
APPROVED Meeting Minutes 
Transportation Commission 

Tuesday, July 12, 2022 – 7:00 PM 
Remote Participation Meeting 

 
1. Call to Order 
 
Staff Liaison Jill Juliano called the remote participation meeting to order at 7:05 PM. 
 
Staff Liaison Juliano read the following statement into the record:  

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

Roll Call 

Present: Garth Katner, Brian Straw, Ron Burke 

Absent: Camille Fink, Meghann Moses 

Staff:  Parking & Mobility Services Manager Sean Keane, Parking Restrictions Coordinator 
(PRC) Takeshi Thompson, Village Engineer Bill McKenna, Staff Liaison Jill Juliano  

Staff Liaison Juliano noted that with three Commissioners, there is a quorum. 

2. Agenda Approval 

Commissioner Katner made a motion to approve the agenda. It was seconded by 
Commissioner Straw.  

The roll call vote was as follows: 

Ayes: Katner, Straw, Burke 

Nays: None 

The motion passed unanimously 3 to 0. 

3. Approval of the Draft June 14, 2022 Transportation Commission Meeting Minutes 

Commissioner Straw made a motion to approve the draft June 14, 2022 Transportation 
Commission meeting minutes. It was seconded by Commissioner Katner. 

The roll call vote was as follows: 

Ayes: Straw, Katner, Burke 



Nays: None 

The motion passed unanimously 3 to 0. 

4. Non-Agenda Public Comment 

None 

5. New Business 
Chair Burke noted for those on the call that the Transportation Commission is comprised 
of volunteers who make recommendations to the Village Board. The recommendations 
may or may not be accepted by the Village Board, and the Commission is just one step in 
the process. He also noted that the Commission, along with staff, are facing a significant 
backlog of petitions (around 22), many of which were delayed in one way or another by the 
pandemic. The Commission worked with staff to try to streamline the process to move 
through the petitions as efficiently as possible, but because many of the petitions were 
submitted prior to the approval of the new process, they must go through the process that 
was in place when they were submitted. The Commission has also asked staff to consider 
a comprehensive approach to handling petitions that are submitted by blocks that are 
directly off a busy street as there are many commonalities and that may help the petitions 
move through the process more quickly.  

5a) PETITION TO INSTALL A TRAFFIC CALMING DEVICE ON THE 500 BLOCK OF SOUTH 
HARVEY AVENUE 

Staff Liaison Juliano provided background information on the petition to the 
Commissioners and mentioned that it was originally submitted in September 2018 and 
signatures were necessary, so it was re-submitted in November 2018. The petition was 
submitted because of inconveniences due to Dunkin’ Donuts, including queues for the 
drive-through that extend onto S Harvey Ave and Madison St, drivers parking in no-parking 
areas on S Harvey Ave rendering this portion of the block impassable, and delivery trucks 
that are noisy at early hours and use S Harvey Ave to make their deliveries instead of 
using Madison St. Crash reports and other data were collected before a scoring table was 
completed and it exceeded the minimum score necessary to be reviewed by the 
Transportation Commission. Staff Liaison Juliano explained the vehicle volume and speed 
data and noted that based on the collected data, staff doesn’t see vehicle volume or 
speed as issues on this block. She also shared turning movement counts which showed 
that a lot of the traffic is going to Dunkin’ Donuts, but it tends to stay on the northern end 
of the block rather than travelling south toward the residential portion of the block. Staff 
Liaison Juliano also detailed how staff has worked with the Park District of Oak Park 
(PDOP) to help mitigate any traffic issues that may be exacerbated on the block with the 
building of the new Community Recreation Center (CRC). She also noted that while the 
PDOP has mentioned the possibility of a second phase of the project, it is not currently 
listed in the PDOP’s five-year plan and there is no current funding for that. Should that 



change, it would trigger public meetings, public hearings, notifications to nearby residents 
who would then be given the opportunity to comment, and it would need to go through an 
approval process by the Village which would include parking and traffic studies. Based on 
the information gathered, there don’t seem to be traffic issues on the residential portion 
of the block that need to be addressed with a traffic calming device. 

Following the presentation, the Commission asked questions regarding the item. Below is 
a summary of the questions and staff responses.  

Q: When were the traffic studies done? A: June 2021 and October 2021 

Q: Were they done on weekdays? A: Yes, one was on Tuesday, June 8 and it was still 
during the school year. The other was on Thursday, October 27. 

Q: Do we know to what extent traffic volumes have increased since last fall? A: We saw 
increases starting in the late spring and early summer of 2021 and it looks like they’re 
pretty much back at this point. We haven’t done any studies to compare 2021 to 2022, 
but when we look at the area-wide traffic study from 1997, these volumes are consistent. 

Q: It’s possible that the traffic volumes are somewhat higher now compared to when the 
traffic study was done, but most likely still below the average that you would expect for a 
typical residential street, right? A: Correct.   

Q: Harvey Ave is identified as one of the streets for the Neighborhood Greenways Plan, 
right? A: It was not identified as one because it would have received additional points in 
the scoring table if it had been. 

Q: Are you sure? Was it Lombard Ave instead of Harvey Ave? I’m pretty sure it was Harvey 
Ave because that is where you can actually get underneath the train tracks. It may be that 
it’s Lombard Ave and then switches over to Harvey Ave farther north. A: I would have to 
pull it up to check. Commissioner Katner noted that after reviewing the Neighborhood 
Greenways Plan, it does identify Lombard Ave, not Harvey Ave, as the street used in that 
area. 

Q: Was a specific traffic calming measure requested on the petition? A: No, they are just 
looking for some relief. 

Timothy Halt spoke about the measures taken with the new apartment building on the 
south side of Madison St between Euclid Ave and Wesley Ave, including the bump-out on 
Wesley Ave that is intended to push the traffic north onto Madison St. He noted that an 
approach like that might be a viable solution for their block, especially with the building of 
the CRC, to try to keep the traffic off the residential portion of the block. 

Jesse Gallagher spoke about why they chose to raise their family in Oak Park and the 
importance of maintaining residential neighborhoods as commercial corridors are 
developed. He shared concerns that the additional traffic on the block from Dunkin’ 



Donuts and the reduction of Madison St to two lanes will be exacerbated by the CRC. 
There are lots of young kids on the block and one has been struck. He noted that while the 
studies presented are relatively unremarkable, they are small samples taken during a 
time of lower traffic due to the pandemic and that the crash data from S Harvey Ave and 
Adams St is incomplete as he lives on that corner and there have been more than two 
crashes. He believes the cumulative developments call for permanent infrastructure 
improvements targeting speed, direction of travel, or both.   

Nat Grotte believes that the counts were conducted in the middle of the block and didn’t 
capture most of the traffic that is confined to the north end of the block. He wondered how 
the numbers might be different if the tubes had been placed in a different area. He 
mentioned that the McDonald’s to the east is a similar example, but that both the 
entrance and exit are on Madison St so if there is a queue of cars, they are backed up 
onto Madison St, not a residential street. He questioned why Dunkin’ Donuts was allowed 
to build in a way that required their customers to queue on Harvey Ave. He thought this 
was a missed opportunity and hopes that the Commission will consider infrastructure 
improvements now to help mitigate some of the damage that’s been done. 

Stephan Hruszkewycz spoke about how even though cars in the queue try to stay as far to 
the right on the west side of the street, it is still very difficult for cars to get through. The 
CRC’s plan to allow for parking spaces on that part of the block will further restrict the flow 
of traffic, particularly during the morning. He questioned the decision to allow the CRC to 
have an exit on Harvey Ave. He suggested reconfiguring the inlet of the driveway entrance 
to Dunkin’ Donuts and reconsidering how the CRC empties into this already problematic 
intersection as possible solutions.  

Miriam Armstrong described how traffic is often one-way between Madison St and the 
alley due to cars parked in the middle of the street while waiting to turn left into Dunkin’ 
Donuts. Cars coming out of the CRC’s exit will not be able to turn left because there will be 
cars blocking them. They often see arguments related to this traffic and have even had a 
Police Officer come out to direct traffic one day. She encouraged a further study of the exit 
from the CRC and is hoping some sort of mitigation can be made before the CRC is 
completed. 

Sarah Miller reiterated her neighbors’ comments about how Police have had to come out 
to Dunkin’ Donuts because of fights and concerns about the existing traffic problems 
being exacerbated by the anticipated uptick in traffic related to the CRC.  

Beth Saunders shared her concerns about potential measures directing traffic right by her 
house or adding to the existing traffic in the alley behind Dunkin’ Donuts. Speed bumps 
are already in the alley, but it is still heavily trafficked by those avoiding Madison St.  

John Pohl shared that the traffic caused by the morning rush at Dunkin’ Donuts actually 
starts earlier than the times captured by the traffic study. He also spoke about how the 



deliveries for Dunkin’ Donuts are supposed to be made on Madison St, but that for the 
past year or so, delivery trucks have instead been parking on the east side of Harvey Ave 
at Madison St. This essentially blocks traffic in the northbound lane of Harvey Ave and 
makes the situation more dangerous. He also mentioned that because the right turn lane 
on Madison St only really allows room for one car and is often missed completely by cars 
speeding along Madison St, it doesn’t provide much relief. 

Christee Snell suggested reversing the direction of the drive-thru queue to improve the 
flow of traffic. 

Following the public testimony, the Commissioners discussed the following topics: 

 Concerns about how the CRC will affect not only the current situation, but also any 
traffic calming measure that might be used 

 Possible solutions, including a cul-de-sac, diverter, or one-way street to limit 
through traffic from the Dunkin’ Donuts property to the residential portion of the 
block and prevent cars from using the alley to get to Dunkin’ Donuts  

 Recognizing that because of the layout of the Dunkin’ Donuts drive-through, a 
traffic calming measure will not improve the long queue of cars  

 If the Commission is able to make a recommendation that would require Dunkin’ 
Donuts or the CRC to change their respective entrance or exit on S Harvey Ave or if 
that would be beyond their purview 

 If some of the suggested traffic calming measures would cause more problems for 
residents of the block by making that portion of the block difficult to use with a car 
or if it would be a worthwhile trade-off 

 If staff would be willing to come up with some options to limit traffic south of the 
alley since the Commission would like to see a recommendation move forward to 
the Village Board  

An anonymous resident asked if traffic studies had been done regarding the traffic exiting 
the CRC onto S Harvey Ave. Village Engineer Bill McKenna responded that the current 
phase of the CRC is being built by-right and didn’t have to go through any public planning 
process, including the submission of a traffic study. No comprehensive traffic study has 
been done by the PDOP to show projected traffic volumes for that driveway. Parking 
restrictions, including “No Parking 6AM – 11AM Monday through Saturday”, would not be 
modified at this point because staff sees the need for there to be a place for cars to safely 
queue. 

Chair Burke asked if there had been coordination with the PDOP to try to avoid what 
seems to be a design that is likely to exacerbate the existing problems. Village Engineer 
McKenna responded that staff did work with the PDOP during their permit submittal and 
did have them shape the driveway on S Harvey Ave to direct cars to the north. They also 
added a gate so that cars can’t enter there. It would be uncomfortable for cars to turn 



right out of that exit, but signage could be placed if necessary. The intent of the parking lot 
is for most of the traffic to use the two-way driveway on Highland Ave and it’s anticipated 
that repeat customers will quickly become familiar with the traffic patterns in the area and 
choose the path that is easiest or most convenient.     

Commissioner Straw made a motion asking staff to come back to the Commission with a 
proposal for how to limit traffic flowing from the north end of the 500 block of S Harvey 
Ave through to the residential end of the 500 block of S Harvey Ave and consider in that 
recommendation how to reduce or eliminate traffic into the alleyways that run parallel to 
Madison St. It was seconded by Commissioner Katner.  

Commissioner Katner reminded the residents on the call that the Commission is only one 
part of the process and urged them to take advantage of the opportunities to express their 
opinions when this item returns to the Commission and then is ultimately brought to the 
Board, particularly if they feel that the recommended steps are not sufficient. 

Commissioner Straw reiterated the importance of utilizing the opportunity to make public 
comment, particularly when this item is brought to the Village Board as they will be the 
ones to ultimately make the decision on this issue. 

The roll call vote was as follows: 

Ayes: Straw, Katner, Burke 

Nays: None 

The motion passed unanimously 3 to 0. 

5b) MODIFY TRANSPORTATION COMMISSION’S RECOMMENDATION ON REVIEW 
EFFECTIVENESS OF EXISTING CITIZEN PETITION PROCESS / SYSTEM FOR IMPLEMENTING 
TRAFFIC CALMING MEASURES AND THEN MODIFYING OR REPLACING THEM IF 
WARRANTED TO INCLUDE CHANGING FINANCIAL RESPONSIBILITY FOR SPEED HUMP AND 
SPEED TABLE MEASURES FROM SPECIAL SERVICE AREA TO VILLAGE 

Village Engineer McKenna presented the item to the Commissioners and explained that 
staff is recommending that the Village pay for these treatments as a way to streamline the 
process. Because establishing a Special Service Tax Area is an incredibly lengthy and 
time-consuming process for staff, it’s not worth it financially, particularly because these 
measures are relatively small dollar amount improvements. He also noted that there are 
several petitions pending that would be able to move forward if this change were made. 

The Commissioners all agreed that this change made sense and were happy to hear that 
this would help move along some of the petitions. 

Commissioner Straw made a motion to recommend changing the financial responsibility 
for speed hump and speed table measures from Special Service Area to the Village and to 



include it as part of the Transportation Commission’s recommendations of its work plan 
item “Review Effectiveness of Existing Citizen Petition Process / System for Implementing 
Traffic Calming Measures and then Modifying or Replacing Them if Warranted.” It was 
seconded by Commissioner Katner. 

The roll call vote was as follows: 

Ayes: Straw, Katner, Burke 

Nays: None 

The motion passed unanimously 3 to 0. 

6. Old Business 

6a) REVIEW OF RECOMMENDED REVISIONS TO THE EXISTING OVERNIGHT ON-STREET 
PERMIT ZONES 

Parking Mobility Services Manager Sean Keane presented background information on the 
item, including the history of the Parking Pilot Program and related recommendations that 
were based on the results of the Parking Pilot Program survey and previous discussions 
with both the Commission and the Village Board. He then went through each of the zones 
with recommended changes, providing information about how many permits are allowed, 
how many permits are active, and how many spaces will be added in each of those zones. 
Staff’s intention is to make it easier for those with overnight on-street permits to find a 
parking space and the expansion of permitted areas is on streets that are surrounded by 
active permit holders. He also noted that the number of permits will not be increasing, just 
the number of parking spaces. 

Commissioner Straw asked if any consideration had been made for the fact that in Zone 
Y7, a section of parking that is being added is being added on a street (S Lombard Ave) 
that has been identified as part of the Neighborhood Greenways Plan. He wondered how 
this proposed overnight parking would impact any future bike infrastructure improvements 
on this street. Staff responded that the Neighborhood Greenways Plan was not taken into 
consideration with the recommendations, but there are overnight parking areas where we 
do have restrictions during the day so there are ways to regulate when people park there.  

 Commissioner Straw noted that one of the problems that this expansion was trying to 
remediate was that permit holders had to move their cars into their overnight space late 
at night and then move it again early in the day in areas with daytime restrictions. Before 
we make a recommendation, I think we need to consider that this conflicts with another 
use that we are considering for S Lombard Ave. 

Laurie asked for clarification about what overnight parking means and why both sides of 
the street were being recommended since that will limit the opportunity for people to park 
in front of their own homes. Staff responded that the overnight parking permit generally 



allows for parking beginning between 9-11 PM and essentially overrides the overnight 
parking ban, which is 2:30-6 AM. If there are no daytime restrictions on the block where 
there is overnight on-street permit parking, they could leave their car parked there during 
the day. All streets that are permitted parking for overnight, get a specific day, usually 
Tuesday or Wednesday, for street cleaning and there would be a two-hour restriction in 
place for that once a week. In response to the second question, these are just staff’s 
recommendations and we did base them on demand, but we could allow some open 
areas for parking by passholders.  

Carla spoke about how tight it can get on side streets when there are cars parked on both 
sides. She recommended that parking be allowed on only one side of the street, but on 
more streets to meet the demand. 

Seneca Johnson thanked the Commissioners and staff for listening to the needs of the 
residents and working to add more overnight parking so that people don’t have to park so 
far away from where they live. He spoke about the difficulties that his wife experiences 
having to move her car for daytime restrictions as she works from home and hopes that a 
solution could be found for those residents who now permanently work from home and 
need somewhere to park without interruption during the day. 

Chair Burke mentioned that the Parking Pilot Program included a feature that a resident 
could override some of the daytime restrictions on the block where they live and asked 
staff to clarify if this would be an option moving forward. Staff responded that the 
exemption from daytime restrictions was discussed by both the Commission and the 
Village Board for expansion into other parts of the Village, but that only applies in the 
Parking Pilot area at this time. Even if expanded, it would not override the street cleaning 
restrictions that are in place once a week because we do need to provide a time for the 
streets to be maintained. 

Jackie asked why so many spaces were being added to Zone Y7 with parking on both 
sides of S Harvey Ave and S Lombard Ave. Staff responded that there are a significant 
number of permit holders in that zone, specifically in the Washington Blvd corridor and 
because of that, they recommended significant increases in that zone. Jackie also asked 
why so many spaces are being added if there is already an excess. Staff responded that 
the zone is currently sold out and all spaces are being used. Staff is trying to make it 
easier for those 179 permit holders to find parking closer to where they live.  

Chair Burke reiterated that this is an attempt to make it easier for permit holders to park 
in a space that is conveniently located near where they live. The expectation is that it will 
be a relatively small percentage of people who move to a different spot and those will be 
the people who now have the option to park closer to where they live. 

Jackie asked why it is being added to both sides of so many streets and noted her concern 
that if daytime restrictions are in place on other blocks, that may lead to cars on those 



blocks parking on her block. Staff responded that this is fair feedback and something to 
consider. 

Rick asked for clarification about where it would be added in Zone Z2. Staff provided an 
explanation of the proposed changes to that zone. 

PRC Takeshi Thompson read the 35 written public testimony aloud. The comments, in 
their entirety, are attached to these minutes. 

Following the presentation and public testimony, Chair Burke noted his concern that 
residents were not given sufficient time to submit their comments before the deadline. 

Commissioner Straw recommended tabling consideration of this item because the 
number of comments received from residents who were concerned about parking on their 
block when no proposed changes were even recommended for their block suggests that 
the notice provided was insufficiently clear. He recommended that staff send out another 
notice, with another comment period that ends at least seven days after the notices are 
received. He also suggested including the proposed zone map so that residents could 
have a better understanding of the proposed changes. If we believe that community input 
is actually important and valuable in this decision-making process, we need to inform the 
community about what is under consideration and provide them time to share their 
concerns. Given that that was not what happened here, I cannot vote on this tonight. 

Chair Burke agreed and noted that the feedback received tonight will be useful in crafting 
the next letter. There will inevitably be some misconceptions, but we need to give people 
sufficient time to review the proposal and make comments.   

Staff responded that they did keep the letter fairly generic as it went to over 1,000 
addresses and the intent was to direct people to the agenda rather than creating custom 
letters for blocks. They will work to get a more customized letter out to residents. 

The Commissioners agreed to table the item until the August 2022 meeting. 

7. Adjourn 
 

With no further business, Commissioner Straw made a motion to adjourn the meeting. It was 
seconded by Commissioner Katner.  

The roll call vote was as follows: 

Ayes: Straw, Katner, Burke 

Nays: None 

The motion passed unanimously 3 to 0. 

The meeting adjourned at 10:53 PM. 



 
Submitted by: 
Anna Muench 
Administrative Assistant- Engineering 
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