@
" Oak Park
Village President and Board of Trustees
Study Session
Wednesday, February 8, 2006

6:30 pm - 10:00 pm

Community Room 101

The President and Board of Trustees welcome you. This is a working session of the
Village Board and no public comment will be taken.

Agenda

Tentative Target Discussion Time 6:30pm-8:00pm

1. Review Next Steps in Village Manager Process
(Rescheduled from February 2, 2006)

Tentative Target Discussion Time 8:00p0m-10:00pm

2. Discussion of Madison Street Preferred Vision with
Madison Street Corridor Plan Steering Committee and
Vandewalle Consultants (See Attached Detailed Agenda)

Adjourn



To:  Village of Oak Park Madison Street Corridor Plan Steering Committee
Village of Oak Park Board of Trustees

From: Madison Street Corridor Plan Consultant Team

Date:  Wednesday, February 1, 2006

Re: February 8" Meeting

Steering Committee and Village Board Members:

You are receiving a packet of materials to prepate you for the meeting on February 8", The goal of
this meeting is to work together to create a Preferred Vision for the Madison Street Corridor Plan.
At our January meeting we presented three corridor Vision Alternatives. Since that meeting we have
completed technical work and gathered public input; all of which will steer us toward a feasible and
supported vision for Madison Street.

The materials that you are receiving in this packet are the results from the Public Meeting held on
Thursday, January 26™. Teaming with the Northeast Illinois Planning Commission we organized the
meeting around “key-pad polling”, which gave each of the 100 participants the opportunity to
“vote” on the 40 questions that we proposed regarding the Vision Alternatives.

At the meeting on the 8" we will present these results to you along with the questions that were
posed. We will also highlight the significant variations between the responses of different segments
of respondents (residents/business owners and a breakdown along the corridor in relation to where
people most identify). We are providing this data to you eatly in case you are interested in digging
through the results — do not feel that you are required to do so.

If you choose to read through the data, please refer to the packets of graphics that have been
provided to understand the questions. The data is being sent to you in two formats:

e The smaller document in the packet, titled “Public Meeting Keypad Polling Results” is the
summary of the responses to these questions in aggregate.

e The larger document, titled “Referenced Polling Results”, gives you all the responses to the
questions, but breaks the responses between resident/businesses and along the cortidor in
relation to where people most identify.

We will be presenting a lot of material to you on the 8" including traffic analysis, market analysis,
historic inventory and the public meeting results. Please come prepared to synthesize this material
as a group and create a Preferred Vision. Thank you and we look forward to seeing you on the 8"

Vandewalle & Associates
120 East Lakeside Street » Madison, Wisconsin 53715
608 255-3988 « 608 255-0814 Fax * va@vandewalle.com

Planning ¢ Creating * Rebuilding
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o Village of Oak Park
MADISON STREET CORRIDOR
STEERING COMMITTEE MEETING

February 8, 2006

OAK PARK, ILLINOIS

Located at Village Hall
123 Madison Street

AGENDA
1. Steering Committee Discussion on Procedures 6:30 — 8:00 p.m.
2. Introduction/Convene Meeting 8:00 — 8:05 p.m.
Convene Meeting
Approve Minutes
Introduction/Review Agenda
3. Consultant Update 8:05 —8:45 p.m.
KLOA Presentation of Traffic Assessment Progress 10 min.
Goodman Williams Presentation of Market Assessment Progress 10 min.
Presentation of Historic Inventory 10 min.
Questions/Discussion 10 min
4. Preferred Vision 8:45 — 9:55 p.m.
Presentation of Results from Public Meeting on Vision Alternatives 10 min.
Discussion to create Preferred Vision 60 min.
5. Next Steps 9:55 —10:00 p.m.

Public Meeting on Preferred Vision on February 23™
Public Visual Preference Survey on March 8"
Steering Committee Meeting on April 5" on Draft Corridor Plan

6. General Discussion 10:00 p.m.
7. Public Comment

8. Adjourn Meeting 10:30 p.m.



DRAFT

Madison Street Corridor Plan Steering Committee
January 11, 2006 Meeting Minutes
Oak Park Village Hall, 123 Madison Street — 6:30 P.M.

A. ROLL CALL

PRESENT: James Kaese, Henry Zimoch, Colette Lueck, Nick Kalogeresis, Rich Carollo, Gail
Moran, llhan Avcioglu, Jeanne Friedell, Mark Gartland, Sharon Patchak-Layman,
Gerald Lordan, Dennis Marani, Mike Kelly, Annalynn Skipper, June Haynes,
Laura Nowicki

ABSENT: Mary Jane LeMaire, Charlie Robinson

STAFF: Craig Failor, Village Planner; Doug Kaarre, Urban Planner

1. INTRODUCTION

Craig Failor introduced three new members of the Committee. June Haynes, Charlie Robinson
and Laura Nowicki. The Committee needs to elect a chair person.

Motion and second to nominate Laura Nowicki as chair person. Vote approved unanimously.
2. REVIEW OF EXISTING CONDITIONS

Kate Crowley, Vandewalle & Associates, stated that the recent draft documents released to the
committee are a summary of the previous public meetings and include the work of the

subconsultants. They hope to receive input this evening from the committee on the vision
alternatives and if they are appropriate to go forward with.

Inventory Report and Opportunity Analysis — The report provides a physical analysis from a
planning perspective. The demographic and housing trends show Madison with a slightly
younger, declining population compared to the Village as a whole. The street has affordable
rent with mainly multi-family to the north and single-family to the south. The physical analysis
shows the street as mainly commercial with an auto cluster and key public spaces. The street is
linear with shallow lot depths and fragmented ownership. There are limited pedestrian
crossings, CTA/Pace routes and the Village Shuttle. There is some open space.

Public Participation — There have been four events to date: stakeholder interviews, the kick-off
steering committee meeting, and two public forums.

Opportunity Analysis — The corridor has a regional context and there are three opportunities for
the corridor: a) Accessible Corridor (traffic and auto oriented); b) Regional Destination (regional
focus); ¢) Linear Greenway (neighborhood-based, residential, green space).

Ken lItle, Wiss Janney Elstner, provided a summary of the architectural and historical survey of
the Madison Street corridor. They surveyed those buildings with historic character and
identified which are potential landmarks and whether there are potential historic districts. This
will provide a historic context when planning along the corridor. He summarized the history of
the development of Madison Street from 1900-1930. It was heavily auto-related with some
mixed-use and apartments. It was a mature business corridor by 1930. Buildings continued to
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be re-used. Early replacement buildings began in the 1940s and 1950s, and were more
common in the 1960s and 1970s. Some restorations occurred after the 1980s. Madison Street
could be considered to be Oak Park’s “Motor Row” and there is a potential for a historic district
with that theme. Adaptive re-use is occurring along the corridor now.

Christine Williams, Goodman Williams, presented a summary of the market assessment to date.
They have done analysis of the major land uses which is still preliminary. They are working
towards specific recommendations for development. They will analyze the opportunities — retalil,
office, hotel and residential. Itis an important service commercial corridor. They use retail
sales tax reports for comparisons. They got their demographic data from Claritas and will look
at retail opportunities by store type — department stores are the biggest demand. There is not
much room for large format stores. There is existing mainly neighborhood-serving retail which
doesn’t depend on pedestrian traffic. There are small offices with reasonable rents. There may
be opportunities for office in adaptive reuse or in new mixed-use construction. There is a hotel
need recognized but they don’t feel it should be on Madison Street. Meeting or banquet space
may be more likely. Residential will be a function of what room there is and the desire of the
committee.

Tim Doran, KLOA, provided a summary of the transportation study. They are still in the process
of data collection. They will coordinate all modes of transportation and identify the dynamics of
traffic, pedestrian, bicycles, transit and parking to support existing and new. They will conduct
traffic counts at eight intersections and conduct pedestrian counts and ten locations. CTA and
Pace are also doing studies. They will be looking at turning movements, volumes and capacity.
They will look at whether bike lanes are possible. There are pedestrian stakeholder issues
(schools, hospital). They will look at parking along the street — metered, two-hour and permit.
They will also count public lots and maybe private lots. The data will be ready at the next
meeting on February 8.

Scott Harrington, Vandewall & Associates, stated that all of what was presented will be the
background data used as a basis for moving forward towards outcomes. They would like the
committee to discuss what is missing — is there a gap in the data? Is there anything that should
not be there?

Steering Committee (SC) questions and comments:

SC: It would be helpful if the land use map showed exempt properties.

SC: What percentage of the uses along Madison are not businesses?

A: They are using business licenses as a basis for their analysis. Page 9 of the Inventory
Report shows a table of land uses. The land use map is on page 11.

SC: The traffic may be heavier in the afternoon when school is out. Also, some businesses
may use the alleys for traffic or parking.

A: They were waiting for the schools to go back in session before doing their counts. They
will consider the alleys in their analysis.

SC:  How are the historic districts taken into consideration?

A: There is one historic district lot on Madison. The historic survey identifies possibilities
and is one factor that is taken into account. One piece the committee will consider going
forward is preserving historic sites. Also, the street is flanked by historic districts which
may affect or influence design character along Madison. The Historic Preservation
Commission will review the draft survey at their meeting on January 12. They will also
consider whether landmarks or historic districts are viable on Madison.



Madison Street Corridor Steering Committee minutes — January 11, 2006

SC:  Will the traffic study assess traffic on residential side streets? If not, it will come up at
public meetings. There is a concern they are used for short-cuts. Also, which are used
as arterials?

A: Traffic analysis will include the eight intersections up to the alleys.

SC:  The three categories used as demographics on pages 5-6 are not diverse enough and
children are not even mentioned. Twenty percent of the pedestrian traffic is children.
The three categories are misleading. There are seven block on the corridor that are
eligible for CDBG. Seniors are also not mentioned and they have three nodes along the
street.

A Much of the data on demographics profile is still being developed and will be in the full
marketing report. Also, this document is a draft and further evaluation is needed.

SC:  Were the conclusions in the marketing analysis already drawn?

A: They need more background data to support conclusions. They are open-minded about
the land uses and have not concluded in all areas. They can have further discussion
about a hotel. If a special use is desires, such as a hotel, the committee may have to
work hard for it.

SC: It would be beneficial to see the breakdown between rental units and condo units.

A: That data is available and will be included in the future.

3. VISION ALTERNATIVES

Scott Harrington, Vandewalle & Associates, reviewed the Vision Alternatives.

They took the input they received from the public meetings and the interviews for the
possibilities and coordinated it with the physical data. Some are more feasible than others. It's
about vision, not precision. They hope that the end result of this meeting is to get a consensus
from the committee that the three proposed visions are ready to go forward to the public. They
should reach consensus on bigger issues before discussing details. Are these visions an
appropriate range? Are they understandable? Will the public understand them?

Character Districts: There are three main types.

1) Accessible Commercial Retail District. This envisions small national retail anchors;
improving the level of architecture; and enhancing the appearance of the streetscape.

2) Linear Park & Mixed Use District. This envisions green design, adaptive reuse of
buildings, historic preservation, high quality design, mixed use developments,
residential.

3) Destination Commercial and Institutional District. This envisions destinations such as a
museum, entertainment, large footprint developments. Regional destinations,
consolidated parking (garage), architectural innovation and quality. Identifies walking
and central parking.

He reviewed maps and photograph examples of each district type.
Transportation Options: There are three main types.
1) Thoroughfare: This envisions modest streetscape improvements.
2) Boulevard: This emphasizes landscape and pedestrian amenities.
3) Multi-modal: This envisions removing one lane of traffic each way for other modes of
transportation to use, such as transit, high occupancy vehicle lanes or bike lanes.
He reviewed maps and cross-sections of each option.

Steering Committee (SC) questions and comments:
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If the public is to understand the visions, you should articulate better that they are broad
visions.

The Multi-modal option may get a strong reaction. Find a more palatable way to
introduce alternative transportation options.

They don’t have traffic counts yet. There are other alternatives, but something must give
to add alternative options — parking, traffic lane, median, etc.

There is concern that the alternative transportation option may be removed prematurely.
They will find a way to introduce the options with less impact.

Need more clarity and plan views in addition to the sections for the transportation
options.

Emphasize vision aspects of it. It almost appears to be driven by the transportation
options.

Include examples or emphasize helping existing businesses to stay. Comment on the
desire to keep existing businesses.

Discuss what the project impacts of each alternative are on the area. Example: would
one of the alternatives drive up prices and force out residential rental units?

Which parking option chosen will depend on which vision is chosen. Be cautious about
presenting the vision and transportation separately.

Each character district has a transportation mode that will work best with it. Though
some areas can mix and match. The Multi-modal option is do or don’'t. They will make it
clearer that the transportation must match the land use.

The transit and bike lanes shouldn’t be shared due to safety as shown in the Multi-modal
option.

They need to determine which is more important and they will clarify that. A
recommendation could be made to have the Village Shuttle run up and down the street
like a trolley car or reroute it to other areas in the community.

The two ends of the corridor have different characters. One goal is to try and unify the
street. They should be open to looking at different configurations on each end.

How are property owners going to deal with a change in use for their property?

This is more a focus on vision, not what's there now. It will be more enhanced at the
next meeting. We need big ideas and catalyst projects to reach consensus. They can’t
address each property individually. The point is where to start and find target areas that
will trigger movement towards the vision.

Provide an overlay to show what is available for development, what is on the market or
under contract, etc. It would help to know what is available.

Some sites have been identified but without the historic information. Those need to be
combined. They will address detail. They need to know what direction to head in. A
large percentage is to drive the market to reach the vision.

Vacant land is likely to be focused on first. Businesses may be willing to relocate to be
near an anchor.

It's hard to keep people focused on visions.

What will the transportation numbers tell us in relation to the alternatives?

They will have existing volumes — delay, congestion, capacity. Madison is an important
east-west arterial in the Village. They will overlay changes to show impacts. They will
likely have that by the February 8 meeting.

You need to access traffic information beyond the alley.

The Transportation Commission should review the transportation study.

Craig Failor will arrange that when the documents are complete.
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4. PUBLIC MEETING PREPARATION

Nancy Seeger stated that they will pass along these comments, as well as the Vision
Alternatives, to the public for their comments. They will have keypad polling which helps to
show consensus. The public meeting will include public table discussion. They need a
consensus tonight on whether the information reviewed is informative, interesting and palatable
so they can formulate questions for the public meeting.

The Committee agreed to bring forward the three Alternatives and Transportation Options with
the comments provided. They recommended emphasizing to the public that their comments are
on a vision, not specific sites or blocks.

5. NEXT STEPS

The Historic Preservation Commission will be reviewing the draft architectural survey at their
meeting on Thursday, January 12, 2006 at Village Hall.

The public meeting will be held on Thursday, January 26, 2006 at the Oak Park Hospital
gymnasium.

The next meeting of the Steering Committee will be Wednesday, February 8, 2006 at Village
Hall.

E. ADJOURN
Meeting adjourned at 8:30 p.m.

Minutes prepared by Doug Kaarre, Urban Planner



Vision Alternatives Public Meeting 1/26/06
Key-pad Polling Results

Vision Alternatives

DRAFT: JANUARY 26, 2006

Planning Assistance By:
Vandewalle & Associates

Who is in the room?

If Oak Park had to be renamed, which

one of these names might you choose:

1. Wrightville
[— )

L

2. Kettlestrings Grove
117%

3. Chicago Community Area #79
8%

4. Madison Park

L

125%

5. Village of Hemingwa
dﬂ% gway

6. Other

L

134%

What is your connection to
Madison Street?

1. Madison Street business owner

8%

2. Oak Park resident
[ 173%

3. Both1&?2
E015%

4. Other
4%
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What is your connection to
Madison Street?

1. Madison Street business owner

7%

2. Oak Park resident
l 1 74%

3. Both1&?2
E15%

4. Other
Cl4%

Do you live north or south
of the corridor?

1. North of the corridor
28%

2. South of the corridor
65%

3. Not an Oak Park resident

7%

To which segment of Madison are you most connected?
(own business, work or live near, shop or visit frequently)
Press 7 if you are unable to choose

52%

To which segment of Madison are you most connected?
(own business, work or live near, shop or visit frequently)
Press 7 if you are unable to choose

46%
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Have you attended any of the previous
workshops directly related to this project?

1. Public SWOT Forum — Wed, Dec 7
9%

2. Public Visioning Forum — Wed, Dec 14
15%

3. Both1&?2
[ 127%

4. Neither
[ 149%

Character Districts

Which of these character districts would
you like to see the most of on Madison?

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District

E016%

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development
[ 166%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District

E014%

4. Other
3%

Which of these character districts would
you like to see the least of on Madison?

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District

I

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development
16%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
[ 159%

4, Other
01%
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Key-pad Polling Results

there is broad support for the

new uses.

New destinations may require
significant encroachments into
adjoining residential areas

34%
P

23% 23%
16%

New development should be 1. Strongly agree 1. Strongly agree
contained primarily within the 2. Somewhat agree New development should be 2. Somewhat agree
existing commercial zoning 3. Notsure contained entirely within the 3. Notsure
district, but it is OK for there to 4, SomewhaF disagree QX|§t|ng_commerC|aI zoning 4. Somewhat disagree
be some modest 5. Strongly disagree district with no encroachment 5. Strongly disagree
encroachments into adjacent into adjacent residential areas. i
residential areas. 399,
| [Hewdertopmentirmrty ||~ 35% =TI (L) = ]
New development is primarily fl
] i =]l
= k = = J.h"::;::;:::::.z::".*::::::;::::c. ﬂ
E | Ei= 2% 219%
- ]M‘ 17%
_JL |-
Madi: i Mad|
I i UL
St =D |
g =i CT=R =) Strongly Not sure Strongly =R == Strongly Not sure Strongly
o g ‘ EE{ By = agree disagree = ‘ EE{ Hg - agree disagree
Clomal = == sl 2osg || Deg g
Itis OK for new development to .
expand beyond the existing ; gg;l%%:?;g?ee Which of these three “Open Space Patterns” do you feel
commercial zoning district with 3. Not sure is most appropriate for Madison Street?
significant encroachments into 4. Somewhat disagree Press 1 for “basic streetscape improvements,
adjacent residential areas, if 5. Strongly disagree but few significant public or private open space areas

provided”

%3\ =
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3
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Which of these three “Open Space Patterns” do you feel
is most appropriate for Madison Street?
Press 2 for “significant streetscape features to create a
linear park, with pocket parks and plazas throughout,
interactive amenities such as fountains, facilities for
special events and display areas for art exhibitions”

F—’THIA"“‘D%I%T E]uc E]i

Building sethacks,
e sidzwalks,

(narrowllow
Po k et parks ndplax

ML& |

= ===————"pj
Madison Streer—

7

Which of these three “Open Space Patterns” do you feel
is most appropriate for Madison Street?
Press 3 for “streetscape improvements within existing
right-of-way, create a unique identity for the district, new
public gathering and open space areas”

| L
(=

Streetscape improvements reflect
unique identities of “districts”

Almclhnamn ctions
entralized parking are

=== e ] e
‘Madison Street

Aﬁ —~

DOooo D0a

[oom

Which of these three “Open Space Patterns” do
you feel is most appropriate for Madison Street?

1. Basic streetscape improvements
13%

2. Linear park
[ |43%

3. Streetscape improvements that create unique identity
[ |43%

4. Other
01%

Transportation Options
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Which of these three “Transportation Options” do
you feel is most appropriate for Madison Street?

1. Thoroughfare
E0014%

2. Boulevard
[ 162%

3. Multi-Modal
C120%

4. Other
Cl4%

Which of these three “Transportation Options” do
you feel is least appropriate for Madison Street?

1. Thoroughfare
| 138%

2. Boulevard

4%

3. Multi-Modal
[ 156%

4. Other
01%

How important is it to provide for
additional public transit along Madison?

Very important
Somewhat important 3%
Not sure

Not particularly important

Not at all important 179 1%
13% 14%

SN

Very Notsure  Notat all
important important

How important is it to address
pedestrian traffic along Madison?

Very important
Somewhat important 72%
Not sure

Not particularly important
Not at all important

agkrwbnbE

Very Notsure  Not atall
important important




Vision Alternatives Public Meeting 1/26/06
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How important is it to provide for How important is it to maintain
bicycles along Madison? automobile traffic flow along Madison?
1. Very important 1. Very important 50
2. Somewhat important B e 2. Somewhat important iy
3. Not sure 23% 3. Not sure
4. Not particularly important . 4. Not particularly important
5. Not at all important 15% 5. Not at all important
19%
T 9% 12%
1%
Very Notsure  Notat all Very Notsure  Not at all
important important important important
Under what circumstances would you be willing to give Under what circumstances would you be willing to
up a lane of traffic in each direction for a bicycle lane? give up on-street parking for a bicycle lane?
1. Under no circumstances 1. Under no circumstances
[ 53% [ 169%
2. No significant impact on traffic flow 2. Vllli\ge constructs a consolidated parking structure/lot
12 E12%
0
3. Larger businesses required to provide off-street parking
3. Under minimal impact on traffic flow C13%
0,
6% 4. Under any circumstances
4. Even with significant impact on traffic flow 7%
EE016%
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Which option do you think is best to handle parking
issues related to new and existing development?

. | Most businesses provide their own parking
9% . . .

. | Most businesses utilize on-street parking, with some

larger businesses provi digg gff-areet parking

3. | Villageinitiative to create consolidated parking,
possibly a parking structure, on-street parki ng;g/nai ns
J o

4. | Villageinitiative to create consolidated parking,
gsi lgl)/ aparking structure, on-street parking removed

5. | Other
1 8%

Vision Alternatives

If you had to choose today, which of these three
vision alternatives might you most prefer?

1A ( o

If you had to choose today, which of these three
vision alternatives might you least prefer?

1. A | M i g;;,lmb i

2. B

(2)=17.8% :

3. C

(3) = 51.1%
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How would you rate the level of agreement at your
table as you created a vision together?

1. Agreement was easy to reach

l 129%
.- 2. Minor difficulties, but we managed to overcome them

Your Visions ; 132%

3. Finding agreement was difficult, but I think we did OK
l 121%

4. Agreement failed, majority ruled
4%

5.  We had little or no agreement
CCCTTTT14%

If you had to choose today, which of these three If you had to choose today, which of these three
ternatives might you least prefer?
m bl 3% & 3

vision alternatives might y
1 A f :

(1) = 18.8% |

ou most prefer?

£33
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Let’s build a vision together...

Which character district would you choose
for Node A: Intersection with Harlem

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District
CCCTTT21%

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development
5%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
I 170%

for Segment 1: Harlem to Home
1. Accessible Commercial Retail District
I 139%
2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development
[ 141%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District

Which character district would you choose

Which character district would you choose
for Segment 2: Home to Oak Park

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District
E27%

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development

[ 173%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District

A

-‘.:"“. rep— ATICRAR LS
eH BT rr ] el

10
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Which character district would you choose
for Node B: Intersection with Oak Park

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District
| 130%

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development
(I Y £

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
151%

Which character district would you choose
for Segment 3: Oak Park to East

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District
|

| 43%
2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development
[ | 43%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
14%

Which character district would you choose
for Segment 4: East to Ridgeland

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District

I 141%

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development

[ 149%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
C10%

Which character district would you choose
for Node C: Intersection with Ridgeland
1. Accessible Commercial Retail District

[ |59%

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development
CCCTTTTT23%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
18 %

11
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Which character district would you choose Which character district would you choose
for Segment 5: Ridgeland to Lombard for Segment 6: Lombard to Austin

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District 1. Accessible Commercial Retail District

[ 133% [ 154%

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development 2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development

| |58% | 124%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District 3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
9% [ L

Which character district would you choose Which of these three “Open Space Patterns”
for Node D: Intersection with Austin would you choose for the Madison Street vision
) ) . you constructed at your table, either individually or

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District s

: 145% as a group?

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development 1. Basic streetscape improvements

T 10% C10%

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District 2. Linear park

I 139% [ 152%

3. Streetscape improvements that create unique identity
[ 137%

4. Other
01%
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your table, either individually or as a group?

1. Thoroughfare
E010%

2. Boulevard
[ 169%

3. Multi-Modal
C014%

4. Other
7%

Which of the three “Transportation Options” would you
choose for the Madison Street vision you constructed at

What did we just build?

1. Accessible Commercial Retail District

2. Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development

3. Destination Commercial and Institutional District
2 [ 3 lwefon] 12| 1 w3
U*;“#:"i' 3 V- BB ;:

2

| 3 [2n

How did this go?

How would you rate the information
presented to you tonight?

Poor
Fair 38%
OK 3%
Good
Excellent

aprwhPE

16%

9%
6%

13
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Key-pad Polling Results

2%

12%

28%

8%

How would you rate the discussion How would you rate the use of
at your table tonight? keypad polling tonight?
1. Poor 1. Poor
2. Fair 35%  35% 2. Fair 60%
3. OK = s 3. OK —
4. Good 4. Good
5. Excellent 5. Excellent
29%
8% 10% 11%
2% 5% 5%
1 2 3 4 5 1 2 3 4 5
How would you rate tonight’s
meeting overall?

1. Poor
2. Fair 510
3. OK 51% I
Y Good Thank You!
5. Excellent
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PUBLIC MEETING KEY-PAD POLLING RESULTS

WHO’S IN THE ROOM?

1. What is your connection to Madison Street?

Madison Street business owner 6 8.0%

Oak Park resident 55 73.3%

Both 1 & 2 11 14.7%

Other 3 4.0%
Number of Responses 75

2. Do you live north or south of the corridor?

North of the corridor 21 28.4%

South of the corridor 48 64.9%

Not an Oak Park resident 5 6.8%
Number of Responses 74

3. To which segment of Madison are you most connected? (own business, work or live
near, shop or visit frequently) (Please see segment map in graphics packet)

1 Harlem to Home 13 17.8%
2 Home to Oak Park 38 52.1%
3 Oak Park to East 4 5.5%
4 East to Ridgeland 3 4.1%
5 Ridgeland to Lombard 7 9.6%
6 Lombard to Austin 6 8.2%
Not able to choose 2 2.7%
Number of Responses 73

4. Have you attended any of the previous workshops directly related to this project?

Public SWOT Forum — Wed, Dec 7 7 9.5%

Public Visioning Forum — Wed, Dec 14 11 14.9%

Both1 &2 20 27.0%

Neither 36 48.6%
Number of Responses 74
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CHARACTER DISTRICTS
(Please Review in Graphics Packet)

Village of Oak Park

MADISON STREET CORRIDOR
January 26, 2006

5. Which of these character districts would you like to see the most of on Madison?

Accessible Commercial Retail District 15 16.5%

Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development 60 65.9%

Destination Commercial and Institutional District 13 14.3%

Other 3 3.3%
Number of Responses 91

6. Which of these character districts would you like to see the least of on Madison?

Accessible Commercial Retail District 22 24.4%

Linear Park & Mixed-Use Development 14 15.6%

Destination Commercial and Institutional District 53 58.9%

Other 1 1.1%
Number of Responses 20

7. New development should be contained primarily within the existing commercial
zoning district, but it is OK for there to be some modest encroachments into

adjacent residential areas.

Strongly agree 30 35.3%

Somewhat agree 24 28.2%

Not sure 1 1.2%

Somewhat disagree 14 16.5%

Strongly disagree 16 18.8%
Number of Responses 85

8. New development should be contained entirely within the existing commercial

zoning district with no encroachment into adjacent residential areas.

Strongly agree 19 21.8%

Somewhat agree 15 17.2%

Not sure 1 1.1%

Somewhat disagree 18 20.7%

Strongly disagree 34 39.1%
Number of Responses 87
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9. It is OK for new development to expand beyond the existing commercial zoning
district with significant encroachments into adjacent residential areas, if there is
broad support for the new uses.

Strongly agree 14 16.1%

Somewhat agree 20 23.0%

Not sure 3 3.4%

Somewhat disagree 20 23.0%

Strongly disagree 30 34.5%
Number of Responses 87

10. Which of these three “Open Space Patterns” do you feel is most appropriate for
Madison Street?

Basic streetscape improvements 11 12.8%

Linear park 37 43.0%

Streetscape improvements that create unique

identity 37 43.0%

Other 1 1.2%
Number of Responses 86

TRANSPORTATION OPTIONS
(Please Review in Graphics Packet)

11. Which of these three “Transportation Options” do you feel is most appropriate for
Madison Street?

Thoroughfare 12 14.3%

Boulevard 52 61.9%

Multi-Modal 17 20.2%

Other 3 3.6%
Number of Responses 84

12. Which of these three “Transportation Options” do you feel is least appropriate for
Madison Street?

Thoroughfare 34 38.2%

Boulevard 4 4.5%

Multi-Modal 50 56.2%

Other 1 1.1%
Number of Responses 89
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13. How important is it to provide for additional public transit along Madison?

\Very important 11 13.1%

Somewhat important 31 36.9%

Not sure 14 16.7%

Not particularly important 16 19.0%

Not at all important 12 14.3%
Number of Responses 84

14. How important is it to address pedestrian traffic along Madison?

\Very important 63 71.6%

Somewhat important 18 20.5%

Not sure 0 0.0%

Not particularly important 3 3.4%

Not at all important 4 4.5%
Number of Responses 88

15. How important is it to provide for bicycles along Madison?

\ery important 13 14.9%

Somewhat important 20 23.0%

Not sure 6 6.9%

Not particularly important 25 28.7%

Not at all important 23 26.4%
Number of Responses 87

16. How important is it to maintain automobile traffic flow along Madison?

\ery important 51 59.3%

Somewhat important 16 18.6%

Not sure 1 1.2%

Not particularly important 8 9.3%

Not at all important 10 11.6%
Number of Responses 86

17. Under what circumstances would you be willing to give up a lane of traffic in each
direction for a bicycle lane?

Under no circumstances 45 52.9%

No significant impact on traffic flow 12 14.1%

Under minimal impact on traffic flow 14 16.5%

Even with significant impact on traffic flow 14 16.5%
Number of Responses 85
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18. Under what circumstances would you be willing to give up on-street parking for a
bicycle lane?

Under no circumstances 59 68.6%

Village constructs a consolidated parking

structure/lot 10 11.6%

Larger businesses required to provide off-street

parking 11 12.8%

Under any circumstances 6 7.0%
Number of Responses 86

19. Which option do you think is best to handle parking issues related to new and
existing development? (Choices will be discussed at February 8" Meeting)

Choice 1 8 9.0%

Choice 2 25 28.1%

Choice 3 45 50.6%

Choice 4 4 4.5%

Choice 5 7 7.9%
Number of Responses 89

VISION ALTERNATIVES — PRE-SMALL GROUP DISCUSSION
(Please Review in Graphics Packet)

20. If you had to choose today, which of these three vision alternatives might you most
prefer (considering transportation options)?

A 19 21.6%

B 50 56.8%

C 16 18.2%

Not sure 3 3.4%
Number of Responses 88

21. If you had to choose today, which of these three vision alternatives might you least
prefer (considering transportation options)?

A 27 30.0%

B 16 17.8%

C 46 51.1%

Not sure 1 1.1%
Number of Responses 90




