulations.  
 
The following table summarizes the results of the sales price analysis.  
 

Market Rate Affordable in Highland Park (Mar – Jul 2014) 
Number and % of Total Units Sold <$250K that are  

Affordable by % of Area Median Income (AMI) 

% of AMI of 
Purchaser 

# of Condos and Townhouses 
Sold that were affordable 

# of Single Family 
Detached Sold 

# and % 
65% 1 (5%) 2 (20%) 
80%   5 (20%) 3 (30%) 

100% 10 (53%) 9 (90%) 
120% 15 (79%) 10 (100%) 
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Regarding condominiums and townhouses, there were more sales of this type of housing but again, 
these units are not typically affordable to low-income households.  As would be expected there is 
greater affordability in the Highland Park market for moderate-income households.  
 
It should be noted that as the housing market improves dwelling units such as these are likely to 
increase in value at a faster rate than household income and therefore will become less affordable to 
the target income groups.  In addition, most market-rate affordable condominiums were one and two 
bedrooms (84%) units which do not accommodate larger households.  
 
 
Policy Recommendations & Discussion 
In light of the foregoing, staff has analyzed the current regulations and offers the following options and 
alternatives for Council consideration.   
 

1. Consider Expanding the payment-in-lieu option to the following:  

a. All types of single-family developments fewer than 20 units; and 

b. To conversions of rental developments with fewer than 20 units to individual unit ownership 
through condo conversion. 

 
Rationale:  Currently, only developers of detached single-family units have the option of paying 
the payment-in-lieu of providing actual affordable units by right.  This change would expand this 
option to all types of single-family construction, such as townhouses, and would make this 
option a by-right alternative to the provision of affordable units on site.  It would also provide 
this same option to property owners converting rental units to condominiums.  The reasoning 
is that attached town homes are another form of single-family development and that 
developers of condominium conversions are not able to use the density bonus. 

 
2. Consider Expanding Fee Waivers to Market-Rate Bonus Units 

 
In an effort to reduce the costs associated with inclusionary housing units the City could consider 
expanding permit fee waivers and/or impact fee waivers to market-rate bonus units obtained 
through the provision of on-site inclusionary housing.  As a development incentive, the City’s 
Inclusionary Housing ordinance currently provides a waiver of all development-related permit fees 
associated with the affordable units created.  In addition, the City Council has also waived the per 
unit impact fees attributable to affordable units in all of the approved developments projects 
containing inclusionary units. Impact fees5 range from ~$4.2K - $18.9K per unit depending on the 
number of bedrooms and type of building6. Expanding these waivers would provide an additional 
cost offset for the development of affordable units.  
 
Rationale:  Expanding permit fee waivers and/or impact fee waivers to the market-rate bonus units 
would increase these incentives by more the 2.5 times and could be a significant cost offset for 
some developments.  A detailed incentive analysis will be developed upon direction of City Council.   

5 Impact fees collected by the City go to the Library, School District 112 and 113, and Park District. 
6 multi-family, single-family attached, or single-family detached 
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3. Consider Alternatives to the 20% Requirement 

 
Current Code.  Prior to presenting policy alternatives, it is important to note that the application of 
the City’s current policy typically yields developments consisting of 15-16% affordable units after all 
bonus units are included as shown in Table 3.  This is the result of how the density bonuses are 
applied to development projects.  Under the City’s current inclusionary housing policy, developers 
are awarded a by-right density bonus of one market-rate unit for every affordable unit provided 
within a development.  An additional discretionary bonus of one-half the number of affordable units 
created on-site, rounded up, can also be granted through the Planned Development (PUD) process.   
 
When calculating the 20% requirement, fractional affordable units below 0.5 are rounded down and 
fractional affordable units >0.5 are rounded up to the closest whole unit.  The number of market 
rate bonus units for a given project is derived based on the number of on-site affordable housing 
units provided as the following example shows.  As mentioned above, the result of these 
calculations is a development with typically 15%-16% affordable units.  
 
The case study below illustrates how the density bonuses reduce the percentage of affordable units 
in the development.    

 
Example: A developer proposes to build 20 units in Highland Park. In order to reach that number, we 
mathematically back into the total units proposed by determining the base number of units that 
would yield 20 total units including both by-right and PUD density bonuses.  

• Using a base of 15 units, the 20% affordable requirement is 3.00 units.  

• With affordable density bonuses, the developer is able to create an additional five market-
rate units for a total of 20 units. 

• With three affordable units constructed in a development of 20 total units, the effective 
percentage of all units that are affordable is 15%. 

 

Total # 
of Units 

Proposed 
Base Units 

Market-
Rate 
Units 

Affordable 
Units Required 

By-Right 
Bonus Units 

PUD 
Bonus Units 

Effective % 
Affordable 

Units 
20 15 12 3.00 / 3 3 2 15.0% 

 
Summary of Alternatives & Comparison with Current Requirements.  Staff recommend that the 
following three alternatives be considered as they are consistent with the City’s Master Plan, the 
City’s Affordable Housing Needs and Implementation Plan and the on-going need for more 
affordable housing in Highland Park.  These alternatives reduce the requirements of the City’s 
inclusionary housing policy by expanding the ability for payments in-lieu of fractional units or 
reducing the proportion of on-site units required, or both.  The alternatives are presented from least 
(Alt #1) to most change (Alt #3) from the City’s current policy. Each has an example that assumes 
that the development is a Planned Unit Development to illustrate the effective percent affordable 
for that particular development.  Table 4 provides a detailed comparison of the current policy to all 
three alternatives below.   
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It is important to note that due to rounding the number of affordable units required as a proportion 
of total units (effective percentage) varies by the size of the project.  Moreover, the proportion of 
total units on-site that are required to be affordable under the city’s current code is, on average, 
15% to 16%. 
 
Alternative 1 – This alternative proposes a variation on the City’s current structure that retains the 
20% affordable proportion but allows for a payment of a prorated fee-in-lieu for partial unit 
requirements at 0.5 units and above.  This alternative provides the option to pay a prorated amount 
of the City’s $125K payment-in- lieu for fractional units >= 0.5.  This policy change: 
 

• Represents the least change from current policy 
• Provides another revenue source for the Housing Trust Fund 
• On average, reduces the proportion of on-site units that are affordable to 14%-15%. 

 
Alternative 2 – This alternative reduces the overall 20% affordable requirement to 15% and makes 
no other changes.  This policy change: 
 

• On average, reduces the proportion of on-site units that are affordable to 12%-13% 
• Does not provide another revenue source for the Housing Trust Fund 

 
Alternative 3 – This alternative reduces the overall affordable unit requirement from 20% to 15% 
and allows for a payment of a pro-rated fee-in-lieu for all partial unit requirements.  This policy 
change: 
 

• On average, reduces the proportion of on-site units that are affordable to 10%-12% 
• Provides another revenue source for the Housing Trust Fund. 
• Reduces cost variation due to rounding. 

 
Alternative 1 Example:   
Retain 20%, Allow Payment of Fee-in-Lieu for Fractional Requirements above 0.5 
 
Maintain the current 20% affordable housing requirement for covered developments of five units and 
above.  However, developments requiring a fractional affordable unit greater than 0.5 would be given 
the option to pay a percentage of the established fee-in-lieu for this fractional unit instead of creating 
the additional affordable unit. This reduces the financial burden on developers which are otherwise 
required to create an affordable unit due to rounding.  
 
All fractional unit requirements below 0.5 would continue to be rounded down and no proportional 
payment of the fee-in-lieu would be required.  
 
All bonuses for market-rate units would remain based on the number of affordable housing units 
actually created.  
 
Under this policy alternative, developments would reflect an average effective affordable housing 
percent of approximately 14-15% and additional funds would be raised for the Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund. 
 

Example: A developer wants to build 36 units in Highland Park. In order to reach that goal, we 
mathematically work backwards to determine a starting point that allows the developer to use all of 
the available bonuses to reach 36.  
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• By proposing a base of 28 units, the 20% affordable requirement is 5.60 units. The developer 
has the option to create five affordable units and pay the applicable fractional percentage 
(60%) of the established fee-in-lieu. Rather than requiring six affordable units through 
existing rounding rules, the developer can create five affordable units and pay $75,000 into 
the Affordable Housing Trust Fund. 

• With all affordable density bonuses, the developer is able to create an additional eight 
market-rate units for a total of 36 units. 

• With five affordable units constructed in a development of 36 total units, the effective 
percentage of affordable units is 13.9%. 

 

Total Units 
Proposed 

Base 
Units  

Market-
Rate 
Units 

Affordable Units 
Required/Created 

Fractional 
Fee-in-

Lieu 

By-Right 
Bonus 
Units 

PUD 
Bonus 
Units 

Effective % 
Affordable 

Units 

36 28 23 5.60 / 5 $75,000 
(0.6) 5 3 13.9% 

 
Alternative 2 Example:   
Reduce Requirement to 15%, No Prorated Payments for Fractional Units 
 
This alternative reduces the 20% affordable housing requirement to 15% for covered developments of 
five units and above.  When calculated, fractional affordable units below 0.5 are rounded down and 
fractional affordable units >0.5 are rounded up to the closest whole unit.   
 
All bonuses for market-rate units would remain based on the number of affordable housing units 
actually created. This policy alternative would yield an average 12-13% affordable on-site. 
 

Example: A developer wants to build 30 units in Highland Park. In order to reach that goal, we 
mathematically work backwards to determine a starting point that allows the developer to use all of 
the available bonuses to reach 30.  

• By proposing a base of 24 units, the 15% affordable requirement is 3.60 units and results in 
the creation of four affordable units due to rounding.  

• With affordable density bonuses, the developer is able to create an additional six market-
rate units to meet their goal of 30 units. 

• With four affordable units constructed in a development of 30 total units, the effective 
percentage of affordable units is 13.3%. 

 

Total Units 
Proposed Base Units  Market-

Rate Units 
Affordable Units 

Required/Created 
By-Right 

Bonus Units 
PUD Bonus 

Units 

Effective % 
Affordable 

Units 
30 24 20 3.60 / 4 4 2 13.3% 
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Alternative 3 Example:  
Reduce Requirement to 15%, Prorated Payment of Fee-in-Lieu for any Fractional Units Required 
 
In this alternative, developers would be subject to a 15% affordable housing requirement for covered 
developments of five units and above.  All developments requiring fractional affordable units may pay a 
percentage of the established fee-in-lieu for their fractional unit instead of creating the additional 
affordable unit.  
 
All bonuses for market rate units would remain based on the number of affordable housing units 
actually created.  
 
Under this policy alternative, developments would reflect an average effective affordable housing 
percent of approximately 10-12% and additional funds would be raised for the Affordable Housing Trust 
Fund. 
 

Example: A developer wants to build 33 units in Highland Park. In order to reach that goal, we 
mathematically work backwards to determine a starting point that allows the developer to use all of 
the available bonuses to reach 33.  

• By proposing a base of 27 units, the 15% affordable requirement is 4.05 units and results in 
the creation of four affordable units. The developer will also pay $6,250 as the applicable 
fractional percentage (5%) of the fee-in-lieu.   

• With affordable density bonuses, the developer is able to create an additional six market-
rate units to meet their goal of 33 units. 

• With six affordable units constructed in a development of 33 total units, the effective 
percentage of affordable units is 12.1%. 

 

Total 
Units 

Proposed 

Base 
Units  

Market-
Rate 
Units 

Affordable Units 
Required/Created 

Fractional 
Fee-in-

Lieu 

By-Right 
Bonus 
Units 

PUD 
Bonus 
Units 

Effective % 
Affordable 

Units 

33 27 23 4.05 / 4 $6,250 
(0.05) 4 2 12.1% 

 
Attachments: 
 Executive Summary 1 - Inclusionary Zoning Regulations – Municipal Comparison 
 Table ES1: Comparison of Highland Park Inclusionary Zoning Requirements vs. Other Illinois 

Municipalities 
 Executive Summary 2 - Current Inclusionary Zoning Regulations 
 Tables ES2A Inclusionary Housing Program For-Sale Pricing  
 Table ES2B Inclusionary Housing Program Rental Pricing 
 Table 1: Inclusionary Residential Developments in Highland Park 
 Tables 2A Market-Rate Affordability for Condos/Townhouses 
 Table 2B: Market-Rate Affordability for Single Family Detached 
 Table 3: Effective Percentage of Affordable Housing under Current Code Requirements 
 Table 4: Inclusionary Zoning Current Policy vs Alternatives: Market-Rate, Affordable Bonus Units 

and Effective Percentage 

35



Executive Summary 1 - Inclusionary Zoning Regulations – Municipal Comparison 

Table 5 provides a comparison of Highland Park’s inclusionary housing requirements with the four other 
communities1 in Illinois that have adopted inclusionary requirements.  The table also shows that the City’s 
neighboring communities, Deerfield, Glencoe, Northbrook and Winnetka, do not have inclusionary 
housing requirements. The following provides a summary comparison of Highland Park to other 
communities with inclusionary housing ordinances: 

• Highland Park and Lake Forest require all developments with five or more units to be subject to 
inclusionary housing requirements.  St. Charles includes all development under its Ordinance, Chicago 
(10 or more units) and Evanston (25 or more units) have higher thresholds for regulated 
developments. Lake Forest does not include single-family detached developments as covered 
projects.  

• With the exception of Evanston, which does not include rental development, Highland Park and the 
other communities require for-sale and rental projects to provide affordable units.  

• Highland Park requires the highest percentage of affordable units at 20%. Lake Forest is second at 
15%. Evanston and Chicago require 10%, and St. Charles has a sliding scale based on overall 
community affordability.  

• Highland Park, Evanston, Lake Forest and St. Charles established comprehensive categories of covered 
developments including new development, renovations and condominium conversions. Chicago has 
more subtle triggers including projects where zoning relief or financial incentives are provided. 

• Highland Park requires the greatest level of lower-income affordability for rental developments and 
allows a broader range of affordability in for-sale projects (51% AMI to 120%) than the other 
communities. 

• Highland Park’s required affordability period (25 years) for rental units is less than that required in 
Lake Forest and St. Charles but is the same for for-sale projects (in perpetuity). 

• Highland Park provides a wide array of incentives to developers including density bonuses, permit fee 
waivers equal to, or greater than, those of the other communities. St. Charles and Lake Forest also 
offer density bonuses when affordable units are provided.  

• Highland Park’s fee-in-lieu is one of the highest when compared to other communities. It is not known 
how each community has determined its fee-in-lieu. 

• Highland Park allows affordable units to be smaller than market-rate units, consistent with the other 
communities except in Evanston where the units must be substantially the same size as market-rate 
units. 

• With the exception of Chicago, Highland Park is the only community in Illinois to have created any 
affordable units through its inclusionary housing program.   

1 City of Chicago, Evanston, Lake Forest and St. Charles 
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Highland Park Chicago Evanston Lake Forest St. Charles
Deerfield / Glencoe / 

Winnetka / Northbrook

Project size (# of 
residential units) 

>/= 5 >/=10 >/=25 
>/=5 (excluding single 

family detached 
developments)

1+

% of Units Required 
to be Affordable

20% of total units 

10% of total units if 
privately funded;                                         

20% if receiving City funds 
(calculations of required 

affordable units are 
rounded up)

10% of total units (round up 
to nearest whole #

15%

5%: 1-10 units  (fee-in-lieu 
acceptable);                        

10%: 11-50 units (50% units 
by fee-in-lieu);                         

15%: >50 (100% on site with 
relief possible)                      

(% of affodable units 
required is also based on a 
sliding scale related to the 

total # of affordable units in 
community. If DCD 

determines St. Charles is 
=>25% affordable - no 

affordable units would be 
required.)  

Applicable To:

All new development with a 
residential component;  

Renovation of existing multi-
family that increases 

dwelling units;              
Change in use from non-

residential to residential or 
conversion from rental to 

condo

Projects that receive: zoning 
relief (higher FAR, change 

from non-residential to 
residential, allow ground 

floor residential);             
Land purchased from City; 

Projects which have 
received City financial 

assistance;                         
Part of a PD in downtown 

zoning district

Planned Developments on 
contiguous land under 
common ownership;       

New residential or mixed 
use construction; 

Renovation of existing multi-
family buildings that 

increases the number of 
units;                              

Change of use from non-
residential to residential 

use;                      
Development built in 

phases 

New residential or mixed 
use (including residential) 

development;        
Renovation or 

reconstruction of existing 
MF of more than 50% of 
total s.f. and increases in 

the total # units;  
Conversion of non-

residential to residential 
use;                                 

Condo conversions 

All residential development. 

Housing Types 
Applicable 

For-sale and rental units. For-sale and rental units. For-sale units For-sale and rental units. For-sale and rental units. 

Income restrictions - 
rental 

No less than 33% affordable 
to ≤50% AMI; No less than 
33% affordable to HH btwn 

51 & 80% AMI;                    
No more than 33% to HH 

between 81 and 120% AMI

≤60% AMI 
Regulations are not 

applicable to rental projects

At least 1 (or 50%) unit 
<60% AMI; Balance <80% 

AMI
<60% AMI

Income restrictions - 
for-sale 

At least 50% of aff units for 
51-80% AMI (avg 65%);                  

Balance for 81-120% AMI 
(avg 100%)

≤100% AMI 
At least 25% aff units for 

≤80% AMI;                    
Balance HH ≤100% AMI 

At least 1 (or 50%) <=80% 
AMI;                             

Balance <=120% AMI
<80% AMI; 

Affordability period - 
rental 

25 years 30 years
Regulations are not 

applicable to rental projects
In perpetuity or as long as 

legally possible 
In perpetuity or as long as 

legally possible 

Affordability period - 
for-sale 

In perpetuity or as long as 
legally possible 

30 years
In perpetuity or as long as 

legally possible 
In perpetuity or as long as 

legally possible 

Various controls based on 
first 7 years of ownership 

and post-7 years of 
ownership

Developer benefits 

Density bonus of 1 market 
rate unit for each required 

affordable unit; density 
bonus in PUDs of up to .5 
market rate units for each 
required affordable unit; 
fee and other waivers for 

affordable units

Zoning relief granted for the 
project 

Cxpedited application 
process; fee deferral until 
temporary CofO; waiver of 
fees specifically related to 

affordable units 

Density bonus in the B 
zoning districts of 0.25 if 
housing is on-site; 1 for 1 

bonus in other districts up 
to 115% of base density ; 

waiver of application, 
building permit, plan 
review, inspection, 

sewer&water tap-on, demo 
permit, impact and other 

fees for the affordable units

Waiver of building permit, 
demolition, plan review, 
sewr/water connection 
fees, impact fees for the 
affordable units. Density 
bonus of 1 for 1 but total 

project not to exceed 120% 
of base density 

Fee in lieu of on-site 
unit/per unit

$125,000 $100,000 $40,000 $130,000 $104,500 (2010)

Affordability 
enforcement 

Inclusionary housing 
agreement; deed 

restrictions or other 
recorded insturments

Affordable units placed in 
Chicago Community Land 

trust

Planned development 
agreement; deed 

restrictions or restrictive 
covenants; payments to 

Affordable Housing Fund if 
not maintained 

Deed restrictions or other 
recorded insturment

Deed restrictions or other 
recorded insturment; 

deferred payment 
mortgage lien in favor of 

City 

Limits to use of fee in 
lieu

Fee in lieu placed in 
Housing Trust Fund

None known None known
Fee can be paid in-lieu of on-

site units with Council 
approval (no density bonus) 

None known

Other criteria 

Size of affordable units may 
be up to 25% less than 

market rate units with same 
# of bedrooms; interior 

finishes may be different 
but no compromise on 

energy efficient features 

Size of units may be less 
than market rate units

Size of affordable units 
must be substantially same 
sq footage as market rate 
with same # of bedrooms; 
same interior finishes as 

basic market rate units; no 
compromise on energy 

efficient features 

1 BR Units can be 800 s.f.; 2 
bedroom units can be 1,200 

s.f.; interior finishes must 
meet City Code; 

Size of affordable units may 
be smaller; energy 

efficiency improvements 
must be the same.

Alternative Means of 
Compliance

Cash payment; off-site 
units; land donation 

Combination of housing and 
cash payment or full cash 

payemtn

Cash payment; off-site 
units; land donation 

Cash payment; off-site 
units; land donation 

Cash payment; off-site 
units; land donation 

Inclusionary Housing 
Units Created

4 (20 pending) 143 units and $11 million 0 0 0

Fee-In-Lieu collected $225,000 $100,000 $0 $800,000 $0 
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Table ES1: Comparison of Highland Park Inclusionary Zoning Requirements to Other Municiaplities in Illinois with Inclusionary Requirements and Other 
Adjacent Communities
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Executive Summary 2 - Current Inclusionary Zoning Regulations  

The ordinance applies to developments that include five or more residential dwelling units (du) otherwise 
referred to as “covered developments:”  

• New construction, including new mixed-use construction with a residential component 

• Renovation or reconstruction of an existing multi-family building that increases the number of 
residential units in the building 

• A change in the use of an existing building from non-residential to residential or conversion from 
rental property to condominium. 

Developers of covered projects must provide 20% of the total units for sale or rent at an affordable 
housing price to income-qualified households.1 In the case of single-family detached developments of less 
than 20 units, developers may choose to meet all or part of the inclusionary requirement through a cash 
payment to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund, a fund established by the City to provide financial support 
for affordable housing activities. The amount of the cash payment is $125,000 per required unit.2 

Target Population for the Affordable Units Created by the Inclusionary Program  

The inclusionary units are made available to income-qualified households according to the following 
priorities: 

1. Households who live in Highland Park or households in which the head of the household or 
spouse/domestic partner works in Highland Park for a government entity that serves the city.3  

2. Households in which the head of household or spouse/domestic partner works in Highland Park for 
any other employer; and  

3. Other income-qualified households. 

 

Target Income Levels for the Affordable Units 

The inclusionary program assists individuals and families earning up to 120% of the area median income 
(AMI). For example, the 2014 median income for a household of 4 is $72,400; 120% of AMI is $86,920.  
AMI is determined by the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development on an annual basis and 
adjusted for household size. 

In for-sale projects, at least one - and no less than half - of the affordable units must be sold at an 
affordable price to households whose incomes do not exceed 80% of AMI (e.g., $57,900 for a household 
of 4). Any remaining affordable units may be sold at an affordable price to households whose incomes do 
not exceed 120% of AMI.  

1 In actuality, given the density bonus available when affordable units are constructed, the percent of total units that are affordable 
almost always is less. The section below on cost-offsets will explain how this works.  Developers who pay a cash payment or fee-in-
lieu, however, do not receive the density bonus. 
2 The per unit cash payment amount is approved annually by the City Council and can be amended as needed. 
3 the City of Highland Park, the Highland Park Library District, the Park District of Highland Park, the Lake County Forest Preserve 
District, the County of Lake, Moraine Township, West Deerfield Township, School Districts 112 or 113, the Northern Suburban Special 
Education District, the North Shore Sanitary District, or the South Lake County Mosquito Abatement District 

                                                           

38



In rental projects, at least one-third of the affordable units must be leased at rents affordable to 
households whose incomes do not exceed 50% of AMI (e.g., $36,200 for a household of 4); at least one-
third must be leased to those whose incomes are between 51% and 80% of AMI; and no more than one-
third may be leased to those with incomes from 81% to 120% of AMI.  Note that households are not 
required to move out of an affordable unit if their income should increase at a later date. 

 

Pricing of the Inclusionary Units in Homeownership and Rental developments 

Tables ES2A and ES2B contain the for-sale and rent limits for housing developed under the inclusionary 
zoning regulations.  To be considered affordable, units must sell or rent at a price that income-eligible 
households can own or rent without having to devote more than approximately 30% of their gross income 
for monthly housing expenses.  

• For ownership units, housing expenses include principal, interest, taxes, insurance, and monthly 
condominium assessments or homeowner association fees, if any.  

• For rental units, housing expenses include rent and utilities.  
 

The ordinance establishes affordable pricing requirements to ensure a range of affordability within each 
required income tier in both for-sale and rental developments.  Tables ES2A and ES2B also show examples 
of sales prices and rents.  Given the assumptions in the attached tables, including a homeowners’ 
association fee of $225 per month4, a three-bedroom home for sale for households up to 80% of Chicago 
Area Median Income (AMI) would be $184,846, while one for households up to 120% would be $296,757.  
Looking at a rental example, a two-bedroom rental would be $715 per month for households up to 50% 
of AMI, while one for households up to 120% AMI would be $1,855. 

 

Period of Affordability Required for the Inclusionary Housing Units 

For-sale units created by the inclusionary ordinance must be maintained as affordable in perpetuity or as 
long as is legally permissible. Rental units must be kept affordable for 25 years. The City ensures 
permanent affordability through a development agreement and a restrictive covenant (an affordable unit 
declaration) that run with the property. Among other things, such covenants include a resale formula 
designed to provide a fair return to owners of inclusionary units while at the same time ensuring that the 
units will be resold at a price affordable to future income-qualified buyers. 

 

Incentives for Inclusionary Projects 

The major cost off-set for a developer is the density bonus.  For all covered developments, a density bonus 
of one additional market-rate unit for each required affordable unit is provided. In Planned Unit 
Developments, an additional density bonus may be authorized by City Council of up to 0.5 market-rate 
units for each required affordable unit.  The density bonus is not available when the developer pays the 
fee-in-lieu instead of constructing units.  When used, the density bonus acts to reduce the percent of 

4 The City is in the process of updating homeowner’s fee used in this example based on market data. 
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affordable units in the project.  Typically, when a developer receives the density bonus, the total number 
of affordable units in the project becomes 15 to 16% of all units.  See Table 3 to see the impact of the 
density bonus on the current code requirements.  

While Table 3 illustrates possibilities, the question becomes whether developers in actuality are able to 
benefit from the density bonus.  Historically, the answer has been yes:   all five developments built or 
approved to date incorporated some amount or all of the density bonus.  All five developments were 
Planned Unit Developments, and two of the five also incorporated the Planned Unit Development density 
bonus.  One was able to use the full bonus based on the unit count, and the other was able to use some. 
There are many reasons why it may not be possible to use the full bonus such as developer decisions on 
unit sizing, site constraints, and other City Code requirements.  As a result of the density bonus, however, 
the percent of affordable units in these developments ranged from 13.3% to 17.6%. The average for the 
five developments is 16%.  Table 1 summarizes the information for the five developments.  

 

Additional Cost Off-sets for Developers of Inclusionary Projects 

In addition to density bonuses, the ordinance provides for a waiver of all permit fees attributable to the 
affordable units created.   

The City Council also has the authority to waive development impact fees for the affordable units 
provided. As part of the development agreements, impact fees were waived in all of the developments 
shown in Table 1. 

 

Alternative Means for Developers to Satisfy the Inclusionary Requirement 

Following consideration and a recommendation by the Housing Commission and subject to the approval 
of the City Council, other alternatives may be available to meet all or part of the inclusionary requirement. 
A developer must show that the alternate means of compliance will further affordable housing 
opportunities in the City to an equal or greater extent than providing the units on site. Alternatives could 
include: 

• A cash payment to the Affordable Housing Trust Fund 

• Dedication of land to the Highland Park Housing Commission or the Commission’s not-for-profit 
designee 

• Provision of affordable housing units at another site within the City. 
 

Hardship Exceptions to Ordinance Requirements 

The Ordinance provides that the Housing Commission may recommend, and the City Council may approve 
departures from any of the standards upon making each of the following findings: 

• Due to specific and unique circumstances, undue hardship would be caused by the literal enforcement 
of the standards and requirements, 
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• By virtue of excellence in design, the proposed departure from the standards does not result in a 
diminished or lower quality affordable dwelling unit; and 

• The proposed affordable housing units otherwise meet the purpose and intent of this Article. 

To date, the hardship provision has not been requested by any developer. 

 

Integration of Affordable Inclusionary into Covered Developments and Differences between Affordable 
Units and Market-Rate Units 

To ensure integration of affordable and market-rate units, the affordable units must be dispersed 
throughout the development, visually compatible with the market-rate units, and built concurrently with 
the market-rate units. External building materials and finishes for the affordable units must be 
substantially the same type and quality as for the market-rate units.  

Interior improvements including finishes and fixtures, however, need not be the same. Affordable units 
may differ from the market-rate units with regard to interior amenities and gross floor area, provided 
that: 

• The bedroom mix of affordable units is proportionally the same as the bedroom mix of the market- 
rate units 

• Differences do not include improvements related to energy efficiency, including mechanical 
equipment and plumbing, insulation, windows, heating and cooling systems 

• The gross floor area is not less than the lesser of 75% of the gross floor area of market rate units with 
a comparable number of bedrooms or the minimum size requirements outlined in the table below: 

 

 Unit Type 

Number of 
Bedrooms 

Single Story Du Multi-Story Du 

Studio 450 square feet -- 

1 750 square feet -- 

2 950 square feet 1,000 square feet 

3 1,175 square feet 1,350 square feet 

4 1,350 square feet 1,600 square feet 
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Table ES2A SAMPLE Inclusionary Zoning Pricing Schedule for For-Sale Units

March 2014

Income Level 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person 6-person 7-person 8-person
45% AMI 22,815$     26,055$        29,318$     32,580$     35,190$       37,800$      40,410$       42,998$       
50% AMI 25,350$     29,000$        32,600$     36,200$     39,100$       42,000$      44,900$       47,800$       
65% AMI 32,955$     37,635$        42,348$     47,060$     50,830$       54,600$      58,370$       62,108$       
80% AMI 40,550$     46,350$        52,150$     57,900$     62,550$       67,200$      71,800$       76,450$       
100% AMI 50,700$     57,900$        65,150$     72,400$     78,200$       84,000$      89,800$       95,550$       
115% AMI 58,305$     66,585$        74,923$     83,260$     89,930$       96,600$      103,270$     109,883$     
120% AMI 60,800$     69,500$        78,200$     86,900$     93,850$       100,800$    107,750$     114,700$     

Unit Size Efficiency 1-bedroom 2-bedroom 3-bedroom 4-bedroom
Household Size 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person

4.35%
$225
5%
5%

Efficiency
1-bedroom
2-bedroom
3-bedroom
4-bedroom $157,563 $202,790 $263,183 $323,577

Affordable at 100% AMI
Maximum Price

Affordable at 120% AMI

$240,801

$196,037
$229,610

Prices Affordable to Moderate-Income Households

Pricing for For-Sale Units

Unit size Affordable at 65% AMI Affordable at 80% AMI

$143,014

$117,892
$140,274
$162,657
$184,846

Homeowner/Condo Association Fee
Downpayment for Low-Income Households

Chicago AMI by Household Size (effective3/19/14)

Relationship Between Unit Size and Household Size                                    

Average Price Maximum Price

Downpayment for Moderate-Income Households

Prices Affordable to Low-Income Households
Average Price

(for Pupose of Pricing Calculation)

$263,183
$296,757

$157,061

Assumptions

$184,846
$212,824

$88,583
$106,643
$124,831

Interest Rate
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Table ES2B SAMPLE Inclusionary Zoning Pricing Schedule for Rental Units

March 2014

Income Level 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person 6-person 7-person 8-person
45% AMI 22,815$     26,055$    29,318$    32,580$    35,190$    37,800$    40,410$    42,998$    
50% AMI 25,350$     29,000$    32,600$    36,200$    39,100$    42,000$    44,900$    47,800$    
65% AMI 32,955$     37,635$    42,348$    47,060$    50,830$    54,600$    58,370$    62,108$    
80% AMI 40,550$     46,350$    52,150$    57,900$    62,550$    67,200$    71,800$    76,450$    
100% AMI 50,700$     57,900$    65,150$    72,400$    78,200$    84,000$    89,800$    95,550$    
115% AMI 58,305$     66,585$    74,923$    83,260$    89,930$    96,600$    103,270$  109,883$  
120% AMI 60,800$     69,500$    78,200$    86,900$    93,850$    100,800$  107,750$  114,700$  

Unit Size Efficiency 1-bedroom 2-bedroom 3-bedroom 4-bedroom
Household Size 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person

Average Maximum Average Maximum Average Maximum
45% AMI 50% AMI 65% AMI 80% AMI 100% AMI 120% AMI

Efficiency $511.38 $574.75 $764.88 $954.75 $1,208.50 $1,461.00
1-bedroom $575.88 $649.50 $865.38 $1,083.25 $1,372.00 $1,662.00
2-bedroom $632.94 $715.00 $958.69 $1,203.75 $1,528.75 $1,855.00
3-bedroom $692.50 $783.00 $1,054.50 $1,325.50 $1,688.00 $2,050.50
4-bedroom + $730.25 $828.00 $1,121.25 $1,414.25 $1,805.50 $2,196.75

Efficiency: $59.00
1-br: $75.50
2-br: $100.00
3-br: $122.00
4-br: $149.50

Updated 3/19/2014

Chicago AMI by Household Size (effective3/19/14)

*Calculation based on 30% of gross monthly income minus utility allowance. It is assumed that rental units are 
multifamily apartments as opposed to townhomes or single family homes. The utilitiy allowance is based on the most 
current schedule used by the Lake County Housing Authority (effective 2014), with the following adjustments: (i)  
where gas and electric are provided as options for a particular utility or appliance, an average was used; and (ii) trash 
removal was assumed to be part of rent. Following are the utility allowances, as adjusted, by unit size: 

Relationship Between Unit Size and Household Size                                            

Lowest-Income Tier Low-Income Tier Moderate-Income Tier

(for Purpose of Pricing Calculation)

Affordable Monthly Rental Prices (Does not include Utility Allowance)*
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N:\CITY COUNCIL WORKING FOLDER\2015\022315\Inclusionary Housing COTW\Table 1 - HP Inc developments

Development Name Type
Total Base 

Units before 
Bonuses

Base Density 
Market-Rate 

Units 

20% 
Requirement

Affordable 
Units to be 

Built

Fee-in-
lieu 

Paid?

Density 
Bonus 

Market-
Rate Units

PUD 
Bonus 
Units

Total 
Units

Percent 
Affordable 

Units

Laurel Court attached 
townhome 12 10 2 2 no 2 1 15 13.3%

Laurel Court II* rental 44 36 8 8 no 8 0 52 15.4%
The Pointe** single-family 

detached 16 14 3 2 1 1 0 17 17.6%

townhome 2 30
condo 5 12
TOTAL 35 28 7 7 no 7 0 42 16.7%

515 Roger Williams rental 24 19 5 5 no 5 1 30 16.7%

*Because Laurel  Court II will be built in 2 equal phases, the requirement was 4 affordable units in each phase.  
**The developer of the Pointe, a single-family project, chose to provide 2 affordable units and to pay one  
     fee-in-lieu, which is the functional equivalent of 3 units.

Laurel Park

TABLE 1
Inclusionary Residential Developments in Highland Park
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Table 2A  : Townhomes and Condominiums Sold for Up to $250,000 (03/2014 - 07/20-14)

Address Unit Type Sale Price

Payment 
Mortgage, 

Taxes, 
Assessments, 

Insur. 65% 80% 100% 120%

1 891 Central Ave #235 2 BR-Condo 91,800$              1,078.52$           N Y Y Y
2 2066 St. Johns #108 1 BR - Condo 105,000$            864.56$              Y Y Y Y
3 2020 St. Johns #308 1 BR - Condo 117,188$            1,040.17$           N Y Y Y
4 891 Central Ave #101 2 BR-Condo 125,000$            1,142.60$           N Y Y Y
5 2046 St. Johns #4F 2 BR-Condo 150,400$            1,104.38$           N Y Y Y
6 1157 Deerfield 2 BR-TH 170,000$            1,495.94$           N N Y Y
7 2020 St, Johns #104 3 BR - Condo 173,000$            1,687.13$           N N Y Y
8 1250 Park Ave. W. #426 2 BR-Condo 177,500$            1,523.04$           N N Y Y
9 650 Laurel Ave. #203 2 BR-Condo 187,000$            1,688.96$           N N N Y

10 758 Judson 3 BR - TH 202,750$            1,696.48$           N N Y Y
11 1071 Deerfield Pl. 2 BR - TH 205,000$            1,579.85$           N N Y Y
12 1230 Park Ave. W. #204 3 BR - Condo 214,000$            1,813.59$           N N N Y
13 1700 Second St. #104 2 BR-Condo 228,000$            2,020.33$           N N N N
14 1015 Deerfield Pl. 2 BR - TH 228,000$            1,808.83$           N N N Y
15 1633 Second St. #106 1 BR - Condo 230,000$            1,763.82$           N N N N
16 1795 Lake Cook Rd. #3092 BR-Condo 240,000$            1,807.09$           N N N Y
17 1695 Second St. #306 2 BR-Condo 245,000$            2,010.68$           N N N N
18 1695 Second St. #203 2 BR-Condo 247,500$            1,961.11$           N N N N
19 1695 Second St. #504 2 BR-Condo 250,000$            1,854.78$           N N N Y

% Affordable 5% 26% 53% 79%
(1) Affordability based on 30% of HH income devoted mortgage payment, property taxes, assessments and insurance.
(2) Assumes 5% downpayment on sales price of dwelling unit.

Income Level 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person
65% AMI 32,955$           37,635$              42,348$              47,060$        50,830$        
80% AMI 40,550$           46,350$              52,150$              57,900$        62,550$        
100% AMI 50,700$           57,900$              65,150$              72,400$        78,200$        
120% AMI 60,800$           69,500$              78,200$              86,900$        93,850$        

Unit Size Efficiency 1-bedroom 2-bedroom 3-bedroom 4-bedroom
Household Size 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person

Units Affordable at % of Area Median Income
Moderate IncomeLow Income

Relationship Between Unit Size and Household Size                                            
(for Purpose of Pricing Calculation)
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Table 2B: Single Family Detached Houses Sold for Up to $250,000 (03/2014 - 07/20-14)

Address Size Sale Price

Payment 
Mortgage+ 

Taxes + 
Insurance 65% 80% 100% 120%

1 1373 Division St 2 BR 112,000$       963.72$         Y Y Y Y
2 835 County Line Rd. 3 BR 150,000$       1,155.73$      Y Y Y Y
3 849 Burton Ave. 5 BR 177,500$       1,480.21$      N Y Y Y
4 1271 Ridgewood Dr. 2 BR 180,000$       1,438.71$      N N Y Y
5 409 Green Bay Rd. 3 BR 186,700$       1,549.02$      N N Y Y
6 1700 Berkeley Rd. 3 BR 220,000$       1,852.38$      N N N Y
7 390 Walker Ave. 3 BR 235,000$       1,725.91$      N N Y Y
8 1251 Ferndale Ave. 3 BR 237,000$       1,685.82$      N N Y Y
9 1260 Ferndale Ave. 3 BR 241,900$       1,801.46$      N N Y Y

10 1243 Ferndale Ave. 3 BR 249,500$       1,720.26$      N N Y Y
% Affordable 20% 30% 90% 100%
(1) Affordability based on 30% of HH income devoted mortgage payment, property taxes, and insurance.
(2) Assumes 5% downpayment on sales price of dwelling unit.

Income Level 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person 6-person 
65% AMI 32,955$  37,635$         42,348$         47,060$        50,830$        54,600$         
80% AMI 40,550$  46,350$         52,150$         57,900$        62,550$        67,200$         
100% AMI 50,700$  57,900$         65,150$         72,400$        78,200$        84,000$         
120% AMI 60,800$  69,500$         78,200$         86,900$        93,850$        100,800$      

Unit Size Efficiency 1-bedroom 2-bedroom 3-bedroom 4-bedroom
Household Size 1-person 2-person 3-person 4-person 5-person

Moderate IncomeLow Income
Units Affordable at % of Area Median Income

Relationship Between Unit Size and Household Size                                            
(for Purpose of Pricing Calculation)
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Table 3: Effective Percentage of Affordable Housing under Current Code Requirements 
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5 5  1.00  4  1  1  1  20.0% 
6 5  1.00  4  1  1  1  16.7% 
7 5  1.00  4  1  1  1  14.3% 
8 6  1.20  5  1  1  1  12.5% 
9 7  1.40  6  1  1  1  11.1% 

10 8  1.60  6  2  2  1  20.0% 
11 8  1.60  6  2  2  1  18.2% 
12 9  1.80  7  2  2  1  16.7% 
13 10  2.00  8  2  2  1  15.4% 
14 11  2.20  9  2  2  1  14.3% 
15 12  2.40  10  2  2  1  13.3% 
16 13  2.60  10  3  3  2  18.8% 
17 13  2.60  10  3  3  2  17.6% 
18 13  2.60  10  3  3  2  16.7% 
19 14  2.80  11  3  3  2  15.8% 
20 15  3.00  12  3  3  2  15.0% 
21 16  3.20  13  3  3  2  14.3% 
22 17  3.40  14  3  3  2  13.6% 
23 18  3.60  14  4  4  2  17.4% 
24 18  3.60  14  4  4  2  16.7% 
25 19  3.80  15  4  4  2  16.0% 
26 20  4.00  16  4  4  2  15.4% 
27 21  4.20  17  4  4  2  14.8% 
28 22  4.40  18  4  4  2  14.3% 
29 23  4.60  18  5  5  3  17.2% 
30 23  4.60  18  5  5  3  16.7% 
31 23  4.60  18  5  5  3  16.1% 
32 24  4.80  19  5  5  3  15.6% 
33 25  5.00  20  5  5  3  15.2% 
34 26  5.20  21  5  5  3  14.7% 
35 27  5.40  22  5  5  3  14.3% 
36 28  5.60  22  6  6  3  16.7% 
37 28  5.60  22  6  6  3  16.2% 
38 29  5.80  23  6  6  3  15.8% 
39 30  6.00  24  6  6  3  15.4% 
40 31  6.20  25  6  6  3  15.0% 
41 32  6.40  26  6  6  3  14.6% 
42 33  6.60  26  7  7  4  16.7% 
43 33  6.60  26  7  7  4  16.3% 
44 33  6.60  26  7  7  4  15.9% 
45 34  6.80  27  7  7  4  15.6% 
46 35  7.00  28  7  7  4  15.2% 
47 36  7.20  29  7  7  4  14.9% 
48 37  7.40  30  7  7  4  14.6% 
49 38  7.60  30  8  8  4  16.3% 
50 38  7.60  30  8  8  4  16.0% 
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Table 4 ‐ Inclusionary Housing ‐ Alternative Scenarios for Percentage and Fee‐in‐Lieu Payment

Existing Policy Alternate Scenario Requirement Alternate Scenario Requirement Alternate Scenario

Inclusionary Housing Ordinance Set to: 20% Fractional Payment, round down below 0.5 units Set to: 20% No Fractional Payments Set to: 15% Set to: 15%
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5 5 1.00 4 1 1 1 2 20.0% 5 1.00 4 1 $0 1 1 2 20.0% 5 0.75 4 1 1 1 2 20.0% 5 0.75 5 0 $93,750 0 0 0 0.0%

6 5 1.00 4 1 1 1 1 16.7% 5 1.00 4 1 $0 1 1 1 16.7% 5 0.75 4 1 1 1 1 16.7% 6 0.90 6 0 $112,500 0 0 0 0.0%

7 5 1.00 4 1 1 1 0 14.3% 5 1.00 4 1 $0 1 1 0 14.3% 5 0.75 4 1 1 1 0 14.3% 7 1.05 6 1 $6,250 1 1 2 14.3%

8 6 1.20 5 1 1 1 0 12.5% 6 1.20 5 1 $0 1 1 0 12.5% 6 0.90 5 1 1 1 0 12.5% 7 1.05 6 1 $6,250 1 1 1 12.5%

9 7 1.40 6 1 1 1 0 11.1% 7 1.40 6 1 $0 1 1 0 11.1% 7 1.05 6 1 1 1 0 11.1% 7 1.05 6 1 $6,250 1 1 0 11.1%

10 8 1.60 6 2 2 1 1 20.0% 8 1.60 7 1 $75,000 1 1 0 10.0% 8 1.20 7 1 1 1 0 10.0% 8 1.20 7 1 $25,000 1 1 0 10.0%

11 8 1.60 6 2 2 1 0 18.2% 9 1.80 8 1 $100,000 1 1 0 9.1% 9 1.35 8 1 1 1 0 9.1% 9 1.35 8 1 $43,750 1 1 0 9.1%

12 9 1.80 7 2 2 1 0 16.7% 10 2.00 8 2 $0 2 1 1 16.7% 10 1.50 8 2 2 1 1 16.7% 10 1.50 9 1 $62,500 1 1 0 8.3%

13 10 2.00 8 2 2 1 0 15.4% 10 2.00 8 2 $0 2 1 0 15.4% 10 1.50 8 2 2 1 0 15.4% 11 1.65 10 1 $81,250 1 1 0 7.7%

14 11 2.20 9 2 2 1 0 14.3% 11 2.20 9 2 $0 2 1 0 14.3% 11 1.65 9 2 2 1 0 14.3% 12 1.80 11 1 $100,000 1 1 0 7.1%

15 12 2.40 10 2 2 1 0 13.3% 12 2.40 10 2 $0 2 1 0 13.3% 12 1.80 10 2 2 1 0 13.3% 13 1.95 12 1 $118,750 1 1 0 6.7%

16 13 2.60 10 3 3 2 2 18.8% 13 2.60 11 2 $75,000 2 1 0 12.5% 13 1.95 11 2 2 1 0 12.5% 14 2.10 12 2 $12,500 2 1 1 12.5%

17 13 2.60 10 3 3 2 1 17.6% 14 2.80 12 2 $100,000 2 1 0 11.8% 14 2.10 12 2 2 1 0 11.8% 14 2.10 12 2 $12,500 2 1 0 11.8%

18 13 2.60 10 3 3 2 0 16.7% 15 3.00 12 3 $0 3 2 2 16.7% 15 2.25 13 2 2 1 0 11.1% 15 2.25 13 2 $31,250 2 1 0 11.1%

19 14 2.80 11 3 3 2 0 15.8% 15 3.00 12 3 $0 3 2 1 15.8% 16 2.40 14 2 2 1 0 10.5% 16 2.40 14 2 $50,000 2 1 0 10.5%

20 15 3.00 12 3 3 2 0 15.0% 15 3.00 12 3 $0 3 2 0 15.0% 17 2.55 14 3 3 2 2 15.0% 17 2.55 15 2 $68,750 2 1 0 10.0%

21 16 3.20 13 3 3 2 0 14.3% 16 3.20 13 3 $0 3 2 0 14.3% 17 2.55 14 3 3 2 1 14.3% 18 2.70 16 2 $87,500 2 1 0 9.5%

22 17 3.40 14 3 3 2 0 13.6% 17 3.40 14 3 $0 3 2 0 13.6% 17 2.55 14 3 3 2 0 13.6% 19 2.85 17 2 $106,250 2 1 0 9.1%

23 18 3.60 14 4 4 2 1 17.4% 18 3.60 15 3 $75,000 3 2 0 13.0% 18 2.70 15 3 3 2 0 13.0% 20 3.00 17 3 $0 3 2 2 13.0%

24 18 3.60 14 4 4 2 0 16.7% 19 3.80 16 3 $100,000 3 2 0 12.5% 19 2.85 16 3 3 2 0 12.5% 20 3.00 17 3 $0 3 2 1 12.5%

25 19 3.80 15 4 4 2 0 16.0% 20 4.00 16 4 $0 4 2 1 16.0% 20 3.00 17 3 3 2 0 12.0% 20 3.00 17 3 $0 3 2 0 12.0%

26 20 4.00 16 4 4 2 0 15.4% 20 4.00 16 4 $0 4 2 0 15.4% 21 3.15 18 3 3 2 0 11.5% 21 3.15 18 3 $18,750 3 2 0 11.5%

27 21 4.20 17 4 4 2 0 14.8% 21 4.20 17 4 $0 4 2 0 14.8% 22 3.30 19 3 3 2 0 11.1% 22 3.30 19 3 $37,500 3 2 0 11.1%

28 22 4.40 18 4 4 2 0 14.3% 22 4.40 18 4 $0 4 2 0 14.3% 23 3.45 20 3 3 2 0 10.7% 23 3.45 20 3 $56,250 3 2 0 10.7%

29 23 4.60 18 5 5 3 2 17.2% 23 4.60 19 4 $75,000 4 2 0 13.8% 24 3.60 20 4 4 2 1 13.8% 24 3.60 21 3 $75,000 3 2 0 10.3%

30 23 4.60 18 5 5 3 1 16.7% 24 4.80 20 4 $100,000 4 2 0 13.3% 24 3.60 20 4 4 2 0 13.3% 25 3.75 22 3 $93,750 3 2 0 10.0%

31 23 4.60 18 5 5 3 0 16.1% 25 5.00 20 5 $0 5 3 2 16.1% 25 3.75 21 4 4 2 0 12.9% 26 3.90 23 3 $112,500 3 2 0 9.7%

32 24 4.80 19 5 5 3 0 15.6% 25 5.00 20 5 $0 5 3 1 15.6% 26 3.90 22 4 4 2 0 12.5% 27 4.05 23 4 $6,250 4 2 1 12.5%

33 25 5.00 20 5 5 3 0 15.2% 25 5.00 20 5 $0 5 3 0 15.2% 27 4.05 23 4 4 2 0 12.1% 27 4.05 23 4 $6,250 4 2 0 12.1%

34 26 5.20 21 5 5 3 0 14.7% 26 5.20 21 5 $0 5 3 0 14.7% 28 4.20 24 4 4 2 0 11.8% 28 4.20 24 4 $25,000 4 2 0 11.8%

35 27 5.40 22 5 5 3 0 14.3% 27 5.40 22 5 $0 5 3 0 14.3% 29 4.35 25 4 4 2 0 11.4% 29 4.35 25 4 $43,750 4 2 0 11.4%

36 28 5.60 22 6 6 3 1 16.7% 28 5.60 23 5 $75,000 5 3 0 13.9% 30 4.50 25 5 5 3 2 13.9% 30 4.50 26 4 $62,500 4 2 0 11.1%

37 28 5.60 22 6 6 3 0 16.2% 29 5.80 24 5 $100,000 5 3 0 13.5% 30 4.50 25 5 5 3 1 13.5% 31 4.65 27 4 $81,250 4 2 0 10.8%

38 29 5.80 23 6 6 3 0 15.8% 30 6.00 24 6 $0 6 3 1 15.8% 30 4.50 25 5 5 3 0 13.2% 32 4.80 28 4 $100,000 4 2 0 10.5%

39 30 6.00 24 6 6 3 0 15.4% 30 6.00 24 6 $0 6 3 0 15.4% 31 4.65 26 5 5 3 0 12.8% 33 4.95 29 4 $118,750 4 2 0 10.3%

40 31 6.20 25 6 6 3 0 15.0% 31 6.20 25 6 $0 6 3 0 15.0% 32 4.80 27 5 5 3 0 12.5% 34 5.10 29 5 $12,500 5 3 2 12.5%

41 32 6.40 26 6 6 3 0 14.6% 32 6.40 26 6 $0 6 3 0 14.6% 33 4.95 28 5 5 3 0 12.2% 34 5.10 29 5 $12,500 5 3 1 12.2%

42 33 6.60 26 7 7 4 2 16.7% 33 6.60 27 6 $75,000 6 3 0 14.3% 34 5.10 29 5 5 3 0 11.9% 34 5.10 29 5 $12,500 5 3 0 11.9%

43 33 6.60 26 7 7 4 1 16.3% 34 6.80 28 6 $100,000 6 3 0 14.0% 35 5.25 30 5 5 3 0 11.6% 35 5.25 30 5 $31,250 5 3 0 11.6%

44 33 6.60 26 7 7 4 0 15.9% 35 7.00 28 7 $0 7 4 2 15.9% 36 5.40 31 5 5 3 0 11.4% 36 5.40 31 5 $50,000 5 3 0 11.4%

45 34 6.80 27 7 7 4 0 15.6% 35 7.00 28 7 $0 7 4 1 15.6% 37 5.55 31 6 6 3 1 13.3% 37 5.55 32 5 $68,750 5 3 0 11.1%

46 35 7.00 28 7 7 4 0 15.2% 35 7.00 28 7 $0 7 4 0 15.2% 37 5.55 31 6 6 3 0 13.0% 38 5.70 33 5 $87,500 5 3 0 10.9%

47 36 7.20 29 7 7 4 0 14.9% 36 7.20 29 7 $0 7 4 0 14.9% 38 5.70 32 6 6 3 0 12.8% 39 5.85 34 5 $106,250 5 3 0 10.6%

48 37 7.40 30 7 7 4 0 14.6% 37 7.40 30 7 $0 7 4 0 14.6% 39 5.85 33 6 6 3 0 12.5% 40 6.00 34 6 $0 6 3 1 12.5%

49 38 7.60 30 8 8 4 1 16.3% 38 7.60 31 7 $75,000 7 4 0 14.3% 40 6.00 34 6 6 3 0 12.2% 40 6.00 34 6 $0 6 3 0 12.2%

50 38 7.60 30 8 8 4 0 16.0% 39 7.80 32 7 $100,000 7 4 0 14.0% 41 6.15 35 6 6 3 0 12.0% 41 6.15 35 6 $18,750 6 3 0 12.0%

Notes:
1)   In some cases, not all bonus units may be used by the developer where the Total Units Built may be limited by issues including but not limited to development strategy, parking requirements, and area/bulk requirements related to setbacks, building height, lot size, density, etc. 
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CITY OF HIGHLAND PARK 
DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

1150 HALF DAY ROAD 
HIGHLAND PARK, ILLINOIS 60035 

(847) 432-0867 
 
 
MEMORANDUM  
 
To:       Housing Commission 
 
From:   Mary Cele Smith, Housing Planner 
 
Date:    February 26, 2015 
 
Re:      Request from Imperial Realty regarding lease term of the Ravinia Parking lot lease 
agreement 

 
At the December 3, 2014 Housing Commission Meeting, the Commissioners authorized Chair 
David Meek to finalize the lease agreement with the City of Highland Park for the Pleasant 
Avenue parking lot belonging to the Ravinia Housing Association.  Subsequently, Chair Meek, 
acting in his capacity as President of the Ravinia Housing Association, approved the attached 
draft lease agreement.  On February 7, 2015, Ms. Polly Kuehl, Senior Vice President, Evergreen 
Real Estate Services, forwarded the draft lease agreement to U.S. Housing and Urban 
Development (HUD) and to Red Mortgage Capital for their approval.  Red Mortgage Capital 
holds the first mortgage on the Ravinia property on Pleasant Avenue, while HUD holds a second 
mortgage.   
 
As you know, as part of the development at 515 Roger Williams, Imperial Realty will be 
improving the parking lot and building additional spaces near the existing parking lot.  The draft 
Development Agreement between the City of Highland Park and Imperial Realty also stipulates 
that Imperial Realty will purchase City stickers for this lot.  Last week Mr. Al Klairmont, 
President of Imperial Realty, requested  

• changing the lease term from 5 years to thirty years and 
• striking the City and Ravinia Housing Association lease termination provisions.   

 
City staff told Mr. Klairmont that we will forward his request to the Ravinia Housing 
Association.  In response to direction from City staff, Ms. Polly Kuehl, Senior Vice President, 
Evergreen Real Estate Services, sent emails to both HUD and Red Mortgage Capital to find out 
what their response would be to a thirty-year lease term.  She did not inquire at this time about 
their reaction to removing the lease termination provisions from the lease agreement.  
 
While considering Mr. Klairmont’s request, staff asks the Commission to re-examine the 
termination provisions in light of a thirty-year lease.  In the current draft five-year lease, the City 
can break the lease with thirty-days’ notice while the Ravinia Housing Association can terminate 
it only if the City violates the Agreement and does not cure it within thirty days after a written 
notice.  Below is an excerpt from Section C.  Lease Period; Lease Termination: 
 

C. City Termination.  The City may terminate this Agreement and the Lease prior 
to the expiration of the then-applicable Initial Lease Period or Renewal Lease Period by 
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Ravinia Parking Lot Lease Agreement 
Page 2 

providing the Lessor with 30 days advance written notice that the City is exercising its 
termination rights under this Section 3.C. 

D. Lessor Termination.  In the event that the City violates any provision of this 
Agreement, and does not cure such violation within 30 days after receipt of a written notice from 
the Lessor, the Lessor may terminate this Agreement and the Lease prior to the expiration of 
the then-applicable Initial Lease Period or Renewal Lease Period by providing the City with 30 
days advance written notice that the Lessor is exercising its termination rights under this Section 
3.D. 

City staff will report the Commission’s decision regarding Mr. Klairmont’s request and any 
additional revisions that the Ravinia Housing Association may wish to make to the draft lease 
agreement to the City Manager prior to communicating with Mr. Klairmont and Ms. Polly 
Kuehl.   
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Draft Affordable Housing Plan 
will be emailed under separate 
cover. 
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MEMORANDUM 

 

TO:    Highland Park Housing Commission 

FROM:  Polly Kuehl & Mary Mauney      

RE:         February Management Report/ January Financial Statements  

DATE:  02/24/2015 

 At Frank B. Peers, We received the final payout for the insurance claim on the broken pipe in Unit 
201.           

At Ravinia, we received permission from the HUD office to take money from the Reserve for 
Replacement account to pay for the repairs for the September Pleasant Avenue flooding.  $17,020 
was approved and we are awaiting the bank transfer that will allow us to pay our vendors. 

Also at Ravinia, the resident under eviction moved out of the unit on January 16th. She moved out 
based on a ten day notice so we did not incur any court costs. 

In January, we completed a periodic assessment of all applicants, to find out if they were interested 
in remaining on the waiting list.  We thought this would be a good time to review the applications for 
Ravinia that were processed during 2014.  As you know, we must contact people in order of 
application date.  Not all applicants that were called came in to complete paperwork.  We found that 
we were able to get 46 of the applicants to come in to complete the paperwork with the following 
results: 

• 11 applicants were REJECTED in 2014 for having criminal backgrounds 
 

• 8 applicants owed past amounts for various unpaid utilities and based on that they received a 
conditional screening stating that the owed money had to be paid.  None of these 8 applicants ever 
submitted proof that they had paid the amount owed, thus the application/certification process stopped. 

 
• 9 applicants made appointments and completed partial paperwork then failed to bring in all required 

documentations (SS cards, birth certificates, state ID's) or they failed to submit necessary information 
so that staff could submit required verifications (banking, employment, DHS, Child Support).  Even 
after many calls to each of them, information was not received and the process ceased. 

 
• 5 applicants changed their minds with no explanations (did not return phone calls, letters unanswered 

etc.) 
 

• 1 applicant WAS approved and failed to show up to sign lease.  She was called and would set up 
appoint then not show up or would call to cancel at the last minute.  This happened 3 times.   

 
• 7 applicants upon calling to determine their interest in housing informed staff that they had received 

vouchers from Lake Co and were no longer interested in seeking housing. 
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• 4 applicants filed all paperwork, and were approved for Ravinia housing but when called to schedule a 

time to sign their lease, staff was informed that they had received a voucher from Lake Co and would 
no longer be interested in Ravinia. 
 

• 2 applicants signed leases and moved in. 
 
We have increased the pressure on some of our applicants that had applied several years ago by requiring 
them to come to the office to complete paperwork to remain on the list.  We are hoping this allows us to “clean 
up the list” and interview more recent applicants whose need is greater to move in very soon. 
 

Frank B. Peers 

Occupancy:  There is currently one vacancy at the property.  The unit became vacant on 2/12/2015.  
An interested applicant, who is very interested, is bringing her daughter back on 2/26/15 to see the 
unit.   

Physical:  Regular maintenance work orders and tasks.  Handling of snow and ice. 

Social Programs:  Regular social programming occurred at Frank B. Peers during December 
including weekly bingo.  “An Afternoon with Lily the Therapy Dog” and intergenerational luncheon 
with Ravinia Nursery School celebrated Valentine’s Day.  The monthly luncheon will be held on 
2/25/15.  

Financial:  Net Operating Income (NOI) for January was positive to budget at $7,290.  YTD 
NOI was the same.   Cash carryover increased to $65,975.12.    

Income – Income for the month of January was positive to budget at $456.    

Expenses – Expense line items that were significantly negative to budget including: 

• Office Salaries (#6310)/Service Coordinator (#6900) We have transferred Marcia Segal from 
Service Coordinator position to Administrative.  Unfortunately, the accounting department 
coded her January salary to Service Coordinator.  We will correct this on future statements. 

• Janitor and cleaning supplies (#6515) Reflects cost for inventory light bulbs. 
• Electricity (#6450) Budgeted evenly over year, winter use higher with residents staying 

indoors more. 
• Gas (#6452) Higher due to extreme cold weather 
• Heating and Cooling Contractor (#6546) Reflects cost for heating service call for an 

apartment. 
 

Walnut Place 

Occupancy:   Walnut is 100% occupied 

Physical:    Regular maintenance work orders and tasks.  Handling of snow and ice. 
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Social Programs:  Regular social programming occurred at Walnut Place during January including 
weekly bingo.    Afternoon gathering with Lily the Therapy dog was held on 2/13/15.  The Monthly 
luncheon was held on 2/19/2015 to celebrate the Chinese New Year.    

Financial:   Net Operating Income (NOI) for January was positive to budget by $9,521. YTD 
NOI was the same.   Cash carryover increased to $9,164.    

Income - Income for the month of January was negative to budget by ($384) due to vacancy. 

Expenses – Expense line items that were significantly negative to budget include: 

• Office Salaries (#6310)/Service Coordinator (#6900) We have transferred Marcia Segal from 
Service Coordinator position to Administrative.  Unfortunately, the accounting department 
coded her January salary to Service Coordinator.  We will correct this on future statements.  
In addition, we expected to have a service coordinator in place on January 1st but to date 
have not been able to fill the position. 

• Computer data processing. (#6316) – Includes cost for a computer support visit by 
contractor. 

• Repairs Payroll (#6540) – Cost for overtime by maintenance for salting sidewalks over 
weekends. 

• Electricity (#6450) Budgeted evenly over year, winter use higher with residents staying 
indoors more. 

• Gas (#6452) Higher due to extreme cold weather 
• Heating and Cooling Contract (#6545) – Reflects purchase of new heating unit for 

townhouse. 
 

Ravinia Housing 

Occupancy:  HUD requires that 40% of the persons moving in to Section 8 apartments fall into the 
extremely low income category.  To achieve this goal, we make sure that the very first applicant that 
moves into our properties qualify as “extremely low”.  We then alternate back and forth between 
very low and extremely low applicants to achieve this goal.  We have one resident who is currently 
approved and waiting to move in but because she does not fall into the “extremely low” category, we 
have to wait until after we move in a qualified first applicant.   We currently have three units 
available.  The periodic assessment notices required residents to respond to our letter asking if they 
were interested in remaining on the waiting list by the end of January.  We have interviewed 18 
families in the last three weeks with the following outcome: 

• 5 applicants were rejected by screening or disqualified themselves when they found out we 
would be pulling criminal histories. 

• 4 applicants owed substantial sums to utility companies.  Our screening criteria requires they 
utility debt before moving in.  None of the four have made efforts to do this and we are 
unable to consider them further until they do. 
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• 1 applicant thought the units were too small. 
• 1 applicant completed the paperwork then called in later in the day and told us she was not 

interested in living at St. Johns after driving around the neighborhood.  
• 4 applicants have had their profile sent to Screening   and we are waiting to hear back if they 

are approved.  If they are, we will begin the verification process. 
• 3 applicants have passed the screening process and we are working to get all items verified.  
• We have four more appointments with applicants scheduled through the end of February. 

 

Because we have a “low income” applicant who can move in 2nd, we will be filling two units when 
we are able to qualify the next applicant that falls into the extremely low income category. 

Physical:   Regular maintenance work orders and tasks.  Handling of snow and ice. 

Financial:   Net Operating Income (NOI) for October was negative to budget by ($623). YTD 
NOI is negative to budget by ($50,599).   Cash carryover increased to $27,926. (This figure 
includes $27,900 received from HUD for the repaving of the parking lot at the two campuses.  
The bill was not received and paid until December).     

Income –Income is negative to budget at ($1,507.) due to vacancy.   

• Office Salaries (#6310)/Service Coordinator (#6900) We have transferred Marcia Segal from 
Service Coordinator position to Administrative.  Unfortunately, the accounting department 
coded her January salary to Service Coordinator.  We will correct this on future statements.  
In addition, we expected to have a service coordinator in place on January 1st but to date 
have not been able to fill the position. 

• Gas (#6452) – Reflects cost to heat vacant units over cold winter months. 
• Snow Removal – (#6548) Cost for snow removal, should be allocated to Miscellaneous 

Repairs Contract.  Will be corrected in subsequent statements.  
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ASSETS

Current Assets
Assn FBHP Checking 9,350.65$             
FBHP General Checking 51,103.11
FBHP Security Dep. Savings 10,550.91
Assn FBHP Savings 119,273.37
FBHP Savings 9,158.43
Financing Costs 8,135.00
Tax Reserve 6,385.66
Accounts Receivable 418.00
A/R, Transfers 20.00

Total Current Assets 214,395.13

Property and Equipment
Building 1,552,988.40
Building Unit 231 135,000.32
Building Unit 319 134,999.62
Appliances 474.17
Accum Dep Building (397,956.00)
Accum Amort-Financing Fees (678.00)

Total Property and Equipment 1,424,828.51

Other Assets

Total Other Assets 0.00

Total Assets 1,639,223.64$      

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities
Due to Peers Housing Assn 258,832.40$         
Accrued RE Tax 12,784.40
Accrued RE Taxes Assn 6,434.84
Security Deposits 9,585.00

Total Current Liabilities 287,636.64

Long-Term Liabilities
Notes Payable, Lake Co 72,231.18
Notes Payable, FHLB 421,889.84
Notes Payable, IHDA 138,019.60

Total Long-Term Liabilities 632,140.62

Total Liabilities 919,777.26

Sunset Woods Housing 
Balance Sheet

January 31, 2015
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Capital
Equity-Retained Earnings 716,391.36
Net Income 3,055.02

Total Capital 719,446.38

Total Liabilities & Capital 1,639,223.64$      
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Current Month
Actual

Current Month
Budget

Current Month
Variance

Revenues
Rents 9,394.00$             8,895.00$             499.00
Interest Income Assn 45.57 0.00 45.57

Total Revenues 9,439.57 8,895.00 544.57

Cost of Sales

Total Cost of Sales 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gross Profit 9,439.57 8,895.00 544.57

Expenses
Office Supplies 1.19 8.00 (6.81)
Management Fee 565.89 578.00 (12.11)
Credit Ck Fees 0.00 4.00 (4.00)
Government Fees 0.00 95.00 (95.00)
Carpet Cleaning 0.00 83.00 (83.00)
Heating & Air 0.00 41.00 (41.00)
Electrical & Plumbing Maint 235.00 41.00 194.00
Painting & Decorating 0.00 83.00 (83.00)
Appliance Repairs 0.00 41.00 (41.00)
Supplies 439.33 83.00 356.33
Maintenance 145.00 83.00 62.00
Condo Assessment Rental Units 2,756.40 2,564.00 192.40
Cable TV 579.96 540.00 39.96
Real Estate tax expense 0.00 1,167.00 (1,167.00)
Loan Interest 1,637.18 2,500.00 (862.82)
Professional Services 24.60 0.00 24.60
Bldg Insurance 0.00 217.00 (217.00)

Total Expenses 6,384.55 8,128.00 (1,743.45)

Net Income 3,055.02$             767.00$                2,288.02

Sunset Woods Housing 
Income Statement

Compared with Budget
For the One Month Ending January 31, 2015
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Date Trans No Type Trans Desc Deposit Amt Withdrawal Amt Balance
Beginning Balance 50,349.48

1/1/15 1/12/14 Deposit Tenant 417.00 50,766.48
1/1/15 ihda1501 Other ihda/auto pymt 100.00 50,666.48
1/2/15 1/2/15 Deposit Tenant 246.00 50,912.48

Deposit Tenant 402.00 51,314.48
Deposit Tenant 374.00 51,688.48
Deposit Tenant 525.00 52,213.48
Deposit Tenant 642.00 52,855.48
Deposit Tenant 574.00 53,429.48
Deposit Tenant 647.00 54,076.48
Deposit Tenant 247.00 54,323.48
Deposit Tenant 267.00 54,590.48

1/2/15 1619 Withdrawal Sunset Woods Condominium Assoc 3,336.36 51,254.12
1/7/15 1/7/15 Deposit Tenant 262.00 51,516.12

Deposit Tenant 207.00 51,723.12
Deposit Tenant 166.00 51,889.12
Deposit Tenant 865.00 52,754.12
Deposit Tenant 795.00 53,549.12
Deposit Tenant 280.00 53,829.12
Deposit Tenant 329.00 54,158.12
Deposit Tenant 397.00 54,555.12
Deposit Tenant 480.00 55,035.12
Deposit Tenant 854.00 55,889.12

1/9/15 1620 Withdrawal Real Page, Inc. 24.60 55,864.52
1/26/15 1621 Withdrawal ABT Appliance 439.33 55,425.19
1/26/15 loan1501 Other FBHP/auto pymt 3,375.00 52,050.19
1/28/15 1622 Withdrawal Housing Opportunity Dev. Corp. 567.08 51,483.11
1/28/15 1623 Withdrawal RC Paint & Home Improvements 380.00 51,103.11

Total 8,976.00 8,222.37

Sunset Woods Housing 
Account  Register

For the Period From Jan 1, 2015 to Jan 31, 2015
1103M13 - FBHP General Checking
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Ending balance checking 52,490$        
Ending balance operating reserve 9,161$          
TOTAL 61,651$        

Sunset Woods -January 31, 2014
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ASSETS

Current Assets
FBHP Checking 30,026.52$           
FBHP Security Dep Savings 2,225.97
A/R, Transfers 20.00

Total Current Assets 32,272.49

Property and Equipment

Total Property and Equipment 0.00

Other Assets

Total Other Assets 0.00

Total Assets 32,272.49$           

LIABILITIES AND CAPITAL

Current Liabilities
Security Deposits 2,123.00$             

Total Current Liabilities 2,123.00

Long-Term Liabilities

Total Long-Term Liabilities 0.00

Total Liabilities 2,123.00

Capital
Equity-Retained Earnings 29,062.99
Net Income 1,086.50

Total Capital 30,149.49

Total Liabilities & Capital 32,272.49$           

SWA Rental
Balance Sheet

January 31, 2015

85



Page 2

Current Month
Actual

Current Month
Budget

Current Month
Variance

Revenues
Rents 2,123.00$             1,910.00$             213.00

Total Revenues 2,123.00 1,910.00 213.00

Cost of Sales

Total Cost of Sales 0.00 0.00 0.00

Gross Profit 2,123.00 1,910.00 213.00

Expenses
Office Supplies 0.00 4.00 (4.00)
Management Fee 138.00 124.00 14.00
Heating & Air 0.00 41.00 (41.00)
Supplies 0.00 8.00 (8.00)
Maintenance 125.00 41.00 84.00
Condo Asst Rental Units 672.74 626.00 46.74
Cable TV 96.66 90.00 6.66
Real Estate tax expense 0.00 541.00 (541.00)
Professional Services 4.10 0.00 4.10
Bldg Insurance 0.00 33.00 (33.00)

Total Expenses 1,036.50 1,508.00 (471.50)

Net Income 1,086.50$             402.00$                684.50

SWA Rental
Income Statement

Compared with Budget
For the One Month Ending January 31, 2015
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Date Trans No Type Trans Desc Deposit Amt Withdrawal Amt Balance
Beginning Balance 28,940.02

1/2/15 1124 Withdrawal Sunset Woods Condominium Assoc 769.40 28,170.62
1/7/15 1/7/15 Deposit Tenant 1,090.00 29,260.62

Deposit Tenant 1,033.00 30,293.62
1/9/15 1123 Withdrawal Real Page, Inc. 4.10 30,289.52
1/28/15 1125 Withdrawal Housing Opportunity Developmen 138.00 30,151.52
1/28/15 1126 Withdrawal RC Paint & Home Improvement 125.00 30,026.52

Total 2,123.00 1,036.50

SWA Rental
Account  Register

For the Period From Jan 1, 2015 to Jan 31, 2015
1103M14 - FBHP Checking
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