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Introduction

Worthés Application

The Village of Worth sought technical assistance for a variety of planning projects to improve

UlT wEUPOUwWI OYPUOOOI OVUWEOEWEExDUE O®andmicOOwUT 1 wsDOOE
Development Committee . Specifically, Worth identified pursuing transit-oriented development,

enabling aging in place, and updating UT 1 w5 DPOOET 1 z U w0 &s@Lplathidd godtsOE wa OOD O
CMAP determined that it would need to work with the Village to determine what type of

planning project would be most appropriate given the priorities of the community. C MAP staff

and the Village of Worth concluded that they would create a? x OEOODP OT wx Uad®dUDPUDI UwU
assess the opportunities, assets, and needs in Worth and help determine what type of planning

project would be most important for the Village to undertake . The Planning Priorities Report

PPOOwI I Ox wUI U w0 erengeildhé@ninistuatio® ahdigalebidlders to pursue future

plans and projects.

Planning Priorities Report

CMAP staff examined many data sources to better undergand the E O O O U O Betthagraphics,
economic health, and transportation system. The research included a thorough review of past
plans, maps, and other planning documents that gave context to our current assessment and
recommendations.

Our extensive conversations with Worth z Village President, Trustees,and members of the

Economic Development Committee| along with Village staff, residents, and other community

stakeholders| were highly influential in our analysis. Stakeholders shared diverse and candid
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variety of backgrounds and opinions, several common themes emerged that greatly informed

the recommendations in this report. Many stakeholders expressed a desire to fill vacant

storefronts along 111" Street and Harlem Avenue, as well as improve the experience of walking

and shopping along these two major thoroughfares. Several residents and village staff described

Ul 1l wOEEOQwWOI wxT AUPEEOQWEOQEwWI EOOOOPEWEOOOI BUPOOUWET U
commercial districts ; while the station serves hundreds of daily commuters, they mostly drive

alone from outside of Worth and leave without patronizing local businesses.

Despite the creation of a TIF district and the existence of multiple recent plannin g studies,
including the Harlem Avenue Corridor Plan and Village of Worth Comprehensive Retail Plan,
the Village has attracted little new development or business growth to bring the plans to
fruition. This report will recommend a catalytic project that can help the Village address
commonly cited needs and implement many of the recommendations of existing plans.

This report is a distillation of our research, findings, and recommendations for the Local
Technical Assistance program. It is organized asfollows:
f Context (key indicators, elements of 6 O U Ubuiit €hvironment , maps)

I Planning milestones
9 Interviews (stakeholders interviewed, main themes from interviews)
1

Recommendations for future planning projects
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Context: Key Indicators

Demographics

Population, change, and ancestry. The Village of Worth lost a small amount of population
between 2000 and 2010, at a rate similar to the population loss in Cook County as a whole.
While the overall population and white population have decreased, the Latino population
greatly increased.

Population and Change in Population, 2000 and 2010

I worth Cook County Region

11,208 5,105,067 7,300,589
11,047 5,376,741 8,146,264
10,789 5,194,675 8,431,386
-258 -182,066 285,122
2.3% -3.4% 3.5%
-419 89,608 1,130,797
3.7% 1.7% 15.5%

Source1990,2000 and 2010 Census

Change in Race and Ethnicity, 262010

_ Worth CookCounty Region
Change in Percent Changein  Percent Change in Percent
Population Change Population = Change  Population Change
-908 -9.2% 280,351  -11.0%  -200,702 -4.3%
Hispanic or Latino* 561 83.9% 173,022 16.1% 414,407 29.4%
Black or African 01 52.0% 124670  -9.0% 72,117 4.7%
American
65 48.9% 61,026 23.7% 137,701 36.6%
-67 -30.5% 11,093 -11.3% 5,833 4.3%
-258 -2.3% 182,066  -3.4% 285,122 3.5%

* Includes Hispanic or Latino residents of any race
** Includes American Indian and Alaska Native, Native Hawaiian and Other Pacific Islander, some other race, and two oangwre r

Source: 2000 and 2010 Census

Worth and many neighboring communities have relatively large Arab American populations.
Although the Arab American population in Worth is much smaller than in Palos Hills or
Chicago Ridge, it is still a larger percentagethan in Cook County and the Chicago region. The
percentage of residentsreporting Arab ancestryis almost four times what it is in Cook County
as a whole.

Arab AmericanPopulation

Alsi Chicago| Oak Palos | Palos | Palos | Cook .
e P Ridge | Lawn |Heights| Hills Park | county REJe
Arab Populatiorf [:sy 569 1,141 3,219 56 2,572 45 49,971 64,754
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pecIlEeelliElfol 10,787 19,264 14,303 56,524 12,446 17,458 4,805 5,197,677 8,432,516

38% 3.0% 80% 57% 04% 147% 09% 10%  0.8%
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Source: 20082 American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau

Median age and age cohorts. The distribution of ages in the Village of Worth does not greatly
differ from the distribution in Cook County or the Chicago metropolitan region overall. The
median age in Worth is slightly higher than in the County and region.

Age Cohorts and MediaAge, 2010

_ Worth Cook County Region
_ Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent
Under 19 years 2,646 24.5% 1,374,096 26.5% 2,346,937 27.8%
20 to 34 years 2,353 21.8% 1,204,066 23.2% 1,790,049 21.2%
35 to 49 years 2,302 21.3% 1,067,351 20.5% 1,807,886 21.4%
50 to 64 years 2,182 20.2% 928,833 17.9% 1,534,488 18.2%
65 to 79 years 939 8.7% 436,799 8.4% 679,470 8.1%

80 years and
367 3.4% 183,530 3.5% 272,556 3.2%
over
Total
_ 10,789 100.0% 5,194,675 100.0% 8,431,386 100.0%
Population
Median Age 37.8 35.3 35.5

Source2010 Census

Unemployment comparison. Unemployment in Worth remains at over ten percentas of the
2012 ACSwhich is comparable to the rate in Cook County overall. The rate of participation in
the labor force is also higher in Worth, despite a higher median age.

Employment Status

_ Worth Cook County Region
_ Count Percent Count Percent Count Percent
years and over 8,884 100.0% 4,112,868  100.0% 6,573,191  100.0%
6,508 73.3% 2742562  66.7% 4498245  68.4%
5,775 88.7% 2424917  884% 4013150  89.2%
733 11.3% 316,141  11.5% 471,447 10.5%
2,376 26.7% 1,370,306  333% 2,074,946  31.6%

Source: 20082 American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau
*Does not include employed population in Armed Forces



Household income comparison. The median household income in Worth is very similar to that
Worth also has median household incomes and income distribution that are very similar to
those in many of the surrounding communities, such as Alsip, Chicago Ridge, Oak Lawn, and
Palos Hills, although it has fewer high earners than Palos Park and Palos Heights. Many
residents expressed the opinion that one reason retail businesses do not locate in Worth is tlat
nearby communities have higher incomes, but data suggests broad similarities between Worth
and its neiahbors.

100% -
90% -
80% - 1 q
70% - m $150,000 and over
60% - = $100,000 to $149,000
582" 1 = $75,000 to $99,999
40% -
30% ® $50,000 to $74,999
20% - m $25,000 to $49,999
182? | m Less than $25,000

0 T T T T T T T T

Worth Alsip Chicago Oak Palos Palos Palos Cook Region
Ridge Lawn Heights Hills Park County

Source: 20082 American Community Survey

Economic Statistics

Per capita tax revenue. Based on Village and City financial reports, Worth has significantly
lower per capita tax revenue than do many of the surrounding towns. Alsip, which has a large
industrial tax base, receives more than double the revenue that Worth receives. Oak Lawn has a
larger retail sector and considerable sales tax evenue, while Palos Heights and Palos Park
contain high value residential areas.

Per Capita Annual Tax Revenue
$1,200

$1,000

$800

$600

$400 -

$200 -

$0 -
Worth Alsip Oak Lawn Palos Heights Palos Park
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Source: Municipal budgets and financial reports.
Note: Data for Chicago Ridge and Palos Hills unavailable.

Equalized Assessed Value (EAV) by property type. Compared to surrounding communities,
Worth has unusually low industrial EAV, meaning that residential and commercial land make
up almost all land value in the village. In terms of the overall value of land in the village, Worth
has much lower per capita EAV than do the surrounding communities, and lower commercial
EAV per capita than many nearby towns. The lower EAV means that even with the same tax
rate, Worth would collect less revenue per capita than would its neighboring towns.

Worth
Alsip
Chicago Ridge
Oak Lawn | B Residential EAV
Palos Heights | Commercial EAV
Palos Hills m Industrial EAV
Palos Park m Other EAV
Cook County
. |
Region |
0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

SourcelllinoisDepartment of Revenue
Note: Data is for Fiscal Year 2011

Total and Commercial EAV per Capita.

$60,000
$50,000
$40,000
$30,000

$20,000 B EAV per Capita

$10,000 - . :
$0 - = Commerical EAV per capite

Source: lllinois Department of Revenue.

Vacancy rates. Many residents of Worth expressed concern about the5 B O O Hidhirate 0f
commercial vacancy. But recent data shows that retail and office vacancy in the Village is not
unusually high for the area. In Worth and surrounding communities, 8.5 percent of retail and
office square footage is vacant; in Worth alone, 7.4percentis vacant. The percentage is lower
than in Alsip and Palos Heights, although it is higher than in Chicago Ridge, Oak Lawn, Palos
Hills, and Palos Park. The submarket average may be distorted by the very high rates in Alsip
and Palos Heights.



Combined Retail and Office Vacancy, @uarter 2013

Number of Total Square Vacant uare Percentage
Buildings Footage Footage Vacant

7 511,159 38,044 7.4%

94 1,326,620 209,247 15.8%
54 1,666,464 58,751 3.5%
249 3,333,207 216,001 6.5%
89 1,116,570 198,218 17.8%
78 774,301 35,361 4.6%
15 242,352 11,218 4.6%
656 8,970,673 766,840 8.5%

Source: CMAP analysis of CoStar data

The office and retail vacancy rate within a half -mile of the Worth Metra station is also
comparable to that found at the nearest stops on the Metra SouthWest Service line. Oak Lawn,
which has seen mixed-use development near its Metra Station in recent years, currently
experiences the lowest vacancy rate within walking distance of transit. Palos Park has a very
high percentage of vacant square footage, but with a total of only 10,000 square feet of retail and
office space near the station, is a difficult bads for comparison.

Combined Retail and Office Vacancy within .5 Mile Radius of Metra StatifrQaarter 2013

Number of Total Square Vacant §uare Percentage
Buildings Footage Footage Vacant
52 348,933 35,384 10.1%
Chicago Ridge 39 568,431 52,071 9.2%

Palos Park 3 10,177 5,000 49.1%
54 529,206 31,585 6.0%

Source: CMAP analysis of CoStar data

Average square footage. While vacancy rates in Worth may not be unusual, the average square
footage of eachindividual retail and office space is quite low. The small footprint of these
spaces may discourage national retailers and spacentensive businesses from occupying
existing buildings in the village.

Average Size of Retail and Office SpacdsQuarter 2013

- Total Square
Number of Buildings Average Square Footage
Footage

77 511,159 6,638
94 1,326,620 14113
Chicago Ridge 54 1,666,464 30,860




249 3,333,207 13,386
89 1,116,570 12,546
78 774,301 9,927
15 242,352 16,157

Submarket Total 656 8,970,673 13,675

Source: CMAP analysis of CoStar data

Mobility

Mode share. Despite the presence of a Metra station, about 8(@percent of Worth residents reach
work by driving alone, with about 7 percent commuting by transit. The percentages are similar
to some nearby towns, but transit ridership is low compared to the region and Cook County as
a whole. The percentage commuting by transit is similar to the percentages in Oak Lawn,
Chicago Ridge, and PalosHeights, the other nearby towns with Metra stations, despite Worth
having a lower percentage of its residents working in Chicago.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
Worth
Alsip
Chicago Ridge! m Drive Alone
Oak Lawn m Carpool
m Transit
Palos Heights
m Walk
Palos Hills
m Other
Palos Park
Cook County
Region

Source: 20082 American Community Survey, U.S. Census Bureau

Commuter f low. As of 2011, only about 200 people both lived and worked in the Village of

Worth. Most residents of Worth commute elsewhere, and most people who work in Worth

reside in another town. In total, about 2,000 workers commute to Worth every day, while about

4,700 commute out of Worth to places like Chicago and Oak Lawn. Given the high percentage

of residents commuting by driving, the daily flow of commuters into and out of Worth can

result in traffic congestion, wear and tear on roads, and lengthy commute times. The greatest

concentrations of jobsfor Worth residents are to the north and northeast, in the area served by

Metra and the CTA. The Loop, which is adjacent to the SouthwestOD O1 z UwUiI UODPOUUWE U w4
Station, is the densest concentration of jobs for Worth residents.
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[ ]28 - 65 Jobs

Sourcelongitudinal Employarousehold Dynamics,
U.S. Census Bureau

Employment Location of Worth Residents by
Municipality, 2011

Chicago 1,249 25.32%
Worth 196 3.97%
Oak Lawn 154 3.12%
Palos Heights 133 2.70%
Palos Hills 123 2.49%
Alsip 116 2.35%
Orland Park 108 2.19%
Bridgeview 107 2.17%
Chicago Ridge 96 1.95%
Bedford Park 81 1.64%
Other Municipality 2,569 52.09%
Ulgizel B liyes 4,932 100.00%

Population
Sourcelongitudinal Employdrdousehold Dynamics,
U.S. Census Bureau

Job Counts by Distance/Direction in 2011
All Wﬁrkers

W Less than 10 miles
m 10 to 24 miles
25 to 50 miles

Greater than 50 miles

Sourcelongitudinal Employerdousehold Dynamics,
U.S. Census Bureau



Metra boardings, parking use, and mode of access. Boardings at the Worth Metra stop are
higher than at Chicago Ridge or Palos Heights, the two stations adjacent to Worth. The parking
lot holds 470 spaces, with a 61 percenutilization rate (as of 2006). Over two-thirds of those
boarding in Worth reached the train by driving there alone, with none who were surve yed
arriving by bus and only 15 percent walking. Improved connections between different
commuting modes, such as improved pedestrian access to the Méra station or colocation of bus
stops at the Metra station, would increase mobility and convenience for people who live or

work in Worth.

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%
worrn [ T L e
- m Drive Alone
. . m Dropped Off
m  Carpool
®m Bus

Palos Heights

Source: RTAMS

Weekday Boardings 445 406 281
Parking Capacity 470 431 501
Parking Utilization 61% 40% 41%

Mode of Access
Walked 15% 31% 0%

Drive Alone 72% 50% 85%
Dropped Off 8% 16% 12%
Carpool 4% 3% 4%
0% 1% 0%

Bus

Note: Boardings and Mode of Access Data from 2006ASurvey
Source: RTAMS

Origins of Metra p assengers As of a 2006 survey, about two thirds of passengers boarding the
SouthWest Service Metra at Worth originated in other municipalities. Although, at over 35
percent, Worth is the single most common place of origin for passengers boarding at Worth
station, many commuters came from nearby towns such as Palos Hills, Palos Heights, and
Hickory Hills. The large number of out -of-town commuters using Worth station helps to
explain the unusually high percentage of passengers who drive to the station and low
percentage of pedestrians.Assuming that the breakdown of passenger origins remains similar
to what is was in 2006, the many commuters who daily drive to Worth to use the Metra station
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represent a sizable potential customer basefor local businesses.Many of the stakeholders we
interviewed cited the need for an anchor store or attraction that would make Worth a
destination for shoppers from nearby communities; in many ways, the Metra station already
serves that purpose, drawing several hundred people from outside the Village each day.

40%
m Worth
35%
m Palos Hills
30% .
m Palos Heights
25% m Unincorporated / Unknown
20% - m Hickory Hills
15% - m Bridgeview
10% m Chicago Ridge
= Crestwood
5% - .
Alsip
0% -

Source: Metra
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Traffic in Worth. The Village contains several heavily trafficked roads, including the Tri -State

Tollway (I -294) and several busy surface streets. Theurface streets in Worth with the highest

volume of traffic are 111" Street, with over 25,000 vehicles per day,and Harlem Avenue , with

about 40,000. The limited access TriState Tollway carries over 100,000 vehicles per daythrough

Worth, but has no on- or off-ramps within the Village. The heavy traffi ¢ offers economic

opportunities for businesses that cater to the needs of drivers, but also contributes to the
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Context: Land Use, Zoning, and Ownership

Station arealand use.In Worth, the bulk of land within one -quarter mile of the Metra station is
occupied by single-family housing, with a number of commercial uses along 111t Street to the
west. Several areas of multi-family housing exist near the Metra station as well. Notab ly, many
of the parcels closest to Worth Station are owned either by Metra or the Village, including
several lots of surface parking. These parcels are potential sites for new, catalytic mixedused
development.

Land Use within 1/4 Mile of Metra Station
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Station area zoning . The area around Worth Station is currently zoned for single uses. To the
north and west of the Metra tracks, the zoning is predominantly residential. To the south and
west, along 111 Street, current zoning supports business uses, including on parcels how
occupied by municipal uses.

Zoning within 1/4 Mile of Metra Station
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Station arealand ownership . Much of the land within a short walk of the Worth Metra station

is owned by public entities. Assembling large, contiguous blocks of land is a common barr ier to
successful TOD, as small parcels with many individual owners pose a challenge to siting mixed -
use development at the appropriate scale. While the public land near Worth Station is actively
used, including a large US Postal Service facility, Moore Pak, the Worth Library, and the

Village Hall, the Village is well positioned to implement TOD by relocating government uses if

it decides to undertake such a project. The municipal parcels along Depot Street feature a large
amount of surface parking that could be located further from transit, opening land for TOD.
Besides the publicly owned parcels, the Worth Station area features a number of other
contiguous lots under single ownership, simplifying possible land assembly tasks.
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