INCORPORATED 1880

VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST
TRAFFIC AND SAFETY COMMISSION

L Proud Heritage M E ET I N G
Bright Future Wednesday, November 20, 2024 — 7:30 PM

AGENDA

Physical attendance at this public meeting is limited to 50 individuals, with Committee members,
staff and consultants having priority over members of the public. Public comments will be shared
with the Committee. You may submit written public comments via email in advance of the
meeting to: bkoclanis@vrf.us. You may listen to the meeting by participating in a Zoom
conference call as follows: dial-in number: 312-626-6799 with meeting ID: 833 5080 7173 and
passcode 202850 or by clicking here:
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83350807173?pwd=dklvanBtZHIuWitRdzBjNnI5cHYzZz09 If you would like
to speak during public comment or if you wish to participate in-person at Village Hall, please
email bkoclanis@vrf.us by 3:00 PM on Wednesday, November 20, 2024.

1. Call to Order/Roll Call

2. Adoption of minutes from the Traffic and Safety Commission meeting held on September18,
2024

3. Public Comment

4. Continue discussion of the request by Sean Herring of 915 Monroe Avenue to install stop
signs in the north and south directions at the intersection of lowa Street and Monroe Avenue.

5. Request by Julie Sciaraffa of 1540-A Franklin to install a concrete bump out at Franklin and
North Avenue to eliminate North Avenue Traffic turning southbound on to Franklin Avenue.

6. Discussion of procedure for staff fielding citizen traffic requests.

7. Adjournment


mailto:bkoclanis@vrf.us
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/83350807173?pwd=dkIvanBtZHluWitRdzBjNnl5cHYzZz09
mailto:bkoclanis@vrf.us
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Proud Heritage
Bright Future

VILLAGE OF RIVER FOREST
TRAFFIC AND SAFETY COMMISSION

MEETING MINUTES
Wednesday, September 18, 2024

A regular meeting of the River Forest Traffic and Safety Commission was held on Wednesday,
September 18, 2024.

ROLL CALL AND CALL TO ORDER

The meeting was called to order. Present at this meetin
Commissioner Karrow, Commissioner Arun Jayaram
Osga, Commissioner Hoyt & Chairman Rees.

ommissioner Gillis,
joner Chase, Commissioner

Chairman Rees asks if there are any commen
17, 2024, and requests a MOTION to approv
were in favor.

arding the last minu

May 15, 2024, July

PUBLIC COMMENT

Michael Anderson, 1215 Park Avenue. out hi due to parking concerns on
west side of Park Avenug ) gai e, speed limit and street

Mark Titzer, Chief Fina er at Dominican University, apologies for increased traffic due
to record enrollment. Con™EmS the gate has been reinstalled as it was damaged. They are
currently monitoring parking garage statistics and investigating shuttling and other out lot
opportunities, carpooling, etc. Also confirms parking fee rates.

Michael Anderson, 1215 Park Avenue, directs comments to Mark Titzer indicating that the
parking situation needs to be addressed by Dominican University not the residents that live on
Park.



COMMISSION COMMENT

Chairman Rees indicates there are no parking restrictions on Thomas and very few parking
restrictions on Franklin. Indicates the Commission will consider the knock-on effects if they
reimpose parking restrictions on Park.

Commissioner Hoyt indicates that she would like to find a solution for the residents to provide
additional parking as they have a unique situation.

Commissioner Gillis talks about his drive in today at 11:15
A lot of cars today were on Thomas, Franklin and on Gr
solution to split up 35 parking spots and turn 15 of th
which allows residents somewhere to park and giv

n Division and garage was full.
near Park. Talks about possible
ent only on the west side

Chairman Rees directs comment to
resident only that previously it was 2 i ent only. As one of the residents

. As your petition says,
is your proposal?

period. Also directs comment to the public
: porary restriction that the police placed so
block was being utilized.

al'years, the 2-hour parking did work and to revert to
exempting resid k there all day as this would accommodate the University

Commissioner Jayarama hat the 2-hour parking will not resolve parking problem for
residents. He likes Rick’s idea to keep it split up so residents can park there all the time.

Commissioner Osga talks about the percentage of parking spaces available. He does not feel 5%
of parking spots on Park would not make a difference. Parking for residents needs to be
prioritized.

Chairman Rees asks Mark Titzer if he knows how many River Forest residents are enrolled as
students at Dominican?



Commissioner Jayaraman asks Mark Titzer if there are 3,000 full and part time students? How
many staff, personnel and parking spots total inside the campus? So, 2,000 spots missing.

Commissioner Osga indicates that Dominican has a need for more parking. You have a lot of
cars coming in. I’'m willing to throw a motion out there now and see if we have the votes as we
have other things to talk about.

Commissioner Chase indicates that she is under the impression that there is an existing

Ordinance for Park Avenue on the west side. Exactly what is that Ordinance if I may ask?
Matt Walsh, Village Administrator, indicates that Ordinance - iction was revoked in 2020.
It was a 2-hour restriction that was struck from the Code.

Chairman Rees indicates that there is no Ordinance or. n the west side. There is a

limited restriction period for limited space there.

Commissioner Karrow indicates that if we pu
ticketed, talk to the Police Department and as
it and continue that practice for couple months u
all parking there or make it resident @m
enforced.

aggressive about
d hate to restrict

Chairman Rees indicates there is restri i f the Village. You are right
that there is not that kind o [ ur block.

we did make a reques i Police put in. We, as the
ISi ay to avoid ad hock decisions.
the Village Board, and they would decide

not using the microphone, not putting up 2-hour
d but I don’t think that lack of enforcement should be

Commissioner Jaya
residents trying to fig
University is forced to do

ith John. The University has more resources than all the
er there should be parking. We can put in place that the
parking construction.

Commissioner Osga indicates that the benefit to the residents is 5% of the detriment to the
University and that the benefits to the residents of River Forest is much greater than the
determent to the neighbor to the west as they have all this money coming in with their
enrollment. They have the resources and the land.

Chairman Rees states that John is in favor of resident only and Dave suggesting taking an
incremental least restrictive approach to reinstall the 2-hour parking and push for enforcement.
Avre there any other comments on the choices we are considering?



Commissioner Chase indicates that she lives on the 800 block of Bonnie Brae and compares the
parking to when the Sheridan put in their assisted living facility. We have 8:00 to 4:00 or 8:00 to
5:00 parking. It worked. Maybe we can transfer that over to Park Avenue.

Chairman Rees talks about parking on the blocks of Forest and Keystone immediately south of
Dominican are resident only. Thomas is open and there are some issues with overflow parking
happening on Thomas. Franklin is open except for student loading area by Willard School.

We recognize there might me an effect on an adjacent street, but we wait to see if neighbors
complain, and we react to that too. We can anticipate that we may back to addressing this issue if
we restrict the parking on Park.

Commissioner Osga indicates that we certainly will be bac
Dominican does nothing about their parking issue. Yes,

ddressing that issue if

Chairman Rees asks if there is a Motion to be mad

Commissioner Osga would like to make a M 300 block of Park
Avenue on the west side to resident only.

Chairman Rees asks what hours?

Jack Bielak, Director of Public WorkSi&E that the petition was 8:00 to 4:00
for residents on school days.

Commissioner Osga i
Chairman Rees asks I i | 00 would be the Motion?

Commission

VOTE TAKE

Commissioner Osga,

: issioner Gillis, yes — Commissioner Jayaraman, yes —
Commissioner Chase, ye

missioner Karrow, yes - Chairman Rees, yes.

Chairman Rees indicates that that Motion carries, as | mentioned, a non-binding
recommendation. That will go to the Village Board but not sure if it will go by the next meeting.

Jack Bielak, Director of Public Works & Engineering, asks if they would like to discuss the data
in terms of the 85% speed and crash history.

Chairman Rees indicates yes, let’s talk about that briefly. One of things we did note at the last
meeting was that we do have this Toolbox, Matrix and Point Scale which try to be guides for



what kind of traffic improvements we might make based on speed, crash history and volume.
Also talks about Level 1 and Level 2 data regarding the summary pages that were collected.

Jack Bielak indicates that since our last meeting, we did buy a speed monitor that is not visible
but tracks speed, number of cars, and provides data and charts for us which saves us Engineering
Consultant fees around $5,000.00 per situation. Cover sheet has everything you are looking for
when talking about the Matrix that Thomas Engineering put together.

Chairman Rees talks about the Scoring and Improvement Matrix which is in those materials and
be aware of data that is available in making decisions. Thanks Jack, Bill, Matt and Village for
obtaining the speed monitor which is helpful and for all the w hat was done for this project.

Jack Bielak indicates they met with Dominican twice to
stated Village staff was welcome anytime to come ta
The first Monday when school started, I received 3

the parking issue. Dominican
though it is their property.
multiple residents

Commissioner Osga indicates to Jack, that Mr. A south on Park
that there is no speed limit sign. Is thi

Jack Bielak indicated that he is one 0
concerns. | explained the process for ne
new 25 m.p.h. signs that day.in each direC

Commissioner Oga : a d if we are addressing lowa
and Monroe?

Chairman

Jack B e i 3w of what was provided for Washington.

excessive speeding. The dduced the bollards. One of the reasons we asked Thomas
Engineering to do the revaluaiion was to make sure it was identical. In the future, we will be
using our own speed monitor. We wanted to make sure we had that feedback was included with
our ITEP Grant Application which is due at the end of this month.

Chairman Rees indicates Thomas Engineering noted that bollards seem to be working they
reiterated their recommendation to move forward with the other recommendations. Is this part of
your grant?

Jack Bielak answered correct. As we go for the Grant, we are putting in what Thomas put in the
Village Wide Traffic Study. Once we get into the Phases like Phase 1, there will be two public
meetings so there will be significant resident and Village feedback.



Today, on Chicago, we added little reflective strips on the corners of the fences to hopefully
reduce the amount of times they are hit.

Chairman Rees asks Jack to explain what the petition we received the other day was about.
Jack Bielak explains we received a petition from the lady that was here at the last meeting
regarding the no turn into Franklin Avenue from North Avenue. It will be on the agenda for the

next meeting. I would suggest using our new speed monitor to collect data for the next meeting.

Chairman Rees indicates to Jack the data collected for this wo
to adjourn.

e handy and asks for a Motion

A motion was made and seconded to adjourn the issioners voted in favor of

the motion. Motion passed.

Respectfully Submitted:

Jack Bielak, Director of Public Wor
& Engineering

k
Dat

Doug Rees, Chairma
Traffic & Safety Comm

N
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MEMORANDUM
DATE: November 20, 2024
TO: Traffic and Safety Commission
FROM: Jack Bielak, Director of Public Works & Engineering

SUBJECT: Install Stop Signs in the North and South Directions at the Intersection of lowa
Street and Monroe Avenue

Issue: At the July 17, 2024 Traffic and Safety Meeting, the Commission discussed a request from
Sean Herring of 915 Monroe Avenue to install stop signs in the North and South directions at the
intersection of lowa/Monroe. The Commission indicated they would like additional traffic data prior to
discussing the merits of adding the stop sign. Staff gathered the additional traffic data and
provided it to the Commission. This item was continued to the November meeting as the petitioner
was not present.

Recommendation: Whether the Commission wishes to recommend modification to the signage at
these intersections or not, a formal motion and vote will be needed for Village Board consideration.

Attachments: A. Area Exhibit
B. Petition
C. Traffic Data
D. Accident Data
F. Traffic Calming Toolbox & Blank Scoring Sheet



Attachment A
Area Exhibit



GISCOHSOI’U I  lowa Street and Monroe Avenue

Print Date: 9/13/2024

Disclaimer: The GIS Consortium and MGP Inc. are not liable for any use, misuse, modification or disclosure of any map provided under applicable law. This map is for general information purposes only. Although the information is believed to be generally accurate, errors may
exist and the user should independently confirm for accuracy. The map does not constitute a regulatory determination and is not a base for engineering design. A Registered Land Surveyor should be consulted to determine precise location boundaries on the ground.
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Attachment B

Petition



From: Sean and Kimberly Herring

To: Bill Koclanis

Cc: Sean and Kimberly Herring
Subject: [External] Re: FW: Parking question
Date: Tuesday, May 14, 2024 3:07:30 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Petition For Stop Sign at Monroe and Iowa North and South.pdf

CAUTION: This email originated from outside of the organization. Do not click links or open
attachments unless you recognize the sender and know the content is safe.

Hi Bill,

As we discussed last week, on behalf of the residents living around Monroe and Iowa, I Sean
Herring request that a stop sign be installed at Monroe and lowa going north and south. |
attach a petition in which 82% (37/45) of the residents in the area signed in favor of adding the
stop sign. As you will see, in the attached petition, the following residents in the

designated area signed and request a stop sign:
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Williams/Towa

1. 904
2. 846
Jackson/Iowa
1. 903
2. 847

The request is being made due to the high speeds and volume of traffic that flow north and
south on Monroe. Monroe is the first street west of Harlem that motorists know goes straight
thru from Lake Street to North Avenue, so there is a tremendous amount of daily traffic going
north and south on Monroe and at high speeds. Indeed, the residents have seen a number of
recorded accidents at this intersection, which can be found in River Forest's traffic accident
reports. The residents make this request for the safety of the kids and elderly residents who
live in the area, as well as the many residents who walk their pets.

I intend to attend tomorrow's traffic and safety commission meeting at 7:30 pm, so please add
this to the agenda.

Thanks,
Sean C. Herring, Esq.

On Tue, May 7, 2024 at 8:41 AM Bill Koclanis <bkoclanis@vrf.us> wrote:

The Village has a Traffic and Safety Commission to review stop sign concerns.

I have attached a few documents for your review. The first is a quick summary of the steps
to get an item on the agenda for the Traffic and Safety Commission. The other forms include
a template petition form that can be used and some other detail regarding the overall
process. Additional information regarding the Traffic and Safety Commission can be found
on the Village website at www.vrf.us/traffic-safety.


mailto:bkoclanis@vrf.us
http://www.vrf.us/traffic-safety

At this point, what we would need from you to get moving is a “written request” (email is
fine) of what you’re looking to change.

I know this is a lot of information to take in so take a look at everything and let us know if
you have any questions.

Sincerely,

Bill Koclanis

Civil Engineering Technician
Village of River Forest

400 Park Avenue

River Forest, IL 60305

P 708-714-3550

bkoclanis@vrf.us
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Attachment C
Traffic Data



For Project:

Project Notes:
Location/Name:
Report Generated:
Speed Intervals

Time Intervals

Traffic Report From
85th Percentile Speed

85th Percentile Vehicles

Max Speed
Total Vehicles
AADT:

Volumes -

weekly counts

Average Daily
AM Peak
PM Peak

Speed

Speed Limit:

85th Percentile Speed:
50th Percentile Speed:
10 MPH Pace Interval:
Average Speed:

Count over limit
% over limit
Avg Speeder
Avg Speed

Class Counts

VEH_SM

VEH_MED

VEH_LG
[VEH_SM=motorcycle,

lowa Street and Monroe Avenue

Merged

9/4/2024 9:27:20 AM
1 MPH

Instant

8/15/2024 2:00:00 PM
30 MPH

12481

56 MPH on

14683

1045

Time 5 Day

through

8/27/2024

7 Day

8/29/2024

3:12:28 PM

1049
8:00 AM 97
3:00 PM 115

25

30

26

21.0 MPH to
25.78

Monday Tuesday

994
79
102

31.0 MPH

Wednesday

Thursday

2:59:59 PM

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

1241 1139
57.2 52.7
294 29.2
26.3 25.7

Number

1169
47.8
29.0
25.3

%

1145
50.2
29.2
25.5

1156
52.6
29.3
25.8

38

14309

336

VEH_MED = sedan,

0.3
97.5
2.3

VEH_LG = truck]

989

53.5
29.3
25.8

877

55.7
29.3
26.1



For Project:

Project Notes:
Location/Name:
Report Generated:
Speed Intervals

Time Intervals

Traffic Report From
85th Percentile Speed

85th Percentile Vehicles

Max Speed
Total Vehicles
AADT:

Volumes -

weekly counts

Average Daily
AM Peak
PM Peak

Speed

Speed Limit:

85th Percentile Speed:
50th Percentile Speed:
10 MPH Pace Interval:
Average Speed:

Count over limit
% over limit
Avg Speeder
Avg Speed

Class Counts

VEH_SM

VEH_MED

VEH_LG
[VEH_SM=motorcycle,

lowa Street and Monroe Avenue

Incoming

9/4/2024 9:22:28 AM
1 MPH

Instant

8/15/2024 2:00:00 PM
30 MPH

5584

51 MPH on

6569

467

Time 5 Day

through 8/29/2024

8/22/2024 10:17:15 PM

7 Day

464
8:00 AM 47
3:00 PM 52

25

30

25

20.0 MPH to

25.17

Monday Tuesday

445
38
46

30.0 MPH

Wednesday Thursday

2:59:59 PM

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

506 472
52.9 48.3
29.1 29.0
25.7 25.3

Number

492 447
42.7 44.6
28.6 29.0
24.7 24.9

%

431

48.2
29.1
25.2

5

6403

161

VEH_MED = sedan,

0.1

97.5

2.5

VEH_LG = truck]

390

45.8
29.1
25.0

359

48.8
29.2
25.5



For Project:

Project Notes:
Location/Name:
Report Generated:
Speed Intervals

Time Intervals

Traffic Report From
85th Percentile Speed

85th Percentile Vehicles

Max Speed
Total Vehicles
AADT:

Volumes -

weekly counts

Average Daily
AM Peak
PM Peak

Speed

Speed Limit:

85th Percentile Speed:
50th Percentile Speed:
10 MPH Pace Interval:
Average Speed:

Count over limit
% over limit
Avg Speeder
Avg Speed

Class Counts

VEH_SM

VEH_MED

VEH_LG
[VEH_SM=motorcycle,

lowa Street and Monroe Avenue

Outgoing

9/4/2024 9:22:29 AM
1 MPH

Instant

8/15/2024 2:00:00 PM
31 MPH

6897

56 MPH on

8114

577

Time 5 Day

through 8/29/2024

8/27/2024 3:12:28 PM

7 Day

584
8:00 AM 50
3:00 PM 62

25

31

26

22.0 MPH to

26.28

Monday Tuesday

548
41
56

32.0 MPH

Wednesday Thursday

2:59:59 PM

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

735 667
60.5 56.3
29.6 29.3
26.7 26.1

Number

677 698
52.3 54.6
29.3 29.3
25.9 26.0

%

725

55.6
29.4
26.2

33

7906

175

VEH_MED = sedan,

0.4

97.4

2.2

VEH_LG = truck]

599

60.1
29.5
26.4

518

61.7
294
26.7
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Accident Data



COMMUNICATIONS

Call Tine Event 1D Rpt # Street Nat ur e Addi tion
06/ 22/ 2024 08 2400048952 MONRCE AVE/ | OM ST ROAD RAGE

06/ 17/ 2024 08 2400047424 | OMA ST/ MONRCE AVE RECKLESS DRI VI N

03/ 04/ 2024 16 2400018104 MONRCE AVE/ | OMA ST TRAFFI C STOP

11/ 04/ 2023 13 2300089051 MONRCE AVE/ | OM ST | NTOX SUBJECT  NO CALL/
08/ 03/2023 10 2300061122 | ONA ST/ MONRCE AVE TRAFFI C STOP

10/ 27/ 2022 11 2200088018 MONRCE AVE/ | OM ST CHECK CONDI Tl ON

09/ 30/ 2022 15 2200080316 MONRCE AVE/ | OM ST CHECK CONDI TI ON

07/ 11/ 2022 14 2200056523 MONRCE AVE/ | OM ST SUSPI CI QUS AUTO

12/ 11/ 2021 08 2100117976 | ONA ST/ MONRCE AVE CHECK CONDI TI ON

11/ 06/ 2021 21 2100108099 | ONA ST/ MONRCE AVE H T AND RUN

04/ 14/ 2021 04 2100041230 MONROE AVE/ | OM ST FOUND PROPERTY

04/ 10/ 2021 22 2100040171 | OMA ST/ MONRCE AVE WELFARE CHECK NO SEE
10/ 17/ 2020 23 2000132933 MONRCE AVE/ | OMA ST LEAF FI RE

07/23/2020 10 2000091883 2000677 | ONA ST/ MONRCE AVE ACCl DENT PROPER

02/ 29/ 2020 08 2000030581 MONRCE AVE/ | OM ST | NFO FOR POLI CE

02/ 08/ 2020 21 2000019831 | OMA ST/ MONRCE AVE SUSPI CI QUS AUTO

05/ 26/ 2019 20 1900076748 1900712 MONRCE AVE/ | OMA ST | NFO FOR POLI CE SEE MOM
12/ 24/ 2018 20 1800193451 | ONA ST/ MONRCE AVE FI REWORKS

07/02/2018 23 1800100169 MONRCE AVE/ | OM ST SUSPI CI QUS PERS
04/19/2018 14 1800058901 MONRCE AVE/ | OMA ST PUBLI C | NDECENC

Report Generated: 07/17/2024 09:15:26 | User ID: RF1413
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Attachment F

Traffic Calming Toolbox &
Blank Scoring Sheet



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 Administration definition of traffic calming

Introduction

Having a standardized roadway system is imperative 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 identifying
locations 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 initiation by the Traffic and Safety Commission identifying a
location with potential traffic problems, or a resident petition being presented to the Traffic and Safety
Commission. From there the scoring document will be used to evaluate the location and determine what
improvement categories apply. The improvement type used will be left to the discretion of the Traffic and
Safety Commission in conjunction with resident and Village Staff input. In addition 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 potential cost implications and to identify ideal locations for each
improvement type.

The improvement types are taken from the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) recommendations
for traffic calming along with Thomas Engineering’s own experience completing 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 optimal countermeasures at each location. The
relevant application of each improvement will ultimately be up to the Traffic and Safety Commission and
Village Board.

Scoring Criteria

The Scoring Matrix will be the first step after identifying a location for potential traffic calming. The location
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). Additional points will
be awarded for locations identified as a bike route per the Village Bicycle Plan implemented in 2019 and/or
if the interest in the location was created through a resident petition.

The maximum score a location can get will be 100 points with a minimum threshold of 25 points to proceed
with review and potential improvements. Points from this section will be used to determine what level of
improvements can be used in the Improvement Matrix.
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Scoring Process

The scoring process will utilize two intersections and one connecting segment for each scoring category.
This means, for example, the crash score will utilize the total crashes at both intersections and the joining
segment. While there are some intersection-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 multiple segments along a road each segment + its two termini
intersection will be used to score all segments through a corridor. In the end each segment & intersection
combo will have a final score and corresponding level of improvement. In testing 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

After scoring a location 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 — Locations that may have speed and safety concerns not apparent without further
review; minimal impact to traffic.

Level 2 = 40-59 points — Locations with minor speed and safety problems; no new physical barriers or
traffic control.

Level 3 = 60-79 points — Locations with moderate speed and safety problems; physical barriers or new
traffic control may be justified.

Level 4 = 80-100 points — Locations with major speed and safety problems; roadway may be in need of
substantial improvements to correct traffic conditions 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 effectiveness 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 intersection must first fulfill an all-way stop warrant.

In general, when considering a location for traffic calming improvements, even if there are enough points
to justify a level 3 or 4 intervention, it is recommended that the Village adopt a conservative approach.
Starting with a level 1 or 2 improvement is recommended to assess whether or not the existing issues are
effectively resolved without significantly impacting 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 intervention.

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 description of how/where the improvement should be used in order to determine what
changes should be made to the studied locations.

Survey Results

As part of the Village-Wide Traffic Study Survey, Village residents were asked about their preferences for
traffic calming measures. This section is intended to provide insight into the current preferences of
residents in order to be able to better anticipate potential responses to proposed traffic calming measures.

The following table shows the results of a survey question 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 Intersection 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 distribution of support
across all listed improvement types, with the exception of raised intersections. This, however, may be due
to a lack of experience with raised intersections. Therefore, if the Village ever chooses to use this
improvement type it may be helpful to provide an education campaign about the benefits and
effectiveness of raised intersections.

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 portion of the
question. When looking into the open-ended responses further, the following trends were identified:

1. Many residents expressed dislike for speed humps due to potential damage to vehicle
undercarriages

2. Residents expressed dislike of flashing beacons because the flashing lights could shine in windows
of nearby homes

80



3. Bicyclists complained that curb extensions are dangerous because they force bicyclists into traffic
lanes at intersections

4. Driver feedback signs are seen as ineffective

5. Raised intersections were mentioned 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:

Additional stop signs (35 responses)
Roundabouts (13 responses)

Street closures (16 responses)

Crosswalk improvements (13 responses)
More police enforcement (58 responses)
Speed cameras (19 responses)

o Uk wWwNR

From these initial categories the categories were further divided into ‘new traffic control’ and ‘more
enforcement’ groups. Within the ‘new traffic control’ group the categories of additional 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 existing traffic conditions. Traffic control
improvements are included within the traffic calming toolbox, but these are not to be used without proper
justification 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-ticketing speed cameras are at the discretion 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 suggestions were incorporated into the Traffic
Control Toolbox.

Conclusion

Ultimately, 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
intersections, 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 effective. A Village led information campaign to inform residents of the potential 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 restricting locations where improvements can be
implemented). As the Village’s road system continues to evolve with increased traffic volumes and multi-
modal transportation options, residents will likely adapt and realize the benefits of introducing a wide
range of traffic calming methods.
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Scoring Matrix

RIVER FOREST

Proud Heritage » Bright Future

Measure

Criteria for assigning a numerical score to traffic problems

Points

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Vehicle Speed

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Vehicle Volume

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Pedestrian Traffic
Generators

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Bike Routes / Non-Bike
Routes

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

0-10 pts.

Score:

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

0-10 pts.

Score:

Intersection 1:
Segment:
Intersection 2:

Total:

* Members of the Traffic & Safety Commission may assign community interest points as deemed applicable.
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Bright Future

MEMORANDUM
DATE: November 20, 2024
TO: Traffic and Safety Commission
FROM: Jack Bielak, Director of Public Works & Engineering

SUBJECT: Eliminate Turning off North Avenue onto Franklin Avenue by placing bump
outs on Franklin Avenue

Issue: At the July 17, 2024 Traffic and Safety Meeting, the Commission received a request from
Julie Sciaraffa of 1540 Franklin Avenue to install bump outs on Franklin Avenue to stop turning
onto franklin avenue. The Commission expressed their experiences with this type of request and
explained that the resident can gather petitions to make her neighbours aware of the request. Staff
gathered the additional traffic data and provided it to the Commission. This item was received too
late to be included on the agenda in September and is how being included for this agenda.

Recommendation: Whether the Commission wishes to recommend modification to the roadway at
this intersection, a formal motion and vote will be needed for Village Board consideration.

Attachments: A. Area Exhibit
B. Petition
C. Traffic Data
D. Accident Data
F. Traffic Calming Toolbox & Blank Scoring Sheet
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Area Exhibit
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Attachment B

Petition



September 14, 2024
Attention Traffic and Safety Commission Department

To Whom it May Concern:

| attended the previous July Traffic and Safety Commission meeting along with my sister
who is also a homeowner on the block, and we addressed the traffic safety concerns on the
1500 block of Franklin Avenue. Traffic on North Avenue turns onto Franklin Avenue, not
obeying the No Left and No Right Turn signs posted on that corner. Motorists continue to
turn down the street at significantly high-speed causing dangerous conditions for all.

At the meeting we learned that a petition is needed to be signed by 75% of the 1500
Franklin Avenue residents in order for the village to begin their process in gathering data to
hopefully resolve this above mentioned issue.

Attached you will find the signatures obtained by the concerned residents. Please review
and let me know if anything further is needed. Also, we would appreciate an update once
you receive this information to let us know what the next steps will be. | can be reached at
312-330-7356 or by email at: ltsjuls12@gmail.com.

On behalf of the 1500 Franklin Avenue residents, thank you for all you do for our
community. We appreciate your attention to this matter.

incerely, // '
- -
. n J‘Jba_"? v

ulie Sciaraffa

1540-A Franklin Avenue



Requested Action(s):

Wr?ﬁ%*m .\d.\:“{a

Traffic and Safety Commission Petition

ot North Ausenve

*0 h@:&&\\x \%

N, bhbh_sa c_\_:a ot &\#Omm\.\sa *\%\u..h...b.m i N\N\%\J._.SQ o, Frawl/ 4
[T —~ '
Please Check One
Name Address Date m_m:mﬁ:_,m Agree |Disagree quhos Unreachable
Julie SCiajafs  [1990-A Fuuklin g--24 | Qudn L \.F?K} v
[5H0- B Fraakiin Q
bs 540-C  Fraakim M\W\NL 7/ \\ ha L/
ggnn gnost <~ m&aksr X iﬁ!N& —
Mak 4 Capd Co221 |IS40- B Fruuklin I (NSOl %
lote VigNriecen S90-D Frauklim -5 -1 4 §§¢%§§ v
o Muge SCianffs |[S94- Faakcl F-539  (Yoonlstis &@Raw%w v
3 \w Vwéﬁcw 1520 Fgavrin A2 | R-5-2Y4 | (neluRonmaut | LT
LvD_Em pv.qzlaw \830 Nanldin  Poe B-574 [T Pl A
Al -, ¥ E Voo —cCernl o, a2 | &5 \f S, gl — L
mmbw Ns_‘, 1525” Twantln e | SI512Y | fhal s |/
\ﬁ Q\Yvh,bm\w _/\TL.J \mq S AWIYBLL‘ n )J\n..r vaﬂ.l\th\ r\n&“ . - =
Sheang; A7, @P{ N N _\ﬁ_\Ns gt ]
\...Rk?br b.SJ\,_QT [63% FronbLy fre h\m\b\&n 2 .hu\ C—
| Ay (advollader | 534 Fantin Ave Shuglozd | OQfec -
Yot cin dpufman] 1525 Banklin Ave. 8[s[z02¢-ld2 > v




Requested Action(s): \H?Sa._fnxn _\.Qy_.( bm %ﬂ%& QQ**\Q \%t& noe § x\Qx\:\R nuJ\_.}J hﬁ.\\

Traffic and Safety Commission Petition

&CEQ:DQ.T SO ~\m}.ﬁ>om. Can't eutt™ om vﬂx:t\\pr \ﬁ.&s

f&@gorg

&&ww%v.

\ Please Check One
Name Address Date m_.mxﬁ:_.m Agree |Disagree Ou_w_so_o: Unreachable
Boe JwT | 1508 rweun kve | 2] | 77 5 -
Kim Kippar| 1535 Toanklia Ave. | <IX|H J— |
Poddese) W] (53T Frodly  [K(Bd |Ynlte, [V
Ittt Cogfr— | ;iS20 Pranbiog bl $/8/24] At v— £
Caycfance T e | \Sgotany v fre | \, N & 7k
W] CoRSEN (S| Py By _ 2 \/
\§ H.ﬁv\eﬁv 93] AW%&«&; Ave . ; v
U T | e St o Bla) vy e |
K\._NVQN \J&.m A \u\%ﬂ\u i(&\() \Qv,x. %\@\M.\ \$~&\m‘v~r u.x_‘ K.IE\.\.- ) \
Contlin Dova | ISIO Fromede o R I S — v
NEws  davy / vSTe FapnkesD .m.\wo:dnr.. 3%.\@_?.\ .u\-\I. | ]
W Chelle Ol | 150 (FraniZlin olq(241 | [t |
,Zb, = | (S01 Fmic B la] a4 AR V7
il f AN 1540 PPondinN—~B [ glis|d AHIRZAT LV




Traffic and Safety Comrnission Petition

Requested Action(s): \m\.gs\:{smm }QD“,.A *Sﬁ\yn 9\:@ ﬁ\w\&.\\r ..D:ui S\%\\S\a m\

Dlacng o bompg-out So vehie losN Can rot enter onto [HaAklin - /
_ L \ Please Check One
Name Address r Date ~ mmm‘shmﬁ:qm .. Agree |Disagree OU_”“o: Unreachable
Teann ette Uernaudtz 1539 FrenwlinAve 2| G -2 94 Tawille Mm\\SssoF i
1539 Coomilin Ave | |07lo3/2 | cZr e d

Ly 1574 Tamlbcla

Wy

2/ 24 2 Z.

i

L1

|
4

7~

e )53 7 e \n\u\m_\mh\ﬁh —9 R Ry




Attachment C
Traffic Data



For Project:

Project Notes:
Location/Name:
Report Generated:
Speed Intervals

Time Intervals

Traffic Report From
85th Percentile Speed

85th Percentile Vehicles

Max Speed
Total Vehicles
AADT:

Volumes -

weekly counts

Average Daily
AM Peak
PM Peak

Speed

Speed Limit:

85th Percentile Speed:
50th Percentile Speed:
10 MPH Pace Interval:
Average Speed:

Count over limit
% over limit
Avg Speeder
Avg Speed

Class Counts

VEH_SM

VEH_MED

VEH_LG
[VEH_SM=motorcycle,

1500 Block of Franklin

Incoming
10/8/2024
1 MPH
Instant
9/23/2024
28 MPH
619

42 MPH
728

48

Time

12:26:11 PM

2:00:00 PM

on

5 Day

through

10/4/2024

7 Day

10/8/2024

4:26:45 PM

7:00 AM
4:00 PM

25

28

21

15.0 MPH
21.86
Monday

50

to

Tuesday

46

25.0 MPH

Wednesday

Thursday

11:59:59 AM

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

27

225
28.9
20.7

Number

28

26.9
29.5
221

32

28.1
294
22.4

%

26

21.8
29.3
21.8

12

660

56

VEH_MED = sedan,

1.6

90.7

7.7

VEH_LG = truck]

33

26.6
29.9
221

20

24.7
28.6
21.8

18

27.3
29.6
22.6
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For Project:

Project Notes:
Location/Name:
Report Generated:
Speed Intervals

Time Intervals

Traffic Report From
85th Percentile Speed

85th Percentile Vehicles

Max Speed
Total Vehicles
AADT:

Volumes -

weekly counts

Average Daily
AM Peak
PM Peak

Speed

Speed Limit:

85th Percentile Speed:
50th Percentile Speed:
10 MPH Pace Interval:
Average Speed:

Count over limit
% over limit
Avg Speeder
Avg Speed

Class Counts

VEH_SM

VEH_MED

VEH_LG
[VEH_SM=motorcycle,

1500 Block of Franklin

Outgoing
10/8/2024
1 MPH
Instant
9/23/2024
28 MPH
1703

42 MPH
2004

134

Time

12:26:11 PM

2:00:00 PM

on

5 Day

through

10/5/2024

7 Day

10/8/2024

11:06:09 AM

8:00 AM
3:00 PM

25

28

22

17.0 MPH
22.45
Monday

132

12

to

Tuesday

127

10

27.0 MPH

Wednesday

Thursday

11:59:59 AM

Friday

Saturday

Sunday

101

26.7
29.0
22.5

Number

70

24.9
29.0
224

78

25.6
29.1
22.5

%

87

32.2
29.1
23.0

11

1923

70

VEH_MED = sedan,

0.5
96
35

VEH_LG = truck]

62

20.1
28.3
21.4

69

27.0
29.0
22.6

63

30.7
29.3
231
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Attachment D

Accident Data



Accident History (Past 5 Years)

v\cci Id Numunits [Ta Date LTa Time |Ta Dow [Onhway Fromhway LStreetnbr Street

1900642 2| 5/14/2019 12:42|1242 TUE FRANKLIN AVE 1540 FRANKLIN AVE

1900913 2| 6/28/2019 18:24|1824 FRI FRANKLIN AVE [NORTH AV 1545 FRANKLIN AVE

2000145 2| 2/5/202019:20[1920 WED [FRANKLIN AVE [NORTH AVE 1540 FRANKLIN AVE

2200997 3| 9/7/202215:13|1513 WED |NORTHAVE NORTH AVE/FRANKLIN AVE
2300560 2| 5/8/202313:00{1300 MON |NORTH AVE FRANKLIN AVE NORTH AVE/FRANKLIN AVE
2301560 2| 12/13/2023 7:28|0728 WED |NORTHAVE FRANKLIN AVE NORTH AVE/FRANKLIN AVE
2301573 3| 12/14/2023 15:22[1522 THU NORTH AVE FRANKLIN AVE NORTH AVE/FRANKLIN AVE

A total of seven (7) accidents in the five (5) year period. None of the accidents involved right turn onto Franklin from North
Avenue. Four (4) occurred on North Avenue as rear end accidents or sideswipes. The other three (3) were private property with
one being a roll out of the driveway to a parked car due to bad manual transmission.
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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 Administration definition of traffic calming

Introduction

Having a standardized roadway system is imperative 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 identifying
locations 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 initiation by the Traffic and Safety Commission identifying a
location with potential traffic problems, or a resident petition being presented to the Traffic and Safety
Commission. From there the scoring document will be used to evaluate the location and determine what
improvement categories apply. The improvement type used will be left to the discretion of the Traffic and
Safety Commission in conjunction with resident and Village Staff input. In addition 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 potential cost implications and to identify ideal locations for each
improvement type.

The improvement types are taken from the Federal Highway Administration’s (FHWA) recommendations
for traffic calming along with Thomas Engineering’s own experience completing 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 optimal countermeasures at each location. The
relevant application of each improvement will ultimately be up to the Traffic and Safety Commission and
Village Board.

Scoring Criteria

The Scoring Matrix will be the first step after identifying a location for potential traffic calming. The location
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). Additional points will
be awarded for locations identified as a bike route per the Village Bicycle Plan implemented in 2019 and/or
if the interest in the location was created through a resident petition.

The maximum score a location can get will be 100 points with a minimum threshold of 25 points to proceed
with review and potential improvements. Points from this section will be used to determine what level of
improvements can be used in the Improvement Matrix.
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Scoring Process

The scoring process will utilize two intersections and one connecting segment for each scoring category.
This means, for example, the crash score will utilize the total crashes at both intersections and the joining
segment. While there are some intersection-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 multiple segments along a road each segment + its two termini
intersection will be used to score all segments through a corridor. In the end each segment & intersection
combo will have a final score and corresponding level of improvement. In testing 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

After scoring a location 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 — Locations that may have speed and safety concerns not apparent without further
review; minimal impact to traffic.

Level 2 = 40-59 points — Locations with minor speed and safety problems; no new physical barriers or
traffic control.

Level 3 = 60-79 points — Locations with moderate speed and safety problems; physical barriers or new
traffic control may be justified.

Level 4 = 80-100 points — Locations with major speed and safety problems; roadway may be in need of
substantial improvements to correct traffic conditions 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 effectiveness 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 intersection must first fulfill an all-way stop warrant.

In general, when considering a location for traffic calming improvements, even if there are enough points
to justify a level 3 or 4 intervention, it is recommended that the Village adopt a conservative approach.
Starting with a level 1 or 2 improvement is recommended to assess whether or not the existing issues are
effectively resolved without significantly impacting 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 intervention.

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 description of how/where the improvement should be used in order to determine what
changes should be made to the studied locations.

Survey Results

As part of the Village-Wide Traffic Study Survey, Village residents were asked about their preferences for
traffic calming measures. This section is intended to provide insight into the current preferences of
residents in order to be able to better anticipate potential responses to proposed traffic calming measures.

The following table shows the results of a survey question 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 Intersection 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 distribution of support
across all listed improvement types, with the exception of raised intersections. This, however, may be due
to a lack of experience with raised intersections. Therefore, if the Village ever chooses to use this
improvement type it may be helpful to provide an education campaign about the benefits and
effectiveness of raised intersections.

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 portion of the
question. When looking into the open-ended responses further, the following trends were identified:

1. Many residents expressed dislike for speed humps due to potential 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 intersections

4. Driver feedback signs are seen as ineffective

5. Raised intersections were mentioned 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:

Additional stop signs (35 responses)
Roundabouts (13 responses)

Street closures (16 responses)

Crosswalk improvements (13 responses)
More police enforcement (58 responses)
Speed cameras (19 responses)

o Uk wWwNR

From these initial categories the categories were further divided into ‘new traffic control’ and ‘more
enforcement’ groups. Within the ‘new traffic control’ group the categories of additional 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 existing traffic conditions. Traffic control
improvements are included within the traffic calming toolbox, but these are not to be used without proper
justification 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-ticketing speed cameras are at the discretion 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 suggestions were incorporated into the Traffic
Control Toolbox.

Conclusion

Ultimately, 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
intersections, 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 effective. A Village led information campaign to inform residents of the potential 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 restricting locations where improvements can be
implemented). As the Village’s road system continues to evolve with increased traffic volumes and multi-
modal transportation options, residents will likely adapt and realize the benefits of introducing a wide
range of traffic calming methods.
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Scoring Matrix

RIVER FOREST

Proud Heritage » Bright Future

Measure

Criteria for assigning a numerical score to traffic problems

Points

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Vehicle Speed

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Vehicle Volume

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Pedestrian Traffic
Generators

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

0-20 pts.

Score:

Bike Routes / Non-Bike
Routes

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

0-10 pts.

Score:

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

0-10 pts.

Score:

Intersection 1:
Segment:
Intersection 2:

Total:

* Members of the Traffic & Safety Commission may assign community interest points as deemed applicable.




