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Executive Summary
The City of Lockport is considering a “Star Maker Park,” proposed as a redevelopment on the land west of
the Heritage Village south of 2nd Street that was conveyed to the City during the clean-up of Chevron’s refinery.
Preliminarily, the concept is that Star Maker Park would include entrepreneurial scenarios in these business
categories:
a. Entertainment
b. Arts/Crafts
c. Food
d. Industrial
e. Technology
Hitchcock Design Group in association with Baxter and Woodman and Jay Margalus, evaluated the
concept’s feasibility by examining lessons from previously completed maker spaces, projecting market fit,
documenting competitive venues, estimating revenues the City may realize with the concept, gauging local
fundraising and grant potential and estimating development phasing. This review is based on stakeholder
interviews conducted during September 2019, a review of research conducted on maker and innovation spaces
proposed and established in other communities, demographic projections by Applied Geographic Solutions, Inc.
and Dun and Bradstreet records.

Key Findings

The document that follows provides supporting information for these key findings:
1. Successful maker spaces all share the following in common:
a. The Primary catalyst can be traced back to a mandate from a government or supported body,
typically an economic development organization. This body then collaborates with the private
sector, academia, and other (more informal) parties like makerspaces, arts clubs, etc.
b. A partnership composed of multiple stakeholders inform ongoing direction (through a board)
from government (federal and local), private sector, and academic institutions.
2. Unsuccessful projects share the following in common:
a. A narrowly focused economic development mission, typically reliant on digital entrepreneurship.
b. Lack of early community support.
c. Unsubstantiated long-term funding models that do not rely on at least partial public support.
3. Successful innovation and arts spaces secure funding from multiple streams, including federal and local
grants and appropriations, corporate donors, private donors, classes and workshops, and memberships.
It is the opinion of the author that grants at the federal and state level for maker endeavors have
noticeably decreased.
4. With an education mission for children, Star Maker Park could tap a significant school-age population
for unique programming.
5. If mHub, with its 71 corporate partners, is a preferred model, Star Maker Park will need to reach into
the regional geography to find its corporate partners.
6. Using the property with a temporary stage (to hosts community events) could be a priority. This
approach would expose the site to the region and potentially smooth the way for interest in other
scenarios as well as confirm whether the site can attract a substantial entertainment audience.
7. Star Maker Park may need a separate organization to best support artisans seeking to permanently
work in the space rather than graduate to another space.
8. The roles and phasing of culinary programs for the future Star Maker Park must align with the
objectives of the existing shared kitchen incubator operations in the Lockport and Joliet Junior College.
9. The Will County Center for Economic Development (WCCED) is an important partner in determining
which major employers near Lockport support either internal or external work by their employees to
create innovative products or technologies to benefit those employers.
10. Manufacturers can partner for space at Maker Park, either as an investor, a donor, or as a tenant.
Learning their visions and priorities for enabling workplace innovation will establish the basis for
manufacturing makerspace at Star Maker Park.
11. Area educational institutions, such as University of St. Francis, Lewis University, Joliet Junior College,
Silver Cross Hospital, Governors State University, Pipefitters Local 597 Training Center and Illinois
Tech, are important potential partners who may be interested in off-campus maker space.”
12. Fostering the incremental expansion of Lockport’s new Space Lab will establish the City and area’s
reputation for business growth, and “making.”
13. Will County’s many logistics firms are developing technologies to improve transportation efficiencies and
could be a foundation for Star Maker Park’s tech space.
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Overall Direction
Successful maker spaces are “organic” developments that grow and adjust as the needs of the businesses
that they host change. Feasibility of the maker park concept will also rely on the need for small business
incubation and where these businesses start up ideas will germinate. Joliet Junior College will provide
awareness and training through its Small Business Development services to not only gauge interest but steer
these business concepts and startups to the Star Maker Park. They have robust maker communities and leaders
that support the funding, local educational partners, and leadership transitions that sustain long term success.
Whether the Star Maker Park is feasible depends on focusing local resources on organizing this supporting
community around the Star Maker Park concept. At this preliminary stage, that is not a physical vision but
rather a process vision. The feasible Star Maker Park concept will start with a committed steering committee
that identifies a realistic mission statement, goals, and operations preferences. Lockport’s new Space Lab is a
good foundation for growth. The next step may be growing into an existing building and finally Star Maker Park
may be constructed on City owned property.
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Operations

(9-months to 12months)
•Create and issue RFP for
makerspace operator
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entities both eligible)
•Select operator and
enter into agreement
•Hire architect and
builder as applicable
•Create operations and
management plan
•Create makerspace
implementation work
plan and timeline
•Engage potential
partners and funders
•Commence building
redevelopment
•Undertake marketing,
branding, & PR effort
•Build membership
•Develop programming
•Acquire and install
equipment

(1.5 years to 3-years)
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Makerspace scenario(s)
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guide remaining steps

nd Marketplace Analysis and Report and
Maker Park. It also identifies the key takeaways

Phase 2:
Planning Process
(6-months to 9months)
•Assess City funding
capacity & timing
•Create a Makerspace
steering committee or
advisory board
•Develop mission
statement, goals, and
operations preferences
•Engage potential
partners and funders
•Engage potential users
and members
•Refine space needs and
equipment needs
•Conduct detailed
assessment of expected
development costs and
operations costs

Phase 3:
Development
(9-months to 12months)
•Create and issue RFP for
makerspace operator
(for-profit and nonprofit
entities both eligible)
•Select operator and
enter into agreement
•Hire architect and
builder as applicable
•Create operations and
management plan
•Create makerspace
implementation work
plan and timeline
•Engage potential
partners and funders
•Commence building
redevelopment
•Undertake marketing,
branding, & PR effort
•Build membership
•Develop programming
•Acquire and install
equipment

Phase 4:
Operations
(1.5 years to 3-years)
•Hire and train staff
•Kick-off events
•Membership generation
•Commence operations
•Expand space to fit
additional industry
niches over time

This Feasibility Study focusses on Phase 1, Task 1: Space and Marketplace Analysis and Report and
detailing the scenarios that could be included in the Star Maker Park. It also identifies the key takeaways
Feasibility
Study focuses on Phase 1, Task 1: Space and Marketplace Analysis and
to the City’s evaluation of the Star Maker Park Concept.

This
Report, detailing
the scenarios that could be included in the Star Maker Park. It also identifies the key takeaways for the City’s
evaluation of the Star Maker Park Concept.

ace Report: Developing a Makerspace in the

1
Based on recommendations in Innovation Space and Marketplace Report: Developing a Makerspace in the
District, John Stover & Associates, June 8, 2017

3
1 Based on recommendations in Innovation Space and Marketplace Report: Developing a Makerspace in the District, John Stover & Associates, June 8, 2017
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Conceptual Site Plan
Although the City provided Figure 2 to illustrate the vision of Star Makers Park, this preliminary design
continues to evolve. This feasibility analysis will encourage evolution of the design concept rather than study
how to fill this specific concept.
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Market Overview
The geographies to the right were evaluated to
understand the market conditions that may support
or challenge the success of Star Maker Park:

•

•

5

Romeoville

Local Lockport residents who might create
and experience the programming at the Park.
10-Minute Drive Time Frequent Users:
Residents living in this geography who are
most likely to find attending Maker Park
events convenient and utilize services like
youth camps and lessons.
30-Minute Drive Time Destination Users:
Residents of this geography who could be
attracted to programming not offered at closer,
competitive venues.

Figure 1 reports on key characteristics of these
markets.
Figure 1
Population
Jobs
Manufacturing
Businesses
Median Age
Children Aged 0 to 19

Lockport
25,517
7,274
18

10
Minutes

30
Minutes

35,148

1,272,388

11,734
48

640,327

IL

I-5

I-355

•

Lemont
53

159th St.

Lockport
US

30

Crest Hill
US 6

10-Minute Drive Time Frequent Users

I-290

Oak Park Chicago

Wheaton

Cicero
I-88

Aurora

Naperville

I-355
I-55

Bolingbrook

2,011

I-57

US 30

Orland Park

IL 53

37.6
6,955

37.8
9,288

39.7

IL 47

332,546

Source: © 2017 Easy Analytic Software, Inc. (EASI®) All Rights Reserved,
Alteryx, Inc.; D&B business location records that have a valid telephone,
known SIC code and D&B rating

Project Direction
1. The communities identified in Section 3 all have
significantly larger populations than the city of
Lockport: Naperville 148,000, Peoria 111,000,
Toronto 2.9 million, and Chicago 2.7 million.
This population comparison confirms that Star
Maker Park must appeal to the larger region to be
successful.
2. With an education mission, Star Maker Park
could tap a significant university and school-age
population for unique programming.
3. If mHub with its 71 corporate partners is a chosen
model, Star Maker Park will need to reach into
the regional geography to find its corporate
partners.

Goodings Grove

I-55

Lockport

I-94

Hammond

Tinley Park

US 6

I-80

I-80

30-Minute Drive Time Frequent Users
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Potential Partnerships
Engaging potential partners is the first, critical step in acheiving the Star Maker
Park Vision. These partners may establish prototype facilities to test locations,
spaces, and markets for the potential user scenarios. They also could be investors
or tenants in both these prototype spaces and the fully developed Maker Park.
Research done for this project identified the preliminary list of potential partners
below.
Key among these partners are educational institutions, a core element of
each successful model studied. Educational institutions involved in successful
programs provide access to grant-funded projects and higher educational research
programs, creating a knowledge-transfer between industry and academia.
Among the educational institutions researched, Joliet Junior College and Lewis
University were identified as organizations with growing maker programs that
are also within close proximity to the proposed development. Joliet Junior College
also has a strong vocational program which aligns strongly with some of the
park’s potential business categories.
Education
•
Lewis University
•
Joliet Junior College
•
Moraine Valley Community College
•
University of St. Francis
•
Silver Cross Hospital
•
Governors State University
•
Pipefitters Local 597 Training Center
Business
•
Ozinga
•
Panduit
•
Green Core
•
Bosch
Makerspaces
•
Workshop 88
•
Spacelab
The Arts
•
Illinois Humanities
•
Arts Midwest
•
Illinois Arts Council
•
The Community Foundation of Will County
•
Illinois Science and Technology Coalition
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Funding
Another critical step in achieving the Star Maker Park Vision will be searching
for funding. Federal grants and community funding will be a key component
in creating the makerspace. A list of federal grants and community funding
organizations applicable for this development are listed below.
Potential partnerships could also be investors a well as tenants at the fully
developed Maker Park. Educational instituations with grant-funded projects
ccould be a potential source of funding for the Star Maker Park Vision.

Table 1:
Federal Grants
Organization

Type

Solicitation #

Name

Link

Deadline Date

Max Fund
Level

Department of
Commerce

Regional Planning
and Local Technical
Assistance

EDA-CHI-TA-CRO-2018-2005548

EDA Chicago FY
2016-FY2019
Planning Program
and Local Technical
Assistance Program

https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/
view-opportunity.html?oppId=301960

Continuing Basis

$300,000

United States
Department of
Agriculture

Business and
Commerce

RDBCP-09-RBEGARRA

Rural Business
Enterprise Grant
Programs

https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/
view-opportunity.html?oppId=46399

Continuing Basis

TBD

United States
Department of
Agriculture

Agriculture

USDA-NIFA-CGP006950

Higher Education
Challenge (HEC)
Grants Program

https://www.grants.gov/web/grants/
view-opportunity.html?oppId=320953

March 23, 2020

$750,000

Table 2:
Community Funding
Organization

Link

Illinois Science and
Technology Coalition

https://www.istcoalition.org/

The Community Foundation
of Will County

https://willcountycf.org/

Illinois Arts
Council

http://www.arts.illinois.gov/

Arts Midwest

https://www.artsmidwest.org/about

Illinois Humanities

https://www.ilhumanities.org

Will County Center for
Economic
Development

http://www.willcountyced.com/
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2
Comparable
Project Review
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This section of the report was produced after conducting research in the following
domains.

Comparison Summary:

1. A comprehensive review of makerspaces in the Illinois and surrounding areas.
2. A review of additional innovation spaces, arts centers, and large-scale labs.
3. A review of two comparable feasibility studies for mHub and an innovation
center in Peoria.
4. Several informal conversations with individuals familiar with each of the five
locations ultimately selected for this study.
5. A full review of federal, state, corporate, and foundation grants and funding
opportunities, including:
a. Grant opportunities cultivated from the Nation of Makers a national
nonprofit dedicated to helping support America’s maker organizations.
b. Grant opportunities that the author has, in the past, compiled in other
various capacities.
c. Grant opportunities listed under various federal, state, corporate, and
foundational websites.

A successful Star Maker Park
program will likely represent
the combination of strong ties
to economic development,
local government, academic,
business, entrepreneur and
maker communities.

Regarding comparable projects:
1.
2.

3.

4.

5.

While attempts have been made to create innovation and fabrication
spaces in the Chicago suburbs and other outlying areas, at scale, none have
succeeded. These attempts include Rev3 and TechShop Peoria.
Other innovation spaces, at scale, have succeeded. One such space included
in the report -- both for its proximity to Lockport and success story -- is mHub.
Another space included in the report, Make City, represents an example
of a large community-oriented space with ties to maker and makerspace
communities as well as economic development. This space, in many ways,
represents the vision as outlined for the Star Maker Park.
The fifth and final space included in the report -- Harbourfront Centre -- also
resembles the vision for the Lockport Star Makers Park proposal. While the
location of the Harbourfront Centre -- Toronto -- does not match the scale of
Lockport, the mission and ambitions of the project does. Harbourfront Centre
is also an example of a successful program, though it has had problems in
recent years as well.
Successful projects all share the following in common:
a. Primary catalyzing group of each of the five spaces can be traced back to
a mandate from some government or government-supported body,
typically an economic development organization. This body then
collaborates with the private sector, academia, and other (more informal)
parties like makerspaces, arts clubs, etc.
b. Multiple stakeholders who inform ongoing direction (through a board)
from government (federal and local), private sector, and academic
institutions.
Unsuccessful projects share the following in common:
a. A narrowly focused economic development mission, typically reliant on
digital entrepreneurship.
b. Lack of early community support.
c. Unsubstantiated long-term funding models that do not rely on public
support (at least in part).

The mandate for the program
should be broad, and
incorporate training programs,
membership, startup funding
assistance, and job placement
initiatives.
Community support for the
program should be elicited as
early as possible and should
represent a broad spectrum of
the workforce community in
Will County.

Regarding funding:
1.

It is the opinion of the author that grants at the federal and state level for
maker endeavors have decreased at a noticeable rate. For instance, while
potential federal grants for making and makerspaces in 2016 were numbered
at nearly 60, in 2019 they are now less than 10.
2. Successful innovation and arts spaces secure funding from multiple streams,
including federal and local grants and appropriations, corporate donors,
private donors, classes and workshops, and memberships. The report includes
institutions that have funded similar programs in the past.
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Harbourfront Centre + Craft & Design - Moderate Success
Operating Model
The Harbourfront Centre, located on Toronto’s shoreline, is an innovative,
non-profit cultural organization which provides internationally renowned
programming in the arts, culture, education and recreation, all within a collection
of distinctive venues in the heart of Toronto’s downtown waterfront.
The Craft & Design Studio, housed within the Harbourfront Centre, is an
open-concept creative space for Craft & Design’s Artist-in-Residence program
featuring five working studios: glass, textiles, ceramics, metal and design.
Size
•
•

Harbourfront Centre: 10 acres
Craft & Design Studio: ~38,000 sq/ft

Location
Toronto, Ontario
Organization Formation
From their website: In 1972, Prime Minister Pierre Trudeau’s federal government
created a Crown corporation with a mandate to revitalize 100 central acres of
waterfront land stretching west from York Street to Stadium Road. Culture,
education and recreation were to be the tools that would bring Torontonians back
to the lake and attract visitors from around the globe. In 1976, Harbourfront
Corporation was formed to fulfill this mandate and initiate change.
Harbourfront Centre was established in 1991 as a not-for-profit charity to carry
on this legacy, and the site was transformed into an international platform
for theatre, dance, literature, music, film, visual arts, fine craft and cultural
celebration.
Fees and Funding
•
Venue Rental: Unknown
•
100-450 individuals
•
Courses and Workshops: $50.00-$500.00 CAD
•
Site partners
•
Canada
•
Toronto
•
Programming partners
•
Canada Council for the Arts
•
Ontario Arts Council
•
Corporate partners
•
Natrel
•
Labatt
•
Public donations
•
Supported by government grants and contributions which constitute
about 1/3 of the annual operating budget, as of 2017, is $10.4 million.
Organization Management
•
Original Formation: Supported by the Crown corporation created through
the federal government.
•
Building Established In: Pre-existing. Housed within “Retained and
restored [..] original industrial buildings.”
•
Employee Count: 14 management; unclear if additional staff or primarily
volunteer-driven.
•
Non-profit charity
•
Governed by a 26-person community-based volunteer Board of Directors
•
Assisted by approximately 2,000 volunteers who generously contribute
their efforts and time
Key Performance Indicators
•
Total yearly visits
•
Classes, workshops, and programs offered
Business Categories
•
Entertainment
•
Food
•
Technology
•
Arts/Crafts
12 Star Maker Park Feasibility Study

Success/ Failure Analysis:
Civically, Harbourfront Centre
operations appear to be
highly successful, with over
22 million people visiting
per year, 4,200 educational
and cultural programs (many
subsidized or free) per year,
and 365-days operation.
The Centre continues to
fulfill its founding mission
to nurture the growth of
new cultural expression,
stimulate Canadian and
international interchange and
provide a dynamic, accessible
environment for the public to
experience the marvels of the
creative imagination.
The Centre has faced financial
difficulties. For instance, in
2018 the Centre requested
$1.4M (CAD) of debt to the
city of Toronto be forgiven.
Currently, the Centre operates
at approximately $2.4M (CAD)
debt.

Rev3 - Failure
Size
10,000 sq/ft
Location
Naperville, IL
Organization Formation
Formed through a partnership with the Illinois Science and Technology Coalition
and the Choose DuPage Economic Development Alliance, the goal of Rev3 was to
connect emerging companies and entrepreneurs to manufacturers and resources.
Rev3 partnered with Northern Illinois University Conference Center for a
location on their campus.
Fees and Funding
•
Membership: $200-$1000/month
•
Workshops and Classes
Organization Management
•
Original Formation: Created by Choose DuPage
•
Building Established In: Pre-existing. Built within a renovated space
inside College of DuPage.
•
Employee Count: Unknown

Success/ Failure Analysis:
Rev3 closed in 2017 after 3
years of operation due to lack
of funding, which was largely
reliant on memberships
and funding from Choose
DuPage -- a local economic
development alliance. Rev3
was not built around a large,
already-existing community,
and therefore struggled from
the outset with membership.
Additional problems included
lack of physical prototyping
machines and an inability to
secure a workspace initially.

Choose DuPage managed and funded Rev3, and the organization was initially
run by Neil Kane (now head of undergraduate entrepreneurship at Michigan
State University).
Key Performance Indicators
•
Membership
•
Businesses Funded
Business Categories
•
Industrial

https://www.facebook.com/Rev3DuPage/photos/a.236590193211148/582212428648921/?type=3&theater

https://www.facebook.com/Rev3DuPage/photos/a.236590193211148/429278367275662/?type=3&theater
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TechShop Peoria - Failure
Size
16,000-20,000 sq/ft
Location
Peoria, IL
Organization Formation
•
Original Formation: TechShop; was never built.
•
Building Established In: Pre-existing. Caterpillar COS building was
proposed.
•
Anticipated Employee Count: 13-17 people
The City of Peoria assembled a group of institutions including Bradley University,
River City Labs Makerspace, and Startup Peoria to explore the development
of an innovation space. In pursuit of this, TechShop was enlisted to conduct a
feasibility study. Three weeks after producing the study, TechShop went out of
business and the project never opened.
Projected Fees and Funding
•
Membership fees (55%)
•
Education & Youth* (30%)
•
Events (10%)
•
Other (5%)
* Fees paid by members and non-members who sign up for training 		
opportunities at TechShop, from beginner-level Safety and Basic Use classes
to more advanced and specialized courses. Techshop youth offerings are for
participants ages 8-17.
Organization Management
TechShop was a privately held company with international locations in the Bay
Area, Dubai, Detroit, and more prior to closing the company.
Key Performance Indicators
•
25 student/academic presold memberships, growing to 50 in 6 months,
and staying at 50 through year 5.
•
150 corporate/foundation memberships activated at opening, growing to
300 activated within 90 days, and continuing at 300 through year 5. This
is where a significant pledge from Caterpillar would be included.
•
25 individual presold memberships on day 1, growing to 125 in 6 months,
150 in year 1, and continuing at 150 through year 5.
•
Total: 200 members on opening day, growing to 500 on the first
anniversary, and 550 on the third anniversary through the fifth year.
Business Categories
•
Industrial
•
Technology
•
Arts/Crafts

https://www.peoriapublicradio.org/post/high-tech-maker-spaces-helping-little-startups-make-it-big#stream/0

14 Star Maker Park Feasibility Study

Success/Failure Analysis:
TechShop’s ultimate failure
can be contributed to several
factors, including:
1. An overreliance on
membership fees.
2. Rapid, unsustainable
expansion.
3. High costs of overhead and
maintenance of facilities.
4. Inability to access many
government-funded streams
due to organization as a forprofit institution.

mHub - Success
Size
63,000 sq/ft
Location
Chicago, IL
Organization Formation
•
Original Formation: Partnership between Catalyze, World Business
Chicago, and the City of Chicago.
•
Building Established In: Pre-existing. Built in the renovated Motorola
Mobility prototyping and testing lab.
•
Employee Count: 20 managers and employees.
mHub was formed as a partnership between Catalyze Chicago -- a non-profit
makerspace run by Bill Fienup -- and World Business Chicago -- a public-private,
non-profit partnership that drives inclusive economic growth and job creation,
supports business, and promotes Chicago as a leading global city.
From the mHub website :
Launched in 2016, mHUB was the direct result of industry coming together to
identify barriers to growth - and supporting solutions to overcome them.
The founding advisers for mHUB were a group of more than 25 small and
medium manufacturers convened by World Business Chicago. The cost of
commercialization as a deterrent to innovation quickly surfaced as one of the
largest threats to industry. Physical product makers faced high cost and little
resources, so the idea for mHUB was born.
mHUB fosters connections between local manufacturers, university researchers
and our city’s entrepreneurial community of makers and technologists, not to
mention investors who are eager to support new businesses. By galvanizing these
connections, mHUB ensures that the Midwest region’s manufacturing industry
continues to grow, lead, and reduce the cost and barriers to entry for physical
product innovation.
Fees and Funding
•
Shop Space: $200.00/month
a. Access to shop space
•
Shared Workspace: $335.00/month
a. Access to co-working space
•
Reserved Desk: $445.00/month (first come, first serve)
•
Associate: $450.00/month
a. Shop Access
b. Attend Classes
•
Office Space: (starting at) $1,350/month
•
Access to shop space
•
Private office for 3-25 individuals
•
Community Partners
•
Cost unknown
•
Corporate Partners
•
Cost unknown

Success/ Failure Analysis:
mHub has become the largest
innovation hub focused
around developing physical
products in the nation since its
inception in 2016. Some key
numbers:
•
•
•

71 corporate partners
12 community partners
3 academic institutions
associates

By the numbers:
• $48.5 million in revenue
generated by members in
the past two years
• Over $100 million in
fundraising generated
by top 22 member
companies in the past two
years
• 648 products launched in
the past two years
• 786 employees hired in
the past two years

Organization Management
mHub has a board of directors comprised of various stakeholders and members,
including Northwestern University, Siris Capital, World Business Chicago, and
others
Key Performance Indicators
•
Products developed
•
R&D funding
•
Members
Business Categories
•
Entertainment
•
Technology
•
Industrial
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Make City - Success
Size
416,000 sq/ft
Location
Chicago, IL
Organization Formation
ICNC was founded in 1967 as an economic development organization. In 2018,
ICNC created Make City, an elaboration on their already-successful incubation
program that incorporates physical manufacturing with digital software,
entrepreneurship, and training programs.
Fees and Funding
•
Memberships: over 400 (screened before accepted into program)
•
Training and Workshops
•
Over $700,000 in government and foundation grants
Organization Management
•
Formed by The Industrial Council of Nearwest Chicago.
•
Building Established In: Pre-existing. Built in renovated industrial
buildings in the Near-east Chicago corridor (Kinzie Industrial Corridor).
•
Employee Count: 18 managers and employees.
Managed by Industrial Council of Nearwest Chicago (ICNC), a non-profit
dedicated to economic growth. Has a board of directors that includes individuals
from local businesses and tenants.
Key Performance Indicators
•
Membership
•
Startup Funding Received
•
Job Placement
•
Individuals Trained (workforce development)
•
Jobs Created
Business Categories
•
Technology
•
Industrial

16 Star Maker Park Feasibility Study

Success/ Failure Analysis:
Make City (under ICNC) is one
of the most successful and
longest-running institutions
in this study. Make City hosts
over 400 members, has an
EMT training program, and an
“Impact Culinary” program
“open to Chicago young adults
ages 16-24 and includes an
8-week classroom course,
followed by a 4-week paid
internship at a Chicagoland
restaurant.”

3
Maker
Scenarios
17

Maker Scenarios
For the purposes of this study, BDI examined space needs, equipment needs, key
success factors, financial resources, and competitors for five business categories:
a. Entertainment
b. Artisans
c. Food
d. Industrial
e. Tech
This analysis relied on a review of studies and research conducted on maker and
innovation spaces proposed and established in other communities to preliminarily
estimate the space needed for that scenario, the equipment necessary to support
that scenario, financial return, local competitors, and project direction. For all
scenarios, it is expected that continuing research and connection to potential
partnering economic development, local government, and academic, business,
entrepreneur, and maker communities will refine these estimates. Those
refinements could lead to substantial changes.

Common Considerations For All Scenarios
Three (3) additional expense estimates affect the development pro-forma of any
makerspace:
•

•
•

Insurance: Required coverages may include:
a. Liability and property at an estimated +/- $.30 PSF.
b. Umbrella coverage at an amount tied to the liability and property
coverage
c. Workers compensation at +/- .3 of staff salaries, depending upon their
work
d. For non-profits, Directors and Officers Liability, typically about .4%
of revenues generated
Utilities (including internet redundancy) and trash/hazmat removal and
their total costs
Facility and equipment maintenance costs
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Entertainment Scenario

Key Points:

Assessment

Most maker spaces do have
flexible space that hosts
classes and events that can
accommodate entertainment
uses.

Other than Toronto’s Harborfront Centre, an Internet search did not identify
other maker space models that include a permanent, outdoor stage. However,
most maker spaces do have flexible space that hosts classes and events that can
accommodate entertainment uses. Another trend is the use of temporary stages
for events that use the maker space parking and amenities during times of light
usage such as weekends and holidays.

1.

Space: If the entertainment scenario is to be successful, it needs not only the
stage but also a “back of the house” that includes dressing rooms, a box office,
and perhaps rehearsal space that supports artists and camps for children.
The conceptual site plan for Star Maker Park assigns 4,000 square feet to its
stage. Accommodating the back of the house would likely at least double that
space. Note that classroom space could be shared with other scenarios. The
concept plan calls for an outdoor venue, but the back of the house functions
would be fully enclosed.

2. Equipment: Specialized sound and lighting systems are needed for successful
productions.
3. Cost: Mobile, temporary stages will vary in price by event size requirements,
sound, lighting, generators, and teardown/set-up. A rough budget would be
$5,000 per event. At http://www.buildingjournal.com/construction-estimating.
html, the rough estimate for constructing a 10,000 square foot stage and back
of the house open arena is $2 million.
4.

Nationally, non-profit theater
companies obtain 40% to
70% of their revenue from
sources other than ticket sales
(Pew Research).
For-profit producers pay a
rental fee. To pay for a $2
million stage over 20 years,
even without considering
interest, supporters would
need to attract at least
$100,000 more than the
production costs.

Financial resources: Although the preliminary vision for the Star Maker Park
suggests that it host City events now held on closed Downtown Lockport
Streets, the financial justification for a permanent stage would necessarily
include more frequent paid events. Those productions would sell tickets
and must restrict access to ticket holders. Nationally, non-profit theater
companies obtain 40% to 70% of their revenue from sources other than ticket
sales (Pew Research). For-profit producers pay a rental fee. To pay for a $2
million stage over 20 years, even without considering interest, supporters
would need to attract at least $100,000 more than the production costs. If
that is not possible, community subsidies would be necessary. In Arlington
Heights, the Metropolis Center was conceived as a private endeavor, but
financial difficulties led to municipal ownership. Arlington Heights bought
Metropolis for $5 Million to keep it open, and the Village contributes up to
$225,000 annually to its operating cost.

https://www.houstoniamag.com/articles/2016/5/5/get-out-the-houston-ballet-at-miller-outdoor-theater
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5. Competitors: As mentioned, the free events envisioned for a permanent stage
at Star Maker Park are currently held at closed Downtown Lockport streets.
These are outdoor, weather dependent events that realistically can only be
scheduled from April to October, approximately 30 weeks. High schools,
churches, Joliet Junior College, Lockport’s Roxy Theater, and Joliet’s Rialto
Square are alternative indoor theaters venues.
Project Direction
1. Communities evaluating whether to invest in a stage often base their decision
on unmet demand for performance space for an existing community theater,
community chorus, or community orchestra. Interviews conducted as part of
this study were unable to confirm unmet demand. Further research on the
demand for outdoor performance space is needed before a decision on whether
the entertainment scenario, including a permanent stage be part of the Star
Maker Park programming.
2. With an understanding that the development of Star Maker Park will be
phased in a manner that initially provides significant open space, using
the property for a temporary stage that hosts community events could be a
priority. This approach would expose the site to the region and potentially
smooth the way for interest in other scenarios as well as confirm whether the
site can attract a substantial entertainment audience.

https://www.colorado.edu/today/2018/07/10/bard-and-then-some-seasons-colorado-shakespeare-festival
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Key Points:
In Arlington Heights, the
Metropolis Center was
conceived as a private
endeavor, but financial
difficulties led to municipal
ownership. Arlington Heights
bought Metropolis for $5
Million to keep it open, and
the Village contributes up
to $225,000 annually to its
operating cost.

Artisan Scenario

Key Points:

Assessment

Artisans often differ from
the food, industrial, and tech
maker space users in their
lack of interest in growing
into larger scale independent
businesses with employees.

Artisans work in a variety of media. Depending on local interest, artisans may
be woodworkers, leather workers, sculptors, jewelry makers, ceramicists, and
clothing, accessories, and textile designers. Like other industrial and tech maker
scenarios, artisans desire to share expensive equipment that allows for the design
and creation of a product. However, artisans often differ from the food, industrial,
and tech maker space users in their lack of interest in growing into larger scale
independent businesses with employees. That is because customers paying a
premium for fine crafts and arts expect the work to be completed by a specific
maker. Income potential is limited by the maker’s time and the success of sales
outlets. Policies and programs that seek to overcome this artisan constraint are
24-hour studio space access and on-site galleries. Income also increases when
artisans teach classes and use apprentices. Those artisans that are marketed as
designers-- generally those involved in clothing, accessories and textiles-- also are
more likely to succeed by growing into large businesses, with employees executing
their designs.
There is a long history of artisans banding together into guilds and cooperatives
to promote and enhance their craft. Because artisans make a long-term
commitment to their maker space, those models could be important to Star
Maker Park’s artisan space. A guild is an association of craftsmen formed for
mutual aid and protection and to advance their professional interests. Guilds do
not own equipment but sponsor educational programming, marketing, and events
such as shows and sales. A Star Maker Park guild, or a collaboration with The
Artist’s Guild of Lockport, could support the permanent connections that artisans
have to this location. An artisan cooperative is an organization that may include
a gallery, workspace, or educational facility that is jointly owned and controlled
by its members. It has a legal organization such as a non-profit corporation or
even a for-profit corporation. A cooperative is governed by its directors under the
rules and bylaws which its members have adopted. The Star Maker Park artisan
space could be leased to a cooperative rather than having artisan’s governed by
rules and programing that envisions growth and turnover of members.

Income potential is limited
by the maker’s time and the
success of sales outlets.
A Star Maker Park guild, or
a collaboration with The
Artist’s Guild of Lockport,
could support the permanent
connections that artisans have
to this location.

https://www.morrisherald-news.com/2014/11/13/morris-high-school-students-win-excellence-awards-at-joliet-art-show/acvzjqj/?page=2
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1.

Space: Factors that impact the space dedicated to artisans include
preventing material cross contamination and the amount of space consumed
by unique shared tools. For example, ceramics creates dust that can ruin
the work of textile and jewelry artisans and consequently those uses must
be isolated from each other. Likewise, woodworking shavings and dust
can contaminate ceramic works. The other issue is whether Star Maker
Park would offer individual studios, communal workspaces, or both. If the
artisans are to increase their income by teaching, access to classrooms
outfitted with specialized equipment is necessary. Those classrooms could
double as communal workspace. As an example of artisan space utilization,
Internet research revealed that a 2,000 to 3,000 square foot studio space can
accommodate 6 to 12 potters with kilns located in another 500 to 1,000 square
foot area. The separation is necessary for ventilation of volatile chemicals and
fire protection.

2. Equipment: Artisans are attracted to group spaces by the opportunity to
share equipment. Equipment necessary for a robust artisan wood working
program would include a planer, jointer, table saws, band saw, miter saw,
wood lathe, drill press, scroll saw, sanders, and handheld tools. Textile and
jewelry artisans’ equipment would include sewing machines, lockstitch,
digitizer embroiderer, plotter, cutting table, soldering station, vacuum
casting machines, wax injector, polishing machine, ultrasonic cleaner, and
rolling mill. Potters would require wheels, kilns, slab rollers, pug mills, and
industrial mixers. Internet research estimates an equipment budget of
approximately $70,000 to $100,000 would support the artisan space. This
budget could be reduced with used or donated equipment.
3. Cost: Building new, very basic space to accommodate 10,000 square feet of
artisan studios and equipment would be a $750,000 investment.
4.

Financial resources: Artisans would pay a monthly fee to use space at
Star Maker Park. For this space to be economically sustainable, that fee
must pay for the building over 20-years, pay for equipment to be replaced
approximately every 5-years, and cover annual cost that include insurance,
utilities, and support staff. A minimal annual cost estimate would be
approximately $270,000. Without philanthropic support and with 100
artisans covering those costs, the needed annual membership would be
$2,700. To offset these fees, many artisan spaces have galleries where
artisans can reduce their monthly fees when the space retains a portion of the
revenue from any items that are sold.

5. Competitors: Interviews of Joliet Junior College executives revealed that
their program includes both credit and continuing education artisan classes.
Community members can take the “classes” repeatedly. Essentially these
“repeaters” are treating these classes as a maker space. For example, potters
can take an eight-week class for $289 or $36 per week. That class includes
the same shared equipment proposed for Star Maker Park as well as some
supplies. Annually repeating that class costs $1,872, significantly less than
the anticipated Star Maker Park fee.
Project Direction
1. Although this study was not able to tap the local artisan community beyond
those using Joliet Junior College programs, that does not mean that an
artisan market for maker space is non-existent. The first step is to host
meetings to engage potential maker space users.
2. There should be careful consideration of the Star Maker Park’s organizational
structure that best supports artisans seeking to permanently work in the
space rather than graduate to another space.
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Key Points:
Artisans are attracted to group
spaces by the opportunity to
share equipment.
Building new, very basic space
to accommodate 10,000
square feet of artisan studios
and equipment would be a
$750,000 investment.
For this space to be
economically sustainable,
that fee must pay for the
building over 20-years, pay
for equipment to be replaced
approximately every 5-years,
and cover annual cost that
include insurance, utilities,
and support staff.

Culinary Scenario

Key Points:

Assessment

Community kitchens occupy
smaller spaces and serve a
defined member community,
provide social activities and
food and beverage courses for
their members.

Culinary makerspaces encompass shared kitchen incubators, culinary education
programs, and hobbyist spaces, or community kitchens. Like other types of
makerspaces, funding and operations vary significantly throughout the US. All
these spaces include licensed and inspected commercial kitchen facilities meeting
state and local health and safety regulations. Culinary makerspaces, regardless
of type, generate operating revenues through user fees, cooking classes, facility
event rentals, culinary special events, or food industry consulting.
Community kitchens serve individual food enthusiasts through cooking and
beverage classes and hands-on experimentation. Community kitchens occupy
smaller spaces and serve a defined member community, provide social activities
and food and beverage courses for their members. Incubators typically provide
food preparation facilities supporting early stage food businesses with production
for the retail, catering, or wholesale markets. Also, incubators provide business
support services to their users. These same users are required to provide liability
insurance and any required health/safety certifications to the incubator. Culinary
education programs primarily educate and train culinary professionals for the
food and restaurant sectors. These programs can be affiliated with colleges
or universities, such as Joliet Junior College’s program, or function as standalone educational institutions, such as the Culinary Institute of America. These
institutions frequently offer supplemental programming at an available nearby
makerspace to support student education and engage their local community.

1.

Space: Community kitchens, as defined, vary in size—from 200 square feet
(SF) to 2,000 SF. Culinary education programs have fully dedicated kitchen/
educational facilities, often including multiple dining facilities serving
students and the general public. These programs typically occupy 8,00080,000 SF, depending upon the numbers of students served and programs
offered. The average kitchen space allocated per person is 100 SF for kitchen
coursework. Instructional space may include shared classroom with other
course offerings, particularly at community colleges. Occupancies for degree
granting culinary programs are generally within the 60-80,000 SF range.
About 60% of shared kitchen incubators are less than 10,000 SF.1 One area
shared kitchen incubator, Chicago’s The Hatchery, is 67,000 SF and offers
shared and private kitchen space for users. A major challenge for incubators
is scheduling space.

Culinary education programs
primarily educate and train
culinary professionals for the
food and restaurant sectors.
About 60% of shared kitchen
incubators are less than
10,000 SF. One area shared
kitchen incubator, Chicago’s
The Hatchery, is 67,000 SF
and offers shared and private
kitchen space for users. A
major challenge for incubators
is scheduling space.

http://news.jjc.edu/2017/02/jjc-culinary-arts-student-team-earns-a-gold-medal-at-regional-competition/

2 U.S. Kitchen Incubators -- An Industry Update. Facilities section. Prepared by Econsult Solutions, Inc., 2016.
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2. Equipment: Fully equipped commercial kitchens require two or more
commercial ranges with required ventilation, generally 6-burner; a stock pot
burner; refrigeration and cooler units; dry, cold and freezer storage; prep
and storage racks; prep tables, equipment and pots, such as stock pots and
refrigerated prep table; three (3) types of sinks—multi-compartment, hand
washing, and mopping/cleanup; commercial stand mixers and baker supplies;
specialized equipment, such as broilers, slicers, or deep fryers; and most
important, safety equipment. Shared kitchens also require proper design,
enabling multiple uses in a safe environment and mitigating health concerns
such as cross-contamination.
3. Cost: The average cost to build a shared commercial kitchen is estimated at
$220 PSF. This includes equipping the kitchen, averaging about $80 PSF,
of that $220 PSF. Though project dependent, leased or used equipment can
potentially reduce equipment costs. The reported costs for a commercial
kitchen build-out range from $15,000-$100,000 for updates to an existing
licensed kitchen up to 500 SF.2
4.

Financial resources: Each of the three (3) categories of culinary makerspaces
represents different financial structures.
•
Culinary education programs, particularly through academic institutions,
present an opportunity for a negotiated, long-term partnership. JJC’s
plans for culinary program expansion, including for any new culinary
facilities or increased programming for local residents or area hobbyists,
will determine their interest in the Maker Park.
•
Shared kitchen incubators face the greatest operating challenges.
According to the U. S. Kitchen Incubators-An Industry Update (2016),
25% of shared incubator spaces, whether non-profit or for profit, are
unprofitable. Member and other user fee revenues rarely exceed
operating expenses, particularly if staff is needed. Each incubator’s
mission dictates its funding options. Most non-profit incubators may
be eligible for initial USDA grant funding. Incubators with workforce
development missions may be eligible for other grants or funding
resources to develop those programs. However, ongoing operations
cannot be sustained by grant funding. Assuming 50 kitchen renters,
paying $20/hour for 30 kitchen hours/month and $60/month for storage,
the estimated $395,000 in rental revenues would support a shared
kitchen facility costing about $345,000.3
•
Community kitchens, given their smaller scale, are often member
operated to break-even. Members pay annual fees, fees for supplies and
services, such as cleaning, and for event attendance. These fees are often
structured so that the kitchen operates at break-even. Kitchen founders
frequently use Kickstarter campaigns (up to $50,000) to generate
community interest and membership.

5. Competitors: As with the culinary makerspace categories, the competition
also differs:
•
Like Joliet Junior College, there are multiple degree-granting culinary
education programs in the Chicago area. Other established programs
include Kendall College’s Culinary Programs, Washburne Culinary
and Hospitality Institute/French Pastry School, the International
Culinary Institute, College of DuPage’s Culinary Arts program, and
Moraine Valley Community College’s Culinary Arts degree. Educational
institutions elsewhere in Illinois offer similar programs; institutions
in Springfield, St. Louis Metro East, and East Peoria are examples.
In addition to degree granting programs, culinary certifications are
3 “The Small Commercial Kitchen,” Cooking Equipment Specialist. November 29, 2016.
3 “Downtown Hopewell (VA) Space Feasibility Study: Local Entrepreneur Demand for a Co-Working Space, Commercial Kitchen and Maker Space.” Prepared by Virginia Commonwealth University’s Wilder School of Government
and Public Affairs, August 2017. See Section 3-Cahs Flow Analysis. Their commercial kitchen scenario suggests that a
debt service ratio (1.15) applied to the kitchen’s estimated revenues better measures the capital intensity and potential
need for funding sources versus long-term financing calculations.
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Key Points:
The average cost to build a
shared commercial kitchen
is estimated at $220 PSF.
This includes equipping the
kitchen, averaging about $80
PSF, of that $220 PSF average.
Though project dependent,
leased or used equipment can
potentially reduce equipment
costs. The reported costs for a
commercial kitchen build-out
range from $15,000-$100,000
for updates to an existing
licensed kitchen up to 500 SF.
Culinary education programs,
particularly through academic
institutions, present an
opportunity for a negotiated,
long-term partnership.

•

•

available through Chicago area non-profits assisting in job training for
at risk youth and adults. Major regional examples include the Chicago’s
Community Kitchens program offered by the Greater Chicago Food
Depository and the Make City’s Impact Culinary cited in this report’s
examples.
Shared kitchen incubators face competition for small users from small
restaurant kitchens when these kitchens are idle. These users produce
small amounts of food products for sale at farmers markets or small food
events. Small users find restaurant kitchens for rent on Craigslist or
similar platforms. One popular platform, The Kitchen Door, currently
lists 6 commercial kitchens available near Lockport. These same small
users also rent kitchen space at community centers, churches, or schools
with code-compliant kitchens with commercial equipment.
1. The Hive Kitchen
2. Q&M Research Chicago
3. Deluxe Kitchen
4. United Kitchen
5. The Dinner Club
6. Looking for Cooking
While focused on their member communities, community kitchens face
competition for their culinary classes and educational activities offered
by private chefs, restaurants, and multiple retailers, such as specialty
food purveyors and grocers.

Project Direction
1. Understand Joliet Junior College’s plans for future expansion of their
culinary arts programs and any timeframes represent the first step in
determining if the Maker Park can include a culinary component. Key
topics for discussion include plans for expanding facilities and enrollment
numbers, classes for food enthusiasts, and shared kitchen space for area food
entrepreneurs.
2. Identify and meet with the existing shared kitchen incubator operations
in the Lockport area to evaluate the demand for addition shared kitchen
incubator space. These conversations can supplement the discussions with
Joliet Junior College and can initiate potential partnerships with these area
kitchen operators. Learning the objectives of both potential partners and how
they sustainably fund ongoing operations will provide insight into two (2)
issues: the roles and phasing of culinary programs for the future Maker Park,
and the formulation of a funding plan to support phased growth.

Key Points:
Shared kitchen incubators face
competition for small users
from small restaurant kitchens
when these kitchens are idle.
One popular platform, The
Kitchen Door, currently lists 7
commercial kitchens available
near Lockport.
Shared kitchen incubators
face the greatest operating
challenges. According to the
U. S. Kitchen Incubators-An
Industry Update (2016), 25%
of shared incubator spaces,
whether non-profit or for
profit, are unprofitable.
Learning the objectives of both
potential partners and how
they sustainably fund ongoing
operations will provide insight
into two (2) issues: the roles
and phasing of culinary
programs for the future Maker
Park, and the formulation
of a funding plan to support
phased growth.

https://www.theherald-news.com/2017/01/09/joliet-junior-college-students-start-first-day-of-classes-at-new-downtown-building/aobcrhi/
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Industrial Scenario

Key Points:

Assessment

Major corporations, such
as Ford, Samsung, and
General Electric, have either
started makerspaces for
their engineering staff or
have purchased membership
blocks at makerspaces near
their manufacturing facilities.
These corporations have
recognized the tangible value
of their intellectual property
development.

As noted in the makerspace examples, every makerspace is unique. The
distinction between makerspaces focused on technological innovation versus
production or manufacturing innovation is vague. These spaces incorporate
aspects of FabLabs, with their emphasis on digital fabrication, and are fully
equipped. They also apply software and IoT (Internet of Things) in developing
economies of scale for production.
Makerspaces focused on manufacturing-related advances include three (3) types
of spaces—corporate-owned or sponsored; university spaces; and community
spaces. Major corporations, such as Ford, Samsung, and General Electric,
have either started makerspaces for their engineering staff or have purchased
membership blocks at makerspaces near their manufacturing facilities. These
corporations have recognized the tangible value of their intellectual property
development.4 University spaces are most prevalent in their STEM-related
academic departments, and university libraries often use the location for these
interdepartmental makerspaces. Some University spaces permit alumni or local
small business members. Community-oriented spaces are generally memberoperated, with larger spaces employing a small staff. Members may include
individual makers or small business owners.
1.

Space: Community-oriented spaces seek out inexpensive lease space in
existing large buildings, primarily in industrial areas. Their individual size
ranges from 1,000 SF to 25,000 SF, depending upon the mix of members
and uses. Staff is typically required when the makerspace is roughly 8,000
SF or larger. University spaces vary significantly in size--from 500 SF to
25,000 SF, or more. Their size depends two (2) factors--whether the university
uses multiple on-campus spaces or permits users from the local community.
Corporation-operated makerspaces typically occupy separate space within
their local operation, and sizes vary.

2. Equipment: Multiple online resources exist for smaller makerspaces to
purchase inexpensive equipment to outfit their space. Non-profits with strong
corporate support may receive donations of in-kind equipment. Larger spaces
often purchase their equipment, based upon their program objectives and
users. For these larger, fully equipped makerspaces, the equipment cost is
estimated at $150,000-$200,000.5
3. Cost: The cost to improve existing space for use as a makerspace varies, but
the estimated build-out for an 8,000 SF makerspace is $640,000.
4.

Financial Resources: For the university and corporate spaces, those entities
financially support any start-up costs and ongoing operations. Communityoriented makerspaces generate memberships, rentals, usage fees, and
small donations and fund-raising events (assuming non-profit status).
These revenues streams are highly dependent on the demographics of the
membership and the local community.

5. Competitors: University and corporate spaces emphasize research and
creativity specific to their institutions and businesses. Community-oriented
spaces do not necessarily compete with nearby makerspaces. Some members
actually join multiple makerspaces or seek out certain maker spaces based
upon users or equipment. Overall, the broader community of makerspaces is
highly collaborative.
4 Dusty Weis, “Makerspaces Building an Ongoing Work Revolution.” Association of Equipment Manufacturers Newsletter/Blogpost. October 31, 2017.
5 Gui Cavalcanti, “Making Makerspaces: Creating A Business Model.” Making Makerspaces series, Make Magazine,
June 14, 2013.
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The cost to improve existing
space for use as a makerspace
varies, but the estimated
build-out for an 8,000 SF
makerspace is $640,000.

Project Direction
1. In tandem with Will County Center for Economic Development (WCCED),
determine the number of major employers near Lockport supporting either
internal or external work by their employees to create innovative products or
technologies to benefit those employers.
2. Discuss any current efforts with those employers to determine their initial
interest in any future partnership for space at Maker Park, either as an
investor, a donor, or as a tenant. Also, learning their visions and priorities
for enabling workplace innovation will establish the basis for this type of
makerspace at Maker Park. It will also identify any need for any public sector
support.
3. Area universities, such as Illinois Tech, may be interested in off-campus
maker space.

https://www.theherald-news.com/2016/04/13/joliet-junior-college-makerlab-houses-3-d-printer-design-technology-for-students-community/ax6ngwu/

https://blog.jjc.edu/3-projects-to-create-in-the-makerlab

Maker Scenarios 27

4
Phased
Approach
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Phased Approach

Key Points:

The research throughout this study has been preformed to create a complete
understanding of the feasibility of a makerspace adjacent to the Chevron property
in the City of Lockport. After review of the information presented in the study,
a phased approach to Star Maker Park could be of benefit to the City and the
community. A phased approach could be implemented to start a makerspace in
Lockport at a smaller scale with less investment so that the makerspace can gain
partnerships, participants, and prove the market recognition in order to create a
larger makerspace in the future.
During the first phase of development a temporary makerspace could be located
at a smaller existing site, configured to house multiple user stations utilizing
converted shipping containers. A potential site has been recommended south of
the Sloyan building. The city worked with the existing owner to demolish the
existing building, creating a level pad structurally sound open surface. When
the makerspace has become successful and a larger space is needed for a maker
park, the proposed site can be developed into residential, commercial or other
compatible uses with the downtown. The below figure illustrates a possible
location of the first phase maker space.

The proposed maker space is
a reflection of the community
and the authentic eclectic
personality of Lockport. The
shipping containers are a
less expensive approach to
creating a makerspace for the
community and will allow the
market to become established
before a larger makerspace is
built. The next pages illustrate
the conceptual site plan for
Maker Landing.

I & M Canal

Proposed
Site

Lincoln
Landing
Gaylord Building

Sloyan
Building
Railroad Tracks

Archer Avenue
There are several benefits to creating a first phase for the makerspace in the
proposed location. The site location is in the heart of downtown Lockport and
adjacent to popular amenities such as Lincoln Landing, the Gaylord Building,
and the restaurants. With the proposed site surrounded by popular attractions
in Downtown Lockport, more attention will be brought to the makerspace, and in
turn visitors will be more likely to occupy the space. In addition, the creation of
indoor spaces where culinary programs and other business categories could use
heated, enclosed space for their work may be a possibility by collaborating with
the owner of the Sloyan building to the north.
While the proposed site is smaller and the structural improvements significantly
less extensive than the Chevron site, the utilities will need to be improved.
Existing utilities located on Archer Avenue will need to be extended to service the
containers needing water, elec, gas. This can most likely be done without much
additional cost; however, focus will need to be put on the maker markets served,
as any uses requiring additional sanitary disposal services may trigger additional
utility investments. When a full selection of users is engaged, it may become a
neutral cost to extend utilities to the Chevron site. If the redevelopment of the
Sloyan building becomes mixed use then the financing, land cost and incentives
could balance out the additional development costs of the site.
The proposed maker space is a reflection of the community and the authentic
eclectic personality of Lockport. The shipping containers are a less expensive
approach to creating a makerspace for the community and will allow the market
to become established before a larger makerspace is built. The next pages
illustrate the conceptual site plan for Maker Landing.
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Maker Landing Site Plan
New 21 space parking lot ,
work with city on parking lot
construxtion in existing ROW.

Connection to bike path

I & M Canal

Railroad Tracks

Slope
Striped Bike Path

Landscape buffer from rail
(and continuing tree line from
further south)

Sloyan
Building
New landscape plus 4
parking spaces
Existing improved dock facility,
can accommodate WB-40,
moving trucks and beverage
trucks

Mine Creek
Outflow
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Maker Landing Enlargement Plan

Semi-permanent
restroom

Accessible ramp access
to Container Village level

16 parking
spaces
(permeable
pavement)

I & M Canal

Smaller user display
areas, seating, etc.

Stairs to
water level

Main exhibit area with
festoon lighting above

Overhead shade sails

20’ and 40’ containers

Bike trail connection
to Gaylord Building/
Lincoln Landing

Mine Creek
Outflow

Accessible ramp access
to Container Village level
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Appendix
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Utility Improvements
This Memo is written to discuss the various utilities needed to be extended into the Makers
Park site closer to the Chevron property west of the Heritage Village from the surrounding
area and to briefly discuss the status of the floodplain in the vicinity of the Makers Park site.
Potable Water
The Makers Park site has City water available from two existing water mains – a 16-inch
water main along the west side of Canal Street and a 6-inch water main along Ames Street,
extended north along the west side of the site. The 16-inch water main would provide
adequate water to the site and there are two alternatives for water service to the site:
Alternative 1 – Install a new 8-inch water service from the 16-inch water main to the
center of the site. This water service would be provided with a flow meter and backflow
prevention devices.
Alternative 2 – Install a new 8-inch water main from the 16-inch water main to the
west side of the site to connect to the existing 6-inch water main. This new water main
would provide increased fire protection and better water quality to the site and to the
neighborhood to the south. A short 8-inch water service would be installed and provided
with a flow meter and backflow prevention devices.
Sanitary Sewer
The City’s sanitary sewer system is proximate to the site with a manhole on a 10-inch
sanitary sewer located on Clinton Street, just south of Fifth Street. The 10-inch sewer
should have adequate capacity for the sanitary sewage flow rates and volumes of Makers
Park. However, the invert elevation of the sewer pipe may not be deep enough to serve the
site by gravity. To be conservative, we believe a pumping station and force main should be
considered to provide sanitary sewer service for Makers Park. If the sewer elevation is such
that gravity service is available, the construction of a gravity sewer may be less expensive
than the pumping station and force main.
Stormwater Drainage
Existing stormwater drainage of the Makers Park site consists of overland flow to a shallow
ditch along the south side of the site. The ditch appears to flow to the west and into and
through a culvert crossing the railroad tracks west of the site.
It is anticipated the development of Makers Park would include green infrastructure
(porous pavements, stormwater detention under parking lots/driveways, infiltration
chambers, etc.) to reduce peak stormwater flow rates and the volume of stormwater runoff
leaving the site. The bypass of upstream flows, if any, would most likely follow the existing
drainage patterns and outlet location(s).
Natural Gas
It is anticipated the development and use of Makers Park could require a significant volume
and flow rate of natural gas. Furnaces, forges, kitchen ovens, etc. could be large users
of natural gas. NiCor gas main maps for the area show that natural gas service could be
limited. There are only 2 inch gas mains along Ames Street and Clinton Street ending just
south of Fifth Street. The only gas mains larger than 2-inch are a 4-inch gas main along
Ninth Street at Daviess Street and a 6-inch gas main along the east side of State Route 171
(State Street).
The 6-inch gas main should be able to provide enough natural gas for Makers Park. The
route along Fourth Street, between the 6 inch gas main along Route 171 and the Makers
Park site is about one-half the length of the route along Daviess Street, between the 4
inch gas main on Ninth Street and Makers Park. Therefore, for purposes of providing
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conservative cost estimates for the development of Makers Park, we are considering the
need to connect to the 6 inch gas main along Route 171. The route along Fourth Street
will require crossing IDOT’s State Route 171, the railroad tracks, and the I&M Canal, and the
necessary permits required for those crossings.
Electricity
The electrical needs of Makers Park are not yet established, but it is anticipated the nature
of the development and use of Makers Park could require significant electrical power.
However, it appears there is adequate electrical power (voltage, amperage, and 3 phase/
Single phase) available from the electric power line located along the west side of Canal
Street. The higher voltage power carried on the power poles would be reduced with pole
mounted or ground surface transformers and brought into the site with underground
conduits and cables. The installation of the transformers would be coordinated
with Commonwealth Edison, the City, and the Makers Park engineers/architects and
contractor(s). After the electric power was at the building(s), it would be distributed
throughout the building(s) in accordance with local/national electric codes.
Communications
Communications (telephone, internet, and television) service could be provided by
the local telephone/internet/television company(ies) for the fiber optic cabling and
connections, while many of the people at Makers Park would use their cell/mobile phones
for communication. It is anticipated any wiring and fiber optic cabling would be buried
and would be connected to existing facilities located along Canal Street.
Other Considerations
Conflicting utilities
There do not appear to be any existing utilities on the proposed Makers Park site that
would interfere with the development of the property or conflict with any new utilities
brought to the site.
Floodplain
The Makers Park site is currently in a Zone A flood zone (floodplain), and the only area
available for development outside the floodplain is an area approximately 750 feet long
(east-west) and 500 feet wide (north-south). The current mapping places a significant
restriction on the amount and location of land available for the development of the Makers
Park site. However, the City is working on a Floodplain Map revision (Letter of Map Revision
– LOMR) that will allow for more and better development of the proposed Makers Park
property. The approval of the LOMR is critical to the feasibility and eventual development
of Makers Park. Currently, only parking lots, driveways, and other “flat”, non-inhabitable
improvements could be constructed in the floodplain. Those improvements would have to
be designed and constructed to be at or below the existing ground surface elevations.
Soils
As evidenced by the presence of bedrock in the I&M Canal, and by local knowledge of City
staff, trenches excavated for utilities will most likely need to be constructed partially in rock.
Actual bedrock surface elevations are not known at this time, but it can be assumed the
bedrock is probably three to six feet below the existing ground surface. The opinions of
probable construction cost at the end of this Memo include estimates for rock excavation.
The City had been informed the soils on the site are not contaminated, but that the soil
has been ‘characterized’ as being required to be disposed of properly if removed from the
site. City staff understands this characterization is detailed in the No Further Remediation
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Letters recorded against the property. City staff further understands the ‘characterized’
soil does not need to be removed, and that it can stay onsite. Therefore, to reduce
development costs, efforts should be made to find areas of the developed site on which to
dispose/store excess excavated soil. One caveat is the soil could not be placed as fill in the
floodplain and reduce the amount of flood water storage.
Opinions of Probable Cost
The Opinions of Probable Construction and Total Project Costs for the site utilities are
shown on the following pages. We have included a contingency of 30% in the construction
cost due to the number of unknowns regarding the depth/elevation of bedrock, availability
of specific communication facilities, and the final layout of the building(s), parking lots,
and stormwater facilities. The engineering and other soft costs are based on approximate
percentages for similar projects in the Chicagoland/Joliet area.
The Opinion of Probable Construction Cost and the Opinion of Probable Total Project Cost
for the Maker Park site utilities are $995,000 and $1,175,000, respectively.
Additional Information or Considerations
The City and the architects, engineers, and contractors involved with the Makers Park
development would benefit from additional information obtained through further studies
and field work. We recommend the following work be completed prior to finalizing plans
for Makers Park:
•

Soil borings to determine the depth to bedrock. The soil boring work would include
surveying the locations of the soil borings to provide information to establish the
elevation of the bedrock throughout the site.

•

Soil investigations by soil scientists to determine soil permeability and/or to perform
percolation testing for permeable/pervious pavement design. Though the site
appears to have stable soils, the soil investigations should also determine if there are
any problem soils that could impact building foundation and pavement work.

•

Property and easement research and documentation to prepare Plats of Survey; and
Plats/Descriptions of Easements, if needed.

•

A complete topographic survey of the entire site, including “buffer strips” of
immediately adjacent properties and of adjacent or bordering street/road rights of
way. Depending on the height and density of vegetation, it may be possible to fly
the site with a survey quality drone to obtain aerial photography and ground surface
contours. Baxter & Woodman has this type of equipment and has the pilot experience
and expertise to complete this work. However, it would require mowing vegetation to
heights of no more than 3” to prepare the site for the flight.

•

The users of Makers Park may need high quality water. The water being provided to
the site would match the quality provided to all other users/customers of the City’s
water system. Makers Park water users requiring higher quality water would have to
rely on “point of use” filters, distillers, reverse osmosis units, ultraviolet disinfection, or
other technologies to provide the quality of water required for each specific use.
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