
  Village of Arlington Heights
Housing Commission

Commissions Room, 2nd Floor
  Arlington Heights, IL 60005

September 3, 2019
7:00 PM

I. CALL TO ORDER

II. ROLL CALL

III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES

A. Minutes - 8/13/19

IV. REPORTS

V. OLD BUSINESS

A. Single Family Rehab Program
B. Group Home Acquisition and Rehab Program

VI. NEW BUSINESS

A. CDBG Application - Group Home Renovations
B. Refining Arlington Heights Affordable Housing Guidelines -

Continued Discussion

VII. OTHER BUSINESS

VIII.ADJOURNMENT

Persons with disabilities requiring auxiliary aids or services, such as an
American Sign Language interpreter or written materials in accessible
formats, should contact David Robb, Disability Services Coordinator, at 33 S.
Arlington Heights Road, Arlington Heights, Illinois 60005, (847)368-5793
(Voice), (847)368-5980 (Fax) or drobb@vah.com.
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DRAFT 

 
MINUTES OF A MEETING OF 

THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS HOUSING COMMISSION 
HELD AT THE ARLINGTON HEIGHTS POLICE STATION 

VILLAGE OF ARLINGTON HEIGHTS, ILLINOIS 
AUGUST 13, 2019 

 
 
IN ATTENDANCE: 
 
Commissioners     
Present:  Alex Hageli  John Eggum William Delea 
   Zach Creer Andrew Tripp  
 
Commissioners   
Absent:   None 
    
Staff Present:  Nora Boyer, Housing Planner/Staff Liaison 
 
Public Present:  Keith A Moens  Randy Dautel  Toni Dautel 
   Sheri Latash  Ann Yoshida  Lorri Grainawi 
   Tom Mussar  Ernest Calvin Flentall  
 
 
I. CALL TO ORDER 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.  
 
II. Roll Call 
Commissioner Eggum introduced himself and was welcomed to his first Housing Commission meeting. 
 
 
III. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Creer, seconded by Commissioner Tripp to approved the 
minutes of the June 11, 2019 with one minor edit. The motion was approved unanimously. 
 
IV. REPORTS 
 
Ms. Boyer stated that a report concerning the refining of the Village’s inclusionary affordable housing 
guidelines was included in the meeting packet (posted on the Village’s website) and a discussion of this 
report appears later on the agenda. 
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V. OLD BUSINESS 
 

A. Single Family Rehab Program 
Ms. Boyer reported that there has not been any activity under the program since the last meeting 
other than that she received a phone call from a resident inquiring about replacing his air 
conditioning system.  

 
B. Group Home and Transitional Housing Acquisition and Rehab Program.  

Ms. Boyer reported that Clearbrook’s group home rehab project for this year has been completed. 
The Little City Foundation group home rehab project is about half finished. Several applications for 
groups home rehab projects were submitted for funding in the upcoming program year (October 1, 
2019 to September 30, 2020). In the past, the applications have been distributed to the members 
of the Housing Commission in order to generate any questions there may be which are passed on 
to the applicants. Then representatives of the agencies are invited to attend a Housing 
Commission meeting to discuss their projects. After the discussion, the Housing Commission 
makes its decisions and motions regarding funding approval. The agencies are asked to provide 
photographs of the current conditions they wish to improve, which are used in the discussion. The 
Housing Commissioners concurred with following this process for the 2019-2020 applications.  
 

VI. NEW BUSINESS – Discussion regarding Refining Arlington Heights Affordable Housing 
Guidelines 

 
Ms. Boyer provided a brief summary of the components of the Report. She stated that the Village 
Board is scheduled to take up this topic at their Committee of the Whole meeting on September 9, 
2019. She said that the Village Board is asking for input from the Housing Commission to inform 
their discussion on September 9th. She stated further that the Housing Commission has a regularly 
scheduled meeting on September 3, 2019 at which discussion of the topic can continue if more 
discussion is needed after tonight and before the Committee of the Whole meeting. 
 
Commissioner Creer asked for some clarification on the process of review. He said that many of 
the staff recommendations called for exploring or looking into options rather than expressing 
specific changes to the guidelines. He said it is difficult to respond if this is still in the research 
phase.  
 
Commissioner Eggman suggested the following course of action for the Housing Commission: 1) 
look at the information provided thus far; 2) make initial recommendations, 3) make the information 
and initial recommendations available for public comment, 4) receive comments and any additional 
information from research, and 5) update initial recommendations and/or make other 
recommendations to the Village Board. Commission Eggum commended that staff’s Report relies 
heavily on one study, which seems to be a good study, but more information may be brought to the 
attention of the Housing Commission from the public which the Housing Commission may wish to 
use to formulate their recommendations. 
 
Commissioner Eggum commented that the current development proposals described in the Report 
are two large developments. He asked if there are any smaller development being proposed now. 
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Ms. Boyer said that, to her knowledge, there are no small developments in the works. 
 
Mr. Flentall, a resident of Arlington Heights, asked about purpose of meeting. He asked if the 
proposed housing would be subsidized housing. It was explained that the purpose of the meeting 
was to discuss the requirements developers are asked to meet, but specific developments were 
not part of this discussion. Ms. Boyer said that affordable units developed under the guidelines 
could be subsidized units but that has not been a requirement. It has been up to the 
developer/owner to determine how to manage their units. Staff provides information to developers 
about the Housing Choice Voucher program, but it is up to the developers to decide whether or not 
they wish to pursue that option.  
 
Mr. Flentall asked if affordable units are to be rented with residents coming from the Village. The 
response was that this is one of the issues to be discussed. Local preference in tenancy was 
negotiated into the approval for the last development approved by the Village. Ms. Boyer said that 
local preference may not be possible if the rules that come with financing sources conflict with a 
local preference guideline.  
 
The Housing Commission decided to go through the staff recommendation in order as they appear 
in the report. 
 
Covered Projects 
Chairman Hageli read the first staff recommendation which is to “address the current guidelines 
first with a tiered approach and as a future phase explore renovations, adaptive re-use, and 
condominium conversions.” 
 
Commissioner Eggum commented that there is a lot to address under the current guidelines. He 
suggested first discussing whether there should be a tiered approach based on location, such as 
downtown versus other areas.  
 
Commissioner Creer stated that downtown is an important area for including affordable units and 
the Village should try to get as many affordable units as possible so that the residents can benefit 
from the walkability, transportation options, etc. 
 
Ms. Boyer said that one topic for discussion is what project are to be covered by the guidelines. To 
date they have been applied to multi-family, new construction. The policy includes substantial 
rehab to existing PUDs but there has not been an occasion to apply the guidelines to a rehab yet. 
She said that Evanston has different requirements for transit and non-transit areas. Some 
communities apply their policies to rehab and condo conversions.  
 
Commissioner Delea said that he would like to see the guidelines applied in situations where 
property is changes from non-residential to residential and condominium conversions. 
 
Commissioner Creer said that standards would need to be set to define when rehab is substantial 
enough to trigger affordable requirements.  
 
Commissioner Eggum stated that on the condo conversions there should be a discussion on the 
sizes of development to which affordability requirements would apply. From an economic 
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standpoint, large development can more readily incorporate affordable units than small 
development. 
 
Commissioner Eggum said that he would like information on the number of condo conversions 
taking place. Ms. Boyer stated that there were quite a few condominium conversions prior to 2008 
but few since. Chairman Hageli pointed out that the practice of converting apartment to condos 
could return, so even if it is not happening now, it should still be addressed. 
 
Ms. Boyer summarized that her understanding is that the Housing Commission is open to applying 
the guidelines to new construction, substantial rehab, property re-use of conversions, but a 
definition for substantial rehab is needed and that the size of the development is a factor with 
regard to condo conversions. 
 
Chairman Hageli said that it makes sense that different areas should be treated differently.  
 
A member of the audience from Glenview asked a few questions. Glenview is researching Chicago 
area guidelines to help them decide what they should do in their community. She asked if Arlington 
Height has found that requiring that 15% of larger developments be affordable has been too high a 
percentage. She was informed that staff has stated that the 15% seems to be too high since it has 
not been achieved. She was directed to where in the Report she can find information on the 
production of affordable units in Arlington Heights.  
 
Percentage Affordable Housing Requirement 
Chairman Hageli turned to the staff recommendation stating “that the 15% requirement be lowered 
and that a tiered approach be developed for downtown, community wide, and developments and 
also require that a minimum percentage of the required units be provided on-site. Apply to 
development of 6 or more units.” 
 
Chairman Hageli said that he is open to lowering the percentage from 15% percent since there 
have been so many instances when developers have just paid the fee, and there is a desire to 
obtain actual units. He said that he thinks there would be an increase in the chances of obtaining 
actual units with a lower percentage. He also said that he likes the tiered approach for different 
areas of town. 
 
There was a discussion of ranges of development sized that should be used. There was 
concurrence that having several levels of development sizes with requirements is needed because 
the size of a development has a big impact on the ability of the developer to provide affordable 
units. It was pointed out that the most recently enacted ordinance (i.e. Oak Park) applies to 
developments of 25 units or more. 
 
Mr. Moens said that he sees that 15% may be too high, but is the percentage is lowered, say to 
10% that the Village should be strict about the requirement. 
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The Housing Commission decided to continue to generally talk through the Report and 
recommendations, and continue the discussion on September 3, 2019 to nail down 
recommendations.  
 
The members arrived at the following as preliminary ranges and approaches: 
  
 Rental Units: 

 9 or fewer units: 0% of units affordable. There was some discussion about charging a 
small fee at this level 

  
10 – 25 units: Ask for units but be more open to accepting a fee 

  
Over 25 units: Focus on mandating a minimum number of on-site units 

 
 For-Sale units:  Fee-only may make for sense. 
 
The decision was to put this discussion into a formal recommendation at the September 3rd 
meeting. 
 
There was a discussion about whether the guidelines should be adopted by ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Tripp suggested that the Village should have an ordinance so that developers have 
notice of requirements and those requirements are more clear. Commissioner Delea suggested 
that an ordinance would be more forceful in sending the message that the affordable housing 
policy is a priority for the Village. He stated that he is in favor of an ordinance.  
 
Commissioner Eggum recommended that if the Village goes that direction that the draft ordinance 
be made available for public comment. He said that he was curious about what other communities 
ordinance look like, and he is also curious about other communities’ outcomes and ability to get 
units by means of their ordinances.  
 
Commissioner Creer asked about the process since most developments would be PUDs which are 
examined on a case by case basis. He said the most projects will be in PUDs and will be 
negotiated and evaluated on a case by case basis. Therefore, he did not see adopting the 
guidelines as an ordinance making that much of a difference, but he had no objection. 
 
Commissioner Tripp said that an ordinance would also give more clear direction to the Housing 
Commission. Commissioner Eggum said that it would also be a better tool for staff. 
 
There was also a question about the means by which appeals or variations can be provided and 
this should be incorporated into the ordinance since some negotiation will likely still take place. 
  
Chairman Hageli said that the Housing Commission could raise as an issue that the Village Board 
should consider adopting an ordinance.  
 
Ms. Boyer offered to send the ordinances of the other Illinois communities that have them to the 
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members of the Housing Commission. The Commissioners said that would be helpful.  The 
Commissioners also asked for any information that may be available on the number of affordable 
units achieved under other programs. 
 
Alternative Contributions 
Commissioner Delea said that allowing alternatives should be considered. However, he said that 
there should be some geographical limitations for off-site units (ex. maximum distance from a 
proposed downtown development) to ensure that the units have the same qualities as the market 
rate development. Commissioner Eggum said that in the study used by staff to write the Report, 
the polices of communities were reported and some specified maximum distances (ex. ¼ mile) 
within which off-site units had to be located. 
 
The Housing Commission strongly emphasized that it would be necessary to find ways to insure 
that if off-site units are permitted that they are equivalent to the market rate units in the project and 
that they continue to be maintained as the same level as the market rate units in the long-term 
including after future changes in ownership.  
 
Commissioner Eggum suggested that staff could look into whether other communities have had 
issues with off-site units. Chairman Hageli said that he would also like to have information about 
other communities’ experiences with off-site units.  
 
Ms. Boyer mentioned that the other alternatives to be considered are donations of land (which 
could be used by a non-profit affordable housing developer to create affordable housing); 
preservation/rehab of existing housing (which could prevent loss of existing affordable units); 
and/or linkage fess. The Commissioners stated that partnerships with a non-profit organization 
would address some of the Commissioners’ concerns. 
 
Homeownership Units 
It was stated that the scale and requirements for for-sale developments should be related to the 
value of the development, construction cost, or average unit sale price rather than the number of 
units in the development. This is because the values of units in for-sale developments can vary so 
widely. Some condos in multi-story buildings will have a lower construction costs and unit values 
than townhomes. The example of Sigwalt 16 was used as an example of a small development (in 
terms of number of units) with high sale prices. There was also a comment about whether deed 
restrictions limit owners’ wealth growth potential and whether this runs counter to the goal of 
providing affordable housing. The Commissioners were divided in their opinions about using 
inclusionary zoning to provide ownership units was workable. It was commented that the guidelines 
were applied to the Timber Court Condominiums and there have been issues there. 
 
Mr. Moens asked that the Housing Commission not throw in the towel on affordable ownership 
units. He said that owner units could be made affordable using Tax Increment Financing (TIF) 
funds, and he suggested that this be a topic for public input. 
 
Senior and Institutional Housing 
Commissioners agreed that that it makes sense to look at this type of housing separately since it 
has such a strong service component in addition to the housing. Commissioner Tripp commented 
that it could be very difficult to require affordable units in an assisted living development because 
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the economics are so different from a regular multi-family development. However, it was stated that 
developers of this type of housing should not be given a “free pass” and should be required to do 
something with regard to affordable housing. At the least, they could pay a fee into the Trust Fund. 
The affordability requirements should be applied to independent senior living. 
 
Developer Cost Offsets/Incentives 
The Housing Commission was open to the idea of providing density bonuses, but this would need 
to be coordinated with the evaluations of proposals by staff and other Plan Commission 
considerations early in the review process. It would not work to determine an appropriate maximum 
density for the project and then for the Housing Commission recommend more density to support 
affordability after others who work with the developer of establishing the maximum workable 
density have made their determinations. Density is a zoning matter, which is outside the purview of 
the Housing Commission. Therefore, offering density bonuses would need to be a coordinated 
effort. 
 
It was pointed out that waiving developer fees is a public subsidy to the developer. Some 
Commissioners said that it is appropriate that the Village participate in the financial costs of 
supporting the affordable units. The Commissioners requested additional information on the 
average amount of fees (ex. building permit and plan review fees) collected for developments so 
that they have knowledge about how much in fees might be waived on a development. 
 
Mr. Flentall repeated that developers would benefit from accepting housing choice vouchers since 
they provide a known and steady source of subsidy. 
 
Fee in Lieu 
Commissioner Delea said that he likes the idea of linking the fee to the unit value. It was suggested 
that staff look at financial information that is provided to staff and use the information to develop a 
feasible sliding scale based on the dollar value of the units or the dollar value at which the building 
is depreciated.  
 
For for-sale units it was suggested that the fee for affordable units be set at 15% of the average 
unit value in the development times the number of affordable units required. This would result in 
fees that are in the range that seems appropriate (ex. $500,000 unit value x .15 = $75,000). The 
Housing Commission would like staff’s recommendation about how this would work. 
 
For rentals, it would be helpful to have better data about rents in the community. This could 
potentially be done under a more extensive renal licensing program. Commissioner Eggum asked 
about discussing at a future meeting how the Village can get better data on rents in the Village and 
to map where affordable units are located, apartments where complaints are filed, etc. Chairman 
Hageli said that the Housing Commission discussed this previously. Ms. Boyer said that the 
Housing Commission can revisit this topic if it wishes. 
 
Income Eligibility 
There was a discussion of the income eligibility levels at a maximum of 60% of area median 
income for rental units and 80% of area median income for owner units. At this point, the 
Commissioners did not see a need to change the income eligibility levels at this time, in part to be 
consistent with the State requirement, but this may need to be looked at again in the future. 
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Commissioner Eggum mentioned some proposed affordable housing legislation that has an 
income eligibility level of 120% of area median income. Ms. Boyer said that some communities 
allow fewer units at lower income levels or require more units at higher income levels. It depends 
on the goals of the community. The Commissioners requested information on housing need at 
various income levels in Arlington Heights.  
 
Term of Affordability 
The Commissioners were generally in favor of keeping the affordability restrictions in perpetuity. 
However, if brought up the developer, the Village could be open to having a defined period of 
affordability (ex. 50 years) if it would result in more affordable units over that time period than 
would be provided if the units are required to be affordable in perpetuity. 

 
Local Preferences 
There was general agreement that requiring local preferences is desirable. Mr. Mussar expressed 
a concern that local preferences do not promote diversity. This concern was understood but there 
is also a desire to support current and long-term residents (seniors) was seen as desirable. It 
would be necessary to establish how the system of providing preference would work. 
 
Ms. Boyer said that different communities have different preferences. Most communities give 
preference first for local residents go farther and prioritize local residents who are senior citizens. 
Others have preferences for adult children of current residents or parents of current residents. 
Sometimes financing sources may not permit the developer to comply with local preference 
policies. 

 
VII. OTHER 
 
The members of the Housing Commission discussed their budget request for 2020. 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Hageli, seconded by Commissioner Eggum to make the 
following Housing Commission budget request for the year 2020: Postage $100; Photocopying 
$100; and Other Supplies $1,100 for a total of $1,300. The motion carried unanimously. 
 
 
VIII. ADJOURNMENT 
 
A motion was made by Commissioner Hageli, seconded by Commissioner Tripp, to adjourn the 
meeting. The motion passed unanimously.  
 
NEXT MEETING: September 3, 2019 7:00 pm. 
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Memorandum 
 
To:   Chairman and Members of the Housing Commission 
 
From:   Nora Boyer, Housing Planner 
 
Re:  Community Development Block Grant Applications – Program Year 2019‐2020 

Group Home Renovations 
 
Date:   August 29, 2019 
 
The Village of Arlington Heights received three (3) grant applications from non‐profit organizations 
requesting grants from the Village’s 2019‐2020 Community Development Block Grant (CDBG) program 
for renovations to group homes. 
 
Rather than review the applications individually, the Village Board opted to allocate a total of $76,900 to 
the Group Home Acquisition and Rehab Grant Program and have the Housing Commission review the 
specific applications. 
 
The three (3) applications are: 
#1 
Applicant:       Clearbrook 
Amount of Grant Request:   $28,350 
Description of Work:   Removal and replacement of existing siding, fascia, soffits and 

deteriorating wood around all doors and windows of the home. 
 
#2 
Applicant:       Little City Foundation 
Amount of Grant Request:   $32,050 
Description of Work:  Install or replace ceiling‐mounted LED light and associated switches in 4 

bedrooms, renovate large restroom into ADA restroom, renovate small 
restroom, interior and exterior painting & kitchen renovation. 

 
#3 
Applicant:       Shelter Inc. 
Amount of Grant Request:   $16,500 
Description of Work:     Replace flooring throughout home. 
 
Staff is requesting that the members of the Housing Commission provide any questions you may have 
regarding these applications. The applicants will be provided with those questions and will be invited to 
a future Housing Commission meeting to present their proposals. 
 
Staff has blacked out the locations of the group homes in this packet in the interest of the security and 
privacy of the residents of the homes. Staff has also blacked out names and contact information of the 
agency staff and contractors as a courtesy. 
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Memorandum 
 
To:  Chairman and Members of the Housing Commission 
 
From:  Nora Boyer, Housing Planner 
 
Re:  Refining of Affordable Housing Guidelines - Additional Information and Summary Discussion 
 
Prepared:  August 28, 2019 
 
Meeting Date: September 3, 2019 
 
At its meeting of August 13, 2019, the Housing Commission discussed possible changes to the Village’s inclusionary 
housing affordable housing guidelines and staff’s report titled Refining Arlington Heights Affordable Housing Guidelines 
(August 9, 2019). 
 
In addition to reviewing the information provided in staff’s report, the Housing Commissioner’s requested that they be 
provided with Evanston, Highland Park, Lake Forest, Oak Park and St. Charles’s inclusionary housing ordinances (see (1) 
below) and as much as is known about the production of affordable units in those communities under those ordinances. 
(see (2) below). 
 
The Housing Commissioners’ discussions are summarized in the draft minutes from the August 13, 2019. As a jumping off 
point for discussions at the September 3, 2019 meeting, staff is presenting the following summaries, by topic, from the 
August 13, 2019 meeting. 
 

Topic Staff Recommendation for Housing 
Commission Meeting on 8/13/2019 

Summary of Housing Commission 
Meeting of 8/13/2019  

Covered Projects Staff recommended a tiered approach to 
applying the affordable housing requirements. 
 
 
 
Staff recommended applying the requirements 
according to the following development size 
categories: 
 

 Under 6 units – no requirements for 
units or fee in lieu but consider requiring 
a small linkage fee 

 
Exploring applying requirements to renovations, 
adaptive re-use, and condominium/apartment 
conversions. 
 
 

The Housing Commissioner concurred that a 
tiered approach within the guidelines is 
appropriate with different tiers for downtown 
and non-downtown areas.  
 
The Housing Commissioners discussed 
applying different requirements according to 
the sizes of new construction developments 
using the following categories: 

 Under 9 total units 
 10 to 25 total units 
 Over 25 total units 

 
Additional information requested to explore 
applying requirements to renovations, 
adaptive re-use, and 
condominium/apartment conversions. 
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Percentage of Units 
in Developments to 
be Required to be 
Affordable and Fee 
in Lieu Option 
 
 
Rental 
Developments 
    
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Owner Occupied    
Developments 
 
 

Staff suggested that the 15% affordable housing 
requirement is too high in light of the numbers of 
units that the Village has been able to negotiate. 
.  
 
 
 
 
Staff recommended a tiered approach based on 
location: downtown, Village-wide (excluding 
downtown) and assisted projects (Village-wide). 
 
 
Staff presented the options below as a possible 
tiered approach.  
 
Tier 1 - Downtown 
Require a minimum of 5% actual affordable 
units and 2.5% as a fee in lieu at 
$25,000/affordable units not provided. If no units 
are provided, require 10% affordability at fee in 
lieu of $75,000/affordable unit. 
 
Tier 2 - Community Wide (excluding downtown) 
with No Public Assistance 
Require 5% actual affordable units or if no 
actual units are provided 10% affordability at fee 
in lieu of $75,000/affordable units not provided. 
 
Tier 3 – Public Assistance Provided 
Require 10% actual affordable units with no fee 
in lieu option. 
 
 
Staff recommended not requiring actual units at 
this time; rather requiring 10% affordability in the 
form of $75,000 per required affordable units. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The Commissioners agreed that the 15% 
requirement is too high in light of the 
numbers of units that the Village has been 
able to negotiate. 

 
 
 
 
The Housing Commission discussed having 
different requirements for different areas, 
such as downtown and non-downtown 
 
 
The Commissioners discussed the following 
tiered approach based on size: 

 
Under 9 Units: No requirements. 

 
10 – 25 Units: Require a percentage lower 
than 15% (other % ?) with the Village being 
open to fees-in-lieu as an alternative to 
actual units since developments this size 
would have more difficulty absorbing the 
affordable units. 

 
Over 25 Units: Require a percentage lower 
than 15% (other % ?) with stricter 
requirements for on-site units and less 
openness to fees-in-lieu. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Housing Commissioners were divided 
on whether to require actual units in for-sale 
developments with a fee in lieu option. 
 
The Housing Commissioners discussed 
calculating the fee in lieu for for-sale 
developments based on the average sale 
price of the units or the value of the 
development. A suggestion was made that 
an appropriate fee may be 15% of the 
average value of the units in the 
development. (ex. $500,000 average sale 
price x .15 = $500,000). See (3) for results of 
this standard if applied to other approved 
developments. 
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Staff recommended maintaining the base fee in 
lieu amount at $75,000 to be adjusted annually 
to the CPI; and exploring a modest linkage fee 
for smaller developments of 0 to 5 units. 
 

There was no discussion of changing the 
base fee-in-lieu for rental developments. 
There was a discussion of linking the fee for 
for-sale developments to a cost index such 
as the CPI.  
 

Income Eligibility Staff recommended maintaining the household 
income eligibility for rental units at 60% of area  
median income and further evaluate the 
eligibility income for for-sale projects. 

The Housing Commissioners discussed the 
income and affordability standards at 60% of 
area median income for rental 
developments. 
 
The Housing Commissioners discussed 
further evaluating 80% of area median 
income eligibility standard for for-sale 
developments. 
 
The Commissioners requested additional 
information on Arlington Heights that shows 
income ranges and affordable housing 
needs. See (4) below. 

Term of Affordability Staff recommended making no change; 
maintaining the “in perpetuity” affordability 
period. 

The Commissioners stated that affordable 
units being kept affordable in perpetuity is 
the ideal and should continue to be the 
Village’s policy. 
 
If brought up by a developer, a limited term 
of affordability (ex. 50 years) could be 
considered by the Village if it meant that 
more affordable units would be provided in a 
development. 

Local Preferences Staff recommended Including local preferences 
in the Village’s guidelines for current Arlington 
Heights residents, employees of Arlington 
Heights businesses or organizations, and/or 
veterans. 

The Housing Commission agreed that 
Including local preferences is desirable. The 
classifications of persons to receive 
preference and details would need to be 
developed on the tenant selection process. 

Developer Cost 
Offsets/Incentives 

Staff recommended exploring offering a density 
bonus for affordable housing developments in 
certain districts if deemed appropriate.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
Staff recommended evaluating a percentage 
permit fee reeducation.  
 
 
 
 

The Housing Commission open to density 
bonuses. Density bonuses in connection 
with affordable units would need to be part of 
the discussion with a developer from the 
beginning since arriving at a maximum 
density and then discussing additional 
density separately as part of the affordable 
housing discussion would not be workable. 
 
The Housing Commission was open to 
considering fee waivers for affordable units. 
Additional information was requested the 
amount in Village fees paid on a typical 
development in order to better understand 
what the waiver of fees would mean in terms 



4 
 

 
 
 
 
Further research and discuss with Cook County 
the possibility of creating a new Affordable 
Housing Class 9B Tax Abatement for 
developments with 5 to 10% affordable units at 
60% AMI. 

of lost revenue (and therefore public 
subsidy) to the development. See (5) below. 
 
 
The Housing Commission did not touch on 
this recommendation. 

Alternative 
Contributions 

Staff recommended allowing the ability for 
alternative contributions, such as comparable 
off-site affordable units, to be reviewed on a 
case by case basis. 

The Housing Commission was concerned 
about ensuring that alternative contributions 
are equivalent to the original requirement 
and that they remain equivalent in the long-
term. 
 
In order to be equivalent, it was stated that 
off-site units for a downtown developments 
would need to be within some maximum 
distance from the market rate (ex. ¼ to ½ 
mile) in order to be equivalent due to the 
unique advantage and attributes of 
downtown. 
 
The Commissioners stated that concerns 
about alternative contributions may be 
lessened if the developer partners with a 
non-profit affordable housing developer to 
create or preserve off-site affordable units. 
 
The Commissioners requested information 
on other communities’ experiences with 
permitting off-site affordable housing units. 
See (6) below. 

Ordinance or 
Guidelines 

Staff requested direction regarding whether to 
create an ordinance or guidelines and 
suggested that an ordinance be considered.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Some type of relief mechanism should be 
included to allow the Board if they so desire to 
vary or adjust the requirements based upon 
unique circumstances of a particular 
development.  
 
 

The majority of Commissioners favored 
adopting the guidelines as an ordinance. 
They thought that an ordinance would 
provide clearer direction to developers and 
also convey the importance the Village puts 
on affordable housing. They also thought 
that an ordinance would be a better tool for 
staff, the Housing Commission, and Plan 
Commission. 
 
The Commissioners recognized that each 
development will be different and some 
negotiation would still need to take place. 
They asked how this would work if there is 
an ordinance – whether there would be a 
mechanism for variations from the Code. 
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It is further suggested that once the refined 
affordable housing requirements are approved, 
there be periodic reviews to ensure they are not 
stifling developments and that they are meeting 
their intended purpose of creating additional 
affordable units. 

 
(1)  Inclusionary Affordable Housing Ordinances  
The following links to the inclusionary housing ordinance of Evanston, Highland Park, Lake Forest, Oak Park and St. 
Charles were sent to the Housing Commissioners on August 19, 2019 
 
Evanston 
https://library.municode.com/il/evanston/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=TIT5HORE_CH7INHO 
 
Highland Park 
https://library.municode.com/il/highland_park/codes/code_of_ordinances?nodeId=COOR_TITXVLAUS_CH150ZOCO_ART
XXIINHO 
 
Lake Forest 
http://library.amlegal.com/nxt/gateway.dll/Illinois/lakeforest_il/cityoflakeforestillinoiscodeofordinances?f=templates$fn=defaul
t.htm$3.0$vid=amlegal:lakeforest_il. Scroll down in the Table of Contents in the left hand margin and select Chapter 158. 
 
Oak Park 
https://www.sterlingcodifiers.com/codebook/index.php?book_id=459. In the Table of Contents on the left, select Chapter 12 
– HOUSING. Then select Ordinance 19-29 INCLUSIONARY HOUSING in the center of the screen. 
 
St. Charles 
https://codebook.stcharlesil.gov/title-19-inclusionary-housing/c1902 
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(2) Illinois Inclusionary Affordable Housing Production 
The Commissioners asked for any information that may be available on the number of affordable units achieved under other 
programs. 
 
Staff has made numerous requests for this information from the 5 Illinois suburban communities that have inclusionary 
affordable housing programs. 
 
The Cities of Evanston and St Charles responded (see attachments). Updated information has been received from Lake 
Forest which as produced affordable units as explained below. Highland Park has not responded to the request for 
information. Oak Park, having just recently adopted its ordinance, has nothing to report. 
 
Lake Forest 
Sources of Revenue for Trust Fund 

 Inclusionary Housing fee-in-lieu of $130,000 per affordable unit not provided.  (Payment in-lieu of on-site units 
accepted only at the City’s discretion.) 

 Tear down fees of $12,000 for single family homes and $5,000 on multi-family units.  (1/2 of demolition tax goes to 
the Housing Trust Fund, other half to support infrastructure upgrades.) 

 
Lake Forest Trust Fund: 

 Estimated $1.3 million in the Trust Fund by the end of 2018, partially due to fees to the City from the Kelmscott Park 
Development (approximately $620,000 from Focus Development for Kelmscott development and from earlier 
payment in lieu of affordable on site units from Presbyterian Homes when Lake Forest Place was expanded) 
 

 8 single family homes purchased/rehabbed for sale to low/mod buyer. Accomplished in partnership with Community 
Partners for Affordable Housing (a non-profit agency).   City’s contribution $150,000 per home plus waiver of 
building permit/other fees.  Homes remain affordable on an ongoing basis, land trust model, Community Partners 
for Affordable Housing holds land. 

 
Senior Cottages 

 Five (5) affordable senior cottages built in Lake Forest in 2005  
 Planning underway for 5 to 12 additional senior cottages on City owned land near the Senior Center.  Funding 

anticipated from various partners. 
 
On-Site Units in New Development: 

 Kelmscott Park Development Project includes total of 164 units: 
o 12 Single Family Homes  
o 42 Condos  
o 110 rental apartments, 1 leasing unit 

 12 affordable rental units on site rents of $900 to $1,200/mo 
 Payment in lieu of additional on site units paid to City, $620,000 

 
 2 affordable condominium units included in new condominium development on McKinley Road, across from the 

train station.   
 Affordable faculty housing available on the Lake Forest College and Lake Forest Academy campuses. 
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Highland Park 
Sources of Revenue for Trust Fund 

 Inclusionary Housing fee-in-lieu of $125,000 per affordable unit not provided 
 Demolition fee of $10,000/unit on single family home; $3,000 per unit or $10,000, whichever is greater on a multi-

family property 
 
On-Site Units Produced by Inclusionary Zoning Ordinance 

 53 permanently affordable unit have been created through grant making process 
 19 affordable units have been included market-rate developments 
 12 affordable units committed (under construction) in approved developments 
 17 affordable apartments approved in Albion development (6/2019). Total number of units 161. Density bonus 

approved.  
 
Highland Park Trust Fund 

 Has income from demolition fees and most recently fee in lieu approved of $1.25 million in Albion Development for 
10 units at $125,000 each 

 
St Charles 
See attached 
 
Evanston 
See attached 
 
Arlington Heights 
See attached 
 
Oak Park 
Recently adopted ordinance. No activity to report 
 
Others without Ordinances 
Northbrook 

 315 residential units in this redevelopment at and adjacent to Northbrook Court mall. Developer to pay $750,000 
into Affordable Housing Trust Fund. Development to receive $21.5 million in TIF assistance ($8 million to 
residential).  

 
Deerfield 

 246 unit residential development at the Deerbrook Shopping Center. Approved in June 2019 to include 18 
affordable apartments 12 one-bedroom and 6 two-bedroom. 186 one and two bedroom apartment and 60 
townhomes. Developer to provide 18 affordable apartments. To be affordable to households with annual incomes of 
no more than 120% of Joliet-Chicago-Naperville area median income 
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(3) For Sale Units – Fee in Lieu 
At the August 13, 2019 Housing Commission meeting, the Commissioner discussed not requiring affordable units in for-sale 
developments. However, it was suggested that a fee-in-lieu of affordable units be required that is tied is some manner to the 
value of the units or development. A suggested figure was 15% of the average unit sale price times the number of 
affordable units that would otherwise be required based on the size of the development. Staff was asked to provide thoughts 
on concept. Below are results of outcomes had been the fee in lieu when these projects were approved. 
 
Arbor Lane Townhomes 
 Total number of units in project: 16 townhomes 
 Approved fee was 5% of the average sale price of a unit for each of the 2 required affordable units. 

$303,788 average sale price x .05 (5%) x 2 (required affordable units): $30,378 
 Fee collected per unit in the development: $1,898 
  

If Alternative Proposed Fee had been applied:  
$303,788 x .15 (15%) x 2 (required affordable units) = $91,136 or $5,696 per unit in the project 
 

Sigwalt 16 
Total number of units in project: 16 townhomes 
Approved fee is the fee in lieu amount of $75,000 times the 1.6 required affordable units (10% of the total of 16 
units): $120,000 

 
 If Alternative Proposed Fee had been applied:  

Est. $600,000 average value x .15 (15%) x 1.6 (required affordable units) = $144,000 
Amount per unit in the project: $7,500 

 
Timber Court 
 Total number of approved units in complex: 108 (72 were constructed) 

Approved fee: Not Applicable. This project provided actual affordable units 
  
 If Alternative Proposed Fee had been applied:  

Average unit value at the time the project was approved was approximately $250,000.     
$250,000 average units sale price x .15 (15%) x 14 required affordable units = $525,000 
Amount per unit in the project: $7,292 over 72 units 

 
(4) Housing Needs – Income Eligibility Standards 
The Housing Commission requested information of income ranges and data on the income levels in the Village that have 
been shown to have unmet affordable housing needs.  
 
The current income eligibility standard for affordable housing programs are: 

 60% of area median income for rental developments  
 80% of area median income for rental developments  

 
The vast majority of inclusionary housing programs, and most other types of affordable housing programs, around the 
country use HUD’s maximum income eligibility guidelines for their cities or areas for defining income eligibility. Arlington 
Heights falls within Joliet-Chicago-Naperville metro area. Below are the 2019 income maximum by percentage of median 
income and adjusted for household size for the Joliet-Chicago-Naperville metro area at determined by HUD. 
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HUD maximum household incomes, adjusted for households size 
Joliet-Chicago-Naperville Metro Area - 2019 

 1 person 2 persons 3 persons 4 persons 5 persons 6 persons 7 persons 8 persons 
30% AMI 18,750 21,400 24,100 26,750 28,900 31,050 33,200 35,5350 
50% AMI 31,200 35,650 40,100 44,550 48,150 51,700 55,250 58,850 
60% AMI 37,440 42,780 48,120 53,460 57,780 62,040 66,300 70,620 
80% AMI 49,950 57,050 64,200 71,300 77,050 82,150 88,450 94,150 
100% AMI 62,400 71,300 80,200 89,100 96,300 103,400 110,500 117,700 
120% AMI 74,880 85,560 96,240 106,920 115,560 124,080 132,600 141,240 

 
In order to further review the maximum household income standards the Commissioners requested information on Arlington 
Heights affordable housing needs by income levels. 
 
The following is provided from the Homes for a Changing Region report (2013) addressing affordable housing needs in 
Arlington Heights:  
 
Renter Affordable Housing Demand 
The chart below shows that there is currently an excess of rental housing stock affordable to household that have annual 
income above $50,000/year and below $150,000/year. There is a need (and projected growing need) for rental housing in 
Arlington Heights for households with annual incomes under $50,000/year.  
 
This under $50,000 income range most closely corresponds with the HUD 60% of area median income maximums, adjusted 
for household size. 
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Owner Affordable Housing Demand 
The chart below shows that there is a current and projected shortage of owner housing stock affordable to household that 
have annual incomes in the following categories: 

 
$ 0 - $15,000: It is presumed that most owner residents in this income category senior homeowners who may or 
may not have mortgages and purchased their homes when their incomes were higher. 
 
$75,000 - $100,000: This income range corresponds most closely to 80% & 100% of area median income. 

  
$150,000 and above: Not reasonably targets of affordable housing programs. 

 

 
(5) Alternative Contributions – Fee Waivers 
 Housing Commissioners requested information on the typical amount of fees assessed by the Village for multi-family 
developments. Staff is able to provide the attached Village Building Permit Fees report for the Parkview Apartments project. 
This building is composed of 45 rental units. 
 
Total Village Fees:         $  46,989.36 
Total Impact Fees of Other Taxing Bodies (ex. Park District, School Districts):  $160,846.45* 
Bonds:          $  15,000.00** 
Total All:          $222,835.81 

*Can only be waived by the taxing body 
**Cannot be waived 

Village Fees per Unit in the Development: $    1,044.21 
Impact Fees per Unit in the Development: $    3,574.36 
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 (6) Off-Site Affordable Housing Units 
The Commissioners asked for information regarding other communities permitting off-site affordable units to meet their 
inclusionary housing requirements. Information on alternatives of on-site units, including the advantages and disadvantages 
of permitting off-site units may be found at:  
http://inclusionaryhousing.org/designing-a-policy/off-site-development/ 
 
This article reflects several of the concerns desired restrictions voiced by the Housing Commissioners. Several 
communities’ policies regarding allowing off-site units are provided. Some communities require that off-site units be 
provided within a specified distance to the market rate development or within specified target areas. Communities also 
sometimes require that more units be provided off-site than would have been required on-site in since the developer is likely 
receiving a cost benefit. 
 
There is additional discussion in this article by the Center for Housing Policy:  
https://www.nhc.org/wp-content/uploads/2017/10/Making-Inclusionary-Housing-More-Flexible.pdf 
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