
ADA Compliance: Any individual with a disability requesting a reasonable accommodation in order to participate in a 
public meeting should contact the Village at least 24 hours in advance of the scheduled meeting in person at Village Hall by 

telephone at 708.366.8500 or by email: mwalsh@vrf.us. Every effort will be made to allow for meeting participation. 
 

 
 

VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST 
REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD MEETING 

Monday, October 23rd, 2023 – 7:00 PM 
Village Hall – 400 Park Avenue – River Forest, IL 60305 

 Community Room 
 

AGENDA 
 

You may submit your written public comments via email in advance of the meeting to: vbot@vrf.us. 
If you would like to speak during public comment, please email lmasella@vrf.us by 4:00 PM on 
Monday, October 23rd, 2023. Anyone may listen to the meeting by participating in a Zoom conference 
call as follows: dial-in number: 312-626-6799 with meeting ID: 820 6367 6956 or by clicking the link 
here: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82063676956 To watch the livestream, please go to the Village 
website: https://www.vrf.us/events/event/2421 
 
1. Call to Order/Roll Call 

2. Pledge of Allegiance  

3. Citizen Comments 

4. Elected Official Comments & Announcements 

5. Consent Agenda 

a. Village Board of Trustees Meeting Minutes – October 16th, 2023 

b. Village Board of Trustees Executive Session Meeting Minutes – October 16th, 2023 

c. Administration Department Report 

d. Electric Power Supplier Agreements – Street Lighting and Pumping Station 

e. Ageism Awareness Day Proclamation 

f. Native American Heritage Month Proclamation 

g. Italian American Heritage Month Proclamation 

6. Consent Items for Separate Consideration  

7. Recommendations of Boards, Commissions, and Committees 

a. Zoning Board of Appeals – Request for Zoning Variation – 7821 Thomas Street – Ordinance 

b. Traffic & Safety – Removal of Barricades on Clinton & Bonnie Brae – Ordinances and Resolution Authorizing 

Additional Traffic Counts 

8. Unfinished Business 

9. New Business 

a. Consider Approval of Contract Award to Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD in the Amount of $24,530.00 

for Design Engineering of the Harlem Avenue Right-In/Right-Out Project 

10. Executive Session 

11. Adjournment  

mailto:vbot@vrf.us?subject=VBOT%20Public%20Comment
mailto:lmasella@vrf.us
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82063676956
https://www.vrf.us/events/event/2421
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VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST 
REGULAR VILLAGE BOARD OF TRUSTEES MINUTES 

October 16th, 2023 
 

A regular meeting of the Village of River Forest Board of Trustees was held on Monday, 
October 16th, at 7:00 p.m. in the Community Room of Village Hall, 400 Park Avenue – River 
Forest, IL.  

 
1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL  

 
The meeting was called to order at 7:00 p.m.  Upon roll call, the following persons 
were: 

 
Present: President Adduci, Trustees Vazquez, Brennan Johnson, Bachner, Gillis, 

O’Connell (Virtual) 
Absent:  Village Clerk Keller 
Also Present:  Fire Chief Thomas Gaertner, Deputy Fire Chief Bochenek, Police Chief 

James O’Shea, Police Commander Swierczynski, Finance Director 
Rosemary McAdams, Assistant Finance Director Keke Boyer, Village 
Attorney Lance Malina, Human Resources Manager Trish Ivansek, 
Public Works Analyst Seth Jansen, Deputy Clerk Luke Masella, 
Assistant Village Administrator Jessica Spencer, Village Administrator 
Matt Walsh.  

 
MOTION by Trustee Vazquez to allow Trustee O’Connell to participate in the meeting 
virtually due to work obligations. Seconded by Trustee Brennan. 
 
Roll call: 
Ayes: Trustees Vazquez, Bachner, Johnson, Gillis, O’Connell, Brennan 
Absent:  
Nays: None 
 
Motion Passes.  

 
2. PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE  

 
President Adduci led the pledge of allegiance.  

 
3. CITIZEN COMMENTS 

 
President Adduci invited Maura Zinni up to the podium to make public comment. 
 
Ms. Zinni made public comment regarding a tree on the parkway of her property that 
she states is a safety hazard and damaging Village sewage infrastructure. Ms. Zinni 
reported that they had Davis Tree Care evaluate the tree and that Davis had stated it 
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is a hazard. Ms. Zinni asked that the Village allow the tree to be removed and 
contribute to the costs related to the removal.   
 
Village Administrator Walsh reported that the Village staff arborist evaluated the tree 
and determined that the tree was healthy. Due to this, and the Village’s focus on tree 
canopy preservation, Mr. Walsh stated Staff does not believe the tree should be 
removed. Mr. Walsh also noted that there are many other occurrences of similar tree 
formations, and that Staff is worried about the precedent that may be set by allowing 
the removal of this tree.   
 
Trustee Bachner asked Mr. Walsh if this tree had ever been identified in the past as 
having issues. 
 
Mr. Walsh stated no. He also mentioned that Staff had reached out to Davis Tree Care 
regarding their determination of the tree as hazardous and have not heard back. 
 
President Adduci and Trustee Vazquez stated that they felt like the Village should 
discuss the tree with Davis Tree Care before taking any further action. 
 
Village Administrator Walsh explained that the safety concern raised by the resident 
is mostly related to the proximity of the tree to the sidewalk and driveway apron, 
rather than the health of the tree. 
 
Trustee Johnson asked about the impact on the Village sewer systems. 
 
Mr. Walsh stated that staff are not concerned about the sewer systems but that 
damage to private and public sewage systems is common in the town due to the 
number of large trees. 
 
President Adduci asked if Staff’s position is that the tree is not an issue for the sewer 
systems. 
 
Village Administrator Walsh stated that is correct.  
 
Trustee Brennan asked if there was a commission that could give the Board a 
recommendation as she felt the statements made by the resident have not been 
flushed out and confirmed. 
 
President Adduci stated that there is no such commission. 
 
Trustee Brennan asked if the current position from the Village Administration is that 
no action is needed. 
 
Mr. Walsh stated that is correct and that staff will attempt to confirm with Davis Tree 
Care and potentially another tree specialist. 
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Trustee Vazquez reiterated he is worried about the concerns raised by the residents 
and would like more information.  
 
Trustee Gillis stated that the Village should consider what precedence the removal of 
this tree would set. 
 
President Adduci stated that she thinks the largest issue with the tree is how close it 
is to the driveway apron.  
 
President Adduci reiterated that Village Administrator Walsh will discuss further 
with Davis Tree Care before any decision will be made. 
 
Trustee O’Connell stated that he feels the Village should be careful with its decision 
due to similar formations of trees in the Village.  
 
President Adduci invited Rene Hermes to make public comment via Zoom. 
 
Mr. Hermes asked that the Village enforce the existing code that he states does not 
allow decorations on parkway trees throughout the Village. He cited Village code 8-
13-6 as the basis for not allowing objects on Village trees.  
 
Mr. Hermes then gave public comment regarding the proposed traffic installations in 
the northeast portion of town. 
 
President Adduci invited Mr. Hermes to make public comment on the proposed traffic 
installations at the next Village Board meeting as the traffic installations will be on 
the agenda.  
 
Village Attorney Malina gave background on policies surrounding objects on Village 
trees.  
 
Trustee Brennan stated that this complaint should serve as a reminder to regularly 
enforce Village code. The Board was in agreement to enforce the code on this matter. 
 
Trustee Johnson asked if holiday lights would fall under this discussion. 
 
Village Attorney Malina stated yes. 
 
President Adduci invited Gary Northrup to make public comment via zoom regarding 
the proposed traffic installations in the northeast portion of town. 
 
Mr. Norton made public comment against the proposed barriers and asked that the 
Village address what he felt was the root cause of the issue, the intersection of Harlem 
and North Avenue. He stated that the Village should not attempt to block off River 
Forest.  
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President Adduci invited Mr. Northrup to make public comment at the next Board 
meeting. 
 

4. ELECTED OFFICIAL COMMENTS & ANNOUNCEMENTS 
 
Trustee Bachner gave a land acknowledgement and reported attending a round table 
event put on by various Oak Park organizations and governments to discuss Latinx 
topics.  She also gave her condolences to anyone impacted by the situation occurring 
in the Middle East. 
 
Trustee Gillis congratulated the Fire and Police Departments for the open house event 
and also gave thanks to Beth Cheng for her service on the Sustainability Commission. 
Trustee Gillis gave a belated congratulations to Forest Park Kiwanis for a 100-year 
anniversary.  
 
Trustee Vazquez reported participating in an Age Friendly event with President 
Adduci and condemned the violence occurring in the Middle East.  
 
Trustee Brennan gave thanks to Jeff Loster for his service to the Village. Trustee 
Brennan reported attending a Check Reveal from the River Forest Lemonaid charity. 
The check was awarded to the Proviso Township Ministerial Alliance Network for 
their 4 x 4 x 4 program. She hopes that the Village can work with the program to get 
Village interns. She also echoed the same sentiments as other trustees surrounding 
the conflict in the Middle East. 
 
Trustee Johnson stated he shares the same sentiments as other Trustees surrounding 
the Middle East conflict and encouraged residents who wish to display support to 
utilize their yards. 
 
Trustee O’Connell shared his condolences surrounding the conflict in the Middle East 
and also congratulated the Village on the successful open house event. 
 
President Adduci reported attending the West Central Municipal Conference Award 
Dinner and encouraged people to read the statement she gave in the Village 
Newsletter surrounding the conflict in the Middle East.  
 

5.CONSENT AGENDA  
 

a. Village Board of Trustees Meeting Minutes – September 25th, 2023 
b. Monthly Department Reports 
c. Accounts Payable – September 2023 - $2,639,855.98 
d. Financial Report – September 2023 
e. Administration Department Report 
f. Award of Contract – FY 2024 Tree Trimming Program – Davis Tree Care – 

$47,469.50 
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g. Intergovernmental Agreement – Cook County – ADA Crosswalk Upgrades 
 

MOTION by Trustee Bachner to approve items a through g. Seconded by Trustee 
Gillis. 
 
Roll call: 
Ayes: Trustees Vazquez, Bachner, Johnson, Gillis, O’Connell, Brennan 
Absent:  
Nays: None 
 
Motion Passes.  

 
6. CONSENT ITEMS FOR SEPARATE CONSIDERATION  

 
7. RECOMMENDATIONS OF BOARDS, COMMISSIONS, AND COMMITTEES 

 
8.UNFINISHED BUSINESS 

 
9. NEW BUSINESS 

 
a. Review and Acceptance of FY23 Annual Comprehensive Financial Report 

 
MOTION by Trustee Johnson to accept the Village's Annual Comprehensive Financial 
Report for Fiscal Year Ending April 30, 2023. Seconded by Trustee O’Connell.  
 
Finance Director McAdams made remarks regarding the Annual Comprehensive 
Financial Report (ACFR). She gave background on some of the causes for large 
financial changes discussed in the report. She invited Martha Trotter, from Sikich LLP, 
to present the document in more detail. 
 
Ms. Trotter gave a presentation highlighting key aspects of the ACFR and also gave 
guidance on how to read and interpret the document. She gave thanks to the Village 
staff for turning over the large number of documents required for the audit in a timely 
manner. She reported the Village is in good standing and directed the Board to read 
the Management Letter portion of the report for further highlights.  
 
Trustee Vazquez asked if there was anything found in the report that the Village 
should be worried about. 
 
Ms. Trotter stated no. 
 
President Adduci gave thanks to Village staff for their effort and thanked Ms. Trotter 
for her presentation. 
 
Roll call: 
Ayes: Trustees Vazquez, Bachner, Johnson, Gillis, O’Connell, Brennan 



VBOT October 16th, 2023 
 

 6 
 

Absent:  
Nays: None 
 
Motion Passes.  
 

10.EXECUTIVE SESSION  
 

MOTION by Trustee Gillis to enter into Executive Session pursuant to 5ILCS 
120/2(c)(1), (2), & (11) to discuss: The appointment, employment, compensation, 
discipline, performance, or dismissal of specific employees, collective negotiating 
matters between the public body and its employees or their representatives and 
pending litigation. The Village Board will adjourn after executive session and will not 
return to open session. Seconded by Trustee Vazquez.  
 
Roll call: 
Ayes: Trustees Vazquez, Bachner, Johnson, Gillis, O’Connell, Brennan 
Absent:  
Nays: None 
 
Motion Passes.  
 

11. ADJOURNMENT 
 
MOTION to adjourn by Bachner. Seconded by Trustee Vazquez. 
 
Roll call: 
Ayes: President Adduci, Trustees Vazquez, Bachner, Johnson, Gillis, O’Connell, 
Brennan 
Absent:  
Nays: None 
 
The Village Board of Trustees Meeting adjourned at 8:28 p.m.  
 
 

 
_________________________________________     
Jonathan Keller, Village Clerk 



 

 
Date: October 23rd, 2023 

 
To: Catherine Adduci, Village President 

Village Board of Trustees 
 

From:    Matt Walsh, Village Administrator  

Subject: Administration Report 
 

Upcoming Meetings (all meetings are at Village Hall unless otherwise noted) 
 

Wednesday, October 25th 
 
Thursday, October 26th   
 

Wednesday, November 1st  

6:00 PM 
 

      7:00 PM  
 
      6:00 PM  

Board of Fire and Police Commissioners Meeting 
 
Historic Preservation Commission Meeting 
 
Economic Development Commission Meeting 

 
Recent Payments of >$10,000 

In accordance with the purchasing policy, the following is a summary of payments between $10,000 and $20,000 that 
have occurred since the last Board meeting: 

 
Vendor Amount Description 

 Bestco Hartford $12,024.39 Retiree Benefits 

 Core & Main LP  $15,729.00 Metering Infrastructure  

 Walnut Creek Nursery Inc $18,325.00 Parkway Tree Purchase 

 State Treasurer $14,692.45 State Income Tax 
 

Thank you. 

MEMORANDUM 



MEMORANDUM 

DATE:                                                                                              October 23, 2023 

TO: Matt Walsh, Village Administrator 

FROM: Mike Reynolds, Interim Director of Public Works 
Seth Jansen, Management Analyst 

SUBJECT: Electric Power Supplier Agreements – Street Lighting and Pumping Station 

Issue: The Village purchases electricity for its street light system and Pumping Station, while the power 
for the Village Hall and Public Works Garage are provided free of charge by ComEd pursuant to our 
franchise agreement. The street light system and pump station accounts do not have a ComEd fixed rate 
option and must choose service from another supplier to maintain budget certainty. Satori Energy, Inc., 
the energy broker the Village has used in recent years, reached out to Village Staff on October 4, 2023. 
They indicated that, while the Village still has a year remaining on its contract, energy prices are 
anticipated to continue to rise, and inquired as to whether the Village would like to lock in a price for an 
additional year, once the current contract expires, at a rate close to the current rate.  

Analysis: In the 2021 bid solicitation, Satori Energy solicited green energy options, based on the 
Sustainability Commission’s goal of reducing the carbon footprint of the Village through the use of 
renewable sources of energy. The Village approved two 36-month term contracts utilizing green, 
renewable energy for the Pumping Station and Street Lighting accounts, respectively. The 2021-2024 
Pumping Station contract is with Dynegy Energy Services at a price of $0.06603 per kilowatt hour. The 
2021-2024 contract for the Street Lighting is with AEP Energy, Inc. at a price of $0.04363 per kilowatt 
hour.  

The annual kilowatt hours (kWh) of these two accounts are 803,805 kWh, with the pump station 
accounting for 43% of the usage and the street lighting accounting for the remaining 57%. The prorated 
rate is $0.05641 per kWh. 

The attached bids seek to establish a flat service rate for both accounts, again utilizing 100% green 
energy sources. The most competitive quote provided is from AEP Energy, Inc., with their lowest offered 
rate being $0.05734 for a 12-month contract beginning in December 2024. This represents only a 1.7% 
increase over the current prorated rate. The 12-month contract is expected to total $46,090 in energy 
expenses, a $749 increase in actual annual expenses. 

Recommendation:  Motion to Waive Formal Bidding (Due to Competitive Quotation) and Award a 12-
month electricity supply contract for the Pumping Station and Street Lighting with AEP Energy, Inc.at 
the not to exceed price of $0.05734 per kilowatt hour and authorize the Village Administrator to execute 
the contract agreement. 

Attachments: Competitive Energy Quotes. 



18 Months

12 Months

Bandwidth

QUOTE 

DATE:

Projected Start Date:

Utility:

Number of Accounts:

December 2024Contract End Date:

$47,465

$46,822

$46,798

$46,090

Annual Contract Expense

CURRENT PROVIDER INFORMATION

Annual Contract Expense: $45,341

QUOTE INFORMATION

Fixed (100% Green)Product:

Electric Rate ($/kWh):

Supply Provider:

24 Months

36 Months

ComEd - IL

December 2024

Term Length

Product Quoted: Fixed (100% Green)

QUOTE PRESENTATION

$0.05905

36 Months

$0.05825

24 Months

100%Approved

$0.05905 AEP Energy

Supplier

↑ 3.3%

↑ 3.2%

↑ 1.7%

Annual Impact (%)

↑ 4.7%

Credit Status

AEP Energy

Electric Supply Pricing Proposal 10/18/2023

Multiple

$0.05641

Rate ($/kWh)

$0.05734

$0.05822

$0.05825

MOST COMPETITIVE SUPPLY QUOTES

AEP Energy

AEP Energy

AEP Energy

June 2021 - May 2022

Annual kWh: 803,805

$0.05734

2

$0.06072 Approved

Approved

Approved

100%$0.06179 Approved

$0.06458

$0.06494 Approved

100%

100%

100%

100%

100%

$0.06097

$0.06001

$0.06287

$0.06086

$0.06481

$0.06452

$0.05934

0

57.0%

ACCOUNT INFORMATION

June 2023 - May 2024

USAGE HISTORY

Approved

12-MONTH QUOTE COMPARISON

Est. Cost ($/kWh)

0

0 0

June 2024 - May 2025

$0.00356

June 2020 - May 2021

• All savings and expense impact figures displayed in the above proposal are estimates based on historical usage.

0 0 0 0.0%

Service AddressAccount Number

0636015015 7525 W Berkshire, River Forest, IL 60305

4272018009 0 Village of River Forest, River Forest, IL 60305

$0.00302

Electricity supply rates are typically comprised of six major 

components: energy, capacity, transmission, ancillary costs, 

line losses, and Renewable Portfolio Standard (RPS) costs. 

Capacity itself is a regulated cost, meaning that the cost will 

be the same regardless of which supplier you choose to 

purchase your energy from. The table to the right shows the 

fluctuating costs of capacity over the next several years.

$0.00690

$0.02067

June 2022 - May 2023

CAPACITY INFORMATION

NOTES AND DISCLAIMERS

Planning Year

$0.01978

0 0.0%

0 0.0%

345,266 43.0%

Annual kWh Usage %

458,539

$0.05822

$0.05937

$0.06285

$0.06157

$0.06467

$0.06040

$0.06260

$0.05980

$0.05876

$0.06397 $0.06434

$0.06138

$0.06483

Engie Resources

18 Months

Aggressive Energy

Constellation

Freepoint Energy

SmartestEnergy

Dynegy Energy Services

$0.06326

Supplier 12 Months

Village of River Forest

• Pricing as quoted is typically valid on the Quote Date; however, unforeseen market conditions could invalidate pricing without notice.
• These offers are presented on behalf of the named providers and are accurate to the best knowledge of Satori Energy.
• Satori Energy is not responsible for any changes relative to this offer that are unknown to us.
• Historical annual kWh is determined by calculating the last 12 months of usage as provided from the local utility.
• This proposal incorporates all costs except meter rentals, facility costs, delivery costs, and any city, county, or state sales tax and gross receipts tax (which are not subject to deregulation).
• This analysis is only for the named client's review and the client agrees not to share this proprietary information with any third parties unless required by law. Either party breaking this covenant will be liable for damages.
• All suppliers retain the ability to adjust prices due to a change in law imposed by a Governmental Authority or the regional Independent System Operator ("ISO").

↑ $749

Total Contract Impact ($)

↑ $2,123

↑ $1,480

↑ $749

Annual Impact ($)

↑ $1,456

↑ $6,370

↑ $2,961

↑ $2,184

0
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Monthly Historical Usage (kWh)

$0.052
$0.054
$0.056
$0.058
$0.060
$0.062
$0.064
$0.066

Current Rate vs. Supplier Quotes (12 Months)

Satori Energy



Eligibility for Community Solar programs varies from 
state-to-state, and these programs tend to become 

announcement. Community Solar programs are either 
currently available or will soon be coming online soon 
in Illinois (ComEd, Ameren), Massachusetts (NGrid, 
Eversource), and New York (Central Hudson, NGrid, 
NYSEG, RG&E, and Orange & Rockland). For 
additional information, as well as eligibility 
requirements, please contact your Satori Energy 
representative!

Go Green and Save Money
with Community Solar

Eligible customers within select utilities 
are able to enroll in Community Solar 
programs without installing any solar 
panels at their property. These 
programs allow businesses to support 
clean, local, renewable energy, in 
addition to providing savings on their 
electricity bills.

Is my business eligible for Community Solar?How does Community Solar work?

When enrolled in a Community Solar program, your 
business subscribes to purchase credits from a solar 
farm developer. Then, your business will receive a 
discount on a portion of your electricity costs for those 
credits on your utility bill each month. The amount of 
the discount varies based on the state and utility, but 
the discount is guaranteed for the life of the 
enrollment, which typically ranges from 3-30 years 
depending on the program. These agreements can 
often be cancelled at any time without penalty, 
effectively making it a zero-risk decision to enroll.

Community Solar programs offer solar energy that is generated 

specifically for Community Solar programs, to utility customers within the region. The energy from 
these solar farms is fed into the local electricity grid, allowing local customers to take advantage of 
the renewable resource. In addition to committing to and supporting sustainable energy, these 
programs offer significant guaranteed savings on your electricity bills.

F: (312) 264-6200 Suite 800        @satorienergy

Chicago, IL 60606        @satorienergy

PHONE + FAX ADDRESS ONLINE

P: (312) 850-2300 300 S. Wacker Dr. www.satorienergy.com



 

 

PROCLAMATION DESIGNATING OCTOBER 23RD, 2023 AS AGEISM 
AWARENESS DAY 

WHEREAS, Ageism refers to the stereotypes (how we think), prejudice (how we feel) and 
discrimination (how we act) toward others based on age; and 

WHEREAS, there are an estimated 2,056 older adults in the Village of River Forest, Cook 
County, State of Illinois over the age of sixty who are impacted by ageism; and 

WHEREAS, ageism toward older adults affects their health and longevity, financial well-being 
and the economy of the Village of River Forest; and 

WHEREAS, preventing ageism in education, employment, housing, and healthcare will 
benefit all; and 

WHEREAS, recognizing that it is up to all of us to ensure that older adults are respected and 
portrayed as capable, competent, effective, and valued in all areas of society; and 

WHEREAS, ageism awareness and preventing ageism is beneficial to all citizens of the Village 
of River Forest by improving quality of life within the Village. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, CATHERINE ADDUCI, Village President of the Village of River Forest, 
Illinois do hereby proclaim October 23rd, 2023, as Ageism Awareness Day in the Village of 
River Forest. 

IN WITNESS, THEREOF, I have hereto set my hand officially and caused to be affixed the seal 
of the Village of River Forest, this 23rd day of October 2023. 

 
 

 
Catherine Adduci, Village President 

 

 



 

 

PROCLAMATION DESIGNATING NOVEMBER 2023 AS NATIVE 
AMERICAN HERITAGE MONTH 

WHEREAS, all residents deserve to be treated with dignity, respect, compassion and justice 
regardless of gender, age, race, religion, economic status, sexual orientation, or physical, mental, or 
sensory ability; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of River Forest supports the rights of every individual to experience equality 
of treatment and the Village values our diverse population of residents, businesses, and visitors, 
recognizing that diversity is one of this community’s greatest strengths; and 

WHEREAS, November is annually celebrated as National Native American Heritage Month and 
recognizes the conclusion of the traditional harvest season and is traditionally a time when many 
indigenous communities hold cultural celebrations; and 

WHEREAS, Native American Heritage Month celebrates the accomplishments of the peoples who 
were the original inhabitants, explorers, stewards, and settlers of land in the United States; and 

WHEREAS, Native American individuals contribute to all areas of life including government, 
business, arts and sciences, medicine, education, law enforcement and the military; and 

WHEREAS, the Village of River Forest is located on historic tribal lands, and people of Native 
American Heritage have made valuable contributions to the growth of the United States and their 
local communities, and it is critically important that we recognize their accomplishments; and 

WHEREAS, individuals are encouraged to learn about the Native American community and to 
celebrate this month to recognize the contributions that Native American individuals have made to 
our society. 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, CATHERINE ADDUCI, Village President of the Village of River Forest, Illinois, 
proclaim November 2023 as Native American Heritage Month and call upon all people of the Village 
to learn more about various indigenous communities and to celebrate this month with appropriate 
programs and activities. 

IN WITNESS, THEREOF, I have hereto set my hand officially and caused to be affixed the seal of the 
Village of River Forest, this 23rd day of October 2023. 
 
 

 
Catherine Adduci, Village President 

 

 



 

 

PROCLAMATION DESIGNATING OCTOBER 2023 AS ITALIAN 
AMERICAN HERITAGE MONTH 

WHEREAS, the Village of River Forest's Italian American community has contributed greatly 
to the cultural fabric and demographic landscape in the Village of River Forest, the State of 
Illinois and the United States of America; and 

WHEREAS, Italians began migrating to the United States in 1880, and today there more than 
26 million Americans of Italian descent in the country; and  

WHEREAS, Italian Americans make up the fifth largest ethnic group in the country and the 
United States has been fortified by the talents and culture of its residents of Italian descent; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Village of River Forest is home to a proud and vibrant Italian American 
community that has undoubtedly impacted culture and industry by influencing the arts and 
education, business and government, social service, and scientific and technological 
advancements near and far; and 

WHEREAS, October has been designated Italian American Heritage Month to celebrate the 
cultural heritage, achievements, and contributions Italian Americans have made in the Village 
of River Forest and across the country: 

NOW, THEREFORE, I, CATHERINE ADDUCI, Village President of the Village of River Forest, 
Illinois do hereby proclaim October 2023 as Italian American Heritage Month and encourage 
all residents to join in celebrating the many contributions of Italian Americans. 

IN WITNESS, THEREOF, I have hereto set my hand officially and caused to be affixed the seal 
of the Village of River Forest, this 23rd day of October 2023. 

 
 

 
Catherine Adduci, Village President 

 

 



Village of River Forest 
Village Administrator’s Office  

400 Park Avenue 
River Forest, IL 60305 

Tel:  708-366-8500 
 
 

MEMORANDUM 

 
Date: October 23, 2023 
 
To: Catherine Adduci, Village President 
 Village Board of Trustees  
  
From: Matt Walsh, Village Administrator   
 
Subj: Request for Zoning Variation – 7821 Thomas Street 
 

 
Issue: Alfred Moreno, owner of the property at 7821 Thomas Street, has requested a zoning 
variation regarding rear yard setback. The applicant is proposing to construct an addition to 
provide a wheelchair accessible bathroom.  
 
The zoning code requires a rear property line setback of twenty-six feet two inches (26’ 2”) and 
the applicant seeks to have a setback of five (5’) feet to the addition and a three (3’) feet setback 
for the roof overhang.  
 
Analysis: On August 10, 2023, the Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing and 
considered the attached application. The Zoning Board of Appeals voted 5-0 on a motion to 
recommend approval of the variation. On October 12, 2023, the Zoning Board of Appeals 
approved the findings of fact and recommendation.  
 
During the public hearing, there were no comments from neighbors. Letters of support from 
the adjacent neighbors were submitted and are included in the packet. 
 
Requested Action:   
If the Village Board of Trustees wishes to approve the requested variations, the following 
motion would be appropriate:  

• Motion to approve an Ordinance granting the requested variation to Section 10-9-7 
of the Zoning Ordinance at 7821 Thomas Street.  

 
Document(s) Attached: 
• Ordinance  
• Findings of Fact 
• Minutes of the Zoning Board of Appeals Public Hearing 
• Report & Application the Zoning Board of Appeals 



 1 

ORDINANCE NO. ______ 
 

AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A VARIATION RELATED TO REAR YARD 
SETBACKS AT 7821 THOMAS STREET 

 
 WHEREAS, petitioner Alfred Moreno (the “Petitioner”), owner of the property 
located at 7821 Thomas Street in the Village of River Forest (“Property”), requested a 
variation from Section 10-9-7 of the Village of River Forest Zoning Ordinance (“Zoning 
Ordinance”) related to the construction of a first-floor addition (together the “Variation”). 
The Property is located in the R-2 Single-Family (Detached) Residential Zoning District; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, the Property is legally described in Exhibit A attached hereto and 
made a part hereof; and 
 

WHEREAS, the Application was referred to the Village of River Forest Zoning 
Board of Appeals (“ZBA”) and was processed in accordance with the Zoning Ordinance; 
and 
 
 WHEREAS, on August 10, 2023, the ZBA held a public hearing on the 
Application pursuant to notice thereof given in the manner required by law, and, after 
considering all of the testimony and evidence presented at the public hearing, the ZBA 
recommended approval of the Variation, by a vote of five (5) to zero (0), all as set forth 
in the Findings and Recommendation of the ZBA in this matter (“Findings and 
Recommendation”), a copy of which is attached hereto as Exhibit B and made a part 
hereof; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of River Forest 
have duly considered the Findings and Recommendation of the ZBA, and all of the 
materials, facts and circumstances affecting the Application, and find that the 
Application satisfies the standards set forth in the Zoning Ordinance relating to the 
Variation; 
 

 NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees 
of the Village of River Forest, Cook County, Illinois, as follows:  

 
 SECTION 1: Incorporation. That the recitals above are incorporated into 
Section 1 as though set forth herein. 
 
 SECTION 2: Approval. That the President and Board of Trustees of the Village, 
acting pursuant to the authority vested in them by the laws of the State of Illinois and the 
Zoning Ordinance: (i) find that the Application meets the standards for the Variation 
requested therein, and (ii) approve the Variation with respect to the addition proposed to 
be built on the Property as set forth in the Application. The Variation are approved only 
to the extent needed for the construction of the addition, and the Variation shall remain 
in effect only for so long as the addition in the Application remains on the Property. 
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SECTION 3: Recording. That Village staff is directed to record the Ordinance on 

title to the Property with the Cook County Recorder of Deeds. 
 
 SECTION 4: Violation. That any violation of any term or condition stated in this 
Ordinance or of any applicable code, ordinance, or regulation of the Village shall be 
grounds for the rescission of the approvals made in this Ordinance, in addition to all 
other remedies available to the Village. 
 
 SECTION 5: Severability. That if any Section, paragraph or provision of this 
Ordinance shall be held to be invalid or unenforceable for any reason, the invalidity or 
unenforceability of such Section, paragraph or provision shall not affect any of the 
remaining provisions of this Ordinance.  
 
 SECTION 6: Repeal. That all ordinances, resolutions, motions or parts thereof in 
conflict with this Ordinance shall be and the same are hereby repealed. 
 
 SECTION 7: Effectiveness. That this Ordinance shall be in full force and effect 
after its approval and publication in pamphlet form as provided by law. 
 
 

[THIS SPACE INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK]  
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 ADOPTED this 23rd day of October, 2023, pursuant to a roll call vote of the 
Board of Trustees of the Village of River Forest, per Section 10-5-4(E)(3) of the 
Zoning Ordinance. 

 
AYES:  ______________________________________________ 
 

 NAYS:   _______________________________________________ 
 
 ABSENT:   _______________________________________________ 
  
 APPROVED by me this 23rd day of October, 2023. 

  
      
 __________________________________ 

    Catherine Adduci, Village President 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
      Jon Keller, Village Clerk 
 
The Petitioners acknowledge the reasonableness of the above and foregoing terms and 
conditions in the Ordinance, and hereby accepts the same. 

By: ______________________________ By: _______________________ 
      Titleholder of Record of the Property        Titleholder of Record of the Property 

 
Date: _____________________   Date: _____________________ 
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EXHIBIT A 

 
LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

 
 

THE EAST 60 FEET OF LOT 22 AND EAST 60 FEET OF THE SOUTH 20 FEET OF LOT 23, THE EAST 80 
FEET OF THAT PART OF LOT 23 LYING NORTH OF SOUTH 20 FEET THEREOF AND EAST 80 FEET 
OF LOT 24 ALL IN HENRY E. GRAVES SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10 IN SNOW AND DICKINSON'S 

ADDITION TO RIVER FOREST BEING A SUBDIVISION OF PARTS OF SECTIONS 1 AND 2, TOWNSHIP 
39 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.  
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EXHIBIT B 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION 
 

(attached) 
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VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS – 
FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION REGARDING 

REAR YARD SETBACK VARIATION AT 7821 THOMAS STREET 
 
 WHEREAS, petitioner Alfredo Moreno (the “Petitioner”), owner of the property 
located at 7821 Thomas Street in the Village of River Forest (the “Subject Property”), 
have requested a variation from Section 10-9-7 of the Village of River Forest Zoning 
Ordinance (“Zoning Ordinance”), which requires a setback from the rear property line not 
less than fifteen percent of the depth of the lot or twenty-six feet two inches (26’ 2”), 
whichever is greater. The Petitioner seeks to build a proposed bump out addition that will 
have a setback of 5 feet (5’) to the western portion of the rear lot line with a three foot (3’) 
setback for the roof eave. The variation sought from Section 10-9-7 is the “Proposed 
Variation.” The Subject Property is located in the R-2 Single-Family Residential Zoning 
District; and 
 
 

WHEREAS, the Village of River Forest Zoning Board of Appeals (the “Board) held 
a public hearing on the question of whether the Proposed Variation should be granted on 
August 10, 2023, as required by Section 10-5-4(E) of the Zoning Code, at which all 
persons present and wishing to speak were given an opportunity to be heard and all 
evidence that was tendered was received and considered by the Board; and 
 
 WHEREAS, public notice in the form required by law was given of said public 
hearing by publication not more than thirty (30) days nor less than fifteen (15) days prior 
to said public hearing in the Wednesday Journal, a newspaper of general circulation in 
the Village, there being no newspaper published in the Village. In addition, notice was 
sent to surrounding homeowners; and 
 
 WHEREAS, at the August 10, 2023 public hearing, the Petitioner explained that 
the existing single family home on the Subject Property is a one story single family 
residence, and that the irregular geometry of the lot, with the sidewalk frontage of the lot 
being twenty feet (20’) wider than the back of the lot, means that in the southwest corner 
of the existing residence the rear setback would not conform to code requirements; and  
 
 WHEREAS, the Board, having considered the criteria set forth in Section 10-5-4 
of the Village Code, by a vote of 5-0 recommends approval of the Proposed Variation for 
the Subject Property. 
 
 NOW, THEREFORE, the Board makes the following findings of fact and 
recommendations pursuant to Section 10-5-4(E)(2) of the Zoning Code: 
 
1. The physical surroundings, shape or topographical conditions of the 
Property constitute a specific hardship upon the owner as distinguished from an 
inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to be carried out. The Board 
found that this standard has been met. The physical surroundings, shape, and 
topographical conditions of the Subject Property constitute a specific hardship upon the 
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owner as distinguished from an inconvenience if the strict letter of the regulations were to 
be carried out, due to the location of the single family home on the Subject Property and 
the irregular boundaries created by the initial subdivision of the property; 
 
2. The aforesaid unique physical condition did not result from any action of any 
person having an interest in the property, but was created by natural forces or was 
the result of governmental action, other than the adoption of the Village’s Zoning 
Regulations, for which no compensation was paid. The Board found that this standard 
has been met. The Petitioner purchased the home in its current state. The boundaries 
and subdivision of the lot predated the Petitioner’s acquisition of the property. 
 
3. The conditions of the Property upon which the petition for Variation is based 
may not be applicable generally to other property within the same zoning 
classification. The Board found that this standard has been met. The conditions of the 
Subject Property upon which the petition for the Proposed Variation is based are not 
applicable generally to other property within the same zoning classifications because of 
the unique siting of the existing single family residence on the Subject Property, and the 
irregular boundaries and geography of the Subject Property; 
 
4. The purpose of the Variation is not based predominately upon a desire for 
economic gain. The Board found that this standard has been met. The Petitioner 
indicated that he desires to modify the bedroom and bathroom layout for increased 
functionality, with no desire for economic gain or resale of the property.   Their 
development plans are based upon the desire to increase the livability of the property for 
their own usefulness and enjoyment;  
 
5. The granting of the Variation is not detrimental to the public welfare or 
unduly injurious to the enjoyment, use, or development value of other property or 
improvements in the neighborhood in which the Property is located. The Board 
found this standard has been met. No neighboring owners presented objections to the 
Proposed Variation and two neighbors provided correspondence supporting the 
Proposed Variation.  The Board found that the improvements to the home were generally 
beneficial to the neighborhood in which the Subject property is located; 
 
6. The granting of the Variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and 
air to adjacent property, or substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise 
endanger the public safety or substantially diminish or impair property values 
within the neighborhood.  The Board found that this standard has been met. The new 
addition will have a negligible effect on the surrounding properties.  Investments in 
property, such as that proposed for the Subject Property, generally have the effect of 
increasing, not decreasing, property values; 
 
7. The granting of the Variation will not unduly tax public utilities and facilities 
in the area of the Property. The Board found that this standard has been met, because 
no significant change in use will result from the renovations to be performed if the 
Proposed Variation is granted; and 
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MINUTES OF THE MEETING OF THE 
VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

 
August 10, 2023 

 

A meeting of the River Forest Zoning Board of Appeals was held at 7:30 pm on Thursday, 
August 10, 2023, in the Community Room of the River Forest Village Hall, 400 Park Avenue, 
River Forest, Illinois. 

 

I. CALL TO ORDER 

Chairman Martin called the meeting to order. Meeting started by calling roll.  Upon roll call the 
following persons were: 

Present:  Members Dombrowski, Plywacz, Price, Shoemaker, and Chairman Martin. 

Absent:  Member Lucchesi and Member Davis. 

Also present at the meeting:   

Luke Masella, Deputy Village Clerk 
Anne Skrodzki, Village Attorney 
Clifford Radatz, Secretary 

 

II. APPROVAL OF THE MINTUES FROM THE MEETING OF THE ZONING 
BOARD OF APPEALS ON JUNE 8, 2023 

A MOTION was made by Member Plywacz and seconded by Member Dombrowski to approve 
the minutes from the meeting of June 8, 2023. 

Ayes:  Members Dombrowski, Shoemaker, Plywacz, and Chairman Martin  

Nays:    

Motion passed. 

 

III. APPROVAL OF FINDINGS OF FACT FOR THE TEXT AMENDMNET 
REQUEST - REGARDING ACCESSORY DWELLING UNITS. 

A MOTION was made by Member Plywacz and seconded by Member Dombrowski to approve 
the Findings of Fact for the Proposed Text Amendments to Sections 10-3, 10-7, and 10-21 of the 
Zoning Ordinance in regard to Accessory Dwelling Units from the meeting of the Zoning Board 
of Appeals on November 10, 2022.  

Village Attorney Anne Skrodzki made comments on what was added to the updated document.  
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Ayes:  Members Dombrowski, Shoemaker, Plywacz, and Chairman Martin  

Nays:    

Motion passed. 

 

IV. PUBLIC HEARING - ZONING VARIATION REQUEST FOR 7821 THOMAS 
STREET - REAR YARD SETBACK. 

Mr. Radatz swore in those members of the public wishing to testify before the Zoning Board of 
Appeals.  

Mr. Alfredo Moreno, the applicant, described the proposed addition to his house.  He explained 
that the unique shape of his lot is the main reason why he is requesting this variation. He stated 
that unless this request is approved, he cannot alter the house to provide a wheelchair accessible 
bathroom and bedroom to meet his needs. 

Member Dombrowski asked if there was any opposition from the neighbors.  Mr. Moreno stated 
there was no opposition from either of his neighbors.  

Chairmen Martin asked Mr. Radatz if there were any other issues such as floor area or lot 
coverage.  Mr. Radatz stated that the only issue was the rear yard setback.  

Chairmen Martin asked Mr. Moreno how far south the western portion of the house will extend 
into the setback.  Mr. Moreno stated he could not give a number but knew that it would line up 
with the current existing portion of the house.  

Chairman Martin asked Mr. Radatz if there should be any concerns regarding emergency 
personnel access on the western portion of the property if the proposed variation was passed.  
Mr. Radatz stated the proposed addition would not decrease the level of access which already 
exists.  

Chairman Martin recalled that there was discussion surrounding additional construction such as a 
patio on the property.  He asked Mr. Radatz if that proposed construction had been taken into 
consideration when calculating variables like floor area and lot coverage.  Mr. Radatz confirmed 
the proposed additional construction had been taken into consideration. 

Member Plywacz asked how storm water will be handled on the property.  Mr. Moreno stated 
that a dry well will be installed on the property.  

Chairmen Martin asked if any commissioners or Mr. Moreno had any further comments. 

Mr. Moreno commented that he does not feel that his application is unreasonable. 
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A MOTION was made by Member Dombrowski and seconded by Member Shoemaker to 
recommend approval of the proposed variation to Section 10-9-7 (Rear Yard Setback) to the 
Village Board of Trustees for 7821 Thomas Street.  

Chairmen Martin asked for Mr. Radatz to call the vote and asked that Commissioners discuss the 
standards of variation when making their votes.  

Chairmen Martin voted yes and felt that there was a hardship due to the configuration of the lot.  

Member Dombrowski voted yes and stated that he felt all the standards for a variation had been 
met. 

Member Plywacz voted yes and stated that he felt the required standards has been met. 

Member Price voted yes and reported that all the standards had been met and that the application 
was a reasonable request. 

Member Shoemaker voted yes and stated she concurred with the observations of the other Board 
members.  

Ayes:  Members Dombrowski, Shoemaker, Plywacz, Price and Chairman Martin  

Nays:    

Motion passed. 

 

 

V. NEXT MEETING 

The next regularly scheduled meeting will be on September 14, 2023.  

 

 

VI. PUBLIC COMMENT 
 
None. 
 
  





MEMORANDUM 

DATE: August 3, 2023 

TO: Zoning Board of Appeals 

FROM: Clifford E. Radatz  CeR 
Building Official 

SUBJECT: Variation Request – 7821 Thomas Street 

Alfredo Moreno, owner of the property at 7821 Thomas Street, has submitted the attached 
application for a variation to the rear yard setback regulations (Section 10-9-7) of the Zoning Code. 

The applicant proposes to construct a one story addition onto the existing home with a rear yard 
setback of 5’-0” to the wall, and a setback of 3’-0” to the fascia board of the roof overhang. 

Section 10-9-7 of the Zoning ordinance (10-8-7-B) requires the primary building to maintain a 
setback from the rear property line not less than fifteen percent of the depth of the lot or twenty-
six feet two inches, whichever is greater.    

If the Zoning Board wishes to recommend the approval of this variation to the Village Board 
of Trustees, the following motion should be made: 

Motion to recommend to the Village Board of Trustees the approval of a variation to Section 
10-9-7 of the Zoning Code at 7821 Thomas Street.

If you have any questions regarding this application, please do not hesitate to call me. 



LEGAL NOTICE 
ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS 

RIVER FOREST, ILLINOIS 
 

Public Notice is hereby given that a public hearing will be held by the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA) of the Village 
of River Forest, County of Cook, State of Illinois, on Thursday, August 10, 2023, at 7:30 p.m. in the First Floor 
Community Room of the River Forest Village Hall, 400 Park Avenue, River Forest, Illinois on the following matter: 

The ZBA will consider an application for a major zoning variation submitted by Alfredo Moreno, owner of the 
property at 7821 Thomas Street, who is proposing to construct a one story addition onto the existing home. 

Section 4-8-5 of the Village Code provides the Zoning Board jurisdiction to hold public hearings and offer 
recommendations to the Village Board concerning variations to Zoning Ordinance.  

The applicant is requesting a major variation to Section 10-9-7 of the Zoning Ordinance. 

Section 10-9-7 of the Zoning Ordinance (10-8-7-B) requires the primary building to maintain a setback from the 
rear property line not less than fifteen percent of the depth of the lot or twenty six feet two inches, whichever is 
greater.   The proposed addition to the house will have a setback of 5 feet to the western portion of the rear lot 
line and the roof eave will have a 3 foot setback. 

The legal description of the property at 7821 Thomas Street is as follows:  

THE EAST 60 FEET OF LOT 22 AND EAST 60 FEET OF THE SOUTH 20 FEET OF LOT 23, THE EAST 80 FEET OF THAT 
PART OF LOT 23 LYING NORTH OF SOUTH 20 FEET THEREOF AND EAST 80 FEET OF LOT 24 ALL IN HENRY E. GRAVES 
SUBDIVISION OF BLOCK 10 IN SNOW AND DICKINSON'S ADDITION TO RIVER FOREST BEING A SUBDIVISION OF 
PARTS OF SECTIONS 1 AND 2, TOWNSHIP 39 NORTH, RANGE 12, EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, IN 
COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS. 

A copy of the application will be available to the public at Village Hall and on the Village’s website at 
www.vrf.us/zoningvariation no less than 15 days prior to the public hearing.  The Zoning Board of Appeals meeting 
packet will also be available at www.vrf.us/meetings no less than 48 hours prior to the public hearing.  

All interested persons will be given the opportunity to be heard at the public hearing. For public comments to be 
considered by the Zoning Board of Appeals and Village Board of Trustees in their decision, they must be included 
as part of the public hearing record.  Interested persons can learn more about how to participate in the hearing 
by visiting www.vrf.us/zoningvariation.  

Sincerely, 
Clifford Radatz 
Secretary, Zoning Board of Appeals 

http://www.vrf.us/zoningvariation
http://www.vrf.us/meetings
http://www.vrf.us/zoningvariation


CHECKLIST OF STANDARDS FOR MAJOR VARIATIONS 

  1 

Name of Commissioner: __________________________ Date of Public Hearing: ___________________  

Application: ____________________________________ Address ________________________________ 

Standards: 

Met? 1 Standard 
 
Yes  
 
No 
 

1. The physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions of the specific property involved will 
bring a specific hardship upon the owner as distinguished from an inconvenience if the strict letter 
of the regulations were to be carried out; 

 
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Yes  
 
No 
 

2. The aforesaid unique physical condition did not result from any action of any person having an 
interest in the property, but was created by natural forces or was the result of governmental action, 
other than the adoption of this Zoning Title, for which no compensation was paid; 

 
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Yes  
 
No 
 

3. The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based may not be applicable generally to 
other property within the same zoning classification; 

 
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
 

 
Yes  
 
No 
 

4. The purpose of the variation is not based predominantly upon a desire for economic gain; 
 

Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Yes  
 
No 
 

5. The granting of the variation shall not be detrimental to the public welfare or unduly injurious to 
the enjoyment, use, or development value of other property or improvements in the neighborhood 
in which the property is located; or 

 
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

                                                           
1 If a standard has not been met, indicate the reasons why in the notes section for that standard.  



CHECKLIST OF STANDARDS FOR MAJOR VARIATIONS 

  2 

 
Yes  
 
No 
 

6. The proposed variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent property, or 
substantially increase the danger of fire, or otherwise endanger the public safety or substantially 
diminish or impair property values within the neighborhood; 

 
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Yes  
 
No 
 

7. That the granting of the variation would not unduly tax public utilities and facilities in the area; 
 

Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 
Yes  
 
No 
 

8. That there is no means other than the requested variation by which the alleged hardship or difficulty 
can be avoided or remedied to a degree sufficient to permit a reasonable use of the subject 
property; 

 
Notes: __________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 
________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
 

If any of the standards have not been met, what changes could be made to the application so it meets all the 
standards? 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 







APPLICATION FOR ZONING VARIATION 

Village of River Forest Zoning Board of Appeals 

June 11, 2023 

This renovation includes enlarging the kitchen, family room, and a bathroom. To accomplish 
the bathroom work, the existing rear bedroom at the southwest corner of the house must"be 
relocated, pushed to the rear (south). 

Due to the geometry of the lot, this southwest corner (portion) of my existing home does not 
comply with the rear yard setback requirement. 

When my property was created by subdividing the lot on the southeast corner of Forest and 
Park in the 1950's the current (existing) as built setbacks were considered okay, and my house 
was constructed. 

By squaring off the southwest corner of my house, the proposed new south portion of the 
southwest corner would be in line with the existing rear portion of the home that is currently 
considered non-compliant, as it is approximately 5 feet from the property line; less than the 
26' - 2" required by code. 

1 
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BUILDING CODES
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amendments.

2018 International Building Code
2018 International Property Maintenance Code
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Plumbing Code
2017 National Electrical Code
2018 International Residential Code
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2018 International Wildand Urban-Interface Code
2019 Illinois Assessibility Code
Illinois Energy Conservation Code
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MY DIRECT SUPERVISION, THE ATTACHED PLANS AND
SPECIFICATIONS AND STATE THAT, TO THE BEST OF MY
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____________________________________________________
__

001- 017598                  11/20/24                 3/17/2023
REGISTRATION NO.    EXPIRATION                DATE
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New Addition
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Existing Construction
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reframe wall
for new windows
at new locations
repair brick as required
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2" darby slab
insulate floor
r19 batt minimum

FOUNDATION PLAN

Remove existing window
SAWCUT 30"x30" crawl access
 provide plywood door access

dowel new fdn.
into existing with
no. 4's 24" long
3 each connection

INSURE DRAIN TILE AT BSMNT LEVEL REMAINS OPERATIONAL
REPAIR AS REQUIRED

breakout fdn. to -12" below
existing slab.

EXISTING BASEMENT

EXISTING UNFINSIHED
BSMNT

EXISTING GARAGE

2" darby slab
insulate floor
r19 batt minimum

NOTE: TOP OF FDN. +14" ABOVE EXISTING VERIFY

remove existing slab pour
new 4" slab with 10-10
WWF NEW 6 MIL VAPOR
BARRIER

REMOVE 26" X 40" WINDOW
OPNG TO BECOME CRAWL ACCESS
PROVIDE PLYWOOD DOOR
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INSTALL NEW
3'-0" X 3'-0" X 1'-0"
CONCRETE PAD FOR NEW COLUMN
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DOOR SCHEDULE
NUMBER LABEL QTY SIZE THICKNESS HANDLE, INTERIOR HANDLE, EXTERIOR COMMENTS
D01 1968 1 1968 R IN 1 3/8" KNOB KNOB
D02 5068 1 5068 L EX 1 3/4" KNOB LEVER
D03 2668 1 2668 L EX 1 3/4" KNOB LEVER
D04 2668 1 2668 L IN 1 3/4" KNOB KNOB
D05 2668 1 2668 R 1 3/8"
D06 4068 2 4068 L IN 1 3/8"
D07 2668 1 2668 R IN 1 3/8" KNOB KNOB
D10 EXISTG 1 HR 2'10" 1 21068 L EX 1 3/8" KNOB LEVER
D11 5068 1 5068 L/R IN 1 3/8" KNOB (2) KNOB (2)

ELECTRICAL SCHEDULE
QTY ATTACHED TO DESCRIPTION COMMENTS
3 TUBE CABINET LIGHT
1 CEILING EXHAUST
2 CEILING COMMON FLUSH MOUNT
11 WALL 3-WAY SWITCH
5 WALL SINGLE POLE DIMMER
19 CEILING RECESSED LIGHT
2 CEILING TRACK LIGHTING [24W]
1 CEILING TRACK LIGHTING [96W]
2 WALL 220V GFCI WP
5 CEILING RECESSED DOWN LIGHT 6
3 WALL ART LIGHT
4 WALL CAGED LANTERN
1 WALL GFCI
31 WALL DUPLEX
1 WALL NARVIK SCONCE 4
1 WALL FOUR WAY
4 WALL SHADED SCONCE
7 WALL SINGLE POLE
1 WALL TELEPHONE JACK
1 WALL DUPLEX (WEATHERPROOF)

EXISTING
GARAGE

KITCHEN
FAMILY  BDRM 3

C
C

BUILD TO 8' HT. 
THEN LEDGE

3- 2 X 6 POST TO FDN.

wood floor

wood floor

wood floor

Existing
Bath #1

EXISTING
LIVING ROOM

EXISTING
DINING ROOM

FIRST FLOOR PLAN

WINDOW SCHEDULE
NUMBER LABEL QTY WIDTH HEIGHT DESCRIPTION COMMENTS
W01 1010FX 2 12 " 12 " FIXED GLASS
W02 WINDOW TO REMAIN 2 24 " 48 " FIXED GLASS
W03 2626FX 3 30 " 30 " FIXED GLASS
W04 2633FX 4 30 " 39 " FIXED GLASS
W05 2633SC 1 30 " 39 " SINGLE CASEMENT-HL
W06 2633SC 1 30 " 39 " SINGLE CASEMENT-HR
W07 REPLACE THIS WINDOW 1 30 " 60 " FIXED GLASS
W08 3020AW 1 36 " 24 " SINGLE AWNING
W09 2940SC 1 33 " 48 " SINGLE CASEMENT-HR
W10 4220FX 2 50 " 24 " FIXED GLASS
W11 4240FX 2 50 " 48 " FIXED GLASS
W12 2940SC 1 33 " 48 " SINGLE CASEMENT-HL
W13 REPLACE THIS WINDOW 1 76 " 60 " FIXED GLASS

DECORA GLASS BLKSDECORA GLASS BLKSDECORA GLASS BLKS

FIXTURE SCHEDULE
NUMBER LABEL QTY DESCRIPTION MANUFACTURER COMMENTS
A01 ADA TOILET 3 ADA TOILET
A02 APRON FRONT [29 1/2W] 1 APRON FRONT [29 1/2W]
A03 OVAL SINK 1 OVAL SINK
A04 FUSED AC DISCONNECT 1 FUSED AC DISCONNECT
A05 RECTANGULAR LOW THRESHOLD SHOWER PAN  [65] 1 RECTANGULAR LOW THRESHOLD SHOWER PAN  [65]
A06 SIDE-BY-SIDE 1 SIDE-BY-SIDE
A07 WALL MOUNTED SINK 2 WALL MOUNTED SINK
A08 SLIPPER PEDESTAL 1 SLIPPER PEDESTAL
A09 EXISTING GAS DRYER 1 DRYER (GAS)
A10 EXISTING WASHER 1 WASHER (FRONT LOADING)
A11 GAS COOKTOP [36] 1 GAS COOKTOP [36]
A12 ALP70WL-30 1 ALP70WL-30  DUCTED WALL MOUNT RANGE HOOD
A13 PROFESSIONAL DISHWASHER 1 PROFESSIONAL DISHWASHER
A14 STACKED OVEN [26 3/4] 1 STACKED OVEN [26 3/4]
A15 UNDER COUNTER FREEZER [24] 1 UNDER COUNTER FREEZER [24]
A16 PVS06BSPSS 1 PVS06BSPSS - BEVERAGE CENTER

(3) 1-3/4" 11 1/4" 1.SE MICROLAM LVL                  
FAMILY 374 30 48 15 18

KITCHEN 360 29 50 14.5 38

BDRM 3 205 17 24.3 8.5 16.2

BDRM 2 127 11 24.3 4.4 16.2

BATH 2 121 - - 150 CFM FAN

LIGHT AND VENT SCHEDULE (SQ. FT.)

ROOM            AREA         LT REQD     LT PRVD   VT RQD  VT ACT

R
am

p

RELOCATED CONDENSING UNIT
ON PREFAB CONC. PAD

3- 2 X 64 POST TO FDN.

3- 2 X 64 POST TO FDN.

3- 2 X4 POST TO FDN.

3- 2 X 4 POST TO FDN.

3- 2 X 4 POST TO FDN.

New OVHD garage door to
be cut into existing
Masonry Wall

EXISTING WALL TO BE DEMOLISHED

Existing  90 min. door self closing

EXISTING WALL TO BE DEMOLISHED

EXISTING WALLS TO BE DEMOLISHED

DECORA GLASS BLKS

2x8 Roof Rafters @ 16"0.C. to match existing
2x6 Clg. Joists @ 16"0.c. to match existing
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Landing

Existing
door to be
replaced

EXISTING WALLS TO BE DEMOLISHED

EXISTING WINDOWS TO BE REMOVED
ADJUST LINTELS AND MASONRY FOR
NEW WINDOWS

100 CFM

steam unit in
cabinet
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and door
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Zoning Review Checklist

Address: 7821 Thomas Street
Date of Review: 4/30/2023 Date of Submission: 4/5/2023

Contact: Telephone #:

Zoning District: R2

Use: Addition to a Single Family Residence
Permitted Use

Lot Area Lot Width Lot Depth Lot Area
irregular lot 80.00 148.55 10484.17

Lot Coverage Allowed Existing Proposed
30% allowed for the R2 District 3145.25 2768.35 3001.87 

26.41% 28.63%
Floor Area Ratio Allowed Existing Proposed
40% allowed for the R2 District 4193.67 2426.35 2659.87 

23.14% 25.37%
Net additional flooor area added to the residence 233.52 s.f.
Setbacks Required Existing Proposed
Front Yard North

Average of block, see 10-8-7 A 21.5833
Eave Length 1.0000 No Change

Setback to Eave 0.0000 20.5833 0.0000 
Proposed setback

Side Yard East at addition
10% of Lot Width for the R2 District 8.0000 4.8438 25.1719 
Eave Length 1.3333 0.1250 No Change

Setback to Eave 3.0000 3.5105 25.0469 

Side Yard West NC SYSB
10% of Lot Width for the R2 District 8.0000 5.0000 5.0833  
Eave Length 2.6667 2.6667
Setback to Eave 3.0000 2.3333 2.4167  

Combined Side Yard
25% of Lot Width for the R2 District 20.0000 9.8438 30.2552 

No Change

Rear Yard - East South

15% of Lot Depth or 26'-2" minimum 72.1146 69.1146
Eave Length 2.6667 2.0000
Setback to Eave 26.1667 69.4479 67.1146 

Addition



Zoning Review Checklist

Rear Yard - West South

15% of Lot Depth or 26'-2" minimum 4.9480 4.9480
Eave Length

Setback to Eave 26.1667 4.9480 4.9480 

Proposed Ht.
Building Height Ridge Allowed Existing at addition
Height above grade in feet 35' 18' 18' 
Story Height 2.5 1 1 

Existing +
Off-Street Parking Required Existing Proposed
Garage spaces 2 2 2 

Addition



7821 Thomas Street 4/30/2023

Area Calculations
Date of Submission 4/5/2023

Lot Area 80.0000 78.5521 6284.1680
irregular lot 60.0000 70.0000 4200.0000

10484.1680

Allowed Coverage 0.3000 3145.2504

Allowed FAR 0.4000 4193.6672

Lot Coverage - Existing

First Floor Area Existing 2726.3477
0.0000

Covered Front Entrance Existing 42.0000
0.0000

Total 2768.3477

Lot Coverage - New

First Floor Area Proposed 2959.8675
0.0000

Covered Front Entrance Existing 42.0000
0.0000

Total 3001.8675

Floor Area - Existing

Floor Area - existing 1st floor 2726.3477
2nd floor 0.0000
Attic 0.0000

0.0000
garage allowance (up to 500 s.f) -300.0000

2426.3477

Floor Area - Proposed

Floor Area - Proposed 1st floor 2959.8675
2nd floor 0.0000
Attic 0.0000

0.0000
garage allowance -300.0000

2659.8675



7821 Thomas Street 4/30/2023

House - 1st floor - Existing per Plat

A 4.8333 0.1250 0.6042
B 19.9375 5.8750 117.1328
C 25.0833 1.6979 42.5890
D 52.0208 15.3021 796.0280
E 34.9479 2.4479 85.5490
F 59.0313 9.9583 587.8514
G 70.0729 8.6355 605.1145
H 2.6667 1.0833 2.8889
I 39.4479 12.0938 477.0750

0.75 J 5.6042 2.7396 11.5149
Existing First Floor Area 2726.3477

House - 1st floor - Proposed

Existing 2726.3477
Additions

m 11.0417 9.9583 109.9566
n 14.6302 5.4479 79.7039
o 14.6198 3.0000 43.8594

Proposed First Floor Area 2959.8675

Cover Front Entrance - Existing

cfe 7.0000 6.0000 42.0000
0.0000

Covered Front Entrance Area 42.0000



 

























MEMORANDUM 
 
DATE: October 23, 2023 
 
TO: Matt Walsh, Village Administrator 
 
FROM: Bill Koclanis, Civil Engineering Technician 
 
SUBJECT: Traffic and Safety Commission Recommendations – September 20, 2023 Meeting  
  
Issue: Recommendations have been made by the Traffic and Safety Commission following a 
discussion of the traffic calming modifications installed in the northeast corner of town in 2022. 
 
Analysis: Traffic patterns in the northeast corner of the Village were discussed at the Traffic and 
Safety Commission meetings on May 17, 2023, July 19, 2023, and September 20, 2023. These 
modifications had been installed following Village Board approval on October 10, 2022 with 
modifications thereto approved on April 10, 2023. At the April 10 meeting, the Village Board 
directed the Commission to revisit the traffic measures and provide additional recommendations.  
 
At the Commission meeting held on September 20th, there were a total of twenty-three (23) 
residents that spoke about the modifications implemented over the last several months, most of 
whom were against the changes made, particularly the barricade installation. Reasons for opposing 
the modifications ranged from concerns regarding resident notification, increased traffic on 
surrounding streets, increased traffic/speed in the adjacent alleys, loss of parking associated with 
North Avenue businesses and increased travel time to reach one’s residence or business. 
 
At the September Commission meeting, Thomas Engineering Group presented a draft version of 
the Village-wide traffic study, including a traffic calming toolbox. The toolbox consists of a 
scoring matrix based on crash history, traffic counts, speed and community interest. The toolbox 
includes recommended improvements based on the total score.  
 
The Traffic and Safety Commission discussed the modifications that were made and the effects 
that they have had on the area subsequent to their installation. Members of the Commission used 
the toolbox to provide context for the improvements. In an effort to find a more optimal approach 
in light of the additional public comment, the Traffic and Safety Commission has made the 
following recommendation:  
 
Recommendation: The Traffic and Safety Commission recommends that the plastic barricades at 
the intersection of North Avenue & Clinton Place and at North Avenue & Bonnie Brae be removed. 
With the barricades removed, the Commission suggests additional traffic counts and speed study 
be performed on Monroe, William, Clinton and Bonnie Brae north of LeMoyne. A motion was 
made to completely remove the plastic cul-de-sac in its current form and perform additional traffic 
studies. The Commission voted 4 to 1 in favor of removing the plastic barricades. 

If the Village Board agrees with the recommendation from the Traffic and Safety Commission, 
the following motions would be appropriate:  
 



1. Motion to Approve an ordinance removing the plastic barricades at North Avenue and 
Clinton Place. 

2. Motion to Approve an ordinance removing the plastic barricades at North Avenue and 
Bonnie Brae. 

3. Motion to Approve a resolution authorizing the execution of a change order to the 
Thomas Engineering Group contract to perform additional traffic counts in the amount 
not to exceed $6,194.00. 

 
Next Steps: 
If the Village Board approves the motions above, Village staff will remove the plastic barriers 
and associated signage. Staff will authorize Thomas Engineering to perform traffic counts and 
speed study, which will be performed in November. The data collected form that study will be 
submitted to the Traffic & Safety Commission for consideration, and the Commission will apply 
the traffic calming toolbox scoring system and may make a recommendation for more moderate 
traffic controls. The traffic controls may include turn restrictions, speed humps or parking 
modifications. 
 
If the Village Board does not approve the motions above, the plastic barricades will remain in 
place until further direction is provided.   
 
Attachments: 
Ordinances (2) 
Resolution Authorizing Thomas Engineering Proposal to Perform Additional Traffic Counts 
Traffic Calming Toolbox Excerpt from Draft Village Wide Study 
Traffic and Safety Minutes – 9/20/23  
 



ORDINANCE NO.      
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 9, ENTITLED "TRAFFIC 
REGULATIONS, CHAPTER 3, ENTITLED "TRAFFIC SCHEDULES," 

OF THE RIVER FOREST VILLAGE CODE 
 

BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of River 
Forest, Cook County, Illinois: 

 
Section 1: That Title 9, entitled "Traffic Regulations," Chapter 3, entitled "Traffic 

Schedules," of the River Forest Village Code, Section 9-3-11 thereof, entitled “Schedule 11, 
Do Not Enter” be amended by adding the following: 

 
Clinton Place, at the south side of the alley just south of North Avenue shall be 
closed to traffic entering from the north.  
 
Section 2: That the appropriate signage be installed in accordance with Section 1. 

 
Section 3: That all Ordinances or parts of Ordinances in conflict with this 

Ordinance are hereby expressly repealed. 
 

Section 4: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect after its passage, 
approval and publication in pamphlet form as provided by law. 

 
ADOPTED this 23 day of October, 2023, pursuant to a roll call vote as follows: 
 

AYES:   
 

 NAYS:    
 
 ABSENT:    
  
 APPROVED by me this 23 day of October, 2023. 
 

       
 __________________________________ 

    Catherine Adduci, Village President 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
      Jonathan Keller, Village Clerk 
 



ORDINANCE NO.      
 

AN ORDINANCE AMENDING TITLE 9, ENTITLED "TRAFFIC 
REGULATIONS, CHAPTER 3, ENTITLED "TRAFFIC SCHEDULES," 

OF THE RIVER FOREST VILLAGE CODE 
 

BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of River 
Forest, Cook County, Illinois: 

 
Section 1: That Title 9, entitled "Traffic Regulations," Chapter 3, entitled "Traffic 

Schedules," of the River Forest Village Code, Section 9-3-11 thereof, entitled “Schedule 11, 
Do Not Enter” be amended by adding the following: 

 
Bonnie Brae, at the south side of the alley just south of North Avenue shall be 
closed to traffic entering from the north and south.  
 
Section 2: That the appropriate signage be installed in accordance with Section 1. 

 
Section 3: That all Ordinances or parts of Ordinances in conflict with this 

Ordinance are hereby expressly repealed. 
 

Section 4: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect after its passage, 
approval and publication in pamphlet form as provided by law. 

 
ADOPTED this 23 day of October, 2023, pursuant to a roll call vote as follows: 
 

AYES:   
 

 NAYS:    
 
 ABSENT:    
  
 APPROVED by me this 23 day of October, 2023. 
 

       
 __________________________________ 

    Catherine Adduci, Village President 
ATTEST: 
 
 
__________________________________ 
      Jonathan Keller, Village Clerk 
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RESOLUTION NO.   ________ 

 

A RESOLUTION APPROVING AND AUTHORIZING 

THE EXECUTION OF CHANGE ORDER NO.    1      

TO THE  THOMAS ENGINEERING GROUP.       CONTRACT RELATING TO  

THE    VILLAGE WIDE TRAFFIC STUDY   

 

 WHEREAS, the Village of River Forest (“Village”) is an Illinois municipal corporation 

organized under the Illinois Constitution and the laws of the State of Illinois; and 

WHEREAS, on  October 24, 2022 , the President and Board of Trustees of the 

Village approved and authorized the execution of a contract (“Contract”) for the  Village Wide 

Traffic Study  (“Project”) with  Thomas Engineering Group  (“Contractor”). The original 

amount of the Project was  ninety-six thousand six hundred forty-four and (00/100)  

Dollars ($96,644.00). The anticipated completion date for the Project was    September 30

 , 2023 (“Project Completion Date”); and  

 WHEREAS, the Contractor has filed a request for payment of Change Order No.   1  in 

the amount of    six thousand one hundred ninety-four and (00/100)   Dollars ($6,194.00), 

due to the need to  increase the scope of work to perform traffic counts and speed data in the 

northeast quadrant of the Village ( Bonnie Brae, Clinton Place, William Street, Monroe Avenue)

 , and a request for an extension of time to the Project Completion Date of an additional 

 sixty  (  60  ) days. A copy of Change Order No.   1   is attached hereto as Exhibit A and 

made a part hereof; and 

 WHEREAS, based on the recommendation of the Contractor, the President and Board of 

Trustees of the Village make the following findings and determinations in accordance 720 ILCS 

5/33E-9 regarding Change Order No.   1   to the Contract: 
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1.  Change Order No.   1   (or a series of change orders): (a) are made necessary by 

circumstances not foreseeable at the time the Contract was signed; (b) are germane to 

the Contract as originally signed; and (c) are in the best interests of the Village. 

WHEREAS, in addition, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village find and 

determine that, pursuant to 50 ILCS 525/5, Change Order No.   1   (or a series of change orders) 

does not increase the original Contract price by fifty percent (50%) or more of the original Contract 

price, and thus the Village is not obligated to re-bid the additional work proposed under Change 

Order No.   1  ; and 

WHEREAS, the President and Board of Trustees of the Village, pursuant to their powers 

as provided by 720 ILCS 5/33E-9, find that it is in the best interests of the Village and the public 

to approve Change Order No.   1   because it relates to a public project and is for a public purpose.  

  NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the President and Board of Trustees of 

the Village of River Forest, Cook County, Illinois: 

 SECTION 1: Each Whereas paragraph above is incorporated by reference into this Section 

1 and made a part hereof as material and operative provisions of this Resolution. 

 SECTION 2: The President and Board of Trustees of the Village approve Change Order 

No.   1   in the amount of    six thousand one hundred ninety-four and (00/100)   Dollars 

($6,194.00). The President and Board of Trustees further authorize and direct the Village President 

and the Village Clerk, or their designees, to execute Change Order No.   1  , execute the check or 

other payment to the Contractor in an amount not to exceed the amount of  one hundred two 

thousand eight hundred thirty-eight and (00/100)  Dollars ($102,838.00) and execute any other 

necessary documents to implement Change Order No.   1  . The President and Board of Trustees 
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also recognize and approve an increase in the completion time for the Project, as set forth in the 

Contract, by thirty (30) days or more. 

 

 

 

 

 ADOPTED on a roll call vote of the Corporate Authorities on the      23rd      day of  

   October    , 2023. 

AYES:  

NAYS:  

ABSENT: 

  

 

 APPROVED by me this    23rd    day of   October   , 2023. 

 

 

____________________________ 

Village President 

 

 

 APPROVED and FILED in my office this    23rd    day of   October   , 2023 and 

published in pamphlet form in the Village of River Forest, Cook County, Illinois.  

 

   ATTEST: 

____________________________ 

  Village Clerk 
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EXHIBIT “A” 

 

CHANGE ORDER NO.  1  TO THE CONTRACT  

(attached) 



Bureau of Design and Environment
Prepared By: Consultant

COST ESTIMATE OF CONSULTANT SERVICES

FIRM Thomas Engineering Group DATE 09/27/23

PROJECT NAME 2022 Village-Wide Traffic Study OVERHEAD RATE 115.28%

PRIME/SUPPLEMENT Prime COMPLEXITY FACTOR 0

DBE OVERHEAD SERVICES % OF

DROP ITEM MANHOURS PAYROLL & DIRECT FIXED BY DBE TOTAL GRAND

BOX FRINGE BENF COSTS FEE OTHERS TOTAL TOTAL

(A) (B) ( C ) (D) (E) (G) (H) (B-G)

Clinton & Bonnie Brae 24 1,227            1,414            60.10            396               -                    -                    3,097            50.00%
-                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                     
-                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                     

24 1,227            1,414            60.10            396               -                    -                    3,097            

William & Monroe 24 1,227            1,414            60.10            396               -                    3,097            50.00%

-                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                    -                     
24 1,227            1,414            60.10            396               -                    -                    3,097            

Subconsultant DL -                     
TOTALS 48                 2,453            2,828            120               792               -                    -                    6,194            100.00%

COST PLUS FIXED FEE

Data Collection - Primary Locations

Primary Locations - Sub-TOTAL

Data Collection - Secondary Locations

Secondary Locations - Sub-TOTAL

Printed 9/27/2023 2:41 PM Page 1 of 5 BDE 3608 Template (Rev. 10/19/17)

bkoclanis
Text Box
Exhibit "A"



Bureau of Design and Environment
Prepared By: Consultant

PAYROLL ESCALATION TABLE

FIXED RAISES

FIRM NAME Thomas Engineering Group DATE

PRIME/SUPPLEMENT Prime Project Name

Prepared By J Yuratovac Services

CONTRACT TERM 2 MONTHS OVERHEAD RATE 115.28%

START DATE 9/28/2023 COMPLEXITY FACTOR 0

RAISE DATE 1/1/2024 % OF RAISE 2%

END DATE 11/27/2023

ESCALATION PER YEAR

year First date Last date Months % of Contract

0 9/28/2023 11/27/2023 2 100.00%

The total escalation = 0.00%

09/27/23

2022 Village-Wide Traffic Study

Traffic Engineering - Data Collection

Printed 9/27/2023 2:41 PM Page 2 of 5 BDE 3608 Template (Rev. 10/19/17)



Bureau of Design and Environment
Prepared By: Consultant

FIRM NAME Thomas Engineering Group DATE 09/27/23

PRIME/SUPPLEMENT Prime

PTB-ITEM # 2022 Village-Wide Traffic Study

ESCALATION FACTOR 0.00%

Note: Rates should be capped on the AVG 1 tab as necessary

IDOT

CLASSIFICATION PAYROLL RATES CALCULATED RATE

ON FILE

Principal $70.00 $70.00
Senior Project Manager $70.00 $70.00
Project Manager $63.85 $63.85
Project/Resident Engineer IV $57.58 $57.58
Project/Resident Engineer III $44.81 $44.81
Engineer II $34.62 $34.62
Engineer I $29.00 $29.00
Chief Surveyor $59.30 $59.30
Technical Manager $50.10 $50.10
Senior Technician $45.18 $45.18
Technician III $43.70 $43.70
Technician II $32.45 $32.45
Technician I $29.48 $29.48

PAYROLL RATES

Printed 9/27/2023 2:41 PM Page 3 of 5 BDE 3608 Template (Rev. 10/19/17)



Bureau of Design and Environment
Prepared By: Consultant

AVERAGE HOURLY PROJECT RATES

FIRM NAME Thomas Engineering Group

Project Name / Services 2022 Village-Wide Traffic Study / Traffic Engineering - Data Collection DATE

PRIME/SUPPLEMENT Prime

SHEET 1 OF 1

PAYROLL AVG

HOURLY Hours % Wgtd Hours % Wgtd Hours % Wgtd Hours % Wgtd Hours % Wgtd Hours % Wgtd

CLASSIFICATION RATES Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg Part. Avg

Principal 70.00 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Senior Project Manager 70.00 12.0 25.00% 17.50 6 25.00% 17.50 6 25.00% 17.50 0   0   0   
Project Manager 63.85 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Project/Resident Engineer IV 57.58 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Project/Resident Engineer III 44.81 36.0 75.00% 33.61 18 75.00% 33.61 18 75.00% 33.61 0   0   0   
Engineer II 34.62 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Engineer I 29.00 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Chief Surveyor 59.30 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Technical Manager 50.10 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Senior Technician 45.18 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Technician III 43.70 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Technician II 32.45 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   
Technician I 29.48 0.0 0   0   0   0   0   

          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          
          

TOTALS 48.0 100% $51.11 24.0 100% $51.11 24.0 100% $51.11 0.0 0% $0.00 0.0 0% $0.00 0.0 0% $0.00

TOTAL PROJ. RATES Clinton & Bonnie Brae William & Monroe       

09/27/23

Printed 9/27/2023 2:41 PM Page 4 of 5 BDE 3608 Template (Rev. 10/19/17)



Task-101
Travel Trips People Mileage Rate
2 trips, 1 person 2 1 30 0.585$    35.10$            
Equipment Each Rate
Misc 1 25.000$  25.00$            

Task-101 Subtotal 60.10$            
Task-102
Travel Trips People Mileage Rate
2 trips, 1 person 2 1 30 0.585$    35.10$            
Equipment Each Rate
Misc 1 25.000$  25.00$            

Task-102 Subtotal 60.10$            

TEG Direct Costs Total 120.20$           

DIRECT COST DETAIL
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TRAFFIC CALMING TOOLBOX 
“The primary purpose of traffic calming is to support the livability and vitality of residential and 
commercial areas through improvements in non-motorist safety, mobility, and comfort. These 
objectives are typically achieved by reducing vehicle speeds or volumes on a single street or 
a street network. Traffic calming measures consist of horizontal, vertical, lane narrowing, 
roadside, and other features that use self-enforcing physical or psycho-perception means to 
produce desired effects.” 

- Federal Highway Administra�on defini�on of traffic calming 

 

Introduc�on 

Having a standardized roadway system is impera�ve to the safety of residents and drivers alike. 
Predictability on a road increases safety and decreases variability when traveling to different parts of the 
Village. The goal of this traffic calming toolbox and scoring sheet is to assist the Village in iden�fying 
loca�ons for further study, choose from a list of appropriate countermeasures, and maintain consistency 
of traffic improvements throughout the Village. 

The process will begin with either an internal ini�a�on by the Traffic and Safety Commission iden�fying a 
loca�on with poten�al traffic problems, or a resident pe��on being presented to the Traffic and Safety 
Commission. From there the scoring document will be used to evaluate the loca�on and determine what 
improvement categories apply. The improvement type used will be le� to the discre�on of the Traffic and 
Safety Commission in conjunc�on with resident and Village Staff input. In addi�on to the “Improvement 
Matrix” which lists the improvement types that may be considered, this document also includes a “Cost 
Matrix” to further inform the reader of poten�al cost implica�ons and to iden�fy ideal loca�ons for each 
improvement type.  

The improvement types are taken from the Federal Highway Administra�on’s (FHWA) recommenda�ons 
for traffic calming along with Thomas Engineering’s own experience comple�ng traffic studies around the 
state. The scoring sheet and matrix are meant to serve as guidelines for the Village. All improvements 
should rely on site specific criteria to determine the op�mal countermeasures at each loca�on. The 
relevant applica�on of each improvement will ul�mately be up to the Traffic and Safety Commission and 
Village Board.  

Scoring Criteria 

The Scoring Matrix will be the first step a�er iden�fying a loca�on for poten�al traffic calming. The loca�on 
will be analyzed based on recent crash history, vehicle speed (using speed study), average daily traffic, and 
nearby pedestrian traffic generators (school, library, park, church, or public transit). Addi�onal points will 
be awarded for loca�ons iden�fied as a bike route per the Village Bicycle Plan implemented in 2019 and/or 
if the interest in the loca�on was created through a resident pe��on. 

The maximum score a loca�on can get will be 100 points with a minimum threshold of 25 points to proceed 
with review and poten�al improvements. Points from this sec�on will be used to determine what level of 
improvements can be used in the Improvement Matrix. 

DRAFT



  
 
 
 

 
79 

Scoring Process 

The scoring process will u�lize two intersec�ons and one connec�ng segment for each scoring category. 
This means, for example, the crash score will u�lize the total crashes at both intersec�ons and the joining 
segment. While there are some intersec�on-specific traffic calming measures TEG assumes most studies 
will be based along a specific road which will then have a suitable segment chosen for study.  

For full corridor studies including mul�ple segments along a road each segment + its two termini 
intersec�on will be used to score all segments through a corridor. In the end each segment & intersec�on 
combo will have a final score and corresponding level of improvement. In tes�ng scores through a corridor 
were generally similar, but in the case of segments falling into different improvement levels TEG 
recommends using engineering judgement to choose the level of improvement most appropriate for the 
corridor.  

Improvement Matrix 

A�er scoring a loca�on the Traffic and Safety Commission should look at the Improvement Matrix to 
determine what “Level” of improvements should be considered. Using the score from the Scoring Matrix, 
the Levels are as follows: 

Level 1 = 25-39 points – Loca�ons that may have speed and safety concerns not apparent without further 
review; minimal impact to traffic. 

Level 2 = 40-59 points – Loca�ons with minor speed and safety problems; no new physical barriers or 
traffic control. 

Level 3 = 60-79 points – Loca�ons with moderate speed and safety problems; physical barriers or new 
traffic control may be jus�fied. 

Level 4 = 80-100 points – Loca�ons with major speed and safety problems; roadway may be in need of 
substan�al improvements to correct traffic condi�ons on the road. 

Traffic improvements are categorized by how much of an impact each improvement has on drivers using 
the road. As the impacts to drivers become greater, the effec�veness of the improvement also increases. 
For this reason, the level 3 and 4 traffic calming measures should be used sparingly to correct areas with 
clear deficiencies. Some of the level 3 and 4 improvements have secondary criteria that must be met prior 
to considering the improvement, which are listed in the “Usage Notes” column.  For example, in order to 
install a new all-way stop sign, the intersec�on must first fulfill an all-way stop warrant. 

In general, when considering a loca�on for traffic calming improvements, even if there are enough points 
to jus�fy a level 3 or 4 interven�on, it is recommended that the Village adopt a conserva�ve approach. 
Star�ng with a level 1 or 2 improvement is recommended to assess whether or not the exis�ng issues are 
effec�vely resolved without significantly impac�ng drivers' road usage. However, if level 1 or 2 
improvements are already in place, it may be appropriate to proceed with a level 3 or 4 interven�on.  

The Improvement Matrix includes a table which shows the primary issues addressed by each 
improvement. While all suggested improvements will help calm traffic on the road, each improvement 
type will primarily impact one to two aspects of road safety. For ease-of-use, the table lists whether the 
improvements primarily impact speed on the roadway, volume of vehicles, or pedestrian safety. Level 1 
and 2 improvements primarily target speed and pedestrian safety. As the impact to the roadway increases 
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in level 3 and 4, the improvements make the roadway less appealing to travel on due to physical barriers 
or new traffic control. Slowing down the speed to navigate a corridor will reduce traffic coming from major 
routes but will also inconvenience residents.  

Cost Matrix 

The Village can also use the Cost Matrix to consider the approximate cost for each improvement and 
review a brief descrip�on of how/where the improvement should be used in order to determine what 
changes should be made to the studied loca�ons.  

Survey Results 

As part of the Village-Wide Traffic Study Survey, Village residents were asked about their preferences for 
traffic calming measures. This sec�on is intended to provide insight into the current preferences of 
residents in order to be able to beter an�cipate poten�al responses to proposed traffic calming measures.  

The following table shows the results of a survey ques�on in which Village residents were asked to indicate 
which improvements they would like to see more of in the Village:  

Improvement Type % Respondents in favor of improvement 

Speed Humps 39%  

Mounted Flashing Beacons 39%  

Curb Extensions 34%  

Driver Feedback Speed Sign 41%  

Raised Intersec�on 26% 

None  9% 

Other 27% 

Table 1 

As shown in Table 1, only 9% of respondents did not want to see any new traffic calming in the Village. The 
three most-supported improvement types were driver feedback speed signs (41%), mounted flashing 
beacons (39%), and speed humps (39%). Overall, there was generally an even distribu�on of support 
across all listed improvement types, with the excep�on of raised intersec�ons. This, however, may be due 
to a lack of experience with raised intersec�ons. Therefore, if the Village ever chooses to use this 
improvement type it may be helpful to provide an educa�on campaign about the benefits and 
effec�veness of raised intersec�ons.  

A total of 27% (238) of respondents listed other forms of traffic calming they would like to see – many of 
these responses were reaffirming the boxes they checked or did not check in the first por�on of the 
ques�on. When looking into the open-ended responses further, the following trends were iden�fied: 

1. Many residents expressed dislike for speed humps due to poten�al damage to vehicle 
undercarriages  

2. Residents expressed dislike of flashing beacons because the flashing lights could shine in windows 
of nearby homes  
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3. Bicyclists complained that curb extensions are dangerous because they force bicyclists into traffic 
lanes at intersec�ons 

4. Driver feedback signs are seen as ineffec�ve 
5. Raised intersec�ons were men�oned in several responses as an improvement, but one that 

residents are uncertain as to how they would be used 

The remaining 238 open-ended survey responses were reviewed and divided into six categories of 
improvement:  

1. Addi�onal stop signs (35 responses)  
2. Roundabouts (13 responses)  
3. Street closures (16 responses) 
4. Crosswalk improvements (13 responses)  
5. More police enforcement (58 responses)  
6. Speed cameras (19 responses) 

From these ini�al categories the categories were further divided into ‘new traffic control’ and ‘more 
enforcement’ groups. Within the ‘new traffic control’ group the categories of addi�onal stop signs, 
roundabouts, and street closures were combined with 64 total respondents preferring new traffic control. 
New traffic control will not be suggested unless it is warranted by exis�ng traffic condi�ons. Traffic control 
improvements are included within the traffic calming toolbox, but these are not to be used without proper 
jus�fica�on which is why none were included within the survey. The ‘more enforcement’ group includes 
the categories of more police enforcement and speed cameras, which total 77 responses. More police 
enforcement or auto-�cke�ng speed cameras are at the discre�on of the Village and beyond the scope of 
this study. The 13 people who suggested some form of crosswalk improvements focused mainly on 
roadway features to make crosswalks more visible and their sugges�ons were incorporated into the Traffic 
Control Toolbox. 

Conclusion 

Ul�mately, many Village residents appear to be open to traffic calming improvements. There seems to be 
a preference for improvements that would have low driver impact and road treatments with which 
residents are already familiar. This would explain why speed humps were picked 13% more than raised 
intersec�ons, even though they are similar treatment types. Only 9% of respondents indicated that they 
would not want to see any new traffic calming measures implemented. This suggests that there is a 
demand for well-planned traffic calming measures, even if there is indecision on which measures would 
be most effec�ve. A Village led informa�on campaign to inform residents of the poten�al advantages of 
each improvement type, as well as, outlining how the Village will handle the concerns residents have with 
things like the flashing beacons or speed humps (such as restric�ng loca�ons where improvements can be 
implemented). As the Village’s road system con�nues to evolve with increased traffic volumes and mul�-
modal transporta�on op�ons, residents will likely adapt and realize the benefits of introducing a wide 
range of traffic calming methods.  
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Scoring Matrix 
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Measure Criteria for assigning a numerical score to traffic problems Points

0-20 pts.

Score:

0-20 pts.

Score:

0-20 pts.

Score:

0-20 pts.

Score:

0-10 pts.

Score:

0-10 pts.

Score:

Intersection 1: Total:

Segment:
Intersection 2:

Scoring Matrix

Crash History

1-3 crashes in a 5 year period = 5 points
4-10 crashes in a 5 year period = 10 points
More than 10 crashes in a 5 year period = 15 points
any crash involving a pedestrian/cyclist = +5 points

85th percentile speed is not over the speed limit = 0 points
85th percentile speed is 2 mph over the speed limit = 3 points
85th percentile speed is 4 mph over the speed limit = 6 points
85th percentile speed is 6 mph over the speed limit = 9 points
85th percentile speed is 8 mph over the speed limit = 12 points
85th percentile speed is 10 mph over the speed limit = 15 points
Outlier Speed 20+ mph above posted speed limit = +5 points

Vehicle Speed

Vehicle Volume

Pedestrian Traffic 
Generators

Bike Routes / Non-Bike 
Routes

Community Interest

No Petition = 0 points
Local Petition (0-75% residents on block) = 5 points
Local Petition (75%+ of residents on block) = 10 points
Village Petition (0-10% of Village population) = 5 points
Village Petition (10%+ of Village population) = 10 points

Not identified as a proposed bike route = 0 points
Identified as a Marked Shared Lane = 5 points
Identified as a Dedicated Bike Lane = 10 points
*Per Village Bicycle Plan published in 2019

Any school, park, library, church, CTA station more than 2 blocks (1,320 ft.) 
away = 0 points
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1-2 blocks (1,320 ft.) away = 5 
points
Any school, park, library, church, CTA station 1 block (660 ft.) or less away = 
10 points
Three or more overlapping 1-block areas = +10 points
Three or more overlapping 2-block areas = +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
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Speed Volume
Pedestrian 

Safety

Targeted Speed Enforcement X
Speed Radar Trailer X
Speed Feedback Sign X
Centerline/Edgeline Markings X
Updated Signage (New/Larger/Refreshed) X X
Speed Limit Signage X If not already existing
Flashing Signs X X
Pavement Legend X X
High Visibility Crosswalks X
Education/Community Outreach X

Sign Turn Restrictions/Turn Movement Restrictions X
On-street Parking Strategies X
Parking Lane Markings X
Textured Pavement X
Rumble Strip X

Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon X
Motion Activated - Less 
intrusive

Left-turn Improvements X

Curb Extensions X X Intersections
Mid-Block Chokers X X Segments
Center Island Narrowing/Pedestrian Refuge X

Stop Signage X
If stop sign warrant is 
met

Traffic Circle X X
Roundabout X X
Realigned Intersection X X
Speed Hump/Speed Cushion X X Segments
Speed Table/Raised intersections X X Intersections

Median & Partial Medians X
Median Barrier X Cut-through traffic
Forced Turn Island X Cut-through traffic
One-Way to Two-Way Street Conversion X
Two-Way to One-Way Street Conversion X

Usage Notes

Primary Issue Addressed

Level 4 - Street Closures (80-100 points)

Level 3 - Significant Traffic Flow Changes (60-79 points)

Level 2 - Some Traffic Flow Changes (40-59 points)

Level 1 - No Traffic Flow Changes (25-39 points)

Improvement Matrix

Available Traffic Calming Measures

X
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Cost Matrix 
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Low (<$6k)
Medium 

($6k-$15k)

High 

(>$15k)

Targeted Speed Enforcement X X

Speed Radar Trailer X

Speed Feedback Sign X

Centerline/Edgeline Markings X

Updated Signage 
(New/Larger/Refreshed)

X

Speed Limit Signage X

Flashing Signs X

Pavement Legend X

High Visibility Crosswalks X

Educations Community Involvement X X

Cost Matrix

Available Traffic Calming Measures

Approximate Cost

Notes on Implementation

An improvement for locations with existing signs that are being ignored. Motion activated to 
cause as little disturbance for residents as possible. 
Should be used sparingly to help combat inattentional blindness. Best used in locations where 
off-street signage is already present and being ignored. Using consistently at locations like 
schools will create a consistent roadway and make It clear to drivers to be cautious in those 
areas.

Any location with pedestrian accidents or high volumes of pedestrian crossings is a good 
candidate. Can be used with mid-block crossing to make it more visible to drivers not expecting 
to see a crosswalk away from an intersection.

Community education programs will passively improve the roadway by teaching drivers, 
bicyclists, and pedestrians how best to use the road together.

This can involve 1-2 officers posted at select locations with high rates of speeding. Generally this 
is best if there are certain time frames where speeding is occurring.

A temporary movable option for the Village to discourage speeding. The village can use the 
speed data collected by the trailer to determine the effectiveness of the measure.

A more permanent version of the speed trailer. If success is seen with the usage of the speed 
trailer along a route then this may be justified. Can be set up to give tickets automatically 
combining the effectiveness of targeted speed enforcement and a speed radar trailer. 

Centerline and edgeline markings can be used to clearly delineate where a vehicle should be 
driving. They can be used alongside on-street parking to visually narrow the lane a driver has 
access to. This is effective in areas where drivers consistently use parking lanes as through lanes.

In areas with old faded signs a simple signing upgrade may be enough to get drivers attention 
who may not have seen the older signs.

Used in cases where speeding is an issue and no speed limit sign is existing.

Level 1 - No Traffic Flow Changes (25-40 points)

DRAFT



Low (<$6k)
Medium 

($6k-$15k)

High 

(>$15k)

Cost Matrix

Available Traffic Calming Measures

Approximate Cost

Notes on Implementation

Sign Turn Restrictions/Turn Movement 
Restrictions

X

On-street Parking Strategies X X

Parking Lane Markings X

Textured Pavement X X

Rumble Strip X

Rapid Rectangular Flashing Beacon X

Left-turn Improvements X X

Restricting who can turn onto or off of routes is an effective way of reducing traffic volumes. 
Whenever this improvement is implemented the Village should consider whether nearby 
roadways can handle the increase traffic volumes on neighboring roads. Restricting turns can be 
used strategically to funnel drivers away from pedestrian areas and towards larger roads capable 
of handling increased volumes.

Adding parking along a residential route can create a visually narrower lane which forces drivers 
to slow down. One concern is that if parking is added along a route without any demand for 
street parking the lane may be left open for drivers to use it as a second through lane or use the 
road as if it was one wide lane. 

This can be implemented along street parking to delineate the parking zone from the through 
lane. On routes with unused street parking this may be effective.

Textured pavement indicates to drivers to pay more attention to the roadway. Best used with 
pavement legends or near crosswalks. Helps combat inattentional blindness in drivers.

Used along rural routes as a physical indication a driver is leaving the travel lane. 

Rapid flashing beacons activated by a push button to help pedestrians cross. This is best used at 
busy roadways with high rates of pedestrian crossings. Also applicable in locations with 
pedestrian related accidents or locations with mid-block crossings. 

Level 2 - Some Traffic Flow Changes (41-60 points)

A newer traffic calming technique being used in Chicago at signalized intersections with high 
rates of left turners and pedestrians. Forces drivers to take a wider left turn giving all parties at 
the intersection more time to react to the turn. DRAFT



Low (<$6k)
Medium 

($6k-$15k)

High 

(>$15k)

Cost Matrix

Available Traffic Calming Measures

Approximate Cost

Notes on Implementation

Curb Extensions X X

Mid-Block Chokers X X

Center Island Narrowing/Pedestrian 
Refuge

X X

Stop/Yield Signage X

Traffic Circle X X

Roundabout X

Realigned Intersection X

Speed Hump/Speed Cushion X

Speed Table/Raised intersections X X

Best suited to larger roads with high volumes. Gives pedestrians the opportunity to cross in two 
stages and puts a physical hazard near drivers through lanes causing slowdown.

Similar to curb extensions, but used mid-block. Best for mid-block crossings to get pedestrians 
within drivers line of sight. 

Should only be used when justified by a stop sign warrant. Creates an additional stopping point 
along a corridor and may make the road less appealing to traffic coming from primary routes. 
Can also increase pedestrian safety by making a safe crossing point along a route without any 
other stop locations. 

Level 3 - Significant Traffic Flow Changes (61-80 points)

Can be added to locations to help reduce the number of angle or turning collisions. Forces 
drivers to slow down without any other traffic control device. Due to the obstruction drivers are 
forced to take a longer left turn route to negotiate the intersection giving oncoming traffic more 
time to react.

Can be used in a variety of locations. Generally best when applied to high volume stop control 
locations or signalized intersections. The improvement requires a larger footprint than a normal 
intersection to accommodate the circular movement of vehicles.

Best used on T-intersections on residential roads. By placing an obstruction in the path of 
vehicles that would be continuing straight drivers are forced to slow down to evaluate the area 
around them. 

Used on low volume segments to regulate speed. Spacing should follow FHWA criteria. Should 
only be used along residential roads experiencing high volumes of through traffic not associated 
with residents along the road.

Best used at intersections with high pedestrian volumes or mid-block crossings. The longer the 
flat portion of the speed table the gentler the effect on a vehicle will be.

Best used at locations with on-street parking where pedestrians have difficulty being seen at 
intersections. This improvement prevents cars from using the parking lane as a through lane. 
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Low (<$6k)
Medium 

($6k-$15k)

High 

(>$15k)

Cost Matrix

Available Traffic Calming Measures

Approximate Cost

Notes on Implementation

Median & Partial Medians X X

Median Barrier X X

Forced Turn Island X

One-Way to Two-Way Street 
Conversion

X X

Two-Way to One-Way Street 
Conversion

X X

Used to prevent cars on the minor road from going straight through an intersection. Results in a 
forced right turn for the minor road and makes left turns from the major road. Used to prevent 
cut-through traffic.

Physically blocks drivers from performing other turn movement (generally left turns). Should 
only be used in areas where drivers have disregarded signs. Can be more dangerous if the illegal 
turn movement is attempted.

This can be implemented along wide one-way streets with speeding issues. Introducing a second 
direction of traffic and narrower lanes results in a speed reduction. The roadway may become 
more hazardous for pedestrians who are now looking for traffic in both directions. 

An extreme measure that creates a safer street for pedestrians reducing the number of 
directions cars can approach from, but drivers tend to drive faster on one-way streets. The 
potential to introduce new speed problems should be considered prior to conversion. Access for 
safety vehicles and convenient access for residents is another potential concern.

Level 4 - Street Closures (81-100 points)

Can be used to narrow certain turn movements at intersections. Causes drivers to navigate the 
intersections at a slower rate. Best used in conjunction with pedestrian islands at locations with 
large numbers of pedestrian crossings.
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VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST 

TRAFFIC AND SAFETY COMMISSION 

MEETING MINUTES 
Wednesday, September 20, 2023 – 6:30 PM 

 

 

A regular meeting of the River Forest Traffic and Safety Commission was held on Wednesday, 

September 20, 2023, at 6:30 P.M.   

 

ROLL CALL AND CALL TO ORDER 

 

The meeting was called to order at 6:30 P.M.  Present at this meeting were Chairman Rees, 

Commissioner Chase, (came in late) Commissioner Gillis, Commissioner Hoyt & Commissioner 

Karrow. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that representatives from Thomas Engineering are here tonight and will 

be giving a presentation on the Village Wide Traffic Study. 

 

MOTION to adopt minutes from last meeting.  Commissioner Hoyt seconds. 

 

VOTE TAKEN ON MINUTES 

 

Chairman Rees – yes, Commissioner Gillis – yes. Motion passes. 

 

Chairman Rees talks about agenda items tonight. A presentation by Thomas Engineering group 

for the work done regarding the Village Wide Traffic Study and talk about issues on Clinton and 

Bonnie Brae. This portion was excluded from this report as KLOA previously done a 

comprehensive study of that northeast quadrant. We will talk about the repercussions of that. We 

will see where to go from there in respect to Clinton and Bonnie Brae. 

 

Jim, Senior Project Manager from Thomas Engineering, summarizes Traffic Study (see attached 

summary at the end of the minutes). 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that the Study is listed on our website and labeled Draft. He asks 

Director Loster if it will remain a Draft or changed from Draft status? 

 

Director Loster indicates that it will be changed but wanted to get it out to The Public for 

consumption as quickly as possible. There are some items that Staff has not edited yet due to text 

answers that will be buttoned up and posted on the website. 

 

Chairman Rees asks Jim, Senior Project Manager from Thomas Engineering, if he can comment 

on the method that TEG used to do the counts, collect the speed data and what type of 

methodology they used to collect data. 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering indicates that they used Miovision video traffic counting software 

with mounted pole cameras. Data is then annualized by a computer. This only captures volumes. 

Speed data is acquired utilizing high star pavement counters collection. 
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Chairman Rees asks Jim if data is obscure as motorists may not know then are being monitored? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, responds yes as any data collection they do is obscure especially 

when it comes to the speed collection without influencing the speed of the driver. 

 

Chairman Rees had a couple of questions related to the recommendations. Is there an opinion or 

philosophy due to the step approach? How do we contemplate considering implementing the 

recommendations as we would like to act on them promptly to give people notice for the affected 

area. 

 

Director Loster indicates that part of the goal tonight was to get the general findings of this Study 

out there for consumption and consideration. Anything that The Commission would be 

considering pursuing when it becomes sites specific, is something that we would ask The 

Commission to discuss as a group and make known it is your intention to discuss the bump-outs 

at Lake and Park. We would notify accordingly for a future meeting so a more concise 

conversation can take place regarding that specific location. This is more of a broader picture to 

get it all out there and start to gather some feedback. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if Jim or Director Loster can you identify some of these areas that we 

should prioritize if we were to decide to take a piece at a time.  Do you think there are areas that 

we, as a Commission, should consider prioritizing above others? 

 

Director Loster indicated that again that was part of the goal tonight to see from the Public to see 

what so we as a Commission to see where we would like to focus the conversation for future 

meetings. But at this point, nothing has been identified specifically as a priority. 

 

Chairman Rees to ask a couple more questions and then turn it over to see if other 

Commissioners have questions. I noted at the beginning the northeast quadrant was excluded 

from this. On these 2 pages that I printed out are the prior KLOA Study. Jim, as part of your 

work, did you look at the KLOA Study? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, indicated that they read through it but didn’t focus on any 

excluded areas. We were somewhat aware of what was going on there regarding the changes of 

the right in right out and cul-de-sac locations. 

 

Chairman Rees states that one reason that I am asking about that is KLOA collected similar data. 

I don’t know if they collected data in the same manner. You mentioned that they may have used 

different manners to collect some of the data. We do have from KLOA speed data, crash data 

and volume data on the streets that are at issue. For example, Bonnie Brae, Clinton, William and 

Monroe. I looked at their data and plugged it into your point matrix. Do you have an opinion, or 

do you know if that would be a valid methodology for us going forward as we have KLOA data? 

This was data collected in March of 2022, included in a report prepared in June 2022 and which 

was discussed in a meeting of September of 2022. Using your point methodology, it looks like 

we can take data from the KLOA Study and assign points using your methodology to determine 

that on the KLOA Study see that speed was not seen as an issue with respect to Bonnie Brae. 

Under your study, that would be 0 to 5 points if the speed was within the appropriate range. They 

measured volume at 900 cars based on their period of collection and you guys put a certain 
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number of points based on that volume of 900 that would be 5 points. There is crash data that 

they collected. None of the intersections they looked had more than 3 crashes in a period and that 

would also get points under your methodology and doing that we would be able to identify that 

based on the KLOA data that Bonnie Brae, for example, or Clinton Place would qualify as either 

Level 1 or Level 2. Do we take your point methodology, we collect the data, we apply the data, 

measure and assign the points and based on points it identifies if that particular area of study 

qualifies for Level 1, Level 2, Level 3, Level 4 type interventions? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, indicates yes. This is not the purpose here but is something that 

The Village can continue using in the future once it is an accepted document it can be used by 

applying previous collected data from the KLOA Study or the next project that comes up next 

year that is collected and see where it falls. Each location is treated and scored by the same 

system. The higher the score, the more improvement it would be like closing off a road or 

whatever. 

 

Director Loster indicates that the only clarifier I would add is this is part of the Traffic Calming 

Toolbox which is part of the Village Wide Study. The goal is to have that completed. This is a 

split off appendix this group can apply to any situation. Don’t just think of it as the context of the 

Study is to be used for years in the future. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt asks if this is TEG proprietary methodology or is it broader than that? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, no, you can look around at other communities as there are a lot 

of similar things with the exact counter measure. We try to tailor the ones we listed as to the ones 

that were acceptable within The Village Wide Survey. We think this is the best option but there 

are other options that can effectively do the same thing. We did not develop this one specifically 

but is very similar. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt asks if related to that, are we formally adopting us to approve this 

methodology to help us or The Village improving it in a way that we can use it or do we need to 

have an opinion on whether we should do that? 

 

Matt Walsh, Village Administrator, indicates that yes, the intent for that would to be formally 

adopted as it adds legitimacy to the process moving forward to help out The Commission and 

The Village Board to treating any petitions or requests or anything else that comes forward and 

direct it to that process. That is not the intent tonight as this is coming in as a huge document that 

Chairman Rees pointed out, but that is the goal. 

 

Chairman Rees asks I don’t know if this was a focus of your presentation, but you also have in 

here a cost matrix which is helpful as you identify at each level, Level 1, Level 2, Level 3, the 

different kinds of interventions or actions that might be taken. Then you have notes on 

implementation, not only what the cost is but what the desired outcome is as some things are 

better for speed. Can you comment on what you call the cost matrix, how to use that? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, indicates commenting back to your earlier questions about 

starting a smaller improvement and stepping in, that is how we would do it or how we would 

recommend. You are at a high- level score. That is something that is more involved and is 

needed but is ok to go there. The intent of the cost matrix is to help guide this. We think these are 
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a couple options that we are considering where options A, B & C are going to give us a similar  

benefits. If A is half the cost and easier to implement and meets the needs of what we are trying 

to do, and this one is easier for speed, and that is what we are trying to address, that would be the 

appropriate amount of measure to start with. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if you can comment on the use of speed humps or bumps verses the speed 

tables that people may or may not understand where one verses the other might be appropriate? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, indicates that generally they are all the same and get bigger as 

you go. A speed bump is going to be a couple of inches raised off the pavement and guessing a 

foot or so wide. Whereas the speed hump is maybe 3 or 4 feet wide. A speed table gets even 

wider than that and at a raised intersection is essentially a speed table across the entire 

intersection. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if a speed table could be in the intersection or it can be in the middle of the 

block? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, indicates correct. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt indicates that the pictures of the table were only in the intersection. When I 

think of table I think not in the intersection. Am I understanding it right? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, sometimes you will see it at crosswalk or at a big cross walking 

where you will have that raised intersection, the difference between a speed hump and speed 

table is if it is wide enough to be considered a table? One of the advantages of the speed table or 

as a raised intersection speed table over a bump or hump location is you can actually have more 

control of the design of the ramp flow on all the approach sides of that. You can make it a shell 

or angled slope on a road where you don’t want to lower the speed too much. For example, for a 

residential minor street, you maybe don’t mind that the traffic doesn’t have to slow down to 15 

mph even though it is a 25 mph speed limit area. If you are on Thatcher, you probably don’t 

want to slow down traffic down to 15 but you do want to slow down the speed limit and that is 

where a speed table would be designed at the raised intersection. This way a driver can 

comfortably progress over that intersection at 25 mph. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that he has seen in some study’s that the term vertical deflection verses 

horizontal deflection. Are those terms you use? Are vertical deflections are like speed humps, 

bumps table things that are vertical verses horizontal deflections you were talking about with 

respect to Thatcher and Washington which is narrowing the street horizontally. Is that part of the 

terms you use? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering, indicates there are options. The verticals are the ones you 

mentioned. In addition to the horizontal there are options where you can curve them out 

alternating where the curve out on one side of the road at one of the blocks and at the other so 

you almost create a weaving pattern for the traffic. You visually change the roadway for them. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates within your levels,1,2,3,4 do you have any that include closing off the 

street which is one of the things we have been talking about on Bonnie Brae and Clinton or 

partial or full closures like cul-de-sacs or barriers like that. Would those be considered Level 4 or 
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what level would you consider something like a cul-de-sac or a barrier to stopping traffic from 

entering the street? 

 

Jim, with Thoms Engineering, considers those a Level 4 on the magnitude of impact that they are 

going to have due to traffic. Putting in a speed bump, you are affecting all the traffic but you are 

not changing traffic pattern. Putting a sign up is pretty small. Changing the control at an 

intersection those are mainly like Level 3 taken from an all way stop to a signalized intersection. 

If you are blocking a road off completely with cul-de-sac or converting to right in right out or 

you are eliminating different turn movements available, that would be at Level 4 impact. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if any other Commissioners or Staff have questions for Jim? 

 

Commissioner Karrow asks when you mention bike lanes on Thatcher and I also think you 

suggested something on Washington, are those protected bike lanes? There is no curb between 

the street and the bike lane. 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering indicates that their initial recommendation was a two-foot striped 

buffer offset from the lanes so you are not directly up against the travel lane but not a physical 

barrier. That is an alternative option that can be expanded onto what we are recommending. It 

could be addressed if the project moves forward. 

 

Commissioner Karrow indicates that the intent with that is to address speed not volume? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering indicates yes, the intent to that is to address speed. When you 

have these wide- open roadways where you have two lanes on Washington and then you have 

these parking lanes which have low utilization rates mostly under 50%. Some blocks 0% 

parking. It has the feel of a faster road. By narrowing lanes and closing lanes in on traffic, it has 

the traffic calming effect which has the intent of reducing driver’s speed. Obviously, traffic 

volume does need to be considered in this is that you do not want to eliminate lanes. 

 

Commissioner Gillis indicates on Washington, we were talking about that. I like the idea in 

Chicago where you have parking and bike traffic going both ways. In Chicago where you see 

that green stripe, I understand what you mean by thinning it out. It does seem to work. I like that 

a lot. I was actually surprised by some of these numbers on Washington at 38? That is a big 

number. On Thacher 41. Again, I know they speed, but that is fast. Jeff, on Thatcher, there was 

something that came through about a preliminary recommendation about a bike where they were 

going to reconfigure on a state road park, from North Avenue to Chicago. If I remember right, 

the traffic, traffic and two bike lanes on the residential side. 

 

Director Loster indicates the Des Plaines River Trail is mostly North Avenue way up north. 

Several communities are involved in that project. The County is moving the bike path along the 

river out of the flood plain so it is more usable. River Forest, a couple years ago, worked our way 

into the project as originally Forest Park and River Forest were not part of it. That idea was to 

continue it down to the Transit Center in Forest Park. So yes, that is something that The Village 

is still involved with and still a project that is in the works.  The consultant that is running that 

project last year secured funding to complete Phase 1 Engineering for River Forest portion of 

that path and later on this year The Village will need to make a local match payment to continue 

that going which is already budgeted. The general idea would be to put consensual plans together 
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for a two -lane bike path on the west side of the pavement so on the Forest Preserve side, but that 

would eat up one of the southbound lanes thus reducing it down to one lane. That is something 

that is running down a parallel track and continues to do so. 

 

Commissioner Gillis asks if we can do that on a temporary basis if they recommend a bike lane 

in that area?  

 

Director Loster indicates that would change things especially on a highly utilized road like that. 

It is also still under IDOT Jurisdiction so permitting for any of this is tricky or at least a lengthier 

process. Trying to do that twice over might not be prudent but if that is something that The 

Village were interested in striking something in the meantime but doing it on a more permanent 

basis down the line would be something The Village would seek permits from IDOT for. 

 

Commissioner Gillis asks Jeff with some of these options regarding the Toolbox, is there a way 

that we could get some sort of cost associated with these rough numbers? If you are putting in a 

bump out or curve extension, there is in some cases, heavy engineering for the future. I know 

Chicago does less expensive bump outs where they keep that gap between the original curve as a 

new bump out so they don’t have to reengineer the water flow or everything. Correct? The speed  

cameras that we love with the flashing lights at 15 to 20 grand a pop, we can’t throw those up 

everywhere. Just being realistic about costs. 

 

Director Loster indicates that the radar things are not quite that expensive so to put that out there. 

The cost matrix does run 0 to 6, 6 to 15, kind of provide the high medium low- cost thing. A lot 

of that stuff is going to be site specific if you are talking about physical infrastructure at a 

particular location. If The Commission is considering bump outs at Washington and Ashland, 

this is completely hypothetical. If that is information that The Commission would like a little 

more kind of honed on as far as the cost of that, that is something Staff could put together for 

rough costs on a case -by -case basis. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if there any more questions. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt asks if the cul-de-sac, or the dead end that we’re considering, is not even on 

here as one of the options? Is there a reason why? 

 

Jim, with Thomas Engineering indicates that I do not think that it was intentionally excluded as 

not to be considered. This document was recently provided to Village Staff so we have not had a 

full time chance vet it, we can definitely incorporate additional improvements into the Toolbox 

or eliminate some that aren’t desired. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt asks when we adopt the Toolbox is to make sure it included everything we 

would you would ever consider. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates if The Village is looking for some kind of motion, I propose the motion 

that we approve the us of the Thomas Engineering Group scoring matrix and the up and coming 

Toolbox as tools to use along with Commissioner Hoyt’s former suggestion when tis draft          

is finalized to ask TEG to include the use of  either cul-de-sac or barriers to be placed at the 

appropriate level where you think you would recommend placing that. It sounds like it was a 
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Level 4 type intervention if that is your recommendation that you put it in the final. That’s my 

motion. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt seconds the motion. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if there is there any discussion before we vote on that motion? 

 

Commissioner Karrow asks if you can restate the motion that we are adopting? 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that it is a pretty modest motion that I am proposing that we adopt use 

of the Scoring Matrix and Calming Toolbox as articulated in this draft plan and to ask when 

Thomas Engineering Group finalizes this that they include the discussion to add to the level the 

cul-de-sac or barriers at the appropriate level they see fit. 

Any discussion on that motion? I think we can vote on that. 

 

VOTE TAKEN 

 

Chairman Rees – yes, Commissioner Gillis – yes, Commissioner Hoyt – yes, Commissioner 

Karrow – yes. Motion passes. 

 

Chairman Rees thanks Jim and Kyle with Thomas Engineering for their great work and excuses 

them from the meeting. 

 

Chairman Ress states that we will not open up public questions to TEG with regards to the 

Village Wide Traffic Study. The public comments will be to address Clinton and Bonnie Brae. 

 

Chairman Rees talks about another agenda item which is a broadly worded statement discussion 

about Clinton and North Avenue, Bonnie Brae and North Avenue regarding cul-de-sacs, the 

temporary barriers that exist. I missed the last meeting but is my understanding that this 

Commission recommended after discussion was some of it heated. The removal of the barrier at 

Clinton Place that went to  TheVillage Board and they rejected that recommendation in large part 

that they wanted to make sure that the recommendation was considered in conjunction with 

Bonnie Brae. This was put back on the agenda for that reason. What is difficult, for better or 

worse, no use debating it, the section that The Village addresses this corner of Bonnie Brae and 

Clinton is excluded from this particular study. We do have the KLOA study which I do not know 

if it is still available on the website. We do have data from KLOA which was collected last 

March. Just to recap, there were several neighbors that expressed concern about pass through 

traffic that KLOA study included the volumes on Bonnie Brae, Clinton Place, William and 

Monroe, were within the respected volumes of approximately 900 cars. The speeds on Bonnie 

Brae and Clinton were also in the expected ranges and there was evidence of access speeding 

particularly on William and Monroe. The accidents at the intersections in that area were studied. 

If you accept that data, that put the streets at Bonnie Brae and Clinton at Level 1 may be hard to 

get to Level 2. 

This is available and you should be aware that either this Commission or The Village Board 

adopt a recommendation that goes beyond what is recommended within these guidelines. The 

reason for having The Village spend more money and collect this information is to see if we can 

try to be more uninformed and try to have a more evidence-based approach to what we are 

recommending. I think it is fair to say that this is a divisive issue where we have people in the 
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community that lived there that have stronger opinions both ways, both for and against keeping 

the barriers in place. KLOA, at the time, did recognize that cut-through traffic was an issue 

during their counts as there was a greater number of southbound cars that were turning left on 

Greenfield and Le Moyne. Even with that cut-through traffic, they were within the expected 

volumes which have been generally seen in The Village. I would like to get a count as to  

            how many people are here from Bonnie Brae –How many people out of that 9 would like to 

support keeping the barrier at Bonnie Brae? (There was a show of hands - 8) 

How many people are here from Clinton? There was 11. How many of you support keeping the 

barrier at Clinton? (There was a show of hands) 

From the support of numbers, people on Bonnie Brae are generally happy with the barrier and 

the people on Clinton are generally unhappy with the barriers. 

 

Discussion breaks out regarding barriers on certain blocks of Clinton. 

 

Chairman Reese states that I think to me, the room is going to remain divided. We can take these 

things one at a time to decide if we are going to doing anything on this tonight. Are there people 

here who want to address something with respect to Bonnie Brae and Clinton? The topic on the 

agenda is the cul-de-sacs and barriers. I would like to keep the agenda limited to that topic. 

When you go back to the KLOA Study, there were other methods that were recommended along 

the lines of what we just heard here tonight with respect to an incremental approach that were not 

used. For example, adding parking on the west side on both of those streets to reduce, to 

basically constrict the width of the street and add two-hour parking on the west sides of Clinton 

and Bonnie Brae, at least on that first block between North Avenue and Le Moyne. That would 

have the effect of slowing down cut-through traffic. Is it already done on the west side now? By 

adding parking, this is one of those things in the Toolbox that is at Level 2 for street parking by 

impeding traffic through that kind of a method. It is one of the things in the Toolbox that can be 

used as an incremental approach. We would like to move on from this topic and come up with a 

recommendation that The Village can decide what it wants to do. 

Why don’t I stop here and ask if any of the Commissioners have any questions on this issue. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt refers to the KLOA Study that was done in March of 2022. 

 

Chairman Rees states that the data was collected then. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt restates that the KLOA Study was collected in March of 2022 and that 

changes were made to the area on Harlem since that data was collected. Should we consider 

using that data and apply it to the Toolbox or would we be better advised to redo the numbers as 

I don’t want to delay this further? 

 

Commissioner Karrow indicates that he thinks that the changes we have would reduce the traffic, 

counts and speeds if anything. We can still use the numbers, even if they were wrong in the 

direction that we were too conservative to over- estimate the traffic there. That would be my 

thoughts. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that one of his observations is that if we accept the KLOA data I think 

that Bonnie Brae and Clinton would be Level 1. I think that William was identified by KLOA 

which happens to be increased in speed and there would be some things that could be considered 

with respect to speed present on William and Monroe. At least it is my view that if these barriers 
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fall into the category of being sort of extraordinary measures that may be determined to be in the 

best interest of The Village, even if they don’t meet the criteria under the Study. The challenge I 

have is whether this is something this Commission would want to weigh in or make a 

recommendation or let The Village Board make that decision. My question to The Commission 

is that are we prepared tonight to recommend any changes with respect to Bonnie Brae and 

Clinton Place with respect to the cul-de-sacs or the barriers. Or do we think there needs to be 

additional information which needs to be collected? 

 

 

Commissioner Gillis indicates I think that what you had mentioned earlier to take a look at the 

data that we do have and agree that it is probably Level 1. I think overwhelmingly most people 

on Bonnie Brae appreciate that barrier there. We have not heard from either business for the last 

eight months. I think in this case that is fine to keep that barrier there. With the Clinton one, I 

think you are right we could remove that as we recommended. Let’s look at some of the other 

options that we have in our new Toolbox. Likewise, need to go down into William Street which 

is another speeding problem and increased traffic. Let’s go back and review our Toolbox to see 

what we can do there. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if other Commissioners have any comments. 

 

Commissioner Karrow indicates that he has one comment. If we leave the barriers, what are we 

leaving them for. Are we leaving them and anticipating making them permanent or what else are 

we going to do there? I think that the barriers are overkill for the problem, expensive to put up 

and more than we need. Do we leave the barriers up as a temporary measure until we find a 

permanent solution that is more scaled to the size of the problem, or do we take the barriers 

down now while we look for a scaled solution or implement a scaled solution? 

 

Chairman Rees indicates regarding your question what is the problem that we are trying to 

solve? If we are only trying to solve cut-through traffic, regardless as we don’t want any cut-

through traffic, then obviously barriers work. 

If the problem is speed, this Thomas Engineering study shows there are different ways to address 

speed. 

 

Commissioner Karrow indicates that I think most of the comments and letters have mentioned 

volume but all of them have mentioned speed. Slow moving voluminous traffic would be better 

than any real fast traffic. 

 

Chairman Rees points out that with respect to the volume at 900 which was the volume measured 

by KLOA, that puts it in the lower threshold volume. 

So, when they measure using their scoring matrix, if it is under 750 it is 0 points on their scale. If 

the volume is 751 to 1,350, it is 5 points. If it is over 1,351 it is 10 points. Over 1,951 it is 15 

points. Even at 900 points, if you say that it was undercounting by over 100, 200 or even 300, it 

would still only be at the 5- point threshold. With limited crash history, limited speeding, with 

volume being around 900 cars, then there are other areas on this matrix that would generate 

points. We would be looking at whether there is a school, park, library, church, station or other 

things like that in the area, there is high community interest somewhat divided even you say it is 

supported by a petition that would get another 10 points. Bottom line is that I do not think that 

we are going to get to another result where it can be above 1. People have commented that in the 
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northwest corner in the suburb for 30-40 years, whatever, we have streets that are closed and 

people seem to like that and they have adjusted. This was done before any of our time, but we 

can assume that people like it and adjusted.  At the end of the day, we make a recommendation 

and this is a hard one. Our decision needs to be made and everyone is not going to be happy with 

it. I am troubled because my opinion is that we have jumped the gun. We installed barriers, in 

my opinion, on a temporary basis.  Installed them trying to do something that we think was for 

the best. Should we keep trying some other things to prevent like add parking or if speed is an 

issue or do we go back and do another set of counts using some of the tools that Thomas 

Engineering done. In my opinion, this is going to get us in the same place that we are tonight. 

 

Commissioner Karrow indicates that speed is an issue. I do not love the KLOA measurement 

technique. I also think if you look at the responses from the survey here that 75% of the 

respondents said that speed is an issue in general on any street that they were asked about and I 

do not think that barricades are the right solution.  

 

Chairman Rees indicates right and in respect to speed, KLOA did recommend some of the things 

that happen to be in this Thomas Engineering for Level 1. For example, signage and other things 

about flashing signs and other measures that can be used to try and address speed before you get 

to more radical things that are vertical that don’t need to be justified. There were some things 

that were recommended and they were not done. Part of my concern is that we jumped to the 

barriers without adding on street parking on those two blocks. 

 

Discussion breaks out regarding street parking. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that what I am telling you is there are other methods that can be used 

and recommended that we didn’t use. If you are going to push me, then I am going to suggest 

that we remove the barriers and that we go back to putting in incremental changes that would 

include signage and on street parking on the west side of the street to reduce speeding down the 

street. The question that I am struggling with is that I am trying to be respectful to everybody and 

everybody’s views here. At the end of the day, what we are trying to figure out is what is the 

most appropriate way to go forward with all the information that we collected and with all the 

different viewpoints we collected. At least, the direction from The Village Board, I’m not saying 

it doesn’t have to be the same, but the conclusion is that we keep Bonnie Brae and alter Clinton. 

There are effects on doing that and one of the effects identified by KLOA and by Thomas 

Engineering is that of course, when you restrict one you have potential knock on effects to 

another and we have to accept that reality. The issue is if we are going to have public comment, I 

want it to be respectful and limited. We will limit public- comment no more than a minute each 

and I would like people to say if you are in support of keeping the barrier to say that and limit 

your comment. At this point, I am going to open it up for public comment.  

 

PUBLIC COMMENT 

 

Dan Wasiolek, 1400 Bonnie Brae Place – Supports barriers. Northeast side needs it more than 

northwest corner due to many driveways, Fenwick practice fields, and popular school route. 

 

Pat Berg, 1415 Clinton Place – For getting rid of the barricades. Also is representing Dr. 

Nucifora who is in Italy she is for removing the barricades. 
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Sari Enschede, 1518 Bonnie Brae Place – Supports barriers. Make a huge difference for kids and 

walking the dog. Does not think parking will slow down traffic. 

Mary Stamatakos, 1507 Clinton Place – Support barriers. Would stop sign back as it is unsafe 

due to speeding. Parking on both sides of the street will cause more problems. 

Marta Kozbur, 1235 Monroe Avenue – Against barriers. Traffic has increased 300% and safety 

is a concern as cars race down Monroe. 

Georgia Politis, 1224 Ashland Avenue – Against barriers. Her husband Dr. Politis has a Dental 

practice on North Avenue. Destroyed ability to access dental practices. 

Cathy O’Rourke, 1511 Bonnie Brae Place – Support barriers. 

Betsy O’Rourke, 1511 Bonnie Brae Place – Supports barriers. Cars speed down their street 

during rush hour and is very dangerous. 

Constatine Politis, 7327 North Avenue – Against barriers. Thank you for putting up stop signs 

back up at corner Clinton and Le Moyne and at alley ways. Wants the barricade at Clinton to be 

removed. 

Tanju Sofu, 1407 Clinton Place – Against barriers. Does traffic modeling for his job, barriers are 

always the last resort there is a very strong public safety argument against them and there are 

other calming measure to that would address concern our neighbors of other streets. 

Karen Neal, 1407 Clinton Place – Against barriers. 

Jess Hwang, 1526 Clinton Place – Supports barriers. 

Kate Byrne, 1411 Clinton Place – Against barriers. They are extreme. 

Rene Hermes, 1446 Bonnie Brae Place – Supports barriers. Would like more data from study. 

Greg Abcarian, 1226 William Street – Against barriers. Would like them all removed.  

Kelly Abcarian, 1226 William Street – Against barriers. Would like the meeting minutes to be 

accurate. Would like the script the engineer read posted. Would like to know when you use 

barriers in a Level 4. Data should tell you how to make decisions. 

Jill McMahon, 7329 W. North Avenue – Against barriers. 

Darshana Novick, 7351 W. North Avenue – Against barriers. 

Dennis McMurray, 1429 Jackson Avenue – Against all barriers. All you are doing is shifting 

traffic. No proof for cut-through traffic. 
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Forrest Stampley, 1534 Bonnie Brae Place – Against barriers. I am located by an alley in which 

all traffic from Bonnie Brae has shifted to go down the alley which is dangerous. 

 

Christopher Cook, 1510 Bonnie Brae Place – Supports keeping barriers on Bonnie Brae and on 

Clinton. Has seen dramatic difference for public safety as well.  

 

Rob Armalas, Le Moyne and Bonnie Brae – Supports barriers. Wants the commission to 

expanding protection all the way down the North Avenue corridor. 

 

Colin Hanses, 1506 Clinton Place – Supports barriers. Especially for keeping cars entering from 

North Avenue.  

 

Chairman Rees thanks everybody and makes a motion to remove both barriers, to enlist Thomas 

Engineering Group to collect additional data for the streets that were excluded from their report 

and allow us to consider other incremental approaches to address the issue. Whether it be cut-

through traffic or speed in that area. That is my motion. I will ask if there is a second. 

 

Commissioner Karrow seconds the motion. 

 

Chairman Rees asks if there is any discussion? 

 

Commissioner Hoyt asks if we are recommending remove the barriers for the purpose of 

gathering data? 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that his motion suggests, I don’t know at this meeting or at another 

meeting, that there were questions raised about the methodology used by KLOA by some 

Commissioners and by the public. Data was collected in March of 2022, which is not that old, 

but it was collected during the pandemic and with other methods that I think are not the same 

methods used by Thomas Engineering Group. There are some residents who question the 

methods. I think through the passage of time, we don’t need to spend any more money on this 

project, but I think with the strong feelings and the meanings for us to have accurate data it is my 

suggestion to return to this to the status quo without the barriers, collect data without the barriers 

and then based on that data, we can assess using the Toolbox. We can then address speeding on 

William and Monroe and maybe these other streets. It will be interesting to see what the volume 

setting is at the 900 level and see if the volume is different. 

My recommendation is to remove the barriers, collect new data without the barriers and then 

determine what appropriate actions to take based on that additional data that is collected. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt would like to be sure that we are in agreement that something needs to be 

done. By removing the barriers, can sound like just remove them and move on. That is not what I 

want to recommend. I think for certain we need to know that this is a speed issue. If it is a speed 

issue, or volume issue, then Level 1 and Level 2 according to the new Toolbox our the 

methodologies we should be trying first. But to say that we are going to remove them and not 

have the study done for 18 months, that I am less comfortable with unless we are all - or we 

should have a discussion based on that. Is this something that is short term or long term? 
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Director Loster indicates that I don’t think that it is that long term. Obviously, we don’t know 

what Thoms Engineering schedule is but within a couple few months I would imagine the 

general timeframe they would operate on would not be 18 months. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that he would defer to them to what extent to use the KLOA data that it 

is at a point because that data is there but I am interested to know if they accept the data then 

maybe there is a way they could. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt indicates that maybe there is another option to remove the barriers and do X 

at the same time so we don’t have a period of months or a year having nothing. But if the data 

can be done quickly, then we believe that the data gathered by the Engineering Group is going to 

be more accurate for using the tool kit. My personal opinion would be to remove them and get 

data quickly. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that is sounds like what we heard tonight and the comments there 

would be some opposition at least to keep the one KLOA recommendation as it is consistent 

which is to add on street parking. I know this is a strategy under Level 2 under the Thomas 

Engineering Group, but we also heard objections to that. Consistent with KLOA are things like 

signage, flashing signs and it seems to me that it would be inconsistent to at least add some of 

those measures if the idea is to collect data primarily for volume and to also assess speed and 

then determine based on that additional collection whether additional actions need to be taken. 

At least that is where I am leaning towards. 

 

Commissioner Chase indicates to Chairman Rees that we received a lot of emailed letters from 

the residents who could not be here this evening. Every email that was received is for keeping 

the barriers. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that he told John Osga that I would report that he couldn’t be here 

tonight and not in a place where he does not have access to the internet. He did say that he is in 

favor of keeping the barriers. Considering speed mitigation on William if I am accurately 

recording this. Dave or Rick do you have any comments on the motion? 

 

Commissioner Karrow agrees about the idea of removing the barriers and collecting new data so 

we can compare apples to apples. I do feel that whatever decision that we make, if we are going 

to be making it with data, we should be making it with the best data we can find. I think that is a 

couple of bumps that’s agreeable. 

 

Commissioner Gilles indicates that if we remove the barriers and you talk about of some of the 

signage, I think the KLOA signage there were issues with that and would affect businesses that 

there is no right turn on those streets, etc.  I think if we leave everything the way it was and 

remove the barriers and do new counts, it would be very interesting to see what happens. 

Likewise with William, William is going to go down. We know that and Clinton is going to go 

back up and Bonnie Brae will probably go back up as far as traffic. That is what we need to find 

out. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates so that the suggestions that KLOA made with respect to signage, and 

again I do not know if it would affect the counts or that we care, but one was installing yellow 

bordered speed limit signs on southbound to get more visibility to the signs and also to utilize 
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portable or permanent speed awareness to systems that are on some street. Obviously if you put 

those in, especially the portable one, might potentially affect numbers that you are trying to get 

an accurate count on speed. You might not want to do that yet to try and get an accurate sense of 

what the speed is. Those are two of the suggestions that they made. Rick is right, they weren’t 

recommending it but I think what in part led to the barriers, they did recognize that one option 

would to install no right turn signs on North Avenue between the hours of 7:00 a.m. to 9:00 a.m. 

and 4:00 p.m. to 6:00 p.m. That is another alternative that would be short of barriers - I think 

there was a concern as those types of signs are honored in the breach, but that remains an option 

to try and add limited signs to North Avenue and try to add enforcement on that issue. 

So those are some of the recommendations that are in the KLOA Study and they recognized in 

noting that at least we would need to consider the potential knock on effects there is potential 

diversion to Monroe and William and other streets. Any other comments or suggestions by The 

Commission? I agree Commissioner Hoyt that the goal here is to do something and make sure 

we are addressing the right problem. If the problem is volume – I know one individual I think it 

is was Dennis. The evidence  that I saw with cut-through traffic besides what people observed 

and said they seen is that the counts then by KLOA did show a substantially higher number of 

southbound traffic cars were then turning left on Le Moyne or on Greenfield which suggests that 

is evidence of cut-through traffic. The question is, is the amount of volume within a level that 

should be tolerated or is the issue then speed and is there a different way that speed and is there a 

better way to address speed. We are trying to figure out if this volume issue is a speed issue or 

both and what is the best way to address that problem.  

 

Commissioner Chase apologizes for being late and indicates that she encountered numerous 

speed bumps on her way here and two roundabouts.  I slowed down for absolutely every one of 

them. The first one I didn’t see. The sign was hidden behind a tree so I couldn’t see it. The 

speedbumps got higher. I do not know if that’s normal. Normally they are kind of a little bit 

flattened where you need to slow down but were humps and two roundabouts where you had to 

slow down. My street had a stop sign and the other side of the cross traffic did not have a stop 

sign so I had to actually stop and make sure nobody was coming. They work. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that obviously those are the Toolbox and are the mitigations to be 

considered as appropriate. I know that folks have there hands up I am really kind of loathed to 

reopening to the public comment. I just don’t want to open it up to everybody. 

 

Chairman Rees makes a comment indicating that suggestion of that section was excluded 

because the Village paid money and had KLOA did the detailed study that they did. At least the 

recommendation that is in the motion is that we remove the barriers for now, collect new data 

and then come back and based on that data address the issue. I don’t want to reopen this up. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that he understands the point. This is not nothing that discussed today 

that will affect the diverted turning traffic on Harlem from Le Moyne and Greenfield. 

 

Chairman Rees indicates that they will certainly defer to the engineers that The Village is to 

determine if our proposal is even adopted. First of all we haven’t voted to accept it here at The 

Commission level and what we would recommend is non-binding and will be up to The Village 

Board to decide whether they are going to accept what we recommend. Any other comments from 

The Commissioners? 
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Chairman Rees indicates that it was not a question I don’t think.  It was a comment if I am 

accurately stating it in asking that we use care in sequencing if that decision is made to remove 

the barrier and collect more data, that is done in a smart way and a limited way to limit any 

impact to the change. It can also suggest in the meantime if speed is seen as an issue to put in a 

speed bump that is not part of the recommendation because anything like that is going to depend 

on the data that is collected. I think that is close enough I hope. Any other comments from The 

Commissioners? 

 

Commissioner Hoyt indicates that she realizes that we’re – as I said before that I am worried 

about being taken down for too long.  In my view we have two choices to either follow the 

recommendation or we can take down the barriers and at the same time put something else up if 

we are concerned about speed and safety. I don’t know how long that would agree to your 

recommendation but timing is very important to me. Normally, we take down the barriers and do 

X or take them down and do nothing. As long as the count is going to be quick. Also, we can act 

quickly on results of those counts.  

 

Chairman Rees indicates that he don’t know if we can change the motion or maybe we could ask 

The Village to what you are suggesting is to keep the barriers in place and to remove them as 

needed when it is time to take the count and defer to Thomas Engineering as to how long they 

should be removed to get an accurate count. The goal is to get accurate data. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt responds upon receiving the data we will have at least a Level 1 solution to 

ensure we don’t wait 6 more months for a recommended solution.  

 

VOTE TAKEN ON THE MOTION 

 

Chairman Rees – yes, Commissioner Chase – no, Commissioner Gillis – yes, Commissioner 

Hoyt – yes, Commission Karrow – yes, the vote is 4-1. 

 

Chairman Rees states the motion carries and will go to the Village Board. The Village Board 

may or may not approve the motion. The public is welcome to attend the Village Board Meeting 

to express their view. We are trying to move as quickly as we can. The Village Board may vote 

to keep the barriers in place and that is their prerogative. Chairman Ress would like to hear from 

the other Commissioners about TEG recommendation to the Village Wide Traffic Study. 

 

Commissioner Rees states the commission has been hearing about Washington for a long time. 

That is something we need to look at. 

 

Chairman Rees states we could put Washington on the next agenda and decide if there are other 

issues to discuss. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt asks if it is the responsibility of the Commission to decide what is the most 

important or does the Village make recommendations. 

 

Chairman Rees states it could be either. We have heard of the areas for a while. We could pick 

any the areas as it was brought up by the survey. The Village would probably want the 

commission to prioritize areas. 
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Village Administrator Matt Walsh states the Commission would prioritize areas with input from 

TEG. 

 

Chairman Ress is recommending taking up Washington at the next meeting. 

 

Commissioner Hoyt would abstain from the vote as she has not gone through the report in detail. 

 

Chairman Rees states Village staff with TEG could prioritize the areas. 

 

Commission Karrow indicates that at Division and Lathrop there is not as much to discuss as 

they made a recommendation. 

 

The Commission states they would like to keep the meeting start time at 7:30 pm. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

A motion was made and seconded to adjourn the meeting at 8:45 P.M. All Commissioners voted 

in favor of the motion. Motion passed. 

 

Respectfully Submitted: 

 

 

________________________ 

Bill Koclanis, Secretary 

 

________________________                 Date: ______________________ 

Doug Rees, Chairman 

Traffic & Safety Commission 
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Introduction 

Good evening and thank you for allowing me the opportunity to present tonight. My 

name is Jim Yuratovac, and I hold the position of Senior Project Manager at Thomas 

Engineering Group. I am a licensed Professional Engineer, certified as a Professional 

Traffic Operations Engineer (PTOE) and Road Safety Professional (RSP). I'm here to share 

the findings of our Village-wide Traffic Study. This study is not just a collection of data; 

it's a roadmap that aims to guide us toward a safer and more efficient transportation 

environment for the community. Our goal is to provide actionable insights that will 

serve as a foundation for future planning and infrastructure improvements. 
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Objectives and Methodology 

The primary objective of this Study was to offer a comprehensive analysis of the current 

traffic conditions in the Village. Our overarching aim was to identify high-risk locations, 

assess the efficiency of existing traffic controls, and offer actionable recommendations 

for both immediate and long-term improvements.  

 

All roadways in the Village were categorized into three distinct types: Arterial, Primary, 

and Local. Local streets are predominantly minor residential roads, whereas Primary 

streets are engineered to accommodate higher traffic volumes. Arterial routes are 

marked state routes with higher speeds. We did not review these locations in order to 

focus our effort on internal Village roads. 

 

We performed traffic counts at 17 primary intersections, and supplemented those with 

counts at 6 additional intersections and multiple speed data collection locations. 

 

By combining data-driven insights with practical solutions and community input, we aim 

to improve road safety, optimize traffic flow, and enhance the overall quality of life for 

Village residents. 
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Resident Feedback and Community Engagement  

Community engagement played a pivotal role in shaping the objectives and outcomes of 

our Study. Early in the project, we issued a Survey Monkey survey to gather resident 

feedback on various traffic and safety topics. The survey served multiple purposes: it 

helped us identify focus areas and provided valuable insights into residents’ concerns. 

 

The survey results revealed a strong community interest in specific traffic calming 

measures, speed control, and pedestrian safety. This feedback was instrumental in 

refining our recommendations for improvements. Additionally, the survey provided 

valuable insights into the community's acceptance of various countermeasures, 

ensuring that our proposed solutions are not only effective but also closely aligned with 

the needs and preferences of Village residents. 

 

In summary, the resident feedback gathered through the survey has been a cornerstone 

in our study. It has enabled us to create a more community-centric approach, ensuring 

that our recommendations are both data-driven and aligned with the values and 

concerns of the community. This dual focus ensures that our study's outcomes are not 

just technically sound but also socially acceptable, thereby increasing the likelihood of 

successful implementation. 
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Traffic Calming Toolbox 

One of the standout components of our Village-wide Traffic Study is the development of 

a Traffic Calming Toolbox or TCT. This toolbox is a compilation of proven strategies and 

interventions designed to address a variety of traffic and safety concerns within the 

Village. It serves as a practical guide, offering solutions that range from simple signage 

adjustments to more complex engineering measures. 

 

The toolbox was developed with a focus on flexibility and adaptability, allowing the 

Village to tailor solutions to specific issues or locations. Moreover, the TCT is not just a 

static document; it's designed to evolve. As the Village's needs evolve or new traffic 

management methods emerge, the toolbox can be adapted to incorporate these 

updated strategies. This ensures that the Village has a living, adaptable resource for 

addressing both current and future traffic and safety challenges. 

 

The creation of this toolbox was guided by both data-driven insights from our 

comprehensive traffic and crash analyses, as well as community input gathered through 

our resident survey. By combining these elements, we've created a toolbox that is not 

only effective but also aligned with the needs and concerns of Village residents. 

 

To utilize the TCT, a location is scored based on speeds, crash data, road characteristics 

and resident petitions. The toolbox provides four levels of improvements based upon 

the score. The more a countermeasure impacts the roadway the higher the level. For 

example, a level 1 improvement may be a sign installation, whereas a level 4 

improvement might be a forced turn island.  

 

The Traffic Calming Toolbox serves as a cornerstone for the Village's traffic management 

strategy, providing a robust set of tools for improving road safety, optimizing traffic 

flow, and enhancing the overall quality of life for residents. 
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Capacity Analysis 

Another major component of our effort was to develop a comprehensive traffic model 

for the Village. The model's strength lies in its ability to simulate how intersections 

interact with each other, providing a holistic view of the Village's traffic system. 

 

The model allows us to assess both the Level of Service (LOS) and delay, thereby 

identifying bottlenecks and areas of concern. For example, the all-way stop (AWS) 

intersection at Lathrop Ave and Division St, exhibited a failing LOS of E during the AM 

peak hour and LOS of D during the PM peak hour. Our simulations showed that 

converting this AWS to a signalized intersection could improve the LOS to a B. On the 

positive side, most intersections in the Village were found to be operating smoothly, 

although some individual movements were failing, particularly at minor leg stop 

locations or those with high numbers of left turns. 

 

One of the key advantages of a Village-wide model is the ability to foresee how changes 

at one intersection can impact the broader network. This enables the Village to 

implement more effective countermeasures and avoid unintended consequences, like 

pushing traffic toward routes already operating near capacity. 

 

Our capacity analysis serves as a dynamic tool for both immediate interventions and 

long-term planning. It allows the Village to identify traffic issues proactively and offers a 

data-driven foundation for future traffic management and infrastructure improvements. 
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Crash Analysis 

Our crash analysis was conducted using 2016-2021 crash data from IDOT and 

encompassed every intersection and segment within the Village. Utilizing a proprietary 

in-house crash processing program, we categorized crashes based on various factors 

such as type, year, and injury severity. 

 

To ensure a comprehensive understanding of the traffic safety landscape, we employed 

different peer groups in our analysis. For intersections, these included signalized, all-way 

stops, minor stop 3-leg, and minor stop 4-leg. For segments, we divided them into three 

categories: local, primary, and arterial, as previously mentioned. The peer groups 

allowed us to capture a representative cross-section of both intersection and segment 

types in the Village. 

 

We then used a weighted scoring system, based on frequency and severity, to assign a 

score for every location. We identified 22 locations (or roughly the top 10%)—

comprised of 9 segments and 13 intersections—for a more detailed analysis.  

 

I won’t go into all the crash details here, but many of the segments were found to be 

satisfactory and only 2 had recommended action.  One is at Thatcher from Augusta to 

Division, which is covered separately and the other is at Division from Monroe to Bonnie 

Brae for which we are recommending a Speed Study.  

4 of the intersections were also found to be satisfactory and 5 were on Thatcher or 

Washington which I will get to shortly.  For Chicago & William we recommended a speed 

study. For the remaining 3 we are recommending a speed study in addition to: traffic 

count at Ashland & Lake to determine if a change in traffic control is appropriate. 

upgrading the crosswalk striping associated with the nearby school for Chicago & 

Jackson, and lastly for Lathrop & Division we are recommending the installation of a 

traffic signal.  
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Two-Block Span Analysis  

There are numerous uncontrolled two-block spans in the Village that have concerns 

related to speeding and cut-through traffic. We focused on Ashland Ave between 

Madison St and Washington Blvd due to its high crash rate and resident complaints 

about speeding. The study aims to determine if changes are needed to make these 

spans less appealing for speeders and cut-through traffic.  

 

We collected speed and volume data over a 24-hour period on all four legs of the 

intersection of Ashland Ave and Vine St. Analyzing the traffic volumes, we found 

directional split between NB and SB to be fairly even. The volumes are well within the 

range of what a residential road is capable of handling and no cause of concern for 

potential cut-through traffic. The 85th percentile speed was 22mph for northbound and 

25mph for southbound, which are at/below the speed limit.  Digging in a little deeper, 

we found there to be several hours of the day with speeding in the southbound 

direction. In particular, the afternoon hours had a cluster of speeding with 85th 

percentile values around 30mph. The crash analysis found a relatively low number of 

crashes within the corridor related to Ashland Ave. The crashes were all isolated events 

with no patterns or recurring issues.  

 

We recommend a stepped approach starting with Level 1 improvements, such as a 
Speed Feedback sign and targeted speed enforcement. These measures are anticipated 
to address the limited speeding in the corridor. We anticipate that these conditions 
apply to other two-block span locations.  
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Washington Blvd  

Washington Blvd, a major collector road in River Forest, has been a focal point for 

community concerns about speeding and underutilized parking. To address this, we 

conducted a focused study on the Washington corridor that included traffic volume and 

speed data collection, crash data analysis, and incorporated the resident survey. The 

road features one lane in each direction with on-street parking. There is a variety of 

traffic control including AWS, minor stop and signalized intersections. The surrounding 

area is primarily residential along with three nearby parks.  Our study aims to identify an 

appropriate roadway cross-section, provide traffic calming measures, and improve 

safety and traffic flow. 

 

We analyzed peak-hour traffic volumes at Thatcher Ave, Franklin Ave and Lathrop Ave. 

Washington Blvd is one of a limited number of bridges crossing the DesPlaines River and 

serves as an alternative to busier routes like North Ave and Madison Ave. Speed data 

showed that the 85th percentile speed was 38 mph, significantly above the 25 mph 

speed limit. This indicates a severe disparity between driver perception of the road and 

its intended design.  

 

Our detailed crash analysis for the corridor found there were 101 crashes with Angle by 

far the most prominent type.  Notably, Thatcher, Gale, Keystone, Ashland and Lathrop 

all had elevated crash rates. The crash analysis revealed varying patterns across 

different intersections. The frequency of angle crashes at AWS and signalized 

intersections raises significant concern regarding speeding and adherence to the traffic 

control. Overall, the analysis suggests a need for diverse safety measures, to address the 

unique challenges at each intersection. 

 

We then incorporated the survey responses related to Washington. The majority of 

residents are open to eliminating some parking in order to provide traffic calming 

improvements. Speeding and disobeying stop signs were identified by most respondents 

as issues along the road.  

 

Based on the analysis, we propose two new roadway cross-sections for Washington 
Blvd, with a transition point at Park Ave. The western cross section maintains parking 
along the north side of Washington Blvd, narrows the lanes to 11’ in each direction, and 
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provides a 3’ bike lane with 2’ buffer on the north and south side of the street. The 
eastern cross section will keep the current lane configuration from Park Ave to Lathrop 
Ave, but lanes will be reduced to 11’ widths with a 2-foot striped median and off-street 
multi-use paths.  In addition, we recommend taking steps to mitigate speeding along 
this route by implementing some form of traffic calming. Our preference is to install 
raised intersections at Thatcher, Keystone, Franklin, and Lathrop. These physical 
obstacles force drivers to slow down and create more awareness at the intersection. 
Curb bump outs are also recommended at various intersections throughout the corridor 
and should be designed to not impact bike facilities.  
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Thatcher Ave 

Thatcher Ave is a three-lane perimeter road in the Village. There are two southbound 

lanes and one northbound lane with parking along the east side of the road. Based on 

survey responses and crash rates we selected the northern portion of Thatcher Ave, 

between Division St and Augusta St, for in depth study as a representative sample for 

the corridor.  

 

Both termini intersections were counted as part of our initial data gathering process and 

speed data was collected as part of this focus. Our study revealed that the 85th 

percentile speed was 41 mph, significantly higher than the posted speed limit of 25 

mph. This discrepancy is particularly alarming as it indicates that a majority of drivers 

are comfortable driving at speeds well above the limit, posing safety risks for other road 

users. 

 

The study also highlighted that the speed issue are more pronounced in the southbound 

lanes, with the 85th percentile speed reaching up to 44 mph. This could be attributed to 

the road's imbalanced lane configuration and the absence of features that naturally 

calm traffic. 

 

To address these issues, we recommend several countermeasures. These include 

reducing southbound traffic to one through-lane, installing a bike lane as per the 2019 

Comprehensive Plan, and introducing periodic raised intersections through the corridor. 

These measures aim to change the road's character, thereby encouraging drivers to 

adhere to the speed limit. We also considered the addition of a southbound auxiliary 

left turn lane to allow drivers to turn left at intersections or into their driveways without 

disrupting through traffic.  

 

Our review determined Thatcher Ave will need a more focused corridor study to verify 

these issues continue through the corridor. Crash patterns at intersections along 

Thatcher Ave beyond the studied area are indicative of speeding issues remaining 

consistent through the corridor. 
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Conclusion 

In summary, this study provides a comprehensive analysis of the traffic conditions and 

traffic safety in the Village. Outside of a few problem locations, most roads and 

intersections operate well and do not have existing safety concerns.  Speeding definitely 

seems to be an issue at several locations and heavily influences many of our 

recommendations.  Our recommendations aim to improve road safety and traffic flow, 

benefiting both residents and visitors to River Forest.  
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MEMORANDUM 

 
DATE: October 23, 2023 

 

TO:  Matt Walsh, Village Administrator 

 

FROM: Bill Koclanis, Civil Engineering Technician 

 

SUBJECT: Award of Contract – 2023 Harlem Avenue Right-in Right-out Project (Design 

Engineering) 

  
 

Issue: Staff is seeking the award of a contract for the design engineering services associated with the 

2023 Harlem Avenue Right-in Right-out project.  
 

Analysis: On August 28, 2023, the Village Board voted to remove the temporary barricades and 

install permanent curbed right-in right out islands at Harlem Avenue & LeMoyne Street and at 

Harlem Avenue & Greenfield Street. In order to properly install these improvement engineering plans 

should be completed to ensure proper turning radius, drainage, and permitting through IDOT.  

 

On September 29, 2023, Staff received and opened four (4) competitive bids associated with this 

work. As the bid tabulation below indicates, Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD. was the lowest 

bidder with a bid amount of $24,530.00: 

 

• Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD. - $24,530.00 

• Gewalt Hamilton Associates, Inc. – $24,950.00 

• Engineering Resource Associates – $25,620.00 

• Thomas Engineering Group – $65,951.00 

 

Staff has previously worked with Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD., currently the firm is 

acquiring IDOT approval on our REBUILD Illinois project. During past projects with Staff, they have 

regularly performed well.  

 

Please note the attached proposal includes an alternate to design permanent cul-de-sacs on Bonnie 

Brea and Clinton. The recommendation below only applies to the Harlem Avenue right-in, right-out 

implementations as the cul-de-sacs on Bonnie Brae and Clinton are still in discussion. 

 

Recommendation:  Staff recommends approval of this contract with the following motion: Motion to 

award the contract to Christopher B. Burke Engineering, LTD, in the amount of $24,530.00 for the 

2023 Harlem Avenue Right-in Right-out project (Design Engineering) and authorize the Village 

Administrator to execute the contract agreement. 

 

 



 
 
 
 
September 29, 2023 
 
Village of River Forest 
400 Park Avenue 
River Forest, IL 60305 
 
Attention: Jeff Loster, PE, CFM, CPESC 

Director of Public Works and Development Services 
 
Subject: Proposal for Professional Design Engineering Services – Cut Through Traffic 

Reduction Projects at Harlem Avenue and North Avenue  
  
 
Dear Mr. Loster: 
 
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. (CBBEL) is pleased to submit this proposal for 
professional design engineering services for the subject project.  This proposal includes our 
Understanding of the Assignment, Scope of Services, and Estimate of Fee. 
  

UNDERSTANDING OF THE ASSIGNMENT 
 
CBBEL understands that the Village of River Forest (Village) would like to reduce the 
amount of non-residential traffic entering the Village from both North Avenue and Harlem 
Avenue at certain locations and has requested two proposals as follows: 
 
Base Proposal – Design new curb radii and curbed islands to accommodate a right turn in 
only for southbound traffic on Harlem Avenue heading west on Greenfield and LeMoyne and 
right turn out only for eastbound traffic on Greenfield and LeMoyne heading south onto 
Harlem Avenue. We understand the new geometry for the right in right out shall be designed 
to accommodate school buses and delivery trucks.  
 
Alternate Proposal – Design two Cul-de-sacs to prevent cut through traffic at the following 
locations: 
 

1) North Avenue at Bonnie Brae - Closed to all traffic at the south side of the alley. 
  

2) North Avenue at Clinton – Closed to southbound traffic at the south side of the alley 
open to northbound traffic.  

  
Work to include design of new curbing to limit cut through traffic – Harlem Avenue at Bonnie 
Brae closed to all traffic south side of alley, Harlem Avenue and Clinton closed to 
southbound traffic at the south side of the alley northbound traffic allowed to exist onto 
Harlem Avenue.  
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The scope of the work is anticipated to include HMA grind and overlay, pavement patching, 
undercuts, curb and gutter, sidewalk removal and replacement, utility structure adjustments, 
pavement markings and landscape restoration. 
 
The scope of this proposal also includes topographic survey, pavement cores, engineering 
design, preparation of a construction specification booklet, Engineer’s Opinion of Probable 
Cost, and associated permitting through IDOT.  All related field reconnaissance, quantity 
take-off, LPC 662/633, bidding assistance, and Phase III Engineering services will be 
handled by the Village’s in-house engineering staff. 
 
CBBEL is very experienced with this procedure and has received approval from IDOT for 
over a dozen municipalities utilizing the RBI Funds.  CBBEL’s experience includes 
resurfacing and partial reconstruction of asphalt roads as well as concrete pavement 
reconstruction. 
 

SCOPE OF SERVICES 
 
Task 1 – Pavement Cores:  CBBEL’s subconsultant, Rubino Engineering, Inc (Rubino), will 
obtain pavement cores to determine the existing pavement cross-section and subgrade 
conditions within the project area.  Rubino will prepare a report describing existing 
conditions that will be utilized for determining pavement removal and proposed pavement 
patching quantities.  The report will be performed by a geotechnical engineer and reviewed 
by CBBEL. 
 
Task 2 – Project Topographic Survey:  CBBEL will perform a topographic survey of the 
proposed alley locations. The survey will be used as a base map for design purposes. 
Included are the following survey tasks: 
 
1. Horizontal Control:  Utilizing state plane coordinates (NAD ’83, Illinois East Zone 

1201); CBBEL will establish recoverable primary control.   
2. Vertical Control:  CBBEL will establish elevations on new horizontal control points 

based on NAVD ’88 Vertical Datum.   
3. Field topographic survey to locate and measure pavement, curbs, trees, fences, 

walks, curb cuts, utilities, approximate right-of-way and other pertinent site 
features. 

4. Field Survey to determine detailed utility structure rim and invert elevations, pipe 
size and material. 

5. Field level run to establish vertical control. 
6. Office calculations and plotting of field data. 
7. Drafting the Existing Conditions Plan base sheets at a scale of 1”=20’ for use during 

design. 
 
Task 3 – J.U.L.I.E. Utility Coordination:  CBBEL will coordinate with J.U.L.I.E. to retrieve 
atlas information for all applicable underground utilities including water main, gas, electric, 
cable, etc.  CBBEL will compile all Utility Atlas information into the base map. Locations of 
existing utilities /obstructions / systems shown on the base map are the compilation of 
available utility plans provided by utility owners and J.U.L.I.E. Utility Coordination.  All 
utilities / obstructions / systems may not be shown.  The special provisions will specify that 
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the contractor shall be responsible for locating and protecting all underground utilities / 
obstructions / systems whether or not shown on base map. J.U.L.I.E. Utility Coordination 
Atlas information is typically isolated to Public Right-of-Way (off-site) & limited areas 
adjacent to Public Right-of-Way.  Identification & location of all private subsurface utilities 
within project area is the responsibility of the client. 
 
Task 4 – Pre-Final Submittal (90%):  CBBEL will prepare pre-final bidding documents for 
the project utilizing the information described in the above tasks.  CBBEL will develop 
special provisions and estimates of cost and working days.  The special provisions will be 
based on IDOT Standard Pay Items and Specifications.   The specifications booklet and 
cost estimate will be submitted to the Village for review and comment. 
 
Task 5 – Permitting:  This task will consist of preparing a Highway Permit application to the 
Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) for work within IDOT’s right-of-way. 
 
Task 6 – Final Submittal (100%):  CBBEL will make final revisions to the pre-final submittal 
based on the Village and IDOT’s review comments.  A final estimate of cost and estimate of 
required working days will also be submitted. 
 
Task 7 – Construction Layout:  CBBEL will establish control points with horizontal 
coordinates and elevation for use by contractor. CBBEL will also stake all radius points and 
changes in alignment with graded offsets. 
 

ESTIMATE OF FEE 
CBBEL estimates the following fees for each of the tasks described above: 

 
Base Proposal (Harlem Avenue at Greenfield and LeMoyne): 

Task 1 – Pavement Cores $    1,400 
Task 2 – Topographic Survey $    4,100 
Task 3 – JULIE Utility Coordination $    1,400    
Task 4 – Pre-Final Submittal (90%)  $    9,150   
Task 5 – Permitting $    2,350  
Task 6 – Final Submittal (100%) $    3,200    
Task 7 – Construction Layout $    2,680    

SUBTOTAL $  24,280  
Direct Costs $       250   

TOTAL $  24,530 
 

Alternate Proposal (North Avenue at Bonnie Brae and Clinton): 
Task 1 – Pavement Cores $    1,400 
Task 2 – Topographic Survey $    3,500 
Task 3 – JULIE Utility Coordination $       850    
Task 4 – Pre-Final Submittal (90%)  $    8,150   
Task 5 – Permitting $           0  
Task 6 – Final Submittal (100%) $    2,000    
Task 7 – Construction Layout $    2,680    

SUBTOTAL $  18,580  
Direct Costs $       250   

TOTAL $  18,830 
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We will bill you at the hourly rates specified on the attached Schedule of Charges.  We will 
establish our contract in accordance with the attached General Term and Conditions.  These 
General Terms and Conditions are expressly incorporated into and are an integral part of 
this contract for professional services. Direct costs for blueprints, photocopying, mailing, 
mileage, overnight delivery, messenger services and report binding are not included in the 
Fee Estimate.  Please note that meetings and additional services performed by CBBEL that 
are not included as part of this proposal will be billed on a time and materials basis and at 
the attached hourly rates.   

Please sign and return one copy of this agreement as an indication of acceptance and 
notice to proceed.  Please feel free to contact us anytime. 

Sincerely, 

Michael E. Kerr, PE 
President 

Encl. Schedule of Charges 
General Terms and Conditions 

THIS PROPOSAL, SCHEDULE OF CHARGES AND GENERAL TERMS AND 
CONDITIONS ACCEPTED FOR THE VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST: 

BY: 

TITLE: 

DATE: 

OCG/jmc 
N:\PROPOSALS\ADMIN\2023\River Forest Cut Through Traffic Reduction\River Forest Cut Through Traffic Reduction Design.092923doc.doc 



 

CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING, LTD. 
STANDARD CHARGES FOR PROFESSIONAL SERVICES 

JANUARY 2023 

 

 
Charges* 

Personnel ($/Hr) 
Engineer VI 265 
Engineer V 220 
Engineer IV 180 
Engineer III 160 
Engineer I/II 135 
Survey V 240 
Survey IV 220 
Survey III 190 
Survey II 160 
Survey I 120 
Engineering Technician V 210 
Engineering Technician IV 175 
Engineering Technician III 125 
Engineering Technician I/II 85 
CAD Manager 200 
CAD II 145 
GIS Specialist III 165 
Landscape Architect 190 
Landscape Designer I/II 110 
Environmental Resource Specialist V 225 
Environmental Resource Specialist IV 180 
Environmental Resource Specialist III 145 
Environmental Resource Specialist I/II 100 
Environmental Resource Technician 130 
Administrative 110 
Engineering Intern           70 
Information Technician III 150 
Information Technician I/II 120 

Direct Costs 
Outside Copies, Blueprints, Messenger, Delivery Services, Mileage 

 
Cost + 12% 

 
*Charges include overhead and profit 

 
Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. reserves the right to increase these rates and costs by 5% 
after December 31, 2023. 



CHRISTOPHER B. BURKE ENGINEERING, LTD. 
GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS 

 1

1. Relationship Between Engineer and Client:  Christopher B. Burke Engineering, Ltd. 
(Engineer) shall serve as Client's professional engineer consultant in those phases of 
the Project to which this Agreement applies.  This relationship is that of a buyer and 
seller of professional services and as such the Engineer is an independent contractor in 
the performance of this Agreement and it is understood that the parties have not entered 
into any joint venture or partnership with the other.  The Engineer shall not be 
considered to be the agent of the Client. Nothing contained in this Agreement shall 
create a contractual relationship with a cause of action in favor of a third party against 
either the Client or Engineer. 

 
Furthermore, causes of action between the parties to this Agreement pertaining to acts 
of failures to act shall be deemed to have accrued and the applicable statute of 
limitations shall commence to run not later than the date of substantial completion. 

 
2. Responsibility of the Engineer:  Engineer will strive to perform services under this 

Agreement in accordance with generally accepted and currently recognized engineering 
practices and principles, and in a manner consistent with that level of care and skill 
ordinarily exercised by members of the profession currently practicing in the same 
locality under similar conditions.  No other representation, express or implied, and no 
warranty or guarantee is included or intended in this Agreement, or in any report, 
opinion, document, or otherwise. 

 
Notwithstanding anything to the contrary which may be contained in this Agreement or 
any other material incorporated herein by reference, or in any Agreement between the 
Client and any other party concerning the Project, the Engineer shall not have control or 
be in charge of and shall not be responsible for the means, methods, techniques, 
sequences or procedures of construction, or the safety, safety precautions or programs 
of the Client, the construction contractor, other contractors or subcontractors performing 
any of the work or providing any of the services on the Project.  Nor shall the Engineer 
be responsible for the acts or omissions of the Client, or for the failure of the Client, any 
architect, engineer, consultant, contractor or subcontractor to carry out their respective 
responsibilities in accordance with the Project documents, this Agreement or any other 
agreement concerning the Project.  Any provision which purports to amend this provision 
shall be without effect unless it contains a reference that the content of this condition is 
expressly amended for the purposes described in such amendment and is signed by the 
Engineer. 

 
3. Changes:  Client reserves the right by written change order or amendment to make 

changes in requirements, amount of work, or engineering time schedule adjustments, 
and Engineer and Client shall negotiate appropriate adjustments acceptable to both 
parties to accommodate any changes, if commercially possible. 

 
4. Suspension of Services:  Client may, at any time, by written order to Engineer 

(Suspension of Services Order) require Engineer to stop all, or any part, of the services 
required by this Agreement.  Upon receipt of such an order, Engineer shall immediately 
comply with its terms and take all reasonable steps to minimize the costs associated 
with the services affected by such order.  Client, however, shall pay all costs incurred by 
the suspension, including all costs necessary to maintain continuity and for the 
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resumptions of the services upon expiration of the Suspension of Services Order.  
Engineer will not be obligated to provide the same personnel employed prior to 
suspension, when the services are resumed, in the event that the period of suspension 
is greater than thirty (30) days.    

 
5. Termination:  This Agreement may be terminated by either party upon thirty (30) days 

written notice in the event of substantial failure by the other party to perform in 
accordance with the terms hereof through no fault of the terminating party.  This 
Agreement may be terminated by Client, under the same terms, whenever Client shall 
determine that termination is in its best interests.  Cost of termination, including salaries, 
overhead and fee, incurred by Engineer either before or after the termination date shall 
be reimbursed by Client. 

 
6. Documents Delivered to Client:  Drawings, specifications, reports, and any other Project 

Documents prepared by Engineer in connection with any or all of the services furnished 
hereunder shall be delivered to the Client for the use of the Client.  Engineer shall have 
the right to retain originals of all Project Documents and drawings for its files.  
Furthermore, it is understood and agreed that the Project Documents such as, but not 
limited to reports, calculations, drawings, and specifications prepared for the Project, 
whether in hard copy or machine readable form, are instruments of professional service 
intended for one-time use in the construction of this Project.  These Project Documents 
are and shall remain the property of the Engineer.  The Client may retain copies, 
including copies stored on magnetic tape or disk, for information and reference in 
connection with the occupancy and use of the Project. 

 
When and if record drawings are to be provided by the Engineer, Client understands that 
information used in the preparation of record drawings is provided by others and 
Engineer is not responsible for accuracy, completeness, nor sufficiency of such 
information.  Client also understands that the level of detail illustrated by record 
drawings will generally be the same as the level of detail illustrated by the design 
drawing used for project construction.  If additional detail is requested by the Client to be 
included on the record drawings, then the Client understands and agrees that the 
Engineer will be due additional compensation for additional services. 

 
It is also understood and agreed that because of the possibility that information and data 
delivered in machine readable form may be altered, whether inadvertently or otherwise, 
the Engineer reserves the right to retain the original tapes/disks and to remove from 
copies provided to the Client all identification reflecting the involvement of the Engineer 
in their preparation.  The Engineer also reserves the right to retain hard copy originals of 
all Project Documentation delivered to the Client in machine readable form, which 
originals shall be referred to and shall govern in the event of any inconsistency between 
the two. 
 
The Client understands that the automated conversion of information and data from the 
system and format used by the Engineer to an alternate system or format cannot be 
accomplished without the introduction of inexactitudes, anomalies, and errors.  In the 
event Project Documentation provided to the Client in machine readable form is so 
converted, the Client agrees to assume all risks associated therewith and, to the fullest 



 

 3

extent permitted by law, to hold harmless and indemnify the Engineer from and against 
all claims, liabilities, losses, damages, and costs, including but not limited to attorney's 
fees, arising therefrom or in connection therewith. 
 
The Client recognizes that changes or modifications to the Engineer's instruments of 
professional service introduced by anyone other than the Engineer may result in adverse 
consequences which the Engineer can neither predict nor control.  Therefore, and in 
consideration of the Engineer's agreement to deliver its instruments of professional 
service in machine readable form, the Client agrees, to the fullest extent permitted by 
law, to hold harmless and indemnify the Engineer from and against all claims, liabilities, 
losses, damages, and costs, including but not limited to attorney's fees, arising out of or 
in any way connected with the modification, misinterpretation, misuse, or reuse by 
others of the machine readable information and data provided by the Engineer under 
this Agreement.  The foregoing indemnification applies, without limitation, to any use of 
the Project Documentation on other projects, for additions to this Project, or for 
completion of this Project by others, excepting only such use as may be authorized, in 
writing, by the Engineer. 

 
7. Reuse of Documents:  All Project Documents including but not limited to reports, 

opinions of probable costs, drawings and specifications furnished by Engineer pursuant 
to this Agreement are intended for use on the Project only.  They cannot be used by 
Client or others on extensions of the Project or any other project.  Any reuse, without 
specific written verification or adaptation by Engineer, shall be at Client's sole risk, and 
Client shall indemnify and hold harmless Engineer from all claims, damages, losses, and 
expenses including attorney's fees arising out of or resulting therefrom. 

 
The Engineer shall have the right to include representations of the design of the Project, 
including photographs of the exterior and interior, among the Engineer's promotional and 
professional materials. The Engineer's materials shall not include the Client's 
confidential and proprietary information if the Client has previously advised the Engineer 
in writing of the specific information considered by the Client to be confidential and 
proprietary. 

 
8. Standard of Practice:  The Engineer will strive to conduct services under this agreement 

in a manner consistent with that level of care and skill ordinarily exercised by members 
of the profession currently practicing in the same locality under similar conditions as of 
the date of this Agreement. 

 
9. Compliance With Laws:  The Engineer will strive to exercise usual and customary 

professional care in his/her efforts to comply with those laws, codes, ordinance and 
regulations which are in effect as of the date of this Agreement. 

 
  With specific respect to prescribed requirements of the Americans with Disabilities Act of 

1990 or certified state or local accessibility regulations (ADA), Client understands ADA is 
a civil rights legislation and that interpretation of ADA is a legal issue and not a design 
issue and, accordingly, retention of legal counsel (by Client) for purposes of 
interpretation is advisable.  As such and with respect to ADA, Client agrees to waive any 
action against Engineer, and to indemnify and defend Engineer against any claim arising 
from Engineer's alleged failure to meet ADA requirements prescribed. 
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Further to the law and code compliance, the Client understands that the Engineer will 
strive to provide designs in accordance with the prevailing Standards of Practice as 
previously set forth, but that the Engineer does not warrant that any reviewing agency 
having jurisdiction will not for its own purposes comment, request changes and/or 
additions to such designs. In the event such design requests are made by a reviewing 
agency, but which do not exist in the form of a written regulation, ordinance or other 
similar document as published by the reviewing agency, then such design changes (at 
substantial variance from the intended design developed by the Engineer), if effected 
and incorporated into the project documents by the Engineer, shall be considered as 
Supplementary Task(s) to the Engineer's Scope of Service and compensated for 
accordingly. 

 
10. Indemnification:  Engineer shall indemnify and hold harmless Client up to the amount of 

this contract fee (for services) from loss or expense, including reasonable attorney's fees 
for claims for personal injury (including death) or property damage to the extent caused 
by the sole negligent act, error or omission of Engineer. 

 
Client shall indemnify and hold harmless Engineer under this Agreement, from loss or 
expense, including reasonable attorney's fees, for claims for personal injuries (including 
death) or property damage arising out of the sole negligent act, error omission of Client. 

 
In the event of joint or concurrent negligence of Engineer and Client, each shall bear that 
portion of the loss or expense that its share of the joint or concurrent negligence bears to 
the total negligence (including that of third parties), which caused the personal injury or 
property damage. 

 
Engineer shall not be liable for special, incidental or consequential damages, including, 
but not limited to loss of profits, revenue, use of capital, claims of customers, cost of 
purchased or replacement power, or for any other loss of any nature, whether based on 
contract, tort, negligence, strict liability or otherwise, by reasons of the services rendered 
under this Agreement. 

 
11. Opinions of Probable Cost:  Since Engineer has no control over the cost of labor, 

materials or equipment, or over the Contractor(s) method of determining process, or 
over competitive bidding or market conditions, his/her opinions of probable Project 
Construction Cost provided for herein are to be made on the basis of his/her experience 
and qualifications and represent his/her judgement as a design professional familiar with 
the construction industry, but Engineer cannot and does not guarantee that proposal, 
bids or the Construction Cost will not vary from opinions of probable construction cost 
prepared by him/her.  If prior to the Bidding or Negotiating Phase, Client wishes greater 
accuracy as to the Construction Cost, the Client shall employ an independent cost 
estimator Consultant for the purpose of obtaining a second construction cost opinion 
independent from Engineer. 

 
12. Governing Law & Dispute Resolutions:  This Agreement shall be governed by and 

construed in accordance with Articles previously set forth by (Item 9 of) this Agreement, 
together with the laws of the State of Illinois. 
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Any claim, dispute or other matter in question arising out of or related to this Agreement, 
which can not be mutually resolved by the parties of this Agreement, shall be subject to 
mediation as a condition precedent to arbitration (if arbitration is agreed upon by the 
parties of this Agreement) or the institution of legal or equitable proceedings by either 
party. If such matter relates to or is the subject of a lien arising out of the Engineer's 
services, the Engineer may proceed in accordance with applicable law to comply with 
the lien notice or filing deadlines prior to resolution of the matter by mediation or by 
arbitration.  

 
The Client and Engineer shall endeavor to resolve claims, disputes and other matters in 
question between them by mediation which, unless the parties mutually agree otherwise, 
shall be in accordance with the Construction Industry Mediation Rules of the American 
Arbitration Association currently in effect. Requests for mediation shall be filed in writing 
with the other party to this Agreement and with the American Arbitration Association. 
The request may be made concurrently with the filing of a demand for arbitration but, in 
such event, mediation shall proceed in advance of arbitration or legal or equitable 
proceedings, which shall be stayed pending mediation for a period of 60 days from the 
date of filing, unless stayed for a longer period by agreement of the parties or court 
order.  

 
The parties shall share the mediator's fee and any filing fees equally. The mediation 
shall be held in the place where the Project is located, unless another location is 
mutually agreed upon. Agreements reached in mediation shall be enforceable as 
settlement agreements in any court having jurisdiction thereof.  

 
13. Successors and Assigns:  The terms of this Agreement shall be binding upon and inure 

to the benefit of the parties and their respective successors and assigns:  provided, 
however, that neither party shall assign this Agreement in whole or in part without the 
prior written approval of the other. 

 
14. Waiver of Contract Breach:  The waiver of one party of any breach of this Agreement or 

the failure of one party to enforce at any time, or for any period of time, any of the 
provisions hereof, shall be limited to the particular instance, shall not operate or be 
deemed to waive any future breaches of this Agreement and shall not be construed to 
be a waiver of any provision, except for the particular instance. 

 
15. Entire Understanding of Agreement:  This Agreement represents and incorporates the 

entire understanding of the parties hereto, and each party acknowledges that there are 
no warranties, representations, covenants or understandings of any kind, matter or 
description whatsoever, made by either party to the other except as expressly set forth 
herein.  Client and the Engineer hereby agree that any purchase orders, invoices, 
confirmations, acknowledgments or other similar documents executed or delivered with 
respect to the subject matter hereof that conflict with the terms of the Agreement shall 
be null, void & without effect to the extent they conflict with the terms of this Agreement. 

 
16. Amendment:  This Agreement shall not be subject to amendment unless another 

instrument is duly executed by duly authorized representatives of each of the parties and 
entitled "Amendment of Agreement". 
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17. Severability of Invalid Provisions:  If any provision of the Agreement shall be held to 

contravene or to be invalid under the laws of any particular state, county or jurisdiction 
where used, such contravention shall not invalidate the entire Agreement, but it shall be 
construed as if not containing the particular provisions held to be invalid in the particular 
state, country or jurisdiction and the rights or obligations of the parties hereto shall be 
construed and enforced accordingly. 

 
18. Force Majeure:  Neither Client nor Engineer shall be liable for any fault or delay caused 

by any contingency beyond their control including but not limited to acts of God, wars, 
strikes, walkouts, fires, natural calamities, or demands or requirements of governmental 
agencies. 

 
19. Subcontracts: Engineer may subcontract portions of the work, but each subcontractor 

must be approved by Client in writing. 
 
20. Access and Permits:  Client shall arrange for Engineer to enter upon public and private 

property and obtain all necessary approvals and permits required from all governmental 
authorities having jurisdiction over the Project.  Client shall pay costs (including 
Engineer's employee salaries, overhead and fee) incident to any effort by Engineer 
toward assisting Client in such access, permits or approvals, if Engineer perform such 
services. 

 
21. Designation of Authorized Representative:  Each party (to this Agreement) shall 

designate one or more persons to act with authority in its behalf in respect to appropriate 
aspects of the Project.  The persons designated shall review and respond promptly to all 
communications received from the other party. 

 
22. Notices:  Any notice or designation required to be given to either party hereto shall be in 

writing, and unless receipt of such notice is expressly required by the terms hereof shall 
be deemed to be effectively served when deposited in the mail with sufficient first class 
postage affixed, and addressed to the party to whom such notice is directed at such 
party's place of business or such other address as either party shall hereafter furnish to 
the other party by written notice as herein provided. 

 
23. Limit of Liability:  The Client and the Engineer have discussed the risks, rewards, and 

benefits of the project and the Engineer's total fee for services.  In recognition of the 
relative risks and benefits of the Project to both the Client and the Engineer, the risks 
have been allocated such that the Client agrees that to the fullest extent permitted by 
law, the Engineer's total aggregate liability to the Client for any and all injuries, claims, 
costs, losses, expenses, damages of any nature whatsoever or claim expenses arising 
out of this Agreement from any cause or causes, including attorney's fees and costs, 
and expert witness fees and costs, shall not exceed the total Engineer's fee for 
professional engineering services rendered on this project as made part of this 
Agreement.  Such causes included but are not limited to the Engineer's negligence, 
errors, omissions, strict liability or breach of contract.  It is intended that this limitation 
apply to any and all liability or cause of action however alleged or arising, unless 
otherwise prohibited by law.  
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24. Client's Responsibilities: The Client agrees to provide full information regarding 
requirements for and about the Project, including a program which shall set forth the 
Client's objectives, schedule, constraints, criteria, special equipment, systems and site 
requirements.  

 
The Client agrees to furnish and pay for all legal, accounting and insurance counseling 
services as may be necessary at any time for the Project, including auditing services 
which the Client may require to verify the Contractor's Application for Payment or to 
ascertain how or for what purpose the Contractor has used the money paid by or on 
behalf of the Client. 
 
The Client agrees to require the Contractor, to the fullest extent permitted by law, to 
indemnify, hold harmless, and defend the Engineer, its consultants, and the employees 
and agents of any of them from and against any and all claims, suits, demands, 
liabilities, losses, damages, and costs ("Losses"), including but not limited to costs of 
defense, arising in whole or in part out of the negligence of the Contractor, its 
subcontractors, the officers, employees, agents, and subcontractors of any of them, or 
anyone for whose acts any of them may be liable, regardless of whether or not such 
Losses are caused in part by a party indemnified hereunder.  Specifically excluded from 
the foregoing are Losses arising out of the preparation or approval of maps, drawings, 
opinions, reports, surveys, change orders, designs, or specifications, and the giving of or 
failure to give directions by the Engineer, its consultants, and the agents and employees 
of any of them, provided such giving or failure to give is the primary cause of Loss. The 
Client also agrees to require the Contractor to provide to the Engineer the required 
certificate of insurance.  

 
The Client further agrees to require the Contractor to name the Engineer, its agents and 
consultants as additional insureds on the Contractor's policy or policies of 
comprehensive or commercial general liability insurance.  Such insurance shall include 
products and completed operations and contractual liability coverages, shall be primary 
and noncontributing with any insurance maintained by the Engineer or its agents and 
consultants, and shall provide that the Engineer be given thirty days, unqualified written 
notice prior to any cancellation thereof. 

 
In the event the foregoing requirements, or any of them, are not established by the 
Client and met by the Contractor, the Client agrees to indemnify and hold harmless the 
Engineer, its employees, agents, and consultants from and against any and all Losses 
which would have been indemnified and insured against by the Contractor, but were not. 
 
When Contract Documents prepared under the Scope of Services of this contract 
require insurance(s) to be provided, obtained and/or otherwise maintained by the 
Contractor, the Client agrees to be wholly responsible for setting forth any and all such 
insurance requirements.  Furthermore, any document provided for Client review by the 
Engineer under this Contract related to such insurance(s) shall be considered as sample 
insurance requirements and not the recommendation of the Engineer.  Client agrees to 
have their own risk management department review any and all insurance requirements 
for adequacy and to determine specific types of insurance(s) required for the project.  
Client further agrees that decisions concerning types and amounts of insurance are 
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specific to the project and shall be the product of the Client.  As such, any and all 
insurance requirements made part of Contract Documents prepared by the Engineer are 
not to be considered the Engineer's recommendation, and the Client shall make the final 
decision regarding insurance requirements. 

 
25. Information Provided by Others:  The Engineer shall indicate to the Client the 

information needed for rendering of the services of this Agreement.  The Client shall 
provide to the Engineer such information as is available to the Client and the Client's 
consultants and contractors, and the Engineer shall be entitled to rely upon the accuracy 
and completeness thereof.  The Client recognizes that it is impossible for the Engineer 
to assure the accuracy, completeness and sufficiency of such information, either 
because it is impossible to verify, or because of errors or omissions which may have 
occurred in assembling the information the Client is providing.  Accordingly, the Client 
agrees, to the fullest extent permitted by law, to indemnify and hold the Engineer and the 
Engineer's subconsultants harmless from any claim, liability or cost (including 
reasonable attorneys' fees and cost of defense) for injury or loss arising or allegedly 
arising from errors, omissions or inaccuracies in documents or other information 
provided by the Client to the Engineer. 

 
26. Payment:  Client shall be invoiced once each month for work performed during the 

preceding period.  Client agrees to pay each invoice within thirty (30) days of its receipt. 
The client further agrees to pay interest on all amounts invoiced and not paid or objected 
to for valid cause within said thirty (30) day period at the rate of eighteen (18) percent 
per annum (or the maximum interest rate permitted under applicable law, whichever is 
the lesser) until paid.  Client further agrees to pay Engineer's cost of collection of all 
amounts due and unpaid after sixty (60) days, including court costs and reasonable 
attorney's fees, as well as costs attributed to suspension of services accordingly and as 
follows: 

 
Collection Costs.  In the event legal action is necessary to enforce the payment 
provisions of this Agreement, the Engineer shall be entitled to collect from the 
Client any judgement or settlement sums due, reasonable attorneys' fees, court 
costs and expenses incurred by the Engineer in connection therewith and, in 
addition, the reasonable value of the Engineer's time and expenses spent in 
connection with such collection action, computed at the Engineer's prevailing fee 
schedule and expense policies. 

 
Suspension of Services.  If the Client fails to make payments when due or 
otherwise is in breach of this Agreement, the Engineer may suspend 
performance of services upon five (5) calendar days' notice to the Client.  The 
Engineer shall have no liability whatsoever to the Client for any costs or damages 
as a result of such suspension caused by any breach of this Agreement by the 
Client.  Client will reimburse Engineer for all associated costs as previously set 
forth in (Item 4 of) this Agreement. 

 
27. When construction observation tasks are part of the service to be performed by the 

Engineer under this Agreement, the Client will include the following clause in the 
construction contract documents and Client agrees not to modify or delete it: 
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Kotecki Waiver.  Contractor (and any subcontractor into whose subcontract this 
clause is incorporated) agrees to assume the entire liability for all personal injury 
claims suffered by its own employees, including without limitation claims under 
the Illinois Structural Work Act, asserted by persons allegedly injured on the 
Project; waives any limitation of liability defense based upon the Worker's 
Compensation Act, court interpretations of said Act or otherwise; and to the 
fullest extent permitted by law, agrees to indemnify and hold harmless and 
defend Owner and Engineer and their agents, employees and consultants (the 
"Indemnitees") from and against all such loss, expense, damage or injury, 
including reasonable attorneys' fees, that the Indemnitees may sustain as a 
result of such claims, except to the extent that Illinois law prohibits indemnity for 
the Indemnitees' own negligence.  The Owner and Engineer are designated and 
recognized as explicit third party beneficiaries of the Kotecki Waiver within the 
general contract and all subcontracts entered into in furtherance of the general 
contract. 

 
28. Job Site Safety/Supervision & Construction Observation: The Engineer shall neither 

have control over or charge of, nor be responsible for, the construction means, methods, 
techniques, sequences of procedures, or for safety precautions and programs in 
connection with the Work since they are solely the Contractor's rights and 
responsibilities. The Client agrees that the Contractor shall supervise and direct the work 
efficiently with his/her best skill and attention; and that the Contractor shall be solely 
responsible for the means, methods, techniques, sequences and procedures of 
construction and safety at the job site. The Client agrees and warrants that this intent 
shall be carried out in the Client's contract with the Contractor. The Client further agrees 
that the Contractor shall be responsible for initiating, maintaining and supervising all 
safety precautions and programs in connection with the work; and that the Contractor 
shall take all necessary precautions for the safety of, and shall provide the necessary 
protection to prevent damage, injury or loss to all employees on the subject site and all 
other persons who may be affected thereby. The Engineer shall have no authority to 
stop the work of the Contractor or the work of any subcontractor on the project. 

 
When construction observation services are included in the Scope of Services, the 
Engineer shall visit the site at intervals appropriate to the stage of the Contractor's 
operation, or as otherwise agreed to by the Client and the Engineer to: 1) become 
generally familiar with and to keep the Client informed about the progress and quality of 
the Work; 2) to strive to bring to the Client's attention defects and deficiencies in the 
Work and; 3) to determine in general if the Work is being performed in a manner 
indicating that the Work, when fully completed, will be in accordance with the Contract 
Documents. However, the Engineer shall not be required to make exhaustive or 
continuous on-site inspections to check the quality or quantity of the Work. If the Client 
desires more extensive project observation, the Client shall request that such services 
be provided by the Engineer as Additional and Supplemental Construction Observation 
Services in accordance with the terms of this Agreement. 

 
The Engineer shall not be responsible for any acts or omissions of the Contractor, 
subcontractor, any entity performing any portions of the Work, or any agents or 
employees of any of them. The Engineer does not guarantee the performance of the 
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Contractor and shall not be responsible for the Contractor's failure to perform its Work in 
accordance with the Contract Documents or any applicable laws, codes, rules or 
regulations. 

 
When municipal review services are included in the Scope of Services, the Engineer 
(acting on behalf of the municipality), when acting in good faith in the discharge of its 
duties, shall not thereby render itself liable personally and is, to the maximum extent 
permitted by law, relieved from all liability for any damage that may accrue to persons or 
property by reason of any act or omission in the discharge of its duties. Any suit brought 
against the Engineer which involve the acts or omissions performed by it in the 
enforcement of any provisions of the Client's rules, regulation and/or ordinance shall be 
defended by the Client until final termination of the proceedings. The Engineer shall be 
entitled to all defenses and municipal immunities that are, or would be, available to the 
Client. 

 
29. Insurance and Indemnification: The Engineer and the Client understand and agree that 

the Client will contractually require the Contractor to defend and indemnify the Engineer 
and/or any subconsultants from any claims arising from the Work. The Engineer and the 
Client further understand and agree that the Client will contractually require the 
Contractor to procure commercial general liability insurance naming the Engineer as an 
additional named insured with respect to the work. The Contractor shall provide to the 
Client certificates of insurance evidencing that the contractually required insurance 
coverage has been procured. However, the Contractor’s failure to provide the Client with 
the requisite certificates of insurance shall not constitute a waiver of this provision by the 
Engineer. 

 
The Client and Engineer waive all rights against each other and against the Contractor 
and consultants, agents and employees of each of them for damages to the extent 
covered by property insurance during construction. The Client and Engineer each shall 
require similar waivers from the Contractor, consultants, agents and persons or entities 
awarded separate contracts administered under the Client's own forces. 

 
30. Hazardous Materials/Pollutants: Unless otherwise provided by this Agreement, the 

Engineer and Engineer's consultants shall have no responsibility for the discovery, 
presence, handling, removal or disposal of or exposure of persons to hazardous 
materials/pollutants in any form at the Project site, including but not limited to 
mold/mildew, asbestos, asbestos products, polychlorinated biphenyl (PCB) or other 
toxic/hazardous/pollutant type substances. 

 
Furthermore, Client understands that the presence of mold/mildew and the like are 
results of prolonged or repeated exposure to moisture and the lack of corrective action.  
Client also understands that corrective action is a operation, maintenance and repair 
activity for which the Engineer is not responsible. 
 

 
June 13, 2005 
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