
 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Village Board 

Regular Meeting Agenda 
50 S. Emerson St. Mount Prospect, IL 60056 

 

 
December 16, 2025 Village Hall - 3rd Floor Board Room 7:00 PM  
1. CALL TO ORDER 
2. ROLL CALL 
 2.1. Pledge of Allegiance - Trustee Terri Gens 

3. APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 3.1. Minutes of the regular meeting of the Village Board - December 2, 2025 

4. MAYORS REPORT 
 4.1. Mayor's Comment 

 4.2. ACCOLADES: Recognition of the Mount Prospect Youth Super Bowl Champions - 
Middle Weight Pac Blue Team and Varsity Team 

5. COMMUNICATIONS AND PETITIONS - CITIZENS TO BE HEARD 
 5.1. Individuals wishing to address the Village Board in person regarding issues not on 

the agenda must register to participate in the Citizens to Be Heard process. You may 
sign in before the meeting in person or by emailing your intent to speak to 
publiccomment@mountprospect.org no later than 1:00 p.m. on the day of the 
meeting. 

6. CONSENT AGENDA 
 6.1. Monthly Financial Report - October 2025 

 6.2. List of Bills - November 26, 2025 to December 9, 2025 - $3,647,250.92 

 6.3. Approval of Closed Session minutes - November 11, 2025 and November 18, 2025 

 6.4. Motion to Waive the Rules Requiring Two Readings of an Ordinance and Adopt 
AN ORDINANCE LEVYING THE TAX FOR THE VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
ELK GROVE TOWNSHIP FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL ASSISTANCE 
SPECIAL SERVICE AREA FOR THE TAX YEAR 2025 

 6.5. A RESOLUTION REGARDING THE APPROVAL AND RELEASE OF CLOSED 
SESSION MINUTES 

 6.6. A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PAYMENT TO THE MOUNT PROSPECT LIBRARY 
UNDER THE TERMS OF A GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT 

7. OLD BUSINESS 
 7.1. Motion to approve the Hatlen Heights neighborhood traffic-calming program 

on Audrey Lane, Hatlen Avenue, Grindel Drive, Connie Lane, and Meier Road. 
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8. NEW BUSINESS - None 
9. VILLAGE MANAGER'S REPORT 
 9.1. Motion to accept the Suburban Purchasing Cooperative joint bid results for 

the purchase of three 2026 Ford Explorer all-wheel drive hybrid pursuit 
vehicles and two non-pursuit rated 2026 Ford Explorers from Currie Motors, 
and the purchase and installation of any associated emergency lighting and 
communications equipment for these five vehicles in an amount not to exceed 
$335,000.00. 

 9.2. As submitted 

10. ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
11. ADJOURNMENT 
  

ANY INDIVIDUAL WHO WOULD LIKE TO ATTEND THIS MEETING BUT BECAUSE OF A 
DISABILITY OR NEEDS SOME ACCOMMODATION TO PARTICIPATE, SHOULD CONTACT THE 
VILLAGE MANAGER'S OFFICE AT 847/392-6000, EXTENSION 5327  
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Village of Mount Prospect Regular       
Meeting of the Village Board  

Tuesday, December 2, 2025 / 7:00PM 

 
CALL TO ORDER 

 
Mayor Paul Hoefert called the regular Village Board meeting to order on Tuesday, December 2, 2025, 
at 7:08 PM. 

 
ROLL CALL 

Members present upon roll call by the Village Clerk:  
Mayor Paul Hoefert, Trustee Vincent Dante, Trustee Bill Grossi, Trustee John Matuszak, 
Trustee Colleen Saccotelli 
Absent: Trustee Terri Gens (arrived at 7:43 p.m.) 

 
2.1. Pledge of Allegiance – Led by Trustee Beth DiPrima 
 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 

 
3.1. Minutes of the regular meeting of the Village Board - November 18, 2025 

Motion by Colleen Saccotelli, second by Vincent Dante to  approve the minutes of the regular Village 
Board meeting of November 18, 2025: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima,  Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen Saccotelli  
Nay: None 
Absent: Terri Gens 

Final Resolution: Motion Passed 

MAYORS REPORT 

 
4.1. A RESOLUTION FOR THE HOLIDAY SEASON 

 
Mayor Hoefert presented a resolution for the holiday season, noting that this is the time of year 
when individuals and the community reflect on relationships, goodwill, and creating a peaceful 
and safe world. The resolution extended sincere wishes from the Mayor and Board of Trustees to 
the community for a joyous holiday season. 
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Motion by John Matuszak, second by Vincent Dante to approve the resolution for the Holiday 
Season: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen Saccotelli 
Nay: None  
Absent: Terri Gens 

Final Resolution: Motion 
Resolution No. 36-25 
 

4.2. PROCLAMATION: Teddy Bear Walk Month-December 2025 

 
Mayor Hoefert presented a proclamation recognizing December 2025 as Mount Prospect Teddy 
Bear Walk Month, marking the 45th anniversary of this annual event. The Teddy Bear Walk was 
started in 1980 by the Mount Prospect Public Library and downtown businesses to provide a 
holiday tradition for children. 

Steph Wolferman, Department Head of Youth Services for the Mount Prospect Public Library, 
thanked the Board for recognizing the event. She noted this year's festivities would feature 
snowflake crafts, penguin story time, and musical guests, and thanked the Village for being great 
partners. 

 

4.3. APPOINTMENT TO BOARDS AND COMMISSIONS 
Special Events Commission: Jenna Olsen 

Motion by Bill Grossi, second by Vincent Dante to ratify the appointment of Jenna Olsen to the 
Special Events Commission for a term to expire December 2029: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen Saccotelli  
Nay: None 
Absent: Terri Gens 

Final Resolution: Motion 
 

COMMUNICATIONS AND PETITIONS - CITIZENS TO BE HEARD 
Jill Friedrichs 
Mount Prospect resident 

• Thanked the Board for all they do for the community. 

Alix Graziano 
Mount Prospect resident 

• Spoke about disparaging remarks she felt a Trustee had made in a letter to the editor;  
called for greater accountability and improved listening. 

Ronak McFadden  
Mount Prospect resident 

• Commended the Public Works Department for snow removal efforts 
• Raised concerns about Prestige, a business that had caused odor problems for 

approximately 5 years; questioned what processes allowed this situation to persist and 
how similar issues would be prevented in the future. 
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CONSENT AGENDA 

 

Motion by John Matuszak, second by Colleen Saccotelli to approve the consent agenda as 
presented: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen Saccotelli  
Nay: None 
Absent: Terri Gens 

Final Resolution: Motion 
 

6.1. List of Bills - November 12, 2025 to November 25, 2025 - $10,353,989.54 

6.2. Waive the rules requiring two readings of an ordinance and adopt AN ORDINANCE TO 
AMEND WATER AND SEWER RATES SET FORTH IN APPENDIX A, DIVISION II, VILLAGE CODE 
OF MOUNT PROSPECT, ILLINOIS 

Ordinance No. 6817 

6.3. Waive the rules requiring two readings of an ordinance and adopt AN ORDINANCE TO 
AMEND SOLID WASTE COLLECTION SERVICE RATES FOR INDIVIDUAL DWELLING UNITS 
SET FORTH IN CHAPTER 19, SECTION 19.202, VILLAGE CODE OF MOUNT PROSPECT, 
ILLINOIS 

Ordinance No. 6818 

6.4. Motion to waive the rule requiring two readings of an ordinance and adopt an ORDINANCE 
GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE FOR A MASSAGE THERAPY ESTABLISHMENT AT THE 
PROPERTY 1699 WALL STREET, SUITE 550-Q, MOUNT PROSPECT, ILLINOIS (PZ-23-25) 

Ordinance No. 6819 

6.5. Motion to waive the rule requiring two readings of an ordinance and adopt an ORDINANCE 
GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE FOR A MASSAGE THERAPY ESTABLISHMENT AT THE 
PROPERTY 1728 EAST KENSINGTON ROAD, MOUNT PROSPECT, ILLINOIS (PZ-25-25) 

Ordinance No. 6820 

6.6. Motion to waive the rule requiring two readings of an ordinance and adopt AN ORDINANCE 
AMENDING CHAPTER 13 (ALCOHOLIC LIQUORS) OF THE 
VILLAGE CODE OF MOUNT PROSPECT. This Ordinance will decrease the number of Class 
“F-1” licenses by (1) MI RESTAURANT INC. d/b/a MI RESTAURANT 1742 E Kensington Rd., 
Mount Prospect, IL; (2) NEW PUSAN RESTAURANT INC. d/b/a NEW PUSAN RESTAURANT 
1144 S. Elmhurst Rd., 
Mount Prospect, IL; Class “F-3” licenses by (3) VAANA GROUP M LLC. d/b/a CHIT CHAAT 
CAFE located at 1716 E. Kensington, Mount Prospect, IL; (4) PATINA MOUNT PROSPECT LLC 
d/b/a PATINA WINE BAR located at 133 W. 
Prospect Ave, Mount Prospect, IL; 

Ordinance No. 6821 

OLD BUSINESS - None 
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NEW BUSINESS 

 
8.1. Motion to waive the rule requiring two readings of an ordinance and adopt an ORDINANCE 

GRANTING A CONDITIONAL USE FOR A REDUCED REAR YARD SETBACK FOR ACCESSORY 
STRUCTURES, AND VARIATIONS FROM THE LOT COVERAGE REQUIREMENT AND THE 
ACCESSORY STRUCTURE SIZE, HEIGHT, AND LOCATION REQUIREMENTS FOR PROPERTY 
LOCATED AT 17 SOUTH MAPLE STREET, MOUNT PROSPECT, ILLINOIS (PZ-26-25) 

Motion by Bill Grossi, second by Vincent Dante to continue this item to the January 6, 2026 Village 
Board meeting: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen Saccotelli  
Nay: None 
Absent: Terri Gens 

Final Resolution: Motion Passed 

8.2. A RESOLUTION APPROVING (1) A PROPERTY PURCHASE AND SALE AGREEMENT 
BETWEEN THE VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT AND ST. MARK LUTHERAN CHURCH 
AND (2) A POST-CLOSING PARKING USE AGREEMENT 

 
Jason Shallcross, Director of Community and Economic Development, presented the property 
purchase agreement between the Village and St. Mark Lutheran Church. The purchase includes 
the church's vacant gymnasium and parsonage on the east side of Wille Street for 
$1,450,000. The agreement includes a post-closing parking use agreement that ensures 30 
parking stalls will remain available for church use until the Village creates replacement parking 
within 500 feet of the church. Additionally, 10 church staff members will be allowed to park in the 
Wille Street lot during weekdays beyond normal hours. 

Director Shallcross noted that the property is approximately one acre, and the Village conducted a 
Phase 1 environmental assessment that came back clean. The Village plans to demolish the 
structures in the spring to prepare the site for redevelopment.  

Board members expressed support for the purchase, noting it was a fair price and would provide 
needed parking for downtown businesses. 

Public Comment: 
Resident 

• Expressed concern about potentially losing parking spaces if the property is 
redeveloped. 

Mr. Shallcross confirmed that the agreement requires the Village to provide 30 
replacement spaces before removing the current parking lot. 
 

Motion by Colleen Saccotelli, second by Bill Grossi to adopt the resolution approving the property 
Purchase and Sale Agreement with St. Mark Lutheran Church and the post-closing parking use 
agreement: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen Saccotelli 
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Nay: None  

Absent: Terri Gens 
Final Resolution: Motion Passed  
Resolution No. 37-25 
 

8.3. Motion to approve a traffic-calming project within the Hatlen Heights Subdivision on 
Audrey Lane, Hatlen Avenue, Grindel Drive, Connie Lane and Meier Road. 

 
Project Engineer Luke Foresman presented a detailed traffic-calming plan for the Hatlen Heights 
subdivision. The project was initiated after residents on Audrey Lane submitted a petition regarding 
cut-through traffic and speeding. Mr. Foresman provided historical context dating back to 1994, 
noting various traffic studies conducted in the neighborhood. Speed feedback signs installed in 
2023 had reduced speeding, but residents still wanted additional traffic-calming measures. 
 
Trustee Terri Gens joined the meeting at 7:43 pm. 

The Village conducted extensive community engagement including trials of various traffic 
calming measures. Based on community feedback, the revised proposal included: 

• Mini traffic circles at the intersections of Audrey Lane/Grindel Drive and Hatlen 
Avenue/Grindel Drive 

• Four-way stop control at Audrey Lane and Connie Lane 
• Relocated speed feedback signs 
• Additional pavement markings on Meier Road 

 
Public Comment: 
Barbara Kulp 
Resident 

• Thanked Luke Foresman for his clear communication regarding traffic-calming in her 
neighborhood 

• Expressed concerns about noise issues at the intersection of Audrey Lane and Bonita, 
particularly from cars idling at corners and racing. 

Vito LiRosi 
Audrey Lane resident 

• Addressed several ongoing concerns 
• More action is needed to calm traffic; speed remains a problem 
• Requested stop signs instead of the proposed mini traffic circles 

 
Debbie Geavaras 
Audrey  Lane resident 

• Shared personal experiences with speeding and cut-through traffic, including concerns 
about safety for children playing near the streets 

• Requested stop signs 
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Mr. Foresman answered questions from the Board. After extensive discussion about the 
effectiveness of various traffic-calming measures and resident preferences, the Board decided to 
postpone the decision for two weeks to allow staff to revise the proposal and incorporate resident 
input. 

 
Motion by Bill Grossi, second by Vincent Dante to continue consideration of the traffic calming 
project and accompanying ordinance to December 16, 2025, Village Board meeting: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Terri Gens, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen 
Saccotelli 
Nay: None 

Final Resolution: Motion Passed 

8.4. Motion to waive the rule requiring two readings of an ordinance and adopt an ORDINANCE 
AMENDING CHAPTER 18, “TRAFFIC” IN THE VILLAGE CODE OF 
MOUNT PROSPECT. This ordinance will adopt traffic regulations required for implementing a 
traffic-calming project in the Hatlen Heights Subdivision. 

No action taken; motion continued to the December 16, 2025 meeting of the Village Board. 

8.5. Motion in support of the Village Response Policy to Federal Law Enforcement Immigration 
Operations 

 
Mayor Hoefert opened the discussion by addressing what he described as misconceptions about 
the Village's interactions with undocumented residents. He emphasized that all residents have 
access to all Village services, regardless of status, and that the Village treats everyone with 
respect, dignity, and compassion. 

Village Attorney Lance Malina explained the legal constraints on local government actions regarding 
federal immigration enforcement. He noted that under federal law (the Supremacy Clause), local 
governments cannot interfere with federal law enforcement, while under Illinois state law (the 
TRUST Act), they cannot aid federal immigration enforcement. This creates a narrow range of 
possible actions. 

 
Police Chief Mike Eterno described the police department's protocol when residents call 911 
regarding immigration enforcement operations. He confirmed that officers will respond, verify the 
identities of federal agents, and document the interaction, but cannot interfere with lawful federal 
operations. 

 
All trustees expressed their positions on the policy. While all acknowledged concerns about ICE 
tactics  and expressed compassion for affected residents, they maintained that the Village's policy 
appropriately balances legal constraints with humanitarian concerns. Several trustees mentioned 
that the Village offers resources through its Human Services department, including legal aid clinics. 

 
Numerous residents spoke both in support of and against taking stronger action. Those advocating 
for stronger measures asked the Board to pass an ordinance similar to those in Arlington Heights, 
Wheeling, and other communities prohibiting ICE from using Village property. Those supporting the 
Village's position argued that such measures would be unenforceable and potentially expose the 
Village to legal liability. 
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Public comments were made by the following residents: (Clerk's note: 26 residents spoke; some 
chose not to provide their name) 
 
1. Carmen Melesio  
2. Amber Tortorello 
3. Sandra  
4. Dutch DeGroot 
5. Kevin Morrison  
6. Dan Robertson  
7. Louis Goodman  
8. Ronak McFadden  
9. Resident 
10.  Resident 
11. Carole Martz 
12. Fr. John Dearhammer, St. Clare of Assisi Church 
13. Alex 
14.  Samantha 
15. Robin Jennings  
16. Resident 
17. Jeannie Lee-Mac  
18. John Nowak 
19.  Steve Polit 
20.Jen Carbone  
21. Resident 
21. Jaime Rische Clark 
22. Linda Waycie Resident 
23. Resident 
24.Marta Valdes Revord 
25. Resident 
26. Rebecca C. 
 
No further discussion. 

 
Motion by Bill Grossi, second by John Matuszak to support the Village Response Policy to Federal 
Law Enforcement Immigration Operations: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Terri Gens, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen 
Saccotelli 
Nay: None 

Final Resolution: Motion Passed 
 

VILLAGE MANAGER'S REPORT 

 
9.1. Motion to approve waiving the competitive bidding requirements and purchase a 

Freightliner M2 Ambulance with Power Cot and Power Load at a total not to exceed 
$504,283. 

Motion by John Matuszak, second by Terri Gens to approve waiving the competitive bidding 
requirements and purchase a Freightliner M2 Ambulance with Power Cot and Power Load at a total 
not to exceed $504,283: 
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Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Terri Gens, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen Saccotelli 
Nay: None 

Final Resolution: Motion Passed 
 

9.2. Motion to accept bid for the 2025 New Sidewalk Program for an amount not to exceed 
$163,570. 

 
In response to a question from the Board asking why the Village was approving a bid for work to be 
done next year, Director of Public Works Sean Dorsey explained that the project was delayed due to 
IDOT permits but the funding was in the current year's budget. 

Motion by John Matuszak, second by Terri Gens to accept the bid for the 2025 New Sidewalk 
Program for an amount not to exceed $163,570: 

Yea: Vincent Dante, Beth DiPrima, Terri Gens, Bill Grossi, John Matuszak, Colleen 
Saccotelli 
Nay: None 

Final Resolution: Motion passed 
 

9.3. As submitted 

No additional report. 

ANY OTHER BUSINESS 
 

Trustee Grossi reminded everyone about the upcoming Mount Prospect Historical Society 
Housewalk event on Friday, December 5, 2025 

 
ADJOURNMENT 

With no additional business to conduct, Mayor Hoefert asked for a motion to adjourn. Trustee 
Saccotelli seconded by Trustee Matuszak motioned to adjourn the meeting. By unanimous voice 
vote, the December 2, 2025 Regular Meeting of the Village Board of Trustees adjourned at 
11:26p.m. 

 

 
Respectfully submitted, 

 
Karen M. Agoranos 
Village Clerk 
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject Mayor's Comment 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category MAYORS REPORT 

Type Presentation  

Information 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Subject ACCOLADES: Recognition of the Mount Prospect Youth Super 

Bowl Champions - Middle Weight Pac Blue Team and Varsity 
Team 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category MAYORS REPORT 

Type Presentation  

Information 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Subject Monthly Financial Report - October 2025 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category CONSENT AGENDA 

Type Action Item  

Information 
Attached is the Monthly Financial Report for October 2025. 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 

1. Accept the attached Monthly Financial Report for October 2025. 
2. Action at the discretion of the Village Board. 

 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends acceptance of the attached Monthly Financial Report for October 2025. 
 
Attachments 
1. Monthly Financial Report Oct 2025 
2. 10 October Board Reports for Upload  
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VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
 

MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT 
 

October 31, 2025 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Prepared By 
 

Amit Thakkar, CPA 
Director of Finance 
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Village of Mount Prospect  
Monthly Financial Report – October 2025 

 

 
TO: VILLAGE PRESIDENT, BOARD OF TRUSTEES, AND FINANCE COMMISSION 
 
FROM:  AMIT THAKKAR, DIRECTOR OF FINANCE 
 
DATE:  DECEMBER 8, 2025 
 
SUBJECT: MONTHLY FINANCIAL REPORT FOR THE MONTH OF OCTOBER 2025 
 
In an effort to provide the most transparent and relevant financial information in a timely manner, we are 
submitting this report herewith. The report contains relevant data and analytical information for the Village's 
financial affairs. The report is prepared based on the most recent available financial information (internal 
and external). The report is divided into five sections, including a) Cash and Investments, b) Revenues, c) 
Expenses, d) Fund Balance Analysis, and e) Other Items that may contain relevant new issues and items 
representing and impacting the Village's financial interest and well-being. 
 

a) Cash and Investments 
 
The Village of Mount Prospect maintains a sufficient cash balance at various banking and investment 
institutions for the smooth operation of the Village's day-to-day activities. The remainder of the cash assets 
are invested in multiple interest-earning accounts and investment options in accordance with the Village's 
Investment Policy. As of October 1, 2025, the beginning cash and cash equivalents totaled $112.1 million. 
During the month, the Village collected cash receipts totaling $10.4 million. The investment income for the 
month totaled $580,338. The monthly payroll cost was $2.0 million, and accounts payable were paid in the 
amount of $11.3 million. The inter-fund activity decreased the cash position by $24,762, while other 
disbursements totaled $26,903.  During the month, investments totaling $5.0 million matured and the Village 
invested $11.3 million in the new investments. As of October 31, 2025, the Village's Cash and Cash 
Equivalents totaled $103.4 million. 
 

 
 
As of October 31, 2025, the Village has $32.7 million invested in long-term investments, including U.S. 
Treasury, AAA+ rated money-market funds, and FDIC-insured CDs. The cash, cash equivalents, and 
investments totaled $136.1 million as of October 31 2025.  
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Village of Mount Prospect  
Monthly Financial Report – October 2025 

 

 
 

The table below summarizes the cash, cash equivalents, and investments by fund type as of October 31, 
2025. 

 
 

In addition to the funds summarized above, the Village of Mount Prospect has $1,382,834 in escrow 
accounts under the umbrella of Other Trust and Agency Funds. 

 
b) Revenues 

 
The data below summarizes the revenue recognized by the Village through October 2025. 

 
 
The above amounts do not represent all the revenues to be recognized for the period under review. Certain 
state taxes, such as sales tax, home rule sales tax, and a few other taxes, will be received by the Village in 
November 2025 and later. Additionally, during October 2025, the Village received the following revenues 
from the State, which relate to a period prior to October 2025. These amounts are distributed after the State 
administrative fee deduction of $12,745. 
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Village of Mount Prospect  
Monthly Financial Report – October 2025 

 

The actual revenue recognized by the Village totaled $116.1 million through October 2025, representing 
68.4 percent of the annual budget. The overall recognized revenues are trending lower compared to the 
2024 collection for the same period, due to timing issues with property taxes and interfund transfers.  
 

Property Taxes:  The Village's total levy for the year is $18,235,179. The total property tax budget, 
including TIF increments, is $24.8 million. The Village collected $13.2 million in property taxes 
through October 2025. The property taxes are due in two installments: one in March and one in 
August. The Village received the first installment of the property taxes during March 2025. Due to 
the implementation of a new property tax ERP system, the second installment of property taxes is 
delayed significantly and the same has resulted in an overall reduced collection of property taxes 
by $11.1 million compared to 2024. The Village is expected to collect its full levy before the end of 
the current fiscal year. 
 
Other Taxes: The category of Other Taxes includes all the taxes enacted per local ordinances, 
including Home Rule Sales Tax, Hotel/Motel, Food and Beverage, Municipal Motor Fuel Tax, Utility 
Taxes, etc. As the State collects some of these taxes, there is a three-month lag between the actual 
sales and the tax remittance. In addition, all the local economic activities for October are reported 
in November or later. The YTD tax collection under this category totals $11.0 million and it 
represents 70.9 percent of the annual budget. The reported collection is higher by $944,096 or 9.4 
percent compared to the previous year’s collection. The reported amount for 2025 mainly includes 
$5.0 million in home-rule sales tax, $2.0 million in utility taxes, $3.5 million in use taxes, and 
$470,715  in other misc. taxes. The use tax includes $1.4 million in food & beverage tax, $1.0 
million in real estate transfer tax, $559,981 in municipal motor-fuel tax, and $521,722 in other local 
taxes. The home-rule sales tax reflects a 18.0 percent increase over the 2024 collection for the 
same period. Due to recent changes in the law, out-of-state businesses selling items in the State 
of Illinois are now required to pay destination-based sales tax and the same has resulted in a higher 
amount of home-rule sales tax collections. 
 
Intergovernmental Revenue: This category includes all the State shared taxes, including State 
Sales Tax, Income Tax, Use Tax, Motor Fuel Tax, and Grants. The Village is vigilantly tracking all 
intergovernmental revenues. As most of these taxes are collected by the State, there is a three-
month lag between the actual sales and the tax remittance. The Village recognized $38.2 million in 
intergovernmental revenues through October 2025. The amount does not represent the total 
revenues to be recognized during the month, as significant revenues will be reported and collected 
after October 2025. The overall recognized revenues are trending higher by $3.8 million, or 11.0 
percent, compared to the amount recognized last year for the same period. The State income tax 
revenue is recognized on a cash basis in the month of receipt and represents a 6.3 percent growth 
compared to the 2024 collections. The sales tax amount for 2025 represents sales tax from January 
to July 2025, collected through October 2025 (with a three-month lag). The data in the table below 
represents major intergovernmental revenue line items. Please note that the table reports only 
selected major items under the category of intergovernmental revenues.  
 

 

Page 17 of 297



 

5 
 

Village of Mount Prospect  
Monthly Financial Report – October 2025 

 

 
Due to recent changes in the law, a few items previously reported under use tax are now being 
reported under sales tax and this shift is responsible for the lower use tax and higher sales tax 
amounts. 
 

 
Licenses & Permits: The Village collected $1,518,437 in license and permit fees through October 
2025. This amount is trending lower by $447,026, or 22.7 percent, compared to last year’s 
collection. The overall collection represents 79.4 percent of the annual budget for the category. 
 

 
 
Charges for Services: The Village collected $40.7 million in charges for services through October 
2025. The amount represents 86.0 percent of the annual budget for the category, and it is trending 
higher by $5.7 million, or 16.5 percent, compared to last year’s collection. An increase in the water, 
sewer and refuse rates, along with an increase in the ambulance billing fee has resulted in a higher 
collection compared to last year’s amount. 
 
Investment Income: The Village earned $4.6 million in investment income through October 2025, 
which represents 117.7 percent of the category's annual budget. The recognized revenue is 
trending lower by $988,458 or 17.6 percent, compared to last year’s amount, mainly due to several 
rate reductions and timing issues (i.e. different maturity dates beyond October 2025). 
 
Other Categories: All other revenue categories collectively generated $6.8 million through October 
2025. The amount mainly includes $504,830 in fines and forfeitures, $2.3 million in other revenues, 
$2.1 million in other financing sources, and $1.8 million in reimbursements.  
 

c) Expenditure 
 

The data below recaps the expenditures incurred through October 2025.  
 

 
 

 
The above amounts do not include the expenditure for the Pension Funds, as they are separate entities. 
The above amounts are unaudited and subject to change with accrual/audit adjustments. 
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Monthly Financial Report – October 2025 

Personnel Costs: The year-to-date expenditure for Personnel Costs, including benefits, is $48.0 million, 
or 74.2 percent of the annual budget for the category. The amount is trending lower by $2.6 million, or 5.2 
percent compared to last year’s amount, mainly due to delayed pension contributions resulting from delayed 
second installment of property taxes. The overtime expense through October 2025 totaled $2.6 million, 
marginally trending lower compared to the last year’s amount of $2.7 million. 

Contractual Services: This category covers most contractual services, including some large line items, 
such as JAWA water purchases, budgeted and grant-funded engineering studies, and other contracts. The 
Village incurred $33.9 million in contractual services, equating to 76.5 percent of the annual budgeted 
amount for the category. The expenditure amount is trending higher by $2.3 million or 7.4 percent, mainly 
due to the inflationary and timing issues. 

Supplies: Through October 2025, the Village spent $1.9 million on supplies, which totaled 66.7 percent of 
the annual budget. The commodities and supplies are trending marginally higher by $72,897 or 4.0 percent. 

Capital Improvements: The Village initially had $32.9 million in approved capital improvement projects for 
2025. In March 2025, the Village Board approved a budget amendment to carry over $11.0 million in 
unfinished projects from 2024 to 2025. The budget was further amended and the total budget for the 
category is currently at $45.3 million. The Village has spent $23.6 million for capital improvement projects 
through October 2025. The Village is concluding many yearly projects at this time and will be reporting 
those projects in November and December. 

Debt Service:  Per the established debt service schedules, the Village's bond payments are due on June 
1 and December 1. The Village processes these debt service payments a few days before due dates and 
keeps sufficient funds to execute them. So far, the Village has paid its debt service payments in May 2025 
(due on June 1, 2025) totaling $2.2 million. Besides that, the developer’s note (Randhurst Mall) has an 
accrued interest of $0.6 million through October 2025. 

Other Expenditure: This category includes a budget of $13.4 million and includes various risk 
management items as well as the TIF incentive amounts to be shared per the redevelopment agreements. 
The Village recently approved a budget amendment (in July 2025) for acquiring the 111 E Busse property. 
This budget amendment is reflected in the above numbers. The Village has spent $5.0 million for the 111 
E Busse acquisition and $4.0 in other expenditures. 

Interfund Transfers: The amount represents various interfund transfers budgeted from the General Fund 
($15,749,433) and from the Elk Grove Rural Special Service Area Fund ($1,000,000). The Village executed 
interfund transfers totaling $2.0 million in July. These transfers were made from the General Fund to the 
Pension Stabilization Fund, to support the public safety pension abatements. The remaining transfers are 
expected to be executed in December 2025. 
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Village of Mount Prospect  
Monthly Financial Report – October 2025 

d) Fund Balance Analysis:

Fund balance is an essential tool to check the fiscal health of any governmental organization. The data 
below summarizes the Village's monthly unassigned/unrestricted general fund reserves.  

* Fund Balance is unaudited, and subject to adjustments and other changes. The above analysis includes
only unrestricted fund balance for the General Fund.

As of October 31, 2025, the unrestricted fund balance is estimated at $46.1 million, which equates to 53.8 
percent of the annual budget. Not all revenues and expenditures for the fiscal period are recognized. The 
year-to-date financial activities have resulted in a net surplus of $1.5 million. The unencumbered cash 
balance as of October 31, 2025, is $46.1 million, and it also represents 53.8 percent of the annual budget. 
The Village fund balance policy recommends maintaining a fund balance between 30 to 50 percent of the 
annual budget. The current fund balance is in compliance with the fund balance policy. 

Economic Emergency Fund 

The Village Board authorized the creation of a new Economic Emergency Fund in May 2023 and approved 
a budget amendment funding $6.5 million from the General Fund reserves as an initial funding amount. 
This transfer was executed in May 2023 and invested in June 2023 in a AAA-rated I-prime account. The 
table below summarizes the Economic Emergency Fund activities for the month. During July 2024, the 
Village funded the second installment of $6.5 million. Also, the Economic Emergency Fund earned an 
interest income of $49,568 during October 2025. As of October 31, 2025, the Economic Emergency Fund 
reported an ending fund balance of $14,181,815, which comprises $13.0 million in Village Contributions 
from the General Fund and $1,181,815 in Investment Income. 
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Village of Mount Prospect  
Monthly Financial Report – October 2025 

Respectfully Submitted, 
Amit Thakkar 

Director of Finance 

e) Other Items:

a. During October 2025, the Village issued 99 real estate transfer tax stamps, of which 48 
were exempt and 51 were non-exempt. During the month under review, the Village 
collected $61,728 in real estate transfer taxes. The average real estate selling price was
$403,414.  At the same time last year (October 2024), the Village sold 89 transfer tax 
stamps, of which 39 were exempt and 50 were non-exempt. In the same month last year, 
the Village collected real estate transfer tax totaling $62,436, and the average selling price 
was $416,191.
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

.00 17,781,260.00 (4,921.47) .00 10,243,448.22 7,537,811.78 58 17,868,752.54

.00 13,702,200.00 1,181,582.49 .00 9,567,308.91 4,134,891.09 70 8,680,298.83

.00 1,911,500.00 80,719.85 .00 1,518,436.92 393,063.08 79 1,965,462.69

.00 41,833,082.00 4,198,047.11 .00 28,177,161.61 13,655,920.39 67 28,260,537.56

.00 4,154,046.00 503,320.19 .00 3,196,075.37 957,970.63 77 1,589,145.71

.00 353,500.00 26,772.00 .00 310,347.06 43,152.94 88 275,803.20

.00 2,112,000.00 384,423.61 .00 2,022,966.51 89,033.49 96 2,736,813.40

.00 378,500.00 11,354.50 .00 1,314,529.43 (936,029.43) 347 255,014.22

.00 428,300.00 37,938.67 .00 389,047.17 39,252.83 91 428,117.32

.00 1,000,000.00 .00 .00 .00 1,000,000.00 0 .00

$0.00 $83,654,388.00 $6,419,236.95 $0.00 $56,739,321.20 $26,915,066.80 68% $62,059,945.47

$0.00 $83,654,388.00 $6,419,236.95 $0.00 $56,739,321.20 $26,915,066.80 $62,059,945.47

REVENUE

Property Taxes 17,781,260.00

Other Taxes 13,702,200.00

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget
Fund   001 - General Fund

Fines & Forfeits 353,500.00

Investment Income 2,112,000.00

Reimbursements 378,500.00

Licenses, Permits & Fees 1,911,500.00

Intergovernmental Revenue 41,833,082.00

Charges For Services 4,154,046.00

Fund   001 - General Fund Totals $83,654,388.00

Other Revenue 428,300.00

Other Financing Sources 1,000,000.00

REVENUE TOTALS $83,654,388.00

1
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 221,367.00 .00 .00 150,406.46 70,960.54 68 1,234,925.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 1,178,480.00 34,731.07 .00 1,172,278.54 6,201.46 99 1,134,448.76

.00 26,250.00 6,256.95 .00 49,833.64 (23,583.64) 190 52,481.22

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 3,099,433.00 .00 .00 .00 3,099,433.00 0 .00

$0.00 $4,525,530.00 $40,988.02 $0.00 $1,372,518.64 $3,153,011.36 30% $2,421,854.98

$0.00 $4,525,530.00 $40,988.02 $0.00 $1,372,518.64 $3,153,011.36 $2,421,854.98

Fund   002 - Debt Service Fund

REVENUE

Investment Income 26,250.00

Other Revenue .00

Other Financing Sources 3,099,433.00

Property Taxes 221,367.00

Other Taxes .00

Intergovernmental Revenue 1,178,480.00

REVENUE TOTALS $4,525,530.00

Fund   002 - Debt Service Fund Totals $4,525,530.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 3,399,392.00 320,000.00 .00 2,411,477.71 987,914.29 71 1,400,000.00

.00 210,000.00 25,398.62 .00 239,930.83 (29,930.83) 114 293,891.42

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 1,500,000.00 .00 .00 .00 1,500,000.00 0 .00

$0.00 $5,109,392.00 $345,398.62 $0.00 $2,651,408.54 $2,457,983.46 52% $1,693,891.42

$0.00 $5,109,392.00 $345,398.62 $0.00 $2,651,408.54 $2,457,983.46 $1,693,891.42

REVENUE

Other Taxes .00

Intergovernmental Revenue 3,399,392.00

Fund   020 - Capital Improvement Fund

Other Financing Sources 1,500,000.00

REVENUE TOTALS $5,109,392.00

Fund   020 - Capital Improvement Fund Totals $5,109,392.00

Investment Income 210,000.00

Reimbursements .00

Other Revenue .00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 732,250.00 61,375.00 .00 559,980.93 172,269.07 76 561,524.28

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 4,197,000.00 380,000.00 .00 2,660,000.00 1,537,000.00 63 1,400,000.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 146,250.00 23,601.17 .00 182,388.30 (36,138.30) 125 202,860.64

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 22,500.00 905.16 .00 40,154.59 (17,654.59) 178 21,333.04

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $5,098,000.00 $465,881.33 $0.00 $3,442,523.82 $1,655,476.18 68% $2,185,717.96

$0.00 $5,098,000.00 $465,881.33 $0.00 $3,442,523.82 $1,655,476.18 $2,185,717.96

Fund   023 - Street Improvement Construc Fund

Intergovernmental Revenue 4,197,000.00

Fines & Forfeits .00

Investment Income 146,250.00

REVENUE

Other Taxes 732,250.00

Licenses, Permits & Fees .00

REVENUE TOTALS $5,098,000.00

Fund   023 - Street Improvement Construc Fund Totals $5,098,000.00

Reimbursements .00

Other Revenue 22,500.00

Other Financing Sources .00

4
Page 26 of 297



Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 10,000.00 .00 .00 7,108.00 2,892.00 71 6,631.00

.00 82,800.00 14,005.81 .00 120,677.97 (37,877.97) 146 108,225.39

.00 5,000.00 .00 .00 .00 5,000.00 0 8,500.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $97,800.00 $14,005.81 $0.00 $127,785.97 ($29,985.97) 131% $123,356.39

$0.00 $97,800.00 $14,005.81 $0.00 $127,785.97 ($29,985.97) $123,356.39

Fund   024 - Flood Control Construction Fund

Charges For Services 10,000.00

Investment Income 82,800.00

Reimbursements 5,000.00

REVENUE

Other Taxes .00

Intergovernmental Revenue .00

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $97,800.00

Fund   024 - Flood Control Construction Fund Totals $97,800.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 1,000,000.00 .00 .00 .00 1,000,000.00 0 .00

$0.00 $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00 0% $0.00

$0.00 $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00 $0.00

REVENUE

Property Taxes 1,000,000.00

REVENUE TOTALS $1,000,000.00

Fund   036 - Rural Special Service Area Fund

Fund   036 - Rural Special Service Area Fund Totals $1,000,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 800,000.00 .00 .00 429,501.56 370,498.44 54 822,721.70

.00 .00 3,691.87 .00 29,037.54 (29,037.54) +++ 11,711.18

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $800,000.00 $3,691.87 $0.00 $458,539.10 $341,460.90 57% $834,432.88

$0.00 $800,000.00 $3,691.87 $0.00 $458,539.10 $341,460.90 $834,432.88

Property Taxes 800,000.00

Investment Income .00

Other Revenue .00

Fund   037 - SMP TIF Fund

REVENUE

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $800,000.00

Fund   037 - SMP TIF Fund Totals $800,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 363,750.00 49,568.48 .00 490,180.85 (126,430.85) 135 392,683.59

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 6,500,000.00

$0.00 $363,750.00 $49,568.48 $0.00 $490,180.85 ($126,430.85) 135% $6,892,683.59

$0.00 $363,750.00 $49,568.48 $0.00 $490,180.85 ($126,430.85) $6,892,683.59

Fund   038 - Economic Emergency Fund

REVENUE

Investment Income 363,750.00

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $363,750.00

Fund   038 - Economic Emergency Fund Totals $363,750.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 1,385.39 .00 7,479.06 (7,479.06) +++ 2,162.39

.00 2,000,000.00 .00 .00 2,000,000.00 .00 100 2,000,000.00

$0.00 $2,000,000.00 $1,385.39 $0.00 $2,007,479.06 ($7,479.06) 100% $2,002,162.39

$0.00 $2,000,000.00 $1,385.39 $0.00 $2,007,479.06 ($7,479.06) $2,002,162.39

Fund   039 - Pension Stabilization Fund 

REVENUE

Other Taxes .00

Fund   039 - Pension Stabilization Fund Totals $2,000,000.00

Investment Income .00

Other Financing Sources 2,000,000.00

REVENUE TOTALS $2,000,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 5,275,800.00 365,421.60 .00 4,386,983.03 888,816.97 83 4,226,373.07

.00 43,000.00 5,749.62 .00 35,118.65 7,881.35 82 31,980.98

.00 31,800.00 5,238.42 .00 37,878.79 (6,078.79) 119 38,314.25

.00 155,000.00 182.31 .00 62,201.51 92,798.49 40 60,654.48

.00 143,200.00 10,853.64 .00 118,512.28 24,687.72 83 109,757.04

$0.00 $5,648,800.00 $387,445.59 $0.00 $4,640,694.26 $1,008,105.74 82% $4,467,079.82

$0.00 $5,648,800.00 $387,445.59 $0.00 $4,640,694.26 $1,008,105.74 $4,467,079.82

Fund   040 - Refuse Disposal Fund

REVENUE

Investment Income 31,800.00

Reimbursements 155,000.00

Other Revenue 143,200.00

Property Taxes .00

Charges For Services 5,275,800.00

Fines & Forfeits 43,000.00

REVENUE TOTALS $5,648,800.00

Fund   040 - Refuse Disposal Fund Totals $5,648,800.00

10
Page 32 of 297



Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 2,420,000.00 227,403.70 .00 1,927,187.57 492,812.43 80 1,938,432.00

.00 96,400.00 11,927.76 .00 140,364.88 (43,964.88) 146 137,580.77

.00 8,000.00 742.50 .00 8,393.42 (393.42) 105 13,226.99

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $2,524,400.00 $240,073.96 $0.00 $2,075,945.87 $448,454.13 82% $2,089,239.76

$0.00 $2,524,400.00 $240,073.96 $0.00 $2,075,945.87 $448,454.13 $2,089,239.76

REVENUE

Intergovernmental Revenue 2,420,000.00

Investment Income 96,400.00

Fund   041 - Motor Fuel Tax Fund

Fund   041 - Motor Fuel Tax Fund Totals $2,524,400.00

Reimbursements 8,000.00

Other Revenue .00

REVENUE TOTALS $2,524,400.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 295,000.00 .00 .00 349,484.08 (54,484.08) 118 84,903.33

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 30,000.00 .00 .00 65,786.36 (35,786.36) 219 40,219.00

$0.00 $325,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $415,270.44 ($90,270.44) 128% $125,122.33

$0.00 $325,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $415,270.44 ($90,270.44) $125,122.33

Fund   042 - CDBG

REVENUE

REVENUE TOTALS $325,000.00

Fund   042 - CDBG Totals $325,000.00

Intergovernmental Revenue 295,000.00

Investment Income .00

Other Revenue 30,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 20,000.00 5,234.75 .00 10,003.16 9,996.84 50 35,110.27

.00 1,800.00 273.84 .00 2,333.48 (533.48) 130 2,588.00

$0.00 $21,800.00 $5,508.59 $0.00 $12,336.64 $9,463.36 57% $37,698.27

$0.00 $21,800.00 $5,508.59 $0.00 $12,336.64 $9,463.36 $37,698.27

Fund   043 - Asset Seizure Fund

REVENUE TOTALS $21,800.00

Fund   043 - Asset Seizure Fund Totals $21,800.00

REVENUE

Fines & Forfeits 20,000.00

Investment Income 1,800.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 16,000.00 .00 .00 26,193.73 (10,193.73) 164 14,914.20

.00 5,200.00 421.84 .00 4,435.37 764.63 85 5,761.26

$0.00 $21,200.00 $421.84 $0.00 $30,629.10 ($9,429.10) 144% $20,675.46

$0.00 $21,200.00 $421.84 $0.00 $30,629.10 ($9,429.10) $20,675.46

Fund   044 - Federal Equitable Share Funds

REVENUE TOTALS $21,200.00

Fund   044 - Federal Equitable Share Funds Totals $21,200.00

REVENUE

Fines & Forfeits 16,000.00

Investment Income 5,200.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 1,000.00 .00 .00 .00 1,000.00 0 .00

.00 2,250.00 221.03 .00 1,333.80 916.20 59 2,117.50

$0.00 $3,250.00 $221.03 $0.00 $1,333.80 $1,916.20 41% $2,117.50

$0.00 $3,250.00 $221.03 $0.00 $1,333.80 $1,916.20 $2,117.50

Fund   045 - DUI Fine Fund

REVENUE TOTALS $3,250.00

Fund   045 - DUI Fine Fund Totals $3,250.00

REVENUE

Fines & Forfeits 1,000.00

Investment Income 2,250.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 122,400.00 17,161.57 .00 164,473.88 (42,073.88) 134 143,419.77

.00 14,000.00 1,775.74 .00 13,461.63 538.37 96 16,054.23

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $136,400.00 $18,937.31 $0.00 $177,935.51 ($41,535.51) 130% $159,474.00

$0.00 $136,400.00 $18,937.31 $0.00 $177,935.51 ($41,535.51) $159,474.00

Fund   046 - Foreign Fire Tax Board Fund

Fund   046 - Foreign Fire Tax Board Fund Totals $136,400.00

Other Revenue .00

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $136,400.00

REVENUE

Other Taxes 122,400.00

Investment Income 14,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 997,500.00 88,778.57 .00 728,681.00 268,819.00 73 691,105.61

.00 1,000,000.00 200,000.00 .00 600,000.00 400,000.00 60 190,492.80

.00 30,000.00 2,894.01 .00 24,813.57 5,186.43 83 26,568.78

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $2,027,500.00 $291,672.58 $0.00 $1,353,494.57 $674,005.43 67% $908,167.19

$0.00 $2,027,500.00 $291,672.58 $0.00 $1,353,494.57 $674,005.43 $908,167.19

Other Taxes 997,500.00

Intergovernmental Revenue 1,000,000.00

Investment Income 30,000.00

Fund   048 - Business District Fund

REVENUE

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $2,027,500.00

Fund   048 - Business District Fund Totals $2,027,500.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 5,011,000.00 .00 .00 2,423,428.59 2,587,571.41 48 4,388,635.57

.00 30,000.00 383.67 .00 21,976.67 8,023.33 73 52,205.49

.00 1,500.00 .00 .00 .00 1,500.00 0 .00

8,700,000.00 8,700,000.00 .00 .00 .00 8,700,000.00 0 .00

$8,700,000.00 $13,742,500.00 $383.67 $0.00 $2,445,405.26 $11,297,094.74 18% $4,440,841.06

$8,700,000.00 $13,742,500.00 $383.67 $0.00 $2,445,405.26 $11,297,094.74 $4,440,841.06

Fund   049 - Prospect and Main TIF District

REVENUE

Property Taxes 5,011,000.00

REVENUE TOTALS $5,042,500.00

Fund   049 - Prospect and Main TIF District Totals $5,042,500.00

Investment Income 30,000.00

Other Revenue 1,500.00

Other Financing Sources .00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 (1.39) 1.39 +++ (260.41)

.00 500.00 .00 .00 .00 500.00 0 .00

.00 535,000.00 .00 .00 900,000.00 (365,000.00) 168 .00

.00 21,790,870.00 1,957,038.62 .00 19,347,741.10 2,443,128.90 89 17,924,487.34

.00 175,000.00 14,160.29 .00 123,167.87 51,832.13 70 111,824.10

.00 425,000.00 67,932.20 .00 683,963.00 (258,963.00) 161 881,870.56

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 85,000.00 7,700.00 .00 116,208.59 (31,208.59) 137 1,239,436.27

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $23,011,370.00 $2,046,831.11 $0.00 $21,171,079.17 $1,840,290.83 92% $20,157,357.86

$0.00 $23,011,370.00 $2,046,831.11 $0.00 $21,171,079.17 $1,840,290.83 $20,157,357.86

Fund   050 - Water and Sewer Fund

Intergovernmental Revenue 535,000.00

Charges For Services 21,790,870.00

Fines & Forfeits 175,000.00

REVENUE

Property Taxes .00

Licenses, Permits & Fees 500.00

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $23,011,370.00

Fund   050 - Water and Sewer Fund Totals $23,011,370.00

Investment Income 425,000.00

Reimbursements .00

Other Revenue 85,000.00

19
Page 41 of 297



Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 46,100.00 9,417.85 .00 73,150.07 (27,050.07) 159 42,334.06

.00 1,200.00 373.80 .00 3,125.48 (1,925.48) 260 1,741.78

.00 1,500.00 400.75 .00 2,628.85 (1,128.85) 175 1,555.05

.00 150,000.00 .00 .00 .00 150,000.00 0 .00

$0.00 $198,800.00 $10,192.40 $0.00 $78,904.40 $119,895.60 40% $45,630.89

$0.00 $198,800.00 $10,192.40 $0.00 $78,904.40 $119,895.60 $45,630.89

Charges For Services 46,100.00

Investment Income 1,200.00

Other Revenue 1,500.00

Fund   051 - Village Parking System Fund

REVENUE

Other Taxes .00

Other Financing Sources 150,000.00

REVENUE TOTALS $198,800.00

Fund   051 - Village Parking System Fund Totals $198,800.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 128,500.00 12,592.35 .00 116,760.15 11,739.85 91 108,938.00

.00 3,500.00 790.48 .00 6,153.02 (2,653.02) 176 6,572.24

.00 8,000.00 830.90 .00 7,297.50 702.50 91 7,033.60

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $140,000.00 $14,213.73 $0.00 $130,210.67 $9,789.33 93% $122,543.84

$0.00 $140,000.00 $14,213.73 $0.00 $130,210.67 $9,789.33 $122,543.84

Fund   052 - Parking System Revenue Fund

REVENUE

Other Taxes .00

Other Revenue 8,000.00

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $140,000.00

Intergovernmental Revenue .00

Charges For Services 128,500.00

Investment Income 3,500.00

Fund   052 - Parking System Revenue Fund Totals $140,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 2,727,148.00 227,262.35 .00 2,272,623.50 454,524.50 83 2,167,727.60

.00 39,000.00 5,229.22 .00 38,479.68 520.32 99 39,067.49

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $2,766,148.00 $232,491.57 $0.00 $2,311,103.18 $455,044.82 84% $2,206,795.09

$0.00 $2,766,148.00 $232,491.57 $0.00 $2,311,103.18 $455,044.82 $2,206,795.09

Charges For Services 2,727,148.00

Investment Income 39,000.00

Other Revenue .00

Fund   060 - Vehicle Maintenance Fund

REVENUE

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $2,766,148.00

Fund   060 - Vehicle Maintenance Fund Totals $2,766,148.00

22
Page 44 of 297



Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 2,023,030.00 168,585.85 .00 1,685,858.50 337,171.50 83 1,369,058.30

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 300,000.00 35,945.49 .00 472,962.40 (172,962.40) 158 577,504.79

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 25,000.00 .00 .00 .00 25,000.00 0 43,862.00

.00 .00 3,750.00 .00 139,177.00 (139,177.00) +++ 9,559.00

$0.00 $2,348,030.00 $208,281.34 $0.00 $2,297,997.90 $50,032.10 98% $1,999,984.09

$0.00 $2,348,030.00 $208,281.34 $0.00 $2,297,997.90 $50,032.10 $1,999,984.09

Fund   061 - Vehicle Replacement Fund

REVENUE

Charges For Services 2,023,030.00

Other Revenue 25,000.00

Other Financing Sources .00

REVENUE TOTALS $2,348,030.00

Fines & Forfeits .00

Investment Income 300,000.00

Reimbursements .00

Fund   061 - Vehicle Replacement Fund Totals $2,348,030.00

23
Page 45 of 297



Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 995,443.00 82,953.58 .00 829,535.80 165,907.20 83 190,833.40

.00 .00 3,290.06 .00 19,643.21 (19,643.21) +++ 13,555.77

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $995,443.00 $86,243.64 $0.00 $849,179.01 $146,263.99 85% $204,389.17

$0.00 $995,443.00 $86,243.64 $0.00 $849,179.01 $146,263.99 $204,389.17

Charges For Services 995,443.00

Investment Income .00

Other Financing Sources .00

Fund   062 - Computer Replacement Fund

REVENUE

REVENUE TOTALS $995,443.00

Fund   062 - Computer Replacement Fund Totals $995,443.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 8,601,189.00 841,961.66 .00 7,481,488.36 1,119,700.64 87 7,332,808.98

.00 12,500.00 206.25 .00 7,335.77 5,164.23 59 12,501.96

.00 540,000.00 1,953.83 .00 413,062.51 126,937.49 76 423,321.80

.00 2,340,500.00 153,318.80 .00 1,585,676.05 754,823.95 68 1,580,874.98

$0.00 $11,494,189.00 $997,440.54 $0.00 $9,487,562.69 $2,006,626.31 83% $9,349,507.72

$0.00 $11,494,189.00 $997,440.54 $0.00 $9,487,562.69 $2,006,626.31 $9,349,507.72

REVENUE

Charges For Services 8,601,189.00

Investment Income 12,500.00

Fund   063 - Risk Management Fund

Fund   063 - Risk Management Fund Totals $11,494,189.00

Reimbursements 540,000.00

Other Revenue 2,340,500.00

REVENUE TOTALS $11,494,189.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 1,590,175.00 132,514.59 .00 1,325,145.90 265,029.10 83 .00

.00 .00 2,183.95 .00 7,054.78 (7,054.78) +++ .00

$0.00 $1,590,175.00 $134,698.54 $0.00 $1,332,200.68 $257,974.32 84% $0.00

$0.00 $1,590,175.00 $134,698.54 $0.00 $1,332,200.68 $257,974.32 $0.00

Fund   064 - Building Improvement Fund

REVENUE

Fund   064 - Building Improvement Fund Totals $1,590,175.00

Charges For Services 1,590,175.00

Investment Income .00

REVENUE TOTALS $1,590,175.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Revenue Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 415.82 .00 1,385.77 (1,385.77) +++ 2,819.77

$0.00 $0.00 $415.82 $0.00 $1,385.77 ($1,385.77) +++ $2,819.77

$0.00 $0.00 $415.82 $0.00 $1,385.77 ($1,385.77) $2,819.77

Grand Totals $8,700,000.00 $169,643,865.00 $12,015,629.73 $0.00 $116,102,426.10 $53,541,438.90 $124,553,488.90

Fund   073 - Escrow Deposit Fund

REVENUE

$160,943,865.00

Investment Income .00

REVENUE TOTALS $0.00

Fund   073 - Escrow Deposit Fund Totals $0.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

.00 37,468,387.00 2,854,326.96 .00 28,834,540.00 8,633,847.00 77 28,028,727.08

.00 18,414,427.00 775,307.75 .00 12,218,175.59 6,196,251.41 66 15,759,349.67

(300.00) 642,312.00 44,572.97 17,033.21 390,172.47 235,106.32 63 433,441.95

.00 7,147.00 596.35 .00 5,963.50 1,183.50 83 5,789.80

261,778.74 14,576,946.74 970,237.43 438,277.18 10,457,830.84 3,680,838.72 75 8,245,708.47

5,880.00 390,973.00 30,266.96 .00 271,363.38 119,609.62 69 86,998.48

.00 655,485.00 54,734.91 .00 547,359.30 108,125.70 84 677,026.22

25,352.92 1,481,669.92 104,026.14 205,006.25 928,679.40 347,984.27 77 645,469.00

.00 373,471.00 .00 .00 59,768.27 313,702.73 16 974,655.19

.00 67,500.00 .00 30,418.00 1,807.78 35,274.22 48 1,805.49

.00 61,750.00 2,505.87 .00 19,459.66 42,290.34 32 14,712.30

7,100.00 278,461.00 17,412.73 70,880.32 159,559.12 48,021.56 83 217,635.08

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

1,843,397.41 4,629,634.41 12,767.08 741,265.83 1,092,889.13 2,795,479.45 40 589,314.54

8,700,000.00 15,449,433.00 .00 .00 2,000,000.00 13,449,433.00 13 8,500,000.00

$10,843,209.07 $94,497,597.07 $4,866,755.15 $1,502,880.79 $56,987,568.44 $36,007,147.84 62% $64,180,633.27

$10,843,209.07 $94,497,597.07 $4,866,755.15 $1,502,880.79 $56,987,568.44 $36,007,147.84 $64,180,633.27Fund   001 - General Fund Totals $83,654,388.00

Interfund Transfers 6,749,433.00

EXPENSE TOTALS $83,654,388.00

Other Equipment 271,361.00

Distribution Systems .00

Infrastructure 2,786,237.00

Other Expenditures 373,471.00

Building Improvements 67,500.00

Office Equipment 61,750.00

Utilities 385,093.00

Insurance 655,485.00

Commodities & Supplies 1,456,317.00

Other Employee Costs 642,612.00

Pension Benefits 7,147.00

Contractual Services 14,315,168.00

EXPENSE

Personal Services, Salaries & Wages 37,468,387.00

Employee Benefits 18,414,427.00

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget
Fund   001 - General Fund
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 2,580,000.00 .00 .00 .00 2,580,000.00 0 .00

.00 1,942,280.00 .00 .00 970,879.45 971,400.55 50 1,015,568.89

.00 1,900.00 .00 .00 900.00 1,000.00 47 900.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $4,524,180.00 $0.00 $0.00 $971,779.45 $3,552,400.55 21% $1,016,468.89

$0.00 $4,524,180.00 $0.00 $0.00 $971,779.45 $3,552,400.55 $1,016,468.89

Other Financing Uses .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $4,524,180.00

Fund   002 - Debt Service Fund Totals $4,524,180.00

Interest Expense 1,942,280.00

Bank & Fiscal Fees 1,900.00

Interfund Transfers .00

Contractual Services .00

Other Expenditures .00

Bond Principal 2,580,000.00

Fund   002 - Debt Service Fund

EXPENSE
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 55,000.00 9,933.50 .00 53,613.50 1,386.50 97 .00

388,696.57 1,188,696.57 .00 300,372.48 92,702.35 795,621.74 33 468,345.63

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

386,919.00 1,009,994.00 41,663.72 120,207.32 87,411.12 802,375.56 21 1,813,542.01

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 86,569.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

296,939.53 1,613,647.53 17,042.25 .00 1,499,909.52 113,738.01 93 5,597.92

1,471,844.94 3,661,324.94 99,407.86 221,535.47 979,420.65 2,460,368.82 33 976,169.61

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$2,544,400.04 $7,528,663.04 $168,047.33 $642,115.27 $2,713,057.14 $4,173,490.63 45% $3,350,224.17

$2,544,400.04 $7,528,663.04 $168,047.33 $642,115.27 $2,713,057.14 $4,173,490.63 $3,350,224.17

EXPENSE TOTALS $4,984,263.00

Fund   020 - Capital Improvement Fund Totals $4,984,263.00

Other Equipment 1,316,708.00

Infrastructure 2,189,480.00

Interfund Transfers .00

Building Improvements 623,075.00

Office Equipment .00

Motor Equipment .00

Commodities & Supplies 55,000.00

Other Expenditures 800,000.00

Land Improvements .00

Fund   020 - Capital Improvement Fund

EXPENSE

Contractual Services .00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 95,000.00 2,679.50 50,456.00 29,410.00 15,134.00 84 6,942.50

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

1,841,227.02 6,334,149.02 730,086.23 1,321,035.07 3,375,070.98 1,638,042.97 74 3,064,940.95

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$1,841,227.02 $6,429,149.02 $732,765.73 $1,371,491.07 $3,404,480.98 $1,653,176.97 74% $3,071,883.45

$1,841,227.02 $6,429,149.02 $732,765.73 $1,371,491.07 $3,404,480.98 $1,653,176.97 $3,071,883.45Fund   023 - Street Improvement Construc Fund Totals $4,587,922.00

Infrastructure 4,492,922.00

Interfund Transfers .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $4,587,922.00

Contractual Services 95,000.00

Other Expenditures .00

Land Improvements .00

Fund   023 - Street Improvement Construc Fund

EXPENSE
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

211,660.75 326,970.75 17,226.24 176,020.04 142,459.99 8,490.72 97 170,851.87

.00 8,090.00 .00 .00 4,927.12 3,162.88 61 4,337.93

.00 5,739.00 .00 .00 3,846.00 1,893.00 67 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

890,691.31 1,776,261.31 800,478.78 322,592.10 823,897.02 629,772.19 65 524,359.54

$1,102,352.06 $2,117,061.06 $817,705.02 $498,612.14 $975,130.13 $643,318.79 70% $699,549.34

$1,102,352.06 $2,117,061.06 $817,705.02 $498,612.14 $975,130.13 $643,318.79 $699,549.34

Infrastructure 885,570.00

EXPENSE TOTALS $1,014,709.00

Fund   024 - Flood Control Construction Fund Totals $1,014,709.00

Other Expenditures .00

Other Equipment .00

Distribution Systems .00

Contractual Services 115,310.00

Utilities 8,090.00

Commodities & Supplies 5,739.00

Fund   024 - Flood Control Construction Fund

EXPENSE
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 1,000,000.00 .00 .00 .00 1,000,000.00 0 .00

$0.00 $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00 0% $0.00

$0.00 $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00 $0.00Fund   036 - Rural Special Service Area Fund Totals $1,000,000.00

EXPENSE

Interfund Transfers 1,000,000.00

EXPENSE TOTALS $1,000,000.00

Fund   036 - Rural Special Service Area Fund
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 95,000.00 .00 .00 30,576.84 64,423.16 32 55,785.59

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 50,000.00 .00 .00 .00 50,000.00 0 .00

1,410,000.00 2,160,000.00 .00 960,536.53 1,312,552.20 (113,088.73) 105 .00

$1,410,000.00 $2,305,000.00 $0.00 $960,536.53 $1,343,129.04 $1,334.43 100% $55,785.59

$1,410,000.00 $2,305,000.00 $0.00 $960,536.53 $1,343,129.04 $1,334.43 $55,785.59Fund   037 - SMP TIF Fund Totals $895,000.00

Other Expenditures 50,000.00

Distribution Systems 750,000.00

EXPENSE TOTALS $895,000.00

Other Employee Costs .00

Contractual Services 95,000.00

Commodities & Supplies .00

Fund   037 - SMP TIF Fund

EXPENSE
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 2,000,000.00 .00 .00 2,000,000.00 .00 100 2,000,000.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $2,000,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000,000.00 $0.00 100% $2,000,000.00

$0.00 $2,000,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000,000.00 $0.00 $2,000,000.00

Interfund Transfers .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $2,000,000.00

Fund   039 - Pension Stabilization Fund Totals $2,000,000.00

Fund   039 - Pension Stabilization Fund 

EXPENSE

Employee Benefits 2,000,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 397,225.00 30,156.64 .00 292,609.73 104,615.27 74 271,089.10

.00 143,068.00 10,122.90 .00 106,127.45 36,940.55 74 106,407.78

.00 1,636.00 .00 .00 .00 1,636.00 0 135.61

.00 4,724,888.00 386,188.06 .00 3,601,008.04 1,123,879.96 76 3,727,248.05

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 16,380.00 1,365.00 .00 13,650.00 2,730.00 83 15,524.20

.00 28,770.00 6,237.12 .00 7,121.67 21,648.33 25 6,226.99

$0.00 $5,311,967.00 $434,069.72 $0.00 $4,020,516.89 $1,291,450.11 76% $4,126,631.73

$0.00 $5,311,967.00 $434,069.72 $0.00 $4,020,516.89 $1,291,450.11 $4,126,631.73

EXPENSE TOTALS $5,311,967.00

Fund   040 - Refuse Disposal Fund Totals $5,311,967.00

Utilities .00

Insurance 16,380.00

Commodities & Supplies 28,770.00

Employee Benefits 143,068.00

Other Employee Costs 1,636.00

Contractual Services 4,724,888.00

Fund   040 - Refuse Disposal Fund

EXPENSE

Personal Services, Salaries & Wages 397,225.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 336,578.20

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 167,926.93

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ 274,060.28

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 2,524,400.00 213,166.35 .00 2,424,400.00 100,000.00 96 1,449,872.15

$0.00 $2,524,400.00 $213,166.35 $0.00 $2,424,400.00 $100,000.00 96% $2,228,437.56

$0.00 $2,524,400.00 $213,166.35 $0.00 $2,424,400.00 $100,000.00 $2,228,437.56

EXPENSE TOTALS $2,524,400.00

Fund   041 - Motor Fuel Tax Fund Totals $2,524,400.00

Commodities & Supplies .00

Building Improvements .00

Infrastructure 2,524,400.00

EXPENSE

Contractual Services .00

Utilities .00

Fund   041 - Motor Fuel Tax Fund
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 283,285.00 .00 .00 415,270.44 (131,985.44) 147 107,798.81

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $283,285.00 $0.00 $0.00 $415,270.44 ($131,985.44) 147% $107,798.81

$0.00 $283,285.00 $0.00 $0.00 $415,270.44 ($131,985.44) $107,798.81

Infrastructure .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $283,285.00

Fund   042 - CDBG Totals $283,285.00

Other Expenditures .00

Land Improvements .00

Building Improvements .00

Other Employee Costs .00

Contractual Services 283,285.00

Commodities & Supplies .00

EXPENSE

Personal Services, Salaries & Wages .00

Employee Benefits .00

Fund   042 - CDBG
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 1,000.00 .00 .00 .00 1,000.00 0 .00

.00 2,000.00 .00 .00 .00 2,000.00 0 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 64,000.00 .00 .00 .00 64,000.00 0 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 19,102.90 (19,102.90) +++ 4,690.10

$0.00 $67,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,102.90 $47,897.10 29% $4,690.10

$0.00 $67,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $19,102.90 $47,897.10 $4,690.10

Other Equipment .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $67,000.00

Fund   043 - Asset Seizure Fund Totals $67,000.00

Contractual Services 2,000.00

Commodities & Supplies .00

Motor Equipment 64,000.00

Fund   043 - Asset Seizure Fund

EXPENSE

Other Employee Costs 1,000.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 500.00 .00 .00 10,000.00 (9,500.00) 2000 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 1,000.00 .00 .00 22,342.50 (21,342.50) 2234 31,584.18

$0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $32,342.50 ($30,842.50) 2156% $31,584.18

$0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $32,342.50 ($30,842.50) $31,584.18Fund   044 - Federal Equitable Share Funds Totals $1,500.00

Building Improvements .00

Other Equipment 1,000.00

EXPENSE TOTALS $1,500.00

Fund   044 - Federal Equitable Share Funds

EXPENSE

Contractual Services 500.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 8,550.00 (8,550.00) +++ .00

.00 1,000.00 .00 .00 .00 1,000.00 0 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 1,000.00 .00 .00 2,290.00 (1,290.00) 229 12,800.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $10,840.00 ($8,840.00) 542% $12,800.00

$0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $10,840.00 ($8,840.00) $12,800.00Fund   045 - DUI Fine Fund Totals $2,000.00

Other Equipment 1,000.00

Interfund Transfers .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $2,000.00

Other Employee Costs .00

Contractual Services 1,000.00

Motor Equipment .00

Fund   045 - DUI Fine Fund

EXPENSE
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

9,000.00 29,000.00 14,357.81 .00 18,332.90 10,667.10 63 12,857.61

.00 11,000.00 662.53 .00 17,650.28 (6,650.28) 160 12,806.44

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

(9,000.00) 81,000.00 19,796.99 .00 75,276.49 5,723.51 93 47,960.95

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 30,000.00 .00 6,686.00 7,740.34 15,573.66 48 65,760.54

$0.00 $151,000.00 $34,817.33 $6,686.00 $119,000.01 $25,313.99 83% $139,385.54

$0.00 $151,000.00 $34,817.33 $6,686.00 $119,000.01 $25,313.99 $139,385.54

EXPENSE TOTALS $151,000.00

Fund   046 - Foreign Fire Tax Board Fund Totals $151,000.00

Commodities & Supplies 90,000.00

Building Improvements .00

Other Equipment 30,000.00

Other Employee Costs 20,000.00

Contractual Services 11,000.00

Insurance .00

Fund   046 - Foreign Fire Tax Board Fund

EXPENSE
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 2,027,500.00 571,626.00 .00 1,123,284.21 904,215.79 55 779,056.79

$0.00 $2,027,500.00 $571,626.00 $0.00 $1,123,284.21 $904,215.79 55% $779,056.79

$0.00 $2,027,500.00 $571,626.00 $0.00 $1,123,284.21 $904,215.79 $779,056.79

EXPENSE TOTALS $2,027,500.00

Fund   048 - Business District Fund Totals $2,027,500.00

EXPENSE

Bond Principal .00

Interest Expense 2,027,500.00

Fund   048 - Business District Fund
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 165,000.00 7,756.70 .00 100,262.61 64,737.39 61 80,760.86

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

9,080,000.00 11,660,000.00 3,700,000.00 .00 8,862,898.69 2,797,101.31 76 1,351,210.66

.00 1,425,000.00 414,379.20 439,760.24 844,099.62 141,140.14 90 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 200,000.00 12,372.54 50,469.37 149,529.38 1.25 100 .00

.00 740,000.00 .00 .00 .00 740,000.00 0 .00

.00 606,838.00 .00 .00 303,418.89 303,419.11 50 319,243.88

.00 900.00 .00 .00 900.00 .00 100 900.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$9,080,000.00 $14,797,738.00 $4,134,508.44 $490,229.61 $10,261,109.19 $4,046,399.20 73% $1,752,115.40

$9,080,000.00 $14,797,738.00 $4,134,508.44 $490,229.61 $10,261,109.19 $4,046,399.20 $1,752,115.40

EXPENSE TOTALS $5,717,738.00

Fund   049 - Prospect and Main TIF District Totals $5,717,738.00

Interest Expense 606,838.00

Bank & Fiscal Fees 900.00

Interfund Transfers .00

Building Improvements .00

Infrastructure 200,000.00

Bond Principal 740,000.00

Commodities & Supplies .00

Other Expenditures 2,580,000.00

Land Improvements 1,425,000.00

EXPENSE

Other Employee Costs .00

Contractual Services 165,000.00

Fund   049 - Prospect and Main TIF District
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 2,920,018.00 208,157.60 .00 2,191,987.85 728,030.15 75 2,059,604.71

.00 907,955.00 67,857.00 .00 748,394.80 159,560.20 82 702,604.51

.00 50,106.00 2,230.27 .00 38,832.89 11,273.11 78 35,895.40

45,000.00 10,759,066.00 911,964.32 184,792.02 8,316,707.33 2,257,566.65 79 8,108,054.29

.00 131,793.00 11,730.61 .00 114,983.27 16,809.73 87 97,885.52

.00 181,111.00 15,092.67 .00 150,926.70 30,184.30 83 195,928.30

.00 329,994.00 20,550.06 14,719.88 238,636.85 76,637.27 77 186,646.93

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 373,396.81 .00 (373,396.81) +++ 5,260,726.56

.00 1,241.00 .00 .00 .00 1,241.00 0 .00

.00 429,614.00 .00 24,460.00 83,525.97 321,628.03 25 148,732.95

3,391,499.58 12,947,935.58 1,821,324.48 2,181,358.94 8,608,390.30 2,158,186.34 83 9,328,787.06

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 995,000.00 .00 .00 .00 995,000.00 0 .00

.00 843,631.00 .00 .00 421,815.50 421,815.50 50 443,740.51

.00 1,575.00 .00 .00 1,350.00 225.00 86 1,350.00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$3,436,499.58 $30,499,039.58 $3,058,907.01 $2,778,727.65 $20,915,551.46 $6,804,760.47 78% $26,569,956.74

$3,436,499.58 $30,499,039.58 $3,058,907.01 $2,778,727.65 $20,915,551.46 $6,804,760.47 $26,569,956.74

EXPENSE TOTALS $27,062,540.00

Fund   050 - Water and Sewer Fund Totals $27,062,540.00

Interfund Transfers .00

Long Term Debt .00

Bond Principal 995,000.00

Interest Expense 843,631.00

Bank & Fiscal Fees 1,575.00

Other Equipment 429,614.00

Distribution Systems 9,556,436.00

Infrastructure .00

Buildings .00

Building Improvements .00

Office Equipment 1,241.00

Insurance 181,111.00

Commodities & Supplies 329,994.00

Other Expenditures .00

Other Employee Costs 50,106.00

Contractual Services 10,714,066.00

Utilities 131,793.00

EXPENSE

Personal Services, Salaries & Wages 2,920,018.00

Employee Benefits 907,955.00

Fund   050 - Water and Sewer Fund
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 54,302.00 4,580.14 1,931.24 51,235.95 1,134.81 98 44,368.56

.00 11,033.00 806.93 .00 8,170.04 2,862.96 74 6,977.32

.00 1,456.00 121.33 .00 1,213.30 242.70 83 4,369.20

.00 645.00 .00 .00 577.30 67.70 90 625.97

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

37,201.00 148,201.00 1,070.01 112,074.00 19,419.74 16,707.26 89 47,310.41

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$37,201.00 $215,637.00 $6,578.41 $114,005.24 $80,616.33 $21,015.43 90% $103,651.46

$37,201.00 $215,637.00 $6,578.41 $114,005.24 $80,616.33 $21,015.43 $103,651.46

EXPENSE TOTALS $178,436.00

Fund   051 - Village Parking System Fund Totals $178,436.00

Building Improvements .00

Infrastructure 111,000.00

Interfund Transfers .00

Commodities & Supplies 645.00

Other Expenditures .00

Buildings .00

Contractual Services 54,302.00

Utilities 11,033.00

Insurance 1,456.00

EXPENSE

Personal Services, Salaries & Wages .00

Employee Benefits .00

Fund   051 - Village Parking System Fund
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

67,000.00 121,777.00 1,415.52 650.09 64,671.39 56,455.52 54 60,062.21

.00 6,837.00 .00 .00 1,245.72 5,591.28 18 1,283.84

.00 1,187.00 98.92 .00 989.20 197.80 83 1,114.20

.00 12,394.00 55.08 .00 7,419.68 4,974.32 60 8,280.53

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$67,000.00 $142,195.00 $1,569.52 $650.09 $74,325.99 $67,218.92 53% $70,740.78

$67,000.00 $142,195.00 $1,569.52 $650.09 $74,325.99 $67,218.92 $70,740.78

EXPENSE TOTALS $75,195.00

Fund   052 - Parking System Revenue Fund Totals $75,195.00

Buildings .00

Building Improvements .00

Interfund Transfers .00

Insurance 1,187.00

Commodities & Supplies 12,394.00

Other Expenditures .00

Employee Benefits .00

Contractual Services 54,777.00

Utilities 6,837.00

Fund   052 - Parking System Revenue Fund

EXPENSE

Personal Services, Salaries & Wages .00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 1,293,034.00 79,088.30 .00 825,226.20 467,807.80 64 888,750.37

.00 417,014.00 26,492.35 .00 311,364.05 105,649.95 75 311,813.28

.00 7,395.00 .00 .00 4,203.07 3,191.93 57 8,842.75

7,000.00 146,861.00 18,243.16 16,855.24 122,453.71 7,552.05 95 98,639.63

.00 5,063.00 244.32 .00 2,487.22 2,575.78 49 2,579.67

.00 22,503.00 1,875.25 .00 18,752.50 3,750.50 83 46,152.50

(7,000.00) 792,918.00 79,788.10 197,230.60 545,923.44 49,763.96 94 625,179.81

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 705.00 .00 .00 .00 705.00 0 .00

.00 2,655.00 .00 .00 1,157.92 1,497.08 44 25,313.00

$0.00 $2,688,148.00 $205,731.48 $214,085.84 $1,831,568.11 $642,494.05 76% $2,007,271.01

$0.00 $2,688,148.00 $205,731.48 $214,085.84 $1,831,568.11 $642,494.05 $2,007,271.01

EXPENSE TOTALS $2,688,148.00

Fund   060 - Vehicle Maintenance Fund Totals $2,688,148.00

Other Expenditures .00

Office Equipment 705.00

Other Equipment 2,655.00

Utilities 5,063.00

Insurance 22,503.00

Commodities & Supplies 799,918.00

Employee Benefits 417,014.00

Other Employee Costs 7,395.00

Contractual Services 139,861.00

Fund   060 - Vehicle Maintenance Fund

EXPENSE

Personal Services, Salaries & Wages 1,293,034.00
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

335,134.00 5,316,134.00 83,331.98 763,425.06 1,687,682.48 2,865,026.46 46 1,510,976.41

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$335,134.00 $5,316,134.00 $83,331.98 $763,425.06 $1,687,682.48 $2,865,026.46 46% $1,510,976.41

$335,134.00 $5,316,134.00 $83,331.98 $763,425.06 $1,687,682.48 $2,865,026.46 $1,510,976.41Fund   061 - Vehicle Replacement Fund Totals $4,981,000.00

Interfund Transfers .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $4,981,000.00

EXPENSE

Other Expenditures .00

Motor Equipment 4,981,000.00

Fund   061 - Vehicle Replacement Fund
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 211,500.00 22,640.95 .00 73,265.21 138,234.79 35 64,799.89

.00 .00 16,499.60 .00 16,499.60 (16,499.60) +++ .00

$0.00 $211,500.00 $39,140.55 $0.00 $89,764.81 $121,735.19 42% $64,799.89

$0.00 $211,500.00 $39,140.55 $0.00 $89,764.81 $121,735.19 $64,799.89

Other Equipment .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $211,500.00

Fund   062 - Computer Replacement Fund Totals $211,500.00

Other Expenditures .00

Building Improvements .00

Office Equipment 211,500.00

Fund   062 - Computer Replacement Fund

EXPENSE
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Budget Amended Current Month YTD YTD Budget - YTD % Used/
Amendments Budget Transactions Encumbrances Transactions Transactions Rec'd Prior Year YTD

Expense Budget by Account Classification Report
Through 10/31/25

Prior Fiscal Year Activity Included
Summary Listing

Adopted
Account Classification Budget

.00 11,033.00 .00 11,000.00 5,227.50 (5,194.50) 147 9,750.00

.00 11,444,900.00 806,060.09 .00 9,367,506.03 2,077,393.97 82 9,163,147.53

.00 37,500.00 .00 .00 23,473.81 14,026.19 63 17,220.35

447,500.00 447,500.00 24,398.90 13,313.04 331,971.84 102,215.12 77 .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

.00 .00 .00 .00 .00 .00 +++ .00

$447,500.00 $11,940,933.00 $830,458.99 $24,313.04 $9,728,179.18 $2,188,440.78 82% $9,190,117.88

$447,500.00 $11,940,933.00 $830,458.99 $24,313.04 $9,728,179.18 $2,188,440.78 $9,190,117.88

Grand Totals $31,144,522.77 $196,581,626.77 $16,199,179.01 $9,367,758.33 $121,228,699.68 $65,985,168.76 $123,074,558.99$165,437,104.00

Fund   063 - Risk Management Fund Totals $11,493,433.00

Other Equipment .00

Interfund Transfers .00

EXPENSE TOTALS $11,493,433.00

Insurance 11,444,900.00

Commodities & Supplies 37,500.00

Building Improvements .00

Fund   063 - Risk Management Fund

EXPENSE

Contractual Services 11,033.00
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject List of Bills - November 26, 2025 to December 9, 2025 - 

$3,647,250.92 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category CONSENT AGENDA 

Type Action Item  

Information 
Attached is the List of Bills for November 2026, 2025, to December 9, 2025 - $3,647,250.92 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 

1. Approve the attached List of Bills for November 2026, 2025, to December 9, 2025 - 
$3,647,250.92 

2. Action at the discretion of the Village Board. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends approval of the attached List of Bills for November 2026, 2025, to 
December 9, 2025 - $3,647,250.92. 
 
Attachments 
1. List of Bills - November 26, 2025 - December 9, 2025 
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VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
List of Bills 

November 26, 2025 - December 9, 2025

Fund Vendor Name Invoice Description  Amount 
001  General Fund

ACS State & Local Government Solutions Illinois State Disbursement Unit 12.04.25 3,614.31$             
Adorama Inc New Dept. drone with batteries 10/01/25 2,999.55               
Alvarez, Inc. Salt protection sod for medians 11/20/25 2,025.00               
Amazon Capital Services Binders and dividers for Company Officer Development 211.72                   

11/22/25 Holiday supplies for Dept. 16.79                     
11/21/25 Dept. cell phone accessories 14.28                     
11/28/25 Credit for returned item (16.79)                    
Replacement chain tensioner kit to repair chainsaw 29.49                     
Desktop Tape Dispensers 23.65                     
Frames for wall maps 1,854.98               
11/22/25 Prisoner supplies 112.22                   
11/25/25 Holiday supplies for Dept. 25.40                     
Door access system starter kit for PD 159.80                   
Thermometer gun, hygrometers and step stool - St 13 39.82                     
Thermometer gun, hygrometers and step stool - St 13 35.92                     
Walls clocks and expo markers 82.57                     
Scotch tape and water filter for Admin refrigerator 46.19                     
Pre rolled silverware sets 41.59                     
3 ring binders,  note pads, paper clips, manila folders 57.98                     

Avanti Cafe & Sandwich Bar, Inc. 12/10/25 Food for Dept. holiday luncheon 563.00                   
Food for the village holiday luncheon 2025 322.00                   

Bond Conway Law Firm November 2025 Administrative Adjudication 432.00                   
Administrative Adjudication Services - November 2025 504.00                   

Brownells, Inc. 11/21/25 Range supplies 98.70                     
Builders Asphalt LLC Patching material 11/24/25 302.40                   

Patching material 11/25/25/25 149.16                   
Busse Automotive Inc 11/24/25 Cleaning of P-21 210.00                   
Carioti, Francis Edit Mount Prospect Update for 11/21/2025 144.00                   
Cash Shop with the Cops program Funds 12/16/25 5,500.00               
Cedar Mountain Fence Company Refund Permit Fee #RB25-001960 (2234 Lincoln) 75.00                     
Clerk of the Circuit Court of McHenry County Garnishment 12.04.2025 547.85                   
Comcast 12/1-12/31/2025 Internet 21 S Emerson 174.90                   

11/18-12/17/25 1700 W Central cable 37.71                     
Conrad Polygraph, Incorporated Candidate Polygraph 11/13/25 225.00                   
Constellation NewEnergy, Inc. 9/4-10/15/25 Electricity pump st 62.81                     

10/13-11/1125 21 S Emerson electricity 70.24                     
10/15-11/13/25 1901 1/2 E Seminole electricity 64.75                     

Cook County Government 2024 Second Install Property Tax Bill (10 S Pine) 6,115.50               
2024 Second Install Property Tax Bill (310 Northwest Hwy) 17,263.77             

Cooper, Nicole Fruit for Senior Connections 74.99                     
Digital seminar- Functional Nutrition Certification for Nurse 299.99                   

Dennison Leafblad, Deborah Camera Operator for Tree Lighting Ceremony 250.00                   
Digicom Inc Message Remote 2 (US Digital/Honeywell) 1,597.38               
DLT Solutions, LLC AutoCAD Subscription CD and PW 12/5/25-12/4/26 7,082.40               
Dogteampro Inc 10/29/25-10/28/26 Annual K-9 subscription 499.00                   
Endeavor Health Medical Group 11/19/25 Pre-employment physical 905.00                   
Equipment Simulations LLC Fire simulation training program 11/07/25 - 11/06/26 74.95                     
Experian 11/01/25-11/28/25 Background checks 100.00                   
Fire Pension Fund Fire Pension 12.04.25 45,437.78             
Five Star Valet Valet Services Restaurant Row 11/06/25-11/29/25 3,720.00               
G & J Associates, Inc. Emerson Deck Illuminated Signage 10/29/25 18,875.00             
Gambino Landscaping and Brick Paving, Inc. Irrigation System end of season shutdown 10/19-11/18/25 3,717.50               
Gordon Flesch Company, Inc. Leasing Contract M204292 11/22/25-12/21/25 3,186.49               

Leasing Contract M204292 -12/22/25-1/21/26 3,186.49               
Grzeskowiak, Eric Reimburse PE License Renewal Nov 2025-Oct 2027 127.81                   
Home Depot USA Inc Parts and Supplies 541.18                   

Fire Dept Supplies 10/22/25 - 11/21/25 3,967.04               
Hull, David IL Arborist Conference 11/19/25 73.72                     
ICMA Retirement Trust - 457 MissionSquare 12.04.25 58,415.26             
Illinois American Water Company Water Service - 2000 E Kensington10/10-11/7/25 433.06                   

Water Service - 1313 N Burning Bush 10/11-11/7/25 968.40                   
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VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
List of Bills 

November 26, 2025 - December 9, 2025

Fund Vendor Name Invoice Description  Amount 
001  General Fund (continued)

Illinois American Water Company (continued) Sewer Service - 1415 E Algonquin 10/3-11/3/25 66.09                     
Water Service - 1313 N Burning Bush 11/8-11/11/25 112.72                   

Illinois City Management Job Ad Posting for Engineering Technician 50.00                     
Illinois Department of Revenue IL State Withholding 12.04.25 68,682.11             

Illinois Tax Levy 12.04.25 651.71                   
Illinois Law Enforcement Admin Professionals 1/1/26-12/31/26 Membership renewal 75.00                     

1/1/26-12/31/26 Membership renewal 75.00                     
1/1/26-12/31/26 Membership renewal 75.00                     

Illinois State Police Business License Background Check 10/01/25-10/13/25 54.00                     
Imaging Essentials Inc KIP Plotter Maintenance 11/1-11/30/25 66.00                     
Intergovernmental Per.ben.coop IPBC - December 2025 497.50                   
Internal Revenue Service Federal Tax Liability 12.04.25 323,411.09           
International Union of Operating Engineers IUOE PW Dues 12.04.25 1,995.67               
Keating, John Rand-83-Kensington Intersection Project Land Acquisition 1,500.00               
Kedzi Construction Group LLC Refund Permit Fee #RB25-001995 (2018 Hopi) 500.00                   
Klein, Thorpe and Jenkins, LTD Reimbursement of other professional services 27,700.00             

Legal Services - October 2025 35,752.97             
Laner Muchin, LTD Legal Services thru 10/20/25 52.50                     

Legal Services thru 10/20/25 262.50                   
Lexipol LLC 1/1/26-12/31/26 Annual policy manual and daily 24,003.25             

1/1/26-12/31/26 Leadership training series 815.73                   
Lula Randhurst U LLC Refund Alarm License #BL25-000113 (114 Kensington) 25.00                     
Mac Strategies Group Inc Legislative Consulting services through December 2025 5,000.00               
Maxx Contractors Corp Debris Hauling and Aggregate Material Delivery 11/19-11/20/25 498.79                   

Debris Hauling and Aggregate Material Delivery 11/21/25 86.54                     
Meltzer, Purtill, & Stelle LLC Legal Services for period ending 10/31/25 2,842.00               
Menards Inc 8/14/25 Office equipment 184.00                   

9/10/25 Training supplies 29.88                     
White lights supplies 26.85                     
11/18/25 Holiday supplies for Dept. 151.79                   
White lights supplies 47.94                     

Metro Federal Credit Union MP Fire Local 4119 Dues 12.04.25 3,029.10               
Metropolitan Alliance - Police MAP Dues 12.04.25 1,856.50               
MGT Impact Solutions LLC Classification & Compensation Study 26,355.00             
Morton Suggestion Co. 11/19/25 Supplies for Shop with the Cops 370.36                   

Clothing supplies 11/25/25 90.14                     
Mount Prospect Historical Society 2025 Budget Allocation - December 2025 4,166.74               
National Public Employer Labor Relations Assc 2026 Illinois Active Membership 230.00                   
Nationwide Mutual Insurance Company Nationwide 12.04.25 25,940.39             
Neopost USA Inc. Postage Machine Replenishment 12/1/25 3,000.00               

Neopost Annual ACH Maintenance Fee 11/3/25 50.00                     
Nicolosi, Angela Senior Services- Yoga 11/21/2025 75.00                     
North East Multi Regional Training Inc Training registrations 11/07/25 200.00                   
Optimum Roofing Inc Refund Permit Fee #RB25-001990 (1705 Freedom) 75.00                     
Pacific Biomedical Inc Ambu Spur BVM-1 case 255.40                   
Penn Care Inc Portable Suction Amb 12 1,126.09               
Pesche's Flower Shop Front office plants for holiday decoration 291.89                   
Petty Cash VMO Petty Cash October/November 2025 122.34                   
Police Pension Fund Police Pension 12.04.25 47,653.51             
Prestige Distribution Inc Refund Contractor License #CL25-000819 200.00                   
Quicket Solutions Inc 11/19/25 Thermal paper for electronic ticketing 2,700.00               
Quill Corporation iPhone case 29.37                     

Pocket sleeve inserts 8.11                       
Calendars, journals, folders, coffee 291.61                   

Radiotronics Inc 02/2026-02/2027 AceWatchDog service 168.00                   
Ray O'Herron Co Inc Vest cover 228.40                   

07/18/25 Body armor and vest cover 1,051.02               
Body armor and vest cover 1,051.02               
07/18/25 Body armor and vest cover 1,050.40               
07/18/25 Body armor and vest cover 1,050.40               
07/21/25 Vest cover 218.53                   
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VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
List of Bills 

November 26, 2025 - December 9, 2025

Fund Vendor Name Invoice Description  Amount 
001  General Fund (continued)

Reliance Standard Life Insurance Co. Reliance Inv Pmt Nov 2025 3,558.92               
Roe, Alexander Reimburse expenses for K-9 and training 10/19-23/25 353.96                   
Sadikovic, Sam Rand-83-Kensington Intersection Conveyance documents 43,300.00             
Secretary of State License Plate Registration 2006 Toyota I-64 151.00                   

Title and Registration for Unit 4533 173.00                   
Sirchie Acquisition Company LLC ET supplies 11/21/25 140.75                   
St Mark Lutheran Church Lease 40 parking spaces at 200 S Wille Dec 2025 2,000.00               
State of Illinois Emergency Transport Services GMET 7/1/25-9/30/25 241,523.68           
Stericycle, Inc. Steri-Safe Select monthly December 2025 222.70                   
Stryker Sales Corporation LUCAS Suction Cups 519.06                   
Teevan, Alison Reimburse expenses for Armed robbery investigation 11/21/25 65.97                     
Terrace Supply Company Oxygen 136.26                   

Oxygen 75.10                     
Thomas H Hooper Chapter 13 Trustee Bankruptcy 12.04.25 354.00                   
T-Mobile USA Inc 10/21/25-11/20/25 Charges for increased data lines 67.60                     
Todays Uniforms Inc Uniform promotion Initial Issue 109.95                   

Uniform Initial Issue 111.90                   
TransUnion Risk and Alternative Data Solutions Inc Background checks - November 2025 322.95                   
Uline Inc. ET supplies 11/14/25 153.01                   

Cut resistant gloves and safety glasses 378.37                   
UniFirst Corporation Uniform Rental Services 11/26/25 285.71                   
UniFirst First Aid Corp 1700 W Central 11/24/25 AED Inspection/First aid refill 215.58                   

50 S Emerson 11/24/25 AED Inspection 78.70                     
111 E Rand 11/24/25 AED Inspection 26.46                     
911 Kensington 11/24/25 AED inspection 66.15                     
2000 Kensington 11/24/25 AED Inspection 13.23                     
1415 E Algonquin 11/24/25 AED inspection 13.23                     
1711 W Algonquin 11/24/25 AED inspection 13.23                     
1601 W Golf 11/24/25 AED Inspection 13.23                     

United States Postal Service EPS Postage - November 2025 6,901.63               
Verizon Wireless Services LLC Cell & Equipment Charges 10/20/25-11/19/25 5,057.83               
Village of Mount Prospect Flex Sec 125 Deds 12.04.25 12,196.12             

Fringe Benefit Auto 12.04.25 410.45                   
Village of Romeoville Instructor II 11/17/25 - 11/21/25 425.00                   
Vision Marketing Passport System, LTD. Passport helmet tags new hires 38.95                     
W. W. Grainger, Inc. Lockout station filled with components 393.64                   

Fuses 54.30                     
West Central Municipal Conference Trees for replacement/reforestation throughout VOMP Fall 2025 102,453.30           
Wisconsin Department of Revenue WI State Withholding NOV 2025 929.85                   
Wolf, Lisa On Camera for MP Update 12/05/2025 200.00                   
Wolin Law Group LLC Rand-83-Kensington Intersection Project Land Acquisition 775.00                   
ZBP Enterprises Inc Mailing envelopes business license Dec 2025 719.00                   

001  General Fund Total 1,240,995.42$     

020  Capital Improvement Fund
Chastain & Associates Central Road & Weller Lane Crosswalk Modifications 8/31-9/27/25 1,844.85$             
Christopher B. Burke Engineering Ltd Algonquin Rd Path & Lighting Ph II Eng 9/28-10/25/25 41,391.78             
Graybar Electric Co. Lumec LED fixtures for stock 2,191.84               
Home Depot USA Inc Parts and supplies 584.15                   
Prospect Restaurant & Bar Inc Facade/Int Buildout Grant 1702 Algonquin 11/24/25 10,000.00             

020  Capital Improvement Fund Total 56,012.62$           

023  Street Improvement Construction Fund
Patriot Pavement Maintenance Wolf Road joint/crack sealing 11/20/25 75,000.00$           

023  Street Improvement Construction Fund Total 75,000.00$           

024  Flood Control Construction Fund
Constellation NewEnergy, Inc. 9/4-10/15/25 Electricity pump st 400.93$                

024  Flood Control Construction Fund Total 400.93$                
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VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
List of Bills 

November 26, 2025 - December 9, 2025

Fund Vendor Name Invoice Description  Amount 
040  Refuse Disposal Fund

Carol Keeshan Utility Refund - 1311 Nutmeg Ct # A 17.81$                   
ICMA Retirement Trust - 457 MissionSquare 12.04.25 146.40                   
Illinois Department of Revenue IL State Withholding 12.04.25 754.65                   
Internal Revenue Service Federal Tax Liability 12.04.25 4,867.28               
International Union of Operating Engineers IUOE PW Dues 12.04.25 156.90                   
Nationwide Mutual Insurance Company Nationwide 12.04.25 741.89                   
Third Millennium Associates Inc E-Bill Server & Transaction Fees November 2025 71.82                     
Village of Mount Prospect Flex Sec 125 Deds 12.04.25 192.90                   

040  Refuse Disposal Fund Total 6,949.65$             

044  Federal Equitable Share Funds
Adorama Inc New Dept. drone with batteries 10/01/25 8,093.45$             

044  Federal Equitable Share Funds Total 8,093.45$             

046  Foreign Fire Tax Board Fund
Comcast 12/1/25 - 12/31/25 Cable 2000 E Kensington Rd 105.40$                

11/26/25 - 12/25/25 Cable 1415 Algonquin Rd 286.32                   
046  Foreign Fire Tax Board Fund Total 391.72$                

049  Prospect and Main TIF District
Cook County Government 2024 Second Install Property Tax Bill (111 E Busse) 287,197.96$         

2023 TIF Surplus per IGA for Prospect & Main 803,891.03           
Excel Ltd Inc Power control cabinet for Clock tower Park 9,850.00               
Graybar Electric Co. Lighting for Gateway project 2,400.00               

Lighting for Gateway project 6,400.00               
Home Depot USA Inc Parts and supplies 554.47                   
Klein, Thorpe and Jenkins, LTD Legal Services - October 2025 7,720.60               

049  Prospect and Main TIF District Total 1,118,014.06$     

050  Water and Sewer Fund
ACS State & Local Government Solutions Illinois State Disbursement Unit 12.04.25 11.54$                   
Amazon Capital Services Office supplies 186.88                   
Backflow Solutions Inc Cross Connection Surveys mailing 11/13/25 17,850.00             
Badger Meter Inc Orion Endpoints 2,765.86               

Monthly endpoints charges Nov/25 2,145.57               
Baxter & Woodman, Inc. SCADA Services expenses 11/14/25 1,481.01               
Constellation NewEnergy, Inc. 9/4-10/15/25 Electricity pump st 11,373.37             
Core & Main LP Sewer pipe 603.20                   

Emergency repair parts valve replacement on Wall St 3,889.50               
Gordon Flesch Company, Inc. Leasing Contract M204292 11/22/25-12/21/25 159.83                   

Leasing Contract M204292 -12/22/25-01/21/26 159.83                   
HBK Water Meter Service CW elimination inspection 11/6-11/12/25 169.00                   
Home Depot USA Inc Parts and supplies 1,021.12               
ICMA Retirement Trust - 457 MissionSquare 12.04.25 2,569.40               
Illinois Department of Revenue IL State Withholding 12.04.25 5,772.37               
Internal Revenue Service Federal Tax Liability 12.04.25 36,442.78             
International Union of Operating Engineers IUOE PW Dues 12.04.25 1,659.90               
LaCoppola, Joseph Safety Shoe Reimbursement 11/24/25 225.00                   
Mandarich Law Group LLP Garnishment II 12.04.25 1,419.57               
Maxx Contractors Corp Debris Hauling and Aggregate Material Delivery 11/19-11/20/25 2,555.61               

Debris Hauling and Aggregate Material Delivery 11/21/25 443.38                   
Menards Inc Screw extractor set 41.26                     

Outlet covers 53.70                     
Cable snake 22.99                     

Midwest Power Industry Inc Generator Maintenance Program 11/18/25 8,850.00               
Generator Maintenance Program 11/4-11/5/25 1,587.25               
Generator Maintenance Program 11/18/25 7,825.00               
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VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
List of Bills 

November 26, 2025 - December 9, 2025

Fund Vendor Name Invoice Description  Amount 
050  Water and Sewer Fund (continued)

Nationwide Mutual Insurance Company Nationwide 12.04.25 1,713.64               
NICOR 10/21-11/19/25 117 N Waverly natural gas 158.60                   

10/22-11/20/25 112 E Highland natural gas 137.82                   
10/22-11/20/25 1 W WaPella natural gas 167.85                   

Purple Rose Florist Inc. Sympathy Arrangements 11/26-11/28/25 310.00                   
Reliance Standard Life Insurance Co. Reliance Inv Pmt Nov 2025 272.52                   
Republic Services, Inc. Refuse disposal 11/30/25 2,509.15               
RJN Group Inc Dempster Sewer Redesign 10/24/25 19,985.70             
Third Millennium Associates Inc E-Bill Server & Transaction Fees November 2025 587.86                   
UniFirst Corporation Uniform Rental Services 11/26/25 100.02                   
United States Postal Service EPS Postage - November 2025 6,574.50               
Verizon Wireless Services LLC Cell & Equipment Charges 10/20/25-11/19/25 671.67                   
Village of Mount Prospect Flex Sec 125 Deds 12.04.25 579.67                   
W. W. Grainger, Inc. Electrical shrink tubing 151.11                   
Warehouse Direct Keyboard and mouse set 61.21                     

Appointment calendar book 24.94                     
Ziebell Water Service Products Hymax coupling for water main 1,200.00               
Zwick, Jerome Overhead sewer rebate 11 S Hatlen 10/6/25 7,500.00               

050  Water and Sewer Fund Total 153,991.18$        

051  Village Parking System Fund
Western Waterproofing Company Inc Village parking garage maintenance 11/24/25 82,239.00$           

051  Village Parking System Fund Total 82,239.00$           

060  Vehicle Maintenance Fund
Advance Stores Company, Inc. 530 belt 48.25$                   

4569 Tail lamp 48.77                     
4547 Belts 55.46                     

Amazon Capital Services Grease gun hose 24.69                     
Arlington Heights Ford 606 Outside mirror 400.84                   

Intake gasket for stock 94.48                     
Busse Automotive Inc Old P-39 Detail 11/19/25 200.00                   
Chicago Parts & Sound LLC Stock filters 191.99                   

Trans fluid for stock 149.76                   
Wipers for stock 159.80                   
604 brakes 270.60                   
Police rotors for stock 257.40                   
Batteries stock and cores 642.92                   

Federal Signal Corporation 4502 Auto lube injectors 312.06                   
Garcia, Mario Tool reimbursement 11/7/25 1,140.00               
ICMA Retirement Trust - 457 MissionSquare 12.04.25 1,738.85               
Illinois Department of Revenue IL State Withholding 12.04.25 1,937.07               
Internal Revenue Service Federal Tax Liability 12.04.25 11,772.08             
International Union of Operating Engineers IUOE PW Dues 12.04.25 652.61                   
JX Enterprises Inc. Water pump window switch DPF Sensor 1,114.22               
McMaster-Carr Supply Co Oil pump for Hydraulic fluid 98.13                     
Nationwide Mutual Insurance Company Nationwide 12.04.25 22.50                     
Pomp's Tire Service, Inc. 530 Front Tires 1,463.12               
PreCise MRM LLC AVL Monthly Data Charges Oct 2025 520.00                   
Reliance Standard Life Insurance Co. Reliance Inv Pmt Nov 2025 353.68                   
Rush Truck Centers of Illinois, Inc. Leaf truck filters 970.36                   

Leaf truck filters 266.30                   
Verizon Wireless Services LLC Cell & Equipment Charges 10/20/25-11/19/25 244.32                   
Village of Mount Prospect Flex Sec 125 Deds 12.04.25 208.13                   

060  Vehicle Maintenance Fund Total 25,358.39$           

061  Vehicle Replacement Fund
Suburban Accents Inc 11/24/25 Squad conversion of P2 995.00$                

061  Vehicle Replacement Fund Total 995.00$                
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VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT 
List of Bills 

November 26, 2025 - December 9, 2025

Fund Vendor Name Invoice Description  Amount 
063  Risk Management Fund

Intergovernmental Per.ben.coop IPBC - December 2025 784,895.50$         
Mount Prospect Park District Employee Wellness August - November 2025 207.00                   
Ricker, Jeffrey PSEBA Reimbursement - November 2025 606.00                   

063  Risk Management Fund Total 785,708.50$        

073  Escrow Deposit Fund
CBC Development Inc Refund Escrow Permit #RB240157 (2006 Celtic Glen) 500.00$                

Refund Escrow Cert of Occupancy #RB240157 (2006 Celtic Glen) 2,000.00               
Copper Wolf Solutions Refund Escrow Permit #RB251687 (1724 Burning Bush) 100.00                   
Current Electrical Contractors Refund Escrow Permit #RB251576 (2011 Celtic) 100.00                   
Custable, Dominic Refund Escrow Permit #RB242065 (1917 Hopi) 100.00                   
FCL Builders Refund Escrow Permit #CB2410201 (1305 Algonquin) 1,000.00               

Refund Nuisance Abatement #CB24-000201 (1305 Algonquin) 83,826.00             
Refund Escrow Permit #CB250102 (1305 Algonquin) 300.00                   

Hoff, Christopher Refund Escrow Permit #RB250260 (105 Kenilworth) 100.00                   
Illinois Sewer and Drain Inc Refund Escrow Permit #CB250293 (1505 Canford Cliffs) 125.00                   
J&J Pavement Repairs Inc Refund Escrow Permit #RB250596 (619 Louis) 100.00                   

Refund Escrow Permit #RB250663 (1768 Azalea) 100.00                   
JDS Concrete and Asphalt Refund Escrow Permit #CB250207 (500 Huntington Com) 1,000.00               
Jeon, Shinae Refund Escrow Permit #RB251129 (411 Garwood) 100.00                   
JRC Design Build Refund Escrow Permit #RB250917 (1719 Magnolia) 150.00                   
Kedzi Construction Group Refund Escrow Permit #RB251995 (2018 Hopi) 250.00                   
Krumtinger, Anna Refund Escrow Permit #RB251038 (206 Eastwood) 100.00                   
LMV Electric Corp Refund Escrow Permit #RB251913 (520 Maple) 100.00                   
Mach 1 Inc Refund Escrow Permit #RB251054 (509 Albert) 150.00                   
Matheson, Milan Refund Escrow Permit #RB251055 (202 Stevenson) 100.00                   
Milieu Design LLC Refund Escrow Permit #RB251382 (900 Owen) 100.00                   
Nisar, Ahmed Refund Escrow Permit #RB251604 (1100 Cherrywood) 100.00                   
Pinnacle Construction Refund Escrow Permit #CB250026 (124 Wimbolton) 500.00                   
Plewa, Boguslaw Refund Escrow Permit #RB241523 (903 Sumac) 100.00                   
Prime Crete Construction Refund Escrow Permit #RB251727 (309 Louis) 100.00                   
Ralf K Construction Inc Refund Escrow Permit #RB250627 (500 Fairview) 100.00                   
Ricks Sewer & Drain Refund Escrow Permit #RB251931 (718 Pine) 100.00                   

Refund Escrow Permit #RB251944 (19 Lancaster) 100.00                   
Skor Construction Inc Refund Escrow Permit #RB251224 (1304 Lama) 100.00                   
Sunrun Installation Services Refund Escrow Deposits - Reissue stale dated checks 2025 900.00                   

Refund Escrow Permit #RB251569 (1205 Robin) 100.00                   
Refund Escrow Permit #RB251640 (1724 Burning Bush) 100.00                   

Synergy Builders Refund Escrow Permit #RB251007 (720 Creekside) 150.00                   
TMW Enterprises Paving Refund Escrow Permit #RB251690 (819 See Gwun) 100.00                   
Ward Winning Homes Refund Escrow Permit #RB251585 (403 Forest) 150.00                   

073  Escrow Deposit Fund Total 93,101.00$           

Grand Total 3,647,250.92$     
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject Approval of Closed Session minutes - November 11, 2025 and 

November 18, 2025 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category CONSENT AGENDA 

Type Action Item  

Information 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
 
Attachments 
None 
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject Motion to Waive the Rules Requiring Two Readings of an 

Ordinance and Adopt AN ORDINANCE LEVYING THE TAX FOR 
THE VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT ELK GROVE TOWNSHIP 
FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL ASSISTANCE SPECIAL 
SERVICE AREA FOR THE TAX YEAR 2025 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category CONSENT AGENDA 

Type Ordinance  

Information 
The Village of Mount Prospect Fire Department began serving unincorporated Cook County 
residents and businesses in October 2023, when the Elk Grove Rural Fire Protection District 
ceased operations due to structural deficits. The Village of Mount Prospect entered into an 
intergovernmental agreement through a court settlement order with Elk Grove Township and 
Elk Grove Rural Fire Protection District to provide fire and emergency medical services. 
 
Discussion 
Per the settlement agreement, the Village provides the fire and emergency medical services. 
The Village has hired nine firefighters/paramedics, primarily to staff Station 11 (previously 
operated by the Elk Grove Rural Fire Protection District), and has also developed a four-station 
response, with an ambulance and an engine at each station, staffed with a minimum of five 
firefighters/paramedics. The Village also invested $1.75 million in 2024 to rehab Fire Station 
11. This step has improved fire and emergency medical services not only for the residents of 
the unincorporated area but also for the residents and businesses in south Mount Prospect. Per 
the agreement, the Elk Grove Rural Fire Protection District dissolved legislatively in July 2024. 
 
Per the intergovernmental agreement, the Village also received residue assets from the Elk 
Grove Fire Protection District, totaling $1,031,945 in 2025. The Village also received 
ownership of Fire Station 11 in 2024. 
 
Per the settlement agreement, the Village has created a special service area in 2024, whereby 
the unincorporated area properties pay a collective tax levy of $1.0 million. The first levy year 
was 2024, payable in 2025. The Village fulfilled all the legal and compliance requirements, 
including approval from the Cook County Board and the Cook County Clerk's Office. The 
legislation that dissolved the Elk Grove Rural Fire Protection District also supported the 
creation of a special service area to serve residents of the unincorporated areas. 
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The special service area is in its second year and the Village can now levy 5% over last year's 
property tax extension amount per the agreement. The year 1 levy (2024, payable in 2025) 
was $1,000,000, and with a 5% allowed increase, the levy for 2025 (payable in 2026) will be 
$1,050,000. The Village will also ask to add 2% to cover unpaid tax losses and costs. With 
that, the final levy amount will be $1,071,000, which does not exceed 105% of last year's 
extension amount ($1,020,000, with 2% loss and costs). Since the increases do not exceed 
5%, no public hearing is required. The current rate for this SSA is 1.8408% per $100 of 
equalized assessed value. The tax levy rate for the next year is expected to be around 
1.9328% per $100 of equalized assessed value. 
 
Normally, the establishment ordinance authorizes the collection and levy of taxes for 
subsequent years. However, the County has requested a formal ordinance for the tax year 
2025, and it must be filed before the last Tuesday of December. In light of the same, staff 
asks for a waiver of the rules requiring two readings of the ordinance and approval of the 
attached ordinance. The taxes will be transferred from the SSA Fund to the General Fund and 
used for Fire Department operations. The 2026 budget already includes $1.05 million in SSA 
taxes and abated $1.0 million in the Fire Department Operating Levy in anticipation of these 
taxes. This levy allows the Village to pay salaries and other expenditures for newly added 
firefighters/paramedics. 
 
Alternatives 

1. Waive the rules requiring two readings of an Ordinance and approve the attached 
special service area levy ordinance for the year 2025 for $1,050,000. 

2. Action at the discretion of the Village Board. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends waiving the rules requiring two readings of an Ordinance and approving the 
attached special service area levy ordinance for the year 2025 for $1,050,000. 
 
Attachments 
1. SSA Tax Ordinance 
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ORDINANCE NO.  __________ 

AN ORDINANCE LEVYING THE TAX FOR THE VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT ELK GROVE 
TOWNSHIP FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL ASSISTANCE SPECIAL SERVICE AREA FOR 

THE TAX YEAR 2025 

WHEREAS, the Village of Mount Prospect (“Village”), Cook County, Illinois, pursuant to 
Article VII, Section 7(6) of the Illinois Constitution of 1970 and the Special Service Area Tax 
Law, 35 ILCS 200/27-5 et seq., is authorized to establish special service areas and to levy 
taxes for the provision of special services within such areas; and 

WHEREAS, the Village previously established THE VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT ELK 
GROVE TOWNSHIP FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL ASSISTANCE SPECIAL SERVICE AREA 
for the purpose of providing fire protection and emergency medical services to properties 
located within Elk Grove Township as legally described in the establishing ordinance, 
ordinance no. 6718, approved on January 9, 2025; and 

WHEREAS, the establishment of the SSA followed all statutory requirements, including a 
public hearing and the absence of a valid petition objecting to the formation of the SSA; and 

WHEREAS, in accordance with 35 ILCS 200/27-75, a public hearing is not required for the 
levy of taxes for subsequent years after the initial levy; and 

WHEREAS, the Village Board of Trustees desires to levy the annual tax for the SSA to provide 
the special services for the tax year 2025, collectible in 2026. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of 
Mount Prospect, Cook County, Illinois, as follows: 

SECTION 1. – LEVY OF TAX 

There is hereby levied upon all taxable property within the established boundaries of THE 
VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT ELK GROVE TOWNSHIP FIRE AND EMERGENCY MEDICAL 
ASSISTANCE SPECIAL SERVICE AREA, as established in Village Ordinance No. 6718, a 
special tax for the purpose of providing and funding fire protection and emergency medical 
services, in the amount of: 

$1,050,000 for Tax Year 2025, collectible in 2026. 

This amount is within the maximum rate authorized for the SSA under Illinois law and the 
establishing ordinance. 
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SECTION 2. – The Village Clerk is hereby directed to file a certified copy of this Ordinance 
with the Cook County Clerk on or before the statutory deadline for the extension of taxes for 
Tax Year 2025. 

SECTION 3. – The County Clerk is directed to add 2% to the requested tax levy as a provision 
for loss and costs. 

SECTION 4. – EFFECTIVE DATE 

This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage, approval, and 
publication as required by law. 

SECTION 5. – SEVERABILITY 

If any section, paragraph, clause, or provision of this Ordinance shall be held invalid, the 
invalidity of such part shall not affect the validity of the remaining provisions. 

PASSED AND APPROVED by the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Mount 
Prospect, Cook County, Illinois, this _____ day of ____________, 2025. 

 

AYES: __________________________________________________________ 

 

NAYS: __________________________________________________________ 

 

ABSENT: ________________________________________________________ 

 

         _________________________ 

         Paul Wm. Hoefert, Mayor 

     

Attest: 

 

___________________________ 

Karen Agoranos, Village Clerk 
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject A RESOLUTION REGARDING THE APPROVAL AND RELEASE OF 

CLOSED SESSION MINUTES 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category CONSENT AGENDA 

Type Action Item  

Information 
The purpose of the review is to determine whether the need for confidentiality of closed-
session minutes remains for the period May 2025 through December 2025. Village attorneys 
have reviewed the closed-session minutes and have determined that they are to remain 
confidential. The next 6-month review will occur in June 2026.  This resolution approves the 
closed-session minutes and authorizes their confidentiality at this time.   
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
 
Attachments 
1. Resolution closed minutes Dec 2025 
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 RESOLUTION NO.  
 
 A RESOLUTION REGARDING THE APPROVAL AND RELEASE  
 OF CLOSED SESSION MINUTES 
 
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Board of Trustees of the Village of Mount Prospect have, from 
time to time, met in Closed Session for purposes authorized by the Illinois Open Meetings 
Act; and 
 
WHEREAS, as required by the Act, the Village Board has kept written minutes of all such 
Closed Sessions; and 
 
WHEREAS, pursuant to the requirements of Illinois State Statute, 5 ILCS 120/2.06, the Mayor 
and Board of Trustees have reviewed and hereby approve the minutes of Closed Session set 
forth on Schedule A attached hereto; and  
 
WHEREAS, the Mayor and Board of Trustees have determined that a need for 
confidentiality still exists as to the Closed Session minutes for the meetings as set forth 
on Schedule A; and 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES 
OF THE VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS: 
 
SECTION ONE: That the Mayor and Board of Trustees of the Village of Mount Prospect 
do hereby determine that no additional release of the Closed Session minutes occur at this time. 
 
SECTION TWO: That this Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its 
passage and approval in the manner provided by law. 
 
AYES:   
 
NAYS:  
 
ABSENT:  
 
PASSED and APPROVED this 16th day of December 2025 
 
 
 

_____________________________________ 
ATTEST:     Paul Wm. Hoefert, Mayor 
 
_________________________________ 
Karen M. Agoranos, Village Clerk 
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SCHEDULE A 
 
Closed Sessions of the President and Board of Trustees of the Village of Mount Prospect 
were held as listed below. The minutes that have been determined to remain as confidential are 
indicated "Not For Release": 
 

      Not For Release 
 

    

January 14, 2025   January 21, 2025 

February 18, 2025   March 4, 2025 

March 18, 2025   April 2, 2025 

April 8, 2025    April 15, 2025 

May 6, 2025    May 20, 2025 

June 3, 2025    July 15, 2025 

August 6, 2025   August 19, 2025 

September 16, 2025   October 7, 2025 

October 14, 2025   November 11, 2025 

November 18, 2025 
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PAYMENT TO THE MOUNT 

PROSPECT LIBRARY UNDER THE TERMS OF A GROUND LEASE 
AGREEMENT 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category CONSENT AGENDA 

Type Action Item  

Information 
In December 2002, the Village entered into a ground lease with the Mount Prospect Public 
Library to facilitate construction of the Emerson Street Parking Deck multi-level parking 
structure. The parking structure was built partially on library property and partially on Village 
property. The structure benefits both the Library and the Village, as well as the downtown 
business district. On March 5, 2023, the Village exercised the option to renew the Ground 
Lease Agreement for a second, twenty-year term to expire in December 2042. This resolution 
authorizes the payment to the Mount Prospect Public Library for the annual lease amount 
pursuant to the agreement and reports on compliance of both the Village and Library with all 
material terms of the lease. The annual lease payment is $1.00. 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 

1. Pass a resolution authorizing the annual lease payment of $1.00 to the Mount Prospect 
Public Library for property used for the Municipal Parking Garage (Emerson Street 
Parking Deck). 

2. Action at the discretion of the Village Board. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Pass the accompanying resolution authorizing the annual lease payment to the Mount Prospect 
Public Library. 
 
Attachments 
1. LIbrary Ground Lease Agreement 

Page 89 of 297



2. Ground Lease Agreement with Library 2025 
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RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING PAYMENT TO THE MOUNT PROSPECT PUBLIC LIBRARY 
UNDER THE TERMS OF A GROUND LEASE AGREEMENT 

WHEREAS, on November 6, 2002, the Village of Mount Prospect (“the Village”) and the Mount Prospect 
Public Library (“the Library”) entered into a Ground Lease Agreement (the “Lease”) providing, among 
other things, for the Village to lease certain property (“Property”) from the Library; and 

WHEREAS, the Village has caused its attorney and staff to review the terms of the Lease and the current 
status of the Property and its usage; and 

WHEREAS, the attorney and staff have reported that both the Village and the Library are in substantial 
compliance with all material terms of the Lease; and 

WHEREAS, the Mayor and Board of Trustees have determined that it is in the best interests of the Village 
and its residents to assure that there is continued compliance with the Lease; and 

WHEREAS, Section 3.02 of the Ground Lease Agreement allows the tenant (Village of Mount Prospect) an 
option to extend the term of the lease for six additional consecutive terms of twenty (20) years each; and 

WHEREAS, on March 21, 2023, the Village of Mount Prospect exercised the option to renew the Ground 
Lease Agreement for a second, twenty-year (20) term to expire December 2042. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED BY THE MAYOR AND BOARD OF TRUSTEES OF THE VILLAGE 
OF MOUNT PROSPECT, COOK COUNTY, ILLINOIS: 

SECTION ONE:  That the parties are in substantial compliance with all material terms of the Lease. 

SECTION TWO:  That the Mayor and Board of Trustees authorize the Village Director of Finance to pay 
the Library such sums as are due pursuant to the Lease. 

SECTION THREE:  That this Resolution shall be in full force and effect from and after its passage and 
approval in the manner provided by law. 

AYES:  

NAYS: 

ABSENT:  

PASSED and APPROVED this 16th day of December 2025 

________________________________ 
Paul Wm. Hoefert 
Mayor  

ATTEST: 

_________________________________ 
Karen M. Agoranos 
Village Clerk 
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject Motion to approve the Hatlen Heights neighborhood traffic-

calming program on Audrey Lane, Hatlen Avenue, Grindel 
Drive, Connie Lane, and Meier Road. 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N) Y 

Dollar Amount $35,000.00 

Budget Source Capital Improvements Fund 

Category OLD BUSINESS 

Type Action Item  

Information 
The Transportation Safety Commission transmits their recommendation to construct a traffic-
calming project within the Hatlen Heights Subdivision on Audrey Lane, Hatlen Avenue, Grindel 
Drive, Connie Lane and Meier Road and approve associated traffic regulations. This is a second 
reading of the proposed motion and ordinance. The first reading was held at the Regular 
Meeting of the Village Board on December 2, 2025. 
 
Proposed improvements recommended by the Transportation Safety Commission include: 

• Mini-traffic circles at the intersection of Audrey Lane and Grindel Drive, as well as 
Hatlen Avenue and Grindel Drive 

• Speed feedback signs on Audrey Lane and Hatlen Avenue. 
• All-way stop control at the intersection of Audrey Lane and Connie Lane with centerline 

pavement markings on approach to the intersection. 
• Pavement markings on Meier Road between Lincoln Street and Connie Lane to match 

the pavement markings on Meier Road south of Lincoln Street. 

 
This recommendation was approved by the Transportation Safety Commission at their 
regularly scheduled meeting on September 8, 2025.   
 
At the December 2, 2025, Village Board meeting, staff were also asked to consider comments 
and suggestions derived from a neighborhood meeting hosted by Mayor Hoefert and Trustee 
Dante on October 27, 2025.  Staff did not attend this meeting.  Summary notes for this 
meeting were provided to staff on November 12, 2025.  The comments and suggestions from 
the neighborhood meeting in these notes are provided below in bold text. Staff responses are 
provided for each comment and suggestion. 
  
DISPOSITION OF COMMENTS / OCTOBER 27, 2025, NEIGHBORHOOD MEETING 
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GENERAL COMMENTS 
 
Stop Waze and other mapping services from directing traffic to Audrey.  Staff 
contacted Waze and was advised that the company affirms the right to utilize any public right-
of-way as part of its mapping services.  They refused to restrict traffic or eliminate the use of 
Audrey or Hatlen in their route analysis algorithms. 
  
Police won’t issue speeding tickets unless speed exceeds 11 MPH over the limit.  The 
Police Department reports that Cook County Circuit Court judges routinely dismiss speeding 
violations less than 9 mph over the posted limit.  This inconvenient truth undoubtedly 
contributes to higher speeds on Audrey and many other Village streets. 
  
Empty School District 214 buses use Audrey for parking and/or staging.  Staff 
contacted the transportation managers at High School District 214 and at Community 
Consolidated School District 59.  They have been provided with a complete explanation of the 
problem and a specific request to avoid using local streets for transit of empty buses without a 
valid business purpose to do so. 
  
Also, it is relevant to note that most regular-size school buses exceed the 6-ton (12,000 
pounds) weight limit on Village streets.  The Village Code carves out an exception for school 
buses to operate on Village streets provided they are on routes to pick up or drop-off 
students.  If not, they can be ticketed for being overweight. 
  
Shuttle buses and box trucks.  Most commercial vehicles larger than a Ford F-350 pickup 
truck exceed the 6-ton weight limit (i.e. F-450, Ram 4500/5500, Chevy Silverado 4500/5500 
pick-up trucks and most box trucks longer than 16 feet).  Unless these vehicles are driving to 
or from a bona fide business appointment in the neighborhood, and they should be on the 
shortest route between their destination and a truck route, they can be ticketed for violating 
weight restrictions on Village streets. 
  
Shuttle buses built on a van chassis with a 14-passenger capacity probably weigh less than 6 
tons (unless they’re fully loaded).  They are not required to operate on truck routes and can 
lawfully utilize any public street in the Village.  Larger shuttles, like school buses, must have a 
bona fide reason to be in the neighborhood and can be ticketed for overweight violations, just 
like school buses. 
  
Less general truck traffic occurring.  Staff is unclear whether this comment is meant to 
infer that there is currently less general truck traffic occurring or whether it is intended to 
suggest that the neighborhood would like to see further reductions in general truck traffic. 
 However, the street, and almost all residential streets in the Village, have a 6-ton weight 
limit.   
  
Audrey at Grindel and Hatlen at Grindel / Same enforcement.  Staff is unclear what this 
comment means.   
  
POTENTIAL MEASURES 
 
No Through Traffic Sign at Central and Audrey / Install flashing lights on the sign. 
 There is an existing No Thru Traffic Sign at Central & Audrey.  There is an identifiable sign at 
Meier & Lincoln.  These signs are advisory, not regulatory.  In other words, they are not 
enforceable.  The Police Department cannot cite any driver for having an inappropriate origin 
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or destination.  The signs can be lit.  However, lighted signs tend to have impact for only a 
short period of time and then become part of the background. Sign lighting could set an 
unsustainable precedent to light other signs.  Staff does not recommend lighting the No Thru 
Traffic sign.  However, at the direction of the Village Board, the sign can be lit. 
 
Audrey / Install No Truck Traffic.  The Village Code does not provide a unique, explicit 
definition of a "truck" but rather adopts the definitions found in the State of Illinois statutes 
and the Illinois Vehicle Code.  The Illinois Vehicle Code says a truck is "Every motor vehicle 
designed, used or maintained primarily for the transportation of property."  This definition isn’t 
very useful for law enforcement and is not very informative for drivers.  Arguably, the law 
sees no difference between a homeowner’s pickup truck and a contractor’s pickup truck.  A 
police officer enforcing a No Trucks sign in Hatlen Heights most likely needs to discern the 
difference.  Consequently, a No Trucks sign is not enforceable. However, there is an existing 
6-ton weight limit sign at the Central Road intersections with Audrey and Hatlen.  There is a 
similar sign on Meier near Golf.  This sign is enforceable.  It prohibits vehicles weighing more 
than 12,000 pounds from using the streets unless permitted or excepted by the Village Code. 
 Generally, the weight limit for all Village streets is 6 tons (1 ton is equivalent to 2,000 
pounds).  Examples of vehicles that typically exceed 12,000 pounds in gross vehicle weight 
include: 
  

Standard full-size school buses. 
Box trucks (i.e., 16–26-foot delivery trucks). 
F-450, Ram 4500/5500, and Chevy Silverado 4500/5500 pick-up trucks. 

  
The Village Code exempts vehicles owned by government agencies.  It also has an exemption 
for school buses and moving trucks.  However, the exemption contains a caveat.  The school 
bus or box truck must have a legitimate reason for operating on streets not designated as a 
truck route and they must be operated on the shortest path between their point of origin or 
destination and the nearest truck route.  For reference, the relevant portion of the Village 
Code is attached. 
 
Staff recommends continued or increased enforcement of existing overweight regulations. 
 Staff does not object to the installation of a No Trucks sign with the understanding that the 
sign in and of itself is not enforceable. It should also be noted that the Police Department 
performed 207 hours of traffic enforcement on Audrey during July and August of this year. 
 They issued 10 speeding citations, 19 stop-sign citations, and only 1 overweight citation.  This 
activity summary suggests that there is a disparity between reported and observed overweight 
vehicle experience. 
 
Connie and Audrey / Install a 4-way stop.  Staff concurs with this recommendation.  The 
current traffic-calming plan, approved by the Transportation Safety Commission and presented 
for the Village Board’s consideration on December 2nd, includes a 4-way stop at Connie and 
Audrey. 
  
Connie and Hatlen / Install a 4-way stop.   This intersection is currently controlled by a 2-
way stop with stop signs installed on Connie.  This intersection does not satisfy any of the 
warrants for a multi-way stop sign provided in the Illinois Manual on Uniform Traffic Control 
Devices (MUTCD).  Pursuant to the Illinois Vehicle Code, the Village is obligated to comply with 
the MUTCD.  Furthermore, the Village Code adopts the Illinois Vehicle Code and the Illinois 
Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices by reference. 
  
Staff does not recommend installing unwarranted stop signs for these reasons: 
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Installing an unwarranted stop sign can create a safety hazard.  If drivers do not encounter 
opposing vehicles at an intersection at which they are required to stop, they will ultimately 
disregard the stop sign.  Sooner or later, a pedestrian, bicyclist, or vehicle will enter the 
intersection expecting the oncoming vehicle to stop and yield the right of way but doesn’t, 
potentially resulting in a crash. 
 
Installing unwarranted stop signs or other failures to comply with the MUTCD can result in 
the loss of federal and state financial aid (grants) for transportation projects. 
 
Unwarranted stop signs can be difficult to enforce.  If a driver is cited for violating an 
unwarranted stop sign, his or her attorney could prevail in court if it can be shown the stop 
sign in question is unwarranted or does not comply with the MUTCD.  The judge could 
dismiss the case, essentially making that stop sign unenforceable. 
 
Installing unwarranted stop signs increases the Village’s legal liability.  Attached for your 
information, please find an opinion on this matter from risk attorneys at the 
Intergovernmental Risk Management Agency (IRMA).  IRMA encourages the Village to 
comply with MUTCD requirements. 
 
Staff’s recommendation is informed by the history of intersection control in the Hatlen 
Heights neighborhood.  For reference, a copy of the 2008 Zone 11 Intersection Traffic 
Control Study is attached.  This study was one of 18 completed over multiple years during 
the early 2000s that standardized intersection controls, increased driver compliance, and 
dramatically reduced accidents.  Crashes on neighborhood streets were reduced by 50%. 

 
Meier / Install a stop sign.  Staff assumes this request refers to the Connie and Meier 
intersection.  This intersection is presently controlled by a stop sign on Connie. The 
intersection does not satisfy MUTCD warrants for a multi-way stop.  Furthermore, the MUTCD 
stipulates that stop signs should control the minor road.  Therefore, since Connie has lower 
volume and Meier has a higher roadway classification, stopping Meier and freeing Connie 
would also violate MUTCD tenets.  Staff does not recommend a stop sign on Meier at Connie. 
  
Connie and Meier / Install a No Right Turn sign.  Staff assumes this request refers to 
northbound Meier Road at eastbound Connie Lane.  This request is similar in effect to partially 
barricading Connie Lane at Meier Road, which staff believes would redistribute traffic to other 
neighborhood streets.  It is a stated goal of FNSP to avoid solving volume complaints on one 
street by sending volume to other streets.   
  
Therefore, a turn restriction at this intersection would prompt additional turn restrictions at 
Bonita, Beverly, and Crestwood to prevent drivers from traveling down Lincoln to the next 
available northbound street that can connect with Audrey or Hatlen. An idea like this was 
previously considered in 1994. The idea was overwhelmingly rejected by neighborhood voters. 
 
Staff does not recommend installing a No Right Turn sign at Meier and Connie because of the 
potential impact on adjacent streets.  However, if this idea is considered further, staff 
recommends securing neighborhood opinions through polling and a temporary trial period. 
 
Grindel and Audrey / Turn the stop signs or make the intersection a 4-way stop.  As 
explained previously, this intersection must comply with MUTCD requirements.  It does not 
satisfy the requirements for a multi-way stop.  Also, “turning” the stop signs to control Audrey 
is in violation of a MUTCD tenet to control the minor street. 
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Grindel and Hatlen / Turn the stop signs or make the intersection a 4-way stop. 
 Same answer as previous suggestion to install a 4-way stop or turn the stop signs at Grindel 
and Audrey. 
  
Slow traffic through the use of speed tables after trying the foregoing measures. 
 Speed tables, speed bumps, speed humps, and most other vertical traffic-calming devices 
are not included in the Friendly Neighborhood Streets Program Toolbox approved by the 
Village Board last year.  This omission was prominently discussed prior to approval.   
  
The exclusion of vertical traffic-calming devices from the current traffic-calming toolbox is 
informed by the Village’s experience with speed humps installed on See Gwun Avenue, slower 
response times for Police and Fire, and resident dissatisfaction.  For additional information, a 
copy of a 2007 report summarizing the See Gwun speed hump experiment is attached. 
 Although effective at reducing speed and volume, vertical devices, like the most effective 
horizontal traffic-calming devices (i.e., medians) eventually become cumbersome to drivers 
who live on the street and must traverse them every day. 
  
In addition, it is significant to note that speed humps are not widely utilized in the north and 
northwest suburbs.  The attached 2025 Northwest Municipal Conference survey result 
indicates that only 2 out of 25 survey respondents utilize speed humps as traffic control 
devices. 
  
Speed humps and/or other vertical traffic-calming devices can be reconsidered at the Village 
Board’s direction.   
  
BACKGROUND 
  
In 2022 and 2023, the Public Works Department Engineering Division conducted multiple 
traffic studies on Audrey Lane at the request of a resident to quantify perceived traffic issues 
and to determine if the street was eligible for traffic-calming measures.   The studies 
determined the street was not eligible based on the criteria of the original Traffic Calming 
Program (adopted in 2011) but the Transportation Safety Commission charged the 
Engineering Division in the summer of 2023 with reviewing and updating the traffic-calming 
program as appropriate.  While the program was being updated, Public Works installed radar 
speed feedback signs as an interim measure to address speeding concerns on the street.  The 
new traffic-calming program, the Friendly Neighborhood Streets Program, was adopted by the 
Village Board in May 2024.   
 
A petition for a traffic-calming project on the 0 and 100 blocks of Audrey Lane was submitted 
to Public Works on October 2, 2024.  This came after the Friendly Neighborhood Streets 
Program was adopted and with the speed feedback signs in place.  Based on the traffic data 
collected after installation of the speed feedback signs, the street did not qualify to be included 
in the new Program.   However, staff agreed to consider the traffic data prior to installation of 
the speed feedback signs and consider a new traffic-calming project.  The traffic data prior to 
installation of the speed feedback signs did qualify the street to be included in the new 
Program.   
 
After receiving the petition, staff advanced the project through the Friendly Neighborhood 
Streets Program process, expanding the limits to include additional streets in the Hatlen 
Heights Subdivision.  The focus of the process has been to consider traffic-calming measures 
that will reduce vehicle speeds while discouraging through traffic.   The Police Department, 
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Fire Department, and Public Works Department do not support closing streets that will limit 
access and redistribute traffic in the neighborhood.  The Village tried closing Connie Lane at 
Meier Road in the mid-1990s but was determined not to be an effective solution.  Therefore, 
staff concentrated on speed reduction measures for the neighborhood. 
 
The process has included traffic studies, alternative analysis, preferred design development 
and multiple public meetings.  Residents within the study area were mailed information on the 
project four times, including surveys and ballots.  Additionally, a traffic-calming trial was 
installed in May 2025 and remained in place for three weeks to allow residents to experience 
proposed improvements and for staff to evaluate their effectiveness.  The speed feedback 
signs on Audrey Lane were turned off during the trial. 
 
More project information is available on the project website, including design memos, plans 
and public outreach summaries. 
 
https://www.mountprospect.org/departments/public-works/engineering/traffic/traffic-
calming/hatlen-heights-neighborhood-traffic-calming-study 
 
It should be noted that the Friendly Neighborhood Streets Program emphasizes public input 
throughout the process.  In addition to the plethora of documents and information available on 
the project’s webpage, the process included at least six formal opportunities for public 
involvement.  Solicitations for public input are summarized on the attached Hatlen Heights 
Formal Outreach spreadsheet.  It is relevant to note that 147 door hanger flyers were hand-
delivered to inform residents that the Village Board was going to consider the traffic-calming 
plan approved by the Transportation Safety Commission at the board’s December 2 meeting, 
garnering a 3-person turnout (2 against the proposed plan, 1 with a general comment). 
 
Traffic counts recorded 8% of vehicles traveling over 35 mph on the street, or about 75 
vehicles per day, prior to any traffic-calming.  The traffic-calming trial showed that the 
proposed traffic-calming measures reduced the percentage of vehicles traveling over 35 mph 
on the street to 2%, or 25 vehicles per day.  The trial showed the proposed traffic-calming 
measures would successfully address the reported traffic concerns.  However, the measures, 
as tried, resulted in loss of on-street parking adjacent to the mid-block median islands that the 
residents on the street were vocally against.  Therefore, staff adjusted the traffic-calming plan 
in response to residents’ comments. 
 
Staff’s recommended traffic-calming plan was presented to the Transportation Safety 
Commission at their September 8thmeeting.  This included: 

• Mini-traffic circles at the intersection of Audrey Lane and Grindel Drive as well as Hatlen 
Avenue and Grindel Drive. 

• Speed feedback signs on Audrey Lane and Hatlen Avenue. 
• All-way stop control at the intersection of Audrey Lane and Connie Lane with centerline 

pavement markings on approach to the intersection. 
• Pavement markings on Meier Road between Lincoln Street and Connie Lane to match 

the pavement markings on Meier Road south of Lincoln Street. 

 
After discussion and resident input, the Commission voted to approve staff’s recommendations 
and submit them to the Village Board for approval.    
 
Discussion 
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Following discussion at the December 2, 2025, Village Board meeting, staff has developed 
additional options for the Village Board’s consideration.  These options are based on 
comments and suggestions made by Village Board members and residents in attendance. 
 
Staff Amendment to TSC Plan.  This is the original TSC-approved plan discussed on 
December 2 but amended to include a No Trucks sign on Audrey at Central and the addition 
of a permanent curb bump-out at the southeast corner of Meier Road and Connie Lane.  This 
recommendation incorporates the tenets of the original recommendation approved by the 
Transportation Safety Commission, including: 

• New speed feedback signs on Hatlen Avenue and relocated speed feedback signs on 
Audrey Lane to better control speeds mid-block in conjunction with the mini traffic 
circles at intersections.  

• New mini-traffic circles at the intersections of Audrey Lane and Hatlen Avenue with 
Grindel Drive to slow drivers through the intersections. 

• Convert the intersection of Audrey Lane and Connie Lane to All-Way Stop Control to 
control left-turning vehicle conflicts. 

• New pavement marking parking lanes and center lines on Meier Road to visually 
narrow the roadway, slowing vehicles and increasing safety. 

 
VB Option 1 includes the addition of a No Trucks sign on Hatlen at Central, a 4-way stop at 
Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel, and a new permanent curb bump-out to slow 
drivers at Meier and Connie. Staff does not recommend the use of unwarranted 4-way stop 
signs. 
 
VB Option 2 includes the addition of a No Trucks sign on Hatlen at Central, a 4-way stop at 
Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel, mid-block speed humps installed on Audrey 
and Hatlen (a total of 4 speed humps), and a new permanent curb bump-out to slow drivers 
at Meier and Connie.  Staff does not recommend unwarranted stop signs or the use of speed 
humps. 
 
VB Option 3 includes the addition of a No Trucks sign on Hatlen at Central, a 2-way stop at 
Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel (Grindel is stopped – no change from existing 
conditions), speed humps installed on Audrey and Hatlen (a total of 7 speed humps), and a 
new permanent curb bump-out to slow drivers at Meier and Connie.  Staff does not 
recommend the use of speed humps. 
 
VB Trustee Dante Recommendation includes one speed hump in the zero block of Audrey, 
a 4-way stop at Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel, and the installation of a No 
Thru Traffic sign at Connie and Meier.  Staff does not recommend the use of unwarranted 4-
way stop signs or the use of speed humps. 
 
Do Nothing. As an initial traffic-calming measure, radar speed feedback signs were installed 
on Audrey last year.  A subsequent traffic study indicated that traffic no longer meets the 
minimum criteria to qualify for the Friendly Neighborhood Streets Program.  The graphs below 
(and attached) depict the change in metrics over time.  The neighborhood could be left as is 
and monitored for future performance changes.  Staff has no comment on this option. 
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Any requisite traffic ordinance changes will be presented at a future Village Board meeting. 
 
After the traffic-calming measures have been in place and traffic patterns have normalized, 
staff will conduct a post-study on the street to determine the effectiveness of the traffic-
calming project.  This post-study will be compiled into a memo and sent to the Transportation 
Safety Commission and the Village Board.  The post-study will also be made available to the 
public on the project website.  Staff will evaluate the results the traffic-calming measures had 
on speed, vehicle volumes, and safety to determine if additional traffic-calming measures are 
warranted or if changes are needed to the traffic-calming project.  Should changes be 
warranted, staff will bring the project back to the Transportation Safety Commission for 
discussion, inviting neighborhood residents to participate, before sending proposed changes 
to the Village Board for consideration. 
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Alternatives 

1. Approve Staff Amendment to TSC Plan - the original TSC-approved plan discussed on 
December 2 amended to include a No Trucks sign on Audrey at Central and the addition 
of a permanent curb bump-out at the southeast corner of Meier Road and Connie Lane. 

2. Approve VB Option 1 — includes the addition of a No Trucks sign on Hatlen at Central, a 
4-way stop at Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel, and a new permanent 
curb bump-out to slow drivers at Meier and Connie.  

3. Approve VB Option 2 — includes the addition of a No Trucks sign on Hatlen at Central, a 
4-way stop at Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel, mid-block speed humps 
installed on Audrey and Hatlen (a total of 4 speed humps), and a new permanent curb 
bump-out to slow drivers at Meier and Connie.  

4. Approve VB Option 3 — includes the addition of a No Trucks sign on Hatlen at Central, a 
2-way stop at Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel (Grindel is stopped – no 
change from existing conditions), speed humps installed on Audrey and Hatlen (a total 
of 7 speed humps), and a new permanent curb bump-out to slow drivers at Meier and 
Connie. 

5. Approve VB Trustee Dante Recommendation -  includes one speed hump in the zero 
block of Audrey, a 4-way stop at Audrey and Grindel and at Hatlen and Grindel, and the 
installation of a No Thru Traffic sign at Connie and Meier. 

6. Do Nothing. As an initial traffic-calming measure, radar speed feedback signs were 
installed on Audrey last year.  A subsequent traffic study indicated that traffic no longer 
meets the minimum criteria to qualify for the Friendly Neighborhood Streets Program. 
 The attached graphs depict the change in metrics over time.  The neighborhood could 
be left as is and monitored for future performance changes. 

7. Action at the discretion of the Village Board. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends that the Village Board approve the recommendation of the Transportation 
Safety Commission for traffic-calming in the Hatlen Heights subdivision amended to include 
the addition of a No Trucks sign on Audrey Lane at Central Road and to include the addition of 
a permanent curb bump-out on the southeast corner of Meier Road and Connie Lane. 
 
Attachments 
1. zone 11 intersection study 
2. zone 11 intersection post-study 1 
3. zone 11 intersection post-study 2 
4. seegwun speed hump final report 08-16-2007 
5. IRMA Opinion on Unwarranted Stop Signs 
6. Public Outreach Sumary 
7. Speed Hump Survey, Park Ridge 
8. audrey traffic data chart 
9. 01- Original TSC Approved Hatlen Heights Traffic Calming Plan 
10. Staff Amended TSC Recommendation 
11. VB Option 1 
12. VB Option 2 
13. VB Option 3 
14. VB Trustee Dante 
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1. 
Introduction  
 
 
 
The Village of Mount Prospect has embarked on a Village-wide study of the traffic operations 
within the Village’s residential neighborhoods.  In order to accomplish this task, the Village has 
initiated three preliminary traffic programs which are intent on providing a higher level of 
standardization, increase driver expectation and enhance safety as it pertains to traffic 
regulations.  The three programs are the Residential Speed Limit Program, the Neighborhood 
Traffic Calming Program and the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program.  
 
The objective of the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program is to ultimately review, 
evaluate and determine the appropriate traffic control signage at all of the intersections under the 
jurisdiction of the Village and standardize their implementation.  Each intersection will be 
studied based on accepted engineering practices, conformity with the 2003 Manual on Uniform 
Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and the criteria established by the Village in its 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program.  Due to the size of the Village and complexity 
of the program, the Village has been divided into eighteen different zones, with Zone 11 the 
focus of this study.  
 
This study summarizes the results and findings of Zone 11 of the Residential Intersection Traffic 
Control Program.  Zone 11 is bounded by Central Road and the Mount Prospect/Arlington 
Heights border on the north, Busse Road on the east, Golf Road on the south and the Mount 
Prospect/Arlington Heights border on the west.  The neighborhood consists of a total of 
77 intersections under the jurisdiction of the Village of Mount Prospect and contains Forest View 
Elementary School, Holmes Junior High, and Clearwater Park.  Zone 11 is shown in Figure 1.  
(All of the figures for this study are provided at the end of the report.) 
 
The objectives of this study were to:  (1) inventory and examine the existing operational 
characteristics of the zone and roadway system, (2) develop the criteria in which to evaluate the 
intersection traffic control and (3) examine the existing conditions of each intersection and the 
overall zone and recommend the appropriate intersection traffic control.  
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2. 
Existing Conditions 
 
 
 
 
Transportation conditions within Zone 11 were inventoried to obtain a database for evaluating 
the existing operation of each intersection and the overall roadway system.  The components of 
existing conditions that were inventoried within the zone included: 
 
• Existing land uses 
• Physical and operating characteristics of the roadways 
• Existing intersection traffic control 
• Functional classifications of the roadways  
• Accident data at each intersection 
• Daily and peak hour traffic volumes on the roadways 
• Available sight distance at each intersection 
 
 
Study Area and Existing Land Uses 
 
Zone 11 is bounded by Central Road and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights border on the 
north, Busse Road on the east, Golf Road on the south and the Mount Prospect/Arlington 
Heights Road border on the west.  The zone has a total of 77 intersections under the jurisdiction 
of the Village.  Single family homes are the predominant land use within the zone.  Forest View 
Elementary School is located in the middle of the zone south of Estates Drive at Deborah Lane 
and Holmes Junior High School is located in the south portion of the zone in the northeast corner 
of the Meier Road/Lonnquist Boulevard intersection.  Clearwater Park is located in the southeast 
end of the zone. 
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Existing Roadway System 
 
As indicated, Central Road, Busse Road, and Golf Road form three of the four boundaries of the 
zone. Central Road and Golf Road are under the jurisdiction of the Illinois Department of 
Transportation (IDOT) and are arterial roads that have four-lane cross sections.  Busse Road is a 
arterial road that has a two-lane cross section and is under the jurisdiction of the Cook County 
Highway Department.  Traffic signal control is provided at the intersections of Busse Road with 
Central Road, Busse Road with Lincoln Street, Busse Road with Golf Road, and Golf Road with 
Meier Road. 
 
Not including the external arterial roads, (Central Road, Busse Road, and Golf Road), the zone 
has a total of 23 north-south roadways and 21 east-west roadways.  All of the roadways in the 
zone provide one  lane in each direction with parking generally permitted on both sides of the 
road.  However, it should be noted that parking restrictions are provided on several of the 
roadways within the zone.  The speed limits within the zone range from 20 to 30 mph.  
 
 
Existing Intersection Traffic Control 
 
Figure 2 shows the existing intersection traffic control within the zone.  The following provides a 
summary of the existing traffic control at the 77 intersections within the zone under the 
jurisdiction of the Village.  
 
• Four All-Way Stop Sign Controlled Intersections 
• Thirty-Five Two-Way or One-way Stop Sign Controlled Intersections 
• Two Yield Sign Controlled Intersections 
• Thirty-Seven Intersections with No Intersection traffic control 
 
 
Functional Classification of the Roadway System 
 
All of the roadways within the zone are classified as either collector roads and/or local roads. 
The Village currently classifies Lincoln Street, Lonnquist Boulevard, and Meier Road as 
collector roads, with the rest of the roadways classified as local roads. 
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Intersection Accident Data 
 
KLOA, Inc. obtained the accident data for the roadways and intersections within the zone from 
the Village of Mount Prospect for October 2004 through September 2007. A review of the 
accident data shows that the intersections within the zone experience a very low number of 
accidents.  Approximately 90 percent of the intersections did not have a single accident over the 
three year period.  If an intersection had experienced any accidents, it averaged only one to two 
accidents occurring over the three years.  No more than two accidents occurred at an intersection 
within one year.  
 
 
Existing Traffic Volumes 
 
In order to determine the existing daily and peak hourly traffic volumes on the area roadways, 
KLOA, Inc. conducted daily traffic counts at 39 locations within the zone.  In addition, 
nine previous daily traffic counts conducted in the zone by the Village of Mount Prospect were 
obtained for this study.  Of the total traffic counts, 23 were conducted along the north-south 
roadways and 25 were conducted along the east-west roadways.  The KLOA, Inc. traffic counts 
were conducted in October 2007 and the Village of Mount Prospect counts were conducted 
during the past year.  All of the traffic counts were conducted for a minimum of two days and 
were broken down by direction and by hour.  Figure 3 shows the two-way daily traffic volumes 
and Figure 4 shows the one-way peak hourly volumes.  (It should be noted that Figure 4 shows 
the highest hourly volume during the day at each of the count locations.) 
 
 
Intersection Sight Distance Evaluation 
 
As part of the study, KLOA, Inc. physically examined the available sight distance at each 
approach leg of all 77 intersections within the zone.  Per the direction of the Village of Mount 
Prospect, the sight distance criteria outlined in the MUTCD were used to evaluate each 
intersection.  The MUTCD provides the following guidelines when the cross traffic should be 
stopped due to sight distance restrictions at an intersection.  
 

“Locations where a road user, after stopping, cannot see conflicting traffic and is not able to 
safely negotiate the intersection unless the cross traffic is also required to stop.”  

 
Given the age of the neighborhood and the mature bushes and trees, the sight distance at some 
intersections within the zone is impaired by existing landscaping, fences and, in some limited 
cases, homes.  In all cases, the driver has a clear and unobstructed view of the cross traffic as the 
motorist either (1) approaches the intersection and/or (2) after stopping moves forward without 
entering the intersection.  Therefore, all of the intersections within the zone have sufficient sight 
distance to safely negotiate the various intersections. 
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Summary of the Existing Conditions 
 
A summary of the existing conditions of each intersection is provided in Table 1 of the 
Appendix.  A separate section within the Appendix has been provided for each of the 
77 intersections.  
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3. 
Intersection Traffic Control Criteria 
 
 
 
 
In order to meet the goals of the Village to provide a higher level of standardization, increase 
driver expectation and enhance safety as it pertains to neighborhood traffic flow, an “evaluation 
criteria” was established which is to govern intersection traffic control within the Village. 
The criteria were developed based on the guidelines established by the Village in its 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program and conformity with the 2003 MUTCD.  
While the MUTCD provides criteria with specific benchmarks, many of the criteria are 
subjective and are left to engineering judgment and practices.  
 
 
Village of Mount Prospect Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program 
 
In order to review all the residential intersection traffic control with the intent of providing a 
higher level of standardization, the Village of Mount Prospect has developed the Residential 
Intersection Traffic Control Program.  This program provides the general criteria the Village 
desires for the intersection traffic control within their residential areas.  The following provides 
the guidelines from the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program.  
 
• To be consistent and meet a driver’s expectation, all four-leg intersections will have 

traffic control. 
 
• To define the right-of-way and increase the level of standardization, all T-intersections 

will have traffic control unless at the intersection of two local streets where one is a 
cul-de-sac or dead end.  
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• To meet the criteria set forth in the 2003 MUTCD and increase the level of 
standardization, Yield signs will not be used as traffic control devices at residential 
intersections.  

 
• Identify those intersections that meet the criteria for all-way stop signs.  
 
• Consideration for one-way (T-intersection) and two-way (four-leg intersection) stop 

signs must be given on an individual intersection level and neighborhood wide level.  
 
Lastly, as a guideline, the program recommends that a local road have no more than 1,320 feet 
(1/4 mile) of uninterrupted flow and that a collector road have no more then 2,640 feet (1/2 mile) 
of uninterrupted flow.  In summary, the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program 
dictates that all residential intersections should be controlled by either two-way/one-way stop 
sign control or all-way stop sign control and that all-way stop sign control only be implemented 
at intersections that meet the 2003 MUCTD criteria. 
 
 
2003 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD)  
 
As defined in the 2003 MUTCD, which is the primary publication on traffic control standards, 
“The purpose of traffic control devices, as well as the principles for their use, is to promote 
highway safety and efficiency by providing for the orderly movement of all road users on streets 
and highways throughout the nation.” 
 
The following outlines the MUTCD guidelines for the application of the stop signs, which is the 
only intersection control permitted within the zone.  
 

Stop Signs Applications  
 

Guidance: 
 

STOP signs should be used if engineering judgment indicates that one or more of the 
following conditions exist: 

 
A. Intersection of a less important road with a main road where application of the 

normal right-of-way rule would not be expected to provide a reasonable 
compliance with the law; 

 
B. Street entering a through highway or street; 
 
C. Unsignalized intersection in a signalized area; and/or 

 
D. High speed, restricted view, or crash records that indicate a need for control by 

the STOP sign. 

Page 138 of 297



 

Residential Intersection Traffic                                  8                                                           KLOA, Inc. 
Control Program - Zone 11                                      February 2008 
 

Standard: 
 

Because the potential for conflicting commands could create driver confusion, 
STOP signs shall not be installed at intersections where traffic control signals are 
installed and operating except as noted in Section 4D.01. 
 
Portable or part-time STOP signs shall not be used except for emergency and temporary 
traffic control zone purposes.  

 
Guidance: 

 
STOP signs should not be used for speed control.  

 
STOP signs should be installed in a manner that minimizes the numbers of vehicles 
having to stop. 

 
Once the decision has been made to install two-way stop sign control, the decision 
regarding the appropriate street to stop should be based on engineering judgment. In most 
cases, the street carrying the lowest volume of traffic should be stopped.  

 
A STOP sign should not be installed on the major street unless justified by a traffic 
engineering study. 

 
Support: 

 
The following are considerations that might influence the decision regarding the 
appropriate street upon to install a STOP sign where two streets with relatively equal 
volumes and/or characteristics intersect:  

 
A. Stopping the direction that conflicts the most with established pedestrian crossing 

activity or school walking routes; 
 

B. Stopping the direction that has obscured vision, dips or bumps that already require 
drivers to use lower operating speeds; 

 
C. Stopping the direction that has the longest distance of uninterrupted flow 

approaching the intersection; and 
 
D. Stopping the direction that has the best sight distance to conflicting traffic. 
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Multiway Stop Applications 
 

Support: 
 

Multiway stop control can be useful as a safety measure at intersections if certain traffic 
conditions exist. Safety concerns associated with multiway stops include pedestrians, 
bicyclists, and all road users expecting other road users to stop.  Multiway stop control is 
used where the volume of traffic on the intersecting roads is approximately equal.  

 
The restrictions on the use of STOP signs described previously also apply to multiway 
stop applications. 

 
Guidance: 

 
The decision to install multiway stop control should be based on an engineering study.  

 
The following criteria should be considered in the engineering study for a multiway 
STOP sign installation: 

 
A. Where traffic control signals are justified, the multiway stop is an interim measure 

that can be installed quickly to control traffic while arrangements are being made 
for the installation of the traffic control signal. 

 
B. A crash problem, as indicated by five or more reported crashes in a 12-month 

period that are susceptible to correction by a multiway stop installation. 
Such crashes include right and left-turn collisions as well as right-angle collisions. 

 
C. Minimum volumes: 

 
1. The vehicular volume entering the intersection from the major street 

approaches (total of both approaches) averages at least 300 vehicles per 
hour for any eight hours of an average day, and 

 
2. The combined vehicular, pedestrian, and bicycle volume entering the 

intersection from the minor street approaches (total of both approaches) 
averages at least 200 units per hour for the same eight hours, with an 
average delay to minor-street vehicular traffic of at least 30 seconds per 
vehicle during the highest hour, but 

 
3. If the 85th-percentile approach speed of the major-street traffic exceeds 65 

km/h or exceeds 40 mph, the minimum vehicular volume warrants are 70 
percent of the above values. 
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D. Where no single criterion is satisfied, but where Criteria B, C.1, and C.2 are all 
satisfied to 80 percent of the minimum values. Criterion C.3 is excluded from this 
condition. 

 
Option: 

 
Other criteria that may be considered in an engineering study include: 

 
A. The need to control left-turn conflicts; 

 
B. The need to control vehicle/pedestrian conflicts near locations that generate high 

pedestrian volumes; 
 
C. Locations where a road user, after stopping, cannot see conflicting traffic and is 

not able to safely negotiate the intersection unless conflicting cross traffic is also 
required to stop; and 

 
D. An intersection of two residential neighborhood collector (through) streets of 

similar design and operating characteristics where multiway stop control would 
improve traffic operational characteristics of the intersection. 
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4. 
Evaluation and Recommendation 
 
 
 
 
Development of the intersection traffic control plan involves a comprehensive evaluation of each 
intersection along with the existing overall operating conditions of the zone.  Any intersection 
traffic control plan must consider typical neighborhood issues, such as the functional 
classification, cut-through traffic, speeding, traffic calming, neighborhood circulation and 
land use impacts.  As such, a systematic approach was employed that examined the zone from 
the inside (each individual intersection) and outside (the overall zone).  
 
The first step was to evaluate the existing functional classification of the roadways within the 
zone and determine if any modifications were necessary.  The second step was to evaluate the 
physical and operating conditions of each intersection to determine if they meet any of the 
warrants/requirements that control the installation of all-way stop sign control.  Once the all-way 
stop sign control intersections were identified, all of the other intersection are to be controlled via 
one-way (T-intersections) or two-way (four-legged intersections) stop sign control.  The last step 
was to determine which road of the one-way and two-way stop sign control intersections is to be 
under stop sign control.  
 
 
Review of the Functional Classification of the Roadway System  
 
The function of a roadway, whether it is located within a neighborhood or a commercial area, is 
defined in traffic planning by a roadway hierarchy or functional classification system. 
This system provides for three basic types of roadways; arterial, collector and local.  The purpose 
of defining the function of a road is to determine its length, speed limit, traffic control, access 
and other general design standards.  The definition for each of these three functional 
classifications is as follows: 
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• Arterial:  An arterial or primary road serves as the principle road for high-volume traffic 
flow.  The main function of an arterial road is that of traffic service and, as such, should 
connect areas of principle traffic generation.  Arterial roads typically form a reasonably 
continuous and integrated system and include major roadways with significant length and 
traffic carrying capacity. 

 
• Collector:  A collector or distributor road connects traffic between local and arterial 

roads.  Its function is to collect traffic from arterial roads and distribute it to local roads or 
vice versa.  Collector roads typically provide both land access and traffic service, but not 
serve long distance travel demands. 

 
• Local:  A local road’s sole function from a traffic planning standpoint is to provide access 

to the land uses that abut it.  Local roads should have short distances and should not be 
designed to maximize traffic carrying capacity.  

 
Residential neighborhood areas are typically surrounded by arterial roadways, with collector 
roadways providing access into the area.  Older neighborhoods were generally laid out in a 
“grid” system.  In this system it is sometimes difficult to distinguish between the two types of 
functional classifications (collector/local).  Consequently, not all residential roads are 
“local roads.”  
  
Based on a review of the existing physical and operating characteristics of the roadways within 
the zone and the land uses they serve, it is recommended that the following roadways should be 
classified as collector roads (see Figure 5). 
 
• Meier Road is a north-south road generally situated within the middle of the zone and is 

the only road to provide continuity between Golf Road (arterial road) and Lincoln Street 
(collector road).  Furthermore, the importance of Meier Road in providing access to the 
zone is evident in the fact that it is under traffic signal control at its intersection with Golf 
Road.  Lastly, it provides indirect access to Holmes Junior High School, Forest View 
Elementary School, and Clearwater Park, three major generators in the zone.  It should be 
noted that Meier Road does extend north of Lincoln Street.  However, it only extends for 
several blocks and terminates approximately ¼ of a mile north of Lincoln Street as a 
cul-de-sac.  Therefore, it is recommended that the portion of Meier Road north of Lincoln 
Street be classified as a local road. 

 
• Lincoln Street is an east-west road that is located in the northern third of the zone and 

provides continuity through the zone connecting an arterial road (Busse Road) and a 
collector road (Meier Road).  Further, the importance of Lincoln Street in providing 
access to the zone is evident in the fact that it is under traffic signal control at its 
intersection with Busse Road.  Lastly, Lincoln Street provides indirect access to Forest 
View Elementary School, a major traffic generator in the zone. 
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• Lonnquist Boulevard is an east-west road situated within the southern portion of the zone 
and provides continuity between an arterial road (Busse Road) and a collector road 
(Meier Road).  Further, Lonnquist Boulevard is classified as a collector road east of 
Busse Road in both zones 12 and 14.  Lastly, Lonnquist Boulevard provides direct access 
to Holmes Junior High School and Clearwater Park and indirect access to Forest View 
Elementary School, three major generators in the zone. 

 
It should be noted that all three roads are currently classified as a collector road by the Village of 
Mount Prospect.  
 
 
Intersection Traffic Control Evaluation - All-Way Stop Sign Control 
 
Once the functional classification of the roadway system was identified, the next step was to 
evaluate each intersection as to the appropriate intersection traffic control.  The first step was to 
identify those intersections that meet the all-way stop sign control warrants and/or requirements. 
The following summarizes the all-way stop sign control warrants/requirements as outlined in the 
MUTCD and Section 3 of this report.  
 
• Meets minimum traffic and pedestrian volume  
• Meets the minimum number of intersection accidents 
• Required to control left-turn conflicts 
• Required to control vehicle/pedestrian conflicts  
• Required due to poor intersection sight distance 
• Required to improve traffic operational characteristics of intersection of two collectors 

with similar design and operating characteristics 
 
The existing characteristics of each intersection were evaluated to determine if the existing 
operation of the intersection met any of the warrants and/or requirements that control the 
installation of an all-way stop sign control.  Table 2 within the Appendix provides the results of 
the all-way stop sign control evaluation.  As indicated previously, a separate section within the 
Appendix has been provided for each of the 77 intersections.  Within each section of the 
Appendix, Table 1 summarizes the existing characteristics of the intersections and Table 2 
provides the results of the all-way stop sign control evaluation.  
 
It has been determined that of the 77 intersections, a total of four intersections meet the all-way 
stop sign control warrants/requirements.  Three of the four intersections are currently under 
all-way stop sign control and one of the four intersections is currently under one-way stop sign 
control.  It is recommended that the current all-way stop sign control at one other intersection be 
removed and replaced with two-way/one-way stop sign control as it does not meet the all-way 
stop sign control warrants/requirements. The following summarizes the all-way stop sign control 
recommendations. 
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Maintain Existing All-Way Stop Sign Control  
 
1. Lincoln Street with Meier Road 
2. Estates Drive with Crestwood Avenue 
3. Lonnquist Boulevard with Crestwood Avenue 
 
Add All-Way Stop-sign Control  
 
 Lonnquist Boulevard with Meier Road 
 
Removal of Existing All-Way Stop Sign Control 
 
As shown in Table 2 in the Appendix, one intersection does not meet any of the all-way stop sign 
control warrants and/or requirements.  The following outlines the intersection where the all-way 
stop sign control is recommended to be removed and further indicates which road is 
recommended to be under stop sign control.  
 
 Bonita Avenue with Hatlen Avenue (Bonita Avenue is recommended to remain under 

stop sign control.) 
 
 
Intersection Traffic Control Evaluation 
Two-Way/One-Way Stop Sign Control 
 
Once the all-way stop sign control intersections were identified, according to the Residential 
Intersection Traffic Control Program, all of the other intersections were to be controlled via 
one-way (T-intersections) or two-way (four-legged intersections) stop sign control.  Therefore, 
the last step was to determine which road of the one-way and two-way stop sign control 
intersections is to be under stop sign control. The criteria used in determining which road of an 
intersection should be under stop sign control were based on the following.  
 
• The guidelines provided in the MUTCD, which is outlined in Section 3 of this report.  
 
• Ensuring that local roads have less than 1,320 feet of uninterrupted flow as suggested in 

the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program.  
 
• If possible, maintaining which road is currently under traffic control (via either yield sign 

or stop sign) at each intersection in order to minimize the change in the flow of traffic 
through the zone.  
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For those intersections that will be under two-way/one-way stop sign control, the existing 
characteristics of the intersections were evaluated to determine which road would be under stop 
sign control.  Table 3 in the Appendix provides the results of the two-way/one-way stop sign 
control evaluation.  As indicated previously, a separate section within the Appendix has been 
provided for each of the 77 intersections. 
 
 
Recommended Intersection Traffic Control Plan  
 
Based on the above evaluation, the recommended intersection traffic control plan was developed 
for Zone 11 and is shown in Figure 6.  Of the 77 total intersections, traffic control modifications 
are recommended at 38 intersections which are outlined below and shown in Figure 7.  Lastly, 
Table 1 provides a comparison of the existing and recommended traffic control in the zone.  
 
Converting From All-Way Stop Sign Control to Two-Way Stop Sign Control 
 
 Bonita Avenue with Hatlen Avenue 
 
Converting From Two-Way/One-Way Stop Sign Control to All-Way Stop Sign Control 
 
 Lonnquist Boulevard with Meier Road 
 
Changing the Road Which Will Be Under Stop Sign Control at an Existing Two-Way/One-
Way Stop Sign Control Intersections 
 
1. Rusty Road with Crestwood Avenue 
2. Martha Avenue with Crestwood Avenue 
 
Converting from One-Way Stop Sign Control to Two-Way Stop Sign Control 
 
 Connie Lane with Audrey Lane 
 
Converting from One-Way/Two-Way Yield Sign Control to  
One-Way/Two Way Stop Sign Control 
 
1. Bonita Avenue with Audrey Lane 
2. Rusty Road with Hatlen Avenue 
 
Converting Intersection with No Traffic Control to Two-Way/One-Way Stop Sign Control 
 
1. Grindle Drive with Audrey Lane 
2. Grindle Drive with Hatlen Avenue 
3. Connie Lane with Hatlen Avenue 
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4. Bonita Avenue with Verde Drive (East Leg) 
5. Bonita Avenue with Verde Drive (West Leg) 
6. Verde Drive with Michael Street 
7. Hatlen Avenue with Beverly Lane 
8. Hatlen Avenue with Crestwood Lane 
9. Hatlen Avenue with Michael Street 
10. White Oak Street with Hickory Avenue 
11. White Oak Street with Leonard Avenue 
12. White Oak Street with Prairie Avenue 
13. Robbie Lane with Crestwood Avenue 
14. Scott Terrace with Carol Lane 
15. Haven Street with Helena Avenue 
16. Rusty Road with Carol Lane 
17. Rusty Road with Robbie Lane 
18. Mark Terrace with Carol Lane 
19. Kim Avenue with Hatlen Avenue 
20. Kim Avenue with Crestwood Avenue 
21. Lawrence Lane with Noah Terrace 
22. Lawrence Lane with St. Celia Avenue 
23. Estates Drive with Hatlen Avenue (West Leg) 
24. Estates Drive with Hatlen Avenue (East Leg) 
25. Myrtle Avenue with Crestwood Avenue 
26. Myrtle Avenue with Hatlen Avenue 
27. Prendergast Lane with Noah Terrace 
28. Prendergast Lane with St. Celia Avenue 
29. Martha Avenue with Hatlen Avenue 
30. Martin Avenue with Crestwood Avenue 
31. Martin Avenue with Hatlen Avenue 
 
Table 1 
EXISTING AND RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION TRAFFIC CONTROL 
 
Intersection traffic control 

Existing Intersection 
Traffic Control 

Recommended Intersection 
Traffic Control 

All-Way Stop Sign Control   4   4 

Two-Way/One-Way Stop Sign Control 35 68 

Yield Sign Control   2   0 

No Intersection Traffic Control 36   5 

   Total 77 77 
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Summary of Recommended Intersection Traffic Control Plan 
 
• Under the recommended intersection plan, 72 of the 77 intersections are to have 

two-way/one-way stop sign control or all-way stop sign control.  This is a significant 
improvement over existing conditions where 38 intersections currently are under yield 
sign control or have no intersection traffic control. 

 
• The recommended plan ensures that the local roads generally have less then 1,320 feet of 

uninterrupted flow.  In most cases, a stop sign is provided at least at every other cross 
road along the local roads.  This type of intersection traffic control is an excellent 
deterrent to neighborhood traffic concerns such as cut-through traffic and speeding along 
local roads.  

 
• The intent of collector roads is to distribute the traffic from the zone to the arterial 

roadway system and visa versa. As such, collector roads are designed to promote 
mobility through a neighborhood via efficient and uninterrupted traffic flow when 
possible.  However, it should be noted that the collector roads within the zone will not 
have free flow through the entire zone.  The recommended plan proposes that Meier 
Road and Lonnquist Boulevard have all-way stop sign control at two intersections within 
the zone and Lincoln Street have all-way stop sign control at one intersection in the zone.  
As such, the recommended intersection traffic control plan should ensure a balance 
between the mobility that collector roads should provide and providing a deterrent to 
neighborhood issues such as cut-through traffic and speeding.  

 
• As indicated, modifications to the existing intersection traffic control are recommended at 

38 intersections.  However, 33 intersections involve providing stop sign control at 
intersections that currently have yield sign control or no intersection traffic control where 
motorists currently expect to yield the right-of-way to the cross traffic. 

 
  
Implementation of Recommended Intersection Traffic Control Plan 
 
The recommended intersection traffic control plan is proposing modification of the existing 
intersection traffic control at 38 of the 77 intersections within the zone.  As a result, an 
implementation plan has been developed to educate and warn the motoring public of the various 
changes. The following provides recommendations for implementation of the intersection traffic 
control plan.  
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1. Phasing/Staging.  It is recommended that the entire plan be implemented at the same time 
as opposed to staging or phasing in the modifications.  Implementing the plan at once 
allows the public to become familiar with the changes at once as opposed to subjecting 
them to staged or phased process.  Furthermore, it is far more practical from a logistical 
standpoint (serving public notice, installing warning sign, etc.) to implement the plan at 
the same time.   

 
2. Public Notice.  To properly educate the public, a comprehensive marketing campaign 

should be implemented prior to any modifications.  This should include providing public 
notice in the local newspaper(s) and the Village web page, mailings to the residences in 
the zone and handouts to the parents and students of the schools.  

 
3. Signage and Warning Devices.  The following signage and warning devices are 

recommended to be installed in the zone to further warn the motoring public of the 
various modifications. 

 
 • “Cross Traffic Does Not Stop” signs should be located below stop signs at 

intersections where (1) all-way stop sign control is recommended to be replaced 
with two-way/one-way stop sign control and (2) the intersection traffic control is 
recommended to be switched from one road to the other.  The additional signage 
will alert the motorists that the cross traffic does not have to stop at the particular 
intersection as it did prior to the modifications.  A total of three intersections will 
require this additional signage. 

 
 • A flashing warning beacon or warning flags should be located above new stop 

signs installations where (1) two-way/one-way stop sign control is recommended 
to be replaced with all-way stop sign control and (2) where the intersection traffic 
control is recommended to be switched from one road to the other.  The additional 
warning devices will further alert motorists that they now have to yield the right-
of-way to the cross traffic.  Three intersections will require the warning devices.  

 
• No additional signage or warning devices are required at intersections where 

(1) yield signs are recommended to be replaced with stop signs and (2) stop signs 
are recommended to be installed at locations with no traffic control.  Since the 
motoring public has always expected to yield the right of way at these locations, 
no additional signage or warning devices are required. 
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5. 
Conclusion 
 
 
 
This study summarizes the results and findings of Zone 11 of the Village of Mount Prospect’s 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program.  Zone 11 consists of the neighborhood 
bounded by Central Road and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights border on the north, 
Busse Road on the east, Golf Road on the south and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights 
border on the west.  The objectives of this study were to (1) inventory and examine the existing 
operational characteristics of the zone and roadway system, (2) develop the criteria in which to 
evaluate the intersection traffic control and (3) examine the existing conditions of each 
intersection and the overall zone and recommended the appropriate intersection traffic control.  
 
Based on the results of the study, a recommended intersection traffic control plan was developed 
for Zone 11 and is shown in Figure 6. The plan was developed based on the guidelines 
established by the Village in its Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program and conformity 
with the 2003 MUTCD.  The following summarizes the recommended intersection traffic control 
plan. 
 
• It is recommended that Lincoln Street, Lonnquist Boulevard, and Meier Road between 

Lincoln Street and Golf Road all be classified as collector roads in the zone.  All three 
roads are currently classified as  collector roads by the Village of Mount Prospect. 

 
• The following provides a summary of the recommended intersection traffic control at the 

77 intersections within the zone under the jurisdiction of the Village.  
 

 Four All-Way Stop Sign Controlled Intersections 
 Sixty-Eight Two-Way or One-Way Stop Sign Controlled Intersections 
 Five Intersections with No Intersection Traffic Control 
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• Per the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program guidelines, 72 of the 
77 intersections are recommended to be controlled by (1) two-way/one-way stop sign 
control or (2) all-way stop sign control.  This is a significant upgrade from existing 
conditions where 38 intersections are under yield sign control or have no intersection 
traffic control.  

 
• The plan has been developed to minimize cut-through traffic and speeding on local roads 

by having generally less than 1,320 feet of uninterrupted flow. In most cases, a stop sign 
is provided at least at every other cross road along the local roads.  Furthermore, the plan 
strikes a balance between the mobility that collectors roads need to provide and 
implementing an appropriate deterrent to cut-through traffic and speeding.  

 
• Of the 77 total intersections, traffic control modifications are recommended at 

38 intersections in the zone as outlined below and shown in Figure 7.  
 
  - One intersection is recommended to be converted from all-way stop sign control 

to two-way/one-way stop sign control. 
 

- One intersection is recommended to be converted from two-way/one-way stop 
sign control to all-way stop sign control. 

 
- Two intersections are recommended to change the road which will be under stop 

sign control at two-way/one-way stop sign controlled intersections. 
 
- Two intersections are recommended to be converted from one-way/two-way yield 

sign control to one-way/two-way stop sign control. 
 
- One intersection is recommended to be converted from one-way stop sign control 

to two-way stop sign control. 
 
- Thirty-one intersections with no traffic control are recommended to be converted 

to two-way/one-way stop sign control. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Intersection Traffic Control Study - Zone 11 in Mount Prospect February 2008 maw 

Page 151 of 297



 

 

Appendix 

Page 152 of 297



Page 153 of 297



H
IC

K
O

R
Y

 A
V

E

L
E

O
N

A
R

D
 A

V
E

P
R

A
IR

IE
 A

V
E

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

A
U

D
R

E
Y

 L
N

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E

GRINDLE DR

C
O

N
N

IE
 L

N

BONITA AVE

VERDE DR

M
IC

H
A

E
L

 S
T

LINCOLN ST

CT

CT

CT

FREDIANI CT

HATLEN AVE

B
U

S
S

E
 R

D

B
O

N
IT

A
 A

V
E

B
E

V
E

R
L

Y
 L

N

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D

S
IV

IC
 S

T

D
O

U
G

L
A

S
 A

V
E

H
E

L
E

N
A

 A
V

E

C
R

A
IG

 C
T

L
O

IS
 C

T

JODY CT

HAVEN ST

LAWRENCE LN

N
O

A
H

 T
E

R
R

PRENDERGAST LN

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

LONNQUIST BLVD

C
H

R
IS

 L
N

MARK TERR

SCOTT TERR

C
A

R
O

L
 L

N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

ESTATES DR

RUSTY RD

ROBBIE LN

KIM AVE

MYRTLE AVE

MARTHA AVE

MARTIN AVE

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E
H

A
T

L
E

N
 A

V
E

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

K
E

N
N

IC
O

T
T

 P
LC

A
R

O
L

 L
N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

GOLF RD

WHITE OAK ST

L
N

CENTRAL RD

FOREST VIEW

ELEMENTARY

HOLMES

JUNIOR HIGH

PROJECT: TITLE:

FIGURE NO:

PROJECT NO:

F2

NOT TO SCALE

07-300

EXISTING INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL

LEGEND

= STOP SIGN

= TRAFFIC SIGNAL

= YIELD SIGN

VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT

RESIDENTIAL INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL ZONE 11

CLEARWATER

PARK

SULLIVAN

CT

= VILLAGE LIMITS
S

T
 C

E
C

E
L

IA
 A

V
E

Page 154 of 297



H
IC

K
O

R
Y

 A
V

E

L
E

O
N

A
R

D
 A

V
E

P
R

A
IR

IE
 A

V
E

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

A
U

D
R

E
Y

 L
N

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E

GRINDLE DR

C
O

N
N

IE
 L

N

BONITA AVE

VERDE DR

M
IC

H
A

E
L

 S
T

LINCOLN ST

CT

CT

CT

FREDIANI CT

HATLEN AVE

B
U

S
S

E
 R

D

B
O

N
IT

A
 A

V
E

B
E

V
E

R
L

Y
 L

N

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D

S
IV

IC
 S

T

D
O

U
G

L
A

S
 A

V
E

H
E

L
E

N
A

 A
V

E

C
R

A
IG

 C
T

L
O

IS
 C

T

JODY CT

HAVEN ST

LAWRENCE LN

N
O

A
H

 T
E

R
R

PRENDERGAST LN

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

LONNQUIST BLVD

C
H

R
IS

 L
N

MARK TERR

SCOTT TERR

C
A

R
O

L
 L

N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

ESTATES DR

RUSTY RD

ROBBIE LN

KIM AVE

MYRTLE AVE

MARTHA AVE

MARTIN AVE

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E
H

A
T

L
E

N
 A

V
E

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

K
E

N
N

IC
O

T
T

 P
LC

A
R

O
L

 L
N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

GOLF RD

WHITE OAK ST

L
N

CENTRAL RD

FOREST VIEW

ELEMENTARY

HOLMES

JUNIOR HIGH

PROJECT: TITLE:

FIGURE NO:

PROJECT NO:

F3

NOT TO SCALE

07-300

VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT

RESIDENTIAL INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL ZONE 11

CLEARWATER

PARK

SULLIVAN

CT

282

144

333

221323412283

576

574

336 275 387

117

416

116

105

160

1436

384

321

1
2
9

4
9
1

9
0

9
21

12

3
1
0 3

6
4

2
8

2

5
4

2

1
7
5

5
1
3

1
0
5

4
0
0
0

6
1

5

4
0

2

1590

492

8
8

7

6
0

0
13

2

4
4

0

13
1 1
6
6

384

661

9
4

9
3

91

77

9
2

EXISTING DAILY

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

LEGEND

= VILLAGE LIMITS

175

S
T

 C
E

C
E

L
IA

 A
V

E

Page 155 of 297



H
IC

K
O

R
Y

 A
V

E

L
E

O
N

A
R

D
 A

V
E

P
R

A
IR

IE
 A

V
E

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

A
U

D
R

E
Y

 L
N

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E

GRINDLE DR

C
O

N
N

IE
 L

N

BONITA AVE

VERDE DR

M
IC

H
A

E
L

 S
T

LINCOLN ST

CT

CT

CT

FREDIANI CT

HATLEN AVE

B
U

S
S

E
 R

D

B
O

N
IT

A
 A

V
E

B
E

V
E

R
L

Y
 L

N

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D

S
IV

IC
 S

T

D
O

U
G

L
A

S
 A

V
E

H
E

L
E

N
A

 A
V

E

C
R

A
IG

 C
T

L
O

IS
 C

T

JODY CT

HAVEN ST

LAWRENCE LN

N
O

A
H

 T
E

R
R

PRENDERGAST LN

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

LONNQUIST BLVD

C
H

R
IS

 L
N

MARK TERR

SCOTT TERR

C
A

R
O

L
 L

N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

ESTATES DR

RUSTY RD

ROBBIE LN

KIM AVE

MYRTLE AVE

MARTHA AVE

MARTIN AVE

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E
H

A
T

L
E

N
 A

V
E

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

K
E

N
N

IC
O

T
T

 P
LC

A
R

O
L

 L
N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

GOLF RD

WHITE OAK ST

L
N

CENTRAL RD

FOREST VIEW

ELEMENTARY

HOLMES

JUNIOR HIGH

PROJECT: TITLE:

FIGURE NO:

PROJECT NO:

F4

NOT TO SCALE

07-300

VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT

RESIDENTIAL INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL ZONE 11

CLEARWATER

PARK

SULLIVAN

CT

3
3

2
7

16

22

9

7

8

10

7

5

4
0

5
8

4
5

4
4

3
5

4
6

11
13 13

26

10

13

19

20

6

10

60

12

19

6

6

18

27

15

47

40

30

21

19

23

23

76

86

22

17

7

10

8

11

7

10

33

36

38

36

41

3
7

18

2
9

41

3
3

9
4

2
6

9

3
0

10

5

12

6

2
4

17

9
9 2

2

2
4

11

19

17

15

10

162
8

2
4

10 10

123

120

52

36

122116

120

11
4

110

34

2
0

7

1
8
4

109

128

PEAK HOUR

TRAFFIC VOLUMES

LEGEND

= VILLAGE LIMITS

S
T

 C
E

C
E

L
IA

 A
V

E

Page 156 of 297



PROJECT: TITLE:

FIGURE NO:

PROJECT NO:

F5

NOT TO SCALE

07-300

VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT

RESIDENTIAL INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL ZONE 11

H
IC

K
O

R
Y

 A
V

E

L
E

O
N

A
R

D
 A

V
E

P
R

A
IR

IE
 A

V
E

A
U

D
R

E
Y

 L
N

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E

GRINDLE DR

C
O

N
N

IE
 L

N

BONITA AVE

VERDE DR

M
IC

H
A

E
L

 S
T

CT

CT

CT

FREDIANI CT

HATLEN AVE

B
O

N
IT

A
 A

V
E

B
E

V
E

R
L

Y
 L

N

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D

S
IV

IC
 S

T

D
O

U
G

L
A

S
 A

V
E

H
E

L
E

N
A

 A
V

E

C
R

A
IG

 C
T

L
O

IS
 C

T

JODY CT

HAVEN ST

LAWRENCE LN

N
O

A
H

 T
E

R
R

PRENDERGAST LN

C
H

R
IS

 L
N

MARK TERR

SCOTT TERR

C
A

R
O

L
 L

N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

ESTATES DR

RUSTY RD

ROBBIE LN

KIM AVE

MYRTLE AVE

MARTHA AVE

MARTIN AVE

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E
H

A
T

L
E

N
 A

V
E

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

K
E

N
N

IC
O

T
T

 P
LC

A
R

O
L

 L
N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

WHITE OAK ST

L
N

FOREST VIEW

ELEMENTARY

HOLMES

JUNIOR HIGH

CLEARWATER

PARK

SULLIVAN

CT

EXISTING AND RECOMMENDED

ROADWAY CLASSIFICATION SYSTEM

CENTRAL RD

GOLF RD

LINCOLN ST

LONNQUIST BLVD

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

B
U

S
S

E
 R

D

LEGEND

= LOCAL ROADWAY

= EXISTING

  COLLECTOR

  ROADWAY

= ARTERIAL
  ROADWAY

= VILLAGE LIMITS

S
T

 C
E

C
E

L
IA

 A
V

E

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

  DESIGNATION

  OF COLLECTOR ROADWAY 

= RECOMMENDED REMOVAL 

Page 157 of 297



H
IC

K
O

R
Y

 A
V

E

L
E

O
N

A
R

D
 A

V
E

P
R

A
IR

IE
 A

V
E

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

A
U

D
R

E
Y

 L
N

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E

GRINDLE DR

C
O

N
N

IE
 L

N

BONITA AVE

VERDE DR

M
IC

H
A

E
L

 S
T

LINCOLN ST

CT

CT

CT

FREDIANI CT

HATLEN AVE

B
U

S
S

E
 R

D

B
O

N
IT

A
 A

V
E

B
E

V
E

R
L

Y
 L

N

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D

S
IV

IC
 S

T

D
O

U
G

L
A

S
 A

V
E

H
E

L
E

N
A

 A
V

E

C
R

A
IG

 C
T

L
O

IS
 C

T

JODY CT

HAVEN ST

LAWRENCE LN

N
O

A
H

 T
E

R
R

PRENDERGAST LN

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

LONNQUIST BLVD

C
H

R
IS

 L
N

MARK TERR

SCOTT TERR

C
A

R
O

L
 L

N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

ESTATES DR

RUSTY RD

ROBBIE LN

KIM AVE

MYRTLE AVE

MARTHA AVE

MARTIN AVE

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E
H

A
T

L
E

N
 A

V
E

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

K
E

N
N

IC
O

T
T

 P
LC

A
R

O
L

 L
N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

GOLF RD

WHITE OAK ST

L
N

CENTRAL RD

FOREST VIEW

ELEMENTARY

HOLMES

JUNIOR HIGH

PROJECT: TITLE:

FIGURE NO:

PROJECT NO:

F6

NOT TO SCALE

07-300

LEGEND

= STOP SIGN

= TRAFFIC SIGNAL

VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT

RESIDENTIAL INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL ZONE 11

CLEARWATER

PARK

SULLIVAN

CT

RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL

= VILLAGE LIMITS

S
T

 C
E

C
E

L
IA

 A
V

E

Page 158 of 297



H
IC

K
O

R
Y

 A
V

E

L
E

O
N

A
R

D
 A

V
E

P
R

A
IR

IE
 A

V
E

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

A
U

D
R

E
Y

 L
N

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E

GRINDLE DR

C
O

N
N

IE
 L

N

BONITA AVE

VERDE DR

M
IC

H
A

E
L

 S
T

LINCOLN ST

CT

CT

CT

FREDIANI CT

HATLEN AVE

B
U

S
S

E
 R

D

B
O

N
IT

A
 A

V
E

B
E

V
E

R
L

Y
 L

N

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D

S
IV

IC
 S

T

D
O

U
G

L
A

S
 A

V
E

H
E

L
E

N
A

 A
V

E

C
R

A
IG

 C
T

L
O

IS
 C

T

JODY CT

HAVEN ST

LAWRENCE LN

N
O

A
H

 T
E

R
R

PRENDERGAST LN

M
E

IE
R

 R
D

LONNQUIST BLVD

C
H

R
IS

 L
N

MARK TERR

SCOTT TERR

C
A

R
O

L
 L

N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

ESTATES DR

RUSTY RD

ROBBIE LN

KIM AVE

MYRTLE AVE

MARTHA AVE

MARTIN AVE

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

H
A

T
L

E
N

 A
V

E
H

A
T

L
E

N
 A

V
E

C
R

E
S

T
W

O
O

D
 A

V
E

K
E

N
N

IC
O

T
T

 P
LC

A
R

O
L

 L
N

D
E

B
O

R
A

H
 L

N

GOLF RD

WHITE OAK ST

L
N

CENTRAL RD

FOREST VIEW

ELEMENTARY

HOLMES

JUNIOR HIGH

PROJECT: TITLE:

FIGURE NO:

PROJECT NO:

F7

NOT TO SCALE

07-300

VILLAGE OF MOUNT PROSPECT

RESIDENTIAL INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL ZONE 11

CLEARWATER

PARK

SULLIVAN

CT

LEGEND

= TRAFFIC SIGNAL

= NEW STOP SIGN

  STOP SIGN

  YIELD SIGN

  WITH STOP SIGN

= REPLACE YIELD SIGN 

= KEEP EXISTING 

  STOP SIGN

= REMOVAL OF EXISTING 

= REMOVAL OF EXISTING 

RECOMMENDED INTERSECTION

TRAFFIC CONTROL MODIFICATIONS

(ONLY THOSE INTERSECTIONS WITH

MODIFICATIONS ARE SHOWN)

S
T

 C
E

C
E

L
IA

 A
V

E

Page 159 of 297



 

Residential Intersection Traffic                                                                                                 KLOA, Inc. 
Control Program - Zone 11                                                                                                                     February 2008 

APPENDIX 
 
Audrey Lane with Grindle Drive ................................................................................................ A-1 
Audrey Lane with Connie Lane .................................................................................................. A-3 
Audrey Lane with Audrey Court ................................................................................................ A-5 
Audrey Lane with Bonita Avenue .............................................................................................. A-7 
 
Hatlen Avenue with Grindle Drive ............................................................................................. A-9 
Hatlen Avenue with Connie Lane ............................................................................................. A-11 
Hatlen Avenue with Bonita Avenue ......................................................................................... A-13 
Hatlen Avenue with Beverly Lane ............................................................................................ A-15 
Hatlen Avenue with Crestwood Lane ....................................................................................... A-17 
Hatlen Avenue with Michael Street .......................................................................................... A-19 
Hatlen Avenue with Hatlen Court ............................................................................................. A-21 
Hatlen Avenue (East Leg) with Lincoln Street ......................................................................... A-23 
Hatlen Avenue (West Leg) with Lincoln Street ....................................................................... A-25 
Hatlen Avenue with Rusty Road ............................................................................................... A-27 
Hatlen Avenue with Kim Avenue ............................................................................................. A-29 
Hatlen Avenue (West Leg) with Estates Drive ......................................................................... A-31 
Hatlen Avenue (East Leg) with Estates Drive .......................................................................... A-33 
Hatlen Avenue with Myrtle Avenue ......................................................................................... A-35 
Hatlen Avenue with Martha Lane ............................................................................................. A-37 
Hatlen Avenue with Martin Avenue ......................................................................................... A-39 
Hatlen Avenue with Lonnquist Boulevard ............................................................................... A-41 
 
Douglas Avenue with Lincoln Street ........................................................................................ A-43 
Douglas Avenue with Haven Street .......................................................................................... A-45 
 
Hickory Avenue with White Oak Street ................................................................................... A-47 
Hickory Avenue/Helena Avenue with Lincoln Street .............................................................. A-49 
 
Helena Avenue with Haven Street ............................................................................................ A-51 
 
Leonard Avenue with White Oak Street ................................................................................... A-53 
Leonard Avenue with Lincoln Street ........................................................................................ A-55 
 
Craig Court with Lincoln Street ................................................................................................ A-57 
 
Prairie Avenue with White Oak Street ...................................................................................... A-59 
Prairie Avenue with Lincoln Street ........................................................................................... A-61 
 

Page 160 of 297



 

Residential Intersection Traffic                                                                                                 KLOA, Inc. 
Control Program - Zone 11                                                                                                                     February 2008 

Meier Road with Connie Lane .................................................................................................. A-63 
Meier Road with White Oak Street ........................................................................................... A-65 
Meier Road with Lincoln Street ................................................................................................ A-67 
Meier Road with Scott Terrace ................................................................................................. A-68 
Meier Road with Haven Street .................................................................................................. A-70 
Meier Road with Mark Terrace ................................................................................................. A-72 
Meier Road with Jody Court ..................................................................................................... A-74 
Meier Road with Sullivan Court ............................................................................................... A-76 
Meier Road with Lawrence Lane .............................................................................................. A-78 
Meier Road with Prendergast Lane ........................................................................................... A-80 
Meier Road with Chris Lane ..................................................................................................... A-82 
Meier Road with Lonnquist Boulevard..................................................................................... A-84 
 
Carol Lane with Lincoln Street ................................................................................................. A-85 
Carol Lane with Scott Terrace .................................................................................................. A-87 
Carol Lane with Rusty Road ..................................................................................................... A-89 
Carol Lane with Mark Terrace .................................................................................................. A-91 
Carol Lane with Estates Drive .................................................................................................. A-93 
 
Deborah Lane with Lincoln Street ............................................................................................ A-95 
Deborah Lane with Rusty Road ................................................................................................ A-97 
Deborah Lane with Estates Drive ............................................................................................. A-99 
 
Crestwood Avenue with Lincoln Street .................................................................................. A-101 
Crestwood Avenue with Robbie Lane .................................................................................... A-103 
Crestwood Avenue with Rusty Road ...................................................................................... A-105 
Crestwood Avenue with Kim Avenue .................................................................................... A-107 
Crestwood Avenue with Estates Drive ................................................................................... A-109 
Crestwood Avenue with Myrtle Avenue ................................................................................ A-110 
Crestwood Avenue with Martha Avenue ................................................................................ A-112 
Crestwood Avenue with Martin Avenue ................................................................................ A-114 
Crestwood Avenue with Lonnquist Boulevard ....................................................................... A-116 
 
Verde Drive (West Leg) with Bonita Avenue ........................................................................ A-117 
Verde Drive with Michael Street ............................................................................................ A-119 
Verde Drive with Verde Court ................................................................................................ A-121 
Verde Drive (East Leg) with Bonita Avenue .......................................................................... A-123 
 
Bonita Avenue with Lincoln Street ......................................................................................... A-125 
Bonita Avenue with Sivic Court ............................................................................................. A-127 
 
Lincoln Street with Crestwood Lane ...................................................................................... A-129 
Lincoln Street with Beverly Lane ........................................................................................... A-131 
 
 

Page 161 of 297



 

Residential Intersection Traffic                                                                                                 KLOA, Inc. 
Control Program - Zone 11                                                                                                                     February 2008 

Robbie Lane with Rusty Road ................................................................................................ A-133 
 
Noah Terrace with Lawrence Lane ......................................................................................... A-135 
Noah Terrace with Prendergast Lane ...................................................................................... A-137 
 
St. Celia Avenue with Lawrence Lane ................................................................................... A-139 
St. Celia Avenue with Prendergast Lane ................................................................................ A-141 
 
Lois Court with Lawrence Avenue ......................................................................................... A-143 
 
Carol Lane with Lonnquist Boulevard .................................................................................... A-145 
 
Deborah Lane with Lonnquist Boulevard ............................................................................... A-147 
 
Kennicott Place with Lonnquist Boulevard ............................................................................ A-149 
 
 
 
 
 

Page 162 of 297



 

Residential Intersection Traffic                                         A-1                                                      KLOA, Inc. 
Control Program - Zone 11                                    February 2008  

AUDREY LANE WITH GRINDLE DRIVE 
 
Table 1 
EXISTING INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS 
Intersection Characteristics North-South Road East-West Road 

Roadway Names Audrey Lane Grindle Drive 

Existing Intersection Traffic Control None None 

Classification of Road Local Local 

Traffic/Pedestrian Volume   

•   Daily Traffic Volume 887 n.a 

•   Peak Hour Traffic Volume 45 n.a 

•   Peak Hour Pedestrian Volume n.a. n.a. 

Number of Accidents Per Year  

•   October 2004 to September 2005 0 

•   October 2005 to September 2006 0 

•   October 2006 to September 2007 0 

Land Uses Surrounding Intersection Residential 
 
Table 2 
ALL-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 
All-Way Stop Sign Criteria  

Meets minimum traffic and pedestrian volume No 

Meets minimum number of intersection accidents No 

Required to control left turn conflicts No 

Required to control vehicle/pedestrian  conflicts No 

Required due to poor intersection sight distance No 
Required to improve traffic operational characteristics of intersections 
with collectors of similar design and operating characteristics 

 
No 

Meets All-Way Stop Sign Criteria No 
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AUDREY LANE WITH GRINDLE DRIVE 
 
Table 3 
TWO-WAY/ONE-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 

ROAD TO BE CONTROLLED:  Grindle Drive  

Do the intersecting roads have approximately the same volume of traffic? NO 

If YES, why was the road selected?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      Stopping the road that conflicts the most with pedestrians.  

•      Stopping the road that has obscured views that already require the driver to 
       Use lower operating speeds. 

 

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      Stopping the road with the best sight distance to conflicting traffic.  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

If NO, was the lower volume road selected for stop sign control? YES 

If NO, why was the higher volume road selected for stop sign control?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      To deter cut through traffic within the zone.  

•      To minimize sight distance issues.  
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AUDREY LANE WITH CONNIE LANE 
 
Table 1 
EXISTING INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS      
    
Intersection Characteristics North-South Road East-West Road 

Roadway Names Audrey Lane Connie Lane 

Existing Intersection Traffic Control None Stop (Westbound only) 

Classification of Road Local Local 

Traffic/Pedestrian Volume   

•   Daily Traffic Volume 887 132 

•   Peak Hour Traffic Volume 45 13 

•   Peak Hour Pedestrian Volume n.a. n.a. 

Number of Accidents Per Year  

•   October 2004 to September 2005 0 

•   October 2005 to September 2006 0 

•   October 2006 to September 2007 0 

Land Uses Surrounding Intersection Residential 
 
Table 2 
ALL-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 
All-Way Stop Sign Criteria  

Meets minimum traffic and pedestrian volume No 

Meets minimum number of intersection accidents No 

Required to control left turn conflicts No 

Required to control vehicle/pedestrian  conflicts No 

Required due to poor intersection sight distance No 
Required to improve traffic operational characteristics of intersections 
with collectors of similar design and operating characteristics 

 
No 

Meets All-Way Stop Sign Criteria No 
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AUDREY LANE WITH CONNIE LANE 
 
Table 3 
TWO-WAY/ONE-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 

ROAD TO BE CONTROLLED:  Connie Lane  

Do the intersecting roads have approximately the same volume of traffic? NO 

If YES, why was the road selected?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      Stopping the road that conflicts the most with pedestrians.  

•      Stopping the road that has obscured views that already require the driver to 
       Use lower operating speeds. 

 

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      Stopping the road with the best sight distance to conflicting traffic.  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

If NO, was the lower volume road selected for stop sign control? YES 

If NO, why was the higher volume road selected for stop sign control?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      To deter cut through traffic within the zone.  

•      To minimize sight distance issues.  
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HATLEN AVENUE WITH GRINDLE DRIVE 
 
Table 1 
EXISTING INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS 
Intersection Characteristics North-South Road East-West Road 

Roadway Names Hatlen Avenue Grindle Drive 

Existing Intersection Traffic Control None None 

Classification of Road Local Local 

Traffic/Pedestrian Volume   

•   Daily Traffic Volume 600 n.a. 

•   Peak Hour Traffic Volume 46 n.a 

•   Peak Hour Pedestrian Volume n.a. n.a. 

Number of Accidents Per Year  

•   October 2004 to September 2005 0 

•   October 2005 to September 2006 0 

•   October 2006 to September 2007 0 

Land Uses Surrounding Intersection Residential 
 
Table 2 
ALL-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 
All-Way Stop Sign Criteria  

Meets minimum traffic and pedestrian volume No 

Meets minimum number of intersection accidents No 

Required to control left turn conflicts No 

Required to control vehicle/pedestrian  conflicts No 

Required due to poor intersection sight distance No 
Required to improve traffic operational characteristics of intersections 
with collectors of similar design and operating characteristics 

 
No 

Meets All-Way Stop Sign Criteria No 
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HATLEN AVENUE WITH GRINDLE DRIVE 
 
Table 3 
TWO-WAY/ONE-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 

ROAD TO BE CONTROLLED:  Grindle Drive  

Do the intersecting roads have approximately the same volume of traffic? NO 

If YES, why was the road selected?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      Stopping the road that conflicts the most with pedestrians.  

•      Stopping the road that has obscured views that already require the driver to 
       Use lower operating speeds. 

 

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      Stopping the road with the best sight distance to conflicting traffic.  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

If NO, was the lower volume road selected for stop sign control? YES 

If NO, why was the higher volume road selected for stop sign control?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      To deter cut through traffic within the zone.  

•      To minimize sight distance issues.  
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HATLEN AVENUE WITH CONNIE LANE 
 
Table 1 
EXISTING INTERSECTION CHARACTERISTICS 
Intersection Characteristics North-South Road East-West Road 

Roadway Names Hatlen Avenue Connie Lane 

Existing Intersection Traffic Control None None 

Classification of Road Local Local 

Traffic/Pedestrian Volume   

•   Daily Traffic Volume 600 132 

•   Peak Hour Traffic Volume 46 11 

•   Peak Hour Pedestrian Volume n.a. n.a. 

Number of Accidents Per Year  

•   October 2004 to September 2005 1 

•   October 2005 to September 2006 1 

•   October 2006 to September 2007 0 

Land Uses Surrounding Intersection Residential 
 
Table 2 
ALL-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 
All-Way Stop Sign Criteria  

Meets minimum traffic and pedestrian volume No 

Meets minimum number of intersection accidents No 

Required to control left turn conflicts No 

Required to control vehicle/pedestrian  conflicts No 

Required due to poor intersection sight distance No 
Required to improve traffic operational characteristics of intersections 
with collectors of similar design and operating characteristics 

 
No 

Meets All-Way Stop Sign Criteria No 
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HATLEN AVENUE WITH CONNIE LANE 
 
Table 3 
TWO-WAY/ONE-WAY STOP SIGN CONTROL EVALUATION 

ROAD TO BE CONTROLLED:  Connie Lane  

Do the intersecting roads have approximately the same volume of traffic? NO 

If YES, why was the road selected?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      Stopping the road that conflicts the most with pedestrians.  

•      Stopping the road that has obscured views that already require the driver to 
       Use lower operating speeds. 

 

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      Stopping the road with the best sight distance to conflicting traffic.  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

If NO, was the lower volume road selected for stop sign control? YES 

If NO, why was the higher volume road selected for stop sign control?  

•      Stopping the road with the lower functional classification.  

•      Stopping the road that ends at the intersection (T intersections only).  

•      To minimize modifications to the traffic control in the zone.  

•      Stopping the road with the longest distance of uninterrupted flow.  

•      To deter cut through traffic within the zone.  

•      To minimize sight distance issues.  
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1. 
Introduction  
 
 
 
The Village of Mount Prospect has embarked on a Village-wide study of the traffic operations 
within its residential neighborhoods.  In order to accomplish this task, the Village has initiated 
two traffic programs which are intent on providing a higher level of standardization, increase 
driver expectation and enhance safety as it pertains to traffic regulations.  The two programs and 
the objective of each are as follows: 
 
• The Residential Speed Limit Program whose objective is to evaluate and determine the 

appropriate speed limit for each of the residential roads under the Village’s jurisdiction.   
 
• The Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program whose objective is to review, 

evaluate and determine the appropriate traffic control signage at all of the intersections 
under the Village’s jurisdiction. 

 
Each road and/or intersection will be studied based on accepted engineering practices, 
conformity with the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) Policy on Establishing and 
Posting Speed Limits, the 2003 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and the 
criteria established by the Village in its Residential Speed Limit Program and Residential 
Intersection Traffic Control Program.   
 
Due to the size of the Village and complexity of the programs, the Village has been divided into 
eighteen different zones.  To date, studies have been completed for fourteen zones with the 
Village staff performing the Residential Speed Limit Studies and Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, 
Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) performing the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Studies.   
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As part of the two programs, the Village is requesting that two to three post (follow-up) studies 
be performed for each zone.  The intent of the post studies is to (1) review the zone’s speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications, (2) evaluate how the roadway system is operating 
since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications and 
(3) determine whether any locations need further examination (first post study) or any 
adjustments are required to the speed limits and/or intersection traffic control (second/third post 
study).  Per the Village’s direction, the first post studies will examine the entire zones while the 
second/third post studies will examine only those portions of each zone that are determined to 
require additional review and evaluation.   
 
This study summarizes the results and findings of the First Post Study for Zone 11.  Figure 1 
illustrates Zone 11 which is bounded by Central Road and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights 
border on the north, Busse Road on the east, Golf Road on the south and the Mount 
Prospect/Arlington Heights border on the west.  (All of the figures for this study are provided at 
the end of the report.)  Both the Residential Speed Limit Study, conducted by the Village, and the 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, conducted by KLOA, Inc., were completed in 
February 2008 with the speed limit and intersection traffic control modifications implemented in 
June 2008. 
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2. 
Updated Traffic Conditions 
 
 
 
 
The transportation conditions in the zone were thoroughly inventoried to obtain a database of the 
existing physical and operating characteristics of the roadway system and are documented in the 
original studies.  In order to update the database of existing conditions since the implementation 
of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications, KLOA, Inc. and the Village of 
Mount Prospect conducted follow-up field surveys, traffic/pedestrian counts and speed surveys 
and collected transportation related information.  The following outlines the modifications that 
have been implemented within the zone and the additional data that was collected.   
 
 
Speed Limit Modifications  
 
Zone 11 has a total of 12 miles of roads that are under the Village’s jurisdiction.  Figure 2 
illustrates the posted speed limit per road that was recommended as part of the Residential Speed 
Limit Study and has since been implemented.  A comparison of the previous and current speed 
limits per mile of roadway is shown in Table 1.  The entire zone has a speed limit of 25 mph with 
20 mph School Zone posted speed limits provided on Lonnquist Boulevard, Estates Drive, 
and Deborah Lane within the vicinity of the two schools. 
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Table 1 
ZONE 11 - COMPARISON OF PREVIOUS AND CURRENT POSTED SPEED LIMITS 
 Previous Speed Limits Current Speed Limits 
 Road Miles Percentage Road Miles Percentage 

20 mph 2.8 23% 0 0% 

25 mph 2.6 22% 12.0 100% 

30 mph 6.6 55% 0 0% 

 
 
Intersection Traffic Control Modifications  
 
Zone 11 has a total of 77 intersections that are under the Village’s jurisdiction.  Figure 3 
illustrates the intersection traffic control that has been implemented based on the 
recommendations of the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study.  It should be noted that 
the original study recommended two-way stop sign control at the Bonita Avenue/Hatlen Avenue 
intersection.  However, the Village Board decided to maintain the all-way stop sign control at 
this intersection.  A comparison of the previous and current intersection traffic control is 
illustrated in Table 2 and Figure 4 summarizes the intersection traffic control modifications that 
occurred within the zone. Currently, two-way/one-way stop sign control or all-way stop sign 
control is provided at 72 of the 77 intersections within the zone.   
 
Table 2 
ZONE 11 - COMPARISON OF PREVIOUS AND CURRENT  
INTERSECTION TRAFFIC CONTROL 
 
Intersection Traffic Control 

Previous Intersection 
Traffic Control 

Current Intersection 
 Traffic Control 

All-Way Stop Sign Control   4   5 

Two-Way/One-Way Stop Sign Control 35 67 

Yield Sign Control   2   0 

No Intersection Traffic Control 36   5 

   Total 77 77 
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Functional Classification of the Roadway System 
 
All of the zone’s roadways are classified as either collector roads and/or local roads.  Per the 
recommendation of the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, the Village currently 
classifies the following roadways within the zone as collector roads. 
 
• Lincoln Street 
• Lonnquist Boulevard 
• Meier Road between Golf Road and Lincoln Street 
 
All of the other zone’s roadways are classified as local roads.  It should be noted that, prior to the 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, the Village of Mount Prospect classified Lincoln 
Street, Lonnquist Boulevard, and the entire length of Meier Road as collector roads. 
 
 
Traffic Volumes and Speed Data 
 
KLOA, Inc. and the Village of Mount Prospect conducted traffic counts and speed surveys at a 
number of locations within the zone.  All of the traffic counts/speed surveys were conducted for 
a minimum of two days and were broken down by direction and by hour.  The following outlines 
the number and date of the counts/surveys conducted for each of the studies. 
 
• As part of the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, KLOA, Inc. conducted 

counts/surveys at 39 locations within the zone and obtained previous counts/surveys 
conducted by the Village of Mount Prospect at nine additional locations within the zone.  
The KLOA, Inc. traffic counts/surveys were conducted in October 2007.   

 
• As part of the First Post Study, KLOA, Inc. conducted updated counts/surveys in  

October 2008 at 48 locations within the zone. 
 
Figure 5 provides a comparison of the daily traffic volumes and Figure 6 provides a comparison 
of the average speeds within the zone prior to and after the implementation of the speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications. 
 
 
Intersection Accident Data 
 
KLOA, Inc. obtained accident data from the Village of Mount Prospect for the zone’s roadways 
and intersections as part of the original and post studies.  The accident data for the Residential 
Intersection Traffic Control Study was obtained for a three year period from the beginning of 
October 2004 through the end of September 2007, while the accident data for the First Post 
Study was obtained for a six month period from July 2008 through December 2008.  Table 3 
provides a summary of the accident data. 
 

Page 179 of 297



 

First Post Study                                                             6                                                           KLOA, Inc. 
Zone 11                                                                    February 2009  

Table 3 
ZONE 11 - SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA  
Time Period Accidents Accidents Per Month 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study 
October 2004 through September 2005 4 0.333 

October 2005 through September 2006 2 0.167 

October 2006 through September 2007 4 0.333 

Average Accidents Per Year 3.333 0.278 

First Post Study   

July 2008 through December 2008 1 0.167 
Refer to Table 7 for the location of accidents that have occurred since the implementation of the speed limit and 
traffic control modifications. 

 
 
Pedestrian Volume 
 
Pedestrian traffic counts were conducted at five intersections within zone as part of the various 
studies.  The counts were conducted for two hours during the morning peak period and two hours 
during the evening peak period in October 2007 (Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study), 
and October 2008 (First Post Study).  Table 4 summarizes the results of the pedestrian counts.   
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Table 4 
ZONE 11 - TOTAL PEDESTRIAN VOLUME PER INTERSECTION 
Intersection October 2007 October 2008 
Estates Drive with Deborah Lane   
A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 29 10 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 60 72 

Estates Drive with Carol Lane   

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 8 3 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 12 15 

Estates Drive with Crestwood Avenue   

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 15 21 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 41 65 

Lonnquist Boulevard with Meier Road   

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 19 24 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 23 28 

Lonnquist Boulevard with Crestwood Avenue   

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 16 17 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 15 21 
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3. 
Evaluation and Recommendation 
 
 
 
 
The intent of the post studies is to (1) review the zone’s speed limit/intersection traffic control 
modifications, (2) evaluate how the roadway system is operating since the implementation of the 
speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications and (3) determine whether any locations 
need further examination (first post study) or any adjustments are required to the speed limits 
and/or intersection traffic control (second/third post study).  This was accomplished by 
reviewing and analyzing the following pre and post operating characteristics within the zone.   
 
• Daily Traffic Volumes 
• Average Speeds 
• Accident Data 
• Pedestrian Volumes 
 
These four operating characteristics were chosen as they provide the most relevant insight to the 
primary traffic concerns within any neighborhood:  vehicular volume, vehicular speed and 
overall vehicular and pedestrian safety.  The following provides a detailed evaluation of the four 
operating characteristics, recommends the locations for further examination and determines if 
any adjustments are required to the speed limits and/or intersection traffic control. 
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Daily Traffic Volumes  
 
Background  
 
First, traffic volumes fluctuate on a daily basis and, as such, any increase or decrease in traffic is 
not necessarily attributed to the speed limit and intersection traffic control modifications.  Traffic 
volumes typically vary by season or month of the year, day of the week and time of the day 
particularly if the zone contains land uses other than residential, including commercial 
developments, schools, religious facilities, etc.  A ten to fifteen percent variation in traffic 
volumes is typical in suburban areas. 
 
Second, properly designed residential intersection traffic control plans complement and further 
define the hierarchy or functional classification of the roadway system.  Collector roads and local 
roads are the two types of roadways typically found in the zones.  The function of collector roads 
are to connect traffic between the local and arterial roads as well as providing access to abutting 
land uses.  The function of local roads are to provide access between collector/arterial roads and 
abutting land uses.  Consequently, collector roads should carry a higher volume of traffic than 
local roads as they provide the mobility through the zones.  One of the primary purposes of the 
residential intersection traffic control plan is to more appropriately distribute the traffic along the 
roadway system.  Therefore, the following traffic flow changes (redistributions) are expected 
within the zones as a result of the intersection traffic control modifications. 
  
• The count locations that experience an increase in traffic are expected to primarily occur 

along the collector roads whereas the count locations that experience a decrease in traffic 
are primarily expected to occur along the local roads. 

 
• The highest percent increase in traffic is primarily expected to occur along the collector 

roads as opposed to the local roads.   
 
• Collector roads may experience increases in traffic exceeding the ten to fifteen percent 

variation in traffic volumes that is typical in suburban areas. 
 
Criteria for Further Examination 
 
Village staff and KLOA, Inc. have concurred that any location that experienced an increase in 
traffic of ten percent or more will be reexamined as part of the second post study.  
The ten percent increase was selected as it represents the lower threshold of the ten to fifteen 
percent variation in traffic volumes that is typical in suburban areas.  However, as discussed 
above, the increase in traffic is expected to vary depending on the time of the year and the 
roadway classification.  As such, the ten percent threshold is only to be used to determine the 
locations for further examination and is not to be interpreted as the threshold that signifies an 
issue or concern.  Each location will be evaluated based on its physical and operating 
characteristics as well as how it is operating both individually and within the entire roadway 
system.
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Evaluation 
 
Figure 5 provides a comparison of the zone’s daily traffic volumes prior to and after the 
implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  Of the 48 total 
locations, the daily traffic volumes decreased at 31 locations and only increased at seventeen 
locations.  The traffic volumes decreased at 65 percent of the count locations.  As such, the 
comparison of the daily traffic volumes indicates that the traffic volumes within the zone as a 
whole have remained stable, if not decreased, since the implementation of the speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications.   
 
Table 5 provides a comparison of the daily traffic volumes and the percent increase at the 
seventeen locations that experienced an increase in traffic.  A closer examination of Table 5 
reveals the following. 
 
• Of the seventeen locations that experienced an increase in traffic, only four locations had 

an increase of ten percent or more.  Therefore, the increase in traffic at the various 
locations were generally within the ten to fifteen percent variation in traffic volumes that 
is typical in suburban areas.   
 

• Of the four locations that had an increase of ten percent or more, all four occurred on 
local roads.  However, it should be noted that these locations carry a limited volume of 
daily traffic (between 90 and 196 vehicles a day).  As such, the daily increase in traffic on 
these roads is limited (between 13 and 38 vehicles a day).  Assuming that the majority of 
the traffic traverses the road within an 18-hour period, this averages to an increase of 
approximately one to two vehicles an hour per location. 

 
In conclusion, the evaluation of the traffic counts indicates that (1) the traffic volumes within the 
zone as a whole have remained stable, if not decreased, and (2) any increase in traffic was 
generally within the expected daily variation.  At this time, the results of the updated traffic 
counts do not justify any adjustments to the zone’s speed limits and/or intersection traffic 
control.  Nevertheless, based on the criteria discussed above, the four locations shown in Table 5 
with an increase in traffic of ten percent or greater will be reexamined as part of the second post 
study.   
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Table 5 
LOCATIONS THAT EXPERIENCED AN INCREASE IN DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 
   Daily Traffic Volumes   
 
Location 

Roadway 
Classification 

  
October 2007 

 
October 2008 

 Percent 
Increase 

Lincoln between Hatlen and Crestwood Collector  2,213 2,217  0.18% 

Meier between Lincoln and Scott Collector  2,112 2,152  1.89% 

Hatlen between Central and Grindle Local  600 609  1.50% 

Prairie between White Oak and Lincoln Local  93 101  8.60% 

Hickory between White Oak and Lincoln Local  129 131  1.55% 

Audrey between Connie and Bonita Local  175 195  11.42% 

Connie between Hatlen and Audrey Local  132 170  28.79% 

Scott between Meier and Carol Local  91 99  8.79% 

Mark between Meier and Carol Local  574 628  9.41% 

Carol between Mark and Estates Local  542 567  4.61% 

Estates between Deborah and Crestwood Local  492 531  7.93% 

Crestwood between Martin and Lonnquist Local  615 627  1.95% 

Rusty between Robbie and Crestwood Local  275 290  5.45% 

Estates between Crestwood and Hatlen Local  416 432  3.85% 

Myrtle between Crestwood and Hatlen Local  116 123  6.03% 

Robbie between Crestwood and Rusty Local  77 90  16.88% 

Deborah between Rusty and Estates Local  175 196  12.00% 
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Average Speeds  
 
Background 
 
While travel speeds are more consistent than traffic volumes, they will vary by season or month 
of the year, day of the week and time of the day. As such, any increase or decrease in travel 
speeds is not necessarily attributed to the speed limit and intersection traffic control 
modifications.  The main factors affecting travel speeds are the roadway’s physical and operating 
characteristics, including width of road, number of travel lanes, hills, curves, roadway surface 
and length of free flow conditions.  Many of these attributes are fixed within the zone’s 
infrastructure and are generally difficult and/or costly to change/modify.  Furthermore, the courts 
typically will not uphold a speeding ticket unless it is in excess of ten mph above the posted 
speed limit.  Therefore, travel speeds within five mph of the posted speed limit are generally 
considered acceptable within the industry and with most communities.   
 
Criteria for Further Examination 
 
Village staff and KLOA, Inc. have concurred that any location that has an observed average 
speed of 30 mph or greater and/or experienced a five mph increase in its average speed will be 
reexamined as part of the second post study.  The 30 mph observed average speed was selected 
as it represents a five mph increase over the 25 mph posted speed limit within the zone.  
Furthermore, a five mph increase in average speed is the range that is generally acceptable.  
However, as discussed above, the average travel speeds are expected to vary depending on the 
time of the year and the roadway design.  As such, the observed average speed of 30 mph or 
greater and/or a five mph increase in the average speed criteria is only to be used to determine 
the locations for further examination and is not to be interpreted as the threshold that signifies 
an issue or concern.  Each location will be evaluated based on its physical and operating 
characteristics as well as how it is operating both individually and within the entire roadway 
system. 
  
Evaluation 
 
Figure 6 provides a comparison of the average speeds within the zone prior to and after the 
implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  Of the 48 locations, 
only five locations had an observed average speed of either 30 mph or greater (three locations) 
or experienced a five mph or greater increase in its average speed (two locations).  Table 6 shows 
the five locations that meets the criteria for further examination.  In general, the average speeds 
observed in the zone were 26 mph or less and that the change in the observed average speeds was 
three mph or less.  Lastly, many locations either (1) had an observed average speed of less than 
25 mph and/or (2) experienced a decrease in the observed average speed. 
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Table 6 
LOCATIONS THAT HAD AN AVERAGE SPEED OF 30 MPH OR GREATER  
OR EXPERIENCED A FIVE MPH OR GREATER INCREASE IN AVERAGE SPEED 

  Average Speed (mph)  Increase in 
Average 

Speed (mph) 
 
Location 

 
Direction 

 
October 2007 

 
October 2008 

 

Lincoln between Crestwood and Hatlen Eastbound 33 31  -2 

Lincoln between Hickory and Leonard Eastbound 30 30  0 

Lincoln between Hickory and Leonard Westbound 31 30  -1 

Meier between Lincoln and White Oak Southbound 28 30  +2 

Leonard between Lincoln and White Oak Southbound 18 23  5 

Martin between Crestwood and Hatlen Eastbound 18 23  5 

 
In conclusion, the results of the speed surveys indicate that the average speeds within the zone 
have generally remained constant and are within the acceptable range.  At this time, the results of 
the updated speed surveys do not justify any adjustments to the zone’s speed limits or 
intersection traffic control.  Nevertheless, based on the criteria established above, the five 
locations shown in Table 6 will be reexamined as part of the second post study.   
 
 
Accident Data  
 
In the six month period since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control 
modifications, the zone experienced a total of one accident.  Table 7 summarizes the locations of 
the accident.  It should be noted that the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) 
defines a crash problem as follows when warranting an all-way stop sign control at an 
intersection. 
 

A crash problem, as identified by five or more reported crashes in a 12-month 
period that are susceptible to correction by a multiway stop installation. 

 
As such, one accident at an intersection or one total accident within a zone is very low and does 
not signify a problem.  Furthermore, Table 3 shows that the average number of accidents on a 
per month basis has decreased within the zone during the six months since the implementation of 
the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  
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Table 7 
LOCATION OF ACCIDENTS IN ZONE 11 
JULY 2008 THROUGH DECEMBER 2008 
Intersection Number of Accidents 

Meier Road and Connie Lane 1 

 
In conclusion, the zone as a whole and each of the intersections had a very low incident of 
accidents since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  
As such, the evaluation of the accident data indicates that the speed limit and intersection traffic 
control modifications are promoting the efficient and orderly flow of traffic within the zone and, 
at this time, does not justify any adjustments to the zone’s speed limits or intersection traffic 
control.  Nevertheless, the accident data for the entire zone will be reexamined as part of the 
second post study. 

 
 
Pedestrian Volume 
 
A comparison of the counts show that the volume of pedestrian activity at several of the 
intersections have experienced some fluctuation in pedestrian activity. However, these 
intersections are generally near the schools and/or park in the zone.  Further, the traffic control at 
these intersections have remained the same or have been improved as part of the program.  
Therefore, the fluctuation in pedestrian activity is mostly likely due to the activity at the schools 
or the park or possibly weather related as opposed to the speed limit and intersection traffic 
control modifications.  At this time, the results of the updated pedestrian counts do not justify 
any adjustments to the zone’s speed limits and/or intersection traffic control.  Nevertheless, the 
pedestrian activity at all five intersections will be reexamined as part of the second post study. 
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4. 
Conclusion 
 
 
 
This study summarizes the results and findings of the First Post Study for Zone 11.  The intent of 
the post studies is to (1) review the zone’s speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications, 
(2) evaluate how the roadway system is operating since the implementation of the speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications and (3) determine whether any locations need 
further examination (first post study) or any adjustments are required to the speed limits and/or 
intersection traffic control (second/third post study).  Zone 11 consists of the neighborhood 
bounded by Central Road and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights border on the north, 
Busse Road on the east, Golf Road on the south, and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights 
border on the west. 
 
The results and findings of the First Post Study indicate that the operating characteristics within 
the zone have generally improved since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic 
control modifications. While some roadways have experienced a slight increase in traffic and/or 
observed average speed, the number of locations has been very limited and generally within the 
expected daily variations and/or acceptable ranges. Furthermore, the positive impacts (reduced 
number of accidents and traffic volumes and average speeds generally within acceptable ranges) 
on the operation of the zone’s roadway system far out weigh the limited number of locations that 
experienced a slight increase in traffic or average speed. As summarized below, the speed limit 
and intersection control traffic modifications are promoting a more efficient and orderly flow of 
traffic within the zone.   
 
• Daily Traffic Volumes.  The daily traffic volumes decreased at 31 locations and only 

increased at seventeen locations since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection 
traffic control modifications.  Furthermore, only four locations had an increase of ten 
percent or more.  Therefore, the evaluation of the traffic counts indicates that 
(1) the traffic volumes within the zone as a whole have remained stable, if not decreased, 
and (2) any increase in traffic was generally within the expected daily variation. 
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• Average Travel Speeds.  Only five locations had an observed average speed of 30 mph or 
greater (three locations) and/or experienced a five mph increase in its average speed 
(two locations) or greater since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic 
control modifications.  In general, the average speeds observed in the zone were 26 mph 
or less and the change in the observed average speeds was three mph or less.  
Therefore, the average speeds within the zone have generally remained constant and are 
within the acceptable range. 

 
• Accident Data.  In the six month period since the implementation of the speed 

limit/intersection traffic control modifications, the zone experienced one accident which 
indicates that the zone as a whole and each of the intersections had a very low incident of 
accidents.  Furthermore, the average number of accidents on a per-month basis has 
decreased within the zone during the six months.  Therefore, the accident data indicates 
that the speed limit and intersection traffic control modifications are promoting the 
efficient and orderly flow of traffic within zone. 

 
• Pedestrian Volume.  The pedestrian activity at several intersections have experienced 

some fluctuation in pedestrian activity since the implementation of the speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  However, the fluctuation in pedestrian 
activity is most likely due to the activity at the schools or the park or possibly weather 
related as opposed to the speed limit and traffic control modifications. 

 
At this time, the findings of the First Post Study do not justify any adjustments to the speed limit 
or intersection traffic control.  However, based on the established criteria, it is recommended that 
the following locations, as illustrated in Figure 7, be reexamined as part of the second post study 
to take place in the Spring of 2009.   
 
Daily Traffic Counts and Speed Surveys 
 
1. Audrey Lane between Connie Lane and Bonita Avenue 
2. Connie Lane between Hatlen Avenue and Audrey Lane 
3. Lincoln Street between Crestwood Avenue and Hatlen Avenue 
4. Lincoln Street between Hickory Avenue and Leonard Avenue 
5. Meier Road between Lincoln Street and White Oak Street 
6. Leonard Avenue between Lincoln Street and White Oak Street 
7. Martin Avenue between Crestwood Avenue and Hatlen Avenue 
8. Deborah Lane between Rusty Road and Estates Drive 
9. Robbie Lane between Rusty Road and Crestwood Avenue 
10. Audrey Lane between Central Road and Grindle Drive 
11. Hatlen Avenue between Central Road and Grindle Drive 
12. Crestwood Avenue between Lincoln Street and Robbie Lane 
13. Meier Road between Lonnquist Boulevard and Chris Lane 
14. Crestwood Avenue between Lonnquist Boulevard and Martin Avenue 
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Pedestrian Traffic Counts 
 
All five intersections 
 
Accident Data 
 
All 77 intersections within the zone 
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1. 
Introduction  
 
 
 
The Village of Mount Prospect has embarked on a Village-wide study of the traffic operations 
within its residential neighborhoods.  In order to accomplish this task, the Village has initiated 
two traffic programs which are intent on providing a higher level of standardization, increase 
driver expectation and enhance safety as it pertains to traffic regulations.  The two programs and 
the objective of each are as follows: 
 
• The Residential Speed Limit Program whose objective is to evaluate and determine the 

appropriate speed limit for each of the residential roads under the Village’s jurisdiction.   
 
• The Residential Intersection Traffic Control Program whose objective is to review, 

evaluate and determine the appropriate traffic control signage at all of the intersections 
under the Village’s jurisdiction. 

 
Each road and/or intersection will be studied based on accepted engineering practices, 
conformity with the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) Policy on Establishing and 
Posting Speed Limits, the 2003 Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices (MUTCD) and the 
criteria established by the Village in its Residential Speed Limit Program and Residential 
Intersection Traffic Control Program.   
 
Due to the size of the Village and complexity of the programs, the Village has been divided into 
eighteen different zones.  To date, studies have been completed for all eighteen zones with the 
Village staff performing the Residential Speed Limit Studies and Kenig, Lindgren, O’Hara, 
Aboona, Inc. (KLOA, Inc.) performing the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Studies.   
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As part of the two programs, the Village is requesting that two to three post (follow-up) studies 
be performed for each zone.  The intent of the post studies is to (1) review the zone’s speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications, (2) evaluate how the roadway system is operating 
since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications and 
(3) determine whether any locations need further examination (first post study) or any 
adjustments are required to the speed limits and/or intersection traffic control (second/third post 
study).  Per the Village’s direction, the first post studies will examine the entire zones while the 
second/third post studies will examine only those portions of each zone that are determined to 
require additional review and evaluation.   
 
This study summarizes the results and findings of the Second Post Study for Zone 11.  Figure 1 
illustrates Zone 11 which is bounded by Central Road and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights 
border on the north, Busse Road on the east, Golf Road on the south and the Mount 
Prospect/Arlington Heights border on the west.  (All of the figures for this study are provided at 
the end of the report.)  Both the Residential Speed Limit Study, conducted by the Village, and the 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, conducted by KLOA, Inc., were completed in 
February 2008 with the speed limit and intersection traffic control modifications implemented in 
June 2008.  The First Post Study was completed in February 2009 with the traffic counts and 
speed surveys conducted in October 2008. 
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2. 
Updated Traffic Conditions 
 
 
 
 
The transportation conditions in the zone were thoroughly inventoried to obtain a database of the 
existing physical and operating characteristics of the roadway system and are documented in the 
original studies.  In order to update the database of existing conditions since the implementation 
of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications, KLOA, Inc. and the Village of 
Mount Prospect conducted follow-up field surveys, traffic/pedestrian counts and speed surveys 
and collected transportation related information.  The following outlines the modifications that 
have been implemented within the zone and the additional data that was collected.   
 
 
Speed Limit Modifications  
 
Zone 11 has a total of 12 miles of roads that are under the Village’s jurisdiction.  Figure 2 
illustrates the posted speed limit per road that was recommended as part of the Residential Speed 
Limit Study and has since been implemented.  A comparison of the previous and current speed 
limits per mile of roadway is shown in Table 1.  The entire zone has a speed limit of 25 mph with 
20 mph School Zone posted speed limits provided on Lonnquist Boulevard, Estates Drive, 
and Deborah Lane within the vicinity of the two schools. 
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Table 1 
ZONE 11 - COMPARISON OF PREVIOUS AND CURRENT POSTED SPEED LIMITS 
 Previous Speed Limits Current Speed Limits 
 Road Miles Percentage Road Miles Percentage 

20 mph 2.8 23% 0 0% 

25 mph 2.6 22% 12.0 100% 

30 mph 6.6 55% 0 0% 

 
 
Intersection Traffic Control Modifications  
 
Zone 11 has a total of 77 intersections that are under the Village’s jurisdiction.  Figure 3 
illustrates the intersection traffic control that has been implemented based on the 
recommendations of the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study.  It should be noted that 
the original study recommended two-way stop sign control at the Bonita Avenue/Hatlen Avenue 
intersection.  However, the Village Board decided to maintain the all-way stop sign control at 
this intersection.  A comparison of the previous and current intersection traffic control is 
illustrated in Table 2 and Figure 4 summarizes the intersection traffic control modifications that 
occurred within the zone. Currently, two-way/one-way stop sign control or all-way stop sign 
control is provided at 72 of the 77 intersections within the zone.   
 
Table 2 
ZONE 11 - COMPARISON OF PREVIOUS AND CURRENT  
INTERSECTION TRAFFIC CONTROL 
 
Intersection Traffic Control 

Previous Intersection 
Traffic Control 

Current Intersection 
 Traffic Control 

All-Way Stop Sign Control   4   5 

Two-Way/One-Way Stop Sign Control 35 67 

Yield Sign Control   2   0 

No Intersection Traffic Control 36   5 

   Total 77 77 
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Functional Classification of the Roadway System 
 
All of the zone’s roadways are classified as either collector roads and/or local roads.  Per the 
recommendation of the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, the Village currently 
classifies the following roadways within the zone as collector roads. 
 
• Lincoln Street 
• Lonnquist Boulevard 
• Meier Road between Golf Road and Lincoln Street 
 
All of the other zone’s roadways are classified as local roads.  It should be noted that, prior to the 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, the Village of Mount Prospect classified Lincoln 
Street, Lonnquist Boulevard, and the entire length of Meier Road as collector roads. 
 
 
Traffic Volumes and Speed Data 
 
KLOA, Inc. and the Village of Mount Prospect conducted traffic counts and speed surveys at a 
number of locations within the zone.  All of the traffic counts/speed surveys were conducted for 
a minimum of two days and were broken down by direction and by hour.  The following outlines 
the number and date of the counts/surveys conducted for each of the studies. 
 
• As part of the Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study, KLOA, Inc. conducted 

counts/surveys at 39 locations within the zone and obtained previous counts/surveys 
conducted by the Village of Mount Prospect at nine additional locations within the zone.  
The KLOA, Inc. traffic counts/surveys were conducted in October 2007.   

 
• As part of the First Post Study, KLOA, Inc. conducted updated counts/surveys in  

October 2008 at 48 locations within the zone. 
 

• As part of the Second Post Study, KLOA, Inc. conducted updated counts/surveys in 
April 2009 at fourteen locations within the zone. 

 
Figure 5 provides a comparison of the daily traffic volumes and Figure 6 provides a comparison 
of the average speeds within the zone prior to and after the implementation of the speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications. 
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Intersection Accident Data 
 
KLOA, Inc. obtained accident data from the Village of Mount Prospect for the zone’s roadways 
and intersections as part of the original and post studies.  The accident data for the Residential 
Intersection Traffic Control Study was obtained for a three year period from the beginning of 
October 2004 through the end of September 2007, while the accident data for the First and 
Second Post Studies was obtained for a twelve month period from July 2008 through June 2009.  
Table 3 provides a summary of the accident data. 
 
Table 3 
ZONE 11 - SUMMARY OF ACCIDENT DATA  
Time Period Accidents Accidents Per Month 
Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study 

October 2004 through September 2005 4 0.333 

October 2005 through September 2006 2 0.167 

October 2006 through September 2007 4 0.333 

Average Accidents Per Year 3.333 0.278 

First and Second Post Studies   

July 2008 through June 2009 1 0.083 
Refer to Table 7 for the location of accidents that have occurred since the implementation of the speed limit and 
traffic control modifications. 

 
 
Pedestrian Volume 
 
Pedestrian traffic counts were conducted at five intersections within zone as part of the various 
studies.  The counts were conducted for two hours during the morning peak period and two hours 
during the evening peak period in October 2007 (Residential Intersection Traffic Control Study), 
October 2008 (First Post Study), and May and September 2009 (Second Post Study).  
Table 4 summarizes the results of the pedestrian counts.   
 

Page 209 of 297



 

Second Post Study                                                       7                                                              KLOA, Inc. 
Zone 11                                                                   September 2009  

Table 4 
ZONE 11 - TOTAL PEDESTRIAN VOLUME PER INTERSECTION 
Intersection October 2007 October 2008 May/September 2009 
Estates Drive with Deborah Lane    
A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 29 10 7 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 60 72 47 

Estates Drive with Carol Lane    

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 8 3 4 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 12 15 25 

Estates Drive with Crestwood Avenue    

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 15 21 8 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 41 65 36 

Lonnquist Boulevard with Meier Road    

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 19 24 13 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 23 28 44 

Lonnquist Boulevard with Crestwood Avenue1    

A.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 16 17 22 

P.M. Peak Period (Two Hours) 15 21 148 
1It should be noted that when the September 2009 counts were conducted at the Lonnquist Boulevard/Crestwood Avenue 
intersection, a school activity was occurring at Clearwater Park.  Approximately 120 of the pedestrians during the P.M. peak 
period were attributed to the school activity. 

 

Page 210 of 297



 

Second Post Study                                                       8                                                              KLOA, Inc. 
Zone 11                                                                   September 2009  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

3. 
Evaluation and Recommendation 
 
 
 
 
The intent of the post studies is to (1) review the zone’s speed limit/intersection traffic control 
modifications, (2) evaluate how the roadway system is operating since the implementation of the 
speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications and (3) determine whether any locations 
need further examination (first post study) or any adjustments are required to the speed limits 
and/or intersection traffic control (second/third post study).  This was accomplished by 
reviewing and analyzing the following pre and post operating characteristics within the zone.   
 
• Daily Traffic Volumes 
• Average Speeds 
• Accident Data 
• Pedestrian Volumes 
 
These four operating characteristics were chosen as they provide the most relevant insight to the 
primary traffic concerns within any neighborhood:  vehicular volume, vehicular speed and 
overall vehicular and pedestrian safety.  The following provides a detailed evaluation of the four 
operating characteristics and determines if any adjustments are required to the speed limits 
and/or intersection traffic control. 
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Daily Traffic Volumes  
 
Background  
 
First, traffic volumes fluctuate on a daily basis and, as such, any increase or decrease in traffic is 
not necessarily attributed to the speed limit and intersection traffic control modifications.  
Traffic volumes typically vary by season or month of the year, day of the week and time of the 
day particularly if the zone contains land uses other than residential, including commercial 
developments, schools, religious facilities, etc.  A ten to fifteen percent variation in traffic 
volumes is typical in suburban areas. 
 
Second, properly designed residential intersection traffic control plans complement and further 
define the hierarchy or functional classification of the roadway system.  Collector roads and local 
roads are the two types of roadways typically found in the zones.  The function of collector roads 
are to connect traffic between the local and arterial roads as well as providing access to abutting 
land uses.  The function of local roads are to provide access between collector/arterial roads and 
abutting land uses.  Consequently, collector roads should carry a higher volume of traffic than 
local roads as they provide the mobility through the zones.  One of the primary purposes of the 
residential intersection traffic control plan is to more appropriately distribute the traffic along the 
roadway system.  Therefore, the following traffic flow changes (redistributions) are expected 
within the zones as a result of the intersection traffic control modifications. 
  
• The count locations that experience an increase in traffic are expected to primarily occur 

along the collector roads whereas the count locations that experience a decrease in traffic 
are primarily expected to occur along the local roads. 

 
• The highest percent increase in traffic is primarily expected to occur along the collector 

roads as opposed to the local roads.   
 
• Collector roads may experience increases in traffic exceeding the ten to fifteen percent 

variation in traffic volumes that is typical in suburban areas. 
 
Evaluation 
 
Figure 5 provides a comparison of the zone’s daily traffic volumes prior to and after the 
implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  The following 
summarizes the comparison of the traffic counts.   
 
• Of the 48 total locations conducted as part of the First Post Study, the daily traffic 

volumes decreased at 31 locations and only increased at seventeen locations compared to 
the original counts.  The traffic volumes decreased at 65 percent of the count locations. 
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• Of the fourteen locations conducted as part of the Second Post Study, the daily traffic 
volumes increased at eight locations and decreased at six locations compared to the 
original counts. 
 

Table 5 provides a comparison of the daily traffic volumes and the percent increase at the twenty 
locations that experienced an increase in traffic.  A closer examination of Table 5 reveals the 
following. 
 
• Of the twenty locations that experienced an increase in traffic, only four locations had an 

increase of ten percent or more.  Therefore, the increase in traffic at the various locations 
were generally within the ten to fifteen percent variation in traffic volumes that is typical 
in suburban areas.   
 

• Of the four locations that had an increase of ten percent or more, all four occurred on 
local roads.  However, it should be noted that these locations carry a limited volume of 
daily traffic (between 90 and 215 vehicles a day).  As such, the daily increase in traffic on 
these roads is limited (between 13 and 40 vehicles a day).  Assuming that the majority of 
the traffic traverses the road within an 18-hour period, this averages to an increase of 
approximately one to two vehicles an hour per location. 

 
In conclusion, the evaluation of the traffic counts indicates that (1) the traffic volumes within the 
zone as a whole have remained stable, if not decreased, and (2) any increase in traffic was 
generally within the expected daily variation.  Therefore, the results of the updated traffic counts 
do not justify any adjustments to the zone’s speed limits and/or intersection traffic control.     
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Table 5 
LOCATIONS THAT EXPERIENCED AN INCREASE IN DAILY TRAFFIC VOLUMES 

    October 2008  April 2009 
 
Location 

Roadway 
Classification 

October 2007 
Daily Traffic 

 Daily 
Traffic 

Percent 
Increase1 

 Daily 
Traffic 

Percent 
Increase1 

Lincoln between  
Hatlen and Crestwood 

 
Collector 

 
2,213 

  
2,217 

 
0.18% 

  
2,125 

 
decrease 

Lincoln between 
Helena and Leonard 

 
Collector 

 
2,283 

  
2,130 

 
decrease 

  
2,316 

 
1.45% 

Meier between  
Lincoln and Scott 

 
Collector 

 
2,112 

  
2,152 

 
1.89% 

  
na 

 
na 

Hatlen between  
Central and Grindle 

 
Local 

 
600 

  
609 

 
1.50% 

  
637 

 
6.17% 

Prairie between  
White Oak and Lincoln 

 
Local 

 
93 

  
101 

 
8.60% 

  
na 

 
na 

Leonard between 
White Oak and Lincoln 

 
Local 

 
94 

  
80 

 
decrease 

  
102 

 
8.51% 

Hickory between  
White Oak and Lincoln 

 
Local 

 
129 

  
131 

 
1.55% 

  
na 

 
na 

Audrey between  
Connie and Bonita 

 
Local 

 
175 

  
195 

 
11.42% 

  
215 

 
22.86% 

Connie between  
Hatlen and Audrey 

 
Local 

 
132 

  
170 

 
28.79% 

  
160 

 
21.21% 

Scott between  
Meier and Carol 

 
Local 

 
91 

  
99 

 
8.79% 

  
na 

 
na 

Mark between  
Meier and Carol 

 
Local 

 
574 

  
628 

 
9.41% 

  
na 

 
na 

Carol between  
Mark and Estates 

 
Local 

 
542 

  
567 

 
4.61% 

  
na 

 
na 

Estates between  
Deborah and Crestwood 

 
Local 

 
492 

  
531 

 
7.93% 

  
na 

 
na 

Crestwood between 
Martin and Lonnquist 

 
Local 

 
615 

  
627 

 
1.95% 

  
633 

 
2.93% 

Crestwood between 
Lincoln and Robbie 

 
Local 

 
364 

  
307 

 
decrease 

  
366 

 
0.55% 

Rusty between  
Robbie and Crestwood 

 
Local 

 
275 

  
290 

 
5.45% 

  
na 

 
na 

Estates between 
Crestwood and Hatlen 

 
Local 

 
416 

  
432 

 
3.85% 

  
na 

 
na 

Myrtle between 
Crestwood and Hatlen 

 
Local 

 
116 

  
123 

 
6.03% 

  
na 

 
na 

Robbie between 
Crestwood and Rusty 

 
Local 

 
77 

  
90 

 
16.88% 

  
91 

 
18.18% 

Deborah between Rusty 
and Estates 

 
Local 

 
175 

  
196 

 
12.00% 

  
170 

 
decrease 

1Equals percent increase in traffic compared to the original traffic counts (October 2007). 
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Average Speeds  
 
Background 
 
While travel speeds are more consistent than traffic volumes, they will vary by season or month 
of the year, day of the week and time of the day. As such, any increase or decrease in travel 
speeds is not necessarily attributed to the speed limit and intersection traffic control 
modifications.  The main factors affecting travel speeds are the roadway’s physical and operating 
characteristics, including width of road, number of travel lanes, hills, curves, roadway surface 
and length of free flow conditions.  Many of these attributes are fixed within the zone’s 
infrastructure and are generally difficult and/or costly to change/modify.  Furthermore, the courts 
typically will not uphold a speeding ticket unless it is in excess of ten mph above the posted 
speed limit.  Therefore, travel speeds within five mph of the posted speed limit are generally 
considered acceptable within the industry and with most communities.   
 
Evaluation 
 
Figure 6 provides a comparison of the average speeds within the zone prior to and after the 
implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  Of the 48 locations 
conducted as part of the First Post Study and the fourteen locations conducted as part of the 
Second Post Study, only six locations had an observed average speed of either 30 mph or greater 
(three locations) or experienced a five mph or greater increase in its average speed 
(three locations).  Table 6 shows the six locations that had an observed average speed of either 
30 mph or greater or experienced a five mph or greater increase in average speed.  It should be 
noted that the three locations (five directions of flow) that had an observed speed of 30 mph or 
greater, the observed speed along three of the directions of flow remained the same or decreased.  
In addition, the three locations that experienced a five mph increase in average speed, the highest 
observed average speed was 23 mph which is below the 25 mph posted speed limit.  In general, 
the average speeds observed in the zone were 26 mph or less and that the change in the observed 
average speeds was three mph or less.  Lastly, many locations either (1) had an observed average 
speed of less than 25 mph and/or (2) experienced a decrease in the observed average speed. 
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Table 6 
LOCATIONS THAT HAD AN AVERAGE SPEED OF 30 MPH OR GREATER  
OR EXPERIENCED A FIVE MPH OR GREATER INCREASE IN AVERAGE SPEED 

    October 2008  April 2009 
 
 
Location 

 
 

Direction 

October 2007 
Average 

Speed (mph) 

 Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Increase in 
Average 

Speed (mph)1 

 Average 
Speed 
(mph) 

Increase in 
Average 

Speed (mph)1 

Lincoln 
between 
Crestwood 
and Hatlen 

 
 

Eastbound 

 
 

33 

  
 

31 

 
 

-2 

  
 

31 

 
 

-2 

Lincoln 
between 
Crestwood 
and Hatlen 

 
 

Westbound 

 
 

28 

  
 

28 

 
 
0 

  
 

31 

 
 

3 

Lincoln 
between 
Hickory and 
Leonard 

 
 

Eastbound 

 
 

30 

  
 

30 

 
 
0 

  
 

29 

 
 

-1 

Lincoln 
between 
Hickory and 
Leonard 

 
 

Westbound 

 
 

31 

  
 

30 

 
 

-1 
 

  
 

31 

 
 

0 

Meier between 
Lincoln and 
White Oak 

 
Southbound 

 
28 

  
30 

 
+2 

  
28 

 
0 

Leonard 
between 
Lincoln and 
White Oak 

 
 

Southbound 

 
 

18 

  
 

23 

 
 
5 

  
 

21 

 
 

3 

Robbie 
between 
Crestwood 
and Rusty 

 
 

Eastbound 

 
 

16 

  
 

17 

 
 
1 

  
 

21 

 
 

5 

Martin 
between 
Crestwood 
and Hatlen 

 
 

Eastbound 

 
 

18 

  
 

23 

 
 
5 

  
 

21 

 
 

3 

1Equals increase in average speed compared to the original speed surveys (October 2007). 
 
In conclusion, the results of the speed surveys indicate that the average speeds within the zone 
have generally remained constant and are within the acceptable range.  Therefore, the results of 
the updated speed surveys do not justify any adjustments to the zone’s speed limits or 
intersection traffic control.   
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Accident Data  
 
In the twelve month period since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic 
control modifications, the zone experienced a total of one accident.  Table 7 summarizes the 
locations of the accident.  It should be noted that the Manual on Uniform Traffic Control Devices 
(MUTCD) defines a crash problem as follows when warranting an all-way stop sign control at an 
intersection. 
 

A crash problem, as identified by five or more reported crashes in a 12-month 
period that are susceptible to correction by a multiway stop installation. 

 
As such, one accident at an intersection or one total accident within a zone is very low and does 
not signify a problem.  Furthermore, Table 3 shows that the average number of accidents on a 
per month basis has decreased within the zone during the twelve months since the 
implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  
 
Table 7 
LOCATION OF ACCIDENTS IN ZONE 11 
JULY 2008 THROUGH JUNE 2009 
Intersection Number of Accidents 

Meier Road and Connie Lane 1 

 
In conclusion, the zone as a whole and each of the intersections had a very low incident of 
accidents since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  
Therefore, the evaluation of the accident data indicates that the speed limit and intersection 
traffic control modifications are promoting the efficient and orderly flow of traffic within the 
zone and does not justify any adjustments to the zone’s speed limits or intersection traffic 
control. 

 
 
Pedestrian Volume 
 
A comparison of the counts show that the volume of pedestrian activity at several of the 
intersections have experienced some fluctuation in pedestrian activity. However, these 
intersections are generally near the schools and/or park in the zone.  Further, the traffic control at 
these intersections have remained the same or have been improved as part of the program.  
As such, the fluctuation in pedestrian activity is mostly likely due to the activity at the schools or 
the park or possibly weather related as opposed to the speed limit and intersection traffic control 
modifications.  Consequently, the results of the updated pedestrian counts do not justify any 
adjustments to the zone’s speed limits and/or intersection traffic control. 
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4. 
Conclusion 
 
 
 
This study summarizes the results and findings of the Second Post Study for Zone 11.  The intent 
of the post studies is to (1) review the zone’s speed limit/intersection traffic control 
modifications, (2) evaluate how the roadway system is operating since the implementation of the 
speed limit/intersection traffic control modifications and (3) determine whether any locations 
need further examination (first post study) or any adjustments are required to the speed limits 
and/or intersection traffic control (second/third post study).  Zone 11 consists of the 
neighborhood bounded by Central Road and the Mount Prospect/Arlington Heights border on the 
north, Busse Road on the east, Golf Road on the south, and the Mount Prospect/Arlington 
Heights border on the west. 
 
The results and findings of the First and Second Post Studies indicate that the operating 
characteristics within the zone have generally improved since the implementation of the speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications. While some roadways have experienced a slight 
increase in traffic and/or observed average speed, the number of locations has been very limited 
and generally within the expected daily variations and/or acceptable ranges. Furthermore, the 
positive impacts (reduced number of accidents and traffic volumes and average speeds generally 
within acceptable ranges) on the operation of the zone’s roadway system far out weigh the 
limited number of locations that experienced a slight increase in traffic or average speed. 
As summarized below, the speed limit and intersection control traffic modifications are 
promoting a more efficient and orderly flow of traffic within the zone.   
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• Daily Traffic Volumes.  The daily traffic volumes decreased at 31 locations and only 
increased at seventeen locations conducted as part of the First Post Study and increased at 
eight locations and decreased at six locations as part of the Second Post Study.  
Furthermore, only four locations had an increase of ten percent or more.  Therefore, the 
evaluation of the traffic counts indicates that (1) the traffic volumes within the zone as a 
whole have remained stable, if not decreased, and (2) any increase in traffic was 
generally within the expected daily variation. 

 
• Average Travel Speeds.  Only six locations had an observed average speed of 30 mph or 

greater (three locations) and/or experienced a five mph increase in its average speed 
(three locations) or greater since the implementation of the speed limit/intersection traffic 
control modifications.  In general, the average speeds observed in the zone were 26 mph 
or less and the change in the observed average speeds was three mph or less.  
Therefore, the average speeds within the zone have generally remained constant and are 
within the acceptable range. 

 
● Accident Data.  In the twelve month period since the implementation of the speed 

limit/intersection traffic control modifications, the zone experienced one accident which 
indicates that the zone as a whole and each of the intersections had a very low incident of 
accidents.  Furthermore, the average number of accidents on a per-month basis has 
decreased within the zone during the twelve months.  Therefore, the accident data 
indicates that the speed limit and intersection traffic control modifications are promoting 
the efficient and orderly flow of traffic within zone. 

 
• Pedestrian Volume.  The pedestrian activity at several intersections have experienced 

some fluctuation in pedestrian activity since the implementation of the speed 
limit/intersection traffic control modifications.  However, the fluctuation in pedestrian 
activity is most likely due to the activity at the schools or the park or possibly weather 
related as opposed to the speed limit and traffic control modifications. 

 
In conclusion, the findings of the First Post Study and the Second Post Study do not justify any 
adjustments to the speed limit or intersection traffic control. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Second Post Study - Zone 11 - Mount Prospect - REPORT - August 2009 maw 
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TO:  VILLAGE MANAGER MICHAEL JANONIS 
 
FROM: PROJECT ENGINEER 
 
DATE:  AUGUST 16, 2007 
 
SUBJECT: SEE-GWUN AVENUE SPEED HUMP PROJECT – FINAL REPORT 
  
 
 

I N T R O D U C T I O N  
 
In January 2006, the Engineering Staff hosted a Traffic Workshop with the Village Board of Trustees and 
Safety Commission.  One of the items of discussion was a request from residents for speed humps along 
See-Gwun Avenue to address the ongoing concerns over vehicular volume and speed.  At the time, the 
Village did not have any speed humps on public streets.  The Village Board of Trustees decided to 
proceed with a project that would bring about a series of speed humps along See-Gwun Avenue between 
Lincoln Street and Golf Road.  The project would be labeled a “test project” as the Engineering Division 
would evaluate the speed humps over a one-year period.  Then the Village Board of Trustees would 
decide the permanency of the speed humps on See-Gwun Avenue as well as the direction for future 
considerations on other streets in Mount Prospect.  To that end, seven speed humps were installed in May 
2006.  Over the next year, the Engineering Division monitored the effect of the speed humps on both See-
Gwun Avenue and its surrounding streets.  This was accomplished by gathering vehicular volume and 
speed data, soliciting input from the neighborhood, making visual observations, and receiving feedback 
from the Fire Department, Police Department and Public Works Department.  This report provides results 
of the traffic studies, analysis of their findings, and the Engineering Division’s recommendations. 
 
 
 

B A C K G R O U N D  
 
See-Gwun Avenue, a collector street, provides the only connection between Golf Road (major arterial) 
and Lincoln Street (collector) in its neighborhood.  This is because it is the only north-south street that has 
a bridge over Weller Creek.  There are 98 homes that abut this 0.8 mile stretch of See-Gwun Avenue.  
Two major traffic generators along See-Gwun Avenue are the Mount Prospect Golf Course (at Council 
Trail) and Lincoln Junior High School (at Lincoln Street).  North of Lonnquist Boulevard, See-Gwun 
Avenue is 26’ wide (back-of-curb to back-of-curb).  This section of the street is curvilinear and has a hill 
immediately south of the bridge.  South of Lonnquist Boulevard, See-Gwun Avenue is 31’ wide (back-of-
curb to back-of-curb) and is relatively flat and straight.  Between Lincoln Street and Golf Road, there are 
stop signs on See-Gwun Avenue at Council Trail and Lonnquist Boulevard.  The speed limit is 25 mph 
along the entire length of See-Gwun Avenue.  And finally, there is a complete sidewalk system along 
both sides of the street. 
 
 
 
 
 

     
 

  

Mount Prospect Public Works Department 
 

INTEROFFICE MEMORANDUM 
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P R E -  S P E E D  H U M P  T R A F F I C  S T U D Y  
 
Volume/Speed Data 
In April 2006, before the speed humps were installed, vehicular volume and speed data were gathered at 
four locations on See-Gwun Avenue, two locations on We-Go Trail (one block to the west), and two 
locations on Na-Wa-Ta Avenue (one block to the east).  The map below shows the locations of both the 
speed humps and mechanical traffic counters.  
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The results of the pre- speed hump traffic study revealed the following: 
 

   Before Speed Humps (4/06) 

Street Between And 

Avg.  
Daily 

Traffic 

Avg.  
Speed 
(mph) 

85th 

Percentile 
Speed 
(mph) 

See-Gwun Ave Lincoln St Go-Wando Tr 1013 27 31 

See-Gwun Ave Go-Wando Tr Shabonee Tr 1178 25 30 

See-Gwun Ave Council Tr Lonnquist Blvd 2078 26 30 

See-Gwun Ave Sunset Rd Golf Rd 999 31 36 

We-Go Tr Lincoln St Go-Wando Tr 514 25 31 

We-Go Tr Sunset Rd Golf Rd 248 26 32 

Na-Wa-Ta Ave Lincoln St Go-Wando Tr 269 23 28 

Na-Wa-Ta Ave Sunset Rd Golf Rd 257 25 31 
 
 
Resident Survey 
Also as part of the traffic study residents on See-Gwun Avenue were surveyed to gauge the severity of the 
traffic issues.  Questions ranged from traffic volume and speeding concerns to pedestrian and bicycle 
safety.  Also, there were questions concerning the expected impact speed humps would have on the street.  
65 of the 98 properties (66%) along See-Gwun Avenue responded to the first survey.  Below are the 
results of that survey. 
 

 Questions Range Average 
Score 

1 How fast do you perceive the overall traffic traveling on See-Gwun Avenue? 
1 – very slow 
5 – at speed limit 
10 – extremely fast 

7.6 

2 How much traffic do you believe there to be on See-Gwun Avenue? 
1 – very little 
5 – reasonable amount 
10 – way too much 

7.6 

3 How safe is See-Gwun Avenue for pedestrians to cross the street? 
1 – very unsafe 
5 – somewhat safe 
10 – very safe 

5.5 

4 How safe is See-Gwun Avenue for bicyclists to use the street? 
1 – very unsafe 
5 – somewhat safe 
10 – very safe 

4.8 

5 How much impact do you believe speed humps will have on reducing the 
overall speed of vehicles? 

1 – none 
5 – some 
10 - tremendous 

6.6 

6 How much impact do you believe speed humps will have on reducing the 
number of vehicles? 

1 – none 
5 – some 
10 - tremendous 

5.0 

7 How concerned are you with the potential impact speed humps may have on 
response time by emergency vehicles?            

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 – extremely 

4.7 
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8 How concerned are you with the potential impact speed humps may have on 
noise caused by breaking and accelerating?             

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 - extremely 

5.6 

9 How concerned are you with the potential impact speed humps may have on 
aesthetics of the neighborhood?                    

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 - extremely 

5.6 

10 How concerned are you with the potential impact speed humps may have on 
loss of on-street parking (on speed hump)? 

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 - extremely 

4.1 

11 How confident are you the positive impact of speed humps will outweigh any 
potential concerns you may have? 

1 – sure it won’t 
5 – unsure 
10 – totally confident 

5.9 

 
Based on the results of the survey, it appeared residents perceived both an issue with the amount of traffic 
and the speeds at which the vehicles were traveling.  These concerns, in turn, affected the perceived safety 
for pedestrians and bicyclists.  And a majority of the returned surveys believed the speed humps would 
have a positive affect on the current traffic conditions.  After completion of this initial traffic study, seven 
speed humps were installed along See-Gwun Avenue per the direction of the Village Board of Trustees. 
 
 
 
P O S T -  S P E E D  H U M P  T R A F F I C  S T U D I E S  

 
Volume/Speed Data 
In September 2006 and April 2007, the Engineering Division once again performed a traffic study to 
determine the effect of the speed humps.  First, vehicular volume and speed data were gathered through 
the use of mechanical traffic counters.  Of the four locations on See-Gwun Avenue, one traffic counter 
was placed within 50’ of a speed hump (400 block), one was placed midway between a stop sign and 
speed hump (700 block), and two were placed midway between two speed humps (500 & 900 blocks).  
The results are highlighted below. 
 

   Before Speed Humps (4/06) After Speed Humps (9/06) After Speed Humps (04/07) 

Street Between And 

Avg.  
Daily 

Traffic 

Avg.  
Speed 
(mph) 

85th 

Percentile 
Speed 
(mph) 

Avg.  
Daily 

Traffic 

Avg.  
Speed 
(mph) 

85th 
Percentile 

Speed 
(mph) 

Avg.  
Daily 

Traffic 

Avg.  
Speed 
(mph) 

85th 
Percentile 

Speed 
(mph) 

See-Gwun Ave Lincoln St Go-Wando Tr 1013 27 31 593     17*     21* 515     18*     22* 

See-Gwun Ave Go-Wando Tr Shabonee Tr 1178 25 30 704     22**     26** 619     22**     27** 

See-Gwun Ave Council Tr Lonnquist Blvd 2078 26 30 1750       25***       29*** 1732       25***       30*** 

See-Gwun Ave Sunset Rd Golf Rd 999 31 36 605    23**     28** 556    23**     28** 

We-Go Tr Lincoln St Go-Wando Tr 514 25 31 613 25 31 713 25 30 

We-Go Tr Sunset Rd Golf Rd 248 26 32 351 26 31 377 26 32 

Na-Wa-Ta Ave Lincoln St Go-Wando Tr 269 23 28 278 23 29 295 24 30 

Na-Wa-Ta Ave Sunset Rd Golf Rd 257 25 31 303 25 32 316 25 32 
*     traffic counter located within 50’ of speed hump 
**   traffic counter located midway between speed humps 
*** traffic counter located midway between speed hump and stop sign 

 
Since installation of the speed humps, both vehicular volume and speeds are lower on See-Gwun Avenue.  
At the two locations where speed data was gathered between two speed humps (the 500 and 900 blocks), 
the average speeds decreased between 3 and 8 mph respectively during both post-studies.  Along the 400 
block, the traffic counter was placed 50’ from the speed hump for the purpose of gauging speeds just 
before vehicles traverse the speed hump.  There are 15 mph advisory speed limit signs at each of the 
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speed humps.  The average recorded speed was 17 mph during the interim study and 18 mph during the 
latest study.  And the fourth traffic counter was placed between the stop sign at Council Trail and the 
speed hump at the top of the hill near Lonnquist Boulevard (the 700 block).  While the spacing between 
the speed humps is typically 350’ to 450’, the distance between the stop sign and speed hump on this 
block is 575’.  The average recorded speed was down 1 mph during both post-studies.   
 
Another component of the traffic studies was to determine the effect speed humps would have on 
reducing excessive speeds.  The Engineering Division, therefore, examined the percentage of motorists 
traveling at 32 mph or greater before and after installation of the speed humps.  The table below 
highlights the impact the speed humps have had on reducing excessive speeding. 
 

Percentage of Recorded Speeds 32 mph or Greater Study Date 

Location Along See-Gwun Avenue 
April 2006 

Before Speed Humps 
September 2006 

After Speed Humps 
April 2007 

After Speed Humps 

400 block (between Lincoln St & Go-Wando Tr)* 12.8 0.0 0.2 

500 block (between Go-Wando Tr & Shabonee Tr)** 6.3 0.9 1.9 

700 block (between Council Tr & Lonnquist Blvd)*** 7.4 4.9 6.4 

900 block (between Sunset Rd & Golf Rd)** 43.9 2.2 3.7 
*     traffic counter located within 50’ of speed hump 
**   traffic counter located midway between speed humps 
*** traffic counter located midway between speed hump and stop sign 

     
At three of the four traffic counter locations on See-Gwun Avenue, vehicular volume was down at least 
39% during the interim study in September 2006 and at least 44% during the latest study in April 2007.  
The fourth location was near the bridge where there are no other north-south alternatives to get across 
Weller Creek in the neighborhood.  Still, volume was down nearly 20% during both post-studies.  And at 
all four locations, vehicular volume decreased between the interim study and the latest study.    
 
On We-Go Trail and Na-Wa-Ta Avenue, the average recorded speeds at three of the four traffic counter 
locations did not change during both post-studies.  During the latest traffic study, the average speed on the 
400 block of Na-Wa-Ta Avenue increased by 1 mph.  Average daily traffic increased on We-Go Trail and 
Na-Wa-Ta Avenue but not equal to the difference in volume on See-Gwun Avenue.  Vehicular volume 
increased anywhere between 3% and 42% from the interim study and between 10% and 52% from the 
latest study.  It is believed that other north-south streets in the neighborhood such as Lancaster Avenue 
and Can-Dota Avenue have also experienced an increase in traffic since installation of the speed humps.  
And at all four locations, vehicular volume increased between the interim study and the latest study.    
 
 
Resident Surveys 
In October 2006 and April 2007, follow-up surveys were sent to the See-Gwun Avenue residents to gauge 
the impact of the speed humps.  62 properties (63%) responded to the October 2006 survey and 63 
properties (64%) responded to the April 2007 survey.  Overall, residents have perceived lower vehicular 
volume and speed (Questions 1 & 2).  They also believe the street to be safer for pedestrians and 
bicyclists (Questions 3 & 4).  With respect to fulfilling expectations, it appears residents perceive the 
speed humps to have had less effect in reducing vehicular speeds yet have had more effect in reducing 
vehicular volume when comparing pre- and post- speed hump surveys (Questions 5 & 6).  With respect to 
other issues that can be associated with speed humps, residents continue to be somewhat concerned about 
emergency response time, noise pollution, aesthetics and loss of on-street parking (Questions 7 – 10). 
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A majority of residents on See-Gwun Avenue appear to still be satisfied with the speed humps but support 
has declined over time (Question 12).  56% of the returned surveys prefer that the speed humps remain.  
One interesting note, however, is there appears to be two groups of opinion separated by Lonnquist 
Boulevard.  A vast majority of those residents north of the street favor the speed humps while a vast 
majority south of the street wishes to have them removed.  The table below shows the results of the 
surveys.          
 

 See-Gwun Avenue  April 2006 Oct 2006 April 2007 

 Questions Range Average 
Score 

Average 
Score 

Average 
Score 

1 How fast do you perceive the overall traffic traveling on See-Gwun Avenue? 
1 – very slow 
5 – at speed limit 
10 – extremely fast 

7.6 6.0 5.9 

2 How much traffic do you believe there to be on See-Gwun Avenue? 
1 – very little 
5 – reasonable amount 
10 – way too much 

7.6 6.5 6.4 

3 How safe is See-Gwun Avenue for pedestrians to cross the street? 
1 – very unsafe 
5 – somewhat safe 
10 – very safe 

5.5 6.0 6.2 

4 How safe is See-Gwun Avenue for bicyclists to use the street? 
1 – very unsafe 
5 – somewhat safe 
10 – very safe 

4.8 5.5 5.8 

5 How much impact do you believe the speed humps (will) have had on 
reducing the overall speed of vehicles? 

1 – none 
5 – some 
10 - tremendous 

6.6 6.0 5.9 

6 How much impact do you believe the speed humps (will) have had on 
reducing the number of vehicles? 

1 – none 
5 – some 
10 - tremendous 

5.0 5.6 5.4 

7 How concerned are you with the potential impact speed humps may have 
on response time by emergency vehicles?            

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 – extremely 

4.7 4.0 4.7 

8 How (concerned) displeased are you with the impact they (may) have on 
noise caused by breaking and accelerating?             

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 - extremely 

5.6 3.9 4.6 

9 How (concerned) displeased are you with the impact they (may) have on 
aesthetics of the neighborhood?                    

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 - extremely 

5.6 4.5 5.0 

10 How (concerned) displeased are you with the impact they (may) have on   
loss of on-street parking (on speed hump)? 

1 – not 
5 – somewhat 
10 - extremely 

4.1 2.8 3.8 

11 How confident are you the positive impact of speed humps will outweigh 
any potential concerns you may have? 

1 – sure it won’t 
5 – unsure 
10 – totally confident 

5.9   

12 How satisfied are you with the speed humps on your street? 
1 – very unsatisfied 
5 – somewhat satisfied 
10 – extremely satisfied 

 5.9 5.2 

13 Would you prefer the Village leave the speed humps in place or remove 
them? 

 
 
 

 leave 
remove 

34 
27 

 
In October 2006 and April 2007, surveys were also sent to the 157 residents along We-Go Trail and Na-
Wa-Ta Avenue in the project area.  77 properties (49%) responded to the October 2006 survey and 73 
properties (46%) responded to the April 2007 survey.  Overall, residents on these streets indicated they 
believe there to be an increase in vehicular volume and speed since installation of the speed humps 
(Questions 5 & 6).  Residents were evenly split on their support (or lack of) for the speed humps on See-
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Gwun Avenue but a majority did not believe speed humps on their street or throughout the neighborhood 
would have a positive impact (Questions 7 – 9).  The table below shows the results of the surveys. 
 

 We-Go Trail & Na-Wa-Ta Avenue  Oct 2006 April 2007 

 Questions Range Average 
Score 

Average 
Score 

1 How fast do you perceive the overall traffic traveling on your street? 
1 – very slow 
5 – at speed limit 
10 – extremely fast 

6.3 6.4 

2 How much traffic do you believe there to be on your street? 
1 – very little 
5 – reasonable amount 
10 – way too much 

5.8 6.0 

3 How safe is your street for pedestrians to cross? 
1 – very unsafe 
5 – somewhat safe 
10 – very safe 

6.9 6.8 

4 How safe is your street for bicyclists to use? 
1 – very unsafe 
5 – somewhat safe 
10 – very safe 

6.8 6.7 

5 Since installation of the speed humps on See-Gwun Avenue, how have they 
affected vehicle speed on your street? 

1 – extremely lower 
5 – no change 
10 – extremely higher 

6.2 6.2 

6 Since installation of the speed humps on See-Gwun Avenue, how have they 
affected traffic volume on your street? 

1 – extremely lower 
5 – no change 
10 – extremely higher 

6.6 6.6 

7 Do you support the speed humps on See-Gwun Avenue?           
Yes 
No 
Unsure 

Yes – 26 
No – 32 

Unsure - 18 

Yes – 26 
No – 24 

Unsure - 21 

8 What impact do you believe speed humps would have on your street?        
1 – extremely negative 
5 – none 
10 – extremely positive 

4.4 4.9 

9 What impact do you believe speed humps throughout your neighborhood 
would have on your neighborhood?        

1 – extremely negative 
5 – none 
10 – extremely positive 

4.1 4.7 

  
 
 

A N A L Y S I S  
 
Positive Impact 
The two issues raised by residents of See-Gwun Avenue have been excessive vehicular speed and volume 
along their street.  While the primary purpose of speed humps is to slow down traffic, they also can lower 
vehicular volume as some motorists will choose alternative routes.  And based on the results of the traffic 
data and resident surveys, the vehicular speed and volume are lower on See-Gwun Avenue. 
 
The 500 and 900 blocks of See-Gwun Avenue had traffic counters placed midway between two speed 
humps.  On the 500 block, the average speed decreased from 25 mph to 22 mph.  And on the 900 block, 
the average speed decreased from 31 mph to 23 mph.  In addition, excessive speeding decreased 
significantly along the 900 block.  Before the speed humps, 43.9% of motorists were traveling 32 mph or 
greater.  From the April 2007 study, only 3.7% of motorists were traveling 32 mph or greater.  From the 
residents’ perspective, on a scale of 1 to 10 (1-very slow, 5-at speed limit, 10-extremely fast), when asked 
about the perceived vehicular speed the average score decreased by 1.7 comparing the survey before the 
speed humps to the latest survey in April 2007.      
 
At the four traffic counter locations along See-Gwun Avenue, volume decreased between 16% (700 
block) and 49% (400 block).  This equates to a decrease in approximately 350 – 550 vehicles per day 
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depending on the section of See-Gwun Avenue.  From the residents’ perspective, on a scale of 1 to 10 (1-
very little, 5-reasonable amount, 10-way too much), when asked about the perceived vehicular volume the 
average score decreased by 1.2 comparing the survey before the speed humps to the latest survey in April 
2007.  
 
Not only have the speed humps impacted the vehicular speed and volume along See-Gwun Avenue, 
residents have also perceived an increase in pedestrian and bicycle safety.  On a scale of 1 to 10 (1-very 
unsafe, 5-somewhat safe, 10-very safe), when asked about the perceived pedestrian safety the average 
score increased by 0.7 comparing the survey before the speed humps to the latest survey in April 2007.  
On a scale of 1 to 10 (1-very unsafe, 5-somewhat safe, 10-very safe), when asked about the perceived 
bicycle safety the average score increased by 1.0 comparing the survey before the speed humps to the 
latest survey in April 2007.     
 
 
Negative Impact 
According to the Village Code, See-Gwun Avenue is a collector street.  It provides the only north-south 
connection between Lincoln Street and Golf Road within the neighborhood.  It also provides direct access 
to the Mount Prospect Golf Course.  And as a collector street, mobility should be encouraged to promote 
the hierarchy of street classifications within the neighborhood.  While vehicular volume has decreased on 
See-Gwun Avenue to the support of residents along the street, this redistribution of traffic is not 
necessarily beneficial to the neighborhood.  Comparing the traffic study before speed humps to the latest 
study in April 2007, vehicular volume on the adjacent parallel streets have increased between 10% and 
52%.  This equates to an increase in approximately 30 – 200 vehicles per day depending on the street.  
The 400 block of We-Go Trail which is a narrower street than See-Gwun Avenue now experiences more 
daily traffic than all studied blocks on See-Gwun Avenue except at the bridge (700 block).  Speed humps 
are known as a volume reducer because some motorists will choose alternate routes.  When placed on a 
collector street, a larger number of vehicles will shift to other streets compared to when they are placed on 
a smaller local street simply because a collector street experiences more traffic to begin with.  Even 
residents on We-Go Trail and Na-Wa-Ta Avenue commented in the surveys a perceived increase in 
vehicular volume on their streets.   
 
Another issue with speed humps is their affect on all motorists not just those speeding excessively.  Often 
times, a few careless motorists will give the impression there is an overall speeding problem on a street.  
Case in point, the traffic counter on the 500 block of See-Gwun Avenue recorded only 6% of vehicles 
traveling 32 mph or greater before the speed humps.  While the solution should be to correct the behavior 
in this small percentage of motorists, speed humps cause all motorists to drive differently.  They force the 
driver to traverse them at no more than 15 mph, well below the posted speed limit of 25 mph.  This rise 
and fall in speed every 350’ to 450’ can frustrate motorists and also increases noise pollution in the 
neighborhood caused by constant braking and accelerating of vehicles.   
 
Emergency vehicle response also continues to be a concern for the both the Fire Department and Police 
Department, especially with speed humps on a collector street.  Use of collector streets to get to an 
emergency in a neighborhood is essential and speed humps increase their response time as detailed by the 
Fire Department in their attached memos.  The jarring going over the speed humps can affect the 
passengers and also wears the emergency vehicles causing an increase in maintenance costs.  Even 
residents expressed in the surveys some concern with potential delays with emergency vehicles caused by 
the speed humps.  Comments from the Fire Department and Police Department are in the Appendix.       
 
The Public Works Department did not express significant concern with the speed humps from an 
operational standpoint.  Street sweepers and snow plow trucks travel at a reduced speed and their drivers 
did not share any difficult experiences over the past year.  However, larger snow falls and speed humps 
throughout the Village could pose concerns for their services.  From a maintenance standpoint, annual 
repair to the asphalt and pavement markings would be necessary.  This would be an added cost to the 
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Village Budget.  Pictures in the Appendix show damage to the speed humps as a result of snow plows.  In 
addition, comments from the Public Works Department are in the Appendix.    
 
A final issue that is worth mentioning is aesthetics.  Some other traffic calming projects completed in the 
Village including curb extensions and median islands have had an element of landscaping incorporated 
into them.  By adding features such as trees, bushes and grass, a project can enhance the attractiveness of 
a neighborhood.  Speed humps, however, do not have an ornamental feature.  They are comprised of 
asphalt, pavement marking and signs.  This “hard” look can detract from the look of a neighborhood.  On 
a scale of 1 to 10 (1-not, 5-somewhat, 10-extremely), when asked how displeased residents are with the 
aesthetics of the speed humps the average score increased from 4.5 from the September 2006 survey to 
5.0 from the latest survey in April 2007.       
 
 
 

R E C O M M E N D A T I O N  
 
Based on the speed hump test project performed by the Village over the past year, it is the Engineering 
Division’s recommendation that speed humps not be considered as an acceptable traffic calming measure 
in Mount Prospect.  Further, it is recommended that the speed humps on See-Gwun Avenue be removed 
at the earliest opportunity.   
 
While the speed humps have proven to reduce vehicular volume and speed, it is our opinion that the 
negative aspects of speed humps outweigh the positive aspects.  First, the speed humps have caused a 
significant number of motorists to look for alternative routes.  And in a neighborhood that has a grid 
layout, an alternative route can easily be navigated.  This adds traffic to adjacent streets and is 
accentuated when speed humps are placed on a collector street.  In order to respond to these newly 
created traffic issues and provide equality in a neighborhood, all streets would then require speed humps.  
This would be a tremendous cost to the Village and is not necessarily supported by residents as is evident 
from the surveys sent to those on We-Go Trail and Na-Wa-Ta Avenue. 
 
Second, speed humps affect all motorists (not just those driving excessively fast) and require them to 
constantly vary their speed over the length of the street.  When traversing a speed hump, motorists are 
forced to slow down well below the speed limit in an effort to regulate their speed between speed humps.  
This design of inconsistent speed increases noise pollution in the neighborhood, adds wear and tear on 
vehicles, and frustrates motorists to the point of seeking alternative routes.  Other traffic calming 
measures that result in more consistent speeds produce these negative issues to a much lesser extent but 
still can control excessive speeding.   
 
Third, a series of speed humps on a particular street or throughout the Village will impact response time 
of emergency vehicles.  This is especially true for speed humps on collector streets where emergency 
personnel depend on these streets for access to neighborhoods.  Other traffic calming measures such as 
horizontal deflectors (i.e. curb extensions, median islands, traffic circles) have less impact on emergency 
response time as they do not significantly slow down the vehicles and cause less wear and tear on them as 
well. 
 
Finally, aesthetics cannot be underestimated.  The evolution of traffic calming has moved toward more 
aesthetically pleasing projects.  Incorporating trees, bushes and other landscaping into a project not only 
enhances the look of a neighborhood but can affect driver behavior.  As an example, trees along a median 
island interrupt the line of sight for motorists causing them to use caution as they approach and pass by.  
Speed humps along with their associated signs, on the other hand, are much more pronounced in a 
neighborhood and do not blend in with its surroundings.  They provide a more urban look rather than 
complementing the adjacent parkways.    
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N E X T  S T E P S  
 
Speed humps were installed on See-Gwun Avenue in response to a petition to address the perceived 
vehicular volume and speeding concerns.  Should they be removed, questions will arise as to what other 
alternative solutions can be considered not only for See-Gwun Avenue but for other streets that 
experience similar traffic issues.  Below are some ideas for the direction of traffic calming in our 
neighborhoods. 
 
In April 2005, a document titled the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program (NTCP) was drafted by the 
Engineering Division.  A copy is attached.  The document covers goals, policy statements, a detailed 
process and acceptable traffic calming measures.  One of the most important aspects of the program is the 
review process.  It establishes minimum criteria that are to be met for a street to be eligible for traffic 
calming measures.  It provides a two-tiered approach that requires less intrusive education, enforcement 
and engineering measures before considering traffic calming measures.  And it requires a collaborative 
effort of many stakeholders including residents, businesses, Police, Fire, Public Works and Engineering.  
Working together allows everyone to have a say and shape the project before any final decisions are 
made.  Discussion of the NTCP has been set aside in order to concentrate on implementing the 
Neighborhood Traffic Study that involves reviewing all intersections for proper traffic control and all 
streets for proper speed limits.  Now that several neighborhoods have been completed or are under review 
as part of this study, now may be an opportune time to revisit the NTCP. 
 
As part of a discussion with the Village Board of Trustees and Safety Commission, it would be beneficial 
to talk about the different aspects of the program as mentioned above including acceptable traffic calming 
measures.  The discussion would include measures previously constructed in Mount Prospect as well as 
other potential measures.  Some of these other measures include traffic circles, midblock deflector 
islands, chicanes and raised crosswalks.  The discussion would also include considering different 
acceptable measures for collector streets versus local streets.  While some measures such as speed humps 
and raised crosswalks maybe prohibited on collector streets, the Village Board of Trustees may consider 
them an acceptable solution for local streets. 
 
With respect to See-Gwun Avenue, a traffic calming measure that redistributes 50% of the traffic from a 
collector street onto nearby local streets is not beneficial to the neighborhood.  A collector street’s 
function is to provide mobility within a neighborhood.  And when that mobility is impeded to the point of 
inconveniencing motorists, alternate routes will be sought placing an undesirable burden on other streets.  
The Engineering Division’s suggestion would be to have a unified resident group clearly articulate the 
concerns to the Village.  The concerns would then be discussed along with the traffic data collected prior 
to the speed humps.  A set of agreed upon goals would be created and discussion would begin as to how 
best to achieve them following the guidelines of the NTCP.  This may include less intrusive measures 
such as an education and enforcement campaign, signs and/or pavement markings.  It may also include 
traffic calming measures that can be supported by all stakeholders and would not be expected to have an 
adverse affect on the neighborhood.  And it may include a more neighborhood-wide analysis such as the 
feasibility and pros/cons of constructing an additional bridge(s) over Weller Creek to better serve the 
neighborhood while alleviating some burden from See-Gwun Avenue.                
 
   
 

C O N C L U S I O N  
 
The Engineering Division does not support speed humps as an acceptable traffic calming measure in 
Mount Prospect, especially on collector streets.  The dramatic shift in vehicular volume to adjacent 
streets, significant reduction in speed required to traverse them, affect on emergency response time, and 
aesthetics are all factors in this decision.  We support traffic calming in general but recommend that a 
detailed process be followed so that projects are implemented only on those streets that have a defined 
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problem, only after less intrusive measures have been exhausted, and is supported by the stakeholders.  
To that end, it is recommended that further discussion take place with the Village Board of Trustees and 
Safety Commission on the Neighborhood Traffic Calming Program.  Such a meeting will assist the 
Engineering Division in understanding the direction of traffic calming in Mount Prospect.  From the 
discussion, resumed dialogue with a See-Gwun Avenue resident group could take place to strategize next 
steps for the street and possibly the neighborhood.           
 
At your direction, the Engineering Staff will make ourselves available to discuss the speed hump project 
in further detail with the Village Board of Trustees, Safety Commission and public. 
 
 
 
 
 

Matthew P. Lawrie 
 
Appendix 
 
 
c: Police Chief John Dahlberg 
 Fire Chief Michael Figolah 
 Director of Public Works Glen Andler 
 Streets/Buildings Superintendent Paul Bures 
 Village Engineer Jeff Wulbecker 
 
h:\engineering\traffic\calming\seegwun\final_report.doc 
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From: Jakupovic, Kristina
To: Dorsey, Sean
Cc: Lawrie, Matt; Foresman, Luke; Leib, Jason
Subject: Unwarranted Stop Signs
Date: Friday, December 5, 2025 10:11:15 AM
Attachments: image002.png

FYI
 
Kristina Jakupovic

Administrative Superintendent | Mount Prospect Public Works Department

1700 West Central Road | Mount Prospect, IL 60056
847.870.5640| kjakupovic@mountprospect.org

 
Together Everyone Achieves More

 
From: Kerensky, Jeff <jeffk@irmarisk.org> 
Sent: Friday, December 5, 2025 9:46 AM
To: Jakupovic, Kristina <KJakupovic@mountprospect.org>; Garvey, Susan <susang@irmarisk.org>;
Giannetti, Frankie <frankieg@irmarisk.org>
Cc: Swahlstedt, Jennifer <jennifers@irmarisk.org>
Subject: RE: Unwarranted Stop Signs

 
Hi Kristina,
 
The mere placement of an unwarranted stop sign does not create liability for the Village. 
Exposure to liability arises if there is an injury or damage that can be attributed to the
placement of the unwarranted sign, or the sign is installed incorrectly or negligently and
causes injury or damage.  Having said that, the Village does have protections under the
Illinois Tort Immunity Act for liability caused by their negligent acts.    The Illinois Tort
Immunity Act provides for an absolute immunity for not installing a traffic sign; however,
the Act does not include the same immunity for installing an unwarranted sign.   Another
provision of the Tort Immunity Act is applicable.  Under the Tort Immunity Act the Village
has the duty to exercise ordinary care to maintain its property in a reasonably safe
condition for by people who are using the property.  However, if the Village has notice of
a condition that is not reasonably safe and does not correct it and someone is injured,
this immunity would not apply.
 
An unwarranted stop sign is a stop sign that has not been installed according to a traffic
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engineering study and the guidelines of the Illinois Manual on Uniform Traffic Control
Devices (MUTCD) which adopts the national MUTCD. The Illinois Vehicle Code (625 ILCS
5/11-301) requires local authorities to place and maintain their traffic control devices in
conformance with MUTCD.  Thus, when a municipality decides, for reasons of safety or
economy, to provide a traffic control device, they must do so in compliance with the
MUTCD.  The MUTCD provides that the placement of signs should be used only when
justified by engineering judgment or studies.  It is our understanding that the Village has
an engineering study that does not recommend the placement of the requested stop
signs.
 
This then raises the concern of whether the failure to follow the requirements of the
MUTCD requirements and install unwarranted stop signs not recommended by the
engineering study creates a condition that is unreasonably safe.  And, if the Village have
knowledge of that condition.  The MUTCD requirement that placement of stop/traffic
signs be justified by engineering studies is necessarily based in safety concerns.
  Unwarranted stop signs can create a false sense of security, lead to increased
speeding between signs creating a higher accident potential.    Therefore, it can be
asserted that the Village’s knowing failure to comply with the MUTCD requirements by
installing an unwarranted sign contrary to the engineering study creates a condition that
is not reasonably safe.  As a result, the protections afforded by the Tort Immunity Act
would not apply, exposing the Village to liability for any resulting loss or damage.
 
Othe municipalities, both IRMA members and non-members, include statements on
their website about the placement of unwarranted stop signs.  See the following
examples:
 
https://www.cityoflakeforest.com/departments/police/traffic_safety_committee/stop_s
igns.php
https://www.hpil.org/269/Stop-Yield-Signs
https://www.glenellyn.org/657/Stop-Sign-Requests
https://www.northbrook.il.us/1149/Traffic-Complaints
 
Based on all of the above, IRMA encourages the Village to ensure compliance with the
MUTCD requirements.  Adhering to these standards aligns with best practices for traffic
control and reduces potential liability exposure.  The Village could consider other
alternatives such as a sign which says “No Through Traffic (Mon-Friday 7-10am, 4-6pm)”
or “Local Traffic Only.”  The Village might also consider temporarily installing a visible
speed camera which displays the vehicle’s speed.
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Please let us know if you would like to discuss this further.  (Susan is out of the office
today, but Jeff is available if you would like to discuss this today.)
 
Susan Garvey
Deputy Executive Director
 
and
 
Jeff Kerensky
Director of Legal Services
(708) 236-6361
IRMA (Intergovernmental Risk Management Agency)
This email, including attachments, contains information that is confidential, and it may be protected by the attorney/client
privilege and/or other privileges and/or is exempt from disclosure under applicable law.  This email, including attachments,
constitutes non-public information intended to be conveyed only to the designated recipients.  If you are not an intended
recipient, please delete the email, including attachments, and notify the sender by mail, email or by telephone.  The
unauthorized use, dissemination, distribution, or reproduction of this email, including attachments, is prohibited and may be
unlawful.
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Hatlen Heights Formal Outreach Summary

Date Description Delivery
Number

Delivered

Responses

Number

11/20/2024 Initial Traffic Survey Mail 134 27

2/18/2025 Preliminary Plan Feedback Mail 147 24

5/12/2025 Temporary Traffic Calming Measures Mail 147 36

8/1/2025

Balloting

Mail 147

70

Invitation to Transportation Safety
Commission - Included with Balloting
Letter

7

11/17/2025 Village Board Invitation
Hand

Deliver
147 3
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Percentages based on number of responses, not surveys sent out 

Speed Hump Suggested Stop Signs Suggested Street Closures Suggested

Percent Number Percent Number Percent Number Percent

20% 1 4% 4 15% 3 11%

16% 3 13% 6 25% 6 25%

24% 6 17% 6 17% 3 8%

48% N/A

5% N/A

2% N/A

Hatlen Heights Formal Outreach Summary

Responses
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Notes

More responses indicated an issue with drivers ignoring stop signs (5)
than requesting additional stop signs (4)

Mailing expanded to include Meier Road, includes March TSC Discussion 

Residents did not like the traffic calming trial and some suggested other
alternatives

7 residents attended the TSC meeting, most were against the proposal with
one indicating a traffic calming project is not needed.  Most wanted
something done and suggested additional stop signs and police.

3 residents spoke at meeting, 2 against proposal and 1 general comment

Hatlen Heights Formal Outreach Summary
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Speed Hump Survey July 2025

Municipality

1. Does your
community install
permanent speed
humps?

2. If not, did you
ever install speed
humps?

3. If you have speed
humps and you
stopped installing
them, are you
removing the
existing humps you
have?

4. What is the reason
for removing them and
is there a process for
their removal?

5. If a speed hump is
removed, are other
measures installed
to reduce speed?  If
so, what?

6. How many
speed humps do
you have?

7. What criteria do you
use for placement of
speed humps – speed
study, traffic volume,
street width, proximity
to schools, etc.?

8. Do you have specific
requirements for
location of speed humps
– distance from
intersections, distance
from driveways,
minimum length of block
required, etc.

Antioch No. No.
Arlington Heights No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. 0 N/A. N/A.
Barrington No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. None. N/A. N/A.

Bartlett No. No. Not applicable. Not applicable.

We don't use speed
humps, but we have
tried road diets in the
past. None. Not applicable. No.

Deerfield No. No. None.

Des Plaines No. Yes, but by request. No. See attached.

Our Police Department
will often install speed
radar signs and host
educational
campaigns. We also
have done curb bump
outs and road diets. 3 See attached.

Humps typically extend
the full width of the street
with height tapering near
the drain gutter to allow
unimpeded bicycle travel.
Excluded Streets include:
• Arterial streets
• Collector streets
• Truck routes
• Streets adjacent to
Hospitals
• CTA/PACE Bus Routes
• Snow Routes
• Dead end blocks of local
residential streets
• Emergency Response
Routes as designated by
the Fire
Department
• Streets deemed
inappropriate for speed
humps as determined by
the Staff Traffic Advisory
Committee (STAC), based
upon other factors not
considered above.

Glencoe No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A.

Glenview No.

Once as a pilot
project 10-15 years
ago.

The pilot project was
removed within a year
of installation.

Noise, impacts for
emergency vehicles.

Speed board - rotated
refuge islands where
applicable or medians
or bump outs to
narrow traffic lanes. 0 N/A.

Grayslake No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A.
Highland Park No. No.

1
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Speed Hump Survey July 2025

Kenilworth Yes. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. 4

We have always
approved based on
location and Police and
Public Works opinion.
We are now creating a
Traffic Calming Policy to
help develop a
procedure for these
requests. N/A.

Lake Forest No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A.

Lake Zurich

No, but we are
currently analyzing
the possibility of
installing
humps/bumps in
some areas
throughout the
community. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A.

Libertyville No.

We have one
current installation
on Fourth Ave. (local
street) for a
pedestrian crossing
for a K-4 public
school. No. N/A. N/A. 1

Pedestrian crossing for a
K-4 public school.

At a pedestrian crossing
for a grade school.

Mount Prospect No. Yes. Yes.

The Village trialed
speed bumps on a
street that regularly
received speed
complaints.  The speed
bumps were effective in
reducing speeds on that
street, but they diverted
traffic to other
neighborhood streets.
Ultimately, the residents
on the street complained
about having to drive
over the speed bumps
everyday and they were
removed.

Yes, when the speed
bumps were removed,
they were replaced
with textured
pavement (bricks) and
speed feedback signs.
This resulted in a
similar traffic calming
effect. 0

We do not install
speedbumps anymore,
but we have a traffic
calming plan for
installing other traffic
calming measures.  It
can be found at this link:
https://www.mountprosp
ect.org/departments/publ
ic-
works/engineering/traffic/
traffic-calming None.

Northbrook No. No.

We have never had
speed humps in public
roadways. N/A. N/A. 0 N/A.

No speed humps in public
roadways.

Municipality

1. Does your
community install
permanent speed
humps?

2. If not, did you
ever install speed
humps?

3. If you have speed
humps and you
stopped installing
them, are you
removing the
existing humps you
have?

4. What is the reason
for removing them and
is there a process for
their removal?

5. If a speed hump is
removed, are other
measures installed
to reduce speed?  If
so, what?

6. How many
speed humps do
you have?

7. What criteria do you
use for placement of
speed humps – speed
study, traffic volume,
street width, proximity
to schools, etc.?

8. Do you have specific
requirements for
location of speed humps
– distance from
intersections, distance
from driveways,
minimum length of block
required, etc.

2
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Speed Hump Survey July 2025

Northfield No. No. DNA. DNA. DNA. 0 DNA. DNA.
Palatine No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. 0 N/A. N/A.
Prospect Heights No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A.

Schaumburg No.
Not that I am aware
of. N/A. N/A. N/A. None. N/A. N/A.

Skokie No. No.
Streamwood No. No.
Vernon Hills No. No. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A.

West Dundee None to date.

Yes we have 3
temporary installed
though out town. Put
in the spring
removed in the fall.

Staff is trying to get
away from speed
humps as a traffic
calming measure but
the community is quite
supportive of them. 3

Board approval now.
Asked the police dept to
create set of criteria
based on the growing list
of requested locations.

Wheeling No. No. N/A.

Our Fire Department
has life safety concerns
with their vehicles and
speedbumps. That is
why they've never been
allowed.

Generally police
enforcement is used to
reduce speed.
Roadway
improvements are
contemplated if the
problem is significant
enough. None. N/A. N/A.

Wilmette Yes. N/A. N/A. N/A. N/A. 23 as of 07/10/25.

Wilmette conducts traffic
studies internally to
determine candidates for
calming considerations.
The criterion for
consideration is
referenced in the Policy
Excerpt attachment.

General standards for
speed humps are noted in
the Speed Hump Excerpt
attachment. If a street is
recommended for physical
intervention, Wilmette will
hire a traffic engineering
firm to evaluate specific
calming options and
layouts for that location.

Municipality

1. Does your
community install
permanent speed
humps?

2. If not, did you
ever install speed
humps?

3. If you have speed
humps and you
stopped installing
them, are you
removing the
existing humps you
have?

4. What is the reason
for removing them and
is there a process for
their removal?

5. If a speed hump is
removed, are other
measures installed
to reduce speed?  If
so, what?

6. How many
speed humps do
you have?

7. What criteria do you
use for placement of
speed humps – speed
study, traffic volume,
street width, proximity
to schools, etc.?

8. Do you have specific
requirements for
location of speed humps
– distance from
intersections, distance
from driveways,
minimum length of block
required, etc.

3
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Municipality Name Email
Antioch Sherry Hoban shoban@antioch.il.gov
Arlington Heights Cris Papierniak cpapierniak@vah.com
Barrington Fred Braun fbraun@barrington-il.gov
Bartlett Samuel Moran smoran@bartlettil.gov
Deerfield Robert Phillips rphillips@deerfield.il.us
Des Plaines Thomas Semanic tsemanic@desplainesil.gov
Glencoe Monica Sarna msarna@villageofglencoe.org
Glenview Adriana Webb awebb@glenview.il.us
Grayslake Nicholas Robinson nrobinson@villageofgrayslake.com
Highland Park Ghida Neukirch gneukirch@cityhpil.com
Kenilworth Donald Leicht dleicht@vok.org
Lake Forest Matt Brugioni brugionm@cityoflakeforest.com
Lake Zurich Michael  Brown mike.brown@lakezurich.org
Libertyville Paul Kendzior pkendzior@libertyville.com
Mount Prospect Luke Foresman lforesman@mountprospect.org
Northbrook Aram Beladi aram.beladi@northbrook.il.us
Northfield Michael Nystrand mnystrand@northfieldil.org
Palatine Matt Barry mbarry@palatine.il.us
Prospect Heights Joe Wade jwade@prospect-heights.org
Schaumburg Michael Hall mhall@schaumburg.com
Skokie Max Slankard max.slankard@skokie.org
Streamwood Matt Mann mmann@streamwood.org
Vernon Hills Chris Venatta christopherv@vhills.org
West Dundee Joseph Cavallaro jcavallaro@wdundee.org
Wheeling Kyle Goetzelmann kgoetzelmann@wheelingil.gov
Wilmette Ryan Kearney kearneyr@wilmette.com
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject Motion to accept the Suburban Purchasing Cooperative joint bid 

results for the purchase of three 2026 Ford Explorer all-wheel 
drive hybrid pursuit vehicles and two non-pursuit rated 2026 
Ford Explorers from Currie Motors, and the purchase and 
installation of any associated emergency lighting and 
communications equipment for these five vehicles in an 
amount not to exceed $335,000.00. 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N) Y 

Dollar Amount $335,000.00 

Budget Source  

Category VILLAGE MANAGER'S REPORT 

Type Action Item  

Information 
The Police Department is requesting the purchase of five vehicles to replace current vehicles 
in the department’s fleet. The 2026 Budget allocates funds to replace these five vehicles. 
Three of the current vehicles serve as marked, front line emergency vehicles and are utilized 
by the patrol section. Two vehicles will be utilized by Staff and the Investigations Sections. The 
vehicles in need of replacement are: 
  

Vehicle Number Miles 
P-3 84,241 
P-7 85,732 
P-9 144,950 
S-22 101,608 
I-30 50,197 

  
Replacement Policy 
The five vehicles being replaced were evaluated utilizing Public Work’s detailed 
comprehensive replacement policy. The policy uses a point-based criterion that rates the 
following four major factors: age, mileage, repair and maintenance (R&M) costs, and condition 
of the body/mechanical components. A point total equaling or exceeding eleven out of sixteen 
indicates that the vehicle should be replaced. A copy of the Public Works Vehicle Examination 
Forms (Appendix A and B) are attached. Each of these vehicles scored between 13-15 points, 
which indicates the vehicles are recommended for replacement. 
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Discussion 
Staff would like to replace the three frontline patrol vehicles (P-3, P-7, and P-9) with three 
2026 Ford Explorer all-wheel drive (AWD) hybrid pursuit rated utility vehicles. The detective’s 
vehicle (I-30) and the Staff vehicle (S-22) would be replaced with two non-pursuit rated 2026 
all-wheel drive Ford Explorers.  
  
The Police Department has utilized Ford Explorers for the past 15 plus years, primarily as 
frontline patrol vehicles. During this time, we have found them to be reliable.  
  
The Village is a member of the Northwest Municipal Conference (NWMC), which has pricing 
available through the Suburban Purchasing Cooperative (SPC). The 2026 Ford Explorer all-
wheel drive hybrid pursuit rated vehicles are included in the Joint Purchasing Contract #204. 
The non-pursuit rated 2026 Ford Explorers are included in the Joint Purchasing Contract #231. 
Both of these vehicles are available for purchase through Currie Motors in Frankfort, IL.These 
are public bid contracts that satisfies the procurement requirements of the Village of Mount 
Prospect’s Purchasing Policy. 
  
Funding for the replacement of the five Ford Explorer’s is provided in the 2026 Annual Budget 
under the Community Investment Program section and listed under account number 
061.60.90.00.1.708.660.003. The total budgeted amount for this purchase is $335,000.00  
  
The vehicles being replaced will be evaluated by Public Works to determine whether they 
should be sold through GovDeals.com internet auction or repurposed within the Village as a 
pool car.  
 
Alternatives 

1. Accept the Suburban Purchasing Cooperative bid for the purchase of three 2026 
Ford Explorer all-wheel drive (AWD) hybrid pursuit rated utility vehicles, and two 
non-pursuit rated 2026 Ford Explorers from Currie Motors in an amount not to 
exceed $335,000.00. 

2. Action at the discretion of the Village Board. 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
Staff recommends the acceptance of the Suburban Purchasing Cooperative joint bid results for 
the purchase of three 2026 Ford Explorer all-wheel drive hybrid pursuit vehicles and two non-
pursuit rated 2026 Ford Explorers from Currie Motors, and the purchase and installation of any 
associated emergency lighting and communications equipment for these five vehicles in an 
amount not to exceed $335,000.00. 
 
Attachments 
1. P3 P7 P9 Order 
2. I-22 Order 
3. I-30 Order 
4. I-22-2025 Vehicle_Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 
5. P-3-2025 Vehicle_Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 
6. P-7-2025 Vehicle_Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 
7. P-9-2025 Vehicle_Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 
8. I-30-2025 Vehicle_Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 
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Appendix - A 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 

 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year: __________ Make: ______________ Model: _______________ Mileage: _____________ 
 

Hours: ___________ Date of Evaluation: ____________ Performed By:____________________ 
 

System Diagnosis Estimated Repair Cost 
Engine   
Transmission   
Differential   
Exhaust System   
Cooling System   
Brakes   
Tires   
Steering   
Suspension   
HVAC   
Electrical   
Body/Frame   
Interior   
Other- describe   
Total Estimated Repair Cost   
 
 
Diagnosis Code Code Description 

Good Systems are functioning well and no major repairs are expected. 
Fair Some major repairs are needed, but unit can remain in service a little longer 

in current condition. 
Poor Major repairs are required as soon as possible to ensure unit safety and 

reliability. 
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Appendix - B 

 

 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Evaluation Summary Report 

 
 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year:__________ Make:_______________Model:_______________Mileage:_______________ 
 

Date of Evaluation: ______________ Performed By:___________________________________ 
 

Ratings: 
 

Unit age: ____________ Base Policy Age: ___________________ Points:____________ 
 

Mileage/Hrs:_____________ Base Policy Mileage/Hrs: _____________ Points:____________ 
 

Maintenance Cost: 

Repair and Maintenance Cost: $__________ ÷  Purchase Price: $__________ 

Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price: _______%  Points:____________ 
 

Condition Evaluation: (attach Vehicle Condition Evaluation Form) 

Estimated Repair Cost: $___________ ÷  Current Book Value: $___________ 

Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value:__________%  Points:____________ 
 

  Total Ownership Cost Per Mile: 

  (Lifetime Fuel + R&M + Purchase Price) $____________  Total Points:____________ 
    Less Salvage Value $____________ 
     Net Lifetime Costs $____________ 
 Divided by Mileage/Hours_____________ 
 
         Operating Cost Per Mile/Hour $____________ 
 

Comments and other considerations: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Superintendent’s recommendation: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Total Point Evaluation:  A point total equaling or exceeding eleven (11) indicates that the vehicle should be 
recommended for replacement. The point total is used to rank its replacement priority. The larger the number the 
higher the replacement priority will be. 
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Appendix - A 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 

 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year: __________ Make: ______________ Model: _______________ Mileage: _____________ 
 

Hours: ___________ Date of Evaluation: ____________ Performed By:____________________ 
 

System Diagnosis Estimated Repair Cost 
Engine   
Transmission   
Differential   
Exhaust System   
Cooling System   
Brakes   
Tires   
Steering   
Suspension   
HVAC   
Electrical   
Body/Frame   
Interior   
Other- describe   
Total Estimated Repair Cost   
 
 
Diagnosis Code Code Description 

Good Systems are functioning well and no major repairs are expected. 
Fair Some major repairs are needed, but unit can remain in service a little longer 

in current condition. 
Poor Major repairs are required as soon as possible to ensure unit safety and 

reliability. 
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Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Evaluation Summary Report 

 
 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year:__________ Make:_______________Model:_______________Mileage:_______________ 
 

Date of Evaluation: ______________ Performed By:___________________________________ 
 

Ratings: 
 

Unit age: ____________ Base Policy Age: ___________________ Points:____________ 
 

Mileage/Hrs:_____________ Base Policy Mileage/Hrs: _____________ Points:____________ 
 

Maintenance Cost: 

Repair and Maintenance Cost: $__________ ÷  Purchase Price: $__________ 

Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price: _______%  Points:____________ 
 

Condition Evaluation: (attach Vehicle Condition Evaluation Form) 

Estimated Repair Cost: $___________ ÷  Current Book Value: $___________ 

Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value:__________%  Points:____________ 
 

  Total Ownership Cost Per Mile: 

  (Lifetime Fuel + R&M + Purchase Price) $____________  Total Points:____________ 
    Less Salvage Value $____________ 
     Net Lifetime Costs $____________ 
 Divided by Mileage/Hours_____________ 
 
         Operating Cost Per Mile/Hour $____________ 
 

Comments and other considerations: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Superintendent’s recommendation: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Total Point Evaluation:  A point total equaling or exceeding eleven (11) indicates that the vehicle should be 
recommended for replacement. The point total is used to rank its replacement priority. The larger the number the 
higher the replacement priority will be. 

Page 290 of 297



 

Appendix - A 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 

 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year: __________ Make: ______________ Model: _______________ Mileage: _____________ 
 

Hours: ___________ Date of Evaluation: ____________ Performed By:____________________ 
 

System Diagnosis Estimated Repair Cost 
Engine   
Transmission   
Differential   
Exhaust System   
Cooling System   
Brakes   
Tires   
Steering   
Suspension   
HVAC   
Electrical   
Body/Frame   
Interior   
Other- describe   
Total Estimated Repair Cost   
 
 
Diagnosis Code Code Description 

Good Systems are functioning well and no major repairs are expected. 
Fair Some major repairs are needed, but unit can remain in service a little longer 

in current condition. 
Poor Major repairs are required as soon as possible to ensure unit safety and 

reliability. 
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Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Evaluation Summary Report 

 
 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year:__________ Make:_______________Model:_______________Mileage:_______________ 
 

Date of Evaluation: ______________ Performed By:___________________________________ 
 

Ratings: 
 

Unit age: ____________ Base Policy Age: ___________________ Points:____________ 
 

Mileage/Hrs:_____________ Base Policy Mileage/Hrs: _____________ Points:____________ 
 

Maintenance Cost: 

Repair and Maintenance Cost: $__________ ÷  Purchase Price: $__________ 

Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price: _______%  Points:____________ 
 

Condition Evaluation: (attach Vehicle Condition Evaluation Form) 

Estimated Repair Cost: $___________ ÷  Current Book Value: $___________ 

Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value:__________%  Points:____________ 
 

  Total Ownership Cost Per Mile: 

  (Lifetime Fuel + R&M + Purchase Price) $____________  Total Points:____________ 
    Less Salvage Value $____________ 
     Net Lifetime Costs $____________ 
 Divided by Mileage/Hours_____________ 
 
         Operating Cost Per Mile/Hour $____________ 
 

Comments and other considerations: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Superintendent’s recommendation: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Total Point Evaluation:  A point total equaling or exceeding eleven (11) indicates that the vehicle should be 
recommended for replacement. The point total is used to rank its replacement priority. The larger the number the 
higher the replacement priority will be. 
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Appendix - A 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 

 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year: __________ Make: ______________ Model: _______________ Mileage: _____________ 
 

Hours: ___________ Date of Evaluation: ____________ Performed By:____________________ 
 

System Diagnosis Estimated Repair Cost 
Engine   
Transmission   
Differential   
Exhaust System   
Cooling System   
Brakes   
Tires   
Steering   
Suspension   
HVAC   
Electrical   
Body/Frame   
Interior   
Other- describe   
Total Estimated Repair Cost   
 
 
Diagnosis Code Code Description 

Good Systems are functioning well and no major repairs are expected. 
Fair Some major repairs are needed, but unit can remain in service a little longer 

in current condition. 
Poor Major repairs are required as soon as possible to ensure unit safety and 

reliability. 
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Appendix - B 

 

 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Evaluation Summary Report 

 
 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year:__________ Make:_______________Model:_______________Mileage:_______________ 
 

Date of Evaluation: ______________ Performed By:___________________________________ 
 

Ratings: 
 

Unit age: ____________ Base Policy Age: ___________________ Points:____________ 
 

Mileage/Hrs:_____________ Base Policy Mileage/Hrs: _____________ Points:____________ 
 

Maintenance Cost: 

Repair and Maintenance Cost: $__________ ÷  Purchase Price: $__________ 

Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price: _______%  Points:____________ 
 

Condition Evaluation: (attach Vehicle Condition Evaluation Form) 

Estimated Repair Cost: $___________ ÷  Current Book Value: $___________ 

Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value:__________%  Points:____________ 
 

  Total Ownership Cost Per Mile: 

  (Lifetime Fuel + R&M + Purchase Price) $____________  Total Points:____________ 
    Less Salvage Value $____________ 
     Net Lifetime Costs $____________ 
 Divided by Mileage/Hours_____________ 
 
         Operating Cost Per Mile/Hour $____________ 
 

Comments and other considerations: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Superintendent’s recommendation: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Total Point Evaluation:  A point total equaling or exceeding eleven (11) indicates that the vehicle should be 
recommended for replacement. The point total is used to rank its replacement priority. The larger the number the 
higher the replacement priority will be. 
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Appendix - A 

Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Condition Evaluation Form 

 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year: __________ Make: ______________ Model: _______________ Mileage: _____________ 
 

Hours: ___________ Date of Evaluation: ____________ Performed By:____________________ 
 

System Diagnosis Estimated Repair Cost 
Engine   
Transmission   
Differential   
Exhaust System   
Cooling System   
Brakes   
Tires   
Steering   
Suspension   
HVAC   
Electrical   
Body/Frame   
Interior   
Other- describe   
Total Estimated Repair Cost   
 
 
Diagnosis Code Code Description 

Good Systems are functioning well and no major repairs are expected. 
Fair Some major repairs are needed, but unit can remain in service a little longer 

in current condition. 
Poor Major repairs are required as soon as possible to ensure unit safety and 

reliability. 
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Village of Mount Prospect 
Vehicle/Equipment Evaluation Summary Report 

 
 
Unit # __________________ Assigned Dept./Div._____________________________________ 
 

Year:__________ Make:_______________Model:_______________Mileage:_______________ 
 

Date of Evaluation: ______________ Performed By:___________________________________ 
 

Ratings: 
 

Unit age: ____________ Base Policy Age: ___________________ Points:____________ 
 

Mileage/Hrs:_____________ Base Policy Mileage/Hrs: _____________ Points:____________ 
 

Maintenance Cost: 

Repair and Maintenance Cost: $__________ ÷  Purchase Price: $__________ 

Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price: _______%  Points:____________ 
 

Condition Evaluation: (attach Vehicle Condition Evaluation Form) 

Estimated Repair Cost: $___________ ÷  Current Book Value: $___________ 

Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value:__________%  Points:____________ 
 

  Total Ownership Cost Per Mile: 

  (Lifetime Fuel + R&M + Purchase Price) $____________  Total Points:____________ 
    Less Salvage Value $____________ 
     Net Lifetime Costs $____________ 
 Divided by Mileage/Hours_____________ 
 
         Operating Cost Per Mile/Hour $____________ 
 

Comments and other considerations: 

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Superintendent’s recommendation: 

______________________________________________________________________________

______________________________________________________________________________ 

Total Point Evaluation:  A point total equaling or exceeding eleven (11) indicates that the vehicle should be 
recommended for replacement. The point total is used to rank its replacement priority. The larger the number the 
higher the replacement priority will be. 
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Item Cover Page 
 

 
Subject As submitted 

Meeting December 16, 2025 - REGULAR MEETING OF THE MOUNT 
PROSPECT VILLAGE BOARD 

Fiscal Impact (Y/N)  

Dollar Amount  

Budget Source  

Category VILLAGE MANAGER'S REPORT 

Type Presentation  

Information 
 
 
Discussion 
 
 
Alternatives 
 
 
Staff Recommendation 
 
 
Attachments 
None 
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	11. ADJOURNMENT

	Unit: I-22/622
	Assigned DeptDiv: MPPD
	Year: 2016
	Make: Dodge
	Model: Durango
	Mileage: 101,608
	Hours: NA
	Date of Evaluation: 11-20-2025
	Performed By: Kevin DeLuca
	DiagnosisEngine: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostEngine: 
	DiagnosisTransmission: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostTransmission: 
	DiagnosisDifferential: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostDifferential: 
	DiagnosisExhaust System: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostExhaust System: 1,000
	DiagnosisCooling System: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostCooling System: 
	DiagnosisBrakes: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBrakes: 1,000
	DiagnosisTires: Poor
	Estimated Repair CostTires: 1,000
	DiagnosisSteering: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSteering: 
	DiagnosisSuspension: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSuspension: 1,000
	DiagnosisHVAC: Good
	Estimated Repair CostHVAC: 
	DiagnosisElectrical: Good
	Estimated Repair CostElectrical: 
	DiagnosisBodyFrame: Good
	Estimated Repair CostBodyFrame: 
	DiagnosisInterior: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostInterior: 
	DiagnosisOtherdescribe: 
	Estimated Repair CostOtherdescribe: 
	Estimated Repair CostTotal Estimated Repair Cost: $4,000
	Unit_2: I-22 / 622
	Assigned DeptDiv_2: MPPD
	Year_2: 2016
	Make_2: Dodge
	Model_2: Durango
	Mileage_2: 101,608
	Date of Evaluation_2: 11-20-2025
	Performed By_2: K DeLuca
	Unit age: 10
	Base Policy Age: 8
	Points: 3
	MileageHrs: 101,608/NA
	Base Policy MileageHrs: 70,000/7,000
	Points_2: 4
	Repair and Maintenance Cost: 12,800
	Purchase Price: 30,947
	Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price: 41
	Points_3: 4
	Estimated Repair Cost: 4,000
	Current Book Value: 9,000
	Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value: 44
	Points_4: 4
	Lifetime Fuel  RM  Purchase Price: 59,324
	Total Points: 15
	Less Salvage Value: 9,000
	Net Lifetime Costs: 50,324.00
	Divided by MileageHours: 101,608.
	Operating Cost Per MileHour: .49mi/NAhr
	Superintendents recommendation: 
	1: This equipment has exceeded its life expectancy replacement is recommended
	Unit1: P-3
	Assigned DeptDiv1: MPPD
	Year1: 2021
	Make1: Ford
	Model1: Explorer/ Hybrid
	Mileage1: 84,241
	Hours1: 3,000
	Date of Evaluation1: 11-20-2025
	Performed By1: Kevin DeLuca
	DiagnosisEngine1: Good
	Estimated Repair CostEngine1: 
	DiagnosisTransmission1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostTransmission1: 1,000
	DiagnosisDifferential1: Good
	Estimated Repair CostDifferential1: 
	DiagnosisExhaust System1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostExhaust System1: 1,000
	DiagnosisCooling System1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostCooling System1: 
	DiagnosisBrakes1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBrakes1: 1,500
	DiagnosisTires1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostTires1: 
	DiagnosisSteering1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSteering1: 
	DiagnosisSuspension1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSuspension1: 2,000
	DiagnosisHVAC1: Good
	Estimated Repair CostHVAC1: 
	DiagnosisElectrical1: Good
	Estimated Repair CostElectrical1: 
	DiagnosisBodyFrame1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBodyFrame1: 
	DiagnosisInterior1: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostInterior1: 1,000
	DiagnosisOtherdescribe1: Hybrid Battery Fair
	Estimated Repair CostOtherdescribe1: 
	Estimated Repair CostTotal Estimated Repair Cost1: $6,500
	Unit_21: P-3
	Assigned DeptDiv_21: MPPD
	Year_21: 2021
	Make_21: Ford 
	Model_21: Explorer Hybrid
	Mileage_21: 84,241
	Date of Evaluation_21: 11-20-2025
	Performed By_21: K DeLuca
	Unit age1: 5
	Base Policy Age1: 5
	Points1: 2
	MileageHrs1: 84,241/3000
	Base Policy MileageHrs1: 70,000/7,000
	Points_21: 3
	Repair and Maintenance Cost1: 16,569
	Purchase Price1: 40,693
	Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price1: 40
	Points_31: 4
	Estimated Repair Cost1: 6500
	Current Book Value1: 10,000
	Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value1: 65
	Points_41: 4
	Lifetime Fuel  RM  Purchase Price1: 72,532
	Total Points1: 13
	Less Salvage Value1: 10,000
	Net Lifetime Costs1: 62,532.00
	Divided by MileageHours1: 84,241/3,000
	Operating Cost Per MileHour1: .74mi/20.00hr
	Superintendents recommendation1: Constant use of patrol cars make reliability a necessity.  Prolonging life span increases downtime for more expensive and involved repairs.
	11: This equipment has exceeded its life expectancy replacement is recommended
	Unit2: P-7
	Assigned DeptDiv2: MPPD
	Year2: 2020
	Make2: Dodge 
	Model2: Charger
	Mileage2: 85,732
	Hours2: 11,000
	Date of Evaluation2: 11-20-2025
	Performed By2: Kevin DeLuca
	DiagnosisEngine2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostEngine2: 3,000
	DiagnosisTransmission2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostTransmission2: 5,000
	DiagnosisDifferential2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostDifferential2: 
	DiagnosisExhaust System2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostExhaust System2: 1,000
	DiagnosisCooling System2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostCooling System2: 
	DiagnosisBrakes2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBrakes2: 1,000
	DiagnosisTires2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostTires2: 1,000
	DiagnosisSteering2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSteering2: 
	DiagnosisSuspension2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSuspension2: 2,000
	DiagnosisHVAC2: Good
	Estimated Repair CostHVAC2: 
	DiagnosisElectrical2: Good
	Estimated Repair CostElectrical2: 
	DiagnosisBodyFrame2: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBodyFrame2: 
	DiagnosisInterior2: Poor
	Estimated Repair CostInterior2: 1,000
	DiagnosisOtherdescribe2: 
	Estimated Repair CostOtherdescribe2: 
	Estimated Repair CostTotal Estimated Repair Cost2: $14,000
	Unit_22: P-7
	Assigned DeptDiv_22: MPPD
	Year_22: 2020
	Make_22: Dodge
	Model_22: Charger
	Mileage_22: 85,732
	Date of Evaluation_22: 11-20-2025
	Performed By_22: K DeLuca
	Unit age2: 6
	Base Policy Age2: 5
	Points2: 3
	MileageHrs2: 85,732/11,000
	Base Policy MileageHrs2: 70,000/7,000
	Points_22: 4
	Repair and Maintenance Cost2: 33,664
	Purchase Price2: 26,154
	Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price2: 128
	Points_32: 4
	Estimated Repair Cost2: 14,000
	Current Book Value2: 9,000
	Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value2: 155
	Points_42: 4
	Lifetime Fuel  RM  Purchase Price2: 90328
	Total Points2: 15
	Less Salvage Value2: 9,000
	Net Lifetime Costs2: 81,328.00
	Divided by MileageHours2: 85,732/11,000
	Operating Cost Per MileHour2: .95mi/7.39hr
	Superintendents recommendation2: Constant use of patrol cars make reliability a necessity.  Prolonging life span increases downtime for more expensive and involved repairs.
	12: This equipment has exceeded its life expectancy replacement is recommended
	Unit3: P-9
	Assigned DeptDiv3: MPPD
	Year3: 2020
	Make3: Ford
	Model3: Explorer/ Hybrid
	Mileage3: 144,950
	Hours3: 5,000
	Date of Evaluation3: 11-20-2025
	Performed By3: Kevin DeLuca
	DiagnosisEngine3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostEngine3: 
	DiagnosisTransmission3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostTransmission3: 5,000
	DiagnosisDifferential3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostDifferential3: 2,000
	DiagnosisExhaust System3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostExhaust System3: 1,000
	DiagnosisCooling System3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostCooling System3: 
	DiagnosisBrakes3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBrakes3: 1,000
	DiagnosisTires3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostTires3: 
	DiagnosisSteering3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSteering3: 
	DiagnosisSuspension3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSuspension3: 2,000
	DiagnosisHVAC3: Good
	Estimated Repair CostHVAC3: 
	DiagnosisElectrical3: Good
	Estimated Repair CostElectrical3: 
	DiagnosisBodyFrame3: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBodyFrame3: 
	DiagnosisInterior3: Poor
	Estimated Repair CostInterior3: 2,000
	DiagnosisOtherdescribe3: Hybrid Battery Fair
	Estimated Repair CostOtherdescribe3: 
	Estimated Repair CostTotal Estimated Repair Cost3: $13,000
	Unit_23: P-9
	Assigned DeptDiv_23: MPPD
	Year_23: 2020
	Make_23: Ford 
	Model_23: Explorer Hybrid
	Mileage_23: 144,950
	Date of Evaluation_23: 11-20-2025
	Performed By_23: K DeLuca
	Unit age3: 6
	Base Policy Age3: 5
	Points3: 3
	MileageHrs3: 144,950/5,000
	Base Policy MileageHrs3: 70,000/7,000
	Points_23: 4
	Repair and Maintenance Cost3: 32,350
	Purchase Price3: 40,693
	Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price3: 79
	Points_33: 4
	Estimated Repair Cost3: 13,000
	Current Book Value3: 8,000
	Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value3: 162
	Points_43: 4
	Lifetime Fuel  RM  Purchase Price3: 98,174
	Total Points3: 15
	Less Salvage Value3: 8,000
	Net Lifetime Costs3: 90,174.00
	Divided by MileageHours3: 144,950/5,000
	Operating Cost Per MileHour3: .62mi/18.00hr
	Superintendents recommendation3: Constant use of patrol cars make reliability a necessity.  Prolonging life span increases downtime for more expensive and involved repairs.
	13: This equipment has exceeded its life expectancy replacement is recommended
	Unit4: I-30/630
	Assigned DeptDiv4: MPPD
	Year4: 2013
	Make4: Ford
	Model4: Taurus
	Mileage4: 50,197
	Hours4: NA
	Date of Evaluation4: 11-20-2025
	Performed By4: Kevin DeLuca
	DiagnosisEngine4: Good
	Estimated Repair CostEngine4: 
	DiagnosisTransmission4: Good
	Estimated Repair CostTransmission4: 
	DiagnosisDifferential4: Good
	Estimated Repair CostDifferential4: 
	DiagnosisExhaust System4: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostExhaust System4: 1,000
	DiagnosisCooling System4: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostCooling System4: 
	DiagnosisBrakes4: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBrakes4: 1,000
	DiagnosisTires4: Poor
	Estimated Repair CostTires4: 1,000
	DiagnosisSteering4: Good
	Estimated Repair CostSteering4: 
	DiagnosisSuspension4: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostSuspension4: 1,000
	DiagnosisHVAC4: Good
	Estimated Repair CostHVAC4: 
	DiagnosisElectrical4: Good
	Estimated Repair CostElectrical4: 
	DiagnosisBodyFrame4: Fair
	Estimated Repair CostBodyFrame4: 
	DiagnosisInterior4: Good
	Estimated Repair CostInterior4: 
	DiagnosisOtherdescribe4: Corrosion to brake lines and fuel lines
	Estimated Repair CostOtherdescribe4: 
	Estimated Repair CostTotal Estimated Repair Cost4: $4,000
	Unit_24: I-30/630
	Assigned DeptDiv_24: MPPD
	Year_24: 2013
	Make_24: Ford
	Model_24: Taurus
	Mileage_24: 50,197
	Date of Evaluation_24: 11-20-2025
	Performed By_24: K DeLuca
	Unit age4: 13
	Base Policy Age4: 10
	Points4: 4
	MileageHrs4: 50,197/NA
	Base Policy MileageHrs4: 85,000
	Points_24: 1
	Repair and Maintenance Cost4: 8,260
	Purchase Price4: 24,000
	Repair and Maintenance Percentage of Purchase Price4: 34
	Points_34: 4
	Estimated Repair Cost4: 4,000
	Current Book Value4: 7,000
	Repair Cost Percentage of Current Book Value4: 57
	Points_44: 4
	Lifetime Fuel  RM  Purchase Price4: 39,882
	Total Points4: 13
	Less Salvage Value4: 7,000
	Net Lifetime Costs4: 32,882.00
	Divided by MileageHours4: 50,197.00
	Operating Cost Per MileHour4: .65mi/NAhr
	Superintendents recommendation4: 
	14: This equipment has exceeded its life expectancy replacement is recommended


