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Village of Lemont
Planning and Zoning Commission
Regular Meeting of June 15, 2016

A meeting of the Planning and Zoning Commission for the Village of Lemont was held at 6:30
p.m. on Wednesday, June 15, 2016 in the second floor Board Room of the Village Hall, 418
Main Street, Lemont, Illinois.

I CALL TO ORDER

A. Pledge of Allegiance

Chairman Spinelli called the meeting to order at 6:33 p.m. He then led the Pledge
of Allegiance.

B. Verify Quorum

Upon roll call the following were:
Present: Andrysiak, Maher, McGleam, Sanderson, Zolecki, Spinelli
Absent: Kwasneski

Village Planner Heather Valone and Village Trustee Ron Stapleton were also
present.

C. Approval of Minutes for the May 18, 2016 Meeting

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commissioner Andrysiak to
approve the minutes from the May 18, 2016 meeting with no changes. A voice
vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

II. CHAIRMAN’S COMMENTS

Chairman Spinelli greeted the audience. He then asked everyone in the audience to
please stand and raise his/her right hand. He then administered the oath.

JIIR PUBLIC HEARINGS
None
IV. ACTION ITEMS

A. 23 E. Logan St. Administrative Decision Appeal




Mrs. Valone stated Ken McClafferty submitted a building permit for 23 E. Logan
Street. The property is currently vacant but the applicant is proposing to construct a
single-family home on the subject parcel. The proposed driveway from the applicants
request would access from east Logan Street. The UDO requires homes in the R-4A
district to access via the alley, if an alley provides access. Staff reviewed the building
permit and found that the property does have access from an alley. The applicant is
appealing the administrative decision by staff to require the property have alley
access rather than street access.

There has not been an administrative appeal since at least 2008, so she will provide
some background on administrative decisions and appeals. UDO section 17.40.060
describe administrative appeals as made by the Planning and Economic Development
Director when there are clear objective approval criteria and UDO standards that
require no discretion. An example of something that would require more discretion
would be a special use, variation or a PUD. Administrative decisions are interpreting
the UDO as it is written and intended. An appeal of an administrative decision is
when an applicant is contesting that the UDO was interpreted incorrectly by the
Planning and Economic Director. Thus the Planning and Zoning review tonight is
limited to reviewing the code as it is interpreted, written, and intended in the UDO.

Mrs. Valone said the subject property is located two lots west of Brown Park along
the east portion of Logan Street. An alley runs between Custer and Logan Street with
access from Park Place. She showed on the overhead the subject property. The
pavement terminates roughly 50 feet east of the subject property. The subject
property is located in the R-4A district. The purpose of the zoning district is to
regulate the height, building coverage and impervious surface of residential dwelling
units in the older established neighborhoods of the Village. Specifically the districts
restrictions are intended to prevent the overcrowding of land, to ensure proper living
conditions, assure the adequate provision of light, air and open spaces and to foster
and preserve the natural character and quality of the existing neighborhood, while
providing property owners opportunities for infill development on vacant lots or
redevelopment of lots with existing structures. In particular this district is intended to
prevent the further proliferation of structures that do not conform to the general
height, bulk, and scale of existing structures.

According to UDO 17.07.020.F.2, “if an existing alley provides access to the lot in
question, then detached and attached garages shall be accessed from the alley”. The
UDO defines alley as “a public or private right-of-way primarily designed to serve as
a secondary access to the side or rear of those properties whose principal frontage is
on some other street”. The standard width of an alley is as depicted in Appendix G
detail sheet LS-5 is 16 feet.

Mrs. Valone stated the applicant submitted a building permit for single-family home
with an attached garage accessing off of Logan Street on April 14, 2016. Staff denied
the permit on April 19" because alley access was required. The permit had multiple
items in addition to the driveway access which did not meet the UDO standards



including the proposed maximum square footage of the home. The applicant filed an
appeal on May 14", Per the UDO standard “an appeal to the Planning and Zoning
Commission may be taken by any person aggrieved by any order, requirement
decision or determination made by an administrative official charged with the
enforcement of this ordinance.

The future land use for the subject property as defined in the Lemont 2030
Comprehensive Plan is Infill Residential (IR). The purpose of the IR is to ensure any
new development or redevelopment will be consistent with the established character
of the surrounding neighborhood. The subject property is one of the last remaining
vacant properties along the north block face of E. Logan Street, from Park Place to
Brown. The neighboring properties to the west are serviced by detached garages that
have driveway access from the alley. The property to the east, 21 E. Logan, was
developed in 1968 and the driveway provides access rather than the alley. The
driveway was replaced in 2000, however the R-4A standards had not been
incorporated into the UDO at that time and thus the property was not subject to the
same alley access requirements.

The subject property was originally part of one large lot improved with one single-
family home. The lot was comprised of the subject property and the neighboring
property to the west. The original home from the larger lot is situated on 15 E.
Logan. When the property was one large lot there was a single driveway that
accessed it. Sometime between 2007 and 2008 this driveway was removed and
replaced with only a service walk however, the driveway apron remains. In 2008 the
owner of the property at the time subdivided the lot into two lots. The lot to the west,
15 E. Logan, constructed a detached garage in 2011 after the subdivision. At that
time the alley was paved only 12 feet past 15 E. Logan, west lot line. 15 E. Logan
thus extended the alley across the entire lot to the property line it shares with 23 E.
Logan. Although the alley was not paved across the entire lot, staff found that the
alley did provide access to the property.

The permit application for 23 E. Logan was reviewed for alley access from the survey
provided by the applicant. The survey indicates that the alley is paved to the property
line between 15 and 23 E. Logan Street. As the subject property was not separated
from the paved alley by another property or any distance, staff found that the alley
does provide access to the subject property. Though the alley is not paved across the
entire rear lot line, the alley is only required to be extended along the subject property
not across other private properties. The applicant submitted a cost estimate for the
proposed alley access. The Village Engineer evaluated the estimate. The estimate to
have the alley extended so access is from the alley is roughly $4,200. This does not
create an economic hardship as the increased cost is not significant over what the cost
would be for a normal driveway. Additionally, an economic hardship is not a
justification to overturn an administrative decision.

Mrs. Valone said the applicant has provided a secondary reason as to why he does not
want to provide an alley access. He feels it will aggravate the drainage issues that



exist in the rear of the lot and alley. The Village Engineer reviewed the area and
finds that the pavement will not aggravate the drainage issues nor improve them.
However, as this is an administrative appeal the drainage issue is not a justification to
overturn an administrative appeal.

Staff remains convinced that the existing alley, paved to the west lot line, does
provide access. The interpretation is consistent with past precedent, as evidenced by
the requirement for 15 E. Logan Street to access from the alley. Staff also believes
this interpretation is consistent with the general purpose and intent of the R-4A
district and the IR future land. The UDO requirements for the R-4A district are vastly
different than the normal R-4 district. The UDO regulates more aspects of
development in the R-4A district. The purpose of the zoning district and the
regulations are to protect the unique characteristics of these neighborhoods. The two
most visible restrictions are size of homes and driveway access. Additionally, the
majority of the homes along the north block face of E Logan Street from Park Place
to Brown Park have driveways that access the alley. The cost to alter the drive and
utilize the alley does not create an economic hardship for the applicant. Thus, staff is
recommending denial of the appeal.

Chairman Spinelli asked if any of the Commissioners had questions for staff at this
time.

Commissioner Andrysiak asked if there was a plat of subdivision for the houses that
are there currently. He said he wanted to know how the alley was established and
who is responsible to take care of the alley.

Mrs. Valone stated it is a public alley as it is defined on their survey and was
established a long time ago.

Commissioner Andrysiak said he had gone out to view the property. Based on the
ordinances he would have made the same decision as staff and denied the application.
However, after looking at the property he wonders if the property was vacated and the
Village vacated the alley, half of the alley would go to the property to the north and
half to the south. With this though we are asking the developer to pay for paving the
whole alley which does not seem fair. When talking about precedence, at one time
when the house to the north was built someone felt it was better for them to access
from the street. When he looked at the houses on this block 70% of them have
driveways that go out to the street. Most of them have connection to the alley but
there is no room to turn around in the alley. He stated in regards to water runoff, the
lot next to it is like a foot higher. When water is not in motion there is not too much
of a problem, but if it is coming down that hill there could be a problem with erosion.
There are berms that are built there already. If you disrupt that back end then it will
disrupt the water flow and the neighbors are going to be complaining. There may not
be a problem in the summer but in the winter when that snow is pushed all the way
down to the end then you will flood the neighbors out. If it is his decision he would
allow a driveway from the front.



Commissioner Maher stated they are not here tonight to hear a variance request. The
only thing they are voting on is if staff made a right decision based off of the UDO.
If the answer is yes then the applicant would have to come back in for a variance.

Commissioner Andrysiak said he feels that a driveway coming off the front is a better
deal. So maybe then they need to look at the interpretation of the word “access”.

Commissioner Sanderson stated at the beginning of his comment he had stated that he
agreed with staff’s recommendation for denial.

Commissioner Andrysiak said he feels that the driveway access from the front would
be better.

Chairman Spinelli stated that may be, but the UDO requires lots in the R-4A district
that have alley access are required to access the alley for a driveway. That is what
they are determining as to whether staff interpreted the ordinance properly. If the
applicant does not like their decision he has the ability to ask for a variance.

Commissioner Andrysiak apologized that he misunderstood.
Commissioner McGleam asked if it has to be an improved alley.
Mrs. Valone said it does not have to been an improved alley.

Commissioner Zolecki stated they are not approving a variance, but what they are
referencing is that they would have to extend the alley on the actual property itself.

Commissioner Sanderson said if it was a development and they had to extend a street
then they would extend the whole street.

Commissioner Zolecki asked about Commissioner Andrysiak’s reference to 70% of
the lots having front street access.

Mrs. Valone stated she thinks he was looking at the whole block. What staff limited
their review to was limited to a portion of this block. The park gives a significant
break to the whole block. If you compared the homes on one side of the block to the
other side of the block it is a huge change. The alley significantly changes the
character of this area. She is not sure why the alley was not continued on the other
side of Brown Park.

Discussion continued in regards to the 70% calculation.

Mrs. Valone said there is a definition of “alley” in the staff report.



Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any more questions for staff. None responded.
He then asked if the applicant wanted to come up and make a presentation.

Ken McClafferty, applicant, stated for financial hardship the Village Engineer came
up with about $4,000. They had provided numbers and the alley in the back they had
come up with $10,000 with an additional $5,000 for a retaining wall that would have
to go up between the garage and the house due to the elevation. It is their
interpretation that an alley has to have an entrance and an exit. When you look at
Warner which is R-4A, they wanted the people and waste management to use the
alleys. All those garages on the alley are not even facing the alley so when people
back out they are going further into the alley. So they would have to pave further into
the alley. There are sandbags at the end of the alley because the property to the north
is getting water. There will less impervious surface if they have to access the alley.

Chairman Spinelli said they are here because there is an appeal of the administrative
decision. They are here to determine whether staff interpreted and applied the
ordinance properly. They cannot take hardship into consideration because they are
not hearing a variance request. If it is determined tonight that they agree with staff
then their next recourse would be to come back and ask for a variance. He cannot
speak for his fellow Commissioners as to whether a variance would be approved, but
until they are asked to rule on such a request they can only vote on what is being
presented tonight.

Mr. McClafferty stated they are putting in more concrete and asphalt.

Chairman Spinelli said that may be a very valid argument for a variance request.
Staff’s decision was based on the R-4A zoning district and it clearly states in the code
that a lot that has alley access is required to access the alley.

Mr. McClafferty asked even if it is a dead end alley.

Chairman Spinelli stated whether it dead ends or not it is still a dedicated right-of-
way. The Commission can only vote on the appeal and not hardships as to why he

might not agree with the appeal.

Mr. McClafferty said he thought they would take into consideration the hardships.
His argument was in regards to staff’s interpretation of what an alley was.

Commissioner Andrysiak asked if this would go before the Village Board.
Mrs. Valone stated with the appeal request the Commission’s decision is final. If he
comes in for a variation then he would go before the Planning and Zoning,

Committee of the Whole, and then Village Board.

Mr. McClafferty asked how long that process is.



Mrs. Valone said it is roughly a 90 day process.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there was anyone else in the audience that wanted to make
a comment or ask questions. None responded. He then asked if there was any more
questions or comments from the Commissioners.

Commissioner McGleam asked if the Village had a program to build alleys.

Trustee Stapleton stated there is a program for resurfacing. He feels the reason why
this alley didn’t go any further was because there were no more garages after that.

Commissioner McGleam asked if the Village had standards when a developer is
asked to construct an alley.

Mrs. Valone said they are in the UDO and are accessible via online.
Chairman Spinelli asked since the lot to the east, adjacent to Brown Park, has access
from the street, would the applicant have to extend the alley all the way to their

property line.

Mrs. Valone stated they would only have to extend it to where their alley access
would be. So it would depend on where they had placed the garage.

Commissioner Maher asked if the lot to the east had a dedicated easement for an alley
behind that house.

Mrs. Valone said she did pull their plat and they do have a dedicated alley there.

Commissioner Maher asked if they had an engineering standard for dual entry points
for an alley

Mrs. Valone stated they do not have anything for either way. There is requirements
for thickness and width of an alley.

Commissioner McGleam asked if the Village takes over maintenance of it after it is
developed.

Mrs. Valone stated yes.

Commissioner Andrysiak asked what would happen if they agreed with the applicant.
Mrs. Valone said then they would not have to construct an alley and then that changes
how staftf enforces this policy. So if they had someone else who had an alley that did

not come across the entirety rear lot then that would change how they would interpret
this requirement.



Chairman Spinelli stated it is like Commissioner Sanderson stated that if a developer
was coming in they would have to build a street meeting Village standards up to their

property.
Discussion continued in regards to if it was a variance request.

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any further questions or comments. None
responded. He then called for a motion for recommendation.

Commissioner Maher made a motion, seconded by Commission Andrysiak to
approve the administrative appeal for 23 E. Logan Street. A roll call vote was taken:
Ayes: Andrysiak

Nays: Maher, Zolecki, Sanderson, McGleam, Spinelli

Motion denied

GENERAL DISCUSSION

A. Update from Village Board

Mrs. Valone said Fox Meadows did not make it to the June 13" meeting. The COW
had required them to reduce to 27 lots. They submitted the rest of the plans with 27
lots but their landscape plan showed 28 lots. Since then they have submitted the
corrected plans and should be on the June 27" agenda. Since the Paradise Park
annexation agreement does include all of the plans for Paradise Park they will have to
amend that agreement so it will be a public hearing.

Chairman Spinelli asked if they did comply with the Planning and Zoning conditions.
Mrs. Valone stated at the COW they did not comply with them but they have since.

Mrs. Valone said for the 480 5™ Street variations, it had sparked a lot of discussion
not only for this Commission but also for the Village Board. The Board is doing an
analysis to understand not just this area, but what other areas in the Village are not
serviced properly by utilities. The applicant had requested to wait to hear how that
analysis turns out before he goes before the Village Board. It might be discussed at
the July COW. Since the Planning and Zoning Commission did not recommend
approval the applicant would need a super majority to have it passed by the Village
Board.

Mrs. Valone stated the UDO Amendments were approved on the June 13™.
Equestrian Meadows did comply with all the Commission’s conditions and should be

going before the Board on June 27" for approval.

Commissioner Andrysiak asked what was going on with the Ozinga property.
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Mrs. Valone said Ozinga, without a permit, had paved a significant portion of their
site. They claim that in their lease they were to clean up the berm on the outside so
they added that in along with their concrete pad. They did not apply for a permit with
the Village or MWRD. So they needed to come in and apply for a site development
and they had indicated that they wanted to increase their stock pile materials. That is
not permitted without a special use. So they have two processes going.

Trustee Stapleton stated the new Dunkin Donuts is open and Hamilton’s Pub is now
under new ownership.

AUDIENCE PARTICIPATION
None
ADJOURNMENT

Chairman Spinelli asked if there were any more questions or comments. None
responded. He then called for a motion to adjourn.

Commissioner Sanderson made a motion, seconded by Commissioner McGleam to
adjourn the meeting. A voice vote was taken:

Ayes: All

Nays: None

Motion passed

Minutes prepared by Peggy Halper



Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

418 Main Street - Lemont, lllinois 60439
phone 630-257-1595 - fax 630-257-1598

TO: Planning & Zoning Commission
FROM: Heather Valone, Village Planner
THRU: Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director

SUBJECT: Case 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation

DATE: July 8, 2016

SUMMARY

Ken McClafferty, on behalf of the owner Mako Properties Inc., is requesting a
variation to allow driveway access in the Single-Family Preservation and Infill
District (R-4A) via the street rather than via the alley. Staff is recommending denial
of the variation.

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation 1
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PROPERTY INFORMATION

Case No. 16-05

Project Name 23 E Logan St.

General Information

Applicant Ken McClafferty

Status of Applicant Builder, acting on behalf of the owner.

Requested Actions: Variation t_o al_low for driveway access from the street in
the R-4A district.

Site Location 23 E Logan St. (PIN 22-29-105-015-0000)

Existing Zoning R-4A (Single-Family Preservation & Infill District)

Size .14 ac

Existing Land Use Vacant

Surrounding Land Use/Zoning North: R-4A (Detached single-family residence)

South: R-4A (Detached single-family residence)

East: R-4A (Detached single-family residence)

West: R-4A (Detached single-family residence)

The Comprehensive Plan classifies this site infill

Comprehensive Plan 2030 Residential (INF)

BACKGROUND

The subject property is currently vacant; the applicant is proposing to construct a single-
family home on the subject property. The subject property is located two lots west of Brown
Park along Logan St. An alley runs between Custer St. and Logan St. with access from Park
PlL. The alley right-of-way terminates roughly 50 ft east of the subject property where Brown
Park is located. Per UDO §17.07.020.F.2 “if an existing alley provides access to the lot in
question, then detached and attached garages shall be accessed from the alley.” The UDO
defines alley as “a public or private right-of-way primarily designed to serve as a secondary
access to the side or rear of those properties whose principal frontage is on some other
street”. The standard width of an alley as depicted in UDO Appendix G detail sheet LS-5 is
16ft.

The applicant submitted a building permit for a single-family home with a two-car attached
garage accessing off E Logan St. on April 14, 2016. Staff denied the permit on April 19, 2016
because of the alley access requirement. The permit had multiple items in addition to the
driveway access which did not meet UDO standards including the proposed maximum
square footage of the home. The applicant filed the appeal May 14, 2016. The PZC denied the
appeal on June 15, 2016 finding that the alley does provide access to the subject property.

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the
following three standards to be approved:

1. The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified
Development Ordinance;

Analysis. The general purpose of the UDO is specified in UDO Section 17.01.050. Of
the eight components listed, six are either not applicable to or unaffected by the
variation request.

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation 2
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e Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.
The proposed variation would not negatively impact light or air to the
property. The variation would allow for access to the property from the street
rather than from the alley. The property has the same accessibility from either
the street or alley.

e Protecting the character of established residential neighborhoods. The
proposed variation is not consistent with the established neighborhood
character. The majority of the properties surrounding the subject property
have detached garages with driveways that access via the alley. Those homes
that do have driveways with street access also have detached garages located
in the rear of these properties. The proposed two-car front load garage and
driveway is not consistent with the neighborhood. See Standard 3 for further
discussion.

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, and thus strict enforcement of
the Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical difficulties or impose
exceptional hardships due to the special and unique conditions that are not generally
found on other properties in the same zoning district;

Analysis. The UDO states that in making a determination whether there are unique
circumstances, practical difficulties, or particular hardships in a variation petition,
the Planning and Zoning Commission shall take into consideration the factors listed
in UDO §17.04.150.D.2.

e Particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions
results in a particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from
a mere inconvenience. The subject property is the last remaining vacant
properties along the E Logan St. from Park Pl. to Brown Park. The subject
property has similar lot size, shape, and topographical conditions as the
surrounding properties. The subject property gradually slopes down from the
front (south) property line to the rear (north) property line, similar to the
surrounding properties to the east and west. The properties to the north of the
subject site gradually slope down from the rear (south) property lines to the
front (north) property lines. The physical characteristics of the subject property
are not unique when compared to the surrounding properties.

The applicant submitted a cost estimate for the proposed alley access. The
applicant estimates that the total cost for the construction of the alley,
driveway/ apron, and retaining wall at $17,325. The applicant also estimated
that the cost for the street access driveway $1,400. The Village Engineer
reviewed the estimates and commented that the costs for the alley access were
too high and the estimate for the street access driveway was too low.

The Village Engineer provided an alternative cost estimate. The cost to the
applicant, per the Village Engineer, to pave the driveway from E Logan St. and
the corresponding sidewalk alterations is estimated at $5,850. The estimated
alley pavement extension is $8,000 at a minimum. The estimated cost for a
driveway from a detached garage to the alley is $1,100. Thus, the total cost for
the alley and driveway access is roughly $9,100. This is an increase of $3,200
when compared to the $5,850 for the driveway access from E Logan St. The
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detached garage, as shown on the Alternative Site Design: No Variation
document, does require either a retention wall or a larger concrete base. This
additional cost is $3,375. The total estimated cost difference between the alley
and street access alternatives with the retaining wall is $6,625. This does not
create an economic hardship. Additionally these costs would equally applicable
to all the other similar adjacent properties, not unique to the subject property.

e The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would
not be applicable generally to other property within the same zoning
district. The properties to the west of the subject property along Logan Street
all have vehicle access through the alley rather than the street. The alley
behind the property to the west (15 E Logan St.), prior to 2011, was not paved
across the entire rear property line. 15 E Logan St. constructed a detached
garage in 2011. At that time, the alley was paved only 12 ft past 15 E Logan
St.’s west lot line. The homeowner for 15 E Logan St. was required to extend
the alley across the entire lot to the property line it shares with 23 E Logan St.
Staff sees no distinction between the condition of 23 E. Logan St. and 15 E.
Logan St, or any other lots along the alley in question.

The paved alley currently terminates at the west property line of the subject
property (the east property line of 15 E. Logan Street). The applicant has
indicated that since the alley is not a through alley that it prevents the use of
the alley to this property. The neighboring lots to the west are able to enter
and exit their properties effectively via the alley terminates. Currently, 15 E
Logan St. is the terminus of the paved portion of the alley. The property owner
is able to access their garage even though the alley does not extend past its
east property line. Thus, the conditions of the subject property are similar to
the neighboring properties that currently utilize the alley for driveway access.

e The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person
presently having an interest in the property. The alleged hardship is
partially created by the current owner of the property as he subdivided a
larger property to create 23 E Logan St. The subject property was originally
part of one large lot improved with a single-family home. The lot was
comprised of the subject property and the property that is now known as 15 E
Logan St. The original home is situated on the 15 E Logan St. parcel. In 2008
Mako Properties Inc., subdivided the larger property to create two smaller
properties. When the property was only one large lot there was a single
driveway that accessed from E Logan St. Sometime between 2008 and 2009
the driveway was removed and replaced with only a service walk since the
driveway would have been located partially on the 15 E. Logan St. lot and
partially on the 23 E. Logan St lot. The driveway apron still remains in the
parkway.

However had 15 E Logan St. not extended the alley to the east property line it
shares with the subject property there would not have been alley access to 23 E
Logan St. The subject property in that scenario would have been separated
from the paved alley by another private property. The administrative
interpretation of the alley access requirement has been to not require people to
extend alleys across other private properties to reach their property. The alley
access is only require if the paved alley is adjacent to the subject property.

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation 4

Planning & Economic Development Department Form 210



e The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to other property or improvements in the
neighborhood in which the subject project is located. The request will not
be detrimental to public welfare or injurious to other properties or
improvements.

e The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent properties or substantially increase congestion in the public
street or increase the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or
substantially diminish or impair property values within the
neighborhood. The variation would not endanger public safety, substantially
impair property values, diminish adequate supply of light or air, or increase
the danger of fire or congestion.

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a
substantial detriment to adjacent property.

Analysis. The requested variation will alter the essential character of the area. The
subject property is located in the R-4A zoning district; the purpose of this zoning
district is:

“to regulate the height, building coverage, and impervious surface coverage of
residential dwelling units in the older established neighborhoods of the
Village.

Specifically, the district’s restrictions are intended to prevent the
overcrowding of land, ensure proper living conditions, assure the adequate
provision of light, air and open spaces, and to foster and preserve the nature,
character, and quality of existing neighborhoods, while providing property
owners opportunities for infill development on vacant lots or redevelopment of
lots with existing structures. In particular this district is intended to prevent
the further proliferation of structures that do not conform to the general
height, bulk, and scale of existing structures.”

The future land use for the subject property as defined by the Lemont 2030
Comprehensive plan is Infill Residential (IR). The purpose of the IR future land use is
to ensure any new development or redevelopment will be consistent with the
established character of the surrounding neighborhood, similar to the intent and
propose of the R-4A district. The R-4A properties, unlike the standard R-4 properties,
have a number of unique standards due to the size of the lots, the older established
homes that have been constructed, and the intent and purpose of the R-4A zoning
district. Two of the most visible standards that the R-4A regulates are the driveway
placement and the size of the homes

The surrounding properties have detached garages rather than attached garages. The
proposed attached two-car front loading garage is inconsistent with the majority of
the surrounding neighborhood (Figure 1). There are 40 homes within a two block area
of the along E Division St., E Custer St, and E Logan St, bound to the west by Park
Pl. and Warner Ave to the east. Of those 40 homes, 20 (50%) have detached garages
that access via the alley, 15 (38%) have detached garages in the rear of the property
that have street access, and five (13%) have attached two car garages that access via

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation 5
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Figure 1

PARK PL

E DIVISION ST

Brown Park

E LOGAN ST

Garage & Access Type

- Detached Garage & Alley Access (19)
Detached Garage & Street Access (15)

w
z
o
¢
E CUSTER ST o
<
=
18 20 30 34 40 600
Brown Park
Subject
Property
23 21 27 31 35 37 606
Legend N

A

Attached Two-Car Garage & Street Access (5)



HValone
Typewritten Text
Figure 1

HValone
Typewritten Text

HValone
Typewritten Text


the street. Nine homes along Logan Street from Brown Drive to Warner Avenue do
not have alley access. If these properties are removed from the study area, the
percentage of existing homes with detached garages increases substantially; 65% of
the homes have detached garages with alley access, 29% of homes have a detached
garage in the rear of the property that accesses via the street, and 6% of homes have
attached two-car garages with street access. The proposed garage and driveway does
not conform to either of typical driveway or garage configurations that currently exist
in the neighborhood.

Currently, the property to the east of the subject property (21 E Logan St.) is the only
home with a driveway that interrupts the sidewalk on the north block face of E Logan
St from Park Pl to Brown Park. The apron in the parkway at 15 E Logan St.,
although present, narrows to a roughly four foot service walk once on the property.
The sidewalks on the subject property’s block face of E Logan St. are important due to
the fact that there is no sidewalk on the south side of E Logan St. from Ridge Rd. to
Warner Ave. These sidewalks along this block face of E Logan St. are the only
pedestrian friendly access to Brown Park.

Additionally, the proposed variation request could create the basis of another
variation application. The proposed home as it is currently depicted in the submitted
architectural plans exceeds the maximum permitted square footage for R-4A homes.
The R-4A properties are limited in size to conform to the existing homes. The
maximum square footage a home that can be built on the subject property is 2,626.43
s.f. The proposed home with the attached two-car garage exceeds the maximum area
by 192.93 s.f. The removal of the attached garage would reduce the home area, by
189.98 s.f. The proposed driveway and garage are not consistent with the
neighborhood characterizes or the R-4A standards; granting the variation may trigger
the applicant to request another variation from the UDO maximum home size
restrictions to allow the building to be constructed as currently shown in the
architectural plans.

ANALYSIS

Stromwater/ Drainage. The applicant has indicated that
providing alley access would aggravate the drainage issues
that exist in the rear of the lot and alley. The Village
Engineer has reviewed the site design for the alley access
finds that construction of the alley will not aggravate the
rear yard drainage. The Engineer’s review finds that the
paving of the alley would not aggravate nor improve the
drainage issues of the subject property or the property to

Figure 3 The rear of the subject property after July 7, 2016 rain

event.

Figure 2 The current grass alley

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation behind the subject property after July
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the north (rear). Though the alley extension represents an
increase in impervious area, it is not a significant increase
to create stormwater issues since the property to the north
is already lower and accepting a portion subject property’s
runoff. The home on the northwest side of the alley
constructed an asphalt edge that interrupts the stormwater
and directs the stormwater to the grass area behind the
subject property. This berm was likely intentionally created
by the neighbor to direct more stormwater to the subject
property as the site has been vacant for years. The Village
Engineer’s full comments are attached.

The property was visited by staff the morning after a large
rain event on July 8, 2016 Figures 2 and 3 show that there
was little to no pooling of water in the rear yards of the
subject property or on the neighboring property to the
north. The only pooling water observed was in a portion of
the alley to the west of the subject property where a
neighbor constructed an asphalt edge because their

property naturally sits lower than the surrounding Figure 4 the asphalt edge the
properties. The edge contained the water to the alley neighboring property constructed

. 1 h ‘1 Fi 4 directs stormwater from the July 7,
portion only as shown 1n Figure 4. 2016 rain event towards the subject

property.
CONCLUSION

The UDO requires that the applicant demonstrate consistency with all three of the variation
standards contained within §17.04.150.D. and staff finds the variation does not meet all the
standards for granting variations. Staff recommends denial of the variation. The driveway
access and proposed attached front loading two-car garage is not consistent with the
character of the neighborhood. The property is not unique from the neighboring properties
that already utilize the alley for driveway access; the UDO requirement to provide alley
access has also recently been enforced on a nearly identical property immediately west of the
subject site. The construction of the alley access does not create an economic hardship and
the paving the alley will not aggravate drainage issues in the rear yards of the subject
property or the neighboring property to the north (rear).

Although staff recommends denial of the proposed variation, if the PZC concludes that the
standards for a variation have been met by the applicant, staff would recommend that the
variation require a detached garage located in the rear of the property, rather than the
proposed front loading attached garage, to better conform to the character of the area.

ATTACHMENTS

1. Site photographs
2. Village Engineer Comments
3. Applicant submissions

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation 7
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Attachment 1 Site Photos

Figure 1 The subject lot vacant taken from E Logan St. facing north.

Figure 2 The rear of 23 E Logan St. taken from mid parcel.

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation
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Figure 3 Taken from the rear of the subject property looking south.

Figure 4 Alley entrance from Park Pl. looking east.

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation
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Figure 5 Neighboring properties to the west of the subject property whose driveways access from the alley.

Figure 6 Additional properties along the alley with driveway access.

PZC Memorandum — Case # 16-05 23 E Logan St. Variation
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Figure 7 The alley terminating at the property line between 23 and 15 E Logan St.
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Attachment 2

VILLAGE OF LEMONT

418 Main Street, Lemont, lllinois 60439
Phone: 630/257-2532 & Fax: 630/257-1598

Memorandum

To: Heather Valone, Village Planner
From: James L. Cainkar, P.E., P.L.S. cc: 16262
Date: July 12, 2016
Re: Case No. 16-05
23 E. Logan
Heather:

The price for the alley load garage of $1,100.00 appears reasonable. The alley would
be 50’ long x 14’ wide = 80 sq. | estimate the cost for the alley extension to be 80 sy x
$100.00/sy = $8,000.00.

The front load garage for Logan Street requires a driveway (and new sidewalk) that is 90
SqYd. The estimated cost for this work is 90 SqYd x $65.00/SqYd = $5,850.00.

The retaining wall (monolithic with garage floor) is shown to be constructed at $100.00 per
face square foot. This appears high, somewhere in the $75.00 per face square foot is
probably more reasonable.

The paving of the alley will add some impervious flow to the lot to the north, but that is the
natural lay of the land, and the area to the north is grass. The alley paving will not
aggravate drainage in the alley, nor improve them.

There is an asphalt berm on the north edge of the paved alley on the lot to the west which
interrupts rain water and drains it to the grass area behind this lot (23 E Logan). The
asphalt berm is intentional. An additional berm would not likely be needed, if the alley is
extended further east. These asphalt “berms” (edges) are located all over the Village where
the downstream owner has a garage and he does not want the upstream flow to enter the
garage. |If the alley flow is not directed toward a garage, than there is no need for this
protective berm.

Thank you,

James L. Cainkar, P.E., P.L.S.
Frank Novotny & Associates, Inc.

JLC/kes Page 1
File No. 16262
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Attachment 3

Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department
418 Main Street  Lemont, lllinois 60439

Variation Application Form phone (630) 257-1595
fax (630) 257-1598

APPLICANT INFORMATION
KENNETH MCCLAFFERTY

Applicant Name

SHORLAN GROUP

Company/Organization

16540 PASTURE DRIVE LEMONT

Applicant Address

312-437-6397

Telephone & Fax
shorlan@me.com

E-mail

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

______Applicant is the owner of the subject property and is the signer of this application.
______Applicant is the contract purchaser of the subject property.

___ Applicant is acting on behalf of the beneficiary of a trust.

___X_ Applicant is acting on behalf of the owner.

PROPERTY INFORMATON
23 E LOGAN LEMONT
Address of Subject Property/Properties
-29-105-015-0000
Parcel Identification Number of Subject Property/Properties

50 X127
Size of Subject Property/Properties

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST
REQUEST TO BE PERMITTED TO BUILD A SINGLE FAMILY HOME WITH AN ATTACHED

Brief description of the proposed variation

GARAGE THAT WOULD ACCESS FROM LOGAN INSTEAD OF THE ALLEY

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS
See Form 500-A, Variation Application Checklist of Required Materials, for items that must accompany this application.

‘FOR OFFICE USE ONLY
Application received on: o : By:
Applfcaﬁon de:emed cOmplete omn: : By

Current Zoning:

Fee Amount Enclosed: . Escrow Amount Ericlosed:

Planning & Economic Development Department
Variation Packet - Variation Application Form
Form 500, updated 11-16-09

Page 1 0f 2
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Variation Application Form Village of Lemont

APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

Application Fee = 5250 (per zoning lot)

Fee is non-refundable. A zoning lot is defined as “a single tract of land located within a single block that (at the time of
filing for a building permit) is designated by its owner or developer as a tract to be used, developed, or built upon, under
single ownership or control” (Unified Development Ordinance Chapter 17.02).

Required Escrow = 5500

At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other direct costs incurred by the Village in
association with the variation application. Additionally, should the applicant fail to remove the required public notice sign
in a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the sign’s removal. After completion of the
variation review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request.

AFFIRMATION

| hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that all information and exhibits
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property during the period of processing of this application. |
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs associated
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfillment of public notice requirements, removatl of the public notice
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants hired by the Village to evaluate this application. |
understand that the submitted fee is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will
be refunded upon request. | understand that { am responsible for the posting of a public hearing sign and for the mailing
of legal notice to all surroundm property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law.

W 37%’? JUNE 20th 2016

. Signature of Apphcam Date

ILLINOIS COOK

State County

[, the undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that
KENNETH MC CLAFFERTY is personally known to me to be the same person whose

name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and that said person signed, sealed and delivered the

above petition as a free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth.

Notary Slgnatu re
VA

Given under my hand and notary se;léhis ;ﬂ day of \77//\/2 A.D. 20 /4 .

My commission expires this 027 day of //01/57)755( A.D. 20 [é .
QRARABAPPPPROAPPL PSPPI IIY

OFFICIAL SEAL *

4 SUSAN M DUFAULT s
¢ NOTARY PUBLIC - STATE OF ILLINOIS. §
MY COMMISSION EXPIRES:11/27/16

Planning & Lconomic Development Department
Variation Packet - Variation Application Form
Form 500, updated 11-16-09

Page 2 of 2



Variation Criteria Worksheet

Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 17.04.150.D.1 establishes the criteria that all
applications for variations must meet. In addition, Section 17.04.150.D.2 of the Unified
Development Ordinance requires that the Planning & Zoning Commission or Zoning Hearing
Officer take the following conditions into consideration when determining whether a request
qualifies for a variation. You may want to consider the following in your variation request:

e The particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical condition of the specific
property involved resuits in a particular hardship upon the owner, as distinguished from
a mere inconvenience, if the strict letter of the regulations of the Unified Deveiopment

Ordinance were fulfilied;

e The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based wouid not be applicable,
generally, to other property within the same zoning classification;

¢ The alleged difficulty or hardship has not been created by any person presently having
an interest in the property;

e The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to
other property or improvements in the neighborhood in which the subject property is
located; and

e The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to adjacent properties,
or substantially increase the congestion in the public streets, or increase the danger of
fire, or endanger the public safety, or substantially diminish or impair property values

within the neighborhood.

Please describe below how your variation request meets the criteria of UDO Section
17.04.150.D.1. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.a
The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified Development

Ordinance;
The property is in keeping with surrounding properties in the area.

There is an existing curb cut on Logan Street.
The variation would preserve green space where the alley is vacated.
Paving this part of the alley would make it harder for snowplowing and increase the risk

of water problems for neighbors to the north.

Planning & Economic Development Department
Variation Packet — Variation Criteria Worksheet
Updated 11-16-09

Page 1 0f 2



UDGO Section 17.04.150.D.1.b
The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict enforcement of the

Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical difficulties or impose exceptional
hardships due to the special and unusual conditions that are not generally found on other
properties in the same zoning district; and

The alley pavement ends at the property line and would require the owner to pave
behind the subject property to gain access to the property.
The alley dead ends and will create problems for homeowners and neighbors.
By forcing the owner to pave the alley it creates financial hardship.
The alley does not conform with ideal design elements for alleys.

UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.c
The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a substantial
detriment to adjacent property.

T | nlan s in keening with the other | ot

There is an existing curb cut in the front property on Logan.

Planning & Economic Development Department
Variation Packet — Variation Criteria Worksheet
Updated 11-16-09
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Site Design: with Variation

TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY & SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

LOT 2 IN OWNER’S RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 7 IN BLOCK 3 IN THE PARK ADDITION TO THE VILLAGE
OF LEMONT IN SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 37 NORTH, RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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Alternative Site Design: No variation

TOPOGRAPHICAL SURVEY & SITE DEVELOPMENT PLAN

LOT 2 IN OWNER'S RESUBDIVISION OF LOT 7 IN BLOCK 3 IN THE PARK ADDITION TO THE VILLAGE
OF LEMONT IN SECTION 29, TOWNSHIP 37 N

ORTH, RANGE 11 EAST OF THE THIRD PRINCIPAL
MERIDIAN, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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From: Ken McClafferty shorlan@me.com &
Bubject: #4
Date: April 20, 2016 at 3:45 PM
To: Ken Mcclafferty shorlan@me.com
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Sent from my iPhone
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23 E LOGAN LEMONT Cost Estimate

SERVICES

Engineer $300 $300

Job : black dirt and <l sa,000 23000
ob prep (remove black dirt and clay) B4, 51,000

Base course Ca 6 stone @12" X 600s/f $1,000 $6,800

$800

Asphalt 3"to grade $6,800 gq

Misc {cleanup grade,sod) 5800 30

Subtotal Alley $12,900

ADDITIONAL WORK REQUIRED

Detached Garage Retaining wali

Footings $750
Walls $4,500
Subtotal $5,250.00

DETACHED GARAGE VERSUS ATTACHED CONCRETE DRIVE ONLY

Description Attached { DET A AL ( Difference

Garage floor $800 $800.00 $0
Driveway/approach $2,500  $1,100.00 $1400
Subtotal

FINANCIAL OBLIGATION IF DETACHED GARAGE IS REQUIRED

Description
Alley installation $12,900
Additional Concrete $5,250
Front driveway credit 1400
Subtotal 16500
TOTAL

$16,500

Overage 5% $825

0%
Total $17,325
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Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department

418 Main Street - Lemont, lllinois 60439
phone 630-257-1595 - fax 630-257-1598

TO: Planning & Zoning Commission
FROM: Heather Valone, Village Planner
THRU: Charity Jones, AICP, Planning & Economic Development Director

SUBJECT: Case 16-06 13769 Main St. Special Use and Variation

DATE: July 8, 2016

SUMMARY

Phil Fornaro, on behalf of the contract purchaser Main Street Lemont LLC., is requesting a special
use to allow for the parking and storage of trucks and trailers at 13769 Main St. The applicant is also
requesting a variation from the Lemont Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 17.29.020 F 3.
The purpose of the requested variation is to allow for the proposed detention ponds to be gravel rather
than sod (grass). Staff is recommending approval with conditions for the special use and denial of the
variation.
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PROPERTY INFORMATION

Case No. 16-06
Project Name 13769 Main St. Special Use and Variation
General Information
Applicant Phil Fornaro
Status of Applicant Attorney, acting on behalf of the contract purchaser.
A special use to allow for the parking and storage of trucks and
Requested Actions: trailers on the subject property; and a variation to allow for the

proposed detention ponds to be gravel rather than sod.

. . 13769 Main St. (PIN 22-15-200-003-0000 and 22-15-200-015-
Site Location

0000)
Existing Zoning M-3 (Heavy Manufacturing District)
Size 13.4 ac
Existing Land Use K-Five asphalt and concrete paving company
Surroun.d ing Land North: I-3 (Cook County Intensive Industrial District) railroad
Use/Zoning

South: R-3 (Cook County Single Family District) Cog Hill

East: I-1 (Cook County Restricted Industrial District)
Undeveloped

West: I-3 (Cook County Intensive Industrial District) Sprinkler
Coating, Illini-Hi Reach, and Carroll Construction Supply

Comprehensive Plan 2030 The Comprehensive Plan classifies this site Industrial (IND)

BACKGROUND

The subject property is currently being operated for outdoor stockpiling of materials,
processing of concrete and asphalt, and office for K-Five Construction Corporation. The
applicant is purchasing the property to relocate their logistics/ trucking company. The site 1s
proposed to be used for parking of between 150-200 trucks/trailers. The site plan indicates
parking stalls for 156 trucks. The applicant has indicated that some of the truck parking/
storage areas may be leased to other trucking companies in the future. All existing buildings
will remain on site. The existing 14,500 sf office building will be used for administrative and
business operations for the applicant’s business. Similar to the truck parking/storage areas,
the applicant has indicated that some of the office space may be leased to other trucking
companies for their administrative/business operations. The existing building to the south of
the office building will be used for truck repair and maintenance. The other existing out
buildings maybe be used for accessory uses.

The majority of the west half of the site is currently stockpiled materials; K-Five has applied
for a site development permit to pave the site in preparation for the tuck parking and storage
of containers/trailers. The paving of the site triggers stormwater detention requirements for
both MWRD and the Village. The site already has ample aggregate material stockpiled from
K-Five, thus the applicant is proposing that the detention ponds be constructed of non-
compacted aggregate material that will not support being sodded.

SPECIAL USE

Consistency with Lemont 2030. The Comprehensive Plan map designates this area as
Industrial (IND). Per Lemont 2030, the industrial future land use district is:
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“Characterized by well designed sites that include suitable buildings with
functional features, screening for outdoor storage and equipment, and
landscaping to create street-side ‘curb appeal.”

The proposed special use could be consistent with the industrial future land use district
described within the Lemont 2030 Comprehensive Plan with a proper site design.

Compatibility with Existing Land Uses. The property to the north is the Canadian
National railroad tracks. The properties to the west and south are undeveloped properties.
The property to the west is zoned by Cook County for industrial uses. The property to the
south 1s zoned residential and is part of Cog Hill Golf Club. The property to the east is
developed with three buildings for industrial businesses; one of the businesses, Illini High
Reach, includes outdoor storage of lift trucks. The proposed truck parking is situated on the
west portion of the subject property and the existing buildings are along the east side of the
property. Thus, the use is consistent with the existing properties as the office building and
out buildings are near the neighboring industrial businesses’ buildings to the east and the
trucks are parked/stored by the undeveloped parcels. Staff sees no compatibility issues.

Traffic & Site Access. The applicant has indicated that the truck traffic will be restricted
to Main St. east of the subject property and Route 83. The applicant has submitted a
preliminary traffic study modeled after another larger truck facility in the Melrose Park
(Attachment 6). The preliminary results indicate that the proposed truck and trailer
parking/storage use will not generate a significant amount of traffic in the area. It is
anticipated that the great majority of the site-generated traffic will be traveling to/from the
east on Route 83 given the proximity of I55. The proposed traffic will result in an increase of
less than two percent, which their traffic consultant has indicated is insignificant and will
not be perceived by the drivers in the area. The outbound movements from the subject
property’s access drive should not require the applicant to install a stop sign. The proposed
use’s traffic can be accommodated by the adjacent roadways because the amount of traffic
that will be generated will be low compared to the existing traffic volumes. Prior to being
scheduled for a Village Board agenda for consideration, the applicant must submit a full
traffic study to ensure preliminary and final findings match and that the entrance does not
require the installation of a stop sign.

Landscaping. The applicant has indicated that other than the requested variation for the
detention facilities, the subject property will comply with the required landscaping for M-3
districts. UDO 17.20.061.B requires M zoned properties along a public street to have either
two plant units per 100 linear feet of street frontage or have a fence with a minimum of 95%
opacity and a minimum height of six feet and at least one plant unit per 100 linear feet. The
property only has 387 ft of frontage along Main St. A plant unit is a prescribed combination
of canopy trees, evergreen trees, ornamental trees, and shrubs or grasses.

The applicant indicates in the letter received July 7, 2016 (Attachment 4) that the existing
vegetation on the subject site is dense and therefore achieves the UDO landscaping
requirements. Additionally, the area along Main St. has a significant grade change that
would prevent new plantings or construction of a fence. Thus, the applicant is requesting
that the full landscape credit for the existing vegetation for the subject property along Main
St be given.

The existing tree survey for the area along Main St. depicts 105 trees (Attachment 5); of the
105 only 19 trees are located on the applicant’s property, are in fair or good condition, and
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are non-prohibited trees per Appendix F of the UDO. Of the surveyed trees, 59 are in IDOT’s
right-of-way.

Of the 19 trees on the subject site, 17 are located in the east 200 ft of frontage from the
entrance of the site. The UDO requires plant units per 100 ft of frontage. The existing 19
trees exceed the minimum number of canopy trees required for the site, if the placement of
the trees was less clustered. The existing trees would not meet UDO plant unit requirements
a combination of plant types. Additionally, four of the 19 trees are on or near the boundary
line with the Main Street right of way that could potentially be removed by IDOT at any
given time. The remaining 187ft of frontage does not achieve all the minimum required
landscaping per the UDO.

Based on these considerations, as well as topographic conditions and existing vegetation
within the Main Street right of way, staff recommends accepting the applicant’s existing
canopy trees as fulfillment of the plant unit requirements for the east 200ft of frontage along
Main St. For the remaining 187 feet of frontage along Main Street, staff recommends that
the applicant add an additional nine juniper trees to achieve the UDO minimum required
plant material and provide some all season screening of the site. In addition to the
preserving the 19 credited existing trees and planting 9 new junipers, staff recommends that
the applicant preserve the Elm trees on the site that are fair or good condition so as to
maintain as much existing screening as possible, while removing the poor condition or dead
trees of any species, as well as any prohibited species trees (Buckthorn, Black Locust,
Boxelder, and Mulberry) on the site in accordance with the Village Arborist’s review.

Site Design. The applicant is proposing to convert the existing stockpile areas into truck
and trailer parking/ storage stalls. The parking area is located in the west and northwest
portion of the subject property which is the buffered from Main St. by neighboring
undeveloped properties. The proposed entrance to the truck parking is located 200 ft
southwest of the office building. The existing eastern portion of the site will remain as is,
with minor paving improvements. Thus the parking/storage use is buffered from Main St.
and the developed parcels to the east. Staff recommends that the truck parking be restricted
to the area shown on the parking layout, preventing trucks from being parked on the eastern
portion of the subject property.

STANDARDS FOR VARIATIONS

UDO Section 17.04.150.D states that variation requests must be consistent with the
following three standards to be approved:

1. The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified
Development Ordinance;

Analysis. The general purpose of the UDO is specified in UDO Section 17.01.050. Of
the eight components listed, six are either not applicable to or unaffected by the
variation request.

e Ensuring adequate natural light, air, privacy, and access to property.
The proposed variation would not negatively impact light or air to the
property.
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e Maintaining and promoting economically vibrant and attractive
commercial areas. The proposed variation would allow for visually
unappealing detention ponds. The site is separated from Main St. by
undeveloped vegetated spaces that currently act as a buffer for the subject
property. However, the site is proposed to be raised and the neighboring
properties could develop in the future revealing more of the site to Main St.
and/or surrounding properties. Additionally, one of the goals of the Lemont
2030 Comprehensive Plan Our Community Character chapter is to develop
design guidelines for industrial development. The UDO has not yet been
updated to include such standards; however, minimal aesthetic appeal is still
important for M Districts. Thus the variation for the detention ponds does not
promote attractive commercial/ industrial areas.

2. The plight of the owner is due to unique circumstances, and thus strict enforcement of
the Unified Development Ordinance would result in practical difficulties or impose
exceptional hardships due to the special and unique conditions that are not generally
found on other properties in the same zoning district;

Analysis. The UDO states that in making a determination whether there are unique
circumstances, practical difficulties, or particular hardships in a variation petition,
the Planning and Zoning Commission shall take into consideration the factors listed
in UDO §17.04.150.D.2.

Particular physical surroundings, shape, or topographical conditions
results in a particular hardship upon the owner as distinguished from
a mere inconvenience. The subject property is located north of Main St and
south of the railroad tracks. The properties to the east and south are heavily
vegetated and are at a slightly higher elevation than the subject property;
however, they are currently undeveloped. The applicant has proposed two non-
compacted aggregate detention ponds, one located in the west corner of the
property and the other in the northwest corner of the property along the
railroad tracks.

The top soil is rocky due to the topography of the area and the stockpiling of
construction materials, which has removed most of the top soil from the site by
the nature of its use. As such the site is not conducive to grass or other
vegetation. However the property is proposed to be raised through the use of
non-compacted aggregate fill to construct both the parking area and the
detention facilities. As the fill has to be added to the subject property, a portion
of proposed fill material could be top soil, which would allow the detention
ponds to be sodded. There is an existing sodded detention pond located on the
subject property near the east property line that appears to be surviving.

The Village Ecologist reviewed the submittal and commented that the
information provided does not show that implementation of vegetated
detention facilities can be conclusively ruled out. The proposed plans indicate
that two feet of fill will be added to the site. If the applicant uses clean fill it
should be possible to get vegetation to establish even if the existing soils create
a restrictive layer. If the proposed northwestern basin does not run into
bedrock at the bottom, the Village Ecologist concludes that vegetation should
be able to establish. There were no soil borings submitted to indicate that
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bedrock is an issue. Additionally, the applicant’s report states that the purpose
of using the non-compacted aggregate is to promote infiltration into the soils,
thus the soils must have some capacity to percolate.

The conditions upon which the petition for variation is based would
not be applicable generally to other property within the same zoning
district. The industrially zoned properties to the west and south are
undeveloped and heavily vegetated. The neighboring properties to east are
developed and do not appear to have detention ponds; their construction may
have predated requirements for on-site detention. At the Maley Road
Industrial Park, the M-3 zoned industrial uses are served by wet bottom
detention basins; wet bottom detention basins are no longer permitted by the
Village. Art Logistics, another industrial zoned property roughly a mile east of
the subject property, is under construction and will include a sodded detention
pond.

The granting of the variation will not be detrimental to the public
welfare or injurious to other property or improvements in the
neighborhood in which the subject project is located. The request will not
be detrimental to public welfare or injurious to other properties or
improvements. If the neighboring vacant parcel to the west were to develop in
the future, the proposed detention ponds may detract from the wvisual
appearance of the neighboring sites.

The variation will not impair an adequate supply of light and air to
adjacent properties or substantially increase congestion in the public
street or increase the danger of fire or endanger the public safety or
substantially diminish or impair property values within the
neighborhood. The variation would not endanger public safety, substantially
impair property values, diminish adequate supply of light or air, or increase
the danger of fire or congestion.

3. The variation will not alter the essential character of the locality and will not be a
substantial detriment to adjacent property.

Analysis. 91% of the subject property is currently covered by impervious surfaces.
The detention ponds being sodded would reduce the lot coverage and increase green
space. The neighboring developed properties are similar in lot coverage; however, the
neighboring properties either have no detention facilities or wet bottom detention
basins. The existing dry detention pond on the subject property is sodded and
surrounded by plantings. The proposed variation is not consistent with the essential
character of the existing detention pond on the subject property or the surrounding
properties.

Engineering Comments. The Village Engineer has no objections to the use, or the use of
the non-compacted aggregate detention facility surface.

Fire District Comments. The Fire Marshal generally approves of the plans. The majority
of comments made relate to items determined during site development permitting. The Fire
Marshal does comment that the truck repair building may require the installation of a
sprinkler system.
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CONCLUSION

The proposed variation for the detention ponds is not consistent with the neighboring
developments or the existing dry detention pond on the subject property and the applicant
has not demonstrated a hardship based on the physical characteristics of the property. The
UDO requires that the applicant demonstrate consistency with all three of the variation
standards contained within §17.04.150.D. and staff finds the variation does not meet the
standards for granting variations. Staff recommends denial of the variation.

The applicant has provided preliminary information to demonstrate that the proposed
special use for truck and trailer storage/parking will not affect traffic conditions; the
applicant will comply with landscaping screening requirements for the property; and the
proposed use is consistent with the existing surrounding properties. Thus, staff recommends
approval of special use with the following conditions:

1. Prior to the application being reviewed by the Village Board, the applicant must
submit a full traffic study to ensure preliminary and final findings match and that the
entrance is under the stop sign control standards.

2. The applicant shall preserve the Elm trees on the site that are fair or good condition
so as to maintain as much existing screening as possible, while removing the poor
condition or dead trees of any species, as well as any prohibited species trees
(Buckthorn, Black Locust, Boxelder, and Mulberry) on the site.

3. The applicant must submit a landscape plan for the site including the requirements
from condition 2 above.

4. No parking or storing of trucks and trailers outside of the designated parking area, as
shown in the submitted Parking Layout Plan.

ATTACHMENTS

Village Arborist Comments

Applicant submissions

Letter dated 7/3/2016 from Robert Fleck

Existing tree survey

Letter dated 7-12-2016 from KLOA

Traffic Study from KOLA * received at 4:17pm 7/15/2016. Note that staff has not reviewed
the results. Staff will review and provide information at the PZC meeting*

O Ot oo
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Attachment 1

Urban Forest Management, Inc.

July 14, 2016
Ms. Heather Valone
Village Planner
Village of Lemont
418 Main Street
Lemont, lllinois 60439

RE: 13769 Main Street
Case 16-06 23 Special Use And Variation
Planting Requirements Review #1

Dear Heather:

As requested, | have reviewed the letter dated July 3, 2016 by Robert Fleck, landscape architect
and a Tree Survey dated July 12, 2016. The following comments summarize this review:

1. The Tree Survey includes 105 trees. There are 46 trees on the property or that appear
to be boundary line trees. Of the 46 trees, there are 19 that are of an acceptable
condition and species (black walnut, catalpa, pagoda dogwood, Catalps, Hackberry, and
black Cherry). Since the owner to be will not control the trees in the right-of-way, there
is no guarantee that the 59 trees that are in the right-of-way will remain there in the
future.

2. Credit could be given for the 19 trees. The trees on the property that are in poor
condition or of unacceptable species should be removed. The Elms in good condition
should be preserved. To keep the trees that are removed from suckering up from the
stumps, the stumps would have to be treated with garlon by a licensed operator.

3. My recommendation is to require two plant units per 100 linear feet. If credit for the 19
trees is given, then | would accept the planting of nine Juniper Trees to fill in the area to
screen the site from Main St.

Sincerely,
URBAN FOREST MANAGEMENT, INC.

[

Vice-President

960 Route 22, Suite 207 Fox River Grove, Illinois 60021 847-516-9708 FAX 847-516-9716
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Attachment 2

Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Depariment
418 Main Street  Lemont, llinois 60439

Special Use Application Form phone (630) 257-1595
fax (630} 257-1598

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Applicant Name

Company/Qrganization

13769 Main St.. Lemont. L 60439
Applicant Address

773-406-3676
Telephone & Fax

sandra@makiranslogistics.com
E-mail

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

_____ Applicant is the owner of the subject property and is the signer of this application.
__X__ Applicant is the contract purchaser of the subject property.

__Applicant is acting on behalf of the beneficiary of a trust.

Applicant is acting on behalf of the owner.

PROPERTY INFORMATON

13769 Main St | emaont 1l 60439
Address of Subject Property/Properties

22-15-200-003-0000: 22-15-200-015-0000
Parcel Identification Number of Subject Property/Properties

13.4 Acres

Size of Subject Praperty/Properties

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST
see attached Exhibit B

Brief description of the proposed special use

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS

See Form 501-A, Special Use Application Checklist of Required Materials, for items that must accompany this application.

'FOR OFFICE USE ONLY

gApp.!lcat_ion. received 6n; e SR LooBy e

?A;;pllcatld;n‘ deerried cg;‘mplet'é;o;n: : ISR » Lo Bv o

Clrrent 3ohing: " V

‘Feé;&mou‘nt’ Enclosed . RO EscrowAmount Enclosed o

Planning & Economic Development Department
Special Use Packet - Special Use Application Form
Form 501, updated 11-16-09

Page1ofz
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Special Use Application Form Village of Lemont
APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

Application Fee = $500 for properties less than 10 acres, $750 for properties 10 acres or larger
Fee is non-refundable.

Required Escrow = $500

At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other direct costs incurred by the Village in
association with the special use application. Additionally, should the applicant fail to remove the required public notice
sign in a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the sign’s removal. After completion of
the special use review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request.

AFFIRMATION

I hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that all information and exhibits
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property during the period of pracessing of this application. |
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs associated
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfillment of public notice requirements, removal of the public notice
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants hired by the Village to evaluate this application. |
understand that the submitted fee is non-refundable and that any escrow amount leftover upon project completion will
be refunded upon request. | understand that | am responsible for the posting of a public hearing sign and for the mailing
of Iegal notice to all surrounding property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law.

? U)ﬁ }1" 7&%\ N iy iMg»(} UL./fw f %ﬁr’\ /{4 p@*(& L@,i er) uww&«s "‘f{“” }; 7{,;{{; \ > &g, 7 i{m,fvﬁ\f ”‘i“éw

20
Slgnature of Applicant Date At Al A / /{’ &
T Hinas Cooptd
State County

I, the,undersigned, a Notary Public in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that
thﬁp W /g:é/ft o ,5 “""}mfﬂ is personally known to me to be the same person whose
name is subscribed to the foregoing instrument, and that said person signed, sealed and delivered the

above petition as a free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth,

M LG I

Notary SrgnaM re

Given under my hand and notary seal this__d | _ day of Q&&Mﬁ\ an20 lle .

r= .
My commission expires this__{§  day of N G\fQ)MW\ AD.20 )4 .

MARY ANN BRYK
Official Seal
Notary Public - State of Ilinois
My Commission Expires Nov 15, 2019

T AR Th o LR T Sogg gt s onpgy

Planning & Economic Development Department
Special Use Packet - Special Use Application Form
Form 501, updated 11-16-09

Page 2 of 2
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Applicant requests a special use for the property commonly known as 13769 Main St,
Lemont, Il 60439 (hereinafter the “Subject Property”) and currently zoned M-3 Heavy
Manufacturing District (hereinafter “M-3") pursuant to the Lemont Unified Development
Ordinance (hereinafter the “Zoning Ordinance”). Generally, the Subject Property is
approximately 13.4 acres improved with an approximately 14,500 square foot building
(hereinafter the “Structure”) and auxiliary structures. The existing Structure will remain as part
of the Applicant’s business. The Applicant seeks a special use permit to operate a business
consistent with the below description of the Applicant’s proposed operations and consistent with
the business license application that is attached to this statement.

The M-3 is designed to accommodate relatively large, self-contained and isolated areas
intended to be used for industrial activities having potentially moderate to high land use
intensity. The Applicant’s proposed special use is consistent with the Subject Property’s M-3
zoning designation.

Applicant’s Proposed Use:

The Applicant intends to utilize the Subject Property for the storage of between 150-200
trucks, trailers and/or containers. The trucks, trailers and/or containers will primarily be owned
by the Applicant. Although, the Applicant does anticipate that it may lease some of the parking
spaces to other companies. However, the Applicant does not anticipate that anything other than
trucks, trailers and/or containers will be stored on the Subject Property. The Subject Property
will not be utilized to load and/or unload tractor-trailers. A drawing of the proposed site layout
by Heuer and Associates, LLC has been attached to this application as Exhibit H to this
application.

On occasion trailers, container and/or cabs will be switched. This will only be the
switching of trailers, containers or cabs. It will not include the opening of trailers or containers
and the transfer of materials between the same.

The applicant anticipates that a few parking spaces may be leased to other trucking
companies.

The Applicant’s business will be run from the main structure on the Subject Property.
The Applicant plans to utilize the main structure for activities associated with its trailer and/or
truck and other business operations. Specifically, the Applicant intends to utilize the main
structure for office work, dispatch, truck leasing and truck sales. Additionally, one of the
auxiliary buildings will be utilized for the repair of trucks, trailers and containers. The Applicant
anticipates that it may lease a portion of the main structure to other trucking companies for
similar uses.

If portions of the Subject Property are leased to other companies, the Applicant would
ensure that each company would make application for a business license and comply with the



uses allowed upon the Subject Property. The Applicant requests that any subsequent business
license requested that is consistent with the uses granted to Applicant be deemed allowable uses
for those other companies that are requesting business licenses if and when the Applicant takes
possession of the Subject Property.

Similar to Other Permitted and Special Uses in M-3 Zoning District:

The Applicant’s proposed use is similar to a Freight Transportation Terminal (hereinafter
an “FTT”) which is listed as a permitted use in the M-3 Zoning District. A FTT is a facility
utilized by freight companies, for among other things, the parking of trucks, trailers and
containers attendant to freight service. This permitted use is quite similar to the Applicant’s
proposed use.

This Applicant’s proposed use is also similar to and consistent with the Village’s special
use known as a Container Storage Yard, which is described as a facility for the parking and/or
storage of containers or trailers where the parking areas are not attendant to the operation of a
specific freight transportation terminal. The Applicant’s operations will involve the storage of
trucks, trailers and containers in a manner very similar to the storage of containers for trucking or
shipping.

The Village also permits the sale, storage and service of heavy equipment as a permitted
use in the M-3 zoning district. The sale, storage and service of heavy equipment is very similar
to the sale, storage and service of trucks, trailers and containers. Additionally, the fact that the
sale, storage and service of heavy equipment is allowed in the M-3 District demonstrates that the
Applicant’s use will not affect the character of the M-3 zoning district.

Finally, the Applicant’s proposed use is similar to Vehicle Storage and Towing which is
allowed as a special use in the M-3 zoning district. The towing and storage of vehicles is not
dissimilar from the storage of trucks, trailers and containers. In fact, the Applicant’s proposed
use is less intensive because a towing lot would generate much more in and out traffic. This will
not be the case with the Applicant’s proposed use.

Traffic:

The Applicant does not anticipate an impact on local traffic. However, the Applicant is in
the process of retaining a traffic consultant to conduct a traffic study of the area with regard to
the impact of the Applicant’s proposed operations. The traffic study will be provided when it is
completed and we will supplement this application. Generally, the trucks, trailers and containers
stored upon the Subject property will not cause a great impact on the surrounding area because
the Subject Property will not be utilized to load and/or unload trucks. Trucks, trailers and
containers will be stored on the Subject Property. Vehicles will enter and exit the Subject
Property utilizing Route 83 to Main Street. Further, traffic will not proceed through the
downtown area but will be directed to proceed through Willowbrook.



Village of Lemont

Planning & Economic Development Department

Business-License Application 418 Main Street  Lemont, llinois 60439
phone (630} 257-1595
Form fox (630) 257-1598

LICENSEE / APPLICANT INFORMATON
_ MAiN STREET  (BMenT LLC

Full Name

13769 Main 31

Home Address . —
LeEMO T L L0 439
City State Zip Code
773 ~ 406 - 2676
Home Phone with Area Code Mobile Number
BUSINESS INFORMATION .

MA g Logistes IeC

Narme of Business

Address of Business

\Vic Dopeuy

Corporation or Registered Agent

o8 ~S26 - 2O

Business Telephone & Fax

Teundrn, @ mab\rav\swmgﬁc& Com

Email Web Address

DETAILED DESCRIPTION OF BUSINESS OPERATION: (Use additional pages if needed.)

TRUCK and deuter pand 4 NELanTE Shop WAL | S)QneonL O’ﬁ&& Uy L .
T i ¥ ¥ A3 ™ L]

Mg tow py dadler asing
P R M & I e/

+ vuerin N

Business Category for Directory Purposes North American industrial Classification (NAICS) Code

GENERAL INFORMATION
N b

llinois Sales Tax ID No. ) Resale No. Other No.

20- 49053

Federal .D. No. Exempt No.

Th )\

Proposed Oﬁening Date of Business Building: E&ROwned O Leased

" Planning & Economic Development Depariment
Business License Application Form
Revised 11-1-2014

Nemn 1AL 2






Business License Application Form Village of Lemont

GENERAL INFORMATION - CONTINUED

Seating Capacity, If Applicable.

40 40 F

Number of persons employed, inclusive of owner or owners Number of vehicles operated in connection with business

*Food Service: [J Yes KNO *May require health inspections.

NOTE: Signs for your business require a permit. Application forms can be found at www.lemont.il.us.

ALARM/EMERGENCY INFORMATION:

Do you have an alarm? ﬂYes 0 No
What type of atarm? O Burglar [ Panic [I Hold Up ;XFire
Is ringer located: O inside [ Outside How long before the ringer resets?
How is Southwest Central Dispatch alerted to the alarm?
{3 Direct to alarm board [0 Phoned in by private alarm company

Alarm Company Name

Alarm Company Address

Alarm Company Phone

Do you have a cleaning service? [ Yes M No If yes, please list times & days they are on premise.

EMERGENCY / KEY HOLDER NFORMATION:

Vic Dogevawt
Full Name
TT1%-40¢ 3¢ G
Home Phone Mobile Phone
Mer. G3ue i
Full Name
2i19- %8- AE-
Home Phone . .. Mabile Phone . . . .

L KiRe Pemorsy L

Full Name o *t
T332 J9¢ - 0S\F

Home Phone Mobile Phone

Business License Application Form
Revised 11-1-2014

Nvarn Fadl?




Business License Application Form Village of Lemont

FEES:

An application fee shall be paid at time of application. An application shali not be considered complete and review
will not occur until the application fee is paid. See below for complete fee structure. Application fee is $50 and is
non-refundable.

Business License Application Fee = $50 = 5‘0

Other License & Inspection Fees, as applicable, payable upon license issuance:

Tobacco = $50 =

Pool Tables = No. x $50 =

Amusement Games = No. x $50 =

Jukeboxes = No. x S50 =

Vending Machines = No. x $25 =

Video Games = No. x $72 (For Non-Payout Machines Only) =

Scavengers = $1,000 ({Certificate of Insurance Required) ) =

Health Inspection Fees $280.00 {2 Inspections Per Year @ $140 each) =

TOTAL FEES

i

RO —

NOTE: A COMMERCIAL OCCUPANCY PERMIT 1S ALSO REQUIRED FOR ALL NEW BUSINESSES. FiLL OUT THE ATTACHED
FORM AND RETURN WITH BUSINESS LICENSE APPLICATION. A BUSINESS LICENSE WILL NOT BE ISSUED UNTIL A
CERTIFICATE OF OCCUPANY HAS BEEN GRANTED.

AFFIRMATION

I hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that all information submitted
is true and correct to the best of my knowledge. As the owner of this business, | hereby certify that any activity on this
property shall be in accordance with all applicable ordinances, codes, and policies of the Village of Lemont. | permit
Village representatives to make all reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property in accordance with

Villa%//é/@' : f//é’//ﬁ

Signature of Owner/Applicant Date

Planning & Economic Development Department
Business License Application Form
Revised 11-1-2014

N 2L



Supplement to Main Street Lemont LLC
Business License Application date May 18, 2016
For the Property at 13769 Main Street, Lemont, IL 60439

In response to Ms. Heather Valone’s additional claritying questions, my client responds as
follows:

1. Will the existing buildings on the subject property remain or would the potential
purchaser remove the buildings and construct a new building?

Existing buildings are 1o remain.
2. How many trucks will be stored on the site? 150-200

What areas will be used for truck parking?

”
pay]

Please see the drawing attached as January 18, 2016, from Heuer and Associates with
proposed layout.

3. What routes will the trucks potentially take to access the site?
Route 83 to Main Street,

Through downtown or from Willowbrook?

From Willowbrook

4. Will there be any screening through fencing of the property or additional
landscaping?

No additional landscaping
5. If they are proposing a fence what is the material and where will it be placed —

here the

The fence/cable will be strictly along the east side of the large parking area w
grade differential was enough to warrant the placement of 2 4° -5” chain link fence or a
cable mounted on posts, driven into the existing ground. The total length of this will be

approximately 600°. The remaining property perimeter will remain as is existing.

<

7

P

5. Will the trucking parking/ storage area be lit? What type of lighting? How many
foot-candles will be visible at the property lines?

There are no immediate plans to provide additional lighting for the parking / storage area
at this time.



Additional Request

As an additional supplement to the application, it is possible that the Purchaser will take
possession of the Property after closing and prior to full paving of the parking lot. The Purchaser
is also requesting that the Purchaser be allowed to operate from the Subject Property after the
Closing consistent with the request in the Business License and this supplement, prior to the
paving of the Subject Propetty.



PROJECT SUMMARY:

The Applicant makes application for the special use variations listed in Exhibit A so that
it may rehabilitate and utilize the subject property, commonly known as 13769 Main St, Lemont
IL 60439 (hereinafter the “Subject Property”) as a truck parking facility, and accompanying
services.

The Subject Property is an industrial parcel which is currently zoned M-3. The Subject
Property is described in Exhibit B. Generally, the Subject Property is approximately 13.4 acres
improved with an approximately 14,500 square foot building (hereinafter the “Structure”) and
auxiliary structures. The existing Structure will remain as part of the Applicant’s business. There
are no residential parcels abutting (or near) the Subject Property. There is no commonly owned
or maintained common area.

The Applicant intends to utilize the Subject Property for the storage of between 150-200
trucks and/or trailers. The trucks and/or trailers will primarily be owned by the Applicant.
Although, the Applicant does anticipate that it may lease some of the parking spaces to other
companies. However, the Applicant does not anticipate that anything other than trucks and/or
trailers will be stored on the Subject Property. The Subject Property will not be utilized to load
and/or unload tractor-trailers.

In addition, the Applicant plans to utilize the Structure for activities associated with its
trailer and/or truck storage and other business operations. Specifically, the Applicant intends to
utilize the Structure for office work, dispatch, truck leasing and truck sales. Additionally, the
Applicant anticipates that it may lease a portion of the Structure to other companies for uses
requested in the application.

One of the auxiliary buildings will be utilized for the repair of trucks and containers.

The Subject Property will generally be secured by the railroad tracks to the north of the
Subject Property. Additionally, a fence/cable will be placed along the east side of the large
parking area where the grade differential is sufficient to warrant the placement of a 4’ -5 chain
link fence or a cable mounted on posts, driven into the existing ground. The total length of this
will be approximately 600°. The remaining property perimeter will remain as is existing except
as is otherwise required by the Village’s Landscape Code.
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EXHIBIT B
LEGAL DESCRIPTION

PART OF LOT 3 IN “JOSEPH N. PEW’S DIVISION” (EXCEPTING THE WEST 100.5 FEET
OF THE EAST 120.5 FEET AND EXCEPT THE NORTHWESTERLY 25.0 FEET THEREOF)
OF THAT PART OF SECTION 15, TOWNSHIP 37 NORTH, RANGE 11, EAST OF THE
THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, LYING SOUTH OF THE ILLINOIS AND MICHIGAN
CANAL, ACCORDING TO THE PLAT THEREOF RECORDED APRIL 21, 1911 AS
DOCUMENT NUMBER 4743736, IN COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS, DESCRIBED AS
FOLLOWS: BEGINNING AT THE POINT OF INTERSECTION OF THE
SOUTHEASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE GULF MOBILE AND OHIO
RAILROAD WITH THE SOUTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID
SECTION 15, THENCE NORTH 66 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 48 SECONDS EAST ALONG
THE SOUTHEASTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SAID GULF MOBILE AND OHIO
RAILROAD 1516,59 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 23 DEGREES 23 MINUTES 12 SECONDS
EAST 243.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 66 DEGREES 36 MINUTES 48 SECONDS EAST,
344,09 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 16 DEGREES 37 MINUTES 01 SECONDS EAST, 365.75
FEET TO THE NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF THE SAG LEMONT HIGHWAY,
THENCE SOUTHWESTERLY ALONG THE SAID NORTHERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE
OF A CURVE CONVEX TO THE NORTH HAVING A RADIUS OF 1452.40 FEET AN ARC
DISTANCE OF 254.30 FEET TO A POINT OF TANGENT; THENCE CONTINUING
ALONG SAID RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE SOUTH 65 DEGREES 37 MINUTES 09 SECONDS
WEST, 123,07 FEET TO THE SOUTH LINE OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SAID
SECTION 15; THENCE SOUTH 88 DEGREES 53 MINUTES 42 SECONDS WEST ALONG
SAID SOUTH LINE, 1557.42 FEET TO THE PLACE OF BEGINNING ALL IN COOK

COUNTY, ILLINOIS.
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Special Use Criteria Worksheet

Unified Development Ordinance (UDO) Section 17.04.140.C establishes the criteria for approval
of special use requests; no special use will be recommended by the Planning & Zoning
Commission unless it meets the following criteria.

Please describe below how your variation request meets the criteria of UDO Section
17.04.140.C. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.1
The special use is deemed necessary for the public convenience at that location:

The Subject Property has existed as an M-3 zoned parcel in harmony with the surrounding

community for a period in excess of 20 vears. Additionally, the use of Subject Property serves to
strengthen the community tax base and is therefore a benefit to the community. Finally, the use
of the Subject Property will serve to benefit the business community because it will provide a
valuable and needed service to the business residents of the Village of Lemont.

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.2
The special use is so designed, located and proposed to be operated that the public health, safety
and welfare will be protected:

The Subject Property has existed as an M-3 zoned parcel for over 20 years. The surrounding area
is industrial in nature and well suited to the proposed special uses. Operation of the Subject
Property pursuant to the special uses, if granted, will not change the essential character of the
surrounding area because each of the requested special uses is consistent with the Village of
Lemont’s M-3 zoning designation. Further, the proposed use will actually improve the Subject
Property since the currently existing piles of aggregate and other materials will be eliminated
from the Subject Property. Also. the Subject Property will be fully paved and landscaped. This
will eliminate any dust issues which had previously plagued the Subject Property. Finally, the
Subject Property will be brought into conformity with the Village Code.

UDO Section 17.04.140.C3
The special use will not cause substantial injury to the value of other property in the
neighborhood in which it is located:

The area surrounding the Subject Property is industrial in nature and zoned similarly to the
Subiject Property. None of the requested special uses will affect the surrounding area because the
uses are consistent with the industrial (M-3 Zoning ) nature of the area. In fact, the improvements




to the Subject Property will serve to increase the value of the Subject Property and the other
properties in the vicinity of the Subiject Property.

UDO Section 17.04.140.C4
The special use shall not create excessive demands on Village service or impair the ability of the
Village to maintain the peace and provide adequate protection for its citizens:

The proposed special uses are consistent with the character of the surrounding area and therefore

will not impose an additional demand on Village services. Further, the Subject Property will be
surrounded on its eastern border of the large parking area by a fence/cable (4> to 5° chain link

fence) which will assist in securing the Subject Property.

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.5
The special use is consistent with the standards enumerated elsewhere in the UDO for the
specific use, including but not limited to, planned unit developments:

The Subject Property will be brought into code compliance and will be in compliance with each
of the standards applicable to the proposed use.

UDO Section 17.04.140.C.6
The special use meets, as applicable, the standards for planned unit developments found in
Chapter 17.08 of the UDO:

N/A



Village of Lemont
Planning & Economic Development Department
418 Main Street  Lemont, lllinois 60439

Variation Application Form phone (630) 257-1595
fax (630) 257-1598

APPLICANT INFORMATION

Main Street Lemont LLC (Please see Letter of Authorization attached as Exhibit A)
Applicant Name

Company/Organization

13769 Main St., Lemont, Il 60439

Applicant Address

(773) 406-3676

Telephone & Fax

sandra@maktranslogistics.com
E-mail

CHECK ONE OF THE FOLLOWING:

___ Applicant is the owner of the subject property and is the signer of this application.
__ X Applicant is the contract purchaser of the subject property.

__ Applicant is acting on behalf of the beneficiary of a trust.

_____Applicant is acting on behalf of the owner.

PROPERTY INFORMATON
13769 Main St., Lemont, 1L 60439

Address of Subject Praperty/Properties
22-15-200-003-0000; 22-15-200-015-0000

Parcel Identification Number of Subject Property/Properties

13.4 Acres

Size of Subject Property/Properties

DESCRIPTION OF REQUEST
See Attached Exhibit B

Brief description of the proposed variation

REQUIRED DOCUMENTS
See Form 500-A, Variation Application Checklist of Required Materiols, for items that must accompany this application.

Planning & Economic Development Deparfment
Variation Packet - Variation Application Form
Form 500, updated 11-16-09

Page1ofz2



Variation Application Form Village of Lemont

APPLICATION FEE & ESCROW

Application Fee = $250 {per zoning lot}

Fee is non-refundable. A zoning lot is defined as “a single tract of fand located within a single block that {at the time of
filing for a building permit) is designated by its owner or developer as a tract to be used, developed, or built upon, under
single ownership or control” {Unified Development Ordinance Chapter 17.02).

Required Escrow = $500

At the time of application, the applicant shall submit a check for the establishment of an escrow account. The escrow
money shall be used to defray costs of public notice, consultants, or other direct costs incurred by the Village in
association with the variation application. Additionally, should the applicant fai to remove the required public notice sign
in a timely manner, the escrow account may be used to defray the costs of the sign's removal. After completion ofthe
variation review process, any unused portion of the escrow account will be refunded upon request.

AFFIRMATION

} hereby affirm that | have full legal capacity to authorize the filing of this application and that all information and exhibits
herewith submitted are true and correct to the best of my knowledge. | permit Village representatives to make all
reasonable inspections and investigations of the subject property during the period of processing of this application. 1
understand that as part of this application | am required to establish an escrow account to pay for direct costs associated
with the approval of this application, such as the fulfillment of pubfic notice requirements, removal of the public notice
sign, taking of minutes at the public hearing and fees for consultants hired by the Village to evaluate this application. |
understand that the submitted fee is non-refundable and that any escrow amount teftover upon project completion will
be refunded upon request. | understand that | am responsible for the posting of a pubfic hearing sign and for the matfing
of legal notice to all surrounding property owners as required by Village ordinances and state law.

Signaturre of Applicant ’ Date ]
CZ( firss <AL (.
Stgte ‘ County

(i he undersi gned a Notary Public in and for the aforesaid County and State, do hereby certify that
]) Vi r AGEEY O 7”\// is personally known to me to be the same person whose

name |§e subscribed to the foregomg instrument, and that said person signed, sealed and delivered the
above petition as a free and voluntary act for the uses and purposes set forth.

M\\bﬂ \;\L

Notary Slg:{ature

o
| s !
Given under my hand and notary seat this day of %{MQ A.D. 20 .
My commission expires this \S ” day of ‘\}M\I\lﬂﬂ A.D. 20 lq X

MARY ANN BRYK
Official Seal

Notary Pubiic - Slate of lfinois
My Commssian fapions Noy 15, 2049

b AT T T A gt v

Planning & Economic Development Department
Varjation Packet - Variation Application Form
Form 500, updated 11-16-09

Page 2 of 2



Applicant requests a variation for the property commonly known as 13769 Main St,
Lemont, 11 60439 (hereinafter the “Subject Property”) and currently zoned a M-3 Heavy
Manufacturing District (hereinafter “M-3) pursuant to the Lemont Unified Development
Ordinance (hereinafter the “Zoning Ordinance”). The Applicant submits this application for
variation in conjunction with its application for special use and also its application for business
Jicense. Generally, the Subject Property is approximately 13.4 acres and contains dry detention
facilities, as defined by the Zoning Ordinance. The Applicant secks a variation from the
Village’s requirement that all dry detention facilities on the Subject Property be sodded with
living grass. Section 17.29.020(F)(3) of the Zoning Ordinance requires that all dry detention
facilities be sodded with living grass. Applicant is requesting a variation from the grass
requircment for dry detention facilities on the Subject Property.

The Metropolitan Water Reclamation District (hereinafter “MWRD”) does not require
the use of grass lining for dry detention facilities.

The Applicant seeks a variation which would be consistent with the MWRD’s
requirements, and would allow the Applicant to utilize uncompacted aggregate for the Subject
Property’s dry detention facilities. The use of the existing loose, uncompacted aggregate will
continue to serve the function of retention of water and will not affect the surrounding parcels.
Further, use of uncompacted aggregate for the dry detention facility will be consistent with other
uses in the area. A green area requirement for the dry detention facility is not conducive o this
type of industrial parcel. Additionally, green areas will be provided pursuant to the Village’s
Landscape Ordinance.



Please describe below how your variation request meets the criteria of UDO Section
17.04.150.D.1. Attach additional sheets if necessary.

UDOQ Section 17.04.150.D.1.a

The variation is in harmony with the general purpose and intent of the Unified Development
Ordinance:

The Subject Property is zoned M-3 which is industrial. The character of the surrounding area is
industrial with parcels which contain aggregate parking areas and dry detention facilities.
Further, the function of the dry detention facilities will be unaffected if they are not lined with
grass because they will function as planned. Properly functioning dry detention facilities are
most important in this matter. Especially since requiring a green area in this area would be not
be conducive and in accord with the M-3 zoning designation, Finally the MWRD does not
require the lining of dry detention facilities with grass.

UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.b

The plight of owner is due to unique circumstances and thus strict enforcement of the Unified
Development Ordinance would result in practical difficulties or impose exceptional hardships
due to special and unusual conditions that are not generally found on other properties in the
same zoning district:

Requiring that the detention facilities on the Subject Property be lined with sod is impractical
because the Subject Property, and the area’s surrounding the Subject Property, are industrial
properties which are zoned M-3. Keeping grass alive in such an environment will be difficult.
Further, the required grass will contrast with the existing parcels and will not be consistent with
other developments in the area.

UDO Section 17.04.150.D.1.c

The variation will not alter the essential charter of the locality and will not be a substantial
detriment to adjacent property.

The use of uncompacted aggregate for the detention facilities is consistent with the general
characterizing of the surrounding area, and the M-3 zoning classification. The Subject Property
and the surrounding parcels are industrial. Further, use of uncompacted aggregate is not out of
character with the surrounding parcels. The Subject Property is surrounded by parcels which
also contain aggregate materials which line drives, parking lots, and dry detention areas.
Allowing the requested variation does not change the character of the area and is not
detrimental to the area’s property values. This is especially true in light of the extensive
improvements to the Subject Property which will occur as a resuit of the proposed
development. Finally, not utilizing grass will in no way affect the detention capacity of the
proposed dry detention facilities.
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Attachment 5

MEMORANDUM TO: Mark Antonio Scarlato
Fornaro Law

FROM: Javier Millan
Senior Consultant

Luay R. Aboona, PE

Principal
DATE: July 12, 2016
SUBJECT: Traffic Evaluation Summary

Proposed Truck Parking Facility
Lemont, Illinois

This memorandum summarizes the results of a traffic evaluation summary conducted by
Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) for a proposed truck parking facility to be
located at 13769 Main Street in Lemont, Illinois. The site is located adjacent to the K-Five
Construction Corporation and is partially occupied by quarry. The plans call for developing the
site with a truck parking facility with 156 spaces. Access will be provided via the existing full
ingress/egress access drive off Main Street serving the K-Five Construction Corporation

The purpose of this evaluation was to review existing traffic conditions, determine trip
generation estimates and assess the access and parking needs of the proposed development.

Existing Conditions

Land uses in the vicinity of the site include vacant land to the north and west, various industrial
uses to the east and the Cog Hill Golf Course to the south. The site is bordered to the south by
Main Street which is an east-west road. In the vicinity of the site, Main Street provides one lane
in each direction with a posted speed limit of 50 mph. No exclusive turn lanes are provided at its
intersection with the K-Five Construction Corporation access drive/Parker Road or at its
intersection with Walker Road. At its signalized intersection with IL 83/IL 171, Main Street
provides an exclusive left-turn lane, a through lane and a combined through/right-turn lane. The
westbound approach provides an exclusive left-turn lane, two through lanes and ane xcluisve
right-turn lane.

KLOA, Inc.
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IL 83/IL 171 (Archer Avenue) within the vicinity of the site is a north-south roadway that
generally provides two lanes in each direction. At its signalized intersection with Main
Street/Calumet Sag Road/111™ Street, IL 83/IL 171 provides an exclusive left-turn lane, two
through lanes and an exclusive right-turn lane on both approaches. IL 83/IL 171 is under the
jurisdiction of the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) and is designated as a Strategic
Regional Arterial (SRA). IL 83/IL 171 carries an average daily traffic (ADT) volume of 29,400
vehicles (2015) north of Main Street and 22,000 vehicles (20153) south of Main Street. IL 83
has a full interchange with 1-55 approximately 3.7 miles north of Main Street.

Existing Traffic Flow Observations
Traffic counts were conducted at the following intersections along Main Street:

e IL83/IL171
e K-Five Construction Corporation access drive/Parker Road
e Walker Road

The counts were conducted on Wednesday July 6, 2016 during the morning peak period (6:30 —
9:00 A.M.) and during the afternoon peak period (4:00 — 6:00 P.M.). Based on the traffic counts
and the observations, all of the intersections appear to operate fairly efficiently with minimal
queues observed at the intersections of Main Street with the K-Five Construction Corporation
access drive/Parker Road and Walker Road.

Projected Trip Generation Estimates

Based on information provided to KLOA, Inc. by the operator, the following is a summary of the
proposed facility characteristics.

e Hours of Operation: 7:00 AM to 8:00 PM
e Maximum number of employees: 50 employees
e Type of trucks allowed on site: All types except tanker trucks

e Weekday peak traffic generation: 10 to 15 trucks during business hours



In order to estimate the amount of traffic the proposed development would generate, data
collected at an existing facility in Melrose Park, Illinois was referenced. The surveys were
conducted from 6:00 AM to 9:00 AM and 3:00 PM to 6:00 PM over a three day period. The
facility provides parking for approximately 253 parking spaces. Table 1 summarizes the amount
of traffic that will be generated during the weekday morning and evening peak periods. It is
important to note that these estimates are conservative as they are based on a facility
approximately 38 percent larger than what is being proposed.

Table 3
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT-GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Low Peak Hour Trips High Peak Hour Trips Average Peak Hour Trips Per Day

Time of Day

Inbound  Outbound Inbound  Outbound Inbound Outbound

Weekday Morning
Passenger Vehicle 4 1 10 2 7 2
Heavy Vehicle 0 2 1 10 1 9
Total 4 3 11 12 8 11

Weekday Evening
Passenger Vehicle 2 4 10 9 5 8
Heavy Vehicle 4 2 7 4 6 3
Total 6 6 17 13 11 11

As can be seen, the proposed development will not generate a significant amount of traffic and,
as such, should not be detrimental to the traffic flow or operations in the area. It is anticipated
that the great majority of the site generated traffic will be traveling to/from the north on IL 83
given the location of the main arterial (IL 83) and the proximity of the interchange with I-55.
When compared to the daily traffic on Main Street, the additional traffic will result in an increase
of less than two percent which is insignificant and will not be perceived by the drivers in the
area.

Access

The proposed development will have direct access to Main Street via the existing full
ingress/egress access drive on Main Street located approximately 100 feet west of Parker Road.
Based on the small amount of traffic that could be generated by the proposed truck parking
facility, the outbound movements from the K-Five Construction Corporation access drive should
be under stop sign control.



Conclusion

In conclusion, based on the information provided to KLOA, Inc. and our preliminary field
observations, the proposed truck parking facility traffic can be accommodated by the adjacent
roadways for the following reasons:

- The amount of traffic that will be generated will be low when compared to the amount of
traffic on Main Street.

- It is anticipated that the majority of the traffic will be traveling to and from the east on
Main Street therefore having limited impact on the Lemont downtown area.

It is important to note that these findings are preliminary in nature and are subject to change
upon completion of a more detailed traffic analyses.
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Fornaro Law

FROM: Javier Millan
Senior Consultant

Luay R. Aboona, PE

Principal
DATE: July 15, 20165
SUBJECT: Traffic Impact Study

Proposed Truck Parking Facility
Lemont, Illinois

This report summarizes the methodologies, results and findings of a traffic impact
study conducted by Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) for a proposed truck
parking facility to be located in Lemont, Illinois. The site is located on the north side of Main
Street adjacent to the K-Five Construction Corporation and is partially occupied by quarry. The
plans call for developing the site with a truck parking facility with 156 spaces. Access will be
provided via the existing full ingress/egress access drive off Main Street serving the K-Five
Construction Corporation.

The sections of this report present the following.

Existing roadway conditions

A description of the proposed facility

Directional distribution of the facility traffic

Vehicle trip generation for the facility

Future traffic conditions including access to the facility

Traffic analyses for the weekday morning and evening peak hours

Recommendations with respect to adequacy of the site access system and adjacent
roadway system

Figure 1 shows the location of the site in relation to the area roadway system. Figure 2 shows
an aerial view of the site area.

The purpose of this study was to examine background traffic conditions, assess the impact that
the proposed truck parking facility will have on traffic conditions in the area and determine if
any roadway or access improvements are necessary to accommodate traffic generated by the
proposed development.

KLOA, Inc.
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Site Location Figure 1



Aerial View of Proposed Facility Figure 2



Existing Conditions

Existing traffic and roadway conditions were documented based on field visits and traffic counts
conducted by KLOA, Inc. The following provides a detailed description of the physical
characteristics of the roadways including geometry and traffic control, adjacent land uses and
peak hour traffic flows along area roadways.

Existing Roadway System Characteristics

The characteristics of the existing roadways that surround the proposed development are
illustrated in Figure 3 and described below.

Main Street is an east-west minor arterial that in the vicinity of the site provides one lane in each
direction. At its signalized intersection with IL 83/IL 171, Main Street widens to provide an
exclusive left-turn lane, an exclusive through lane, and a shared through/right-turn lane on the
west leg of the intersection. The east leg of this intersection is designated as IL 83 (Calumet Sag
Road/111™ Street) and provides an exclusive left-turn lane, two exclusive through lanes, and an
exclusive right-turn lane on the westbound approach. Main Street is under the jurisdiction of the
Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT), carries an average daily traffic (ADT) of 7,800
vehicles and has a posted speed limit of 50 miles per hour.

IL 83/IL 171 (Archer Avenue) within the vicinity of the site is a north-south other principal
arterial that generally provides two through lanes in each direction. At its signalized intersection
with Main Street/IL 83 (Calumet Sag Road/111™ Street), both approaches provide an exclusive
left-turn lane, two through lanes and an exclusive right-turn lane. IL 83 and IL 171 are under
IDOT’s jurisdiction, are designated as Strategic Regional Arterials (SRA) and have a posted
speed limit of 45 miles per hour. IL 83 carries an ADT of 29,400 vehicles north of Main Street
while south of Main Street IL 171 carries an ADT of 22,000 vehicles.

Parker Road is a north-south two-lane private road that serves the Cog Hill Golf Course. The
road extends from Main Street south to its terminus at Archer Avenue (IL 171). At its
unsignalized intersection with Main Street, outbound movements are under stop sign control.
Parker Road has a posted speed limit of 30 miles per hour.

Walker Road is a north-south two-lane local road that extends from Main Street south to its
terminus at Roscommon Way. At its unsignalized “T” intersection with Main Street, Walker
Road is widened to provide an exclusive left-turn lane and an exclusive right-turn lane. Walker
Road has a posted speed limit of 40 miles per hour and is under the jurisdiction of the Village of
Lemont.
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Existing Traffic Volumes

Manual turning movement traffic counts were conducted on Wednesday, July 6, 2016 during the
weekday morning (6:30 to 9:00 A.M.) and evening (4:00 to 6:00 P.M.) peak periods at the
following intersections with Main Street.

1. IL 83/IL 171
2. K-Five Construction Corporation access drive/Parker Road
3. Walker Road

The counts differentiated between passenger vehicle and heavy vehicles (i.e. trucks).
Based on the results of the traffic counts, it was determined that the morning peak hour of traffic
occurs from 7:00 to 8:00 A.M. and the evening peak hour of traffic occurs from 4:45 to
5:45 P.M. These two respective peak hours will be used for the traffic capacity analyses which
are presented later in this report. Pedestrian and bicycle activity was observed and was reported
to be very low at the study intersections. The existing peak hour traffic volumes (inclusive of
heavy vehicles) are shown in Figure 4. Figure 5 shows the heavy vehicle traffic volumes.

Gap Study Results

A gap study of the traffic on Main Street at the K-Five Construction Corporation access drive
was conducted in order to determine the availability of gaps or interruptions in the through traffic
stream. The gap study was conducted on the same day and during the same time periods as the
traffic counts. The study examined gaps in the westbound direction along Main Street, which
would allow site traffic to turn left into the site and right out of the site, as well as in both the
eastbound and westbound directions that would allow site traffic to turn left out of the site. The
results of the gap study for the peak hours of traffic are summarized in Table 3. As can be seen,
the results indicate that numerous gaps are available in the traffic stream to accommodate turning
movements.

Table 3
GAP STUDY RESULTS

Number of Potential Movements Based on Gaps Available

Time Periods Eastbound Left-Turn  Southbound Left-Turn Southbound Right-
In Out Turn Out

7:00 - 8:00 A.M. 320 270 320

4:45 - 5:45 P.M. 530 232 530
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Traffic Characteristics of the Proposed Development

To evaluate the impact of the subject development on the area roadway system, it was necessary
to quantify the number of vehicle trips the overall site will generate during the weekday morning
and weekday evening peak hours and then determine the directions from which this traffic will
approach and depart the site.

Proposed Development Plan

The site is currently occupied by a quarry. As proposed, the site will be redeveloped with a truck
parking facility with 156 parking spaces. The facility will be open from 7:00 A.M. to 8:00 P.M.
and will offer parking to heavy vehicles that are part of a company’s fleet. The drivers of the
trucks typically arrive in their passenger vehicles and leave in their heavy vehicle to provide
delivery and transport services. Access will only be provided via the existing full ingress/egress
access drives on Main Street serving the K-Five Construction Corporation. The access drive
provides one inbound lane and one outbound lane. Based on information provided to KLOA,
Inc. the maximum number of employees at any given time will be 50 and no tanker trucks will
be allowed to park on the site.

Directional Distribution of Site Traffic

The directional distribution of how traffic will approach and depart the development was based
on the existing travel patterns and the existing roadway characteristics and traffic controls
surrounding the site. It should be noted that given the type of land use proposed and the location
of the three closest interchanges with 1-55 north of the site (IL 83 and Cass Avenue) the higher
speed limits and roadway geometry, it is anticipated that the great majority of the site traffic will
travel to and from the north on IL 83. The estimated directional distribution for the site is
illustrated in Figure 6.

Site Traffic Generation

The volume of traffic generated by the proposed truck parking facility was based on vehicle trip
generation surveys conducted at an existing similar facility located at 71 West Lake Street in
Melrose Park, Illinois. The surveys were conducted over a three-day period in June 2015 from 6:00
A.M. t0 9:00 A.M. and 3:00 P.M. to 6:00 P.M.

This facility provides 253 truck parking spaces with 24 hour gated access to the parking facility. It
should be noted that as part of the surveys, daily trips were collected. Based on the three day
survey, the facility generated approximately 366 daily trips (214 passenger cars, eight single-unit
trucks and 144 multi-unit trucks). A summary of the results of the surveys is shown in Table 3.
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Table 3
ESTIMATED DEVELOPMENT-GENERATED TRAFFIC VOLUMES

Low Peak Hour Trips High Peak Hour Trips Average Peak Hour Trips Per Day

Time of Day Inbound  Outbound Inbound  Outbound Inbound Outbound

Weekday Morning
Passenger Vehicle 4 1 10 2 7 2
Heavy Vehicle 0 2 1 10 1 9
Total 4 3 11 12 8 11

Weekday Evening
Passenger Vehicle 2 4 10 9 5 8
Heavy Vehicle 4 2 7 4 6 3
Total 6 6 17 13 11 11

Based on a review of Table 3, this translates into an average trip generation rate of 0.08 trips per
parking space during the weekday morning peak hour and a trip generation rate of 0.09 trips per
parking space during the weekday evening peak hour. In order to provide a conservative
analysis, the high peak hour trips for the weekday morning and evening peak hour were utilized.
The use of the high peak hour trips is conservative as it was the maximum observed trips at the
similar facility over the three days and the similar facility provides 38 percent more parking
spaces than the proposed facility.

Site Traffic Assignment

The peak hour traffic volumes projected to be generated by the proposed development (refer to
Table 3) were assigned to the area roadways based on the directional distribution analysis
(Figure 6) and the proposed access roadways and are shown in Figure 7.

Regional Traffic Growth

To account for the increase in existing traffic related to regional growth in the area (i.e. not
attributable to any particular planned development) and based on the Chicago Metropolitan Agency
for Planning (CMAP) 2040 Forecast of Population, Households and Employment, the existing
traffic volumes (Figure 4) were increased by a regional growth factor of 1.3 percent per year for six
year (eight percent total) to project Year 2022. In addition to this growth, the traffic to be generated
by the proposed Estates of Montefiori residential development were added to the background traffic
volumes. Figure 8 shows the Year 20222 Background traffic volumes.

Total Projected Traffic Conditions

Figure 9 shows the projected traffic volumes for Year 2022 conditions, which includes the existing
traffic volumes increased by the regional growth factor and the traffic to be generated by the Estates
of Montefiori (Figure 8) and the estimated site traffic (Figure 7).
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Traffic Evaluation

The following provides an evaluation conducted for the weekday morning and weekday evening
peak hour periods. The analysis includes conducting capacity analyses to provide an indication
of how well the roadway facilities serve the anticipated traffic demands placed upon them for
Year 2022 conditions.

Traffic Analyses

Roadway and adjacent or nearby intersection analyses were performed for the weekday morning
and weekday evening peak hour periods for the existing (Year 2016) and future projected
(YYear 2022) conditions.

The traffic analyses were performed using the methodologies outlined in the Transportation
Research Board’s Highway Capacity Manual (HCM), 2010 and analyzed using the Synchro/Sim
Traffic 8 software.

The analysis for the traffic-signal controlled intersections were accomplished using field measured
cycle lengths and phasings to determine the average overall vehicle delay and levels of service.

The analyses for the unsignalized intersections determine the average control delay to vehicles at an
intersection. Control delay is the elapsed time from a vehicle joining the queue at a stop sign
(includes the time required to decelerate to a stop) until its departure from the stop sign and
resumption of free flow speed. The methodology analyzes each intersection approach controlled by
a stop sign and considers traffic volumes on all approaches and lane characteristics.

The ability of an intersection to accommodate traffic flow is expressed in terms of level of
service, which is assigned a letter from A to F based on the average control delay experienced by
vehicles passing through the intersection. The Highway Capacity Manual definitions for levels
of service and the corresponding control delay for signalized intersections and unsignalized
intersections are included in the Appendix of this report.

Summaries of the traffic analysis results showing the level of service and overall intersection

delay (measured in seconds) for all analyzed conditions (Year 2016 and Year 2022) are
presented in Tables 4 and 5, respectively. A discussion of the intersections follows.
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Table 4

CAPACITY ANALYSES RESULTS—EXISTING CONDITIONS YEAR 2016

Weekday A.M. Weekday P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour

Intersection LOS Delay LOS Delay
IL 83/IL 171 with Main Street"

e Overall C 34.4 C 331

e Northbound Approach D 35.6 C 32.0

e Southbound Approach C 28.8 C 29.3

e Eastbound Approach C 31.9 D 43.2

e Westbound Approach D 37.6 D 37.7
Main Street with Parker Rd/Access Dr?

e Eastbound left/through/right A 8.1 A 8.4

e Westbound left/through/right A 7.9 A 8.4

e Northbound left/through/right C 15.5 B 14.6

e Southbound left/through/right B 15.0 C 19.1
Main Street with Walker Road?

e Westbound left/through A 8.1 A 8.6

e Northbound Left B 14.6 C 22.2

¢ Northbound Right B 10.3 B 11.6

LOS = Level of Service
Delay is measured in seconds.
1-signalized intersection
2-unsignalized intersection
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Table 5

CAPACITY ANALYSES RESULTS—FUTURE CONDITIONS YEAR 2022

Weekday A.M. Weekday P.M.
Peak Hour Peak Hour

Intersection LOS Delay LOS Delay
IL 83/IL 171 with Main Street"

e Overall D 54.5 D 38.6

e Northbound Approach E 76.2 D 40.0

e Southbound Approach D 36.1 D 38.6

e Eastbound Approach C 29.9 D 41.1

e Westbound Approach C 34.1 D 35.0
Main Street with Parker Rd/Access Dr?

e Eastbound left/through/right A 8.2 A 8.6

e Westbound left/through/right A 8.0 A 8.5

e Northbound left/through/right C 16.6 C 15.8

e Southbound left/through/right B 17.0 C 24.3
Main Street with Walker Road?

e Westbound left/through A 8.2 A 8.8

e Northbound Left C 15.6 D 25.1

¢ Northbound Right B 10.5 B 12.2

LOS = Level of Service
Delay is measured in seconds.
1-signalized intersection
2-unsignalized intersection

17



Discussion and Recommendations

The following summarizes how the intersections are projected to operate and identifies any roadway
and traffic control improvements to accommodate the development traffic.

IL 83/IL 171 with Main Street

The results of the capacity analysis indicate that overall this intersection currently operates at
Level of Service (LOS) C during the morning and evening peak hours. Under Year 2022 future
traffic conditions the intersection is projected to operate at an overall acceptable LOS D during
both peak hours. It is important to note that during the morning peak hour under future
conditions, the northbound approach will operate at a LOS E. This is mainly due to the
anticipated background growth and not due to the site generated traffic volumes as they
contribute less than one percent to this approach. All of the other approaches will operate at an
acceptable LOS. As such, the site-generated traffic will not have a significant impact on the
operations of this intersection and roadway improvements or signal modifications will not be
necessary.

Main Street with Parker Road/Access Drive

The results of the capacity analysis indicate that all of the approaches at this intersection are
currently operating at an acceptable LOS during the morning and evening peak hours. Assuming
future conditions, all of the approaches are projected to continue operating at an acceptable LOS
with increases in the delay of five seconds or less. Based on a review of the projected traffic
volumes and the IDOT’s guidelines for auxiliary turn lanes found in the Bureau of Design
Engineering (BDE) Manual, an exclusive left-turn lane or an exclusive right-turn lane on Main
Street at its intersection with Parker Road/Access Drive will not be necessary. Therefore, the site
generated traffic will have a minimal impact on the operations of this intersection and roadway
improvements will not be necessary.

Main Street with Walker Road

The results of the capacity analysis indicate that all of the approaches at this intersection are
currently operating at an acceptable LOS during the morning and evening peak hours. Assuming
future conditions, all of the approaches are projected to continue operating at an acceptable LOS
with increases in the delay of three seconds or less. As such, the site generated traffic will have a
minimal impact on the operations of this intersection and roadway or traffic control
improvements will not be necessary.

18



Gap Study Evaluation

Table 6 shows the number of available gaps compared to the number of required gaps that are
needed to accommodate the projected development traffic turning into and out of this proposed
access roadway.

Table 6
REQUIRED GAPS AT PROPOSED FULL ACCESS

Weekday Morning Peak Hour Weekday Evening Peak Hour
Time Periods Available Gaps  Required Gaps  Available Gaps  Required Gaps
Left Turns In 320 20 530 4
Right Turns Out 320 6 530 16
Left Turns Out 270 15 232 22

As shown in Table 6, there are sufficient gaps in traffic to accommodate the southbound left-
turns in, the westbound right-turns out and the westbound left-turns out for both the weekday
morning and weekday evening peak hours of adjacent roadway traffic. This indicates that the
access drive will operate adequately and will provide efficient access to the development.
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Conclusion

Based on the proposed development plans and the preceding traffic impact study, the following
is concluded:

. The proposed development will generate a minimal amount of traffic.

o Based on the results of the capacity analyses, all of the studied intersections are and will
continue operating at acceptable levels of service.

. No exclusive turn lanes will be necessary on Main Street at its intersection with Parker
Road/Access Drive.

o Adequate gaps are provided in the traffic stream along Main Street to allow for efficient
inbound and outbound movements at the access drive.
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LEVEL OF SERVICE CRITERIA

Signalized Intersections

Average Control

Level of Delay
Service Interpretation (seconds per vehicle)
A Favorable progression. Most vehicles arrive during the <10
green indication and travel through the intersection
without stopping.
B Good progression, with more vehicles stopping than for >10-20
Level of Service A.
C Individual cycle failures (i.e., one or more queued >20- 35
vehicles are not able to depart as a result of insufficient
capacity during the cycle) may begin to appear.
Number of vehicles stopping is significant, although many
vehicles still pass through the intersection without
stopping.
D The volume-to-capacity ratio is high and either >35-55
progression is ineffective or the cycle length is too long.
Many vehicles stop and individual cycle failures are
noticeable.
E Progression is unfavorable. The volume-to-capacity ratio >55 - 80
is high and the cycle length is long. Individual cycle
failures are frequent.
F The volume-to-capacity ratio is very high, progression is >80.0
very poor and the cycle length is long. Most cycles fail to
clear the queue.
Unsignalized Intersections
Level of Service Average Total Delay (SEC/VEH)
0-10
B >10-15
C >15-25
D >25-35
E >35-50
F > 50

Source: Highway Capacity Manual, 2010.




HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Input Data

| General Informaton  ~~~ |intersection Information | T |
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |AM Existing Peak | PHF 0.95

Hour
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2016 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main AMEX.xus
Project Description AM Existing Peak Hour
Demand Information
Approach Movement R I L R I L R I L
Demand (v ), veh/h 1187
Signal Information A5
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ RTI" p jou ﬁ‘s & .,
Offset, s 0 Reference Point | Begin Green 130 6.0 508 169 58 290
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow!35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 9_
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8
Traffic Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 115 | 130 11 80 165 | 438 16 | 1187 | 186 183 | 340 34
Initial Queue (Qv), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Base Saturation Flow Rate (So), veh/h 1900 | 1900 | 1900 § 1900 | 2000 | 1900 | 1900 | 2000 | 1900 | 1900 | 2000 | 1900
Parking (Nm), man/h None None None None
Heavy Vehicles (Pnv), % 13 10 2 9 4 12 2 3 8 4 3
Ped / Bike / RTOR, /h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses (Nb), buses/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arrival Type (AT) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3
Upstream Filtering (1) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00
Lane Width (W), ft 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Turn Bay Length, ft 175 0 230 0 320 || 215 0 210 || 280 0 275
Grade (Pg), % 0 0 0 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 50 50 50 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Phase Information EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Maximum Green (Gmax) or Phase Split, s 92.0 53.0 66.0 27.0 7.0 21.0 10.0 24.0
Yellow Change Interval (Y), s 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0
Red Clearance Interval ( Rc), s 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0
Minimum Green ( Gmin), S 3 8 3 8 3 15 3 15
Start-Up Lost Time ( It), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green (e), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Passage (PT), s 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 7.0 3.0 7.0
Recall Mode Off Off Off Off Off Min Off Min
Dual Entry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Walk (Walk), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pedestrian Clearance Time (PC), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multimodal Information EB WB NB SB
85th % Speed / Rest in Walk / Corner Radius 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25
Walkway / Crosswalk Width / Length, ft 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0
Street Width / Island / Curb 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No
Width Outside / Bike Lane / Shoulder, ft 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0
Pedestrian Signal / Occupied Parking No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50

Copyright © 2016 University of Florida, All Rights Reserved.

HCS 2010™ Streets Version 6.80

Generated: 7/15/2016 3:54:26 PM



HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

| General Informaton  ~~~ |intersection Information | T |
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |AM Existing Peak | PHF 0.95

Hour
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2016 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main AMEX.xus
Project Description AM Existing Peak Hour
Demand Information
Approach Movement R I L R I L R I L
Demand (v ), veh/h 1187
Signal Information A5
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ RTI" p jou ﬁ‘s & .,
Offset, s 0 Reference Point | Begin Green 130 6.0 508 169 58 290
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow!35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 9_
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8
Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Case Number 1.1 4.0 1.1 3.0 1.1 3.0 11 3.0
Phase Duration, s 13.2 57.8 10.4 55.0 6.5 65.8 16.0 75.2
Change Period, (Y+R¢), s 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 3.9 6.4 4.0 6.4 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs), S 9.4 6.5 6.7 39.5 2.9 11.8
Green Extension Time (ge), s 0.4 9.7 0.3 9.5 0.0 0.0 0.6 0.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Adjusted Flow Rate (v ), veh/h 121 75 74 84 174 | 461 17 | 1249 | 196 193 358 36
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/In 1601 | 1727 | 1680 || 1774 | 1747 | 1548 || 1616 | 1867 | 1563 || 1675 | 1831 | 1563
Queue Service Time (gs), s 7.4 4.4 45 4.7 53 | 375} 09 | 425 | 119 9.8 8.7 1.7
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (gc), S 74 | 44 4.5 4.7 53 | 375 09 | 425 | 11.9 9.8 8.7 1.7
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.40 | 0.35 | 0.35 | 0.37 | 0.33 | 0.41 || 0.42 | 0.40 | 0.44 || 0.49 | 0.46 | 0.53
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 469 | 597 | 580 || 503 | 1142 | 635 || 442 | 1488 | 695 | 235 | 1690 | 823
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.258|0.125(0.127 || 0.168 | 0.152 | 0.726 || 0.038 | 0.840 | 0.282 | 0.818 | 0.212 | 0.043
Back of Queue (Q), ft/In (95 th percentile) 139.5| 90 | 82.7 || 100 |109.3|509.7 | 17.6 |670.6| 202 |l 210.5| 184.9 | 27.6
Back of Queue ( Q), veh/In ( 95 th percentile) 51 3.3 3.3 3.6 40 | 204 | 0.6 | 248 | 8.1 7.6 6.8 11
Queue Storage Ratio (RQ ) (95 th percentile) 0.80 | 0.00 | 0.00 } 0.40 | 0.00 | 1.64 | 0.08 | 0.00 | 0.98 | 0.72 | 0.00 | 0.10
Uniform Delay (d 1), s/veh 293 | 336 | 336 || 31.0 ) 358 | 37.2 || 25,6 | 31.1 | 26.4 || 322 | 241 | 17.2
Incremental Delay (d 2 ), s/veh 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 2.3 0.0 5.9 1.0 6.9 0.3 0.1
Initial Queue Delay (d 3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 296 | 33.7 | 338 || 31.1 | 359 | 395 || 25.7 | 37.0 | 274 || 39.0 | 244 | 17.3
Level of Service (LOS) C C C C D D C D C D C B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 319 | cC 376 | D 356 | D 288 | cC
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 34.4 C
Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS | 30 cC | 30 cC | 30 c | 28 C
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS | o7 A | 11 A | 17 A | 10 A
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Intermediate Values

General Information Intersection Information
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |AM Existing Peak | PHF 0.95
Hour

Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2016 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main AMEX.xus
Project Description AM Existing Peak Hour
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v ), veh/h 115 | 130 11 80 165 | 438 16 | 1187 | 186 | 183 | 340 34
Signal Information 3 B
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 b b : — E’_ﬂ J ;F kl T‘ /__e

: : N 1 2 P 3 A ‘
Offset, s 0 Reference Point | Begin Green 130 6.0 508 169 58 290 4-'
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow!35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 & N, 9_
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8

EB WB NB SB

Saturation Flow / Delay L T R L T R L T R L T R
Lane Width Adjustment Factor (fw) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Heavy Vehicle Adjustment Factor (fiv) 0.885) 0.909 | 1.000 || 0.980| 0.917 | 0.962 || 0.893 | 0.980 | 0.971 } 0.926 | 0.962 | 0.971
Approach Grade Adjustment Factor (fg) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Parking Activity Adjustment Factor (fp) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Bus Blockage Adjustment Factor (fbb) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Area Type Adjustment Factor (fa) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 || 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Lane Utilization Adjustment Factor (fLu) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000
Left-Turn Adjustment Factor (fit) 0.952 | 0.000 0.952| 0.000 0.952 | 0.000 0.952 | 0.000
Right-Turn Adjustment Factor (frt) 0.973 0.000 0.000 0.000
Left-Turn Pedestrian Adjustment Factor (fipb) § 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Right-Turn Ped-Bike Adjustment Factor (frpb) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Movement Saturation Flow Rate (s), veh/h 1601 | 3144 1774 | 3494 1616 | 3733 1675 | 3662
Proportion of Vehicles Arriving on Green (P) || 0.06 | 0.35 | 0.35 | 0.05 | 0.33 | 0.33 || 0.02 | 053 | 0.40 || 0.08 | 0.46 | 0.46
Incremental Delay Factor (k) 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 § 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 0.11 | 0.50 | 0.50 0.11 | 0.50 | 0.50
Signal Timing / Movement Groups EBL EBT/R WBL WBT/R NBL NBT/R SBL SBT/R
Lost Time (i) 35 6.0 35 6.0 3.5 6.0 35 6.0
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.40 0.35 0.37 0.33 0.42 0.40 0.49 0.46
Permitted Saturation Flow Rate (sp), veh/h/In 1089 0 1234 0 928 0 418 0
Shared Saturation Flow Rate (ssh), veh/h/In
Permitted Effective Green Time (gp), S 50.3 0.0 49.0 0.0 59.8 0.0 61.8 0.0
Permitted Service Time (gu), S 43.7 0.0 45.3 0.0 58.5 0.0 17.3 0.0
Permitted Queue Service Time (gps), S 0.8 0.3 0.0 17.3
Time to First Blockage (gr), S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Queue Service Time Before Blockage (gfs), S
Protected Right Saturation Flow (sr), veh/h/In 1548 1563 1563
Protected Right Effective Green Time (gr), s 12.5 6.9 9.7
Multimodal EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian Fw / Fv 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.107 0.00
Pedestrian Fs / Fdelay 0.000 0.139 0.000 0.141 0.000 0.132 0.000 0.123
Pedestrian Mcorner / Mcw
Bicycle cb / db 690.87 32.13 653.67 33.99 796.90 27.14 923.17 21.74
Bicycle Fw / Fv -3.64 0.22 -3.64 0.59 -3.64 1.21 -3.64 0.48
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--- Messages ---

WARNING: Since queue spillover from turn lanes and spillback into upstream intersections is not

accounted for in the HCM procedures, use of a simulation tool may be advised in situations where the
Queue Storage Ratio exceeds 1.0.

--- Comments ---
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Input Data

| General Informaton ~~~~ |intersection Information | EEEEEE—— |
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |PM Existing Peak | PHF 0.95

Hour
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2016 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main PMEX.xus
Project Description PM Existing Peak Hour
Demand Information
Approach Movement R I L R I L R I L
Demand (v ), veh/h 1312
Signal Information A5
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ RTI" p jou ﬁ‘s & .,
gzl 8 0 | Reference Point | Begin 'z oo 32 (221 (511 |145 |24  |34.3
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow!35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 9_
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8
Traffic Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 198 | 263 24 179 | 148 | 289 20 594 | 146 || 455 | 1312 | 57
Initial Queue (Qv), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Base Saturation Flow Rate (So), veh/h 1900 | 1900 | 1900 § 1900 | 2000 | 1900 | 1900 | 2000 | 1900 | 1900 | 2000 | 1900
Parking (Nm), man/h None None None None
Heavy Vehicles (Pnv), % 10 1 1 7 4 1 3 1 2 1 26
Ped / Bike / RTOR, /h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses (Nb), buses/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arrival Type (AT) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3
Upstream Filtering (1) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00
Lane Width (W), ft 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 120 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Turn Bay Length, ft 175 0 230 0 320 || 215 0 210 || 280 0 275
Grade (Pg), % 0 0 0 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 50 50 50 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45
Phase Information EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Maximum Green (Gmax) or Phase Split, s 92.0 53.0 66.0 27.0 7.0 21.0 10.0 24.0
Yellow Change Interval (Y), s 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0
Red Clearance Interval ( Rc), s 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0
Minimum Green ( Gmin), S 3 8 3 8 3 15 3 15
Start-Up Lost Time ( It), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green (e), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Passage (PT), s 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 7.0 3.0 7.0
Recall Mode Off Off Off Off Off Min Off Min
Dual Entry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Walk (Walk), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pedestrian Clearance Time (PC), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Multimodal Information EB WB NB SB
85th % Speed / Rest in Walk / Corner Radius 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25
Walkway / Crosswalk Width / Length, ft 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0
Street Width / Island / Curb 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No
Width Outside / Bike Lane / Shoulder, ft 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0
Pedestrian Signal / Occupied Parking No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

| General Informaton ~~~~ |intersection Information | EEEEEE—— |
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |PM Existing Peak | PHF 0.95

Hour
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2016 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main PMEX.xus
Project Description PM Existing Peak Hour
Demand Information
Approach Movement R I L R I L R I L
Demand (v ), veh/h 1312
Signal Information A5
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ RTI" p jou ﬁ‘s & .,
gzl 8 0 | Reference Point | Begin 'z oo 32 (221 (511 |145 |24  |34.3
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow!35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 9_
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8
Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Case Number 1.1 4.0 1.1 3.0 1.1 3.0 11 3.0
Phase Duration, s 20.3 42.7 18.0 40.3 6.7 57.1 32.3 82.7
Change Period, (Y+R¢), s 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 3.9 7.0 4.0 7.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs), S 16.2 12.1 13.9 23.3 3.1 27.2
Green Extension Time (ge), s 0.7 11.0 0.6 10.9 0.0 0.0 1.8 0.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Adjusted Flow Rate (v ), veh/h 208 | 152 | 150 || 188 | 156 | 304 21 | 625 | 154 | 479 | 1381 | 60
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/In 1645 | 1881 | 1826 || 1792 | 1779 | 1548 || 1792 | 1849 | 1594 || 1774 | 1885 | 1278
Queue Service Time (gs), s 142 | 100 | 10.1 § 129 | 53 | 21.3 1.1 | 179 | 9.0 252 | 424 2.8
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (gc), S 142 | 100 | 101 § 129 | 53 | 213§ 1.1 | 179 | 9.0 252 | 424 | 2.8
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.35| 024 | 0.24 || 0.33 | 0.23 | 0.42 | 0.36 | 0.34 | 0.44 | 0.55 | 0.51 | 0.62
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 456 | 461 | 448 || 401 | 817 | 651 || 169 | 1260 | 697 | 569 | 1925 | 796
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.457|0.330 | 0.335 0.470 0.191 | 0.467 | 0.125| 0.496 | 0.221 || 0.842 | 0.717 | 0.075
Back of Queue ( Q ), ft/In ( 95 th percentile) 258.6 | 206.5 | 202.9 || 243.2 | 106.3 | 313.6 | 24.5 | 302.1|158.6 | 431 |657.8 | 36.3
Back of Queue ( Q), veh/In ( 95 th percentile) 9.6 8.2 8.1 9.0 42 | 125§ 09 | 120 | 6.3 16.0 | 26.1 15
Queue Storage Ratio (RQ ) (95 th percentile) 1.48 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.99 | 0.00 | 1.01 § 0.11 | 0.00 | 0.76 § 1.45 | 0.00 | 0.16
Uniform Delay (d 1), s/veh 36.7 | 46,5 | 465 || 385 | 46.6 | 31.3 || 32.2 | 31.8 | 26.3 || 24.2 | 283 | 11.2
Incremental Delay (d 2 ), s/veh 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.3 1.4 0.7 3.5 2.3 0.2
Initial Queue Delay (d 3), s/veh 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 374 | 47.1 | 47.2 || 39.3 | 46.7 | 32.1 || 326 | 33.2 | 27.0 | 27.7 | 30.7 | 114
Level of Service (LOS) D D D D D C C C C C C B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 432 | D 377 | D 320 | C 293 |
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 33.1 C
Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS | 30 cC | 30 cC | 30 c | 28 C
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS | o009 A | 10 A | 11 A | 21 B
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Intermediate Values

General Information Intersection Information
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |PM Existing Peak | PHF 0.95
Hour

Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2016 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main PMEX.xus
Project Description PM Existing Peak Hour
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v ), veh/h 198 | 263 24 179 | 148 | 289 20 | 594 | 146 || 455 | 1312 | 57
Signal Information 3 B
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 b b : — E’_ﬂ J ;F kl T‘ /__e

: : N 110 P R . S ui ‘
gzl 8 0 | Reference Point | Begin 'z oo 32 (221 (511 |145 |24  |34.3 d
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W On |Yellow!35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 & N, 9_
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8

EB WB NB SB

Saturation Flow / Delay L T R L T R L T R L T R
Lane Width Adjustment Factor (fw) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Heavy Vehicle Adjustment Factor (frv) 0.909 | 0.990 | 1.000 |{0.990| 0.935 | 0.962 | 0.990 | 0.971 | 0.990 | 0.980 | 0.990 | 0.794
Approach Grade Adjustment Factor (fg) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Parking Activity Adjustment Factor (fp) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Bus Blockage Adjustment Factor (fbb) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Area Type Adjustment Factor (fa) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 || 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Lane Utilization Adjustment Factor (fLu) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000
Left-Turn Adjustment Factor (fit) 0.952 | 0.000 0.952| 0.000 0.952 | 0.000 0.952 | 0.000
Right-Turn Adjustment Factor (frt) 0.971 0.000 0.000 0.000
Left-Turn Pedestrian Adjustment Factor (fipb) § 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Right-Turn Ped-Bike Adjustment Factor (frpb) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Movement Saturation Flow Rate (s), veh/h 1645 | 3399 1792 | 3559 1792 | 3697 1774 | 3770
Proportion of Vehicles Arriving on Green (P) || 0.11 | 0.25 | 0.25 | 0.10 | 0.23 | 0.23 || 0.02 | 045 | 0.34 || 0.19 | 051 | 051
Incremental Delay Factor (k) 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 § 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 0.11 | 0.50 | 0.50 0.11 | 0.50 | 0.50
Signal Timing / Movement Groups EBL EBT/R WBL WBT/R NBL NBT/R SBL SBT/R
Lost Time (i) 35 6.0 35 6.0 3.5 6.0 35 6.0
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.35 0.24 0.33 0.23 0.36 0.34 0.55 0.51
Permitted Saturation Flow Rate (sp), veh/h/In 1137 0 1083 0 395 0 797 0
Shared Saturation Flow Rate (ssh), veh/h/In
Permitted Effective Green Time (gp), S 35.3 0.0 34.4 0.0 51.1 0.0 53.1 0.0
Permitted Service Time (gu), S 29.5 0.0 25.0 0.0 31.6 0.0 34.3 0.0
Permitted Queue Service Time (gps), S 1.3 2.0 1.1 28.4
Time to First Blockage (gr), S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Queue Service Time Before Blockage (gfs), S
Protected Right Saturation Flow (sr), veh/h/In 1548 1594 1278
Protected Right Effective Green Time (gr), S 28.6 14.4 16.8
Multimodal EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian Fw / Fv 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.107 0.00
Pedestrian Fs / Fdelay 0.000 0.151 0.000 0.152 0.000 0.140 0.000 0.116
Pedestrian Mcorner / Mcw
Bicycle cb / db 488.69 42.83 457.07 44.64 680.80 32.63 1022.67 17.91
Bicycle Fw / Fv -3.64 0.42 -3.64 0.53 -3.64 0.66 -3.64 1.58
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--- Messages ---

WARNING: Since queue spillover from turn lanes and spillback into upstream intersections is not

accounted for in the HCM procedures, use of a simulation tool may be advised in situations where the
Queue Storage Ratio exceeds 1.0.

--- Comments ---
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HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

General Information

Site Information

Analyst M Intersection Maion St/Parker/Acces Dr
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2016 North/South Street Parke/Access Dr
Time Analyzed A.M. Peak Existing Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes
J oA A kL
==) x_
2 &
= -
< e
< ¥
= s
- 'l
'l <
il 1 %5 i Al G
Major Street: East-West
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR
Volume (veh/h) 17 307 4 3 321 19 0 4 0 6 0 3
Percent Heavy Vehicles 6 0 0 0 0 33 0 0
Proportion Time Blocked
Right Turn Channelized No No No No
Median Type Undivided
Median Storage
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate (veh/h) 18 3 4 9
Capacity 1181 1244 346 370
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.02
95% Queue Length 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.1
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.1 7.9 155 15.0
Level of Service (LOS) A A C B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.6 0.1 15.5 15.0
Approach LOS @ B
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HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

General Information

Site Information

Analyst M Intersection Maion St/Parker/Acces Dr
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2016 North/South Street Parke/Access Dr
Time Analyzed P.M. Peak Existing Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes
J oA A kL
==) x_
2 &
= -
< e
< ¥
= s
- 'l
'l <
il 1 %5 i Al G
Major Street: East-West
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR
Volume (veh/h) 0 485 5 2 504 1 2 0 6 12 3 13
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8
Proportion Time Blocked
Right Turn Channelized No No No No
Median Type Undivided
Median Storage
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate (veh/h) 2 8 30
Capacity 1046 1060 385 285
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.02 0.11
95% Queue Length 0.0 0.1 0.3
Control Delay (s/veh) 84 84 14.6 19.1
Level of Service (LOS) A A B C
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.1 14.6 19.1
Approach LOS B C
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HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

General Information Site Information
Analyst M Intersection Main St/Walker Rd
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2016 North/South Street Walker Road
Time Analyzed A.M. Peak Hour Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes
J oA A kL
=) x_
- &
i -
< e
< ¥
= s
- s
'l <
il 1 %5 i Al G
Major Street: East-West
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1u 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Configuration TR LT L R
Volume (veh/h) 290 19 21 322 17 47
Percent Heavy Vehicles 10 6 0
Proportion Time Blocked
Right Turn Channelized No No No No
Median Type Undivided
Median Storage
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate (veh/h) 361 18 49
Capacity 1191 394 730
v/c Ratio 0.30 0.05 0.07
95% Queue Length 0.1 0.1 0.2
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.1 14.6 10.3
Level of Service (LOS) A B B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.7 114
Approach LOS B
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HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

General Information Site Information
Analyst M Intersection Main St/Walker Rd
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2016 North/South Street Walker Road
Time Analyzed P.M. Peak Hour Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes
J oA A kL
=) x_
- &
i -
< e
< ¥
= s
- s
'l <
il 1 %5 i Al G
Major Street: East-West
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1u 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Configuration TR LT L R
Volume (veh/h) 446 27 67 453 10 44
Percent Heavy Vehicles 1 0 0
Proportion Time Blocked
Right Turn Channelized No No No No
Median Type Undivided
Median Storage
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate (veh/h) 548 11 46
Capacity 1072 221 588
v/c Ratio 0.51 0.05 0.08
95% Queue Length 0.2 0.2 0.3
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.6 22.2 116
Level of Service (LOS) A C B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 1.8 13.7
Approach LOS B

Copyright © 2016 University of Florida. All Rights Reserved.

HCS 2010™ TWSC Version 6.80
MainWalkerPMEX.xtw

Generated: 7/15/2016 3:58:48 PM



HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Input Data

General Information Intersection Information
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |AM Peak Hour PHF 0.95
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2022 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main AMTO.xus

Project Description 2022 AM Peak Hour

Demand Information EB WB

Approach Movement R I L

Demand (v ), veh/h

Signal Information "
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ RT‘,. — E‘_E‘z :;

: : : P
Offset, s 0 Reference Point | Begin Green136 96 553 (73 33 515
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W Oon |[Yellowl35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red
Traffic Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 131 | 142 13 87 179 | 473 25 | 1316 | 206 | 198 | 377 43
Initial Queue (Qb), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Base Saturation Flow Rate (So), veh/h 1900 | 1900 | 1900 §l 1900 | 2000 | 1900 § 1900 | 2000 | 1900 § 1900 | 2000 | 1900
Parking (Nm), man/h None None None None
Heavy Vehicles (Phrv), % 13 10 2 9 4 12 2 3 8 4 3
Ped / Bike / RTOR, /h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses (Nb), buses/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arrival Type (AT) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3
Upstream Filtering (1) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 §y 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00
Lane Width (W), ft 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 || 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Turn Bay Length, ft 175 0 230 0 320 || 215 0 210 | 280 0 275
Grade (Pg), % 0 0 0 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 50 50 50 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45

Phase Information EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Maximum Green (Gmax) or Phase Split, s 92.0 53.0 66.0 27.0 7.0 21.0 10.0 24.0
Yellow Change Interval (Y), s 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0
Red Clearance Interval ( Rc), s 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0
Minimum Green ( Gmin), S 3 8 3 8 3 15 3 15
Start-Up Lost Time ( It), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green (e), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Passage (PT), s 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 7.0 3.0 7.0
Recall Mode Off Off Off Off Off Min Off Min
Dual Entry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Walk (Walk), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pedestrian Clearance Time (PC), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Multimodal Information EB WB NB SB

85th % Speed / Rest in Walk / Corner Radius 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25
Walkway / Crosswalk Width / Length, ft 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0
Street Width / Island / Curb 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No
Width Outside / Bike Lane / Shoulder, ft 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0
Pedestrian Signal / Occupied Parking No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |AM Peak Hour PHF 0.95
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2022 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main AMTO.xus
Project Description 2022 AM Peak Hour
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v ), veh/h 131 | 142 13 87 179 | 473 25 | 1316 | 206 || 198 | 377 43
Signal Information By Y IV EW - l I
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ R:Tl,, — ;‘5‘2 :‘3 i-rr . T: /E_e .,
Offset, s 0 Reference Point | Begin Green136 96 52_'3 73 33 515 J
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W Oon |[Yellowl35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 ﬁ & N, 4}—
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8
Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Case Number 1.1 4.0 1.1 3.0 1.1 3.0 11 3.0
Phase Duration, s 14.1 60.8 10.8 57.5 7.1 58.3 20.2 71.4
Change Period, (Y+R¢), s 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 3.9 6.4 4.0 6.4 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs), s 10.1 6.8 7.0 40.8 3.6 16.0
Green Extension Time (ge), s 0.4 10.9 0.3 10.6 0.1 0.0 0.7 0.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00
Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00
Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Adjusted Flow Rate (v ), veh/h 138 82 81 92 188 | 498 26 | 1385 | 217 208 | 397 45
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/In 1601 | 1727 | 1676 || 1774 | 1747 | 1548 || 1616 | 1867 | 1563 || 1675 | 1831 | 1563
Queue Service Time (gs), s 8.1 4.7 4.8 5.0 56 | 388 | 16 | 523 | 14.6 | 14.0 | 10.3 2.2
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (gc), S 8.1 4.7 4.8 5.0 56 | 388 ) 16 | 523 | 146 || 140 | 103 | 2.2
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.43 | 0.37 | 0.37 || 0.39 | 0.34 | 0.45 || 0.37 | 0.35 | 0.40 || 0.47 | 0.44 | 0.51
Capacity ( c ), veh/h 489 | 631 | 612 || 523 | 1199 | 703 || 399 | 1302 | 621 | 234 | 1596 | 791
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.2820.130 | 0.133 | 0.175| 0.157 | 0.708 || 0.066 | 1.064 | 0.349 || 0.891 | 0.249 | 0.057
Back of Queue ( Q), ft/In (95 th percentile) 153 | 95.8 | 88.1 [ 105.5| 115.9 |516.9 | 30.3 | 1074. | 240.2 | 363 | 216.4 | 37
7
Back of Queue ( Q), veh/In ( 95 th percentile) 5.5 35 3.5 3.8 43 | 207 § 11 | 398 | 9.6 13.2 8.0 15
Queue Storage Ratio (RQ ) (95 th percentile) 0.87 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 0.42 | 0.00 | 1.67 | 0.24 | 0.00 | 1.17 § 1.25 | 0.00 | 0.14
Uniform Delay (d 1), s/veh 27.3 | 31.7 | 31.8 || 29.3 | 342 | 329 || 30.0 | 40.1 | 316 | 45.7 | 26.8 | 18.8
Incremental Delay (d 2 ), s/veh 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.1 1.9 0.1 | 43.7 | 15 11.0 | 04 0.1
Initial Queue Delay (d 3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 | 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 276 | 319 | 319 | 295 | 343 | 348 || 30.0 | 83.8 | 33.2 | 56.7 | 27.2 | 19.0
Level of Service (LOS) C C C C C C C F C E C B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 29.9 C 34.1 © 76.2 E 36.1 D
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 54,5 D
Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS 3.0 C 3.0 C 3.0 C 2.8 C
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS 0.7 A 1.1 A 1.8 A 1.0 A
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Intermediate Values

General Information Intersection Information
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |AM Peak Hour PHF 0.95
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2022 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main AMTO.xus
Project Description 2022 AM Peak Hour
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v ), veh/h 131 | 142 13 87 179 | 473 25 | 1316 | 206 || 198 | 377 43
Signal Information By Y IV EW - l I
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ R=T|" — ;‘5‘2 :‘3 i-rr . Y; /E_e .,
Offset, s 0 Reference Point | Begin Green136 96 553 (73 33 515 4J
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W Oon |[Yellowl35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 ﬁ & N, 4}—
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8
EB WB NB SB
Saturation Flow / Delay L T R L T R L T R L T R
Lane Width Adjustment Factor (fw) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Heavy Vehicle Adjustment Factor (frv) 0.885] 0.909 | 1.000 |{0.980| 0.917 | 0.962 || 0.893 | 0.980 | 0.971 | 0.926 | 0.962 | 0.971
Approach Grade Adjustment Factor (fg) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Parking Activity Adjustment Factor (fp) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Bus Blockage Adjustment Factor (fbb) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Area Type Adjustment Factor (fa) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Lane Utilization Adjustment Factor (fLu) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000
Left-Turn Adjustment Factor (fit) 0.952 | 0.000 0.952| 0.000 0.952 | 0.000 0.952 | 0.000
Right-Turn Adjustment Factor (frT) 0.971 0.000 0.000 0.000
Left-Turn Pedestrian Adjustment Factor (fpb) § 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Right-Turn Ped-Bike Adjustment Factor (frpb) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Movement Saturation Flow Rate (s), veh/h 1601 | 3121 1774 | 3494 1616 | 3733 1675 | 3662
Proportion of Vehicles Arriving on Green (P) || 0.07 | 0.37 | 0.37 || 0.05 | 0.34 | 0.34 | 0.02 | 0.47 | 0.35 0.11 | 0.44 | 0.44
Incremental Delay Factor (k) 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 § 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 0.11 | 0.50 | 0.50 0.11 | 0.50 | 0.50
Signal Timing / Movement Groups EBL EBT/R WBL WBT/R NBL NBT/R SBL SBT/R
Lost Time (i) 35 6.0 35 6.0 3.5 6.0 35 6.0
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.43 0.37 0.39 0.34 0.37 0.35 0.47 0.44
Permitted Saturation Flow Rate (sp), veh/h/In 1074 0 1218 0 896 0 367 0
Shared Saturation Flow Rate (ssh), veh/h/In
Permitted Effective Green Time (gp), S 53.3 0.0 51.5 0.0 52.3 0.0 54.3 0.0
Permitted Service Time (gu), S 45.9 0.0 48.0 0.0 52.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
Permitted Queue Service Time (gps), S 1.1 0.3 0.0 0.0
Time to First Blockage (gr), S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Queue Service Time Before Blockage (gfs), S
Protected Right Saturation Flow (sr), veh/h/In 1548 1563 1563
Protected Right Effective Green Time (gr), s 16.6 7.2 10.5
Multimodal EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian Fw / Fv 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.107 0.00
Pedestrian Fs / Fdelay 0.000 0.137 0.000 0.139 0.000 0.139 0.000 0.127
Pedestrian Mcorner / Mcw
Bicycle cb / db 730.03 30.24 686.02 32.37 697.64 31.80 871.75 23.87
Bicycle Fw / Fv -3.64 0.25 -3.64 0.64 -3.64 1.34 -3.64 0.54
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--- Messages ---

WARNING: Since queue spillover from turn lanes and spillback into upstream intersections is not

accounted for in the HCM procedures, use of a simulation tool may be advised in situations where the
Queue Storage Ratio exceeds 1.0.

--- Comments ---
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Input Data

General Information Intersection Information
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |PM Peak Hour PHF 0.95
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2022 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main PMTO.xus

Project Description 2022 PM Peak Hour

Demand Information EB WB

Approach Movement R I L

Demand (v ), veh/h

Signal Information "
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ RT‘,. — E‘_E‘z :;

: : ; P
iRl & 0__|Reference Point | Begin '~ conf36 (256 (435 |155 |27 |36.6
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W Oon |[Yellowl35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red
Traffic Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v), veh/h 221 | 286 | 32 198 | 163 | 312 26 | 657 | 161 || 491 | 1449 | 71
Initial Queue (Qb), veh/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Base Saturation Flow Rate (So), veh/h 1900 | 1900 | 1900 §l 1900 | 2000 | 1900 § 1900 | 2000 | 1900 § 1900 | 2000 | 1900
Parking (Nm), man/h None None None None
Heavy Vehicles (Pnv), % 10 1 1 7 4 1 3 1 2 1 26
Ped / Bike / RTOR, /h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Buses (Nb), buses/h 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Arrival Type (AT) 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 4 3 3 3 3
Upstream Filtering (1) 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 § 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 §y 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00 | 1.00
Lane Width (W), ft 12.0 | 12.0 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0 || 12.0 | 12.0 | 12.0
Turn Bay Length, ft 175 0 230 0 320 || 215 0 210 | 280 0 275
Grade (Pg), % 0 0 0 0
Speed Limit, mi/h 50 50 50 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45 45

Phase Information EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Maximum Green (Gmax) or Phase Split, s 92.0 53.0 66.0 27.0 7.0 21.0 10.0 24.0
Yellow Change Interval (Y), s 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0 3.5 4.0
Red Clearance Interval ( Rc), s 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 2.0
Minimum Green ( Gmin), S 3 8 3 8 3 15 3 15
Start-Up Lost Time ( It), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Extension of Effective Green (e), s 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0 2.0
Passage (PT), s 3.0 4.0 3.0 4.0 3.0 7.0 3.0 7.0
Recall Mode Off Off Off Off Off Min Off Min
Dual Entry Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes
Walk (Walk), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Pedestrian Clearance Time (PC), s 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0

Multimodal Information EB WB NB SB

85th % Speed / Rest in Walk / Corner Radius 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25 0 No 25
Walkway / Crosswalk Width / Length, ft 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0 9.0 12 0
Street Width / Island / Curb 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No 0 0 No
Width Outside / Bike Lane / Shoulder, ft 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0 12 5.0 2.0
Pedestrian Signal / Occupied Parking No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50 No 0.50
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Results Summary

General Information Intersection Information

Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25

Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other

Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |PM Peak Hour PHF 0.95

Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2022 Analysis Period |1> 7:00

Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main PMTO.xus

Project Description 2022 PM Peak Hour

Demand Information EB WB

Approach Movement R I L

Demand (v ), veh/h

Signal Information u

Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ RT‘,. = 5‘2 :;

iRl & 0| Reference Point | Beain | ootz 256 1435|155 (27 (360

Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W Oon |[Yellowl35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0

Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red

Timer Results EBL EBT WBL WBT NBL NBT SBL SBT
Assigned Phase 7 4 3 8 5 2 1 6
Case Number 1.1 4.0 1.1 3.0 1.1 3.0 11 3.0
Phase Duration, s 21.6 45.3 19.0 42.6 7.1 49.5 36.2 78.6
Change Period, (Y+R¢), s 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0 3.5 6.0
Max Allow Headway ( MAH ), s 3.9 7.0 4.0 7.0 4.0 0.0 4.0 0.0
Queue Clearance Time (gs), s 17.4 13.1 14.8 23.8 3.6 31.6

Green Extension Time (ge), s 0.8 125 0.7 12.4 0.1 0.0 1.9 0.0
Phase Call Probability 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00 1.00

Max Out Probability 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.00

Movement Group Results EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Assigned Movement 7 4 14 3 8 18 5 2 12 1 6 16
Adjusted Flow Rate (v ), veh/h 233 | 169 | 166 208 | 172 | 328 27 692 169 517 | 1525 75
Adjusted Saturation Flow Rate ( s ), veh/h/In 1645 | 1881 | 1815 || 1792 | 1779 | 1548 || 1792 | 1849 | 1594 || 1774 | 1885 | 1278
Queue Service Time (gs), s 154 | 109 | 11.1 § 128 | 5.7 | 21.8 16 | 228 | 108 | 29.6 | 52.8 3.7
Cycle Queue Clearance Time (gc), S 154 | 109 | 111 § 128 | 57 | 218§ 16 | 22.8 | 10.8 | 296 | 528 | 3.7
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.38 | 0.26 | 0.26 | 0.35 | 0.24 | 0.46 || 0.32 | 0.29 | 0.39 || 0.52 | 0.48 | 0.60
Capacity (¢ ), veh/h 483 | 497 | 480 422 | 877 | 711 129 | 1085 | 632 544 | 1818 | 770
Volume-to-Capacity Ratio ( X ) 0.481) 0.340 | 0.34510.494 | 0.196 | 0.462 || 0.211 | 0.637 | 0.268 || 0.950 | 0.839 | 0.097
Back of Queue ( Q), ft/In ( 95 th percentile) 274.9|220.7 | 216 ||257.9| 114.7 |317.1)] 34.9 | 380.3 | 191.7 || 544.5 | 815.2 | 48.8
Back of Queue ( Q ), veh/In ( 95 th percentile) 10.2 | 8.8 8.6 9.6 46 | 127 § 13 | 151 | 7.7 20.2 | 324 | 20
Queue Storage Ratio (RQ ) (95 th percentile) 1.57 | 0.00 | 0.00 | 1.05 | 0.00 | 1.02 § 0.15 | 0.00 | 0.92 § 1.83 | 0.00 | 0.21
Uniform Delay (d 1), s/veh 343 | 446 | 447 || 36.3 | 44.7 | 278 || 38.2 | 39.2 | 30.6 || 28.8 | 33.8 | 12.6
Incremental Delay (d 2 ), s/veh 0.7 0.6 0.6 0.9 0.2 0.7 0.8 2.9 1.0 13.7 | 4.8 0.3
Initial Queue Delay (d 3), s/veh 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Control Delay ( d ), s/veh 351 | 452 | 453 || 37.2 | 449 | 28,5 || 39.0 | 42.0 | 31.6 || 424 | 38.6 | 12.8
Level of Service (LOS) D D D D D C D D C D D B
Approach Delay, s/veh / LOS 411 | D 350 | D 400 | D 386 | D
Intersection Delay, s/veh / LOS 38.6 D

Multimodal Results EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian LOS Score / LOS | 30 cC | 30 cC | 30 c | 28 C
Bicycle LOS Score / LOS | 10 A | 12 A | 12 A | 22 B
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HCS 2010 Signalized Intersection Intermediate Values

General Information Intersection Information
Agency KLOA, Inc. Duration, h 0.25
Analyst IM Analysis Date |Jul 14, 2016 Area Type Other
Jurisdiction IDOT Time Period |PM Peak Hour PHF 0.95
Urban Street IL171 Analysis Year |2022 Analysis Period |1> 7:00
Intersection IL 171 with Main Street File Name IL 171 and Main PMTO.xus
Project Description 2022 PM Peak Hour
Demand Information EB WB NB SB
Approach Movement L T R L T R L T R L T R
Demand (v ), veh/h 221 | 286 32 198 | 163 | 312 26 657 | 161 || 491 | 1449 | 71
Signal Information By Y IV EW - l I
Cycle, s 150.0 | Reference Phase 2 ﬁ R=T|" — ;‘5‘2 :‘3 i-rr . Y; /E_e .,
iRl & 0__|Reference Point | Begin '~ conf36 (256 (435 |155 |27 |36.6 Jd
Uncoordinated| No | Simult. Gap E/W Oon |[Yellowl35 35 4.0 35 0.0 4.0 ﬁ & N, 4}—
Force Mode Fixed | Simult. Gap N/S On |Red |0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 0.0 2.0 5 6 7 8
EB WB NB SB
Saturation Flow / Delay L T R L T R L T R L T R
Lane Width Adjustment Factor (fw) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Heavy Vehicle Adjustment Factor (frv) 0.909 | 0.990 | 1.000 [{0.990| 0.935 | 0.962 | 0.990 | 0.971 | 0.990 | 0.980 | 0.990 | 0.794
Approach Grade Adjustment Factor (fg) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Parking Activity Adjustment Factor (fp) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Bus Blockage Adjustment Factor (fbb) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Area Type Adjustment Factor (fa) 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000
Lane Utilization Adjustment Factor (fLu) 1.000| 1.000 | 1.000 | 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000 § 1.000 | 0.952 | 1.000
Left-Turn Adjustment Factor (fit) 0.952 | 0.000 0.952| 0.000 0.952 | 0.000 0.952 | 0.000
Right-Turn Adjustment Factor (frT) 0.965 0.000 0.000 0.000
Left-Turn Pedestrian Adjustment Factor (fpb) § 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Right-Turn Ped-Bike Adjustment Factor (frpb) 1.000 1.000 1.000 1.000
Movement Saturation Flow Rate (s), veh/h 1645 | 3327 1792 | 3559 1792 | 3697 1774 | 3770
Proportion of Vehicles Arriving on Green (P) || 0.12 | 0.26 | 0.26 || 0.10 | 0.25 | 0.25 || 0.02 | 0.39 | 0.29 0.21 | 0.48 | 0.48
Incremental Delay Factor (k) 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 § 0.11 | 0.15 | 0.15 0.11 | 050 | 0.50 | 0.17 | 0.50 | 0.50
Signal Timing / Movement Groups EBL EBT/R WBL WBT/R NBL NBT/R SBL SBT/R
Lost Time (i) 35 6.0 35 6.0 3.5 6.0 35 6.0
Green Ratio (g/C) 0.38 0.26 0.35 0.24 0.32 0.29 0.52 0.48
Permitted Saturation Flow Rate (sp), veh/h/In 1121 0 1052 0 343 0 749 0
Shared Saturation Flow Rate (ssh), veh/h/In
Permitted Effective Green Time (gp), S 38.1 0.0 37.0 0.0 44.0 0.0 46.0 0.0
Permitted Service Time (gu), S 31.7 0.0 27.0 0.0 16.7 0.0 23.8 0.0
Permitted Queue Service Time (gps), S 1.7 2.5 2.4 23.8
Time to First Blockage (gr), S 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
Queue Service Time Before Blockage (gfs), S
Protected Right Saturation Flow (sr), veh/h/In 1548 1594 1278
Protected Right Effective Green Time (gr), s 31.9 15.4 18.1
Multimodal EB WB NB SB
Pedestrian Fw / Fv 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.224 0.00 2.107 0.00
Pedestrian Fs / Fdelay 0.000 0.149 0.000 0.151 0.000 0.146 0.000 0.120
Pedestrian Mcorner / Mcw
Bicycle cb / db 523.44 40.88 487.94 42.87 580.49 37.78 968.34 19.96
Bicycle Fw / Fv -3.64 0.47 -3.64 0.58 -3.64 0.73 -3.64 1.75
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--- Messages ---

WARNING: Since queue spillover from turn lanes and spillback into upstream intersections is not

accounted for in the HCM procedures, use of a simulation tool may be advised in situations where the
Queue Storage Ratio exceeds 1.0.

--- Comments ---
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HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

General Information Site Information
Analyst M Intersection Maion St/Parker/Acces Dr
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2022 North/South Street Parke/Access Dr
Time Analyzed A.M. Peak Future Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes

JA L AARL

JA L ALARLUY
0 G 85 5 D O I

Sl il 58 it B N I

Major Street: East-West

Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments

Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority U 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR
Volume (veh/h) 20 332 4 3 347 27 0 4 0 15 0 6
Percent Heavy Vehicles 6 0 0 0 0 33 0 0
Proportion Time Blocked

Right Turn Channelized No No No No

Median Type Undivided

Median Storage

Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service

Flow Rate (veh/h) 21 3 4 22
Capacity 1146 1217 316 323
v/c Ratio 0.02 0.00 0.01 0.07
95% Queue Length 0.1 0.0 0.0 0.2
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.2 8.0 16.6 17.0
Level of Service (LOS) A A C C
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.6 0.1 16.6 17.0
Approach LOS C @
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HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

General Information

Site Information

Analyst M Intersection Maion St/Parker/Acces Dr
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2022 North/South Street Parke/Access Dr
Time Analyzed P.M. Peak Total Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes
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Major Street: East-West
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 0 1 0
Configuration LTR LTR LTR LTR
Volume (veh/h) 4 529 5 2 544 14 2 0 6 22 3 16
Percent Heavy Vehicles 0 0 0 0 0 8 0 8
Proportion Time Blocked
Right Turn Channelized No No No No
Median Type Undivided
Median Storage
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate (veh/h) 4 2 8 43
Capacity 997 1020 341 230
v/c Ratio 0.00 0.00 0.02 0.19
95% Queue Length 0.0 0.0 0.1 0.7
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.6 8.5 15.8 243
Level of Service (LOS) A A C C
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.1 0.1 15.8 243
Approach LOS C @
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General Information

HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

Site Information

Analyst M Intersection Main St/Walker Rd
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2022 North/South Street Walker Road
Time Analyzed A.M. Peak Hour - Future Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes
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Major Street: East-West
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Configuration TR LT L R
Volume (veh/h) 317 20 23 351 18 51
Percent Heavy Vehicles 10 6 0
Proportion Time Blocked
Right Turn Channelized No No No No
Median Type Undivided
Median Storage
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate (veh/h) 393 19 54
Capacity 1161 360 703
v/c Ratio 0.34 0.05 0.08
95% Queue Length 0.1 0.2 0.2
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.2 15.6 10.5
Level of Service (LOS) A C B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 0.7 11.8
Approach LOS B
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General Information

HCS 2010 Two-Way Stop Control Summary Report

Site Information

Analyst M Intersection Main St/Walker Rd
Agency/Co. KLOA, Inc. Jurisdiction IDOT
Date Performed 7/14/2016 East/West Street Main Street
Analysis Year 2022 North/South Street Walker Road
Time Analyzed P.M. Peak Hour - Future Peak Hour Factor 0.95
Intersection Orientation East-West Analysis Time Period (hrs) 0.25
Project Description Truck Parking Facility
Lanes
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Major Street: East-West
Vehicle Volumes and Adjustments
Approach Eastbound Westbound Northbound Southbound
Movement u L T R U L T R U L T R U L T R
Priority 1 1 2 3 4U 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
Number of Lanes 0 0 1 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 1 0 0 0
Configuration TR LT L R
Volume (veh/h) 491 29 72 492 11 47
Percent Heavy Vehicles 1 0 0
Proportion Time Blocked
Right Turn Channelized No No No No
Median Type Undivided
Median Storage
Delay, Queue Length, and Level of Service
Flow Rate (veh/h) 594 12 49
Capacity 1026 191 552
v/c Ratio 0.58 0.06 0.09
95% Queue Length 0.2 0.2 0.3
Control Delay (s/veh) 8.8 25.1 12.2
Level of Service (LOS) A D B
Approach Delay (s/veh) 1.9 14.7
Approach LOS B
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