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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 Illinois 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.  
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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 
 
1. Call to Order 
 
2. Non-Agenda Public Comment - Up To 15 Minutes 

 2.1 Written Public Comment 
 
3. Agenda Approval 
 
4. Approval of Draft Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes 

 4.1  July 13, 2021 draft Transportation Commission meeting minutes 
 
5. 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 

 
6. 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 Item 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 
 
7. DEVELOP THE TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION’S DRAFT 2022 WORK PLAN 
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7.1  Staff Agenda Item 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 







DRAFT Meeting Minutes 
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.  
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DCS Director Grossman asked that Agenda Item 8 (Discussion of the Parking Pilot 
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 0. 

 
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 0. 

 
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 
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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 8AM-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 0. 

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 
questions.  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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 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 FYI 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 
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 19th 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.  
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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 
questions 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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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 0.
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:08pm.
 
Submitted by: 
Anna Muench 
Customer Service Representative II
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Safe Park Zones 2
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The mission of Active Transportation Alliance is to make 

bicycling, walking, and public transit so safe, convenient, and 

fun that we will achieve a signi cant 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
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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 rst state to provide legal protection for Safe Park ones. 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 ones within your community.

Illinois State Vehicle Code 

 (625 ILCS 5/11-605.3) 

    Sec. 11-605.3. Special traf c 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 traf c, 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 traf c, 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 rst violation of this Section is a petty offense with a minimum ne of 250. A second or subsequent violation of 

this Section is a petty offense with a minimum ne of 500. 

    (f) When a ne 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 traf c 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.) 
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Safe Park Zones 8

Signage Placement Guidelines

e lli is e a tme t  a s tati   e i es t e i stallati   si a e i  a s eci c se e ce i  e  t  
esi ate a a e a  e  e a e a  es i a e laceme t  ill st ati   a e  em st ates a  e ie  
 laceme t e i eme ts  

(Excerpted From) Illinois Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devides 

SECTION 2B.I70 (ILLINOIS) PARK ZONE SPEED LIMIT SIGNS

Support: Section 5/11-605.3 of the Illinois Vehicle Code allows local agencies to establish Park ones and Park one 

Speed Limits by ordinance or resolution on streets and highways under their jurisdictions which abut parks.   

Standard: The PAR  O E SPEED LIMIT 20 WHE  CHILDRE  ARE PRESE T 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-I108 sign shall not be used on roadways under the jurisdiction of the Illinois 

Department of Transportation. 

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 one Speed limit includes the hours the limit is in 

effect, the hours may be included on the lower portion of the PAR  O E SPEED LIMIT sign (R2-I108) such as “8 

AM - 8 PM WHEN CHILDREN ARE PRESENT.”

Each section of roadway designated as a Safe Park one 

will require a PARK ZONE, W15-I100 sign (Figure A, 

pg 12 in Safe Park one Signage section) to be installed in 

advance of the Safe Park one street segment to inform 

road users that they are approaching a Safe Park one.

Following this, a SPEED ZONE AHEAD assembly, also in 

advance of the zone is required. This assembly shall consist 

of a uorescent yellow-green W3-5 sign (Fig. B, pg 13) or 

W3-5a sign (Fig. C, pg 14) with the W15-I100p 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-I108 (Fig. E, pg 16) assembly shall 

be used. Within the Safe Park one 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 PAR  ONE sign 

approaching the Safe Park one, in relation to the SPEED 

ONE AHEAD assembly, should be based on engineering 

judgment, but IDOT recommends spacing of at least 100 

feet between signs. The PAR  ONE 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 niform Traf c 

Control Devices. These values can be adjusted so that 

proposed signs do not interfere with driveways,  

entrances, etc.  
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7/9/2021 625 ILCS 5/ Illinois Vehicle Code.

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

 (625 ILCS 5/11-605.3) 
    Sec. 11-605.3. Special traffic protections while passing parks and recreation faci
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. 
    (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. 
    (f) (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.)

0821-1 
4.1 
1/35



Item 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 JJ 

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 Illinois 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. 













Measure
Maximum 
Number of 

Points

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

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

ADT <  750 =  0 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

Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 to 2 blocks (1,320 ft.) away = 3 points
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station more than 2 blocks away = 0 points

Not identified as a proposed bike route/boulevard* = 3 points
Identified as a Marked Shared Lane* = 6 points
Identified as a Neighborhood Greenway, Dedicated Bike Lane, or Bike Boulevard* = 10 points
* 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.

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





Measure
Maximum 
Number 
of Points

Proposed Criteria Detail 

1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points
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 = 0 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
85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points
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 =  0 points
ADT =  1,001 - 1,500 =  5 points
ADT =  1,501 - 2,000 =  10 points
ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 =  15 points
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 =  20 points
ADT >  3,000 =  25 points

Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 block (660 ft.) or less away = 5 points
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 to 2 blocks (1,320 ft.) away = 3 points
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station more than 2 blocks away = 0 points

Not identified as a proposed Bike Route or Boulevard* = 0 points
Identified as a Marked Shared Lane* = 6 points
Identified as a Neighborhood Greenway, Dedicated Bike Lane or Bike Boulevard* = 10 points
* Per the VOP Bike Plan 2008 and 2015 VOP Bike Plan Addendum

Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review and 
recommendation = 40 points (minimum required)



Measure
Maximum 
Number of 

Points

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

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

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

ADT <  750 =  0 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

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

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

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.

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



Measure
Maximum 
Number of 

Points

DRAFT Criteria recommended by Staff as of 
08/10/2021

1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points
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 = 0 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
85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points
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 =  0 points
ADT =  1,001 - 1,500 =  5 points
ADT =  1,501 - 2,000 =  10 points
ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 =  15 points
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 =  20 points
ADT >  3,000 =  25 points

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

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

Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review 
and recommendation = 35 points (minimum required)



Measure
Maximum 
Number of 

Points

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

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

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

ADT <  750 =  0 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

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

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

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.

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



Measure
Maximum 
Number of 

Points

DRAFT Criteria recommended by Staff as of 
08/10/2021

1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points
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 = 0 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
85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points
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 =  0 points
ADT =  1,001 - 1,500 =  5 points
ADT =  1,501 - 2,000 =  10 points
ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 =  15 points
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 =  20 points
ADT >  3,000 =  25 points

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

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

Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review 
and recommendation = 35 points (minimum required)



Measure
Maximum 
Number of 

Points

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

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

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

ADT <  750 =  0 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

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

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

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.

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



Measure
Maximum 
Number of 

Points

DRAFT Criteria recommended by Staff as of 
08/10/2021

1-2 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 5 points
3-4 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 10 points
5-6 correctible crashes in a 3 year period = 15 points
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 = 0 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
85th percentile speed is 7-8 mph over the speed limit = 15 points
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 =  0 points
ADT =  1,001 - 1,500 =  5 points
ADT =  1,501 - 2,000 =  10 points
ADT = 2,001 - 2,500 =  15 points
ADT = 2,501 - 3,000 =  20 points
ADT >  3,000 =  25 points

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

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

Mininum score necessary to submit petition to the Transportation Commission for review 
and recommendation = 35 points (minimum required)



DRAFT Meeting Minutes 
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.  
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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 
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 19th 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.  
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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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APPROVED Meeting Minutes 
Transportation Commission 

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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The roll call vote was as follows: 
 
Ayes – Thompson, Peterson, Fink, Katner, Moses, Stigger, Burke 
Nays – None 
 
The motion passed 6 to 0 
 
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 w  
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 so 
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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APPROVED Meeting Minutes 
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 

0821-1 
5.3 
9/18



 
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 9th 
Transportation Commission meeting.  
 
Key points are: 
 

The overall goal is good. 
Want to make it easier for citizens to engage in the process, especially those in multi-
unit homes. 
Make the process more equitable.   
Limited funds in the budget for traffic calming measures. 
Is there a better way to prioritize use of the funds rather than first come, first served? 
Came up with some alternatives but they seemed to have downsides as well. 
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. 
 

How does it affect the equity issue? 
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. 
What happens if petition remains in Tier 2?  What is the process? 
Crash data is broken out by mode including pedestrians and bicyclist as well as 
severity of crash. 
How to score for crash information. 
Are there areas people avoid walking or biking because they are dangerous? 
Staff to bring suggestions to the Commission on how to prescreen. 
Is there 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: 
 

Development of a document to gauge interest that a resident can send to his/her 
neighbors 
Electronic docu-sign document forwarded between residents of a block for signature. 
Announce a call for petitions/proposals to the residents 
Is the equity issue being addressed?  Commission is struggling to think of ways to 
address this aspect. 
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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 
5.3 

12/18



 
For the next meeting, the Commissioners: 
 

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. 
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 0. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 PM. 
 
Submitted by: 

Jill Juliano 
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 
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 0. 
 
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 0. 
 
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. 
• 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 
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. 
• 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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the traffic calming issues.  There’s also room for improvement on how to motivate or 
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 0. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 PM. 
 
Submitted by: 
Jill Juliano 
Traffic/Transportation Engineer 
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Item 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 JJ 

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].  At the 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.oak-park.us/your-government/citizen-commissions/commission-tv  











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.

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.

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.

A Comprehensive Plan for the Oak Park Community42
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DRAFT Meeting Minutes 
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.  
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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 
questions 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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APPROVED Meeting Minutes 
Transportation Commission 

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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Chair Burke thinks even to set/reach goals public input is needed and currently tools for doing so 
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 
goals. Out of this Board process, there may be a transportation related goal that gets handed to the 
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.  Is 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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Chair Burke feared criticism if there were not public input. 
 
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 managea  
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 0. 

 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:34 PM. 
 
Submitted by: 

 
Shawnya Williams 
Public Works Customer Service Representative 
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APPROVED Meeting Minutes 
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. 
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For the next meeting, the Commissioners: 
 

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. 
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 0. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:02 PM. 
 
Submitted by: 

Jill Juliano 
Staff Liaison Jill Juliano 
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TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION    1

2021 Initiatives and Ongoing Projects 
 

ENABLING LANGUAGE PROJECT OUTCOMES TIME FRAME COST (if any) 
Recommendations 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Continue to review 
the following 
issues brought 
before the 
Commission and 
make 
recommendations 
to the Village 
Board: 
  •  Parking 
  •  Traffic 
  •  Transportation 
related items 
referred by the 
Board from other 
Commissions 
•  Various school 

traffic plans 
•  Pavement 

geometric 
changes 
•  Electrical 

powered traffic 
control devices 
 

•  Improved utilization and efficiency of on-
street and off-street parking resources 
•  Improved level of safety for pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and motor vehicles as they move 
about in the public right-of-way. 
•  Improved level of safety for school children 
walking to and from school 

These are recurring 
annual projects 

from 
Transportation 
Commission fund 
= $2,400/year 
for mailing 
notifications + 
$1,000/year for 
agenda printing 
costs + 
$6,000/year for 
traffic consultant 
studies +  
$600/year for 
staff webinar 
training 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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 
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ENABLING LANGUAGE PROJECT OOUTCOMES TIME FRAME CCOST (if any) 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Review update of 
Village's 
Neighborhood 
Greenways (NG) 
plan and its 
implementation 

• Make Village more bike, mobility 
challenged, and pedestrian friendly 
• Prioritize streets for implementing the plan 
• Review how bike plan interacts with 
Village's 5-year capital improvement plan 
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 

Start in the 1st 
quarter and finish by 
the 4th quarter of 
2021 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 

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

Due by the 3rd 
quarter of 2021 

 

     

  --  continued on next page  --   
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ENABLING LANGUAGE PROJECT OOUTCOMES TIME FRAME CCOST (if any) 

 
 
 
 

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

• 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  - 
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2020 Completed Initiatives as of September 2020 
 
ENABLING LANGUAGE PROJECT OUTCOMES 
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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 
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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 
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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. 
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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 II 
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 
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Approved Minutes of Meeting 
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 II (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. 
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 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 Illinois 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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