
 

 
IMPACT FEE ADVISORY COMMITTEE MEETING 

Tuesday, October 12, 2010 
1:30 p.m. 

421 N. County Farm Road, 
Division of Transportation Conference Room 2-400 

 
 

1. Roll Call  

Chairman – Don Puchalski 

2. Approval of Minutes 

 
Action Requested: Approval of July 12, 2010 minutes. See Attached 

Packet A. 

3. Comprehensive Road Improvement Plan Update 

 
3.1. Discussion of Comprehensive Road Improvement Plan and Public 

Comments.  See Attached Packet B “Executive Summary” and Packet C 
“CRIP Program.” 

(Copy of Final CRIP Available online at www.dupageco.org/impactfees  

 

Action Requested: Approval of Comprehensive Road Improvement Plan 
with Recommendation to Transportation Committee 
for consideration on Tuesday, November 16 and 
adoption by County Board on Tuesday, November 
23. 

 

4. Old Business 

 
5. New Business 

 
6. Adjournment 



Minutes 
Committee Meeting 

Ad-Hoc Impact Fee Advisory Committee  
July 13, 2010 

1:30 p.m. 
 

1. Roll Call 
Chairman Puchalski called the meeting to order at 1:40 p.m. 
 
Members Present:  Chairman Don Puchalski, Brent Coulter, Steve Davidson, Marcie Schatz and Charles 
Tokarski  
 
Member Jeff Merrinette arrived for the meeting at 1:50 p.m. 
 
Members Absent:  David Faganel, Paul Hoss, Mike McCarthy and Dan Wennerholm 
 
Staff Present:   John Kos, Director of Transportation and Operations, John Loper, Economic Development 
and Planning 
 
3. Comprehensive Road Improvement Plan 
 
3.1.1  Updating Existing Conditions Report (Packet B) 
 
Mr. Loper recapped the overall mission and reminded the committee of the overall plan process.  He discussed 
the impact of existing and future deficiencies as mandated by State Statute.  Mr. Loper went on to discuss 
Packet B and how existing deficiencies are measured and where they are located in the County. Presentation 
materials were discussed and no action was requested on this advisory material.   
 
Questions from the Committee ensued regarding the traffic model used in calibrating deficient conditions.  
Member Schatz asked about use of vacant space in the model and whether adjustments were made for existing 
vacancies.  Mr. Loper responded that as a part of the land use effort they tried to estimate the vacancies taking 
reports off the Costar System (our National and Commercial Real Estate System) and adjusted the land use.  
We also built a tool inside the land use editor to be able to adjust the vacancy rate to see what happens when 
vacancy rates change.  Mr. Loper provided examples of places in the model where vacancy rates have the most 
effect and where that function had been tested.   
 
Mr. Loper summarized the findings of the modeling effort by stating that in the existing year staff has 
identified 41 deficient intersections in the County.  This includes intersections from under all jurisdictions.  
Deficient intersections are defined as those where drivers experience delays longer than 60 seconds per 
vehicle.  Twenty seven (27) include County highways.  The list of deficient intersections was presented at this 
time and discussed. Staff also discussed Table 12 in the packet that showed twenty six (26) intersections that 
are considered marginally deficient. Mr. Loper discussed this list and its implications.   
 
Committee discussion ensued about the tables presented.  Member Merrinette then asked staff about fee 
eligibility of those locations on the  marginally deficient list.  Mr. Loper recommended that these not be 
included as deficient and that they reflect as eligible.  Member Schatz then asked how many of the26 were on 
the deficient intersection list previously.  Mr. Loper replied that there were probably half of them.  Member 
Coulter asked if staff has ever updated the deficient list between major updates and Mr. Loper replied he did 
not think so, but felt it could be done.  Discussion ensued about the place of these intersections on the list of 
impact fee eligible projects.  Staff and committee resolved to examine those intersections that had appeared on 
multiple deficiency lists in the past and that had not been enhanced.  These intersections would then be added 
to the list of deficiencies  
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3.1.2  Presentation of 2020 Scenarios (Packet C):   
 
Mr. Loper presented Packet C.  With that packet he discussed the methods for developing 2010, 2020 and 
2030 future transportation network scenarios.  He discussed sources of information, timing of projects and 
defined each of the scenarios tested for the committee.   
 
Member Tokarski requested Mr. Loper to clarify the 2020AP scenario.  Mr. Loper replied that this is the 
scenario with existing, committed projects as presented by the communities, Mayors and Managers 
Conference and others.  Discussion ensued between the Committee and staff regarding the assignment of the 
projects to various scenarios.  Mr. Loper requested the Committee review the scenarios and to recommend any 
changes based on their local knowledge.   
 
Mr. Loper went on to discuss the project lists and indicated to the committee that the projects in the lists were 
all capacity –related projects and are not the maintenance or minor structural projects.  He stated that the 
reason for this is that the model is only capable of examining capacity improvements.  He went on to say that 
some changes had been made to the model that allowed staff to evaluate the benefits of signal system 
improvements.   
 
Member Merrinette inquired if the projects in the lists are impact fee eligible.  Mr. Loper replied to Member 
Merrinette that some are and some are not.  Mr. Loper went on to provide the committee more detail on the 
organization of the project lists. 
 
Staff Note:  We believe we did not fully answer Member Merrinette’s question.  Many of the projects examined 
in the scenarios are not DuPage County projects.  These are not eligible for impact fee expenditures.  The 
projects that are now in engineering or in construction or are programmed for construction were in the 2000 
or 2005 Plans and have been classified there as being eligible or ineligible for impact fees based on earlier 
deficiency lists. Staff is able to provide a status on these upon request of the Committee.     
 
3.1.3  Results of 2020 Scenarios (Packet D): 
 
Mr. Loper then reported on the results of the modeling of the 2020 scenarios.  He compared the 41 deficient 
intersections reported in 2008 to the 95 intersections found to be deficient in the  2020A (“do nothing”) 
scenario. He reported that the greatest amount of traffic growth is found on Stearns Road, the southwest 
section of Ogden Avenue, Ferry Road, and IL 59 south.  The common thread is the interchange between Kane 
County, Will County and DuPage County. He suggested that there are many explanations for this growth but 
that these are locations where the majority of new development is projected to occur. 
 
Mr. Loper then summarized the 2020AP (the 5 year programmed-committed scenario).  Under this scenario, 
the projects included will reduce the deficient intersection list by 14 to 81. Mr. Loper briefly discussed the list 
in the packet. He went on to compare this against the benefits of the 2020AP2 scenario that includes the 
programmed and the planned-unfunded project list.  In the 2020AP2 scenario, the projects that were tested 
reduced the number of deficient intersections further from 81 to 58 intersections, 17 more than in the 2008 
network.  Staff and Committee went on to discuss the impacts of various projects on the list of deficiencies.    
 
Member Tokarski requested information on population and employment growth that factored into the 
projections.  Mr. Loper responded that staff utilized households and square footage in the land use.  Trip tables 
were produced as the result of the household and commercial square footage forecasts.  County trip generation 
projections show that there is an increase of about 1to 1.1 percent per year in the trips over the 2008-2020 
timeframe.  Member Tokarski then asked what the increase or decrease was for households and square footage 
of other property?  Mr. Loper replied that inside of DuPage we went from 320,000 households to 350,000 
households during that time frame of 10 years for a little less than 1% increase.  He projected that commercial 
square footage might be growing a little less than that, assuming some infill of the existing vacant commercial 
property, redevelopment and because of absorption of existing vacancies. He went on to explain that peak hour 
numbers show a little less than 1% per year growth.  He suggested that what is happening is the spread of the 
peak hour to the shoulder periods of the day.   
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Mr. Loper went on to describe the results of the modeling in terms of operating speed and travel performance. 
He described current peak hour conditions and stated that the model indicates an overall average decrease in 
operating speed of about 3 miles per hour if the 2020A “Do Nothing” network comes to pass.  Lesser impacts 
would occur depending upon the projects accomplished under the 2020AP and AP2 scenarios.  He also 
reported that vehicle hours of travel during the peak period would increase by about 33 %under the Do 
Nothing scenario and by 12 to 15 % under the 2020AP2 scenario. 
 
Mr. Loper presented a series of maps that show the various deficiencies under the three 2020 scenarios.  
Member Merrinette asked about the the Elgin/O’Hare extension. Staff briefly discussed the use of the IDOT 
Tier 1 recommended design alternative in the 2020AP2 model and its general impact.  Discussion ensued 
between staff and committee members on the facilities around the airport and the ramifications of those on 
traffic.   
 
4. Next Steps.   
 
Mr. Loper indicated that staff would be preparing the full needs list and would be conferring with Division of 
Transportation staff in order to finalize the lists and to prepare the Road Improvement Program.  He stated that 
staff would have the Draft CRIP ready for committee review in the second or third week of August.  Mr. Loper 
recommended that the committee should meet August 17th with the intention of obtaining Committee 
recommendation to present the Draft CRIP at a public hearing in October.  Mr. Loper then stated that staff 
would draft a resolution for Transportation Committee to approve release of a public hearing notice on the 
Draft CRIP. That would be taken to the Transportation Committee on September 7th and then County Board 
September 14th with a public hearing to be held sometime the middle of October around the 19th perhaps. 
Another Committee meeting would be needed after the public hearing to consider and approve any 
recommended changes a week after that the public hearing.  Transportation Committee approval and County 
Board approval would then be scheduled for November 23rd.   
 
The members discussed and confirmed that the next IFAC meeting would be August 17, 2010 at 1:30 p.m. 

 
2.  Approval of the Minutes of the February 9, 2010 Meeting   
 
Motion to approve the minutes from the February 9, 2010 meeting by Member Tokarski, seconded by Member 
Davidson, with all members present voting aye, motion carried. 
 
6. Old Business – None 
 
7. New Business – Chair Puchalski asked if all the members had filed their Statement of Interest paperwork 

with the State’s Attorney Office. 
 
8. Adjournment 
 
Motion made by Member Tokarski to adjourn, seconded by Member Davidson, with all members voting aye.  
Motion carried.  The meeting adjourned at 2:40 p.m. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
 
 
Dixie Van Vorous, 
Committee Secretary 
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Proposed FY1120 Comprehensive Road Improvement Plan Executive Summary 

 
The following is a brief description of events surrounding the publication of the FY11‐20 DuPage County 
Comprehensive Road Improvement Plan.  In compliance with the requirements set forth in the State 
Impact Fee Law, DuPage County staff has assembled programs from transportation agencies throughout 
the county and has performed needs assessments through its traffic modeling effort.  Staff distributed 
the Draft Comprehensive Road Improvement Plan to communities and discussed the elements of the 
Plan with the DuPage Mayors and Managers Conference Transportation Policy Committee.  These 
events were followed by Public Hearing held on September 30 in the DuPage County Board Room.  As of 
October 5, no municipal or public comments have been received.   
 
The Plan features major capital improvement programs (that is, capacity‐related improvements) and 
signal coordination improvements. This is a dynamic, needs‐driven (financially unconstrained) list.  Each 
year it will be evaluated and amended, especially as budgets, revenues, agency priorities and funding 
opportunities change.  Some projects may fall to the next 10 year program due to lack of funding or 
project readiness.  Some projects may accelerate as new needs become apparent. Reconstruction, 
resurfacing, landscaping, lighting and other maintenance programs will not be reflected in these lists.  
Maintenance projects can be found in the DuPage County regular five year program, the CMAP TIP and 
in the various Council of Mayors three and five year programs. Many of the costs in the attached tables 
were developed according to agency estimates. Costs for new projects that have been added as a result 
of the DuPage County traffic modeling efforts are based on planning estimates of engineering, right of 
way, pavement and other costs associated with providing needed capacity.   

Road Improvement Plan Summary 

Program Recommendations 

 Forty six (46) projects on County Highways or at County intersections have been recommended for 
action between 2010 and 2020, with five of the projects ongoing 

 The Total Estimated price for the 46 projects is over $179 Million, with DuPage County being 
responsible for more than $166 Million of the costs 

 Over $38 Million in County highway projects are scheduled for 2011 to 2014 

 Over $140 Million in projects are needed in the five years from 2015‐2020 

 Sixteen (16) other significant capacity projects are recommended for action in the FY11‐20 period, 
many of which are IDOT programs that involve intersections with County highways that may require 
County contributions or inter‐governmental agreements for cost share 

 The Elgin‐O’Hare and Western Bypass Expressway facilities are included in the sixteen and total an 
estimated $3.6 Billion of work 

 Table 19 includes 17 other needed projects that, due to more immediate needs or programs, have 
been placed under long‐term capacity needs; these projects total at least $38 Million 

 Program includes twenty eight (28) projects that are completely eligible for impact fees and another 

14 projects that are partially eligible for impact fee funding 

 Over $110 Million of the projects between 2011 and 2020 are completely eligible for impact fees and 
more than $257 Million in other projects may be partially eligible for impact fees 
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Financial Projections 

 DuPage County optimistically projects FY11‐20 revenues at $391.3 Million with the anticipation that 
user based fuel tax revenues will return to previous highs 

 Operating, Maintenance and Debt Obligations project to about $367.6 Million over the next ten 
years 

 After O&M Obligations, approximately $23.7 Million will remain for capacity, safety, path and new 
non‐maintenance projects 

 The anticipated shortfall for needed projects over the FY11‐20 period is about $142.3 Million 

Program and Policy Implications 

 Additional revenues will need to be developed to meet these program objectives  

 DuPage County will have to adopt a policy of using all of the financial tools available for project 
funding, including federal funds 

 More cooperative, cost‐share and partnership endeavors will be undertaken 

 Project deferral may result from inability to fund projects leading to continued decline in system 
performance and environmental standards 

 State and municipal arterial and collector roads will also suffer as a result of the County’s inability to 
fund capacity improvements 

 Should fee revenues continue to decline as a result of the development economy, their effectiveness 
in funding projects will be severely limited and the DOT may be forced to discontinue the program 
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