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VILLAGE OF OAK PARK
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING
TUESDAY, AUGUST 10, 2021 - 7:00 PM

SPECIAL NOTE - The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical
or prudent due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation. It is not
feasible to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to public safety concerns
related to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation. A special meeting
is being conducted remotely with live audio available and optional video. The meeting will be
streamed live and archived online for on-demand viewing at www.oak-park.us/commissiontv as
well as cablecast on VOP-TV, which is available to Comcast subscribers on channel 6 and ATT
Uverse subscribers on channel 99. Remote meetings of Oak Park Citizen Commissions are
authorized pursuant to Section 6 of Governor J.B. Pritzker's Executive Order 2020-07, with
limitations. Governor Pritzker’'s Executive Order allows for remote participation meetings by
public bodies, but public bodies are "encouraged to postpone” meetings and should only hold
meetings when "necessary." Executive Order No. 2020-07 (COVID-19 Executive Order No. 5) at
Section 6. The lllinois Attorney General issued "Guidance to Public Bodies" regarding the
Governor’s Executive Order on April 9, 2020. In that guidance, the Attorney General states,
"Where a public body does not have critical issues that must be addressed because time is of
the essence, cancelling or postponing public meetings may be prudent during the COVID-19
outbreak, rather than holding meetings that could pose a risk of danger to the public." Thus, the
test as to whether to hold a meeting is an issue to be discussed is "critical" that must be
addressed immediately.

PUBLIC COMMENT - Oak Park Citizen Commissions welcome your statement to be read into the
public record at a meeting. Public statements of up to three minutes will be read into the record
during Non-Agenda public comment or Agenda Item public comment, as an individual
designates. Statements will be provided to the Commission members in their entirety as a single
document. Please follow the instructions for submitting a statement provided below. Questions
regarding public comment can be directed to (708) 358-5672 or email clerk@oak-park.us.

Non-Agenda public comment is a time set aside at the beginning of each Citizen Commission
meeting for public statements about an issue or concern that is not on that meeting's agenda.
Individuals are asked to email statements to transportation@oak-park.us to be received no later
than 60 minutes (6:00 PM) prior to the start of the meeting. If email is not an option, you can
drop comments off in the Oak Park Payment Drop Box across from the entrance to Village Hall,

123 Madison Street, to be received no later than 5 PM on the day of the Commission meeting.
Please call (708) 358-5732 if you are unable to attend

Get the latest Village news via e-mail. Just go to www.oak-park.us and click on the e-news icon to sign up.
Also, follow us on facebook, twitter and YouTube.

If you require assistance to participate in any Village program or activity, contact the ADA Coordinator at
(708) 358-5430 or e-mail building@oak-park.us at least 48 hours before the scheduled activity.
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Agenda item public comment will be limited to 30 minutes with a limit of three minutes per
statement. If comment requests exceed 30 minutes, public comment will resume after the items
listed under the agenda are complete.

=

AGENDA
Call to Order

Non-Agenda Public Comment - Up To 15 Minutes
2.1 Written Public Comment

Agenda Approval

Approval of Draft Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes

4.1  July 13, 2021 draft Transportation Commission meeting minutes

REVIEW THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EXISTING CITIZEN PETITION PROCESS / SYSTEM FOR
IMPLEMENTING TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES AND THEN MODIFYING OR REPLACING THEM
IF WARRANTED (CONTINUATION FROM THE FEBRUARY 9, 2021, MAY 11, 2021, JUNE 8,
2021 & JULY 13, 2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETINGS)

5.1  Staff Agenda Item Commentary and Background Information

5.2  Sample Heat Maps

5.3  Existing and Proposed Scoring Tables

5.4  Compare Existing and Proposed Scoring Tables Using Previously Submitted Petitions
5.5  Previous Months Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes Regarding this Issue

RECOMMEND TO THE VILLAGE BOARD REVISED PRINCIPLES AND GOALS FOR THE VILLAGE’S
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM NETWORK (CONTINUATION FROM THE JUNE 8, 2021 & JULY 13,
2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETINGS)

6.1  Staff Agenda Iltem Commentary and Background Information

6.2 Draft Oak Park Transportation Goals

6.3  Chapter 10 (Transportation, Infrastructure, and Communication Technologies) from
Envision Oak Park

6.4  Previous Months Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes Regarding this Issue

DEVELOP THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION’S DRAFT 2022 WORK PLAN

Please call (708) 358-5732 if you are unable to attend

Get the latest Village news via e-mail. Just go to www.oak-park.us and click on the e-news icon to sign up.
Also, follow us on facebook, twitter and YouTube.

If you require assistance to participate in any Village program or activity, contact the ADA Coordinator at
(708) 358-5430 or e-mail building@oak-park.us at least 48 hours before the scheduled activity.
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7.1  Staff Agenda Iltem Commentary
7.2  Approved 2021 Transportation Commission Work Plan
7.3  Draft 2022 Work Plan Template

8. OTHER ENCLOSURES

OE1 Information on the Village’s Park Speed Zones
OE2 Village Board of Trustees actions through 07/12/2021 regarding recent
Transportation Commission recommendations

9. Adjourn

Please call (708) 358-5732 if you are unable to attend

Get the latest Village news via e-mail. Just go to www.oak-park.us and click on the e-news icon to sign up.
Also, follow us on facebook, twitter and YouTube.

If you require assistance to participate in any Village program or activity, contact the ADA Coordinator at
(708) 358-5430 or e-mail building@oak-park.us at least 48 hours before the scheduled activity.
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Juliano, Jill 0821-1
From: Laura D_ 172
Sent: Wednesday, July 14, 2021 11:25 AM

To: Transportation

Subject: Euclid Square park traffic

WARNING- EXTERNAL EMAIL: If unknown sender, do not click links/attachments. Never give out
your user ID or password.

Hello,

| am a resident of the 1100 block of south Euclid, near Euclid Square Park. At the northwest corner of the park, and the
northeast corner of the park (where Fillmore meets Euclid, and where Fillmore meets Wesley), the streets are only 2-way
stops, not 4-way stops. As | have two young children, we go to the park frequently and | have witnessed a significant
number of near miss accidents. Two summers ago, a young boy was hit by a car at the corner of Wesley and Fillmore and
sustained serious injuries that had him confined to a wheelchair for months. Several weeks ago, two cars collided at the
corner of Euclid and Fillmore, and | know of numerous other accidents over the 6 years | have lived here. It is truly
shocking to me that these intersections are not 4-way. Why? Why is there no concern for the safety of the children in our
community? How many accidents need to occur? How many children need to be gravely injured before you respond to
the requests of the community to make these intersections safer with 4-way stop signs?

Respectfully,
Laura Duel



Juliano, Jill 0821-1
21 =
From: Meghan P 2/2
Sent: Wednesday, August 4, 2021 1:01 PM
To: Transportation; Juliano, Jill
Subject: Public Comment for August Transportation Commission Meeting

WARNING- EXTERNAL EMAIL: If unknown sender, do not click links/attachments. Never give out
your user ID or password.

August 4, 2021
Dear Transportation Commission of Oak Park,

Thank you again for your service to our community. I thank you for considering the issues raised in my July
comment: the Euclid Square Park Traffic Study and the Safe Park Zone Initiative.

e Euclid Square Park Traffic Study. My neighbors and I were grateful to learn that we are nearing the

top of the queue for a traffic study. We have seen speed measurement westbound on Fillmore, and hope
it will continue northbound and southbound on Euclid and Wesley, and eastbound on Fillmore. We also
hope that any traffic study will take into consideration the high level of pedestrian and cyclist traffic
surrounding Euclid Square Park. It is our understanding that the IDOT data discussed in the July meeting
does not take into account pedestrian traffic. Pedestrian and bike traffic is essential to consider in an area

closely located to many schools and daycares and used for several recreational activities.

We also appreciated the Commissioners’ suggestions of increasing transparency of the process, including
proactively informing residents of their status in the traffic study queue. We did not know our status until
our July public comment was submitted.

e Safe Park Zone Initiative. The streets surrounding Euclid Square Park are dangerous, but we have
heard similar concerns about traffic safety surrounding other parks in our village. Parks are high
pedestrian zones, and many of the pedestrians are children who lack the decades of experience we have
in navigating crossroads. I kindly request that the Commission consider the steps taken in the past to
utilize Safe Park Zones in Oak Park and recommend that the Village Board establish Safe Park Zones
through the passage of a Safe Park Zone Ordinance in accordance with the Illinois Vehicle Code, 625 ILCS
5/11-605.3 (the Illinois Safe Park Zone eff. 7-1-2019).

Sincerely,

Meghan Paulas



DRAFT Meeting Minutes
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Transportation Commission
Tuesday, July 13, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order

Transportation Commission Chair Ron Burke called the remote participation meeting to
order at 7:00 PM.

Staff Liaison Jill Juliano read the following statement into the record:

"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or
prudent due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation.
It is not feasible to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to
public safety concerns related to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s
disaster proclamation."

Roll Call
Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Ryan Peterson, James Thompson, Ron Burke
Absent:  Meghann Moses, Aaron Stigger

Staff: Staff Liaison Jill Juliano, Village Engineer Bill McKenna, Development
Customer Services (DCS) Director Tammie Grossman, DCS Budget &
Revenue Analyst Sean Keane

Guest: Village Trustee Arti Walker-Peddakotla

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

Staff Liaison Juliano read the non-agenda written public comment from Meghan
Paulas aloud. The statement, in its entirety, is attached to these minutes.

3. Agenda Approval

Chair Burke requested that the agenda be amended to include time at the end of the
meeting to discuss the non-agenda public comment item.

Commissioner Peterson made a motion to amend the agenda, seconded by
Commissioner Katner.




DCS Director Grossman asked that Agenda Item 8 (Discussion of the Parking Pilot
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Program Survey) be moved up to follow Agenda Item 5 since they are both parking-
related items.

Commissioner Peterson made a motion to approve the agenda as amended and was
seconded by Commissioner Thompson.

The roll call on the vote was as follows:

Ayes: Peterson, Thompson, Fink, Katner, Burke
Nays: None

The motion passed unanimously 5 to O.

4. Approval of the Draft June 8, 2021 Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes

Commissioner Thompson made a motion to approve the draft June 8, 2021
Transportation Commission meeting minutes and was seconded by Commissioner
Peterson.

The roll call on the vote was as follows:

Ayes: Thompson, Peterson, Fink, Katner, Burke
Nays: None

The motion passed unanimously 5 to O.
5. REMOVAL OF THE FENWICK ON-STREET PERMIT PARKING WITH THE

COMPLETION OF THE FENWICK PARKING GARAGE (CONTINUATION FROM THE
June 8, 2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING)

DCS Director Grossman gave a presentation about this item.

Chair Burke stated that it is good to have consistency along the streets and not leave
the areas unrestricted instead allowing for more parking for residents.

Commissioner Thompson asked why the decision was not made to make all the
streets 2 Hour Parking, 9AM-5PM, Monday through Saturday. DCS Director Grossman
responded the No Parking 8AM-10AM is meant to deter commuters from leaving
their car in one spot all day. Current restrictions allow residents to park in these
areas for longer periods of time. Staying consistent with the regulations on these




blocks will help prevent pushback from residents. Once the results are in from the
Parking Pilot survey, recommendations for further changes could be made.

Chair Burke states that the staff recommendation seems consistent with previous
discussions.

Commissioner Peterson asked if No Parking SAM-10AM would be seven days a week.

DCS Director Grossman responded that it is only Monday through Friday and 2 Hour
Parking is Monday through Saturday.

Commissioner Thompson asked if residents of the blocks can override restrictions in
the same way they can in the Pilot Program. DCS Director Grossman responded that
they can’t and it would be a recommendation the Commissioners would bring to the

Village Board for consideration.

Commissioner Peterson made a motion to approve staff recommendations and was
seconded by Commissioner Katner.

The roll call on the vote was as follows:

Ayes: Peterson, Katner, Fink, Thompson, Burke
Nays: None

The motion passed unanimously 5 to O.

6. DISCUSSION OF THE PARKING PILOT PROGRAM SURVEY

DCS Budget & Revenue Analyst Keane gave a brief presentation about the Parking
Pilot Program. He wanted to clarify that questions 7 and 8 (about the Daytime Pass
System) are specifically targeted at residents’ guests, not just anyone who wanted to
utilize the Daytime Pass System. Staff will be clarifying the language in those
guestions. He also mentioned that two elements of the survey relating to parking
meters will also benefit from business district responses. Staff will be developing a
separate survey to distribute directly to the business districts. The floor was opened
for any questions.

Commissioner Thompson requested staff go through the survey question by question
and explain the logic of each question. Chair Burke agreed with the request.

Staff went through the survey question by question.

Chair Burke requested the wording be changed for question 5, as he found it
confusing. Trustee Walker-Peddakotla agreed that it was confusing and asked if
vehicle license is the same as a vehicle sticker. Staff responded yes.
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Commissioner Thompson mentioned that the question 5 asks if the residents are
aware of the override rules but wonders if it should be re-phrased to find out if they're
satisfied or if it is working for them. Chair Burke agreed that if they are not satisfied,
it would be good to know why.

In response to questions 7 and 8, Chair Burke both wanted clarification that these
questions are targeting guests of residents. Staff clarified the questions were asked
to ensure that the system is being used as intended.

Commissioner Fink asked if limit on how many times a week were imposed. Staff
responded no.

Commissioner Thompson asked how the results of this question would be used and
how it might affect the policy. Staff responded if a large population is using it more
than three times per week, they could look at implementing limits or they could also
consider creating a special daytime pass that wouldn’t require the residents to sign
up for it every day.

Commissioner Fink asked if data could be validated separately. Staff responded yes.

Chair Burke mentioned that this data may be skewed because of the pandemic and
something to consider.

In response to question 9, Commissioner Fink asked if the question could be made
open-ended. Staff suggested leaving the question as is but adding a comments field.

In response to question 10, Chair Burke suggested adding a sign that tells residents
their Village sticker overrides the restrictions as many are not aware of that. Staff
suggested adding another set of signs not as frequently with the information
throughout the Pilot area.

In response to question 11, Chair Burke suggested reordering or rewording the
question to make it clearer. Staff agreed.

In response to questions 12 and 13, Commissioner Fink wondered why the questions
were asking for the opinions of residents on information they may not know. Staff
acknowledged the concern.

Chair Burke agreed that the focus should be on intent and perhaps explaining the
reasoning for the changes. He also mentioned that he is glad these questions are
included because many residents don’t understand why they are charged for parking
and it is an opportunity to educate. Commissioner Fink agreed that providing the
rationale behind the changes would be beneficial for residents. Staff agreed those
changes could be made.
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In response to question 14, Commissioner Fink asked if all respondents would
answer, or only members of the Pilot Program. Staff responded the question would
be open to everyone.

Commissioner Fink asked how staff planned to reach people who don’t have parking
permits or don’t have a car. Staff responded it can be added as an option.

Commissioner Fink also mentioned large amount of private/off-street parking options
that may be missed if staff is depending on responses only from people who get
permits. Staff mentioned it does maintain a private parking space list with
information for the people who rent out spaces. The survey could be given to them to
pass along to the people who rent their spaces.

Trustee Walker-Peddakotla mentioned the Village Board goal for reviewing parking
fell under the affordability column. Including questions about if the program is
financially feasible/affordable would provide helpful information for the Village Board
to have when evaluating and moving forward.

Chair Burke responded that it seems like a reasonable time to ask if parking is
affordable or a hardship since we are already surveying residents. Staff will add a
question to address this.

DCS Director Grossman mentioned that staff will take all of tonight’'s comments,
update the survey before sending it back to the Commissioners. Additional
comments should be directed to DCS Budget and Revenue Analyst Keane. Staff is
hoping to have the survey out to residents by Labor Day and accepting responses
until early October.

DCS Director Grossman states that staff will make changes to the survey and email
to Commissioners for approval to make sure that they have enough time to put the
survey in the FYl and promote it as well as providing enough time for residents to
respond.

Commissioner Thompson stated that initially, the Pilot had as much to do with
nighttime parking as daytime and the initial hearing had to do with the frustrations of
residents who were purchasing overnight passes and their inability to find spots. It is
important to address this with the survey and ask if residents are satisfied with the
availability of parking spots.

DCS Director Grossman agreed with Commissioner Thompson, the initial
recommendation from the Transportation Commission was to allow anyone who
purchased an overnight parking permit to park anywhere in the Pilot area, but the
Board at that time did not accept that recommendation. The compromise was to
allow residents who were unable to find a spot in their overnight zone to park in a
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metered space. DCS Director Grossman stated that staff will work on adding this
issue to the survey.

Commissioner Fink asked about the outreach issue and wanted to know how staff
plans to ensure that residents of multi-family residences are not missed.

DCS Director Grossman replied that staff have the email addresses for 85-90% of
permit holders, which they have not previously had. They are anticipating an
increased response from residents of multi-family residences.

With no more questions from the Commission, Chair Burke stated that there was no
need to vote on this item since it is a discussion item.

7. REVIEW EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING CITIZEN PETITION PROCESS / SYSTEM FOR
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IMPLEMENTING TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES; THEN MODIFYING OR REPLACING
THEM IF WARRANTED (CONTINUATION FROM THE FEBRUARY 9, 2021, MAY 11,
2021, & JUNE 8, 2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETINGS)

Staff Liaison Juliano provided an update on information discussed at previous
meetings.

Chair Burke mentioned that the Commission is interested in 1) developing a
prioritization/pre-screening method to bring the most urgent petitions to the
Commission and 2) have a more robust call for petitions, particularly from multi-
family residences.

Village Engineer McKenna provided information about proposed budget amendment
regarding bringing on a consultant to assist with backlog of petitions. With current
staffing, it is estimated to take approximately three years to get through the backlog.
With a consultant, it is estimated to take one and a half to two years. The
amendment is scheduled for review at the July 19t meeting.

Village Engineer McKenna next spoke about pre-screening process and how staff is
working with GIS consultant to develop a heat map that is reflective of crash data
and traffic volumes. A rough draft of the map with data received from IDOT was
shared. The color-coded map is based on type of accident and severity of injury. The
goal is to create a heat map that is accident rate based and includes weight factors
based on injuries and bike or pedestrian related accidents. The map would be the
key component in the pre-screening process. The next step would be to define
minimum thresholds needed to meet to continue in the process.

Chair Burke asked if staff is thinking to change from the point scoring system to
leaning heavily or exclusively on crash and injury rates.




Village Engineer McKenna replied that would be up to the Commission. If the
Commission wants to create a pre-screening tool, that would be the staff’'s
recommendation. If the Commission would rather work within the confines of current
system and modify minimum threshold, that is another option to be considered.

Chair Burke asked if using an application based on a heat map would save staff time.

Village Engineer McKenna replied that it would because there would be no need to
conduct a traffic study for each valid petition, which is the main benefit of the pre-
screening tool using existing data that staff already has.

Commissioner Peterson suggested removing the community interest portion of the
current process, as well as automating the process, to help with efficiency.

Chair Burke mentioned Commissioner Peterson’s suggestion would still require a
traffic study and asked for clarification about how that would help.

Commissioner Peterson said while he understands the need for there to be some
criteria, he wouldn’t want a petition to not be considered because it isn’t in a high
traffic/crash area. He suggested that perhaps using the heat map during first phase
to help weed out petitions, then using current process from that point forward.

Commissioners Katner and Fink agreed with Commissioner Peterson’s suggestion.

Commissioner Thompson stated he loves the heat map and agrees a hybrid model
makes the most sense. Commissioner Peterson followed up his previous statements
by saying he thinks the heat map should show graduated levels for visual purposes
and several categories for determining prioritization.

Chair Burke mentioned if the heat map is ultimately used he hopes the number of
crashes would still be used, and that staff would not rely solely on crash rates as that
information could be skewed.

Village Engineer McKenna stated that any staff recommendation would have
limitations for which locations would be allowed to submit petitions.

Chair Burke agreed that it makes no sense to accept petitions for IDOT roads and
that staff should be encouraging those residents to reach out to IDOT.

Village Engineer McKenna clarified that staff is still open to hearing and advancing
items from the Commission, but do not want to accept those requests from residents
in the form of petitions.
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Chair Burke said the Commissioners support the use of a heat map for the initial
screening process. He suggested the scoring system be discussed further at next
meeting.

Commissioner Peterson stated it’s still worthwhile to collect resident feedback and
data regarding IDOT roads so the Village can present the data to IDOT during the
public comment period that follows the release of IDOT’s 5 year programs.

Chair Burke stated that no vote is needed. He mentioned that he will be looking to
staff to bring a more detailed recommendation on the pre-screening tool and the 100
point scoring system would be discussed further at the next meeting.

Village Engineer McKenna mentioned the speed component of the point system has
a lot of points attributed to it such as 4 points for one mile over the speed limit and
should be reconsidered. Also, there would be budget implications if the Commission
wants to move forward with solicitations of public input such as residents of multi-
family residences, as there isn’t the capacity to handle that type of broad input. A
lower cost option would be to obtain input from an online survey and use existing
media outlets which would impact staff and budget less.

Chair Burke clarified the Commission recognizes this is not the time to do that and is
hoping the outreach could happen once the backlog is managed and a new process
is in place for reviewing petitions.

Commissioner Thompson expressed concern over the cost of hiring a consultant to
assist with the backlog when that cost greatly exceeds the budget for traffic calming
measures themselves. Village Engineer McKenna explained the work the consultant
would be responsible for to process the petitions and ultimately have the Village
Board make a decision. He also mentioned more than likely, not all petitions would
make it all the way through the process to the point where a traffic calming measure
would be implemented.

Chair Burke stated this is exactly why the Commissioners want to find a way to
prioritize the petitions that warrant action. His hope is the Commission will be able to
make a recommendation which helps whittle down the number of petitions so more
money is spent on improvements and less money is spent on consultants. He hopes
to hear more from staff at the next meeting.

8. RECOMMEND TO THE VILLAGE BOARD REVISED PRINCIPLES AND GOALS FOR
THE VILLAGE’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM NETWORK (CONTINUATION FROM THE
JUNE 8, 2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING)

Staff Liaison Juliano reminded the Commissioners that at the last meeting, they had
decided to wait until July to see if the Village Board offered any tools, resources, or
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plans for public outreach or made progress regarding the revision of goals based on

public outreach. The Commission also decided if no progress was made by the Board,
they would start the process of creating goals with public input, using tools presently
available.

Chair Burke said he was not aware of any additional guidance, resources, or plans
from the Village Board related to outreach and asked staff if they were aware of any.

Village Engineer McKenna replied looking at alternate processes for outreach was
part of an implementation goal and not the goal itself. He also stated the only goal
the Village Board related to transportation was the Vision Zero, which the Board
wanted presented to the Transportation Commission in the first quarter of 2022.

Chair Burke suggested the Commission start drafting an outline of some high-level
goals/principles for transportation in Oak Park and they could solicit input on that
document via a survey, public comments at Commission meetings, or through people
commenting directly to the Commission via staff. Once the Commission has
feedback, they can make any changes and send a recommendation to the Village
Board.

Chair Burke asked if staff had any ideas for how the Commission should proceed.
Village Engineer McKenna recommended the Commission review the Village’s
Comprehensive Plan (Envision Oak Park) and published goals and then determine
what role the Commission would play or what changes they would like to make.

Chair Burke stated he would like to work with staff, if willing, to come up with some
guestions that the Commissioners could ask themselves at the next meeting to
provide some structure for the discussion. Village Engineer McKenna asked if it
would be a survey and Chair Burke replied yes and that he would like to come up with
some basic concepts and principles as a starting point. All agreed that this item
would be on the agenda for the next meeting on August 10.

9. DISCUSSION OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Commissioner Peterson would like to table this until the next meeting and asked that
staff provide input and data at that time. He also suggested inviting the resident to the
next meeting so that they could have the opportunity to share any additional information.

Commissioner Fink asked how this is different from other petitions in the queue.
Staff responded that it is a petition, one of two petitions for adjacent intersections,
and it is high up in the queue and close to being reviewed by the Commission.

Chair Burke mentioned that he thought the resident was unable to file a petition and
that was why they submitted the comment.



Village Engineer McKenna clarified the resident did ask for additional locations to be
studied in the comment that weren’t in their initial petition. Further while they are
almost next on the list for data collection, data collected now will be skewed because
of the construction on Oak Park Ave.

Chair Burke stated part of the request is essentially asking the Village to pass an
ordinance to lower speed limits, which is different than typical toolbox petition
requests.

Village Engineer McKenna explained the Village does have park and school speed
zones, but not at all parks. He mentioned the item previously went to the Commission
and Village Board. Using input from the Park District, there were priorities established
knowing the zones would not be at every park. He said staff has received some
concerns from residents regarding the effectiveness and enforcement of the speed
zones. So the Village does have some experience, but will come back to the next
meeting with more feedback and history.

Commissioner Peterson asked if the queue, status, and rankings are made public.
Village Engineer McKenna responded not at the moment. Commissioner Peterson
suggested this might be a good change to make in the next iteration of the process to
allow for transparency and so that residents could see where they are in the queue.

Village Engineer McKenna responded if there were a metric for how the petitions are
prioritized; it would be helpful to publish and give residents a convenient spot to look,
as long as staff could have some leeway in instances of extenuating circumstances
(i.e. construction preventing the collection of data).

Chair Burke suggested the petition should stay in the queue until it is presented to
the Commission but asked if temporary signs could be placed, since the issue is
probably exacerbated by the work on Oak Park Ave. Staff responded temporary signs
have been placed and Oak Park Ave is open again.

Chair Burke asked if there was recent historical data that would be adequate to
proceed. Village Engineer McKenna responded that what he previously showed on
the heat map was the most recent information available. He also mentioned the
traffic levels were normal for the area, but there was one accident with injury so that
could be looked into based on severity.

Trustee Walker-Peddakotla shared that she lives in the area. There was an incident
involving a child prior to construction. Traffic diversions from the Oak Park Avenue
construction have exacerbated the existing problem.

Chair Burke asked if the incident was too recent to show on the heat map.
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Village Engineer McKenna responded that staff are working with the IT and Police
Departments to see if crash data can be updated faster because sometimes an
accident that prompts a petition might not be reflected on the heat map. It would
have to be an understanding by the Commission and the Board if we were to use a
tool like that it would be based on readily available data.

Chair Burke stated he looks forward to seeing the petition come to the Commission
through the regular process and suggested that it might be helpful to take another
look at the park speed zones since some time has passed since it was last reviewed.

All Commissioners agreed to let this petition stay in the queue and continue focusing
on creating the prioritization process to help get through the backlog of petitions and
accelerate the pace with which the Commission can review the more important,
higher priority petitions.

Commissioner Thompson asked if Slow Streets could be added to the next meeting’s
agenda. Chair Burke responded staff recommended that it be taken out of the work
plan, the Village Board had not included funding for Slow Streets. Therefore, this is
not something the Village Board wanted the Commission to tackle.

For it to be considered by the Commission again, it would need to be at the direction
of the Village Board. Trustee Walker-Peddakotla clarified the previous Board
approved that work plan and that she would follow up with the current Village Board
to gauge interest. Chair Burke shared that generally speaking the Commission is
supportive of Slow Streets. Commissioner Peterson agreed.

10.Adjourn

With no further business, Commissioner Peterson made a motion to adjourn the
meeting and was seconded by Commissioner Thompson.

The roll call on the vote was as follows:

Ayes: Peterson, Thompson, Fink, Katner, Burke
Nays: None

The motion passed unanimously 5 to O.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:08pm.
Submitted by:

Anna Muench
Customer Service Representative |l
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Juliano, Jill 0821-1
Sent: Sunday, July 11, 2021 10:31 PM

To: Transportation

Subject: Public Comment for Tuesday's Transportation Commission Meeting

Attachments: Transportation Commission Public Comment - MPaulas - 7.2021.pdf; Creating-a-Safe-Park-Zone-for-

Communities-in-lllinois-Active-Transportation-Alliance_BGW.pdf; 625 ILCS 5_ lllinois Vehicle Code_.pdf

WARNING- EXTERNAL EMAIL: If unknown sender, do not click links/attachments. Never give out
your user ID or password.

Dear Friends,

Below and attached please find a public comment for Tuesday's meeting. If you have any questions, please feel free to

reach me at_. Thank you for your time, consideration, and service to our

community.

Meghan

July 11, 2021
Dear Transportation Commission of Oak Park,

Thank you for allowing me the opportunity to provide public comment, and thank you for your service to our
community. I live on the 1100 block of South Euclid and over the past seven years, my neighbors and I have twice
attempted the onerous process of collecting signatures to petition for traffic calming measures. To date, no

meaningful action has been taken by the Village in response to our concerns.

My neighbors and I request the following action to be immediately taken by the Transportation Commission
during the July 2021 meeting;:

e Euclid Square Park Traffic Study. Approval by the Commission for a traffic study of the area

surrounding Euclid Square Park. Specifically, the 2-way stop intersections on Euclid/Fillmore,
Wesley/Fillmore, Euclid/Harvard, and Wesley/Harvard.

If you are unfamiliar with the area surrounding South Oak Park, these intersections are nearby or adjacent to
Euclid Square Park. These intersections are incredibly dangerous and there are many, many pedestrians and
cyclists in the area. We have worked with staff at the Village, and we still have not been able to get a traffic study
conducted. To our knowledge, there have been several accidents over a 3-year period, including an accident
involving severe injury to a child who was struck by a vehicle. There is also frequent excessive speeding, most
often in the after school hours and evening rush hour.

Recently, the traffic concerns were exacerbated to the point of imminent danger because of the water main
construction and closure of Oak Park Avenue. Traffic on Oak Park Avenue detoured onto Euclid Avenue. We
appreciate that Village Staff were responsive to our requests for temporary road closure on the 1150 S. Euclid

block, but this is — of course — a temporary measure and the problem predates the Oak Park Avenue construction.



e Passage of Safe Park Zone Ordinance and Implementation. Approval by the Transportation
Commission to recommend that the Village Board establish Safe Park Zones through the passage of a Safe
Park Zone Ordinance in accordance with the Illinois Vehicle Code, 625 ILCS 5/11-605.3 (the Illinois Safe
Park Zone eff. 7-1-2019).

When surveying the amazing quantity of parks in our village, it struck me that we are not using all of the traffic
calming measures and safety measures at our disposal with minimal cost/effort by the Transportation
Commission and Village Board. A copy of the Illinois Vehicle Code section and a copy of the Safe Park Zone
resource from the Illinois Active Transportation Alliance are attached.

I recognize the backlog of petitions as reflected in the May meeting minutes, and appreciate that we are still
working through a global pandemic. In response, I urge the Commissioners to recommend that the Village Board
use its authority to promote and maintain public safety. I do not believe that the current process supports public
safety when petitioning leads nowhere because of an extensive backlog, a point system only affords 1/5 of the
requisite points to trigger the Commission’s review when a pedestrian is injured in a “correctible crash,” X! and

no automatic traffic review is conducted after a severe accident.

In conclusion, I respectfully request that the Transportation Commissioners move to: (1) approve a traffic study
of the 1100 block of South Euclid (at a minimum) and the 2-way stop intersections on Euclid/Fillmore,
Wesley/Fillmore, Euclid/Harvard, and Wesley/Harvard; (2) recommend that the Village Board enact a Safe Park
Zone Ordinance, conduct a survey of all village park adjacent streets, and implement the ordinance as provided
by Illinois Vehicle Code, 625 ILCS 5/11-605.3.

Sincerely,

Meghan Paulas

-. Euclid Avenue

O htps://www.oak-park.us/sites/default/files/public-works/scoring_table.pdf
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CREATING SAFE PARK ZONES
FOR COMMUNITIES IN ILLINOIS

resented by Active Transportation Alliance, January 2012

AAAAAAAA
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ABOUT THE CONSULTANTS

The mission of Active Transportation Alliance is to make
bicycling, walking, and public transit so safe, convenient, and
fun that we will achieve a significant shift from environmentally
harmful, sedentary travel to clean, active travel. We advocate
for transportation that encourages and promotes safety,

physical activity, health, recreation, social interaction, equity,
environmental stewardship, and resource conservation.

We are both Chicagoland’s voice for better biking, walking and
transit and a premier consultancy. Our staff includes specialists
who work with communities throughout the region to develop
plans, policies, and education programs based on national best
practices. When you partner with us on projects, you not only
get the best results possible, but you also support our mission to
improve active transportation throughout the region.

The Active Transportation Alliance Project Team:

Dan Persky - Director of Policy and Planning
Amanda Woodall - Policy Manager
Jason Jenkins - Education Specialist

For technical assistance developing your policy, implementation
strategies, and training, please contact us.

Active Transportation Alliance
9 W. Hubbard St., Ste. 402
Chicago, IL 60654-6545
312.427.3325 main number
312.427.4907 fax
www.activetrans.org

This guide was made possible through funding from the
Department of Health and Human Services: Communities
Putting Prevention to Work (CPPW) grant. CPPW is a joint
project between the Cook County Department of Public Health
and the Public Health Institute of Metropolitan Chicago.
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Text for Relevant Illinois Statute

In 2006, the Illinois General Assembly enacted Public Act 94-808, amending the Illinois Vehicle Code and making Illinois
the first state to provide legal protection for Safe Park Zones. Below is an excerpt of the relevant section of the Illinois Vehicle
Code, which may serve as the basis for the establishment of Safe Park Zones within your community.

Illinois State Vehicle Code

(625 ILCS 5/11-605.3)

Sec. 11-605.3. Special traffic protections while passing parks and recreation facilities and areas.

(a) As used in this Section:

(1) “Park district” means the following entities:

(A) any park district organized under the Park District Code;

(B) any park district organized under the Chicago Park District Act; and

(C) any municipality, county, forest district, school district, township, or other unit of local government that
operates a public recreation department or public recreation facilities that has recreation facilities that are not on land
owned by any park district listed in subparagraphs (A) and (B) of this subdivision (a)(1).

(2) “Park zone” means the recreation facilities and areas on any land owned or operated by a park district that are
used for recreational purposes, including but not limited to: parks; playgrounds; swimming pools; hiking trails; bicycle
paths; picnic areas; roads and streets; and parking lots.

(3) “Park zone street” means that portion of any street or intersection under the control of a local unit of
government, adjacent to a park zone, where the local unit of government has, by ordinance or resolution, designated
and approved the street or intersection as a park zone street. If, before the effective date of this amendatory Act of the
94th General Assembly, a street already had a posted speed limit lower than 20 miles per hour, then the lower limit
may be used for that park zone street.

(4) “Safety purposes” means the costs associated with: park zone safety education; the purchase, installation,
and maintenance of signs, roadway painting, and caution lights mounted on park zone signs; and any other expense
associated with park zones and park zone streets.

(b) On any day when children are present and within 50 feet of motorized traffic, a person may not drive a motor
vehicle at a speed in excess of 20 miles per hour or any lower posted speed while traveling on a park zone street that
has been designated for the posted reduced speed.

(c) On any day when children are present and within 50 feet of motorized traffic, any driver traveling on a park zone
street who fails to come to a complete stop at a stop sign or red light, including a driver who fails to come to a complete
stop at a red light before turning right onto a park zone street, is in violation of this Section.

(d) This Section does not apply unless appropriate signs are posted upon park zone streets maintained by the
Department or by the unit of local government in which the park zone is located. With regard to the special speed limit
on park zone streets, the signs must give proper due warning that a park zone is being approached and must indicate
the maximum speed limit on the park zone street.

(€) A first violation of this Section is a petty offense with a minimum fine of $250. A second or subsequent violation of
this Section is a petty offense with a minimum fine of $500.

(f) When a fine for a violation of this Section is imposed, the person who violates this Section shall be charged an
additional $50, to be paid to the park district for safety purposes.

(g) The Department shall, within 6 months of the effective date of this amendatory Act of the 94th General
Assembly, design a set of standardized traffic signs for park zones and park zone streets, including but not limited to:
“park zone”, “park zone speed limit”, and “warning: approaching a park zone”. The design of these signs shall be made

available to all units of local government or manufacturers at no charge, except for reproduction and postage.
(Source: P.A. 94-808, eff. 5-26-06.)

Safe Park Zones 5
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STEP 1 ADOPTING AN ORDINANCE

The first step in establishing and enforcing Safe Park Zones is to draft and adopt a municipal ordinance.

The language of these ordinances varies depending on whether or not a community is established as a home rule authority.
Municipalities with home rule authority may choose to draft and adopt a version of the ordinance that varies from the state
statute with regards to fine structure and application of monies collected so as to allow more flexibility. See samples below.

Sample #1: Ordinance for Non-Home Rule Authorities

In this example, the municipality simply designates the street segments upon which it is establishing Safe Park Zones and
then applies the state law as defined in the Illinois Compiled Statutes.

[MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER AND SECTION]

For the purposes of this section and 625 ILCS 5/11-605.3, the following streets are designated park zone streets with
maximum speed limit of 20 miles per hour when children are present. The penalties for violation of speed limits, stop
signs, and traffic control devices shall be issued in accordance with 625 ILCS 5/11-605.3

[Insert list of street segments]

Sample #2: Ordinance for Home Rule Authorities

In lieu of adopting the ILVC Safe Park Zones statute, some municipalities with home rule authority may simply lower speed
limits to 20 MPH on their selected park zone streets, using the approved IDOT park zone signs. Citations issued in this
scenario would be standard speeding violations. While this strategy will not generate specific funds for safety improvements,
it will still lower speeds, raise awareness, and increase safety around parks.

[INSERT MUNICIPAL CODE CHAPTER AND SECTION] PARK ZONE STREETS AND SPEED
LIMITS

A As used in this section “Park Zone Street” means any portion of any street or intersection adjacent to or within
a Park Zone that has been established as a Park Zone Street in Section D of this ordinance where appropriate signs
have are posted by the [Municipality].

B. Between the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 8:00 p.m., Monday thru Sunday, no person shall drive a motor vehicle at a
speed in excess of twenty (20) miles per hour, or any lower posted speed limit, while traveling on a Park Zone Street.

Ch This Section does not apply unless appropriate signs are posted upon Park Zone Streets maintained by the
Department or by the unit of local government in which the park zone is located.

D. For purposes of this chapter the following streets are designated Park Zone Streets:

[Insert list of street segments]

Safe Park Zones 6
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designate a Safe Park Zone. The “Safe Park Zones Signage Placement” illustration on page 19 demonstrates an overview

of placement requirements.

Each section of roadway designated as a Safe Park Zone
will require a PARK ZONE, W15-1100 sign (Figure A,
pg 12 in Safe Park Zone Signage section) to be installed in
advance of the Safe Park Zone street segment to inform
road users that they are approaching a Safe Park Zone.

Following this, a SPEED ZONE AHEAD assembly, also in
advance of the zone is required. This assembly shall consist
of a fluorescent yellow-green W3-5 sign (Fig. B, pg 13) or
W3-5a sign (Fig. C, pg 14) with the W15-1100p plaque
(Fig. D, pg 15) mounted beneath.

Finally, at the entrance to the new speed zone itself the
PARK ZONE SPEED LIMIT WHEN CHILDREN
ARE PRESENT, R2-1108 (Fig. E, pg 16) assembly shall
be used. Within the Safe Park Zone street segment, there is
no minimum requirement for spacing of additional speed

limit signs, but IDOT recommends approximately every
two to four blocks (650 — 1,300 feet).

The location and spacing of the PARK ZONE sign
approaching the Safe Park Zone, in relation to the SPEED
ZONE AHEAD assembly, should be based on engineering
judgment, but IDOT recommends spacing of at least 100
feet between signs. The PARK ZONE SPEED LIMIT
WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT assembly must
always be installed at the exact boundaries of where the
speed limit is in effect. For more information on national
minimum standards for the placement of warning signs,
see Table 2C-4 of the National Manual on Uniform Traffic
Control Devices. These values can be adjusted so that
proposed signs do not interfere with driveways,

entrances, etc.

Department of Transportation.

AM -8 PM WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT.”

SECTION 2B.170 (ILLINOIS) PARK ZONE SPEED LIMIT SIGNS

Support: Section 5/11-605.3 of the Illinois Vehicle Code allows local agencies to establish Park Zones and Park Zone
Speed Limits by ordinance or resolution on streets and highways under their jurisdictions which abut parks.

Standard: The PARK ZONE SPEED LIMIT 20 WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT sign (R2 I108) shall be used
by local agencies in establishing park zone speed limits authorized by Section 5/11-605.3 of the Illinois Vehicle Code
(see also Sec. 2C.30 (Illinois)). The R2-I1108 sign shall not be used on roadways under the jurisdiction of the Illinois

Guidance: Any municipality or park district requesting to establish a park zone or park zone speed limit on streets and
highways not under their jurisdiction should consult with the agency having jurisdiction over those roads.

Option: If the local ordinance or resolution establishing a Park Zone Speed limit includes the hours the limit is in
effect, the hours may be included on the lower portion of the PARK ZONE SPEED LIMIT sign (R2-1108) such as “8

Safe Park Zones
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719/2021 625 ILCS 5/ lllinois Vehicle Code. 0821-1
(625 1LCS 5/11-605.3) 41
Sec. 11-605.3. Special traffic protections while passing parks and recreation facil 1/35
and areas.

(a) As used in this Section:
(1) "Park district"” means the following entities:
(A) any park district organized under the Park
District Code;
(B) any park district organized under the Chicago
Park District Act; and
(C) any municipality, county, forest district,
school district, township, or other unit of local government that operates a public
recreation department or public recreation facilities that has recreation fTacilities
that are not on land owned by any park district listed in subparagraphs (A) and (B)
of this subdivision (a)(1).
(2) "Park zone" means the recreation facilities and

areas on any land owned or operated by a park district that are used for recreational

purposes, including but not limited to: parks; playgrounds; swimming pools; hiking

trails; bicycle paths; picnic areas; roads and streets; and parking lots.
(3) "Park zone street" means that portion of any

street or intersection under the control of a local unit of government, adjacent to a

park zone, where the 1local unit of government has, by ordinance or resolution,

designated and approved the street or iIntersection as a park zone street. If, before the
effective date of this amendatory Act of the 94th General Assembly, a street already had

a posted speed limit lower than 20 miles per hour, then the lower limit may be used for

that park zone street.

(4) "Safety purposes'™ means the costs associated

with: park zone safety education; the purchase, installation, and maintenance of signs,

roadway painting, and caution lights mounted on park zone signs; and any other expense

associated with park zones and park zone streets.

(b) On any day when children are present and within 50 feet of motorized traffic, a
person may not drive a motor vehicle at a speed in excess of 20 miles per hour or any lower
posted speed while traveling on a park zone street that has been designated for the posted
reduced speed.

(c) On any day when children are present and within 50 feet of motorized traffic, any
driver traveling on a park zone street who fails to come to a complete stop at a stop sign
or red light, including a driver who fails to come to a complete stop at a red light before
turning right onto a park zone street, is in violation of this Section.

(d) This Section does not apply unless appropriate signs are posted upon park zone
streets maintained by the Department or by the unit of local government in which the park
zone is located. With regard to the special speed limit on park zone streets, the signs must
give proper due warning that a park zone is being approached and must indicate the maximum
speed limit on the park zone street.

(e) A first violation of this Section is a petty offense with a minimum fine of $250. A
second or subsequent violation of this Section is a petty offense with a minimum fine of
$500.

() (Blank).

(g) The Department shall, within 6 months of the effective date of this amendatory Act of
the 94th General Assembly, design a set of standardized traffic signs for park zones and
park zone streets, including but not limited to: "park zone', '"park zone speed limit", and
"warning: approaching a park zone'. The design of these signs shall be made available to all
units of local government or manufacturers at no charge, except for reproduction and
postage.

(Source: P.A. 100-987, eff. 7-1-19.)

https://www.ilga.gov/legislation/ilcs/ilcs4.asp?DocName=062500050HCh%2E+11+Art%2E+X&ActiD=1815&ChapterID=49&SeqStart=122400000&Seq... 1/1



Village of Oak Park

Transportation Commission Agenda Item

ltem Title: Review the effectiveness of the existing citizen petition process / system for
implementing traffic calming measures and then modifying or replacing them if
warranted (continuation from the February 9, 2021, May 11, 2021, June 8, 2021
and July 13, 2021 Transportation Commission Meetings)

Review Date: August 10, 2021

Prepared By: Jill Juliano

Abstract (briefly describe the item being reviewed):

The approved 2021 Transportation Commission Work Plan includes an item entitled: Review the
effectiveness of the existing citizen petition process / system for implementing traffic calming
measures and then modifying or replacing them if warranted. This was carried over from the
approved 2020 Work Plan.

The two stated outcomes for this item are: (1) implement a more efficient and effective process
for addressing citizen traffic calming requests and (2) develop an adopted vision for
transportation in the Village of Oak Park.

This work plan item is scheduled to be completed by the 3rd quarter of 2021.
Tonight is a continuation of the discussion of this item which occurred in four previous

Commission meetings this year. The Commission requested staff to bring more detail regarding
tools that could be used to help prioritize or pre-screen submitted traffic calming petitions.

Staff Recommendation(s):

Staff will be presenting new heat maps showing additional detail for both volumes and crashes.
Along with the new heat maps, staff will also be sharing a modified version of the existing
scoring table for traffic calming petitions. Staff is looking for feedback from the Commission to
improve upon these tools.

The Commission can also begin to discuss what are the next steps to developing
recommendations for increasing the efficiency of the traffic calming petition process so the
petitions with the most pressing issues will be sent to the Commission.

Supporting Documentation Is Attached




Memorandum

Date: August 6, 2021

To: The Transportation Commission
From: Jill Juliano, Transportation Engineer ZZ
Re: Background Information Related Review the Effectiveness of the Existing Citizen

Petition Process/System for Implementing Traffic Calming Measures and Then
Modifying or Replacing Them If Warranted (Continuation from the February 9,
2021, May 11, 2021, June 8, 2021 and July 13, 2021 Transportation
Commission Meetings)

At the last meeting, the Commission requested staff to bring more information regarding the
pre-screening or prioritization tools that could be used on submitted traffic calming petitions.
These tools might be part of the recommendations by the Commission to increase the
effectiveness of the petition process.

First are new maps of the GIS data from the lllinois Department of Transportation (IDOT).
Although data was provided for years 2016 through 2020; this first set of maps only shows
data from the years 2019 and 2020. We expect to have maps indicating 5 years’ worth of
crashes at an upcoming meeting.

The first is a map detailing crashes with injury or fatality. The others are heat maps for bike
and pedestrian involved crashes, injury accidents, fatal accidents and all crashes. Please
ignore the legend and intervals shown for both crashes and vehicle volumes. They are not
correct. We have questions into the GIS consultant to get clarification and determine how to
resolve the issue so the information depicted on the maps is accurate.

Another modification will be to change the colors used for the different roadway
classifications. In these maps, all classifications use the same colors which makes it hard
for those who are not well acquainted with the classification of the Village’s roadway to
determine what type of road it is. Using different colors for the three classification: local,
secondary and major will make it so anyone viewing the map can figure out what class of
road it is.

Staff is looking for feedback from the Commission to further improve upon these maps for
use in the proposed prioritization process of traffic calming petitions.

While heat maps might be the first step in the prioritization process of submitted traffic
calming petitions; use of a modified scoring table from the existing petition process may be
a second step to be considered. Included in this item is a copy of the existing scoring table,
a markup of possible changes and cleaned up version of the proposed scoring table. Note
this proposed scoring table is only a starting point and staff is looking for comments from
the Commission to improve upon them.



Memorandum

The pages following the scoring tables is a spreadsheet showing scores for 22 of the
petitions submitted to the Village using both the existing and the proposed scoring tables.
Some of the petitions are from before the adoption of the Traffic Calming Toolbox in
November 2017 while others are subsequent to that time period.

The tables indicate both the values and scores for each of the measures with a total score at
the bottom. Below the tables are the Transportation Commission’s recommendations made
for each of the petitions.

Staff has reordered the pages of the two scoring tables to make it easier when comparing
them. This is so you can see the first page of the proposed table right after the first page of
the existing table. And each of the petitions has a number above its column so the viewer
can keep track which petitions he or she is comparing when flipping back and forth between
the pages.

An item noticed by staff is that many of the petition scores in the proposed table is lower
than the proposed minimum 40 points required. This would be one area to consider. The
petition with the highest score in the proposed table is petition #2, Jackson Blvd & Cuyler
Ave. One of the roads, Jackson Blvd is a collector, or secondary street. Twenty-five of its 55
points in the proposed scoring table are from the vehicle volume measure. As previously
mentioned, staff would not accept petitions for certain major roads under the petition
process. For example, the Village received a petition for the intersection of Oak Park Ave
and LeMoyne Parkway. The petition was pulled. Instead the issues indicated as in the
related letter of explanation were included in the evaluation and improvements made as
part of the Oak Park Ave resurfacing project.

As mentioned before, the Engineering Division is working with the Police and IT Departments
to investigate if we can receive crash reports as they are submitted electronically to IDOT for
more immediate access to the crash information.

At its July 19, 2021 meeting, the Village Board approved the budget amendment to hire a
consultant to process the queue of existing petitions via the current traffic calming petition
process; including presenting them to the Transportation Commission and Village Board for
recommendation and a decision. Staff is generating a request for proposal (RFP) so that it
will put the RFP out for bid in the fall.


















Maximum | Criteria for assigning a numerical score to traffic problems to be corrected | | inimum
Measure |Number of by the use of Traffic Calming Measures possible
Points - as approved by the Village Board of Trustees on November 6, 2017 - score
1-3 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
. 4-10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
Crash Histo 20 0 pts.
Y more than 10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points P
any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points
85th percentile speed is not over the speed limit = O points
85th percentile speed is 1 mph over the speed limit = 4 points
85th percentile speed is 2 mph over the speed limit = 8 points
Vehicle Speed 20 85th percentile speed is 3 mph over the speed limit = 12 points 0 pts.
85th percentile speed is 4 mph over the speed limit = 16 points
85th percentile speed is 5 mph or more over the speed limit = 20 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points
ADT < 750 = O points
ADT = 751-1,350 = 5 points
Vehicle Volume 20 ADT = 1,351 -1,950 = 10 points 0 pts.
ADT =1,951 - 2,550 = 15 points
ADT > 2,550 = 20 points
Pedestrian Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
Traffic 15 Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 to 2 blocks (1,320 ft.) away = 3 points 0 pts.
Generators Any school, park, library, church, CTA station more than 2 blocks away = O points
, Not identified as a proposed bike route/boulevard* = 3 points
Bike Routes / . .o .
Non-Bike 10 Identified as a Marked Shared Lane* = 6 points 3 pts
Routes Identified as a Neighborhood Greenway, Dedicated Bike Lane, or Bike Boulevard* = 10 points pis.
* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 and 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum
Final Score = Base Score (+10 to +15 points) minus External Negative Support Score
(-1 to -5 points) Exteral Negative Score is from responses from outside of the affected petition
zone.
51% petitions 75% petitions
51% - 59% = 10 points 75% - 78% = 10 points
60% - 68% = 11 79% - 82% = 11
69% - 77% = 12 83% - 86% = 12 10 pts.
0, - o, = 0, _ 0, -
780/0 860/0 13 870/0 900A> 13 (5 pts. with
c ’ 87% - 95% = 14 91% - 94% = 14 minimum
ommunity 15 9%6% - 100% = 15 95% - 100% = 15 petition score
Interest )
+ maximum
% of negative replies Subtract eXterr:'aI
Less than 10 or 16 replies = - 0 points negatlve
i i support)
1% - 20% = -1 point
If at least 10 or
Convea | 2% - 40% = -2
basouponine | M% - 60% = -3
it | 61% - 80% = -4
reote [ gq% - 100% = -5 points
Maximum Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review and
100 . . L . 13 pts.
Score recommendation = 25 points (minimum required)







Maximum

Minimum
Measure | Number Proposed Criteria Detail Possible
of Points Score
1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
Crash History 25 5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points 0 pts.
more than 6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 20 points
any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points
85th percentile speed is less than 3 mph over the speed limit = O points
85th percentile speed is 3-4 mph over the speed limit = 5 points
85th percentile speed is 5-6 mph over the speed limit = 10 points
Vehicle Speed 25 85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points 0 pts.
85th percentile speed is 9 mph over the speed limit = 20 points
85th percentile speed is 10 mph or more over the speed limit = 25 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points
ADT < 1,000 = O points
ADT = 1,001 - 1,500 = 5 points
Vehicle ADT = 1,501 -2,000 = 10 points
25 ; 0 pts.
Volume ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 = 15 points
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 = 20 points
ADT > 3,000 = 25 points
Pedestrian Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
Traffic 15 Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 to 2 blocks (1,320 ft.) away = 3 points 0 pts.
Generators Any school, park, library, church, CTA station more than 2 blocks away = O points
) Not identified as a proposed Bike Route or Boulevard* = O points
B|I'<\le ROBQE’S ! 10 Identified as a Marked Shared Lane* = 6 points 0
F?Sl;telse Identified as a Neighborhood Greenway, Dedicated Bike Lane or Bike Boulevard* = 10 points pts.
* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 and 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum
Maximum Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review and
100 . . . - 0 pts.
Score recommendation = 40 points (minimum required)




Applying Criteria to score reviewed items by the Transportation Commission

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Maximum s i . 0816-1 0216-1 0116-1 & 0416-1 0216-1 0216-1 1114-1 g g
Crlterla approved by the V”Iage Board at Its upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way- upgrade to all-way | make 1000 columbian| upgrade to all-way 0113.1 1113.1 .
Measure Number of N N " " a N " 1200 Woodbine speed 1200 Woodbine review
i 11/06/2017 meetin stop signs at Grove | stop signs at Jackson | stop signs at Thomas |stop signs at Berkshire | one-way SB during |stop signs at Randolph reduction request of NRT restriction
Points g and Berkshire and Cuyler and Lombard and Columbian school hours and Grove q
value score value score value score value score value score value score value score value score
intersection intersection intersection intersection road segment intersection road segment road segment
1-3 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
. 4-10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points a a a a e a e e f
Crash Hist 20 . . : . 5 5 5 5 0 5 5 g 5
rash History more than 10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points 1 2 1 1 0 3 3 1
any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points
85th percentile speed is not over the speed limit = 0 points
85th percentile speed is 1 mph over the speed limit = 4 points
85th percentile speed is 2 mph over the speed limit = 8 points b vehicle b b b d b d d
Vehicle Speed 20 85th percentile speed is 3 mph over the speed limit = 12 points 26.3 8 speeds 4 26 4 253 4 26 1 255 4 31 20 29 16
85th percentile speed is 4 mph over the speed limit = 16 points not taken
85th percentile speed is 5 mph or more over the speed limit = 20 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points
ADT < 750 = O points
ADT = 751-1,350 = 5 points . d d
f - f c c,i c c c
Vehicle Volume 20 ADT = 1,351-1,950 = 10 points 1857 10 6584 20 1799 10 2030 15 1000 5 3878 20 922 5 925 5
ADT = 1,951 - 2,550 = 15 points
ADT > 2,550 = 20 points
Pedestrian . . _ .
Traffic 15 Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 2-3 blocks (1,320 to 1,980 ft.) away = 3 points 345 8 54545 15 54543 13 543 8 543 8 54543 13 5 5 5 5
Generators Any school, park, library, church, CTA station one block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
- . S .
Bike Routes / Not |q§nt|f|ed asa propqsed .blke route/boulevarf i 3 pvomts . marked neighbor-
Non-Bike 10 Identified as an alternative bike route/boulevard* = 6 points not bike 3 shared 10 hood 10 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Routes Identified as a bike route/boulevard* = 10 points route lane greenwa
* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 or 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum Y
Final Score = Base Score (+10 to +15 points) minus External Negative Support Score
(-1 to -5 points) Exteral Negative Score is from responses from outside of the affected
petition zone.
51% pet tions 75% petitions % of negative repl es Subtract
i 51% - 5% 10 point 75% 78% 10 point; Less than 10 or 16 repies - 0 point
C‘I’nmtemr:;“t"y 1B e e Do T oo o 53.7% 10 74% 12 57.5% 10 71.2% 12 73.4% 12 60.3% 11 71.8% 12 71.8% 12
Wateast 00
69% - 77% 12 83% 86% 12 o mee | 21% 0% -2
78% - 86% 13 87% 90% 13 wnsaene] 1% 60% = -3
87% - 95% 14 91% 94% 14 poomoeo [Te1% - so% -
9% - 100% 15 95% 100% 15 g 81% 100% = -5 points
Maximum 100 Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review 44 62 52 47 29 56 50 46
Score and recommendation = 25 points (minimum required)
. . . upgrade to all-way [install RRFB flashing| upgrade to all-way | upgrade to all-way | deny one-way SB | upgrade to all-way | NRT 7am-9am & install test speed
Transportation Commission Recommendation stop signs lights stop signs stop signs during school hours stop signs 4pm-6pm table

Notes:

a = crashes at intersections

b = 4-leg entering volumes and 85th percentile speeds

c = 4-leg entering volumes

d = 2-way midblock volumes, speeds, crashes

e = includes crashes at both intersections at the end of the road segment
f =9 month crash history

g = 24 month crash history

h = 2-leg entering speeds

i = collector street

3.3 0821-1-5. Original Scoring Table .xIsxtest_cases

8/5/2021



Applying Criteria to score reviewed items by the Transportation Commission

1

2

3

4

5

6

7

8

Maximum s 0816-1 0216-1 0116-1 & 0416-1 0216-1 0216-1 1114-1 g g
DRAFr Crltena recom mended by Staﬁ as Of upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way- upgrade to all-way | make 1000 columbian| upgrade to all-way 0113.1 1113. ! .
Measure Number of N N " . a N " 1200 Woodbine speed 1200 Woodbine review
X 08/10/2021 stop signs at Grove | stop signs at Jackson | stop signs at Thomas |stop signs at Berkshire| one-way SB during |stop signs at Randolph reduction request of NRT restriction
Points and Berkshire and Cuyler and Lombard and Columbian school hours and Grove
value score value score value score value score value score value score value score value score
intersection intersection intersection intersection road segment intersection road segment road segment
1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
Crash History 25 5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points 1? 5 27 5 1? 5 1? 5 0° 0 3? 10 3° 10 18! 5
more than 6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 20 points
any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points
85th percentile speed is less than 3 mph over the speed limit = O points
85th percentile speed is 3-4 mph over the speed limit = 5 points
85th percentile speed is 5-6 mph over the speed limit = 10 points vehicle
Vehicle Speed 25 85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points 26.3° 0 speeds o° 26° 0 25.3° 0 26° 0 25.5° 0 31¢ 10 29¢ 5
85th percentile speed is 9 mph over the speed limit = 20 points not taken
85th percentile speed is 10 mph or more over the speed limit = 25 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points
ADT < 1,000 = O points
ADT = 1,001-1,500 = 5 points
. ADT = 1,501 - 2,000 = 10 points . ol . . " . " d
Vehicle Volume 25 ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 = 15 points 1857 10 6584 25 1799 10 2030 15 1000 0 3878 25 922 0 925’ 0
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 = 20 points
ADT > 3,000 = 25 points
Pedestrian Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 2-3 blocks (1,320 to 1,980 ft.) away = 3 points
Traffic 15 ‘ » park, foran, ' ! . O8O TL) away =5 p 3+5 8 5+5+5 15 5+5+3 13 5+3 8 5+3 8 5+5+3 13 5 5 5 5
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station one block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
Generators
- . s .
Bike Routes / :\(ljot fifn.enélfled as iproptr.)se%li‘lke rotuteébolulevzrf - 63 90|tnts ot bike marked neighbor-
Non-Bike 10 entifiec as an alternative bike rou f/ outevart points 3 shared 10 hood 10 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Routes Identified as a bike route/boulevard* = 10 points route lane greenway
* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 or 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum
Maximum 100 Mininum score ne(fessary to sybmlt ;?e_tltlon to thg Transportation Commission for review 26 55 38 31 1 51 28 18
Score and recommendation = 35 points (minimum required)
. . . upgrade to all-way [install RRFB flashing| upgrade to all-way | upgrade to all-way | deny one-way SB | upgrade to all-way | NRT 7am-9am & install test speed
Transportation Commission Recommendation stop signs lights stop signs stop signs during school hours stop signs 4pm-6pm table

Notes:

a = crashes at intersections

b = 4-leg entering volumes and 85th percentile speeds

c = 4-leg entering volumes

d = 2-way midblock volumes, speeds, crashes

e = includes crashes at both intersections at the end of the road segment
f =9 month crash history

g = 24 month crash history

h = 2-leg entering speeds

i = collector street

3.3 0821-1-5. Revised Scoring Table.xIsxtest_cases

8/5/2021



Applying Criteria to score reviewed items by the Transportation Commission

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Maximum s i . 1013-1 0812-1 g 0517-2 0318-1 0318-1 0918-1 g
Crlterla approved by the VI I Iage Board at Its upgrade to all-way install cul-de-sac on . 08121 upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way | traffic calming on the . 0915.3 1
Measure Number of . install cul-de-sac on y X y . traffic calming on the
i 11/06/2017 meetin stop signs at Van the 1200 N EImwood the 1200 Rossell block stop signs at Linden | stop signs at Adams | stop signs at lowa and 1200 block of N 1200 block of N Taylor
Points g Buren and Carpenter block and Superior and Kenilworth Cuyler Lombard Y
value score value score value score value score value score value score value score value score
intersection road segment road segment intersection intersection intersection road segment road segment
1-3 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
. 4-10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points a e d.e a a a d,e d.e
Crash Hist 20 . . : . 10 5 g 10 0 0 0 g 0 g 0
rash History more than 10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points 5 1 7 0 0 0 0 0
any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points
85th percentile speed is not over the speed limit = 0 points
85th percentile speed is 1 mph over the speed limit = 4 points
85th percentile speed is 2 mph over the speed limit = 8 points h d d b b b q d
Vehicle Speed 20 85th percentile speed is 3 mph over the speed limit = 12 points 225 0 27 8 26 4 26.9 8 27.0 8 25.0 0 27.0 8 29.0 16
85th percentile speed is 4 mph over the speed limit = 16 points
85th percentile speed is 5 mph or more over the speed limit = 20 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points
ADT < 750 = O points
ADT = 751-1,350 = 5 points d b b d
Vehicle Volume 20 ADT = 1,351-1,950 = 10 points 792 5 817 5 544 0 2073 15 587 0 1380 10 740 0 689 0
ADT = 1,951 - 2,550 = 15 points
ADT > 2,550 = 20 points
Pedestrian Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 2-3 blocks (1,320 to 1,980 ft.) away = 3 points
Traffic 15 ‘  parke ibrary, ' ! . OSOTL) away = = p 3+3+3 9 3+3+3 9 3+3+3 9 5+3+3 1 0 0 5+3+3 1 5 5 0 0
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station one block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
Generators
— . o .
Bike Routes / :\éot Itdfn;lfled as z;xtproptobse%ilke rotut/e;boluleva;rf _ 63 p»mtnts neighbor- neighbor- neighbor-
Non-Bike 10 | dz:t:f:z | Z: :“bfkee:gjt://io"”:vr;’:jf ! ‘i‘éep‘g;ts points hood 10 3 3 3 3 3 3 hood 10 3 3 hood 10 3 3
Routes * Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 or 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum greenway greenway greenway
Final Score = Base Score (+10 to +15 points) minus External Negative Support Score
(-1 to -5 points) Exteral Negative Score is from responses from outside of the affected
petition zone.
51% pet tions 75% petitions % of negative repl es Subtract
Community 51% - 5% 10 points 75% 78% 10 points. Less than 10 or 16 repies - 0 points
Interest 15 0% || 68% " 7% 2% 7] T o 80.9% 13 86.3% 13 86.3% 13 72.1% 12 52.9% 10 51.1% 10 58.5% 10 51.4% 10
69% - 77% 12 83% 86% 12 o oesae | 21% 0% -2
78% - 86% 13 87% 90% 13 wnsaene] 1% 60% = -3
87% - 95% 14 91% 94% 14 poomoeo [Te1% - so% =
9% - 100% 15 95% 100% 15 g 81% 100% = -5 points
Maximum 100 Mininum score ne(fessary to sybmlt ;?e_tltlon to thg Transportation Commission for review 47 43 39 49 28 34 33 29
Score and recommendation = 25 points (minimum required)
. . . upgrade to all-way |. - . upgrade to all-way u_pgrade rom yield deploy speed radar . .
Transportation Commission Recommendation stop signs install traffic diverter | install cul-de-sac stop signs signs to 2-way stop signs install chokers install chokers
signs

Notes:

a = crashes at intersections

b = 4-leg entering volumes and 85th percentile speeds

¢ = 4-leg entering volumes

d = 2-way midblock volumes, speeds, crashes

e = includes crashes at both intersections at the end of the road segment
f =9 month crash history

g = 24 month crash history

h = 2-leg entering speeds

i = collector street

3.3 0821-1-5. Original Scoring Table .xIsxtest_cases

8/5/2021



Applying Criteria to score reviewed items by the Transportation Commission

9

10

11

12

13

14

15

16

Maximum s 1013-1 0812-1 g 0517-2 0318-1 0318-1 0918-1 g
DRAFr Crltena recom mended by Staﬁ as Of upgrade to all-way install cul-de-sac on . 0812-1 upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way | traffic calming on the . 091? 1
Measure Number of . install cul-de-sac on . X © . traffic calming on the
X 08/10/2021 stop signs at Van the 1200 N EImwood the 1200 Rossell block stop signs at Linden | stop signs at Adams | stop signs at lowa and 1200 block of N 1200 block of N Taylor
Points Buren and Carpenter block and Superior and Kenilworth Cuyler Lombard
value score value score value score value score value score value score value score value score
intersection road segment road segment intersection intersection intersection road segment road segment
1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
Crash History 25 5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points 52 15 1° 5 79 20 0* 0 0* 0 0* 0 0% 0 0% 0
more than 6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 20 points
any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points
85th percentile speed is less than 3 mph over the speed limit = O points
85th percentile speed is 3-4 mph over the speed limit = 5 points
85th percentile speed is 5-6 mph over the speed limit = 10 points
Vehicle Speed 25 85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points 22.5" 0 27 0 26° 0 26.9° 0 27.0° 0 25.0° 0 27.0° 0 29.0° 5
85th percentile speed is 9 mph over the speed limit = 20 points
85th percentile speed is 10 mph or more over the speed limit = 25 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points
ADT < 1,000 = O points
ADT = 1,001 - 1,500 = 5 points
. ADT = 1,501 - 2,000 = 10 points . " " b b b " "
Vehicle Volume 25 ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 = 15 points 792 0 817’ 0 544 0 2073 15 587 0 1380 5 740 0 689 0
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 = 20 points
ADT > 3,000 = 25 points
Pedestrian Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 2-3 blocks (1,320 to 1,980 ft.) away = 3 points
Traffic 15 ‘ » park, foran, ' ! . O80T away =5 p 3+3+3 9 3+3+3 9 3+3+3 9 5+3+3 11 0 0 5+3+3 11 5 5 0 0
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station one block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
Generators
- . o .
Non-Bike 10 o N « ) p hood 10 3 3 3 3 3 3 hood 10 3 3 hood 10 3 3
Routes Identified as a bike route/boulevard* = 10 points greenway greenway greenway
* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 or 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum
aximum 100 Mininum score ne(fessary to sybmlt ;?e_tltlon to thg Transportation Commission for review 34 17 32 29 10 19 15 8
Score and recommendation = 35 points (minimum required)
upgrade to all-way upgrade to all-way upgrade from yield deploy speed radar
Transportation Commission Recommendation . install traffic diverter | install cul-de-sac . signs to 2-way stop . install chokers install chokers
stop signs stop signs signs signs

Notes:

a = crashes at intersections

b = 4-leg entering volumes and 85th percentile speeds

c = 4-leg entering volumes

d = 2-way midblock volumes, speeds, crashes

e = includes crashes at both intersections at the end of the road segment
f =9 month crash history

g = 24 month crash history

h = 2-leg entering speeds

i = collector street

3.3 0821-1-5. Revised Scoring Table.xIsxtest_cases

8/5/2021



Applying Criteria to score reviewed items by the Transportation Commission

17

18

19

20

21

22

Measure

Maximum
Number of
Points

Criteria approved by the Village Board at its
11/06/2017 meeting

0319-1
traffic calming at
Adams and Wisconsin

0419-1
traffic calming at
Lexington and
Kenilworth

07191
traffic calming on the
600 block of N Euclid

0819-1
traffic calming on the
500 block of N Euclid

0121-1
traffic calming on the
800 block of N Cuyler

01211
traffic calming on the
800 block of N Harvey

Crash History

20

1-3 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points

4-10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points

more than 10 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points

any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points

value score

value score

value score

value score

value score

value score

intersection

intersection

road segment

road segment

road segment

road segment

3d,e,i 5

3d,e,i 5

Od,e,i 0

2d,e,i 5

Vehicle Speed

20

85th percentile speed is not over the speed limit = 0 points

85th percentile speed is 1 mph over the speed limit = 4 points

85th percentile speed is 2 mph over the speed limit = 8 points

85th percentile speed is 3 mph over the speed limit = 12 points

85th percentile speed is 4 mph over the speed limit = 16 points

85th percentile speed is 5 mph or more over the speed limit = 20 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points

23.2° 0

245

Vehicle Volume

20

ADT < 750 = O points

ADT = 751-1,350 = 5 points
ADT = 1,351-1,950 = 10 points
ADT = 1,951 - 2,550 = 15 points
ADT > 2,550 = 20 points

b
1170 5

b
1959 15

d
790 5

d
899 5

Pedestrian
Traffic
Generators

Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 2-3 blocks (1,320 to 1,980 ft.) away = 3 points
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station one block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points

5+3+3+3 14

5+3 8

5+5+5 15

5+5+5 15

Bike Routes /
Non-Bike
Routes

Not identified as a proposed bike route/boulevard* = 3 points
Identified as an alternative bike route/boulevard* = 6 points
Identified as a bike route/boulevard* = 10 points

* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 or 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum

neighbor-
hood 10
greenway

Community
Interest

Final Score = Base Score (+10 to +15 points) minus External Negative Support Score
(-1 to -5 points) Exteral Negative Score is from responses from outside of the affected
petition zone.

51% petitions. 75% petitions % of negative replies Subtract

51% - 59% 10 points 75% - 78% 10 points Less than 10 or 16 reples = - 0 points.

60% - 68% 1" 79% - 82% 11 1% 20% = -1point

fatleast 0o
69% - T1% 12 83% - 86% 12

subt actpoins.
based upon the

Ooplesae | 21% - 0% = -2
78% - 86% 13 87% - 90% 13 1% - 60% = -3

87% - 95% 14 91% - 94% 14 e 1% - so% =

96% - 100% 15 95% 100% 15 81% - 100% = -5 points

51.4% 10

67.0% 1"

91.1% 14

56.3% 10

70.8% 12

53.0% 10

Maximum
Score

100

Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review
and recommendation = 25 points (minimum required)

30

43

46

43

46

45

Transportation Commission Recommendation

Notes:

a = crashes at intersections

b = 4-leg entering volumes and 85th percentile speeds

c = 4-leg entering volumes

d = 2-way midblock volumes, speeds, crashes

e = includes crashes at both intersections at the end of the road segment
f =9 month crash history

g = 24 month crash history

h = 2-leg entering speeds

i = collector street

upgrade to all-way
stop signs

upgrade to all-way
stop signs

install pinch-points

install pinch-points

deploy speed radar
signs

deploy speed radar
signs

3.3 0821-1-5. Original Scoring Table .xIsxtest_cases

8/5/2021



Applying Criteria to score reviewed items by the Transportation Commission

17

18

19

20

21

22

i PP 0419-1
Maximum DRAFT Criteria recommended by Staff as of 0319-1 \raffic calming at 0719-1 0819-1 0121-1 01211
Measure Number of traffic calming at Lexington and traffic calming on the | traffic calming on the | traffic calming on the | traffic calming on the
Points 08/ 10/ 2021 Adams and Wisconsin Kenguwo o 600 block of N Euclid | 500 block of N Euclid | 800 block of N Cuyler | 800 block of N Harvey
value score value score value score value score value score value score
intersection intersection road segment road segment road segment road segment
1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
Crash History 25 5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points 1?2 5 0* 0 3ded 10 3ded 10 oded 0 2ded 5
more than 6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 20 points
any correctible crash involving injury to a pedestrian/cyclist = 5 points
85th percentile speed is less than 3 mph over the speed limit = O points
85th percentile speed is 3-4 mph over the speed limit = 5 points
85th percentile speed is 5-6 mph over the speed limit = 10 points
Vehicle Speed 25 85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points 23.2° 0 24.5° 0 29.0° 5 28.0° 5 29.0° 5 28.0° 5
85th percentile speed is 9 mph over the speed limit = 20 points
85th percentile speed is 10 mph or more over the speed limit = 25 points
outlier excessive speeding = 5 points
ADT < 1,000 = O points
ADT = 1,001 - 1,500 = 5 points
. ADT = 1,501 - 2,000 = 10 points b b " " b b
Vehicle Volume 25 ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 = 15 points 1170 5 1959 15 790 0 899 0 391 0 371 0
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 = 20 points
ADT > 3,000 = 25 points
Pedestrian Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 2-3 blocks (1,320 to 1,980 ft.) away = 3 points
Traffic 15 ‘ » park, foran, ' ! . O8O TL) away =5 p 0 0 |5+3+3+3| 14 3 3 5+3 8 5+5+5 15 5+5+5 15
G Any school, park, library, church, CTA station one block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
enerators
- . s .
Bike Routes / Not |q§nt|f|ed asa propqsed .blke route/boulevard* = 3 pvomts neighbor-
; Identified as an alternative bike route/boulevard* = 6 points
Non-Bike 10 o N « ) hood 10 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3
Routes Identified as a bike route/boulevard* = 10 points greenway
* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 or 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum
Maximum 100 Mininum score necessary to sybmlt ;?e_tltlon to thg Transportation Commission for review 20 32 21 26 23 28
Score and recommendation = 35 points (minimum required)

Transportation Commission Recommendation

Notes:

a = crashes at intersections

b = 4-leg entering volumes and 85th percentile speeds

c = 4-leg entering volumes

d = 2-way midblock volumes, speeds, crashes

e = includes crashes at both intersections at the end of the road segment
f =9 month crash history

g = 24 month crash history

h = 2-leg entering speeds

i = collector street

upgrade to all-way
stop signs

upgrade to all-way
stop signs

install pinch-points

install pinch-points

deploy speed radar
signs

deploy speed radar
signs

3.3 0821-1-5. Revised Scoring Table.xIsxtest_cases

8/5/2021



DRAFT Meeting Minutes

0821-1
5.3
118

Transportation Commission
Tuesday, July 13, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order

Transportation Commission Chair Ron Burke called the remote participation meeting to
order at 7:00 PM.

Staff Liaison Jill Juliano read the following statement into the record:

"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or
prudent due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation.
It is not feasible to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to
public safety concerns related to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s
disaster proclamation."

Roll Call
Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Ryan Peterson, James Thompson, Ron Burke
Absent:  Meghann Moses, Aaron Stigger

Staff: Staff Liaison Jill Juliano, Village Engineer Bill McKenna, Development
Customer Services (DCS) Director Tammie Grossman, DCS Budget &
Revenue Analyst Sean Keane

Other: Village Trustee Arti Walker-Peddakotla

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

Staff Liaison Juliano read the non-agenda written public comment from Meghan
Paulas aloud. The statement, in its entirety, is attached to these minutes.

3. Agenda Approval

Chair Burke requested that the agenda be amended to include time at the end of the
meeting to discuss the non-agenda public comment item.

Commissioner Peterson made a motion to amend the agenda, seconded by
Commissioner Katner.




metered space. DCS Director Grossman stated that staff will work on adding this
issue to the survey.

Commissioner Fink asked about the outreach issue and wanted to know how staff
plans to ensure that residents of multi-family residences are not missed.

DCS Director Grossman replied that staff have the email addresses for 85-90% of
permit holders, which they have not previously had. They are anticipating an
increased response from residents of multi-family residences.

With no more questions from the Commission, Chair Burke stated that there was no
need to vote on this item since it is a discussion item.

7. REVIEW EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING CITIZEN PETITION PROCESS / SYSTEM FOR

0821-1
5.3
2/18

IMPLEMENTING TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES; THEN MODIFYING OR REPLACING
THEM IF WARRANTED (CONTINUATION FROM THE FEBRUARY 9, 2021, MAY 11,
2021, & JUNE 8, 2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETINGS)

Staff Liaison Juliano provided an update on information discussed at previous
meetings.

Chair Burke mentioned that the Commission is interested in 1) developing a
prioritization/pre-screening method to bring the most urgent petitions to the
Commission and 2) have a more robust call for petitions, particularly from multi-
family residences.

Village Engineer McKenna provided information about proposed budget amendment
regarding bringing on a consultant to assist with backlog of petitions. With current
staffing, it is estimated to take approximately three years to get through the backlog.
With a consultant, it is estimated to take one and a half to two years. The
amendment is scheduled for review at the July 19t meeting.

Village Engineer McKenna next spoke about pre-screening process and how staff is
working with GIS consultant to develop a heat map that is reflective of crash data
and traffic volumes. A rough draft of the map with data received from IDOT was
shared. The color-coded map is based on type of accident and severity of injury. The
goal is to create a heat map that is accident rate based and includes weight factors
based on injuries and bike or pedestrian related accidents. The map would be the
key component in the pre-screening process. The next step would be to define
minimum thresholds needed to meet to continue in the process.

Chair Burke asked if staff is thinking to change from the point scoring system to
leaning heavily or exclusively on crash and injury rates.




Village Engineer McKenna replied that would be up to the Commission. If the
Commission wants to create a pre-screening tool, that would be the staff’'s
recommendation. If the Commission would rather work within the confines of current
system and modify minimum threshold, that is another option to be considered.

Chair Burke asked if using an application based on a heat map would save staff time.

Village Engineer McKenna replied that it would because there would be no need to
conduct a traffic study for each valid petition, which is the main benefit of the pre-
screening tool using existing data that staff already has.

Commissioner Peterson suggested removing the community interest portion of the
current process, as well as automating the process, to help with efficiency.

Chair Burke mentioned Commissioner Peterson’s suggestion would still require a
traffic study and asked for clarification about how that would help.

Commissioner Peterson said while he understands the need for there to be some
criteria, he wouldn’t want a petition to not be considered because it isn’t in a high
traffic/crash area. He suggested that perhaps using the heat map during first phase
to help weed out petitions, then using current process from that point forward.

Commissioners Katner and Fink agreed with Commissioner Peterson’s suggestion.

Commissioner Thompson stated he loves the heat map and agrees a hybrid model
makes the most sense. Commissioner Peterson followed up his previous statements
by saying he thinks the heat map should show graduated levels for visual purposes
and several categories for determining prioritization.

Chair Burke mentioned if the heat map is ultimately used he hopes the number of
crashes would still be used, and that staff would not rely solely on crash rates as that
information could be skewed.

Village Engineer McKenna stated that any staff recommendation would have
limitations for which locations would be allowed to submit petitions.

Chair Burke agreed that it makes no sense to accept petitions for IDOT roads and
that staff should be encouraging those residents to reach out to IDOT.

Village Engineer McKenna clarified that staff is still open to hearing and advancing
items from the Commission, but do not want to accept those requests from residents
in the form of petitions.
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Chair Burke said the Commissioners support the use of a heat map for the initial
screening process. He suggested the scoring system be discussed further at next
meeting.

Commissioner Peterson stated it’s still worthwhile to collect resident feedback and
data regarding IDOT roads so the Village can present the data to IDOT during the
public comment period that follows the release of IDOT’s 5 year programs.

Chair Burke stated that no vote is needed. He mentioned that he will be looking to
staff to bring a more detailed recommendation on the pre-screening tool and the 100
point scoring system would be discussed further at the next meeting.

Village Engineer McKenna mentioned the speed component of the point system has
a lot of points attributed to it such as 4 points for one mile over the speed limit and
should be reconsidered. Also, there would be budget implications if the Commission
wants to move forward with solicitations of public input such as residents of multi-
family residences, as there isn’t the capacity to handle that type of broad input. A
lower cost option would be to obtain input from an online survey and use existing
media outlets which would impact staff and budget less.

Chair Burke clarified the Commission recognizes this is not the time to do that and is
hoping the outreach could happen once the backlog is managed and a new process
is in place for reviewing petitions.

Commissioner Thompson expressed concern over the cost of hiring a consultant to
assist with the backlog when that cost greatly exceeds the budget for traffic calming
measures themselves. Village Engineer McKenna explained the work the consultant
would be responsible for to process the petitions and ultimately have the Village
Board make a decision. He also mentioned more than likely, not all petitions would
make it all the way through the process to the point where a traffic calming measure
would be implemented.

Chair Burke stated this is exactly why the Commissioners want to find a way to
prioritize the petitions that warrant action. His hope is the Commission will be able to
make a recommendation which helps whittle down the number of petitions so more
money is spent on improvements and less money is spent on consultants. He hopes
to hear more from staff at the next meeting.

8. RECOMMEND TO THE VILLAGE BOARD REVISED PRINCIPLES AND GOALS FOR
THE VILLAGE’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM NETWORK (CONTINUATION FROM THE
JUNE 8, 2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING)

Staff Liaison Juliano reminded the Commissioners that at the last meeting, they had
decided to wait until July to see if the Village Board offered any tools, resources, or
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Tuesday, June 8, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order
Transportation Commission Chair Ron Burke called remote participation meeting to order at 7:09 PM
Staff Liaison Jill Juliano the following statement into the record:

"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or prudent

due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation. It is not feasible

to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to public safety concerns related
to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation."

Roll Call

Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Meghan Moses, Ryan Peterson, Aaron Stigger, James
Thompson, Ron Burke

Absent: None

It was noted that the Transportation Commission is now fully staffed with 7 members.
Staff: Parking Restrictions Coordinator (PRC) Cinthya Redkva, Transportation Engineer/Staff
Liaison Jill Juliano, Village Engineer Bill McKenna, Development Customer Services

Director Tammie Grossman

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

None

3. Agenda Approval

Commissioner Stigger made a motion to approve the agenda as presented. Commissioner
Thompson seconded the motion.

The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes - Stigger, Thompson, Fink, Katner, Moses, Peterson, Burke
Nays - None
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Ayes - Thompson, Peterson, Fink, Katner, Moses, Stigger, Burke

Nays - None

The motion passed 6 to O

7. REVIEW THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EXISTING CITIZEN PETITION PROCESS/SYSTEM FOR
IMPLEMENTING TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES AND THEN MODIFYING OR REPLACING THEM IF
WARRANTED (CONTINUATION FROM THE FEBRUARY 8, 2021 & MAY 11, 2021 TRANSPORTATION
COMMISSION MEETINGS).

Chair Burke reminded the Commission on prior discussions regarding this item, which included: staff
prescreen traffic calming petitions due to existing backlog; make petition process easier for multi-
unit housing residents; utilize a marketing approach or call for proposals. Consideration was also
given to testing out this prescreen on current backlog of petitions along with staff coming up with
ideas on how to achieve these goals.

Village Engineer McKenna responded that staff has begun conversations with Oak Park Police
Department and the Traffic Unit to get its observations and accident data to create a GIS Map
combining existing traffic and accident data to serve as a prescreening tool. Staff is still in
conversations with the Police Department and awaiting a conversation with the Village Manager’s
Office for final recommendations on screening options. Staff currently has no numbers to ascribe to
a prescreening method to establish a threshold. Staff expressed apprehensions about using a
prescreen method on existing petitions, as they were submitted under the current guidelines.

Chair Burke inquired about the current language or guidelines which guarantees a petition will be
heard. He sees this as a good opportunity to apply the prescreen approach to get through the
existing back log of petitions.

Village Engineer McKenna replied there is a Board adopted rule for the Commission along with a
traffic calming toolbox and scoring system for evaluating applications to determine if they will go
forward to recommendation by the Transportation Commission. All of which is published on the
Village’s website.

Chair Burke opened the floor for questions/comments. The Commission had the following
questions/concerns:

Commissioner Peterson asked if traffic calming measures first go through the petition process to be
considered or implemented? Can they be done at the request of the Village or can a resident initiate
pointing out an unsafe area and be remedied by additional infrastructure measures?
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Village Engineer McKenna answered yes to all the questions, a resident can approach the Board 718

a public comment or email, leading to implementation without going to the Commission. There has
also been Board involvement post-Commission recommendations. Staff looks at traffic daily for
safety issues around intersection treatments like stop signs, line of sight and minor traffic calming
things, like ‘Keep Kids Alive, Drive 25’ program and speed radar sign monitoring.

Commissioner Peterson followed up by saying that a more individualized petition process would be
more powerful than having one person go out and collect signatures. With limited staff capacity, if
we have this amount of resources to deal with this amount of projects in 2022; then have a call for
projects in late 2021 and leaning on quantitative analysis to determine which projects are most
practical, which are most immediate and which could pose an immediate danger to the roadway
users.

Chair Burke summed things up this way: staff needs more time to come back with a more rounded
out recommendation. Staff also has concerns with the Commission’s idea of prioritizing the
backlogged 18 petitions and putting the Tier 2 petitions off to the side.

Commissioner Thompson added that petitions of the same concern can be grouped and looked at
collectively.

Village Engineer McKenna stated that the Village does try to bundle petitions for the Commission and
sometimes reach out to multiple blocks dealing with the same issue. He affirmed that some of the
18 petitions will be bundled before reaching the Commission. Regarding public outreach, what is the
Commission’s vision?

Burke reiterated the prescreening process which would help pare down petitions with no plans for a
large call for petitions considering staff’s inability to manage many petitions.

Village Engineer McKenna stated that a prescreen tool is realistic option moving forward. Largely
geared toward multifamily population which is hard to reach. Is the Commission looking at web-
based outreach or mail outreach?

Chair Burke thought the Commission’s next agenda item might address staff’'s question on how
outreach will be done. While the Commission could try to come up with a recommendation, they
would largely rely on staff resources and paring down of petitions to process. If there is not a
prescreening process in place then we wouldn’t do a call for proposals because staff doesn’t have
the capacity to do it. The Commission is looking for staff to share with us a way to streamline and
prioritize this process to allow to process a larger number of petitions coming in the door.

Village Engineer McKenna suggested that the goals should be tackled first such as confirming
process for petitions, so they aren’t creating a process not in line with the Commission’s goals, then
using existing staff tools for outreach efforts.
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Chair Burke thinks even to set/reach goals public input is needed and currently tools for doing s
don’t exist. He is recommending for next meeting staff recommendations on how to get through
backlog of petitions. Streamline data crunching. Additional information on how prescreen should go,
hopefully with information from Village Board included. How do we get through these petitions in a
more streamlined way than we normally do it? Also, he would like to hear from staff how the
prescreening approach could go.

Village Engineer McKenna thought this was doable, because staff is looking at hiring consultants to
do work in other areas where they are short staffed, so this might be an option in this situation.

Commissioner Katner agreed with Chair Burke’s recommendation as well as emphasizing
transparency.

Commissioner Peterson motioned to adopt that approach for the next Commission meeting which
includes strategy to get through prescreening, get through backlog while being transparent.

Commissioner Moses wanted to confirm work to determine prescreen criteria, centered around high
crash areas. Her concern is making sure to not just weed out petitions that don’'t make the cut but
making a difference when possible. Particularly when it comes to addressing Oak Park’s high crash
rate. Otherwise she also agrees with the recommendation.

Village Engineer McKenna confirmed that crash data would be a key component and whether it
would be coupled with staff observations, specifically the Police Department’s Traffic Unit. He also
stated that a motion wouldn’t be needed for these recommendations.

8. RECOMMEND TO THE VILLAGE BOARD REVISED PRINCIPLES AND GOALS FOR THE VILLAGE’S
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM NETWORK (2021 WORK PLAN ITEM)

Chair Burke gave a summary of previous discussions on this item. He suggested two options: 1) the
Commission don’t wait for the Village Board and move ahead on their own in coming up with goals.

2) Put the item on back burner for the time being and wait to see what new Village Board comes up
with in terms of outreach and piggyback on those goals. He then opened it up to the Commission on
suggestions for what should be the transportation goals be for the Village.

Commissioner Moses wondered if the Village Board was working on its own goal-setting process.

Village Engineer McKenna confirmed that the Village Board had begun this process in May and didn’t
know if they were finalized. McKenna also advised that the Commission review the comprehensive
plan from 2014 for this item, before discussing it again. It identified goals, objectives and metrics for
the transportation network and is the most relevant Board-approved planning document to date.
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Transportation Commission

Tuesday, May 11, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order

Transportation Commission Staff Liaison Jill Juliano called the remote participation meeting
to order at 7:05 PM

Staff Liaison Juliano read the following statement into the record:
"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or
prudent due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation.
It is not feasible to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to

public safety concerns related to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s
disaster proclamation."

Roll Call

Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Meghann Moses, Chair Ron Burke

Absent:  Aaron Stigger, James Thompson

Staff: Development Customer Service Director Tammie Grossman, Village Engineer Bill
McKenna, Parking Restrictions Coordinator (PRC) Cinthya Redkva, Development
Customer Service Budget and Revenue Analyst Sean Keane, Staff Liaison Jill

Juliano

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

Commissioner Katner asked when the Commission will be able to meet in person and is the
Village thinking about it. Director Grossman responded the Village has not made a decision
yet. The Village is waiting to see what the Governor’s orders are relating to the phases and
when it will be feasible to start holding public meetings.

3. Agenda Approval

Commissioner Katner made a motion to approve tonight's agenda as presented.

Chair Burke stated if there’s enough time, he believes the work plan item to recommend to
the Village Board revised principles and goals for the Village’s transportation system network
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7. REVIEW THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EXISTING CITIZEN PETITION PROCESS / SYSTEM

FOR IMPLEMENTING TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES AND THEN MODIFYING OR
REPLACING THEM IF WARRANTED (CONTINUATION FROM THE FEBRUARY 11, 2021
TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING)

Chair Burke provided a short summary of what was discussed at the February 9t
Transportation Commission meeting.

Key points are:

e The overall goal is good.

e Want to make it easier for citizens to engage in the process, especially those in multi-
unit homes.

e Make the process more equitable.

e Limited funds in the budget for traffic calming measures.

e [sthere a better way to prioritize use of the funds rather than first come, first served?

e Came up with some alternatives but they seemed to have downsides as well.

e Struggling to find effective ways to achieve these goals within the limitations.

Chair Burke would like to see if the Commission could come up with one or two suggestions
for improving the process to forward as recommendations to the Village Board. If the
Commission can’t come up with anything, we can stay the course and keep things the way
they are.

Chair Burke reiterated asking the Village Board to adopt goals that would help inform the
Commission’s decision-making around items like this. What are the priorities for the Village
when it comes to transportation?

Village Engineer McKenna stated while the Commission is looking for methods to improve
the ease of the petition process for residents; presently, staff can’t keep pace with the
current process. He wants to make sure whatever the Commission may recommend is
doable from a staffing standpoint. There is a backlog of petitions. Staff is looking for ways
to vet the petitions before going to the Commission or even before the traffic data collection
process because staff can’t keep pace.

Chair Burke said there could be a way to prescreen based on some criteria to prioritize the
petitions into Tier 1 which go to the Commission and Tier 2 which are filtered out.

Village Engineer McKenna indicated staff does have good volume data which is generally
related to speeds and crash data from the State; but it is dated. Most recent crash data is
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from 2019. An issue is if road conditions change or a recent severe crash is not included in
the analysis. It would get pushback from residents. If the Commission is supportive of some
kind of methodology for prescreening; any procedure that streamlines the petition process
for other applicants might work as long as there are prescreening tools.

The Commission discussed aspects of a prescreening approach.

e How does it affect the equity issue?

e While concerns may be legitimate, due to capacity limitations it needs to rise to a
certain level to make it to the Tier 1 within a specific time frame.

e What happens if petition remains in Tier 2? What is the process?

e Crash data is broken out by mode including pedestrians and bicyclist as well as
severity of crash.

e How to score for crash information.

e Are there areas people avoid walking or biking because they are dangerous?

e Staff to bring suggestions to the Commission on how to prescreen.

e |[sthere way to truncate the data collection and analysis to expedite the process?

Commissioner Katner asked about backlog of petitions and how has Covid contributed to
not being able to collect traffic data. Staff responded there are 19 petitions in the queue.
Traffic volumes on Village streets had been low and not consistent with what was observed
on a typical day. Many people were working from home or not at all. Traffic needs to return
to typical patterns for data collection to occur. Only recently have workers been called back
into the office and traffic volumes and patterns started to return to what had been observed
on a typical day. Staff have begun to resume traffic data collection

Discussion occurred regarding the problem of an issue (parking or traffic) being bumped
over to another block when it is addressed on a petitioning block. Discussion regarding if a
measure is placed on petitioning blocks could the Village preemptively decide to do it on
other blocks and put it out for comment?

The Commission next discussed possible options to make it easier for people to participate
in the petition process. They include:

e Development of a document to gauge interest that a resident can send to his/her
neighbors

e Electronic docu-sign document forwarded between residents of a block for signature.

e Announce a call for petitions/proposals to the residents

e [sthe equity issue being addressed? Commission is struggling to think of ways to
address this aspect.
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e There is an outreach issue based on comments on different Oak Park social media
groups or forums

e Include a data element such as crashes so people understand where their block falls
in terms of being a hot spot or not. Try to be as transparent as possible regarding the
screening process.

e Allitems including prescreening tools would be recommendations to the Village
Board for the consideration and a decision.

The comment was made that maybe the prescreening process should be tested on the
backlog of existing petitions to see if it works before a call for petitions/proposals is
announced.

The discussion turned to the work plan item: developing mission statement and/or guiding
principles for the Transportation Commission and the Village's transportation system.

The Commission decided to hold off debating this item but instead discussed what the
Commissioners and staff could do between the Commission meetings to prepare for this
topic. Items discussed included:

e Chair Burke to talk with different Village Board Trustees regarding getting input from
the public on what they want

e Commission needs agreed upon goals to be guideposts for the Transportation
Commission when making decisions or recommendations.

e Use community input to inform the Commission’s recommendations to the Village
Board for the Village’s transportation goals.

e Recommend to Village Board process of getting community input.

e Using public input, draft recommendations for the Village’s transportation goals to
forward to the Village Board for review and a decision.

e Want Village Board approval to move forward on getting public input process due to
staff involvement and associated costs for a robust public input campaign.

e Possible option: public meeting to discuss what the Village’s transportation goals are
and invite the public to the meeting to participate and not involve staff resources.

e Question of: how broad of an audience do you want to reach.

e Public input could be in the form of both public meeting and a survey.

e Due to Covid and backlog, need to be realistic on level of public input and what is
feasible.

For the next meeting, Staff:

e To provide recommendations regarding preapproval/prescreening process for
petition backlog. If viable, may use for items such as call for petitions/proposals.
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For the next meeting, the Commissioners:
e Think about ways for getting community input so the Commission is ready to discuss
the issue. In addition, what are goals, product and deliverable for the process.
e Research what other similar type agencies or municipalities have done regarding this
process and their transportation goals.
8. ADJOURN
There being no further business, Commissioner Fink made a motion to adjourn the meeting.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Moses.

The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes: Fink, Moses, Katner, Burke
Nays: None

The motion passed unanimously 4 to O.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 PM.

Submitted by:
Gill Pubiomo

Staff Liaison Jill Juliano
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APPROVED Meeting Minutes
Transportation Commission
Tuesday, February 9, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order

Transportation Commission Chair Ron Burke called the remote participation meeting to
order at 7:02 PM

Engineer Juliano read the following statement into the record:
"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or
prudent due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation.
It is not feasible to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to

public safety concerns related to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s
disaster proclamation."

Roll Call

Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Meghann Moses, Aaron Stigger, James Thompson,
Chair Ron Burke

Absent: none
Staff: Village Engineer Bill McKenna, Parking Restrictions Coordinator (PRC) Cinthya
Calderon, Development Customer Service Budget and Revenue Analyst Sean

Keane, Traffic/Transportation Engineer Jill Juliano

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

None

Prior to the Agenda Approval, Chair Burke spoke about the status of the Transportation
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Commission’s 2021 Work Plan and Village staff’s position on certain items. Village Engineer

McKenna provided additional detail.

3. Agenda Approval

Commissioner Thompson made a motion to approve tonight's agenda as presented.

Commissioner Katner seconded the motion.
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The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes - Thompson, Katner, Fink, Moses, Stigger, Burke
Nays - None

The motion passed unanimously 6 to O.

4. Approval of the draft January 12, 2021 Transportation Commission meeting minutes

Commissioner Thompson made a motion to approve the draft January 12, 2021
Transportation Commission meeting minutes as presented.

Commissioner Fink seconded the motion.
The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes - Thompson, Fink, Katner, Moses, Stigger, Burke
Nays - None

The motion passed unanimously 6 to O.
5. REVIEW THE EFFECTIVENESS OF THE EXISTING CITIZEN PETITION PROCESS / SYSTEM

FOR IMPLEMENTING TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES AND THEN MODIFYING OR
REPLACING THEM IF WARRANTED

Engineer Juliano gave a short summary about the item. She mentioned:

This is an item from the Transportation Commission's current work plan; and a carryover
from the 2020 work plan. The two stated outcomes for this item are: (1) implement a more
efficient and effective process for addressing citizen traffic calming requests and (2)
Develop an adopted vision for transportation in the Village of Oak Park. The item is
scheduled to be completed by the third quarter of 2021.

Chair Burke spoke of the Transportation Commission’s concern with limited resources for
projects associated with the traffic calming toolbox and want to make sure the money is
being used as effectively as possible. The Commission is wondering if there is another
process to bring in good projects to recommend for implementation and funding that is
different from the present petition process.

Commissioner Moses reiterated Chair Burke’s comments on wanting to use the funds
effectively as possible.
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Commissioner Moses stated one possible option is to keep the petition process but have a
due date to bring all submitted petitions before the Transportation Commission once or
twice a year to compare and see which would have the most impact on traffic calming. And
for staff to provide input where there are hot spots in the Village for the Commission to
consider. Then the Commission can prioritize the funds for the projects with the most
impact. Petitions not selected as a traffic calming project can be reviewed again in the
following year.

Issues or topics discussed by the Commissioners included:

* Not all residents know there is funding for traffic calming.

* Locations where traffic calming is requested but not on resident’s block (by
schools, transit stops, parks, etc.); possible other process for these locations.

* Increase equity to advertise these funds for those not keyed into the Village’s
processes.

e If resident petitions remains in this process and doesn’t get traffic calming
toolbox funds, does the Transportation Commission still review them under a
separate system and make a recommendation on them?

* The Transportation Commission doesn’t have a good way to judge how STOP
signs at an intersection affect the whole transportation network.

* Maybe a different process to evaluate petitions without expending as much staff
resources, maybe a truncated approach.

* Possible initial screening process to make the first cut where limited staff
resources are spent.

Commissioner Fink asked staff to explain 1) what petitions make it to the Transportation
Commission, and 2) does the Village normally use the funding available each year?

Engineer Juliano explained the traffic calming petition process and what petitions (alley
speed bump and Keep Kids Alive Drive 25 signs) are handled administratively.

Village Engineer McKenna stated once over the initial hurdle of verifying and determining
the petition has the necessary signatures is when the Village starts spending money on data
collection, etc. If getting away from petition process, it would be good to have something fill
that space. He also provided information on the funding as well as vetting that Village staff
already does on traffic calming issues that are submitted by residents.

Commissioner Moses asked if staff could look at crash hotspots. She also asked if the
petition process is the best practice for traffic calming.

Village Engineer McKenna spoke of what staff already does as a starting point based on GIS
crash data from the state and internal volume data. He stated the petition process is a way
to give residents a voice and a process to work through the traffic concerns that they have.
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Chair Burke questioned if there could be a hybrid of the petition process and a staff or
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Commission identified locations and engage residents near those locations.

Village Engineer McKenna provided background, what staff already does and what some
possible options.

Commissioner Moses asked if there is an automatic review of a particularly bad crash.
Village Engineer McKenna responded there is no predefined process for severe crashes.

Chair Burke summarized that besides the petition process; there is an option of asking for
staff input on hot spots. The Commission would review those areas and an additional option
of putting out a call for petitions to the public and look at them biannually.

Commissioner Fink mentioned she thought it was to make the process more equitable and
increase community engagement and not just the most effective use of funds.

Chair Burke responded he thought it was both.
A discussion took place on the following topics:

*  How to get more engagement from residents living in multi-unit buildings.

e Have staff provide input on hot spots and the Commission may identify additional
locations that need to be investigated and analyzed.

* The timing of the prioritized list of recommended locations for calming projects to be
incorporated in the next year’s budget and its effects.

* Residents may go through this process and there’s no funding.

Commissioner Katner stated it's a balancing act between equity and efficiency. Given what
he reads is the mood in the Village and nationally, he thinks we should err on the side of
equity. He would love people living in apartments to see they can take control of the
transportation needs on their block.

Chair Burke said if we were to get more petitions in maybe it sends a signal to the Village
Board there is a lot of interest in this; and maybe that budget should be a little bit higher.

Commissioner Stigger mentioned one of the discrepancies he sees in the past from the
Village Board is there’s data which indicates it’s okay and there’s people who say it doesn’t
feel okay. He would like to see some actions to coming together on that. How do we
address the fact that people don’t feel safe to riding their bikes on their street? Regardless
of the national standard says, maybe we need to set a higher standard and trickle down to
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incentivize better driver behavior even if it’'s small.

Commissioner Thompson spoke about the suggested idea of asking Village staff to come up
with a map of hot spots based on some pattern of accidents; but most of what we get are
people complaining cars are going too fast down their blocks and asking for measures.
That’s not going to show up on a map of hot spots. Are we telling those people we are not
going to address their concerns? It affects the enjoyment of their neighborhood. We would
be telling the people we have other priorities.

A discussion occurred about whether or not the Commission is already doing that because
when people come in for a solution, the Commission doesn’t give them anything. It is also
the case with the decisions that are made at the Village Board level as well. It was stated
maybe if more people are invested in this, then maybe the Village Board won’'t make those
kinds of decisions in the future.

Chair Burke suggested the Commissioners contemplate the items discussed as there was a
good discussion and place this on the agenda for the next meeting. He would like to revisit
this at the next meeting and and have one or two options for the Commission to vote on.

6. ADJOURN

There being no further business, Commissioner Stigger made a motion to adjourn the
meeting.

The motion was seconded by Commissioner Fink.
The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes: Stigger, Fink, Katner, Thompson, Burke
Nays: None

The motion passed unanimously 6 to O.
The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 PM.
Submitted by:

Jill Juliano
Traffic/Transportation Engineer
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Village of Oak Park

Transportation Commission Agenda Item

ltem Title: Develop Mission Statement and/or Guiding Principles for the Transportation Commission and
the Village’s Transportation Network

Review Date: August 10, 2021

Prepared By: Jill Juliano

Abstract (briefly describe the item being reviewed):
The approved 2021 Transportation Commission Work Plan includes an item entitled: Develop mission
statement and/or guiding principles for the Transportation Commission and the Village's transportation

system.

There is one stated outcome for this topic: Recommend to the Village Board revised principles and goals for
the Village's transportation system network. This work plan item does not have a specified time frame.

At the June 8, 2021 meeting, the Transportation Commission discussed aspects of the item including: what
are the outreach options to obtain optimum or at least increased feedback from the residents, especially
those in multi-unit buildings, on any draft recommendations. Ultimately it was decided to defer it until July to
see what, if any, new guidance, outreach resources or tools from the Village Board. If none, the Commission
would start the process to create goals with public input using tools presently available to the Commission.

At the July 13, 2021 meeting, it was suggested the Commission start drafting an outline of some high-level
goals/principles for transportation in Oak Park and they could solicit public input on the document. Staff
recommended the Commission review the Village’s Comprehensive Plan (Envision Oak Park) then determine
what role the Commission would play; or determine what changes they would like to make. Chair Burke said
he would work with staff to come up with some questions that the Commissioners could ask themselves at
the next meeting to provide some structure for the discussion.

Ultimately, the proposed revised goals for the Village’s transportation system would be reviewed and approved
by the Village Board. The goal is to have the Village government on record with goals and priorities for its
transportation system network to help form what the Commission does, and the decisions the Commission
and Village Board make.

Staff Recommendation(s):

At tonight’s meeting, develop high level goals and principles for transportation in Oak Park. These initial goals
could then be used to solicit public response and involvement about the goals using the existing outreach
methods. Then at a subsequent meeting, the Commission can refine or change the draft goals before sending
to the Village Board for review and approval.

Supporting Documentation Is Attached




Memorandum

Date: August 6, 2021

To: The Transportation Commission

From: Jill Juliano, Staff Liaison ZZ

Re: Background Information Related to Develop Mission Statement and/or Guiding
Principles for the Transportation Commission and the Village’s Transportation
Network

At its June 8, 2021 meeting, the Transportation Commission discussed how best to proceed
to develop revised principles and goals for the Village's transportation system network while
collecting comments from Village residents. Of special concern is gathering feedback from
some of the harder to reach segments of the population, notably residents of multi-unit
buildings. Ultimately it was decided the Commission would wait until July for guidance,
resources, tools from the Village Board and make a decision. If there is no guidance from
the Village Board, the Commission would start the process to create goals with public input
with tools that are currently available to the Commission.

At its July 13, 2021 meeting, the Transportation Commission discussed drafting an outline
of some high level goals or principles for transportation in Oak Park. The Commission could
then solicit comment on the document from the public via tools available for public input.

It was recommended the Commission review the Village’'s most recent Comprehensive Plan
(Envision Oak Park) and published goals. Included as a reference [5.3] for this item is
Chapter 10 (Transportation, Infrastructure, and Communication Technologies) from the Oak
Park’s most recent Comprehensive Plan, Envision Oak Park (2014).

Chair Burke stated he would work with staff to come up with some questions that the
Commissioners could ask themselves at the next meeting to provide some structure for the
discussion. The email from Chair Burke with the list of questions is included in this package
[5.2]. Atthe end of his email are additional questions submitted by your fellow
Commissioners to also consider as part of this endeavor.

Also included are sections of the July 13, 2021, June 8, 2021 and May 11, 2021
Transportation Commission meeting minutes [5.4] related to this item to provide a synopsis
of what was discussed in the previous meetings.

Additionally, a video of the Transportation Commission meetings can be found the Village’s
Commission TV webpage.

Below is the link to the Commission TV webpage:

https://www.o0ak-park.us/your-government/citizen-commissions/commission-tv




Juliano, Jill

From: Ron Burke

Sent: Thursday, August 5, 2021 4:59 PM
To: Juliano, Jill; McKenna, Bill
Subject: Re: Transportation Commission

Please share this with commissioners. Thx.

Draft Oak Park Transportation Goals
Note: This list of high-level goals doesn’t include strategies to implement the goals nor performance measure to evaluate
progress. Whether the commission wants to incorporate these elements is a question to be discussed.

Safety
e Design, upgrade and regulate OP’s streets to be safer for people using all transportation modes, with a long-
term “Vision Zero” goal to significantly reduce crashes and injuries and eliminate fatalities.

Sustainability, Affordability, and Transportation Options
e Support Oak Park's climate goals, minimize roadway congestion, and reduce the expense of car ownership by
making it safer, easier, and more affordable to walk, bicycle, use transit, and carpool, with a higher percentage of
trips using these modes.

Transportation Operations and Infrastructure
e Operate transportation infrastructure more efficiently in order to limit congestion and improve reliability.
e Bring OP’s transportation infrastructure into a state of good repair.
e Make more efficient use of the existing parking and curbside infrastructure to accommodate parking and
pickups/dropoffs.

Transportation Equity
e Prioritize village investments and make decisions with a focus on improving outcomes for Oak Park residents
that experience higher mobility and economic hardship.

Community Engagement
e Improve the quality and timeliness of resident engagement in transportation decisions, with a focus on
increasing participation by residents living in multi-family housing.

On Wed, Aug 4, 2021 at 3:22 PM Juliano, Jill <JJuliano@oak-park.us> wrote:
Hi Ron —

Below are a few questions your fellow Commissioners forwarded to staff. Please include them in your document.

* With the Transportation Commission meeting approximately 10 times per year, resulting in around 20 hours total of
meeting time. What topics should be discussed during these 20 hours to most effectively utilize our time together? What
topics have taken up too much time in the past?

* What are the best assets of our Village's transportation network? How can we enhance them? What are its
shortcomings?



* In Oak Park, is the car king or the pedestrian/cyclist?

Finally, | need you to share your document with me by the close of business tomorrow; for me to be able to insert it into
the agenda that will be posted the following day.

Thanks,
Jill

Jill Juliano, P.E.

Transportation Engineer

Village of Oak Park

201 South Blvd

Oak Park, IL 60302

708.358.5732
jiuliano@oak-park.us<mailto:jjuliano@oak-park.us>
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From sewers to water to digital information, infrastructure

sustains daily quality of life and makes Oak Park competitive

for investment in cutting-edge and creative jobs.

a2

STATEMENT OF
IMPORTANCE

Transportation and infrastructure systems provide
the physical connections to services, activities, and
people that define and strengthen the sense of com-
munity in Oak Park. Mobility is an important part
of daily life, and the variety of transportation modes
in Oak Park must ensure that everyone has access
throughout and around the village. Whether access
to local shopping or a job in Downtown Chicago,
residents should have choices in how they move.
Quality and accessible transit services and facilities,
appropriate parking supply and clear policies, and
comprehensive bikebility, walkability, and pedestrian
mobility are all integral parts of mobility.

Transportation facilities, utility infrastructure, and
communication systems are all important compo-
nents that make Oak Park function and that must
be consistent with the character and history of the
village. From sewers to water to digital information,
infrastructure sustains daily quality of life and makes
Oak Park competitive for investment in cutting-edge
and creative jobs. Bicycle and pedestrian networks,
roadways, and transit systems connect residents to
the critical services they need. Transportation facil-
ities, including rights-of-way, parking lots, and rail
corridors, are major users of land. It is critical that
this land is recognized as a valuable resource that
must effectively serve surrounding uses, particularly
in areas near public transit that call for universal
accessibility and increased housing diversity. The
design and functionality of major transportation
infrastructure, such as the Eisenhower Expressway,
have major impacts on local mobility, neighborhood
character and traffic, and air quality.

A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE OAK PARK COMMUNITY

VISION STATEMENT

The Vision Statement describes
Transportation and Infrastructure

as it exists in Oak Park in 2030.

Oak Park’s transportation and infrastructure
systems create a safe, connected, and equitable
community where personal choice in transportation
enhances quality of life and community health. A
high level of accessibility, and appropriately managed
mobility, attracts people to live and invest in neigh-
borhoods and businesses in Oak Park. Destinations
throughout the community are easily accessed by

all modes of travel. The design of the transportation
network conveys a hierarchy of travel modes along
connected routes around the village and encourages
diverse travel choices. The Eisenhower transporta-
tion corridor enhances local quality of life and the
negative impacts of the corridor are minimized. Each
travel mode has a defined role to play and different
modes serve different types of trips.

Local awareness and education ensure that people
living and working in the community understand the
benefits of all different transportation choices and
are encouraged to choose a healthy mode of travel.
Transit serves the community at all times of day and
parking policies consider all modes of access (vehicu-
lar, bicycles, pedestrians, and transit). Development
will support walking, bicycling, and transit use.
Children are able to safely and conveniently walk or
bike to school. All transportation and infrastructure
networks are well maintained through proactive
capital programming and coordination with other
construction projects.

Oak Park will have comprehensive and reliable infra-
structure. This will be in place as a result of collabo-
ration among service providers, local taxing bodies,
residents and businesses. The local business economy
is robust and market competitive as the result of
comprehensive and reliable technology infrastruc-
ture. Public services are exceptional because of the
technology infrastructure and resulting electronic
access to public information.




































Recommendation

Types

See Chapter 15: Plan Imple-
mentation for detailed recom
mendations related to the fol-
lowing recommendation types:

Village Administration:

the day-to-day use of the
Comprehensive Plan to guide
decision-making, communi
cation with the community,
and internal operations.

Policies and Regulations: the
use of local plans, ordinanc
es and statutes to ensure
development, investment,
and priorities reflect the
vision for the community.

Capital Improvements: the
use of municipal resources
to invest in infrastruc

ture, fadlities, “bricks and
mortar,” vehicles, and other
elements that advance the
objectives of this Plan.

Governmental Collaboration:
the coordination among local
forms of government in order
to implement recommen
dations that go beyond

the jurisdiction or capacity

of Village government.

Funding and Incentives:
the use of resources to
encourage implementation
of Plan recommendations.
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GOALS & OBJECTIVES SUMMARY MATR

TRANSPORTATION, INFRASTRUCTURE, &

COMMUNICATION TECHNOLOGIES

Objective

Recommendation
Type

Key Partners

Metrics

Goal 10.1 - Develop transportation, information, and other infrastructure networks that

support multimodal and universal access to destinations in Oak Park and elsewhere.

10.1.1

10.1.2

10.1.3

10.1.4

10.1.5

Ensure that business districts benefit from
multi-modal access that balances the needs
of pedestrians, bicyclists, transit users, and
motorists.

Maintain and update a strategic information
plan that evaluates the feasibility of develop-
ing an open, high-speed broadband communi-
cation network and guides the development of
civic information systems.

Advocate for and partner with CTA, Pace, and
Metra to modernize facilities to safely accom-
modate users of all modes and all abilities by
ensuring that transit stations and stops meet
or exceed ADA guidance and easily transfer
from transit to walking or bicycling.

Plan and install “complete streets” on key cor-
ridors that accommodate bus transit, bicycle,
and pedestrian trips.

Ensure that the land use impacts of parking
are efficiently managed and continue to
regularly review the village parking strategy
to incorporate best practices for travel demand
management, pricing, and both on-street and
off street parking supply.

Policies and Regulations,
Capital Improvements

Capital Improvement
Program

Governmental
Collaboration

Policies and Regulations,
Capital Improvements

Policies and Regulations

Transit service providers
and facility managers

IDOT

Adoption of a Strategic
Information Plan

Total miles of Complete
Streets upgrades in the
community

Goal 10.2 - Design transportation networks that protect, support and enhance the safety

and heritage of Oak Park’s neighborhoods and business districts.

10.2.1

10.2.2

10.2.3

10.2.4

10.2.5

Continue enhancing the integrated traffic sig-
nal network to discourage cut through traffic.

Enhance sidewalks and crossings infrastruc-
ture to ensure safe, walkable and accessible
neighborhoods and business districts.

Educate and encourage students on safe use of
the transportation network.

Regularly update the Oak Park Bike Plan to
ensure that the Village creates a safe, logical,
and integrated cycling network that connects
to surrounding communities.

Encourage travel demand management to
support use of the street by all modes and
encourage employers to offer incentives to
employees to carpool or take transit to work.

54 A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE OAK PARK COMMUNITY

Capital Improvement
Program

Capital Improvement
Program

Governmental
Collaboration

Policies and Regulations,
Capital Improvement
Program

Village Administration

IDOT

IDOT

School Districts

Walk score

Number of shared bike
or car parking spaces
available in Oak Park




Recommendation
Type

Key Partners

Metrics

Goal 10.3 - Build information and communication infrastructure that enhances

neighborhood engagement, government transparency, economic development, and
environmental sustainability.

10.3.1

10.3.2

10.3.3

Review and amend regulations, as appropri-
ate, to remove barriers and provide incentives
to expanding information infrastructure.

Work with local and regional business leaders
to identify needs and deficiencies with respect
to upcoming information technologies and
identify scalable and expandable projects to
attract business and industries of the future.

Build civic communication infrastructure
among the six governmental units in Oak
Park.

Policies and Regulations,
Funding/Incentives

Capital Improvement
Program

Governmental
Collaboration

Units of local
government

Investment in modern in-
frastructure development

Goal 10.4 - Make the Eisenhower transportation corridor safe, convenient and reliable

with multi-modal options that support environmental sustainability and livable
communities.

10.4.1

10.4.2

10.4.3

10.4.4

Ensure that the Eisenhower supports both
local and regional travel needs and improves
public transit access to destinations to the
west and east of Oak Park.

Maintain the existing expressway footprint,
soften the visual barrier and preserve the
established built form, character, and historic
assets.

Improve non-motorized mobility across the
Eisenhower corridor by widening bridge
sidewalks to safely accommodate bicycles and
pedestrians and create small areas of open

space.

Explore and test creative solutions for man-
aging transportation patterns, integrating all
modes of travel, and designing infrastructure
in order to maximize mobility and minimize
impacts on surrounding neighborhoods and
commercial districts.

Governmental
Collaboration

Governmental
Collaboration

Governmental
Collaboration

Capital Improvement
Program

IDOT, CTA, and Pace

IDOT

IDOT

IDOT, CTA, and Pace

Amount of funding
identified by IDOT and
FHWA for aesthetic

or impact-mitigating
measures to the proposed
design plan
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Recommendation
Objective Type Key Partners Metrics

Goal 10.5 - Support a strong infrastructure system that leverages new sustainable
technologies.

Regularly review and update the capital
10.5.1 improvement program in order to maintain Capital Improvements,
**" | existing systems and integrate new infrastruc- | Policies and Regulations Linear feet or total area
ture technologies. of sustainable infrastruc-
ture in Oak Park
Use renewable energies that are easily
scalable, environmentally sound, efficient, Capital Improvements, .
10.5.2 | pg adaptable to environmental change and Policies and Regulations g:m;;:iﬁer:;ze
community demand. energy systems
Update the municipal infrastructure plan to . .
LA fopc‘:s more speciﬂczlaly on sustainablepsystems. BIEAC e Amount of stormwater
managed on-site and
Encourage on-site stormwater detention with diverted away from
processing strategies, such as rain gardens, municipal infrastructure
10.5.2 | rain barrels, bioswales, and permeable paving | Policies and Regulations systems
that take stress off the combined sewer
system.

A COMPREHENSIVE PLAN FOR THE OAK PARK COMMUNITY
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Transportation Commission
Tuesday, July 13, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order

Transportation Commission Chair Ron Burke called the remote participation meeting to
order at 7:00 PM.

Staff Liaison Jill Juliano read the following statement into the record:

"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or
prudent due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation.
It is not feasible to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to
public safety concerns related to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s
disaster proclamation."

Roll Call
Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Ryan Peterson, James Thompson, Ron Burke
Absent:  Meghann Moses, Aaron Stigger

Staff: Staff Liaison Jill Juliano, Village Engineer Bill McKenna, Development
Customer Services (DCS) Director Tammie Grossman, DCS Budget &
Revenue Analyst Sean Keane

Other: Village Trustee Arti Walker-Peddakotla

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

Staff Liaison Juliano read the non-agenda written public comment from Meghan
Paulas aloud. The statement, in its entirety, is attached to these minutes.

3. Agenda Approval

Chair Burke requested that the agenda be amended to include time at the end of the
meeting to discuss the non-agenda public comment item.

Commissioner Peterson made a motion to amend the agenda, seconded by
Commissioner Katner.




Chair Burke said the Commissioners support the use of a heat map for the initial
screening process. He suggested the scoring system be discussed further at next
meeting.

Commissioner Peterson stated it’s still worthwhile to collect resident feedback and
data regarding IDOT roads so the Village can present the data to IDOT during the
public comment period that follows the release of IDOT’s 5 year programs.

Chair Burke stated that no vote is needed. He mentioned that he will be looking to
staff to bring a more detailed recommendation on the pre-screening tool and the 100
point scoring system would be discussed further at the next meeting.

Village Engineer McKenna mentioned the speed component of the point system has
a lot of points attributed to it such as 4 points for one mile over the speed limit and
should be reconsidered. Also, there would be budget implications if the Commission
wants to move forward with solicitations of public input such as residents of multi-
family residences, as there isn’t the capacity to handle that type of broad input. A
lower cost option would be to obtain input from an online survey and use existing
media outlets which would impact staff and budget less.

Chair Burke clarified the Commission recognizes this is not the time to do that and is
hoping the outreach could happen once the backlog is managed and a new process
is in place for reviewing petitions.

Commissioner Thompson expressed concern over the cost of hiring a consultant to
assist with the backlog when that cost greatly exceeds the budget for traffic calming
measures themselves. Village Engineer McKenna explained the work the consultant
would be responsible for to process the petitions and ultimately have the Village
Board make a decision. He also mentioned more than likely, not all petitions would
make it all the way through the process to the point where a traffic calming measure
would be implemented.

Chair Burke stated this is exactly why the Commissioners want to find a way to
prioritize the petitions that warrant action. His hope is the Commission will be able to
make a recommendation which helps whittle down the number of petitions so more
money is spent on improvements and less money is spent on consultants. He hopes
to hear more from staff at the next meeting.

8. RECOMMEND TO THE VILLAGE BOARD REVISED PRINCIPLES AND GOALS FOR
THE VILLAGE’S TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM NETWORK (CONTINUATION FROM THE
JUNE 8, 2021 TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION MEETING)

Staff Liaison Juliano reminded the Commissioners that at the last meeting, they had
decided to wait until July to see if the Village Board offered any tools, resources, or
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plans for public outreach or made progress regarding the revision of goals based on

public outreach. The Commission also decided if no progress was made by the Board,
they would start the process of creating goals with public input, using tools presently
available.

Chair Burke said he was not aware of any additional guidance, resources, or plans
from the Village Board related to outreach and asked staff if they were aware of any.

Village Engineer McKenna replied looking at alternate processes for outreach was
part of an implementation goal and not the goal itself. He also stated the only goal
the Village Board related to transportation was the Vision Zero, which the Board
wanted presented to the Transportation Commission in the first quarter of 2022.

Chair Burke suggested the Commission start drafting an outline of some high-level
goals/principles for transportation in Oak Park and they could solicit input on that
document via a survey, public comments at Commission meetings, or through people
commenting directly to the Commission via staff. Once the Commission has
feedback, they can make any changes and send a recommendation to the Village
Board.

Chair Burke asked if staff had any ideas for how the Commission should proceed.
Village Engineer McKenna recommended the Commission review the Village’s
Comprehensive Plan (Envision Oak Park) and published goals and then determine
what role the Commission would play or what changes they would like to make.

Chair Burke stated he would like to work with staff, if willing, to come up with some
guestions that the Commissioners could ask themselves at the next meeting to
provide some structure for the discussion. Village Engineer McKenna asked if it
would be a survey and Chair Burke replied yes and that he would like to come up with
some basic concepts and principles as a starting point. All agreed that this item
would be on the agenda for the next meeting on August 10.

9. DISCUSSION OF PUBLIC COMMENT

Commissioner Peterson would like to table this until the next meeting and asked that
staff provide input and data at that time. He also suggested inviting the resident to the
next meeting so that they could have the opportunity to share any additional information.

Commissioner Fink asked how this is different from other petitions in the queue.
Staff responded that it is a petition, one of two petitions for adjacent intersections,
and it is high up in the queue and close to being reviewed by the Commission.

Chair Burke mentioned that he thought the resident was unable to file a petition and
that was why they submitted the comment.
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Tuesday, June 8, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order
Transportation Commission Chair Ron Burke called remote participation meeting to order at 7:09 PM
Staff Liaison Jill Juliano the following statement into the record:

"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or prudent

due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation. It is not feasible

to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to public safety concerns related
to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation."

Roll Call

Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Meghan Moses, Ryan Peterson, Aaron Stigger, James
Thompson, Ron Burke

Absent: None

It was noted that the Transportation Commission is now fully staffed with 7 members.
Staff: Parking Restrictions Coordinator (PRC) Cinthya Redkva, Transportation Engineer/Staff
Liaison Jill Juliano, Village Engineer Bill McKenna, Development Customer Services

Director Tammie Grossman

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

None

3. Agenda Approval

Commissioner Stigger made a motion to approve the agenda as presented. Commissioner
Thompson seconded the motion.

The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes - Stigger, Thompson, Fink, Katner, Moses, Peterson, Burke
Nays - None

0621-1-14 APPROVED 06-08-2021 Trans Com meeting minutes.docx page 1 of 12
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Chair Burke thinks even to set/reach goals public input is needed and currently tools for doing s
don’t exist. He is recommending for next meeting staff recommendations on how to get through
backlog of petitions. Streamline data crunching. Additional information on how prescreen should go,
hopefully with information from Village Board included. How do we get through these petitions in a
more streamlined way than we normally do it? Also, he would like to hear from staff how the
prescreening approach could go.

Village Engineer McKenna thought this was doable, because staff is looking at hiring consultants to
do work in other areas where they are short staffed, so this might be an option in this situation.

Commissioner Katner agreed with Chair Burke’s recommendation as well as emphasizing
transparency.

Commissioner Peterson motioned to adopt that approach for the next Commission meeting which
includes strategy to get through prescreening, get through backlog while being transparent.

Commissioner Moses wanted to confirm work to determine prescreen criteria, centered around high
crash areas. Her concern is making sure to not just weed out petitions that don’'t make the cut but
making a difference when possible. Particularly when it comes to addressing Oak Park’s high crash
rate. Otherwise she also agrees with the recommendation.

Village Engineer McKenna confirmed that crash data would be a key component and whether it
would be coupled with staff observations, specifically the Police Department’s Traffic Unit. He also
stated that a motion wouldn’t be needed for these recommendations.

8. RECOMMEND TO THE VILLAGE BOARD REVISED PRINCIPLES AND GOALS FOR THE VILLAGE’S
TRANSPORTATION SYSTEM NETWORK (2021 WORK PLAN ITEM)

Chair Burke gave a summary of previous discussions on this item. He suggested two options: 1) the
Commission don’t wait for the Village Board and move ahead on their own in coming up with goals.

2) Put the item on back burner for the time being and wait to see what new Village Board comes up
with in terms of outreach and piggyback on those goals. He then opened it up to the Commission on
suggestions for what should be the transportation goals be for the Village.

Commissioner Moses wondered if the Village Board was working on its own goal-setting process.

Village Engineer McKenna confirmed that the Village Board had begun this process in May and didn’t
know if they were finalized. McKenna also advised that the Commission review the comprehensive
plan from 2014 for this item, before discussing it again. It identified goals, objectives and metrics for
the transportation network and is the most relevant Board-approved planning document to date.
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Commissioner Moses thinks there may be a third option because the Village Board is developing 6/11

goals. Out of this Board process, there may be a transportation related goal that gets handed to tre
Commission.

Commissioner Peterson agreed on waiting and see to what the Board comes up with.

Commissioner Thompson thinks that anything that comes from the Board will be very general and
not useful to the Commission in its deliberations. He recommends the Commission coming up with
its own vision and acting on that vision and when things go before the Board, the Board will say
whether they agree with the Commission’s vision.

Commissioner Peterson offered that the Commission could wait for an agreed upon time to get
direction from the Board, but if it didn’t happen within the timeframe, the Commission could move
ahead establishing its own process.

Commissioner Katner agreed with Commissioner Thompson in thinking the Commission would only
get the most general of guidelines from the Board and then fill in the details. He also thought the
Commission should be careful when approaching the Board without the benefit of meeting wholly, as
it might give the idea of coordination behind the scenes. He suggested the Commission move
forward on its own and see where negations need to happen based on what the Board finally says.

Chair Burke rebutted that although they serve on the Commission, they are still residents allowed to
speak with the Board and that his conversations were not as a directive to the Board, but the
Commission’s interest in creating mechanisms through which public outreach can happen in Oak
Park better; and sharing those with the Board.

Commissioner Katner added with not knowing the entire sense of the Village Board, the Commission
should operate very carefully especially with having conversations with a couple of Trustees..

Commissioner Fink wondered how waiting for the Board would affect the upcoming survey process?
Village Engineer McKenna thought these would be separate.

McKenna asked for clarification on the intent of the Work Plan item. |s it about not establishing
goals for itself and mainly establishing them through a more robust public input process; more of a

grass roots item? Or is the Commission creating its own goals for the transportation network?

Chair Burke affirmed the latter. Transportation goals for the Village that would be approved by the
Village Board. The Commission would then say, those goals would inform what we do.

Commissioner Fink asked why can’t the Commission be proactive and come up with
recommendations as a Board. How did it evolve into a public outreach process? She thought the
outreach was more in terms of the parking pilot.
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Commissioner Fink agreed with public input in the way of feedback for established goals.

Chair Burke stated that struggle has always been the Commission needs proper tools and resources
to capture the public input, whether meetings, survey, etc. He also stated that he had the same
conversation with two trustees that said the Board was working on establishing tools, resources and
processes to do that.

Commissioner Katner asked who the trustees were. Chair Burke did not disclose. Commissioner
Katner questioned the transparency of the Commission as discussed earlier as being a caveat to the
Commission’s goal.

Commissioner Fink offered creating goals with current tools, that may help expose gaps in the tools
in what they need and who they need to hear from.

Commissioner Thompson stated that parking is this single biggest issue to transportation/parking.
The parking pilot was an attempt to make policy around parking. In essence the Commission is going
to be making recommendations to the Village Board on the single biggest transportation issue in the
Village in the context of the parking pilot program. Why do they need to reframe it around some
major goal setting exercise? The Commission is actually making policy in the process of making
decisions around issues. I'm not sure we need reframe it around some high level goal setting
process; we're doing it as we go.

Chair Burke stated that the goal was to have the Village government on record with goals and
priorities for transportation to help form decisions the Commission makes, and the Village Board
makes.

Chair Burke ask the Commission to vote on these points: 1) wait until July for new guidance,
resources, tools from the Village Board and make decision; or 2) start at the July Commission
meeting the process to create goals with public input with tools currently available to the
Commission.

Commissioner Fink suggested since both options are due next month, why can’t they both be done
and see what happens with the Village Board? If there is no new guidance, get started.

Commissioner Thompson agreed with Commissioner Fink’s proposal

Commissioner Katner concurred. Commissioner Moses also agreed. Commissioner Peterson had no
input.
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Chair Burke stated the Commissioner will work with staff starting in July on developing a manage 8/11

process

9. Adjourn

There being no further business, Commissioner Fink made a motion to adjourn the meeting.
Commissioner Moses seconded the motion.

The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes - Fink, Moses, Katner, Peterson, Thompson, Burke
Nays - None

The motion passed unanimously 6 to O.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:34 PM.
Submitted by:

Shawnya Williams
Public Works Customer Service Representative
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Transportation Commission

Tuesday, May 11, 2021 - 7:00 PM
Remote Participation Meeting

1. Call to Order

Transportation Commission Staff Liaison Jill Juliano called the remote participation meeting
to order at 7:05 PM

Staff Liaison Juliano read the following statement into the record:
"The Village President has determined that an in-person meeting is not practical or
prudent due to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s disaster proclamation.
It is not feasible to have a person present at the regular meeting location due to

public safety concerns related to the COVID-19 outbreak during the Governor’s
disaster proclamation."

Roll Call

Present: Camille Fink, Garth Katner, Meghann Moses, Chair Ron Burke

Absent:  Aaron Stigger, James Thompson

Staff: Development Customer Service Director Tammie Grossman, Village Engineer Bill
McKenna, Parking Restrictions Coordinator (PRC) Cinthya Redkva, Development
Customer Service Budget and Revenue Analyst Sean Keane, Staff Liaison Jill

Juliano

2. Non-Agenda Public Comment

Commissioner Katner asked when the Commission will be able to meet in person and is the
Village thinking about it. Director Grossman responded the Village has not made a decision
yet. The Village is waiting to see what the Governor’s orders are relating to the phases and
when it will be feasible to start holding public meetings.

3. Agenda Approval

Commissioner Katner made a motion to approve tonight's agenda as presented.

Chair Burke stated if there’s enough time, he believes the work plan item to recommend to
the Village Board revised principles and goals for the Village’s transportation system network
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There is an outreach issue based on comments on different Oak Park social media
groups or forums

Include a data element such as crashes so people understand where their block falls
in terms of being a hot spot or not. Try to be as transparent as possible regarding the
screening process.

All items including prescreening tools would be recommendations to the Village
Board for the consideration and a decision.

The comment was made that maybe the prescreening process should be tested on the
backlog of existing petitions to see if it works before a call for petitions/proposals is
announced.

The discussion turned to the work plan item: developing mission statement and/or guiding
principles for the Transportation Commission and the Village's transportation system.

The Commission decided to hold off debating this item but instead discussed what the
Commissioners and staff could do between the Commission meetings to prepare for this
topic. Items discussed included:

Chair Burke to talk with different Village Board Trustees regarding getting input from
the public on what they want

Commission needs agreed upon goals to be guideposts for the Transportation
Commission when making decisions or recommendations.

Use community input to inform the Commission’s recommendations to the Village
Board for the Village’s transportation goals.

Recommend to Village Board process of getting community input.

Using public input, draft recommendations for the Village’s transportation goals to
forward to the Village Board for review and a decision.

Want Village Board approval to move forward on getting public input process due to
staff involvement and associated costs for a robust public input campaign.

Possible option: public meeting to discuss what the Village’s transportation goals are
and invite the public to the meeting to participate and not involve staff resources.
Question of: how broad of an audience do you want to reach.

Public input could be in the form of both public meeting and a survey.

Due to Covid and backlog, need to be realistic on level of public input and what is
feasible.

For the next meeting, Staff:

To provide recommendations regarding preapproval/prescreening process for
petition backlog. If viable, may use for items such as call for petitions/proposals.

0821-1
6.3
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For the next meeting, the Commissioners:
e Think about ways for getting community input so the Commission is ready to discuss
the issue. In addition, what are goals, product and deliverable for the process.
e Research what other similar type agencies or municipalities have done regarding this
process and their transportation goals.
8. ADJOURN
There being no further business, Commissioner Fink made a motion to adjourn the meeting.
The motion was seconded by Commissioner Moses.

The roll call vote was as follows:

Ayes: Fink, Moses, Katner, Burke
Nays: None

The motion passed unanimously 4 to O.
The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 PM.

Submitted by:
Gill Pubiomo

Staff Liaison Jill Juliano
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Village Of Oak Park

Transportation Commission Agenda ltem

Item Title: Develop the Draft 2022 Transportation Commission Work Plan

Review Date: Auqust 10, 2021

Prepared By: Jill Juliano

Abstract (briefly describe the item being reviewed):

Every year the Village's Boards, Commissions and Committees develop work plans for
the coming year. These plans are reviewed and approved by the Village Board of
Trustees. The approved work plans outline the activities that the Village Board wants
each board, commission and committee to perform.

The draft plans will be submitted to the Village Manager's Office later this year for
review and approval by the Village Board early next year.

Included with this agenda item is a copy of the approved 2021 Transportation
Commission work plan and a blank template for the draft 2022 work plan. The draft
2022 work plan lists the Commission's 2021 accomplishments as of July 2021. There
were no meetings in April.

As a reminder, as part of the 2021-2023 Village Board goals is for staff to present to the
Transportation Commission a Vision Zero plan for improved pedestrian safety in the first
quarter of 2022.

Staff Recommendation(s):

In addition to the standard “continue to review parking and traffic issues brought to the
Commission by Staff” work plan item, the Commission should develop a list of three to
five additional items to include on the draft 2022 work plan. The Commission may want
to carry over some 2021 work items into 2022.

Supporting Documentation Is Attached

u:\parking_traffic\p&t commission\2021 agendas\0821-1\7 - 2022 trans com work plan\draft\0821-1-7.10 draft 2021 trans com work plan
aic.docx




Approved 2021 Work Plan for Transportation Commission

Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on March 8§, 2021

2021 Initiatives and Ongoing Projects

ENABLING LANGUAGE PROJECT OUTCOMES TIME FRAME COST (if any)
Recommendations Continue to review | ¢ Improved utilization and efficiency of on- These are recurring from
the following street and off-street parking resources annual projects Transportation
issues brought * Improved level of safety for pedestrians, Commission fund
before the bicyclists, and motor vehicles as they move = $2,400/year
Commission and about in the public right-of-way. for mailing
make * Improved level of safety for school children notifications +
recommendations | walking to and from school $1,000/year for
to the Village agenda printing
Board: costs +
* Parking $6,000/year for
* Traffic traffic consultant
¢ Transportation studies +
related items $600/year for
referred by the staff webinar
Board from other training

Commissions

e Various school
traffic plans

e Pavement
geometric
changes

e Electrical
powered traffic
control devices

Evaluate Parking
Pilot Program after
180 days with
periodic interim
status reports
(carried over from
2020)

* Review results of parking pilot plan
developed for the area bounded by South
Boulevard, Oak Park Avenue, Harrison Street,
and Harlem Avenue.

¢ If necessary, recommend changes to the
plan based upon results

* Determine whether the Parking Pilot
Program has met its objectives.

Due by the 3rd
quarter of 2021

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




Approved 2021 Work Plan for Transportation Commission

Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on March 8§, 2021

ENABLING LANGUAGE PROJECT OUTCOMES TIME FRAME COST (if any)
Review update of * Make Village more bike, mobility Start in the 1st
Village's challenged, and pedestrian friendly quarter and finish by
Neighborhood * Prioritize streets for implementing the plan | the 4th quarter of
Greenways (NG) * Review how bike plan interacts with 2021
plan and its Village's 5-year capital improvement plan

implementation

program

* Implement a public education campaign
* Engage the public to improve and
accelerate implementation of the bike plan
* Increase the level of bike sharing

* Make the Neighborhood Greenways more
user friendly for all users

Review the
effectiveness of
the existing citizen
petition process /
system for
implementing
traffic calming
measures and
then modifying or
replacing them if
warranted (carried
over from 2020
work plan)

* Implement a more efficient and effective
process for addressing citizen traffic calming
requests

e Develop an adopted vision for
transportation in the Village of Oak Park

Due by the 3rd
quarter of 2021

-- continued on next page -

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




Approved 2021 Work Plan for Transportation Commission

Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on March 8§, 2021

ENABLING LANGUAGE

PROJECT

OUTCOMES

TIME FRAME

COST (if any)

Review the effects
of the 2019
Madison Street
corridor traffic
calming project
(carried over from
2020 work plan)

e Develop traffic calming recommendations
for north-south and east-west streets
adjacent to Madison Street

Due by the 4th
quarter of 2021

Develop mission
statement and/or
guiding principles
for the
Transportation
Commission and
the Village's
transportation
network

* Recommend to the Village Board revised
principles and goals for the Village's
transportation system network

- continued on next page -

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




Approved 2021 Work Plan for Transportation Commission
Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on March 8§, 2021

2020 Completed Initiatives as of September 2020

ENABLING LANGUAGE PROJECT OUTCOMES

Recommendations January - Petition | Village Board of Trustees approved this at its
for overnight on- March 2, 2020 meeting.
street permit
parking on the 400
block of N. Taylor
Ave.

Recommendations January - Petition | The Commission recommended: 1. Accept
to install a traffic staff's recommendation for the 1150 blocks of
calming device on Home and Clinton Avenues for a temporary
the 1150 blocks of | speed trailer and radar signs, 2. For staff to
Home and Clinton investigate flashing stop signs or other Level 1
Avenues traffic calming measures, and 3. Support

installation of speed tables on the 1150 blocks
of Home and Clinton Avenues as long as
neighbors support it.

Recommendations January - The Commission discussed with Staff the
Discussion possibility of implementing a permit parking
regarding parking system for registered local businesses.
permits for
registered local
businesses

Recommendations February - Verbal | Staff provided an update on this topic.
update to Commission discussion was held regarding:
Transportation three hour parking restrictions in the pilot area,
Commission’s parking passes on Madison Street, the various
recommendation to | parking needs of residents of multi-unit
amend parking pilot | buildings vs. the needs of residents in single
regulations family homes, the parking needs survey and

how it will be managed, and an indicator of
demand for passes and use of parking meters

Recommendations February - The Commission approved permanently
Discussion about changing the meeting date to the second
permanently Tuesday of the month.

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




Approved 2021 Work Plan for Transportation Commission
Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on March 8§, 2021

changing the
meeting day of the
monthly

Transportation
Commission
meeting
Recommendations February - The Commission discussed: developing a
Discussion to vision statement, developing a Complete
prioritize 2020 Streets Plan, reviewing plans from other
Transportation communities, and develop a five-year rolling
Commission work bike plan
plan items
Recommendations March Meeting cancelled due to COVID-19 pandemic.
Recommendations April Meeting cancelled due to COVID-19 pandemic.
Recommendations May Meeting cancelled due to COVID-19 pandemic.
Recommendations June - Discussion | Village Board of Trustees adopted a Slow
about implementing | Streets Pilot Program Ordinance at its July 20,
a Slow Streets Pilot | 2020 meeting. The 1st phase of the Pilot
Program on Program was implemented on August 3, 2020
residential streets on Kenilworth Ave., Van Buren St., and Harvey
in Oak Park for Ave. all south of Madison Street.
social distancing
Recommendations

July

Meeting cancelled due to COVID-19 pandemic.

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




Approved 2021 Work Plan for Transportation Commission
Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on March 8§, 2021

Recommendations August Developed draft 2021 Transportation
Commission work plan

Recommendations September Meeting cancelled due to COVID-19 pandemic.

Instructions for completing Work Plan
Please follow these instructions to complete your work plan:

Chart One: 2021 Initiatives & On-Going Projects

Column 1: Provide enabling language for your commission by topic. Use exact references only.
Column 2: List your 2021 Initiatives/projects you propose to the Village Board.

Column 3: Indicate what outcomes your project will produce.

Column 4: Indicate the proposed time frame for this project, including one which may be multi-year.
Column 5: If required for your project, indicate your proposed budget for this project.

Chart Two: 2020 Accomplishments
Column 1: Provide enabling language for your commission by topic. Use exact references only.

Column 2: List your 2020 Accomplishments
Column 3: Indicate what outcomes you achieved

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION












Draft 2022 Work Plan for Transportation Commission
Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on

Fenwick Parking
Garage)

Commission meetings. Village Board of
Trustees approved this at its August 2, 2021
meeting.

Recommendations June — Petition for | Village Board of Trustees approved this at its
Resident Parking July 6, 2021 meeting.
Only 10:00PM -
2:30AM on the
1150 block of S
Harvey Ave
Recommendations July — Discussion Staff went through survey questions one by one
of the Parking Pilot | with the Commission. The Commissioners
Program Survey provided feedback to staff on how to improve
questions, make the questions clearer. The
Commission also suggested additional
questions that would enhance survey results
and increase response rate. Staff will take all
of the comments, update the survey before
sending it back to the Commission for further
review.
Recommendations Review This item was discussed at five of their
Effectiveness of meetings so far this year. Evaluation and
Existing Petition possible recommendations to increase
Process/System for | effectiveness of the existing petition process is
Implementing still underway as of August 2021.
Traffic Calming
Measures and then
Modifying Them if
Warranted
Recommendations

Recommend to the
Village Board
Revised Principles
and Goals for the
Village’s
Transportation
System Network

This item has been discussed by the
Commission at its June and July meetings.
Discussion and development of proposed
recommendations are still underway as of
August 2021.

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION




Draft 2022 Work Plan for Transportation Commission
Approved by the Village Board of Trustees on

Instructions for completing Work Plan
Please follow these instructions to complete your work plan:

Chart One: 2021 Initiatives & On-Going Projects

Column 1: Provide enabling language for your commission by topic. Use exact references only.
Column 2: List your 2021 Initiatives/projects you propose to the Village Board.

Column 3: Indicate what outcomes your project will produce.

Column 4: Indicate the proposed time frame for this project, including one which may be multi-year.

Column 5: If required for your project, indicate your proposed budget for this project.

Chart Two: 2021 Accomplishments
Column 1: Provide enabling language for your commission by topic. Use exact references only.

Column 2: List your 2021 Accomplishments
Column 3: Indicate what outcomes you achieved

TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION



0821-1

Memorandum ‘fg;

Date: August 6, 2021

To: The Transportation Commission
From: Jill Juliano, Staff Liaison 22
Re: Background Information Regarding the Village of Oak Park’'s Park Speed Zones

During its July 13, 2021, the Transportation Commission talked about Village's Park Speed
Zones. At that time, the Commission asked questions of staff regarding Oak Park’s Park
Speed Zones. Staff responded to the questions but would provide more information at the
next Commission meeting.

Included in this enclosure are the following agenda item commentaries related to Park
Speed Zones submitted to the Village Board of Trustees in 2011 for their review and action.
These documents provide background information on the speed zones.

1. Recommendation to Establish Park Speed Zones Adjacent to Several Park District
Parks in the Village of Oak Park and Direct Staff to Prepare the Necessary
Documents (recommendation approved by the Village Board at its February 22, 2011
meeting)

2. Adopt Ordinance Amending Chapter 15, Article 1, Section 10 Regarding Speed Limits
to Establish Park Speed Zones (Ordinance adopted by the Village Board at its
November 7, 2011 meeting)
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VILLAGE OF OAK PARK 213

CITIZEN ADVISORY BOARD AND COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

[tem Title: Recommendation to Establish Park Speed Zones Adjacent to Several Park
District Parks in the Village of Oak Park and Direct. Staff to Plep are the

Necessary Documents

Resolution or Ordinance No.

Date of Board Action February 22, 2011

f’? ,“F':‘I( ’ I-{‘ ” : /,.
Submitted by: /}‘f{f i % f 7tﬂ AT G f LA

l\/ﬁciga'e‘rl}«)pemmk StafiZiaison ﬁ;lhe Transportation Conmission
Staff Review: N

L VNN
Village Engincer (:"M_ \.
\Jifni)Budrick

i ?
Village Manager’s Office S/ {V// 9/

Citizen Advisory Board Or Commission Issue Processing (Dates of Related
Commission Meetings):

At its June 7, 2010 meeting, the Village Board of Trustees voted unanimously to
refer to the Transportation Commission the issue of possibly establishing a 20 mile per
hour (mph) Park Speed Zone on Division Street adjacent tfo Field Center and on streets
adjacent to other parks in the Village of Oak Park.

The Transportation Commission reviewed this issue over several meetings. The
Commission discussed: the need for reduced speed limits around parks, the speed
limits around parks in adjacent communities, the speed limits around parks in this
|- Village, . the.Hllinois . Compiled .. Statute . 625..ILCS.. 5/11-605.3.. which. .allows for. the |..
establishment of Park Speed Zones, the possible overlapping of school speed zones
and park speed zones at certain locations, the possible need to enhanced pedestrian
crossing signage adjacent to parks, the prioritization of parks to sign, maps showing
proposed Park Speed Zones on streets adjacent to eighteen parks owned by the Park
District of Oak Park, and the benefit of obtaining support from the Park District.

The Commission concluded its review at its January 24, 2011 meeting. The
Commission initially decided to recommend to do four test sites to determine the
effectiveness of the park speed zones. They chose Taylor, Lindberg, Barrie and Maple
Parks. After further discussion, the motion was amended to include Ridgeland Common
and Rehm Pool and Park, for a total of six test sites. The Commission ultimately voted
unanimously to make the recommendation below.

w\parking_trafficip&t commission\2011 agendas\0111-1\14 - aicrs and aics\park speed zones\aicr to establish park speed zones.doc
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VILLAGE OF OAK PARK 3135

CITIZEN ADVISORY BOARD AND COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION

AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

A letter, along with maps showing proposed park speed zones around eighteen
parks was sent to the Park District for review and concurrence. The Commission's
recommendation was reviewed by the Park District Board at its February 3rd
Committee of the Whole meeting. The Park Board endorsed the proposed speed zones
around the parks and specifically at this time at the six parks recommended by the
Commission. In addition, the Park Board asked the Village Board of Trustees to
consider adding Longfellow Park to the list. The Park Board is expected to officially take
action on this issue at its regular February 17th Park Board meeting. Attached is a copy
of an email from Park District of Oak Park Executive Director Gary Balling summarizing
the Park Board's February 3rd meeting.

Item Policy Commentary (Previous Board Review, History, Key Points, Current
Issue, Commission Recommendation):

The Transportation Commission voted unanimously to make the following
recommendation:

If the Village Board concurs with the Commission's recommendation tonight, Staff
will prepare the necessary draft Ordinance for adoption at a later date.

Attached exhibits:
(A) lllinois Compiled Statute 625 ILCS 5/11-605.3

(B) .. Maps showing the proposed park speed zones around the sixparks |

(C) Copy of email from Park District

Staff Commentary (If applicable or different than Commission):

Staff concurs with the Commission's recommendation. Staff intends to perform
‘before and after' speed surveys around the six parks to determine the effectiveness of
the park speed zones. Information from these surveys will be presented to the
Transportation Commission for consideration to recommend implementing the park
speed zones around the remaining parks.

Staff will review the Park District Board's February 17th meeting results regarding
the proposed park speed zones. Staff will present these results to the Village Board if

u\parking traffic\p&t commission’2011 agendas\0111-1\14 - aicrs and aics'\park speed zonesiaicr to cstablish park speed zones.doc
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VILLAGE OF OAK PARK 4135

CITIZEN ADVISORY BOARD AND COMMISSION RECOMMENDATION
AGENDA ITEM COMMENTARY

and when it acts on the draft Ordinance to establish the park speed zones. At that time,
Staff will also present its recommendation regarding adding park speed zones on the
streets adjacent to Longfellow Park.

Item Budget Commentary (If applicable, Account #, Balance, Cost of Contract):

Staff estimates that it would cost less than five thousand dollars ($5,000) to establish
the park speed zones around the six proposed parks. This works out to approximately
$800 per park.

Proposed Commission Action:

Concur with the Transportation Commission's recommendation and Direct Staff to
Prepare the Necessary Documents.

Proposed Staff Action (if different):

u:\parking_traffic\p&t commission'\2011 agendas\0111-1114 - aicrs and aics\park speed zonestaicr to establish park speed zones.doc
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Village of Oak Park
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Parking and Traffic Commission and Staff Comparison Matrix

REVIEW OF DETAILED MAPS OF PROPOSED PARK SPEED ZONES AROUND PUBLIC PARKS

Establish 20 mile per
hour Park Speed Zones
on streets adjacent to
Taylor Park, Lindberg
Park, Barrie Park,
Maple Park, Ridgeland
Common, and Rehm Pool
and Park and seek Park
District of oak Park
concurrence regarding
these six parks.

Concur

printed on 2/8/2011 at 9:55 AM

0111-1 AICR park speed zones compariscn matrix.xls

page 1 of 1




Information maintained by the Legislative Reference Bureau
Updating the database of the lllinois Compiled Statutes (ILCS) is an ongoing process. Recent laws may

not yet be included in the ILCS database, but they are found on this site as Public Acts socn after they
become law. For information concerning the relationship between statutes and Public Acts, refer to the
Guide.

Because the statute database is maintained primarily for legislative drafting purposes, statutory changes
are sometimes included in the statute database before they take effect. If the source note at the end of a
Section of the statutes includes a Public Act that has not yet taken effect, the version of the law that is
currently in effect may have already been removed from the database and you should refer to that Public

Act to see the changes made to the current law.

VEHICLES
(625 ILCS 5/) lllinois Vehicle Code.

(625 ILCS 5/Ch. 11 Art. VI heading)
ARTICLE VI. SPEED RESTRICTIONS

0821-1
OE1
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See the next page for 625 ILCS 5/11-605.3 - Special traffic
protections while passing parks and recreation facilities and
areas
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€25 ILCS 5/11-605.3

Sec. 11-605.3. Special traffic protections while passing
parks and recreation facilities and areas.
(a) As used in this Section:

(1) "Park district™ means the following entities:

(A) any park distriect organized under the Park

District Code;

(B} any park district organized under the Chicago

Park District Act; and

(C}) any municipality, county, forest district,
school district, township, or other unit cf lccal
government that cperates a public recreation
department or public recreation facilities that has
recreation facilities that are not on land owned by

any park district listed in subparagraphs (&) and (B)

of this subdivision (a) {1).

{2) "Park zone" means the recreation facilities and
areas on any land owned or operated by a park district
that are used for recreational purposes, including but not
limited to: parks; playgrounds; swimming pools; hiking
trails; bicycle paths; picnic areas; roads and streets;
and parking lots.

(3) "Park zone street" means that portion of any
street or intersection under the control of a local unit
of government, adjacent to a park zone, where the local
unit c¢f government has, Dby rdinance or resolution,
designated and approved the street or intersection as a
park zone street. If, before the effective date of this
amendatory Act of the 9%4th General Assembly, a street
already had a posted speed limit lower than 20 miles per
hour, then the lower limit may be used for that park zone
street.

{4) "Safety purposes" means the costs associated
with: park zone safety  education; the purchase,
installation, and maintenance of signs, roadway painting,
and caution lights mounted on park =zone signs; and any
other cxpense asscciated with park zones and park zcne
streets.

(b) On any day when children are present and within 30

feet of motorized traffic, a person may not drive a motor

vehicle at a speed in excess of 20 miles per hour or any lower
posted speed while traveling on a park zone street that has
been designated for the posted reduced speed.

(c}) On any day when children are present and within 50
feet of motorized traffic, any driver traveling on a park zcne
street who fails to come to a complete stop at a stop sign or
red light, including & driver who fails to come to a complete
stop at a red light before turning right onte a park zone
street, is in viclation of this Section.

(d) This Section does not apply unless appropriate signs
are posted upon park zone streets maintained by the Department
or by the unit of local government in which the park zone is
iocated. With regard to the special speed limit on park zone
streets, the signs must give proper due warning that a park
zone is being approached and must indicate the maximum speed

0821-1
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limit on the park zone street.

(e} A first wviolation of this Section is a petty offense
with a minimum fine cof $2530. A second or subsequent violation
of this Section is a petty offense with a minimum fine of
$500.

(f) When a fine Zfor a wviclation of this Section 1is
imposed, the person whe viclates this Section shall be charged
an additional $80, toc be paid to the park district for safety
purpcses.

(g) The Department shall, within 6 months of the effective
date of this amendatory Rct of the 94th General Assembly,
design a set of standardized traffic signs for park zcnes and
park zone streets, including but not limited to: "park zone™,
"park zone speed limit"”, and "warning: approaching a park
zone"., The design of these gsigns shall be made available to
all units of local government or manufacturers at no charge,
except for reprecduction and postage.

{(Scurce: P.A. %94-808, eff. 5-26-00.)
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Koperniak, Mike

From: Gary Balling [garyb@oakparkparks.com]

Sent: Friday, February 04, 2011 9:03 AM

To: Koperniak, Mike

Cc: '‘Paul Aeschleman’; dianes@oakparkparks.com; 'Karen Gruszka'; ‘Neil Adams'
Subject: Proposed Park Speed Zones

Mike,

All went well last evening at the Park Board Committee of the Whole Meeting.
Transportation Commission Chait Paul Aeschleman did a good job of reviewing the
issue of establishing speed zones on streets adjacent to parks. Thete was Patk Board
consensus to endorse the proposed speed zones at patks and specifically at this time
at the six parks recommended by the Transportation Commission of the Village of
Oak Park. The six parks as recommended by the Commission are Bartie, Lindberg,
Maple, Rehm, Ridgeland Common and Taylor. If a seventh patk could be considered
it would be Longfellow Park. The Park Board will consider action to affitm their
endotsement as patt of the agenda for the Regular Park Board Meeting on Thursday,
February 17 since no official action can be taken at the Committee of the Whole
Meeting. Once the Park Boatd takes action it will be followed by a letter from Park
Boatd President Mark Gartland.

Resident Rick Kuner was also at the meeting presenting infotmation on a Travel
Study he was working on with out staff members and recommended to Paul, pending
the Village Board authorization (approval to proceed by Village Trustees) of the speed
zones that we should provide for communication to the public. We can be of
assistance in this area by providing information through our eNews, posters around
parks and in out Park District Brochure. We also have many lines of communications
with partner groups.

Thank you and the Traffic Commission for yout wotk on this issue. If I can be of
further assistance or provide additional information please let me know.

Gary Balling, CPRP
Park District of Oak Park
218 Madison Street

Qak Park, 11 60302
708.725.2020

fax 708.725.2095
garvb@oakparkparks.com

In partnership with the community, we provide quality parks and recreation experiences for the
residents of Oak Park.

g."';Pleese consider the envirenment before printing this emafl.
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January 26, 2011

Gary Balling

Executive Director

Park District of Oak Park
218 Madison Street

Oak Park, IL 60302

Re: Proposed Park Speed Zones
Dear Gary:

At its January 24, 2011 meeting, the Transportation Commission of the
Village of Oak Park discussed the issue of establishing park speed zones on
the streets adjacent to eighteen public parks in the Village. These twenty mile
per hour park speed zones would be similar in nature to existing school speed
zones adjacent to schools. After considerable discussion, the Commission
voted unanimously to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees to establish
the park speed zones.

Given the cost and time involved in establishing the speed zones around all
eighteen parks at the same time, the Commission voted to recommend to
establish the park speed zones around what they considered to be the six most
used parks. The Village could then review the effectiveness of the park speed
zones before implementing them around the remaining parks. The six parks
recommended by the Commission are Barrie, Lindberg, Maple, Rehm,
Ridgeland Common, and Taylor.

The Commission and Village Staff are requesting that the Park District
review the six recommended parks and reply with its written concurrence or
nonoccurrence. The Commission and Village Staff are amenable to the Park
District recommending a different mix of six parks if it believes that the park
speed zones are more needed at one or more other parks.

Once the Park District has provided its written response, Village Staff will
prepare the necessary documents for submitting the Commission's
recommendations and the Park District's response to the Village Board for
action.

u:\parking_traffic\p&t commission\2011 agendas\0111-1\6 - park zone speed limits\to park district for review on 20110126.doc
created 1/26/11
page 1 of 2
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Please review the attached maps showing the proposed park speed zones
around eighteen Park District parks. Respond in writing indicating either that the
Park District concurs with the six recommended parks or is recommending a
different mix of six parks. If possible, return the response to my attention on or
before Friday, February 4, 2011.

Contact me by phone at (708) 358-5724 or by email at koperniak@oak-
park.us if you have any questions.

Sincerely,

THE VILLAGE OF OAK PARK

Michael Koperniak, P.E.
Civil Engineer Il
Engineering Division
Village of Oak Park
Public Works Center

201 South Boulevard
Oak Park, Illinois 60302
phone: (708) 358-5724

fax: (708) 434-1600
email: koperniak@oak-park.us
web: www.oak-park.us

u:\parking_traffic\p&t commission\2011 agendas\0111-1\6 - park zone speed limits\to park district for review on 20110126.doc
created 1/26/11
page 2 of 2
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Transportation Commission
Monday, January 24, 2011 - 7:00 PM
Council Chambers - Village Hall
Call to Order and Roll Call Chair  Aeschleman called the meeting to

order at 7:15PM.

Present: Chair Paul Aeschleman, John Abbott, Charles Frangos, Laszlo Medgyesy
Excused: Jack Chalabian Il (arrived at 7:45 PM)

Absent: John Dagnon, Beth Marek

Staff Present:  Jim Budrick, Michael Koperniak, John Kloak

Approval Of Tonight's Meeting

Commissioner Medgyesy motioned to approve tonight's agenda as presented.
Commissioner Abbott seconded the motion. The motion was approved by a 4 to 0 voice
vote.

Approval Of Draft Minutes From Previous Meetings

Commissioner Medgyesy motioned and Commissioner Abbott seconded to
approved the draft November 22, 2010 Transportation Commission meeting minutes as
submitted. The motion passed 4 to 0.

1st item - Referral From The Plan Commission To Provide An Opinion Regarding Specific
Parking And Traffic Issues Related To The Proposed Interfaith Housing
Development Project At The Corner Of Madison Street And Grove Avenue

Village Engineer Jim Budrick gave a presentation on this issue, including
background information. He indicated that the Commission was being asked to review
two specific issues, (a) a possible traffic diverter on Grove Avenue, and (b) the use of
on-street commercial parking to meet zoning requirements.

Chair Aeschleman inquired about the existing parking restrictions on Madison Street.
Budrick responded that there is a 2 hour 9AM - 5PM parking restriction on Madison
Street.

There was a discussion about the proposed developments project timeline.

Chair Aeschleman asked how the issue of overnight guest parking was addressed.
A short discussion of this followed.

page 1 of 5



0821-1
OE1
20/35

Tim Dorn of DeWalt Hamilton, the developer's traffic engineers, explained the details
of the their parking study.

Commissioner Medgyesy asked Staff where overnight guests would park. Budrick
responded that Grove Avenue would be the first choice and then the on-site employee
parking spaces.

The Commission discussed the need for a possible traffic diverter on Grove Avenue.
Budrick responded that the traffic data does not support a traffic diverter at this time. He
further stated that the Village has requested some developer's to establish a fifty-
thousand dollar escrow account for the possible future installation of a traffic diverter.

Chair Aeschleman asked if a precedent would be established if on-street parking
spaces could be used to meet zoning parking requirements for private developments. A
discussion about this followed.

The Commission discussed and agreed that it could concur with using the on-street
commercial parking to meet zoning requirements as long as overnight guests can also
use the spaces.

Commissioner Abbott expressed concern about using existing Madison Street
parking spaces for overnight guests because they could hinder daytime commercial
users.

Commissioner Abbott motioned and Commissioner Medgyesy seconded to
recommend to concur with the following staff recommendations.

(a) Do not install a traffic diverter on Grove Avenue at this time. However, if the Plan
Commission deems is warranted, the Village should require the Developer to establish
a five year long escrow account for the possible installation of a traffic diverter at some
point in the future.

(b)  Allow the use of existing Madison Street parking spaces to satisfy the zoning
requirements for commercial parking by the proposed development.

AYES: Abbott, Aeschleman, Medgyesy, Frangos
NAYES: none

ABSTENTION: none

The motion passed 4 to 0.

Staff indicated that the Commission's recommendations would be forwarded to the
Plan Commission.
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2nd item - Review Of Draft Speed Table Policy

This is a continuation of the Commission's review of a draft speed table policy.
John Kloak gave a presentation and outlined the proposed draft speed table policies.

Commissioner Frangos inquired if a 51 percent petition requirement was standard.
Budrick responded in the affirmative. Commissioner Frangos then asked how Staff
would determine if traffic has moved to adjacent streets.

The Commission and Staff had a discussion on various ways to reduce speeding.

Commissioner Abbott asked why the Village shouldn't always use speed cushions
instead of speed tables. Kloak responded that speed cushions would only be used on
emergency fire routes.

The Commission and Staff had a discussion of the different types of permanent
speed tables and speed cushions and their use on local streets.

Commissioner Medgyesy indicated that the proposed criteria # 3 was vague.

The Commission and staff had a discussion about requiring residents to pay for the
installation of speed tables and cushions. Commission Abbott gave his views on sharing
costs.

Chair Aeschleman expressed concern about the 1,000 ADT criteria because ADT's
vary throughout the year and by parks and schools. Aeschleman also inquired about
how to deal with the 51 percent petition requirement when one side of the block is a
park.

Commissioner Medgyesy inquired about the speed table on Gunderson by Rehm Park.
Budrick explained the background on this speed table.

The Commission also inquired about the cases like along Lemoyne Parkway by
Lindberg park where there are only two houses on the block and a park on one side.

Commissioner Chalabian also indicated that the 3rd criteria is vague. He also indicated
that it should be made clear during the petition process that resident would be required
t6o pay for the speed tables.

Chair Aeschleman expressed concern about intergovernmental agreements if parks and
or schools requested the speed tables or cushions.

Budrick suggested that the Village would pay for temporary testing of the speed
tables and for a shared cost for a permanent installation.
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Commissioner Chalabian concurred with the comments regarding intergovernmental
agreements.

Chair Aeschleman inquired as to how speed tables and cushions would affect bicyclists.
Staff responded that bicyclists could ride in between the speed cushions.

Budrick indicated that Staff would present the final draft speed table policies at the
next Commission meeting.

Commissioner Medgyesy indicated that Staff should add text about testing procedures.
This item was tabled until the next meeting.

3rd item - Review Of Detailed Maps Of Proposed Park Speed Zones Around Public Parks

Staff Liaison Koperniak gave a PowerPoint presentation regarding the proposed
Park Speed Zones around eighteen parks in the Village. It was indicated that the speed
limit would be 20 miles per hour in these zones.

Commissioner Medgyesy asked about the locations where the proposed park speed
zones would overlap with existing school speed zones.

Chair Aeschleman asked about the possibility of improved pedestrian crossing
signage and motorists stopping for pedestrians. Staff replied that the village could look
at additional signage.

There was a discussion regarding if Ridgeland Avenue and/or Washington
Boulevard were to retain their existing 30 miler per hour speed limits. Staff replied that
these are unmarked State of lllinois highways and therefore, the State has jurisdiction
regarding the posted speed limit.

Chair Aeschleman asked the if the Village would be shortchanging itself by only
implementing the park speed zones without considering enhanced pedestrian
crossings. Commissioner Abbott supported the notion of enhanced signage including
the possible use of portable Stop For Pedestrian signs in the middle of the road.

The Commission and Staff had a discussion about the cost and time of
implementing the park speed zones at all 18 park locations. This discussion included
prioritizing the parks for signage. Commissioner Frangos suggested prioritizing based
on pedestrian / vehicle collisions. Another suggestion was to prioritize based on park
usage statistics. Another suggestion was to implement Staff's recommendations unless
the Park District says otherwise. It was suggested to have the Park District review the
recommended park speed zone locations.

Commissioner Medgyesy asked Staff if the Village ever removes or consolidates
signs. Village Engineer Jim Budrick responded yes.
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The Commission used their knowledge of park usage to discuss and then
recommend four test sites: Taylor Park, Lindberg Park, Barrie Park, and Maple Park.
The Commission also wants these recommendations reviewed by the Park District.

Commissioner Medgyesy motioned to recommend establishing park speed zones
around Taylor Park, Lindberg Park, Barrie Park, and Maple Park and to request
concurrence by the Park District. Commissioner Abbott seconded the motion.

Chair Aeschleman proposed a friendly amendment to add Ridgeland Common and
Rehm Park/Pool to the list of proposed sites.

The revised list now includes: Taylor Park, Lindberg Park, Barrie Park, and Maple
Park, Ridgeland Common and Rehm Park/Pool.

AYES: Abbott, Aeschleman, Medgyesy, Chalabian, Frangos
NAYES: none

ABSTENTION: none

The motion passed 5 to 0.

Staff indicated that it would forward the Commission's recommendations on to the
Park District for its review and concurrence.

Adjournment:

There being no other business, it was moved and seconded to adjourn. The motion
was approved unanimously by voice vote. The meeting was adjourned at 9:10 PM.

Respectfully submitted,

Michael Koperniak, Staff Liaison
Transportation Commission
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ORDINANCE AMENDING CHAPTER 15, ARTICLE 1,
SECTION 10 REGARDING SPEED LIMITS TO
ESTABLISH PARK SPEED ZONES

Whereas, the Park District of Oak Park is a duly authorized park district within
the State of Illinois; and

Whereas, the Park District of Oak Park has established Taylor Park, located at
400 W Division Street; Lindberg Park, located on Greenfield Street between Marion and
Woodbine Avenues; Barrie Park, located at 1011 S. Lombard Avenue; Maple Park,
located at 11035 S. Maple Avenue; Ridgeland Common, located at 415 W. Lake Street;
and Rehm Pool and Park, located at 515 Garfield Street as parks within the Village of
Oak Park; and

Whereas, Section 5/11-605.3 of the Illinois Vehicle Code 625 11.CS, authorizes
local governmental entities to designate certain streets adjacent to recreational facilities
and areas on any land owned and operated by a park district that is used for recreational
purposes as “park zone streets,” so as to reduce speed limits on such streets to (20) miles
per hour on any day when children are present and within fifty (50) feet of motorized
traffic; and

Whereas, the Transportation Commission of the Village of Oak Park, at it’s
January 24, 2011 meeting, voted unanimously to make the recommendation to the
Village Board of Trustees to establish Park Zones Streets adjacent to Taylor Park,
Lindberg Park, Barrie Park, Maple Park, Ridgeland Common and Rehm Pool and Park;
and

Whereas, The Park District Board of Commissioners of Qak Park endorsed the
proposed Park Zones Streets at all six parks which were recommended by the
Transportation Commission of Oak Park at if’s February 7, 2011 commission meeting;
and

Whereas, The Oak Park Village Board of Trustees reviewed the Transportation
Commissions recommendations at it’s February 22, 2011 meeting and approved a motion
to direct staff to prepare an Ordinance to designate Park Zone Streets with a (20) mile per
hour speed limit on streets adjacent to Taylor Park, Lindberg Park, Barric Park, Maple
Park, Ridgeland Common and Rehm Pool and Park.

Now Therefore, Be it Ordained by the President and Board of Trustees of the
Village of Oak Park, Cook County, [, that Chapter 15, Article 1, Section 10 of the
Village Code be amended to read as follows:
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15-1-10: SPEED LIMITS:

A

The maximum speed limit for a motor vehicle in the Village shall be twenty (20)
miles per hour on Elizabeth Court and Lake Street from Harlem Avenue to Forest
Avenue and shall be twenty five (25) miles per hour on all other streets except the
following:

Austin Boulevard
Harlem Avenue
Madison Street

North Avenue
Ridgeland Avenue
Roosevelt Road
Washington Boulevard

On these specifically named streets the maximum speed limit shall be as specified
in 625 Illinois Compiled Statutes 5/11-601 et seq., adopted in section 15-1-1 of
this article.

The maximum speed limit for a motor vehicle shall be (20) miles per hour in

a Park Speed Zone. The following locations shall be designated as Park
Speed Zones:

. Ridgeland Avenue from a point approximately 50 feet south of Lenox Street

to Division Street.

. Division Street from a point approximately 220 feet west of ElImwood Avenue

to Ridgeland Avenue.

. Elmwood Avenue from Division Street to Berkshire Street.

. Berkshire Street from a point approximately 220 feet west of Elmwood

Avenue to Rideeland Avenue.

. LeMoyne Parkway from Marion Street to Woodbine Avenue.

. Marion Street from LeMovne Parkwav to Greenfield Street.

. Greenficeld Street from Marion Street to Woodbine Avenue

. Garfield Street from a point approximately 90 feet east of Highland Avenue

to a point approximately 90 feet west of Lyman Avenue.

. Lombard Avenue from Garfield Street to Harvard Street.

[\
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10.Tavlor Avenue from Garfield Street to Harvard Street. 28/35

11.Harvard Street from Lombard Avenue to Taylor Avenue.

12. Lexington Street from Harlem Avenue to Wisconsin Avenue.

13.Maple Avenue from Lexington Street to Roosevelt Road.

14.L.ake Street from East Avenue to Ridgeland Avenue.

15.East Avenue from Lake Street to South Boulevard.

16.Scoville Avenue from Lake Street to South Boulevard.

17.Rideeland Avenue from Lake Street to South Boulevard

18. Garfield Street {rom East Avenue to Elmwood Avenue,

19. East Avenue from Garfield Street to Harvard Street.

20.Scoville Avenue from Harvard Street to a point approximately 490 feet north
of Harvard Street.

21.Gunderson Avenue from Garfield Street to Harvard Street.

THIS ORDINANCE shall be in full force and effect from and after its adoption,

approval, publication, and posting of appropriate signs, as provided by law.

ADOPTED this 7% day of November, 2011, pursuant to a roll call vote as
follows:

AYES: Trustees Brewer, Hedges, Lueck, Salzman and Tucker; President Pope

NAYS: None

ABSENT: Trustee Johnson

APPROVED by me this 7% day of November, 2011.



ATTEST:

\ﬁ/‘u&(a« i"OmaZﬂ
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Teresa Powell
Village Clerk

Dade Popg’ f

Vlﬁa"ge Pre%tggﬂ
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Meeting Minutes

President and Board of Trustees

Monday, June 7, 2021 6:30 PM Village Hall

l. Call to Order

Village President Scaman called the meeting to order at 6:33 P.M. She
authorized a statement be read providing that the meeting is being held
remotely due to COVID-19 restrictions and guidelines and that it is not
prudent to have people present at the Village Board's regular meeting
location due to public health concerns related to that pandemic.

Il. Roll Call

Present: 7 - Village President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

Absent: 0

lll. Consideration of Motion to Adjourn to Executive Session to Discuss Collective
Bargaining and Litigation

It was moved by Village Trustee Buchanan, seconded by Village Trustee

Robinson that this motion be approved for Approval of Executive Session Minutes
pursuant to 5 ILCS 12/2(c)(21), Pending Litigation pursuant to 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(11),
and Collective Bargaining pursuant to 5 ILCS 120/2(c)(2). The motion was
approved. The roll call on the vote was as follows:

AYES: 7 - Village President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

NAYS: O

ABSENT: 0
V. Reconvene to Regular Meeting in Council Chambers and Call to Order

The Regular Meeting reconvened at 7:34 P.M.
VI. Roll Call

Present: 7 - Village President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

Absent: O

VIl. Agenda Approval

Village of Oak Park Page 1 Printed on 7/7/2021
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clarified the reasons behind the decision.
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XIll. Village Board Committees

Village President Scaman stated that moving forward this section will
include the Trustee Citizen Commission reports as well.

Village Trustee Buchanan provided information regarding
InterGovernmental Assembly (IGOV) and the Oak Park Economic
Development Corporation (OPEDC).

Village Trustee Taglia provided an update as a member to the Firefighters
Pension Board.

XIll. Citizen Commission Vacancies

E. ID 21-161

Board & Commission Vacancy Report for June 7, 2021.

There were no comments.

XIV. Citizen Commission Appointments, Reappointments and Chair Appointments

F. ID 21-162

AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

Motion to Consent to the Village President’'s Appointment of:

Aging in Place Commission - Marion Baumgarten, Appoint as Member
Board of Health - Wynne Lacey, Appoint as Member

Building Codes Advisory Commission - Rick Easty, Appoint as Member
Civic Information Systems Commission - Siva Balu, Appoint as Member
Civic Information Systems Commission - Thomas Ptacek, Appoint as
Member

Transportation Commission - Ryan Peterson, Appoint as Member

Village Clerk Waters read the names aloud.

It was moved by Village Trustee Walker-Peddakotla, seconded by Village Trustee
Robinson to approve the Motion. The motion was approved. The roll call on the
vote was as follows:

7 - Village President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

0

0

XV. Consent Agenda

Approval of the Consent Agenda

It was moved by Village Trustee Walker-Peddakotlaand seconded by Village
Trustee Buchanan to approve the items under the Consent Agenda. The motion
was approved. The roll call on the vote was as follows:

Village of Oak Park
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AYES:

NAYS:

ABSENT:

G. RES 21-112

H. ORD 21-40
. ORD 21-41
J. ORD 21-43
K. MOT 21-63
L. RES 21-128
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7 - Village President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Villag
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

0

0

A Resolution Approving a Capital Lease with Huntington Public Capital
Corporation in the Amount of $244,720 to Finance the Purchase of a
Pelican Street Sweeper and Authorizing the Village Manager to Execute
Any and All Documents for the Capital Lease

This Resolution was adopted.

Concur with the Plan Commission’s Recommendation and Adopt an
Ordinance Amending Article 8 (“Uses”) of the Oak Park Zoning Ordinance
to Add Outpatient Behavioral Health in the HS-Harrison Street Zoning
District as a Special Use

This Ordinance was adopted.

Concur with the Plan Commission’s Recommendation and Adopt an
Ordinance Granting a Special Use Permit for an Outpatient Behavioral
Health Establishment at 213-215 Harrison Street

This Ordinance was adopted.

Concur with the Zoning Board of Appeals’ Recommendation and Adopt An
Ordinance Granting a Special Use Permit to Operate a Physical Therapy
Clinic at 221 Harrison Street

This Ordinance was adopted.

A Motion to Concur with the Transportation Commission’s
Recommendation to Extend the Zone Y8 Overnight Parking Permit from
9:00 p.m. - 10:00 a.m. for the South Side of Washington Boulevard from
Humphrey Avenue to Taylor Street

This Motion was approved.

A Resolution Approving an Intergovernmental Agreement between the
Villages of Oak Park and River Forest and the Townships of Oak Park and
River Forest to Create a Home Repair Program and Authorizing its
Execution

Public comment submitted, but not read aloud.

Valerie Lester: Valerie Lester submitted a comment in support of the
intergovernmental agreement between the Villages of Oak Park and River
Forest and the Townships of Oak Park and River Forest to Create a Home

Village of Oak Park
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Meeting Minutes

President and Board of Trustees

Tuesday, July 6, 2021 7:00 PM Village Hall

l. Call to Order

Village President Scaman called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. She
authorized a statement be read providing that the meeting is being held
remotely due to COVID-19 restrictions and guidelines and that it is not
prudent to have people present at the Village Board's regular meeting
location due to public health concerns related to that pandemic.

Il. Roll Call
Present: 7 - Village President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla
Absent: 0
lll. Agenda Approval
It was moved by Village Trustee Walker-Peddakotla, seconded by Village Trustee
Enyia, to approve the Agenda. The motion was approved. The roll call on the
vote was as follows:
AYES: 7 - Vilage President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla
NAYS: 0
ABSENT: O
IV. Minutes
A. MOT 21-76 Motion to Approve Minutes from Regular Remote Meeting of June 24,

2021 and Special Remote Meeting of June 28, 2021 of the Village Board.

It was moved by Village Trustee Robinson, seconded by Village Trustee
Walker-Peddakotla, to approve the Minutes. The motion was approved. The roll
call on the vote was as follows:

AYES: 7 - Village President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

NAYS: O
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VIIl. Citizen Commission Vacancies

C. ID 21-190 Board & Commission Vacancy Report for July 6, 2021.

President Scaman mentioned the village is looking for more members for
the Citizen Involvement Commission.

IX. Citizen Commission Appointments, Reappointments and Chair Appointments

D. ID 21-191 Motion to Consent to the Village President’s Appointment of:
Citizen Police Oversight Committee - Justin Johnson, Appoint as Member
Community Relations Commission - Cathy Flowers, Appoint as Member
Housing Programs Advisory Committee - Juanta Griffin, Appoint as Member
Housing Programs Advisory Committee - Keith Spencer, Appoint as Member

Deputy Village Clerk DeViller read the names aloud.

It was moved by Village Trustee Enyia, seconded by Village Trustee Buchanan,
to approve the Motion. The motion was approved. The roll call on the vote was
as follows:

AYES: 7 - Vilage President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

NAYS: O

ABSENT: 0

X. Consent Agenda

Approval of the Consent Agenda

It was moved by Village Trustee Robinson and seconded by Village Trustee
Buchanan to approve the items under the Consent Agenda. The motion was
approved. The roll call on the vote was as follows:

AYES: 7 - Vilage President Scaman, Village Trustee Buchanan, Village Trustee Enyia, Village
Trustee Parakkat, Village Trustee Robinson, Village Trustee Taglia, and Village
Trustee Walker-Peddakotla

NAYS: O
ABSENT: O
E. RES 21-148 A Resolution Approving an Amendment to the Independent Contractor

Agreement with Meade, Inc. for Emergency Street Lighting and Traffic
Signal Repair Services to Change the Not to Exceed Amount from
$20,000.00 to $26,000.00 and Authorizing its Execution

This Resolution was adopted.
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F. MOT 21-74

G. ORD 21-52
H. RES 21-139
. RES 21-149
J. RES 21-150
K. RES 21-153
L. RES 21-155

Xl. Regular Agenda

M. RES 21-157

A Motion to Concur with the Transportation Commission’s
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Recommendation to Restrict Parking on the 1150 Block of South Harvey to
Residents Between the Hours of 10:00 p.m. and 2:30 a.m. and Directing
Staff to Install Signage Regarding Said Restriction

This Motion was approved.

An Ordinance Updating and Replacing the Map Codified as Part of Section
15-1-26 of the Oak Park Village Code to Reflect the Village’s Current Time
Restrictions, Time Limits, and Prohibited Parking Areas

This Ordinance was adopted.

A Resolution Approving an Amendment to the Professional Services
Agreement with Advanced Security Solutions, Inc. for Security Services at
Village Parking Structures and Village Hall to Change the Not to Exceed
Amount for Security Services Provided at Village Hall from $30,000.00 to
$55,000.00 and Authorizing its Execution

This Resolution was adopted.

A Resolution Approving an Independent Contractor Agreement with JLJ
Contracting, Inc. for the Construction of an Enclosure Adjacent to the
Northeast Elevator/Stair Tower on the Second Level of the Village-Owned
Oak Park River Forest High School Parking Structure in an Amount Not to
Exceed $73,450.00, Authorizing Its Execution and Waiving the Village’s Bid
Process

This Resolution was adopted.

A Resolution Approving and Adopting an Amendment to Section IV
(“Compensation”) of the Village of Oak Park Personnel Manual to add
Juneteenth as an Employee Holiday

This Resolution was adopted.

A Resolution Authorizing the Execution of a Settlement Agreement
Workers’ Compensation Case Numbers 2018 WC 38478 and 2018 WC 36092

This Resolution was adopted.

A Resolution Approving a Memorandum of Understanding Between the
Village of Oak Park and Cook County from the United States Department of
Housing and Urban Development for Lead Removal Activities and
Authorizing its Execution

This Resolution was adopted.

A Resolution Appointing Lisa Shelley Interim Village Manager

Village of Oak Park
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