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David Lothspeich

From: CMAP, the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning, on behalf of Jason Navota
[kdelaurentis@metrostrategiesinc.com]

Sent: Monday, November 09, 2015 2:20 PM

To: David Lothspeich

Subject: {Possible SPAM} Rescheduled Meeting of the IL 53/120 Corridor Land Use Committee

ILLINOIS ROUTE 53/120

CORRIDOR LAND USE STRATEGY

Dear Land Use Committee Members:

On Thursday, November 5, 2015, a meeting of the corridor land use committee
for the proposed IL 53/120 project was convened at the University Center of
Lake County in Grayslake. The committee voted 14 to 5 (with 1 abstention) in
favor of approving the draft land use strategy document. One committee
member, however, raised a question about the validity of this vote if it could
not be verified that the meeting had complied fully with the Open Meetings Act
by posting a notice and agenda at least 48 hours in advance at the site of the
meeting.

This process to date has been highly transparent and it remains our goal to
ensure there is never any question of its integrity. Rather than allow any
doubts to linger, we have rescheduled the meeting as follows:

NOVEMBER 12, 2015

2:30 - 4:00 pm

LAKE COUNTY PERMIT FACILITY
500 W. WINCHESTER ROAD
LIBERTYVILLE, IL

CMAP recommends that the Land Use Committee consider the Motion to
Finalize and Accept the Illinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy.

Meeting Materials:
Agenda




1. Welcome and Introductions

Public Comment

3. Consideration of Motion to Finalize and Accept the Illinois Route
53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy

N

LUC Motion

Land Use Strategy Document

Executive Summary

Draft Strategy Comments and Responses

If you have any questions regarding the event or process, please contact Kristi
DelLaurentiis (kdelaurentiis@metrostrategiesinc.com) of Metro Strategies.

Sincerely,

Jason Navota
CMAP
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ILLINOIS ROUTE 53/120

CORRIDOR LAND USE STRATEGY

PUBLIC NOTICE and MEETING AGENDA

lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor
Land Use Committee Meeting #9

November 12, 2015
2:30 pm — 4:00 pm

Lake County Central Permit Facility
500 W. Winchester Road, Libertyville, IL 60048

Agenda:

1. Welcome and Introductions

2. Public Comment

3. Consideration of Motion to Finalize and Accept the
lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy

CMAP recommends the Land Use Committee consider the following Motion to Finalize
and Accept the lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy

Materials Provided:

1. Motion to Finalize and Accept the lllinois Route 53/120
Corridor Land Use Strategy



ILLINOIS ROUTE 53/120

M CORRIDOR LAND USE STRATEGY

Land Use Committee Meeting #9 - November 12, 2015 - 2:30 PM
Lake County Central Permit Facility, 500 W. Winchester Road, Libertyville, IL 60048

Agenda

1.

2.
3.
4

Welcome and introductions

Approval of Meeting Minutes

Public Comment

Consideration of Motion to Finalize and Accept the lllinois
Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy

CMAP recommends the Land Use Committee consider the following
Motion to Finalize and Accept the lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land

Use Strategy

Materials Provided

Land Use Committee Meeting #8 Minutes
Motion to Finalize and Accept lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor
Land Use Strategy



Q

Route 53/120 Land Use Committee November 9, 2015

CMAP recommends the Land Use Committee consider the following Motion to Finalize and Accept the
lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy

The Route 53/120 Land Use Committee:

1.

10.

Recognizes the importance of a balanced land use strategy for the Route 53/120 Corridor to achieve
mobility, land use, economic development, community character, and environmental goals in Lake
County;

Supports incorporating proactive planning concepts and ideas that will help minimize adverse
impacts that can result from uncoordinated land use and transportation infrastructure investment;

Recognizes the unique opportunity we have to foster better coordination and cooperation by
Corridor municipalities and other stakeholders to achieve the goals of Lake County, municipalities,
residents, and others and to achieve better development outcomes;

Agrees to continue to work together to promote good planning and development practices in the
future to achieve optimal outcomes for land use, open space and natural resources, community
character, and economic development;

Agrees that the Route 53/120 Land Use Strategy provides good, forward-thinking planning guidance
to local authorities charged with making land use and development decisions;

Agrees to accept the Route 53/120 Land Use Strategy report as drafted (with edits)and to submit
the report for each municipality’s consideration;

Acknowledges that this motion does not bind municipalities to adopt the Land Use Strategy, enter
into an IGA, nor support the Route 53/120 facility itself, which is up to individual communities and
the public;

Agrees to work within respective jurisdictions and constituencies to consider adopting the Land Use
Strategy as an addendum to municipal comprehensive plan or as a separate planning guide
document; and to consider entering into a cooperative agreement with other Corridor municipalities
in order to ensure better coordination and cooperation on planning and development issues by
November 1, 2016;

Recommends the Tollway continue to work with the Land Use Committee or its successor to
cooperatively work toward achieving our shared vision; and

Recommends the Tollway further examine the proposed project to better understand its effects on
the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment.

Attachments to Motion

Corridor Land Use Strategy Report and Executive Summary (with edits)



OPENLANDS’ POSITION REGARDING THE LAND USE STRATEGY REPORT AND RESOLUTION
BEFORE THE LAND USE COMMITTEE
(November 11, 2015)

Openlands has appreciated the opportunity to participate on the Land Use Committee, and recognizes
the significant gains of the data and insight gathered through this process. However, we cannot
support adopting the resolution and Land Use Strategy Report. One of the conditions of Openlands
support on the Blue Ribbon Advisory Council was for local governments to commit to adopting a
coordinated regional land use plan with a clear cooperative implementation strategy that protects the

natural resources and open space in. That didn’t happen.

Further we cannot support launching an environmental study of this project pursuant to the National
Environmental Policy Act and other applicable laws. The resolution does not call for either the Tollway
or the lllinois Department of Transportation to adhere to the principles and tenants of the BRAC report.
We include IDOT since it will likely conduct the Environmental Impact Statement for the project.
Neither agency is bound by BRAC. Nor are they compelled by legislation to incorporate BRAC’s land use
and environmental elements into any design alternative studied and carried forward through that
process. At this point, we are not confident, given their track record on other projects in our region,
that IDOT will incorporate the innovative criteria for road design, operations and maintenance
prescribed by BRAC as part of the upcoming NEPA process. We are left without assurance that IDOT will

propose a road alternative that will protect the sensitive resources that we care about.

For these reasons and the ones we expressed last week, we will vote no on the resolution to adopt the
Land Use Strategy and for the Tollway to move forward with a NEPA study in that both are premature

and already out of sync with the letter and intent of BRAC.
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A RARE OPPORTUNITY FOR LAKE COUNTY

Lake County has the greatest humber of unique and threatened
ecological resources in the state of lllinois, including streams,
wetlands, lakes, native prairie remnants, oak woodlands, and many
acres of restored landscapes. These habitats support the largest
number of state and federal threatened, endangered, and special
concern species of any lllinois county. These species and resources
are critical to the natural and ecological health and character of the
county, but they are also and at risk due to direct and indirect impacts
of development. Likewise, Lake County is home to many residents,
businesses, and others who not only value these natural assets, but
the character of their communities and the surrounding landscapes,
which are similarly susceptible to direct, indirect, and unintended
consequences of development.

Itis with these assets in mind that Lake County's community leaders
have elected to take advantage of the rare opportunity before

them: to adequately and appropriately plan for a future corridor

that preserves the values and assets so important to Lake County
residents, particularly with respect to natural resources and the high
quality of life, while accommaodating the economic development
needs and aspirations of communities and landowners. It is rare for
S0 many community leaders to have the foresight and commitment
1o their communities to convene for a period of two years to develop
a collective vision and a strategy for achieving that vision. It is rare
for individual communities to consider the impacts of decisions

on neighboring communities, much less communities many miles
away. The land use strategy is intended to turn these rarities into

the commonplace, to encourage better decision making through
cooperation and collaboration with neighbors and stakeholders, and
to collectively move in the direction of the best possible outcomes for
central Lake County.

The Land Use Strategy represents thousands of hours of effort

- research, data collection, mapping, analysis, meetings, and
discussions — that occurred not only over the past two-years, but also
during the work that preceded this initiative such as the Blue Ribbon
Advisory Committee (BRAC.). The BRAC established a foundation

of consensus and guidelines by which subsequent efforts should
proceed. This Land Use Strategy represents the next step in the
evolution of how multijurisdictional land use and transportation
planning should occur: through coordination and communication
about priorities, issues, and concerns; through a thoroughly
researched and informed discussion about existing and anticipated
future conditions; and through the dedication and commitment to
leave a lasting legacy of our collective decisions for ourselves and
our children. Through the production of this Land Use Strategy, the
leaders of central Lake County have taken another step towards a
better future.

Land use decisions are the responsibility of the elected authorities of
the communities in and around the Corridor. The mayors, presidents,
managers, administrators, and other community leaders who have
been involved in the development of this Land Use Strategy should
continue to work with their partners and peers to implement the
sound, proactive, and implementable guidance presented in this
document. However, such an ambitious and visionary effort cannot
be achieved through the efforts of the communities themselves:
successful attainment of the vision will take a coordinated effort from
government agencies, community organizations, and local champions.
Future planning should embody transparency, accountability, open
discussion, and public, inclusive decision-making.

In order to achieve the most balanced, context-sensitive, and asset-
oriented corridor, all of the stakeholders involved in advancing
priorities in the Corridor should use the data, information, and
guidance contained in this strategy as a solid foundation for making
best-informed decisions.

The time to take advantage of this rare opportunity is now.






DRAFT- OCTOBER 28, 2015
4

A COMMITTED AND VISIONARY LAND USE COMMITTEE

The IL Route 53/120 Land Use Committee members have come
together since early 2014 to discuss and develop sound, proactive,
and implementable guidance for planning and future development

in the IL Route 53/120 Corridor. The detailed information presented
in the Corridor Land Use Strategy represents a consensus-based
approach developed over an 18-month process to achieve balanced
development in central Lake County, protecting the assets and values
that are so important to the residents, community leaders, business
interests, and others, while optimizing economic development
opportunities that accompany major investments in infrastructure.

This strategy represents a framework for municipalities and others
to work together and coordinate efforts to create a balance of
development, open space preservation, livability, and economic
development, maximizing benefits while minimizing impacts

to Corridor resources and quality of life. The guidelines and
recommendations presented are based on common goals and
sound planning principles, and if followed, represent a visionary and
thoughtful approach to creating the best possible outcomes for the
Corridor.

iL ROUTE 53/120 LAND USE COMMITTEE

Aaron Lawlor, Chairman, Lake County; Committee Co-Chair
George Ranney, Co-Chair, BRAC; Committee Co-Chair
Jeffrey Braiman, President, Village of Buffalo Grove
Michael Ellis, Village Manager, Village of Grayslake
Stephen Park, Trustee, Village of Gurnee

Linda Soto, Mayor, Village of Hainesville

Joseph Mancino, Mayor, Village of Hawthorn Woods

Mike Talbett, Chief Village Officer, Village of Kildeer

Tom Poynton, President, Village of Lake Zurich

Todd Weihofen, President, and Matt Daborwski, Director of
Community & Economic Development, Village of Lakemoor

Terry Weppler, Mayor, and Heather Rowe, Economic
Development Coordinator, Village of Libertyville

Angie Underwood, President, Village of Long Grove

Land use decisions are within the authority of local governments,
and it is up to the elected boards of these local autharities to ensure
the long-term impacts and outcomes of decisions made today are in
the long-term interest of their communities, the Corridor, and Lake
County.

Steve Lentz, Mayor, Village of Mundelein
Dan MacGiilis, Mayor, Village of Round Lake
Linda Lucassen, Mayor, Village of Round Lake Park

Roger Byrne, President, and David Brown, Pubtlic Works
Director / Village Engineer, Village of Vernon Hills

Burneli Russeli, former President, and Stephen Heniey,
President, Viliage of Volo

Frank Bart, Mayor, Village of Wauconda
Wayne Motiey, Mayor, City of Waukegan

Pat Carey, Board Member, Lake County Board
Brad Leibov, President & CEO, Liberty Prairie Foundation
Michaei Stevens, President & CEO, Lake County Partners

Mike Sands, Senior Associate, Liberty Prairie Foundation
Lenore Beyer-Ciow, Policy Director, Openlands
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THE IL ROUTE 53/120 CORRIDOR

The IL Route 53/120 Corridor is an area roughly defined by a two-
mile buffer on each side of a generalized right-of-way alignment. This
study area includes 76,000 acres in the heart of central Lake County,
touches 20 municipalities and numerous forest preserves, and is
crossed by roads, bike paths, streams, watersheds, wildlife migration
routes, and other interconnected elements that cross jurisdictional
boundaries.

A significant portion of the Corridor has developed over the years, and
additional growth (65,000 residents have been forecasted to populate
the area by 2040) will continue to burden local roadways with
congestion. Municipal land use plans propose a significant amount

of new, low-density residential development, as well as approximately
3 to 7 times more non-residential development (office, retail, and
industrial) than market analysis suggests is probable in the same
timeframe.

Map of Study Area
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CORRIDOR HISTORICAL CONTEXT

The potential for a new central Lake County transportation facility
has been examined since the 1960s. In 2009, Lake County residents
approved a non-binding referendum in favor of extending lilinois
Route 53 north to lilinois Route 120. In 2010, CMAP's GO TO 2040
regional comprehensive plan included the project on its list of fiscally
constrained projects, citing performance measures that show the
roadway as “ranking highest among all projects in its effect on
region-wide congestion.” In 2012, the Blue Ribbon Advisory Council
{BRAC) recommended creation of a 21st Century urban highway, a
modern boulevard that would have a smaller footprint to minimize
potential negative impacts while protecting the natural environment
and preserving the character of Lake County. The BRAC also
recommended the creation of a corridor plan and implementation
strategy that integrates and balances land use, multi-modal
transportation, market feasible development, and open space and
natural resources.

As recommended by the BRAC, tandem committees were formed: the
Finance Committee examined the financial feasibility of the facility,
and the Land Use Committee developed the Corridor Land Use
Strategy that, in the words of the BRAC Report, “balance[s] economic
development, open space, and community character goals across
municipalities to encourage development of vibrant communities in
central Lake County.”

This Corridor Land Use Strategy represents a major implementation
step of the BRAC, and helps inform and advance planning and
development in the Corridor regardless of whether or not the 53/120
facility is built. The goal is to minimize negative impacts that land use
change can cause, while maximizing the benefits from a significant
investment in transportation infrastructure.

The BRAC report provides guiding principles that would enhance
mobility and accessibility and relieve congestion, but also resuit

in a “safe, integrated, multi-modal corridor that preserves the
environment and the character of nearby communities, and enhances
their economic vitality.” Above all, communities should respect

and preserve the land through environmental enhancements and
sustainable practices that minimize long-term, irreversible impacts

to the unique environment, habitat and wildlife of the county from
fragmentation and disturbance.

This key recommendation to respect and preserve land is further
supported through the protection of sensitive lands and the addition
of new lands comprised of high-quality parcels to help reconnect
fragmented ecological systems. Protection and enhancement of
water resources through appropriate stormwater and stream corridor
management strategies are also highlighted.

BRAC RECOMMENDATIONS

The Blue Ribbon Advisory Councii provided the foliowing
specific guidance for development of the land use strategy:

s

Utilize a market-driven approach to assess the feasibility of
future land use change, including analysis of employment
trends, potential commercial and industrial development,
and the housing mix that is likely to occur if the proposed
Route 53/120 is built

Balance economic development, open space, and
community character goals across municipalities to
encourage development of vibrant communities in central
Lake County.

Formulate a multijurisdictional economic development
Strategy to ensure the best passible economic future for
central Lake County. Address planning for development
desired by targeted industries as well as business
attraction strategies.

Provide strategies for communities to encourage mixed
use, pedestrian-friendly, and/or transit-supportive land
uses where feasible in order to reduce congestion, air
poilution, vehicle miles traveled, and greenhouse gas
emissions.

Design the land use and transportation system to facilitate
walking and biking, transit, increase local connectivity,
and manage the increased local road traffic that will

likely follow completion of the road and associated new
development.

Develop an integrated open space system that not only
includes the protection and restoration of conservation
fands, but also meet residents’ and workers’ needs for
recreation and open space in the Corridor.




DRAFT: OCTOBER 28, 2015

STRUCTURE OF THE LAND USE STRATEGY

The Land Use Strategy is organized to provide planning and
development guidance at several scales.

1: Corridor-Wide Framework
The Corridor-wide framework addresses broad networks, strategies,
and recommendations, including:

> Open space and natural resource network components, potential

direct and indirect impacts, and recommendations for protection COR RI Do R

and enhancement.
> Transportation networks, including roadways, transit, and trails.

> The market assessment of development potential for several
market types, as well as strategies for optimizing development
opportunities.

> ldentification of locations where land use change is anticipated,
which forms the foundation for suggesting appropriate future
development typologies and locations.

2: Planning Zone Framework

The second section of the report highlights a balanced, market-based
land use approach for four geographic subzones. Each planning zone
presents information to inform land use decisions while maintaining
municipal authority and flexibility to respond to market dynamics and
specific opportunities within their boundaries.

The structure of this document provides planning, strategies and
Zuidance at several levels of detail

3: Typologies & Best Practices

The final section presents implementation guidance, best practices,
policies, and standards that represent sound planning and
development approaches for municipalities, the county, landowners,
and developers. The guidance is designed to encourage local
jurisdictions to capitalize on development opportunities while growing
in a way that preserves and enhances community character, quality of
life, and environmental resources.
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CORRIDOR-WIDE FRAMEWORK

The 53/120 Corridor is comprised of a variety of interconnected

networks, including open space and natural resources, transportation,

and land uses. These networks should be planned in an integrated
fashion that incorporates realistic, market-forecasted development
potential within a system of protected natural resources and open
space.

Open Space & Natural Resources

Corridor open spaces and natural resources form an interdependent
ecological system that, when properly planned, preserved, and
managed, supports ecosystem structure and function, hundreds

of plant and animal species, valuable and irreplaceable ecosystem
services, and a high quality of life for residents and visitors.
Resources are categorized into Core Landscapes and Opportunity
Landscapes.

Core Landscapes are high value resources that contribute
immeasurably to natural habitat, recreation, quality of life, and
the region’s long-term economic vitality, and therefore should be
prioritized for preservation and enhancement. These include:

Protected Landscapes

Woodlands

Wetlands

Stream, Lake, and Wetland Buffers

Prairies and Grasslands

v ¥V Vv Vv VvV V

Floodplains

Core Landscapes are generally protected through existing federal,
state, county and local regulations. However, municipalities can
strengthen and clarify ordinances to provide better protection,
particularly for locally and globally rare landscape types such as
prairies, grasslands, and oak woodlands.

Indirect Impacts

Existing protections are primarily oriented to address direct impacts.
Municipalities and agencies are encouraged to take additional
measures 10 protect these landscapes from indirect impacts as well.
Consider establishing wide, natural buffers, avoid fragmentation of
networks, create natural resource management plans, and manage
potential impacts, such as impervious surface and light pollution, on
adjacent sites.

Opportunity Landscapes identify resources and sites with the
potential to complement Core Landscapes and help achieve Corridor
open space and natural resource goals. These are suggested
locations for preservation, restoration, expansion, and enhancement
by municipalities, local conservation organizations, and other Corridor
stakeholders. Additionally, the Environmental Restoration and
Stewardship Fund (ERSF) proposed by the Finance Committee could
also be used to target key projects and opportunities. Opportunity
Landscapes include areas for:

> Wetland Mitigation

> Restoration

> Connectivity and Trails
> Large Open Spaces

> Backyard Conservation
Working Landscapes

Community & Neighborhood Parks

Vv v v

Unprotected Green Spaces

Core and Opportunity Networks

LAKE COUNTY -
CHOK COUNTY

See page 18 for the iuil exhibit
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Transportation & Land Use Nexus

The development of Lake County over the past few decades, as

with many other places in the Chicago region, has resulted in
pteasant residential neighborhoods that are separated from where
people work, socialize, and recreate. The distances between these
destinations are often difficult if not impossible to traverse by means
other than driving. When considered together, the volume and pattern
of growth that prioritize driving over other means of getting around
have jointly contributed to traffic congestion, impacting quality of life
through time and financial costs.

Continued growth in Lake County will benefit individuals, businesses,
and local governments. Likewise, continued investment and
innovation in transportation systems are critical to address
automobile congestion and provide mobility options. Future
development in the corridor is anticipated to bring approximately
65,000 new residents, and 40,000 additional jobs in offices, industry,
and retail by 2040. This increase in activity will bring a corresponding
increase in travel and mobility needs.

While the proposed improvements of lllinois Route 53 and 120

will provide additional road capacity to central Lake County,
complementary land use planning is needed to ensure that current
and future traffic and mobility challenges are appropriately managed
in the future. Doing so requires an emphasis on development patterns
that help reduce the need to travel long distances, and on investment
in all modes of transportation, including public transit and non-
motorized mobility that can help relieve the pressure on the Corridor
roadway network.

The Land Use Strategy identifies road, public transit, and non-
motorized mobility improvements that can help mitigate congestion.
When coordinated with complementary land use and development
decisions, transportation investments can improve the transportation
network and enhance mobility choices, which can help support quality
of life and economic prosperity in Lake County.

> Support road investments with complementary measures such as
improved transit services and sensible development patterns that
make the most efficient and effective use of investments in new
roads.

> Consider bus transit service for major transportation corridors
such as IL 53/120, Peterson Road, and IL 60.

> “Just-intime” and on-demand mobility services like vanpools or
car-share services could help provide mobility options in areas
that cannot support fixed route transit service.

> Enhance park and ride opportunities for Metra stations to connect
“reverse commute” customers and employees to retail, office, and
industrial destinations.

> Leverage roadway reconstruction and other investments to expand
non-motorized trails for recreational uses and utilitarian travel as
an alternative to motorized vehicles.

> Fili gaps in the bikeway network to provide better connections to
local and regional trail systems, and strengthen east-west

Recommended Transit Network
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Market Forecast & Land Use

Continued development and population growth in the Corridor

is anticipated regardless of whether the IL 53/120 facility is

built. However, the 53/120 facility would fundamentally improve
the competitive position of the Corndor for office and industrial
development, which provide jobs and economic opportunities

that retail and residential uses do not. It would catalyze economic
development and attract corporate offices, modern business parks,
and retail development to areas within the Corridor that were
previously out of the development pattern for such uses.

The incremental boost in development potential will be generated

by decreased travel times, enhanced access to Interstate 94 and
Lake-Cook Road, new highway interchanges with high visibility to
passing traffic, and improved connectivity to employment centers near
Schaumburg, O’Hare international Airport, and downtown Chicago.

Understanding the expected real estate potential through 2040 and
key considerations for achieving that potential will help communities
effectively plan for the future. Future market potential through 2040
was projected for major land uses based on forecasted growth in
population, employment, and industrial output as well as existing
growth and development patterns:

Office: 4 to 5 million square feet of new office space including up to
three new corporate office centers {totaling 3 to 3.5 million square
feet), complemented by 1.5 to 2 million square feet of professional
and medical office distributed throughout Corridor communities.

Industrial: 11 to 12 million square of new industrial space, including
up to three new industrial clusters, each with 2-6 million square feet
of new space.

Residential: Approximately 25,500 new residential units to house
65,000 new residents. More than half of these new units are likely to
be single-family, with the remainder as multi-family or attached single-
family units.

Retail: 4.3 to 5.4 million square feet of new retail space including 2.3
10 2.9 million square feet in two new regional retail clusters and one
new lifestyle/hybrid center; an additional 2 to 2.5 million square feet
of retail development is anticipated to be distributed across Corridor
communities.

Balanced Land Use Framework

Comparing these market forecasts to local land use plans reveals
that local communities are planning for far more non-residential
development than the market is likely to support, and far less land for
residential uses. The balanced land use framework identifies a mix

of land uses within the Corridor that would achieve market potential
while providing housing for residential growth and achieving a robust
open space and natural resource preservation strategy. Three primary
and somewhat competing goals were considered in developing land
use scenarios:

1. Maximize preserved open space and natural resources
2. Maximize commercial development and municipal tax revenues

3. Maintain community character through residential density and
design

The land use scenario analysis reveals that only two of these three
goals can be achieved with the available land in the Corridor, unless a
modest increase in residential density can be attained. This approach
could, when combined with other recommendations, help meet open
space, commercial development, municipal revenue, and community
character goals.
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PLANNING ZONE FRAMEWORK

A variety of development patterns and characters exist across the For each of these zones, the Land Use Strategy highlights existing
Corridor. As a result of this diversity in communities, land use goals character and opportunities, market estimates for different land
cannot be uniformly applied across the entire Corridor, but should uses, a suggested balanced land use blend, and annotated maps
instead be calibrated to smaller planning zones that have similar suggesting appropriate strategies and typologies for key sites.
characteristics. This use of planning zones allows for neighboring The typologies identified for these key sites present options,
communities to work together to achieve common goals and starting with typologies that the market and land use assessment
outcomes for each zone. suggests are maost appropriate for the site, and proceeding through

second- and third-best options. This approach introduces typically
underrepresented but important typologies, such as a diversity of
residential types, for consideration.

Zones were defined by several factors. First, zones were focused
around major gravity centers for office, retail and industrial uses

as identified through the market analysis. Second, zones included
groups of communities in an effort to promote cooperation and avoid
assigning development potential to individual communities. Third,
municipalities were included in single planning zones, where possible.
The boundaries of planning zones are not intended to be rigid, but
permeable, allowing development potential to move according to
market forces.

The four planning zones have unique characteristics:

> The northwest zone has significant opportunities for new retail,
industrial, and residential growth, and consequently a significant
potential for loss of farmland and open space. it is critical in this
zone to preserve and connect key unprotected open space and
natural resources.

> The north central zone also has significant undeveloped land,
large areas of development, and the majority of the Corridor's Corridor Land Use Zones
commuter train stations. Development potential for a corporate ‘ AN S 1
office and major retail cluster near the potential interchange with
Peterson Road should be thoughtfully planned with open space
preservation and connectivity. Opportunities to make strong
connections to adjacent open space hubs, including Liberty Prairie
Reserve, Rollins Savannah, and Ray Lake Forest Preserve should
not be wasted.

> The northeast zone has the most existing development and
fewer opportunities for significant land use change. The
1-94 Corridor has attracted higher intensity commercial and
industrial development and may present opportunities for infill
or complementary development. The Des Plaines River corridor
forms a strong foundation to continue to preserve, mitigate,
connect, and restore natural resources.

> The southern zone of the Corridor is characterized by large lot, low
density residential development. Large areas of natural resources
are comingled with residential areas, creating opportunities
for private landowner stewardship activities. Opportunities
for new and redevelopment exist on isolated sites. While the
existing density limits opportunities for transit services, there
are opportunities to improve connections in the non-motorized
transportation network. “
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TYPOLOGIES & BEST PRACTICES

The Corridor Land Use Strategy presents a suite of development
typologies and best practices that municipalities should consider for
new and redevelopment opportunities.

Development Typologies

The development typologies include basic information about land
use and intensity, as well as thoughtful guidance on development
standards and design, transportation elements, and environmental
stewardship.

The typologies include:

>

Corporate Office Center Typology

See page 106 for the fuil exhibit

Conservation Design: aliocates allowable development to smaller,
more clustered lots in order to maximize natural features and
community open space.

Rural Living: larger lot single-family residential development that
should also preserve natural features and open spaces.

Lower-Intensity Walkable Neighborhood: residential areas
designed using traditional neighborhood standards such as an
interconnected street network, common community open spaces,
smaller residential lots, and a mix of single family and attached
residential units such as townhomes.

Higher-Intensity Walkable Neighborhood: residential areas that
follow traditional neighborhood design standards including an
interconnected street network, common community open spaces,
smaller residential lots, and a mix of single-family, attached, and
multi-family residential units.

Neighborhood Commercial: smaller building footprints than other
commercial development typologies. These are typically located at
key transportation nodes and present strong opportunities to co-

locate commercial and residential uses to enhance walkability.

Corridor Commercial: larger building footprints than
Neighborhood Commercial, located in larger clusters, where
buildings are more likely to have a single tenant.

Major Retail Center: larger collections of retail uses from
125,000 to 600,000 square feet with large retail anchor tenants
and regional customer attraction.

Corporate Office Center: larger cotlections of office uses, up to
1.5 million square feet, that often have mid-rise office buildings
and large surface parking lots or parking decks.

Industrial Park: larger manufacturing and office buildings,
potentially 50,000 to 500,000 square feet on a single floor. Truck
traffic and loading are a consideration for this typology.

Village Center: mixed-usecenters typically associated with central
business districts, commuter rail stations, or concentrations

of community amenities that can support vertical mixing of
residential and commercial uses.
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Best Practices

Best practices are provided to guide municipalities, agencies,
landowners, and developers in creating better development that
achieves multiple goals. They begin with guiding principles that can be
applied corridor-wide, and are followed by more specific best practices
for natural resources, transportation, and land use.

Guiding Principles
> Encourage responsible development

> Locate land uses and development typologies to maximize healthy
economic development

> Coordinate and communicate with agencies and neighboring
municipalities to achieve better, more efficient outcomes

> Maintain local character and promote community

> Pursue a multimodal transportation approach for the corridor
> Value undeveloped landscapes as productive and beneficial
Open Space & Natural Resources

» Manage and restore natural resources

> Establish and improve connections between open space and
natural resource hubs

> Utilize green stormwater infrastructure practices to manage
stormwater on site

> Implement environmentally-friendly landscape management
practices

> lLeverage funds and partnerships to maximize protection of
resources

Transportation
> Humanize the scale of streets to support all users

> Provide separation between travel modes according to roadway
context and characteristics

» Manage vehicle speeds at conflict points

> Let local streets govern the design of interchanges

> Give priority to transit at congestion hot spots

Land Use

> Assess and modernize zoning and development regulations
> Encourage appropriate infill development

> Consider mixed use development on appropriate sites

> Promote green buildings

> Encourage transit supportive development

> Implement travel demand management programs at employment
centers
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CALL-TO-ACTION

This Land Use Strategy presents information and guidance developed
over several months of intense work and effort by municipalities, Lake
County, and other stakeholders. Its guidance is relevant and valuable
for planning and development for new growth regardless of whether
the Route 53/120 facility is constructed. The guidance is informed by
conversations with stakeholders and the analysis of data and market
dynamics. It is intended to support individual community goals as
well as resuit in optimal outcomes for the corridor, Lake County, and
the region because it takes a broad, multi-jurisdictional view and
considers influences and impacts beyond the borders of any single
community. As such, it should be viewed as a framework for better
coordination and cooperation between municipalities in advancing
the goals of the residents and other stakeholders of Lake County.

Corridor municipalities and other stakeholders are encouraged to
support this Corridor Land Use Strategy and commit to using the
information, data, best practices, and recommendations to make
thoughtful and informed planning, investment, and development
decisions. The goal is to achieve better preservation and development
outcomes, a higher quality of life, and other benefits that can be
reached through cooperative planning:

> Fewer land use conflicts among municipalities

» Streamlined coordination, investment efficiencies, and cost
savings for utility, infrastructure, open space, and natural resource
investments

> A stronger foundation for establishing other cooperative planning
tools such as boundary agreements, revenue sharing, and shared
public services

> Coordinated economic development strategies to enhance Lake
County’s competitiveness in the region and the Midwest

Maintaining a high quality of life in Lake County requires a
commitment to the assets that make the county so special and
unique. Continued coordination is necessary to help communities
advance preservation and development in the Corridor in a manner
that is consistent with Cotridor goals, while simultaneously working
closely with government agencies, community organizations, and
local champions. To facilitate a cooperative approach, future planning
should embody transparency, accountability, open discussion, and
inclusive decision making.

NEXT STEPS

Municipalities are encouraged to adopt the Corridor Land Use
Strategy as a guidance document, either as an addendum to their
municipal comprehensive plan, or as a separate planning guide.
Corridor municipalities are aiso encouraged to work towards
developing and entering into an intergovernmental agreement (IGA)
or other similar agreement to assist with achieving Corridor goals. It
is through such commitment that we can continue to work together
to achieve multiple goals and preserve the valuable natural and
community assets of central Lake County.
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The 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy was presented for public review from Friday September 25" to Friday
October 23. During this time, the draft document was available on the project website and public could comment
via mail, email or through the project website. Additionally, two public open houses were conducted:

e October 14" at the Libertyville Civic Center in Libertyville
e October 15" at the Kemper Lakes Golf Club in Kildeer

At these open houses, a series of 18 boards summarized the content of the document. Additionally, paper copies of
the draft document were available for review. Participants were encouraged to provide comments.

The following input was received:

e 66 Comment forms or card submitted at the open houses
e 250 257 Comments submitted via email or the website
¢ Additional comments submitted by local agencies or municipalities

Submissions were received from 318 individual sources, but in some instances were split into multiple comments for
tracking and responding to if there were separate thoughts or ideas within the same submission. These comments
were classified as follows:

e 233 240 comments are specific to the facility itself, either supportive, in opposition, or about the alignment
of the facility, and not the Land Use Strategy document. These comments will be shared with the project
partners who are working on the facility.

¢ 16 comments provided were in opposition to the Corridor Land Use process. The following are some
examples:

o The Blue Ribbon Advisory Council did not unanimously approve the project and contained hand-

picked organizations that were expected to be least challenging. Most panelists represented Cook
County’s interest.

o Every couple years a politician decides to hire a relative in the engineering business to run a survey
and impact study then the tree huggers come out and make noise and every one forgets about it till
next year when we rehire the relatives and do it all over again

© Land use planning should be limited to road bed areas. Areas outside should be left to the various
villages town county to meet their need. No funds should be spent except for road planning.

o What a leviathan document you have wrought! So impressive a tone - and yet so few of our citizens
will read and understand the huge expenditures of more have been spent to study this wasteful,
imprudent, outdated idea.

As these comments do not pertain to the contents of the Land Use Strategy document, there are no
recommendations for changes.
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21 comments were supportive of either the Corridor Land Use process or draft strategy document. The
following are some examples:

o This opportunity to preserve the ecology while addressing a major problem should not be wasted.

The plans laid out today are well thought out and will accomplish this goal. Better this cost is born by
the tollway than the state.

I like a lot of things about the plan, except for the road. I like information about community typologies
and valuing open space.

I thought this information was very useful. | would like to see future developments follow these best
practices.

Well thought out. | like the value given to agriculture and underdeveloped land. Good ideas. A much
better and holistic approach is being made compared to previous roadways.

Again, as these comments do not pertain directly to the content of the document, there are no
recommendations for changes to the report.

15 comments were provided that did not directly comment on the content of the strategy document, but
instead commented on the process, or the values behind the process. The following are some examples:

O

As open space and natural areas are defined, who and how will the areas be created? Funding by
taxis not a good thing.

Who and how will school planning be done as residential areas are defined and school needs are
potentially created, how will this get funded?

It is crucial to preserve and protect our existing wetlands to keep the quality of living in this area.

I’'m concerned that this roadway is being pushed not for potential economic development by the
surrounding towns less affected by Rte 53 rather than the supposed purpose of reducing traffic
congestion.

Again, as these comments do not pertain directly to the content of the document, there are no
recommendations for changes to the report.

The remaining comments were about the Corridor Land Use Strategy. These have been addressed either
individually or grouped by similar comment or theme. The responses indicate a recommendation as to
whether the draft document should be modified to address the comment:

Comment: Each section of the report should have an introduction/summary.

Response: Each of the three major sections of the report (Corridor-Wide Framework, Planning Zone
Framework and Typologies & Best Practices) have an introduction page (pages 14, 57 and 91)

Comment: The CMAP report is over 100 pages of details without any meaningful executive summary in
order to help understand it.

Response: An executive summary is being prepared to accompany the final document.

llinois law gives its municipalities the power to negotiate inter-governmental agreements (IGAs) to
avoid costly and wasteful competition for development without the 53/120 tollways, and CMAP should
be providing a parallel strategy for this that presents the appropriate retail, office and industrial
planning for the likely scenario in which 53/120 is not built.

Response: The scope of the study came from the BRAC recommendation, which was to conduct a
Corridor land use planning process that assumed the facility is built.

DRAFT for Land Use Committee Review



Citizen participation has actually been weakened by the Land Use Committee and the larger BRAC
planning process. We'd like to raise our concerns in a more formal way, not just five minute limits at the
end of meetings or a little postcard in an open house, or in these comments after the plan is written.
We want a genuine public hearing where all participants hear all questions and answers.

Response: Noted

The land use plan is not meaningful until the IGA (Inter-governmental agreements) are written and
signed. These should not be considered as separate issues. If the IGA is not binding as they are
suggesting, there is no guarantee that open space will be protected. If history is any indication, given
the choice between a tax-revenue-producing project and the protection of open space, a municipality
nearly always chooses tax revenue.

Response: Noted

Comment: | really don’t like the idea of dense housing - more than seven units per acre. We need to
keep the “community atmosphere” - more open space, less people. This will increase the traffic in
Lake County, and | can’t support that!

Response: Noted

Comment: Land use on either side of the roadway needs to be consistent and uniform with the
surrounding communities. Land development establishing shopping malls in residential neighborhoods
in my view is an example of what not to do. Residents of Hawthorn Woods and the surrounding
communities moved there to be removed from commercial traffic and noise. The insertion of
commercial properties into residential communities will benefit some but will not benefit the residential
homeowners. My comments on land use abutting the roadway is that the planned uses should be
consistent with the surrounding communities. Residents moved to the affected communities to escape
commercial noise and traffic.

Response: Noted

One of the most significant technical lapses is the failure to project induced growth outside of the
immediate corridor. Technical analysis of land use changes are restricted to the corridor, but it is clear
that the corridor will have substantial impacts throughout Lake County. This Land Us Plan is misleading
for residents outside the study area.

Response: Noted

Comments addressing the amount of open space in the plan and how it is addressed:
* Plan seems to-sacrifice open spaces while claiming to support them.

* It seems that you've identified some wetlands and then created detailed plans to build over
them.

= Corridor-Wide Framework Comments: More open space should be reserved/preserved than
what is currently proposed.

* CMAP says that losing 50% of the corridor’'s open space to development is a “balanced”
approach, but it will result in a commensurate loss of species and water quality that rely
on open space. Loss of 50% of open space is not “balanced,” it's destructive of our native
ecosystems. CMAP claims that this strategy will increase open space, when in reality this
strategy sacrifices open space presently used for farming or protected as the 53/120
corridor, and indirectly impacts thousands of acres of protected open space. This is a bad
deal for Lake County residents who value the rural character of Lake County. We don’t want
every square inch of Lake County paved over as in the CMAP development plan! We love the
rural character and our open spaces in Lake County! This Land Use Plan sacrifices thousands
of acres of open space and its promise to mitigate and protect open space is speculative.

Response: The strategy document identifies opportunities and strategies for preserving and enhancing
natural resources and open space. It will be up to municipalities, property owners, developers, and
other stakeholders to decide if and how to preserve these areas.
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10. Comments were provided regarding air pollution:
=  What about air pollution?

* Lake County already has an air pollution problem. We have received an “F” from the
American Lung Association for our air quality for several years now. The data is clear that
large highways increase air pollution and there is NO plan to mitigate for that impact or
the negative impacts it will have on local resident’s health. 63,000 vehicles /day projected
for project will INCREASE congestion and air pollution as well as associated induced
exacerbation of respiratory and cardiac illnesses. CMAP should not be recommending a Land
Use Plan that worsens Lake County’s chronic air pollution impacts on its residents.

Response: Air pollution was not part of the scope of this project.

11, Comments were provided regarding impervious surface amounts:

* | am concerned about what this proposed land use would do to the environment in Lake
County. | am not comfortable with the information that has been provided in this report.
What about the environmental effects of the addition of impervious surfaces in the corridor
communities as well as the Lake County as a whole.

= We believe that impervious cover (IC) in the Corridor is already well above the 10% that
represents a threshold for stream degradation. Induced growth, both in the Corridor and
outside of it, is almost certain to increase IC to the detriment of regional fisheries. Why is this
not discussed and preempted by this Land Use Plan?

= The CMAP Document fails to address the serious ramifications to the impervious cover of
the natural surroundings affected by the proposal. This issue has serious and wide-ranging
effects on natural wetlands, water retention, salt runoff, flooding issues, and safety for
residential and commercial occupants. Again, this is a readily available and accessible topic
that is inexcusably ignored in the CMAP Document.

Response: The amount and locations of impervious surfaces in the Corridor was reviewed and
analyzed during a previous phase of work and used to inform the strategies and recommendations
presented in the Land Use Strategy document. The potential for natural resources in the Corridor to
be impacted by run-off from additional impervious surfaces is mentioned on pages 19 through 27.
Additionally, the best practice 0S-3 Utilize Green Stormwater Infrastructure on page 123 discusses
minimizing impervious coverage.

12. Comments on impacts to surface water, especially from salt:

* ltis striking that the CMAP Document omits readily available data on the damaging effects
of salt water increases on the Des Plaines River System without ever exploring how the
recommended proposals would greatly exacerbate those effects. Despite the fact that the
Des Plaines River System is one of the most studied river systems in the U.S. and the results
of those studies are available (at no additional cost to taxpayers), it is inexcusable that they
have not been incorporated into the CMAP Document and discussed with all stakeholders
present.

* The plan relies heavily on the use of bio-swales to treat storm-water runoff and salt from
the tollway surface. While bio-swales are desirable they are NOT likely to have performance
characteristics that can deal with salt loading. Salt loading in lakes protected by bio-swales in
Lake County presently exceed guidelines for fully supporting their aquatic life. CMAP should
not be misleading the public with a Land Use Plan that ignores the damage that salt does
to wetlands, streams and lakes. Nor should it overlook the damage done to groundwater by
disposing of briny road runoff through infiltration.

* This Land Use Plan does not recognize the sub-watersheds in the study area. According to
the USEPA's report, Eight Tools of Watershed Protection in Developing Areas, watersheds are
the key to land use planning. This Land Use Plan therefore cannot be expected to protect the
waters of central Lake County.

Response: The condition of surface water in the Corridor, including impaired lakes, ponds, streams
and rivers, was reviewed and analyzed during a previous phase of work and used to inform the
strategies and recommendations presented in the Land Use Strategy document.
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13,

14.

15.

16.

17.

8.

18.

20.

Comment: Why is ADID wetland site in southern Lake County ignored?

Response: ADID wetland data was provided by Lake County. ADID wetlands within the Corridor
boundary are shown.

Comment: The Route 53 routing violates GP-1 and GP-3 in Long Grove, Heron Creek and areas north of
there. “it goes through/over green spaces, woodlands, and watersheds).

Response: This process used the BRAC alignment for Route 53. The final alignment would be
developed as part of future study.

The CMAP Document noticeably fails to address the deep concerns that affected residents and
stakeholders have about the environmental and health impacts on their communities. There have
been serious concerns raised by previous Environmental Impact Studies performed on the Route 53
expansion but these are not addressed in an appropriately serious fashion by the CMAP Document.
Vague assurances about unspecified measures that will be implemented to mitigate what previous
environmental studies have factually indicated are long-term and damaging effects are no substitute
for a transparent and rigorous process that incorporates and includes all of the facts and stakeholders.

Response: This type of detailed analysis is outside the scope of the work for this project, but would be
part of a future Environmental Impact Study, should the process continue.

Value gap - Open space protection is the best antidote to future road congestion, and is available at
a fraction of the cost of the tax and toll increases for the extension of 53. This Land Use Plan should
consider the option for IDOT to reduce congestion by transferring all or part of the land it owns in the
corridor to the IDNR or the LCFPD in addition to the 750 acres it targets for open space.

Response: Noted

What if the development doesn’t happen as predicted? Who gets left holding the bag for the
environmental stewardship fund, or for any shortfall on the gas taxes or new tolls? This plan should not
be saying that land will be protected based on development speculation while condoning the certain
loss of high quality lands and wetlands.

Response: Noted

The Tollway environmental groups who signed on to the BRAC recommendations should assure
promised funding for ecological restoration and a perpetual funding source for management within the
corridor. So far this has not occurred, rendering this Land Use Plan misleading.

Response: Noted

Notably, none of the County’'s watershed plans integrate with the Rt. 53 Corridor project. Mill Creek for
example, the most recent watershed plan, includes a call-out box which acknowledges the existence

of the Corridor Plan but does not integrate it into the watershed plan itself. Thus, none of the loading
estimates which were made for the Mill Creek watershed include the existence of the roadway. This
Land Use Plan is invalid without the stewardship commitments of the sub-watershed citizens expressed
in their watershed plans.

Response: Noted

We see the advantage of strengthening the benefits of being part of the corridor planning group

but we prefer that the Lake County Forest Preserve District be the vehicle for making decisions on
implementing the natural resource preservation plans and making decisions on use of the funding for
this purpose. They have an outstanding record in this.

Response: Noted
DRAFT for Land Use Committee Review Page 5
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21. Several comments relate to the lack of information or planning for utilities.

No mention of severe water shortage in much of proposed development area, especially
west of 120. How will that be addressed?

Build it with the future in mind! Incorporate major utilities within the corridor NOT in the
cities it is now! Utilities: Gas/Electric/LP/Oil - in the planning, incorporate in idea of The OLD
utilities are going to fail - at that time, relocate into the new 53/120 corridor.

The plan threatens our access to clean drinking water! Lake County already has a

problem providing clean drinking water to the western parts of the county because of
overdevelopment. There is currently NO plan in place as to how we are going to provide

clean drinking water for all of this induced development. Healthy underground drinking water
supplies would no longer be recharged by functional wetlands. A Land Use Plan that projects
tens of thousands of new residents without determining drinking water sources is misleading.

There are dramatic sewage treatment plant implications for the increase in population
implied by the Corridor Plan. Phosphorus continues to be a significant problem for urban
areas even with P bans in place. Lake County Public Works recently approved bonding for a
30 million dollar unit process for P control. Limits on ambient concentrations of P are likely
to be more stringent in the future. Who is going to pay for the additional functionality, and
additional plants to handle the increased volume?

Response: The scope of this project did not include utilities.

22. Several comments indicate that the strategy does not appropriately plan for future congestion:

Fallacy of reducing congestion is repeated. Why do you believe that this project will succeed
when all similar projects have in fact worsened congestion?

How is this supposed to reduce congestion when, along with the road, 22000 homes are
expected to be built along the corridor? Won't that just enable more congestion?

My other concern with this roadway is that CMAP should provide a strategy for reducing
congestion, rather than my perception of fostering potential and | emphasize potential
commercial development. | haven't yet seen the congestion reduction plan. Clearly, this
region has traffic congestion issues but is Route 53 the answer or even the main purpose of
this roadway? Also have other options been explored and evaluated or is this the only plan?

Less congestion as a result of less/lower density development.
There’s no plan for increases brought by development and it's already atrocious.

Congestion will be exacerbated by additional construction served by unimproved arterial
roads.

Response: Page 45 addresses congestion and the need to plan for other transportation systems and
appropriate land use planning and development to manage future needs and congestion.

23.  Several comments ask for additional detail or attention given to public transportation

The plan seems remiss in public transportation, e.g. no plan for future light rail alongside 53.
No provision for express bus lane. Minimal connection to accommodate road liners. Park &
ride.

IL has already hit peak mileage, people are driving less and millennials are driving even
less than their parents. This is not a forward thinking plan. This Land Use Plan was an
anachronism the day it was released.

Comment: And finally, to reduce congestion, save the ecosystem, and reduce pollution why is
mass transit systems not being investigated more?

Need for focus on public transportation
Plan lacks significant public transportation options.

DRAFT for Land Use Committee Review



24.

25.

26.

27.

28,

* This plan will INDUCE urban sprawl, INCREASE traffic congestion and air pollution and will
‘deplete our ability to afford infrastructure to make Lake County competitive in a 21st century
economy. We demand instead a plan that offers alternatives to cars and incentivizes cars off
of the roads with transit oriented development, increased public transit, bus rapid transit and
other more modern and competitive transportation options.

Response: Corridor-wide recommendations for public transit are provided on page 46 and 47.
Additional recommendations for how municipalities and developers can plan for future public transit
are provided within the typologies and best practices.

Several comments address the desire for more capacity in local roads, especially east/west roads, to
alleviate congestion:

* Need for more East/West roads/widening versus North/South

* Why aren’t local roads part of the plan to relieve congestion? Have those local roads been
evaluated as part of the plan?

* This Land Use Plan should reflect the conclusion from the June, 2012 Blue Ribbon Advisory
Council report, “There is perhaps no location that presents a greater challenge for the
construction of an environmentally sensitive roadway than the proposed corridor for Route
53/120" by identifying and discussing existing Lake County road corridors that would pose a
lesser challenge

Response: Lake County has a 2040 Transportation Plan that addresses improvements to local
roads. For the purposes of the Strategy report, it is assumed that all the recommendations in that
Transportation Plan will be implemented within the 2040 timeframe.

Comment: Bike trail/access for the older subdivisions is not provided for (e.g. Casey Road Trail along
Casey (North end))

Response: The bikeway plan shown on page 49 reflects the major regional bikeways in the Corridor
and not smaller local connections. These are encouraged and discussed in the typologies and in GP-5:
Create Complete Networks, on page 119.

Comment: It is stated that “Lake County has seen traffic congestion become acute.” Please direct me
to the studies supporting this statement.

Response: An assessment of IDOT Average Annual Daily Trip volume data between 1996 to 2013 for
local roads within the Corridor demonstrates a significant increase in trips over the time period studied,
in some cases greater than 100%.

Comment: The overall strategy does not appear to recognize the true transportation needs of the area.
Instead it sets a pathway for future high-density development and in particular, long-haul truck traffic
and depot-ing.

Response: The document provides a market forecast and strategies on how the forecasted
development can be managed in combination with preservation of open space and quality of life so
that communities and other stakeholders in the Corridor can plan appropriately to meet their goals.

Comment: The more bike plans, the better. North Aimond Rd. has a Illinois bike path, but RT. 120 cuts
the path off from South Aimond Rd., which is right by the Lake County Forest Preserve - Aimond Marsh.
It would be great to have an underpass or a overpass connected the two Almond Roads. The more
bicycle friendly roads and bike trails the better.

Response: Noted.
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29.

30.

31.

32.

Several comments address the amount and type of development shown in the strategy document.

* Why are only “maximum” consumer demand requirements highlighted. We are still recovering
from the dual impacts of over building of retail followed by a severe recession. This appears
to be a self-serving justification without merit.

* The development plan talks much about new housing communities, etc. However, more and
higher-density housing is not desired. Typically associated with such growth is more traffic
issues (the East-West traffic is not addressed in this plan) and increased taxes due to new
schools that will be required to support incremental population growth.

Response: The Land Use Strategy is intended to show market potential for different development types
in the Corridor in order to plan appropriately for this growth. This is not intended as a directive or a
prediction, but as an estimate of the volume of development that may occur, so that communities and
other stakeholders in the Corridor can plan appropriately.

Several comments indicate that commercial and retail development is changing and the strategy
document needs to take that into account:

= Due to changing ways that people shop (i.e. online) there is less need for retail spaces than
in the past so that type of land use should not be encouraged.

* As we continue into the digital age our society is in less need of the office and retail space
that we already have. Why on Earth would we build 22Mil SgFt of new office and retail space
that is not needed. This will further destroy the environment and increase impervious land
that this already over a safe limit.

* Younger people are staying in or close to Chicago - projections on residential and
commercial/land development are flawed!

®  The plan does not recognize the trend and need for more workers to be home based more or
much of the time. By the time it is finished, Rte 53, if extended, will be obsolete and a drain
on the economy and ecology.

Response: The market study considered possible current and future trends such as online shopping,
cyber-commuting, and living preferences of young professionals into account in the preparation of the
market forecasts.

Several comments addressed potential impacts on schools.

* Fremont School District 79 will be heavily impacted by this project. While | certainly
appreciate the mountain of work and coordination required to pull this project together, | am
awestruck by this complete lack of impact analysis of both population increases and taxation
implications for impacted school districts. What will the impact of development enticing tax
incentives along both scores of the proposed corridor be for Fremont 79 and other districts?
What is CMAP’s vision of population growth/student growth for communities along the
corridor?

* Who and how will school planning be done as residential areas are defined and school needs
are potentially created, how will this get funded?

Response: School district planning was outside the scope of this effort.

Comments about the desire for more discussion on impacts or probable effects:

* |realize that you had to break down the project into bits to make it possible to digest. You
want to present all of your findings in the best possible way, but you omit any negatives.
These are biased results.

* Comment: Someplace in the report should list the probable effects/changes, Now things are
buried in the “fine print” (details and maps).

Response: The document addresses potential negative impacts on open space and natural resources,
transportation and land use at several points in the document, including in the introduction and in the
Corridor-Wide Framework.
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33.

34,

35.

36.

37.

38.

39,

Comment: Who decided a major purpose is to MAXIMIZE economic development in the area. This
directly contradicts the purportedly important quality of life and traffic congestion goals.

Response: The Land Use Strategy is intended to identify an approach to achieve multiple goals, one of
which is economic development. Some stakeholders during the process indicated a desire to maximize
tax-generating development, which helps to support municipal needs. On page 55 the document
discusses the trade-offs that result from this and other goals for the Corridor.

Comment: Hard to believe there is no population density or private property density on the zone -
please consider people, NOT just woodlands, prairies, etc.

Response: Unclear what this comment refers to, but population density was discussed and mapped as
part of the analysis during an earlier phases of this project.

Comment: Population has not increased versus projections as it presented.

Response: The strategy document uses CMAP population projections for 2040, which are lower than
independent third party projections.

The purported need is contrary to the trends. There are currently overbuilt, abandoned buildings,
empty retail and office space throughout Lake County.

Response: The market analysis takes into account current vacancy amounts.

The development plans of the 120 Bypass and the 53 BRAC are the primary motivation for the 53
extension proposal, not incidental considerations, so any pretense that this land use plan seeks to
moderate them are disingenuous. CMAP should either provide a strategy for reducing congestion, or
be clear that its goal is to create “critical mass to become regional centers of commercial use” in Lake
County’s open space, as it states in the Introduction to this strategy.

Response: Noted.

Comment: Consistency about how the roadway project is referenced - IL53/120, Rte 53/120, IL-
53/120, Route 53/120, the 53/120 facility

Response: Noted. References to the facility will be made consistent.

Page 7. At the 9-24-15 LU Committee Meeting, | offered comments related to the text in the 3rd and
4th paragraphs on page 7 concerning criticism of the”- lack of adequate planning for residential
development—"and “- the result of this imbalanced and unrealistic planning approach can result

in -a rise in traffic, disruptions to the environmental systems, and lower quality of life for Lake County
residents, businesses, and others.” As | noted at the 9-24-15 LU Committee Meeting | saw an article
by a CMAP Board Member that was in the Daily Herald Newspaper on 9-15-15 that had the following
comment: “But this simplistic frame misses a critical reality: we cannot implement any truly meaningful
long term fix to government until we bring the archaic hodgepodge of taxes, fees and penalties that
fund local government and schools into the 21st century.” It is my opinion that the comment in

this article directly relates to the text on page 7 of the Draft Document and without these types of
changes the local municipalities must consider the impact on the local school districts that contribute
substantially to the “quality of life for Lake County residents, businesses, and others.” | hope the text
on page 7 can be significantly improved to appropriately reflect the “critical reality” that local units of
government are forced to deal with the lilinois system of funding for all local units of government.

Response: The final sentence of the third paragraph will be revised to read “While it is recognized
that there are a range of issues related to funding of local units of government that influence long-
range planning decisions, the current approach to planning can result in a rise in traffic, disruptions to
environmental systems, and lower quality of life for Lake County residents, businesses, and others.
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Page 10

Page 7- The conclusion that municipalities in the corridor should maximize economic development
potential is not the vision for Hawthorn Woods or all municipalities. One of our goals is to maximize the
rural by design lifestyle as clearly identified on the Village's website. Please remove this statement.

Response: Revise the statement to read “A thriving Corridor that allows municipalities to achieve
realistic, market supportable amounts of development to the extent it aligns with each community's
goals; and which can be accomplished within well-planned and designed developments that are
successfully integrated into the natural and cultural context of the area.”

Figure 1: Reflect Grayslake boundaries south of Peterson Road and west of Midlothian Road.

Response: The figure on page 9 will be updated to reflect the current municipal boundaries.

Comment: Page 10: to be consistent the sub-header “Draft & Final Corridor Plan Strategy”
Response: Noted. This will be addressed.

Page 10 - Strategy endorsement and follow-up, talks about each community endorsing the plan, but
doesn’t layout out the detail of how each community will go about endorsing the plan. Does this mean
each community will have to adopt this plan?

Response: It is a goal to have the communities that participated in the process endorse the document,
however, it is up to each municipality to choose if and how they endorse or adopt the document.

Somewhere in the Strategy there should be a reference to the fact that some properties in the corridor
for which there are suggestions in the Strategy may be previously entitled by zoning and/or annexation
decisions which may impact the ability to implement the concepts included in the Strategy.

Response: A comment to that affect will be added to page 12 - “About This Document”

Page 13 - The Plan states communities should consider adopting the Plan as an addendum to

their comprehensive plan or as a separate planning guide by the end of 2016. The Plan also states
communities should develop and enter in an IGA or similar corridor agreement. When will the I1GA be
available for review and comment? Why is the IGA not being reviewed concurrently with the Plan as
both documents complement and reinforce each other? Please remove this request.

Response: The strategy document identifies this as an encouraged, not required, next step. An IGA
was not an envisioned product of this process when the project was initiated in 2014, and therefore
is outside of the scope. The suggestion is that the Strategy and IGA be considered together by each
individual community in 2016. No change.

Page 13- Villages may choose not to adopt the Plan as an addendum to the Village’s Comprehensive
Plan. To do so could obligate the Village to endorse the Plan’s vision and agree to implement it in its
strategic growth plan.

Response: Noted. Communities are asked to consider adopting the Land Use Strategy, but not
required to.

Page 13 - the Village of Mundelein is opposed to any formal adoption of the Land Use Strategy or as an
Addendum to the Mundelein Comprehensive Plan. We would support a separate Planning Guide.

Response: Noted

Page 13 - The Village of Mundelein cannot conceptually agree to an IGA without reviewing the specifics
of the document. We have expressed our resistance to the creation of any group that would add an
additional layer of bureaucracy in regards to development.

Response: Noted
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Page 13/ 1. Adopt the Corridor Strategy: After the first paragraph add a paragraph like “The document
provides guidance on the basis of the time frame in which it was written. It is recognized that there
may be changes to the road alignment and design or further traffic or other studies that could impact
the concepts contained in the Strategy. In adopting the Strategy for use in planning municipalities
reserve the right to change their positions on the concepts included in the Strategy based on changes
to the road design or alignment or new information as it becomes available.”

Response: A new paragraph will be added to page 13 under Adopt the Corridor Strategy that will read:
“The document provides guidance based within the time frame in which it was written. It is recognized
that there may be changes to the facility’s alignment and design or the preparation of other studies
that could impact the concepts contained in the Strategy. In adopting the Strategy for use in planning,
municipalities reserve the right to change their positions on elements of the Strategy based on
changes to the facility design or alignment or to new information as it becomes available.”

Page 13/Second Paragraph/Second Line: Delete “Commit to using” and substitute “consider”

Response: This substitution will be made.

Page 13/Second Paragraph/Third Line: Delete “to make more thoughtful and informed planning,
investment, and development decisions.” And substitute “as they make their municipal land use
decisions.”

Response: This substitution will be made.

Page 13/Fourth Paragraph/Fourth Line: Add “additional” after “through”

Response: This change will be made

Page 13/Line 5: Delete sentence starting with the word “They” and substitute for this sentence
“They are intended to support the communities in their work toward achieving their preservation and
development goals in the corridor.”

Response: The text will be revised to read “To that end, the strategy document must be useful to
Corridor communities as they work toward achieving their preservation and development goals in the
Corridor.”

Pages 16 - 54 - The Plan provides multiple maps identifying Core and Opportunity Landscapes. Will a
comprehensive table summarizing all of this data be generated?

Response: The majority of the maps shown are developed from Lake County GIS data, which is
publically available. At this point a comprehensive table will not be generated as it would be too large
and unwieldy to be useful.

Page 16/Figure 2: Northeast Corner of Rte. 120/83; Wetland area is overstated to the east and north.
Should be half the size of what is shown as a core area and be close to the actual 83/120 intersection.
Area to the north of undesignated strip is developed and so this designation should be eliminated.

Response: The mapping is based upon Lake County GIS wetland data and is intended in this context
for a regional planning approach and not site specific issues.
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Page 12

Page 16/Figure 2: Northwest Lake Street/Washington Street: Area is overstated to the south.
Opportunity landscape should be reduced to the areas north. Land is entitled for single family homes

Response: The opportunity landscape designation is referencing opportunities for preservation as
open space or as a working landscape. As this site is entitled for single-family homes, the opportunity
landscape designation will be removed and changes to the large open spaces map (page 36) and
working landscapes map (page 40), will also be made.

Page 16/Figure 2: Area designated opportunity landscape area near the northeast corner of Peterson
Road and from Alleghany Road on the west to Rte. 53 on the east is overstated. The area is entitled for
manufacturing and office development with an approved development plan. The opportunity landscape
are should be eliminated from this area.

Response: The opportunity landscape for this area is referencing opportunity for wetland mitigation.
While it is possible to integrate wetland mitigation into a manufacturing and office development, the
map will be revised to remove the designation in this area.

Page 18/Figure 3: It should be noted that major park areas only are shown. There are preserved park
sites not shown on this figure.

Response: The label will be changed to indicate they are major park areas shown.

Comment: Corridor Wide Framework map legends were very difficult to read
Response: Noted. These will be enlarged and made clearer to the extent possible.

Figures 2-15: The LC Forest Preserve headquarters office building which is located within a paved
office park, is incorrectly identified with a green label for “parks, preserves, and public lands”.

Response: Modify figures 2 through 15 to remove green color from the site of the LC Forest Preserve
District headquarters.

We suggest stronger language in the Strategy stating the importance of the conservation strategy as
the foundation for a balanced approach to development in the corridor. Also it should be stated that in
seeking the balance in each zone, the municipalities should be cognizant of the previously preserved
acreage.

Response: The last sentence in the third paragraph on page 17 will be revised to read “These
landscapes form the basis of an ecological system that supports and contributes to daily services for
residents and visitors alike and serves as the foundation for a balanced approach to development in
the Corridor.” Additionally, a new last sentence will be added to the first paragraph on page 59 that
will read “As municipalities work together to seek a balanced approach in each zone, they should be
cognizant of the current land use amounts and ratios, including the current amount of protected open
space within their zone.”

On Figure 3: Protected Landscapes (page 18) and Figure 5: Wetlands (page 22), the Wetland Mitigation
Banks that are in my Village of Hainesville and north of Campbell Airport are shown in their correct
location, and on Figure 20: Future Land Use Changes (Page 53), the location of the anticipated land
use changes in my Village are correctly shown as being to the east of the Wetland Mitigation Banks.
However, on Figure 21: Corridor Hot Spots (page 54) and on Figure 33: Zone 2 Detailed Planning Areas
A through H (page 72), the location of the Hot Spot and the Location of Area 2.B is not shown correctly
as being east of the Wetland Mitigation Banks, but rather it is shown incorrectly as being in the
Wetland Mitigation Banks. The text for Detailed Planning Area 2.B on page 73 regarding the “Preferred
Typologies™ regarding the preferred land uses is correct for the area “east” of the Wetland Mitigation
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Banks, but the text under “Special Features™ primarily relates to the area within the Wetland Mitigation
Banks and not the area to the east. | request that either a new Detailed Planning Area be designated

to the east of the Wetland Mitigation Banks to be consistent with the text for the “Preferred Typologies”
(regarding the preferred land uses) or the current Detailed Planning Area 2.B be expanded to the east,
or maybe as an Area 2.B West & Area 2.B East. | want to make sure that the information in this Corridor
Land Use Strategy Document does not misrepresent the locations of our Villages intended future land
uses.

Response: Area 2.B will be relocated to the east so it will not conflict with the wetland mitigation
banks. Additionally the comments under “Special Features” that pertain to the mitigation banks will be
removed.

Page 18, Figure 3 - The Village’s Public Works facility and the two adjacent residential parcels to the
south (north of Old McHenry just east of railroad tracks) should be identified as ‘protected land’ as on
subsequent maps.

Response: The parcels identified in Figures 4 through 15 as protected land, but not clearly defined in
Figure 3 are Heritage Oaks Park, Hawthorn Woods Aquatic Center, and Hawthorn Community Park.
Figure 3 will be modified to clearly define those parcels.

Page 20/Figure 4: The woodland designation should be removed near Rte. 120/83 northeast corner:
The area is severely degraded and mostly scrub vegetation remains.

Response: The mapping is based upon regional GIS data and is intended in this context for a regional
planning approach and not an indication of woodland quality. No change

Page 21 - Core Landscape: Woodlands, who determines if buffer size is feasible? Should consider
keeping buffer requirements consistent with SMCs regulations.

Response: It would be up to each individual municipality to determine what buffer is appropriate for
their specific community. A model ordinance may be developed that provides more guidance. No
change.

Page 22/Figure 5: The BRAC Priority Sensitive Area south of Rte. 120, north of the 53 alignment and
east of Rte. 137/83 should be eliminated as the wetland that was there is no longer present. It was
mitigated for a road extension in the area.

Response: The BRAC Priority Sensitive Areas are shown for reference only. Removing or changing
one would create confusion or imply decisions have been made to modify these areas as part of this
process, which they have not.

Page 24/Figure 6: See comment on Figure 5 above

Response: See response to comment 66.

Page 24/Figure 6: The BRAC Priority Sensitive Area straddling Rte. 45 and south of Rte. 120 should be
eliminated on both sides of Rte. 45 since the area is developed or currently under development.

Response: See response to comment 66.

Page 27-Core Landscape: Prairie and Grasslands: A model preservation ordinance could require
protection of landscapes and mitigation requirements and include buffer requirements. The required
completion of a flora inventory prior to any development or preservation action would definitely
impact cost and set corridor communities apart from other development requirements in non-corridor
communities. Please remove this requirement.

Response: This is not stated as a requirement in the Land Use Strategy, but as a recommendation
which a municipality or agency can choose to undertake.
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Page 14

Page 29- The Plan states that while regulatory floodplains must meet the WDO, special consideration
will be given to the construction of new bridges or culvert crossings and roadway approaches. Does this
provision give the lilinois Tollway special considerations to not follow the WDO regulatory rules through
the Indian Creek March? Please eliminate this section.

Response: Lake County SMC has provided language to clarify the intent of the WDO and has provided
the following language to be used “To ensure no adverse floodplain impacts occur for crossing locations,
additional analysis is required for the construction of new bridges or culvert crossings and roadway
approaches or the reconstruction or modification of existing bridges, culvert crossings, or roadway
approaches.”

Page 30/Figure 9: Much of the area north of Peterson Road and between Alleghany Road on the west
and Rte. 53 to the east is entitled for manufacturing and office with an approved development plan.
The wetland mitigation designation should be removed.

Response: See response to comment 57.

Page 31- The development of a stewardship plan, including who will perform stewardship duties, could
add another layer of regulations on development within the corridor that would further place corridor
communities at a disadvantage compared to non-corridor communities. Please list this as an optional
guideline.

Response: The recommendation of a stewardship plan, in this context, is only for a newly created
wetland mitigation area to ensure it is successful in the long term. It is stated in the Land Use Strategy
as something that “should be considered” and therefore is already optional. No change.

Page 33: looks like a portion of the previous section squeezed its way under the header of the next
section

Response: Noted. Page formatting will be fixed.

Page 33-Terrestrial restoration on land identified with threatened or endangered species, woodlands of
high quality, oak groves, etc., would add another protective layer not found outside the corridor.

Response: The restoration sites identified are areas where restoration or stewardship activities would
have good potential to significantly enhance the natural resources, but no requirement to restore nor
protect these areas is recommended. Such activities would need to be conducted with the knowledge
and consent of the property owner. No change.

Page 33 - Opportunity Landscape: Restoration, will the ERSF assist communities in making changes to
their open space ordinances? This section does not provide any specific information on restoring and
preserving, specifically regulating.

Response: The intent of the ERSF is primarily for physical projects. However, language was included to
allow for the funding of “innovative investments” intended to remediate ecological health issues that
may arise within the Corridor. While it will be up to future parties to decide on a case-by-case basis, it
appears that the ERSF could be used to assist communities with their open space ordinances.

Page 35- The Plan encourages incentivizing wider buffer areas in the corridor than those required by
WDO. What would be the incentives and where would this be encouraged?

Response: The creation of incentives would be up to an individual municipality and could be
encouraged through density or other development bonuses. Priority locations could vary depending on
the presence of natural resources or the amount of adjacent impervious surfaces and would also be at
the discretion of the local municipality. No change.
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Page 36/Figure 12: Much of the area north of Peterson Road and between Alleghany on the west and
Rte. 53 to the east is entitled for manufacturing and office with an approved development plan. The
open space designation should be removed.

Response: The figure will be modified to remove the open space designation from this area.

Page 40, Figure 14 -The Plan depicts a working landscape that is the same area depicted in Area 4.B
on page 87. Area 4.B indicates preferred typologies of conservative design or rural living. However,
working landscape identifies agricultural land. Please explain the discrepancy.

Response: The site in question has attributes that make it a potential candidate to remain as a
working landscape if the property owner so chooses to. Additionally, if a local agricultural conservation
organization was interested and able to work with the landowner to purchase the site, they could
operate it as a working landscape. However, the Land Use Strategy attempts to recognize that there
are other potential uses for this and other sites. This site also has the appropriate characteristics

that could make it a successful wetland mitigation site and it was identified as a “hot spot” during

the analysis process, so therefore, development typologies for the site were identified to provide
additional options and guidance. To provide clarity about the role of the Detail Planning Areas, as they
relate to Core or Opportunity Landscape, the following language will be added to pages 61, 69, 77,
and 83 under the “Detail Planning Areas” sub-headers: “Detailed Planning Areas may include natural
resources that have been identified in the Corridor-Wide Framework section and be protected wherever
possible. If the Detailed Planning Area is developed, suggested land use typologies are identified to
provide guidance.”

Page 40/Figure 14: Property on the south side of Rte.120 and east of Rte. 45 is developed or
currently under development. The westernmost working landscapes designation should be removed.

Response: The figure will be modified to remove the working landscape designation from this area.

Page 40/Figure 14: The area at the northwest corner of Lake Street and Washington Street is entitled
for single family residential. The working landscape designation should be removed for the area shown
east of the RR tracks.

Response: See response to comment 56.

Page 41 - Opportunity Landscape: Working Landscapes, How is the land evaluated? Are lands that
are currently being farmed to be preserved? What if there is developer interested? Who will make
the determination of what lands need to be preserved? Will farmlands within the hot zones be
automatically removed?

Response: The sites shown are intended to represent opportunities. The decision is up to the land
owner if they want to sell or develop the site themselves. Agricultural conservation agencies and
municipalities may choose to work with specific property owners to preserve specific sites.

Page 41- The Plan calls for local ordinances to preserve agricultural lands for future food production.
Are municipalities being encouraged to restrict future development rights of private property owners
across all of CMAP’s jurisdictional areas?

Response: Modifying municipal ordinances to preserve agricultural land is one option an individual
municipality can choose to undertake if they want to support working landscapes. Other strategies are
also presented. No change.

Page 45 - The Plan states 66,000 new County residents, while on Page 50, 65,000 new County
residents is stated. Please correct.

Response: All instances will be modified to reflect the correct forecast of 65,000 residents.
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Page 16

Page 45/Second Paragraph/First Line: Delete the sentence after the word “growth” and substitute
“that is well planned to balance conservation and economic development objectives as determined by
the corridor municipalities will benefit individuals and businesses.” It is not a given that growth in and
of itself will benefit people.

Response: The sentence will be modified as suggested to read “Continued growth that is well planned
to balance conservation and economic development objectives as determined by the Corridor
municipalities will benefit individuals and businesses.”

Page 45/Third paragraph/Third Line: After the word “planning”™ add “by the corridor municipalities
and Lake County” and delete the work “needed” and substitute “preferred”

Response: This change will be made.

Page 46/Second paragraph/Second Line: after the word “corridor” add “if it can be determined that
sufficient demand is present.”

Response: This change will be made.

Page 46/Third Paragraph: Add at the end of the paragraph “The depicted routes attempt to show
major potential routes only. Final alignments and/or additional routes could be added if studies show
a need.”

Response: The following text will be added to the end of the third paragraph: “The corridors and service
areas identified attempt to show general areas of major potential, not specific or final alignments.
Additional corridors and service areas could be added as future studies show potential.”

Pages 46 and 47 Public Transit: | would like to note that | am not only the Mayor of the Village of
Hainesville, but | have also recently been appointed a Member of the PACE Board.as the representative
for Lake County. In my review of the map on page 47 (Figure 16: Recommended Transit Network) |
cannot help but notice the significant gap in the recommended transit service network in our area.

| suggest that there may need to be some consideration for some recommended future minor

transit routes for possible inclusion on Figure 16 (or in the text since the study area boundary on

the map is cut off just a little south of the existing Round Lake Beach Train Station and the existing
commercial corridor along Rollins Road). One of these recommended future minor transit routes

could possibly run east-west along the Washington Street corridor in our area to offer public transit
connection opportunities to the existing North Grayslake train station on Washington Street with
further opportunities for connections with the existing minor transit routes that service the College of
Lake County (CLC). Another recommended future minor transit route could possibly run north-south
along the Hainesville Road corridor from at the north end at the Round Lake Beach train station/Post
Office area and the Rollins Road commercial area, to the south through the Village of Hainesville to the
connecting opportunities for the future east-west Washington Street minor transit route, and continuing
to the south to the existing minor transit Route at IL. Route 120 (and possible south of Route, 120 to
the area shown for future land use change to the east of the Wetland Mitigation Banks- See Figure
20). | recognize that these possible future minor transit routes are not reflected in the Appendix under
the “Transit Analysis” section, but it should be noted that the existing Round Lake Beach Train Station
and the existing commercial corridor along Rollins Road are both just a little north of the study area
boundary as shown on the maps on pages 163 through 169. | further recognize that since the maps on
pages 163 through 169 only address the area inside the study area boundary that they would not be
changed, but | hope my comments regarding Figure 16: Recommended Transit Network (or the related
text) can be changed to reflect my comments.
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Response: The transit map did not suggest future routes on Hainesville Rd, Washington St, and Rollins
Rd, as the approach focused on areas anticipated for the most new development to help encourage
that new development be constructed in a most transit-supportive manner. However, there is potential
as pointed out to extend service in areas with existing and growing development. Additionally, providing
fixed-route bus lines is challenging. With this information in mind, the strategy document will be revised
to include recommendations to enhance, expand, and promote, the Round Lake Area Call-n-Ride
service to provide more demand-responsive transit service in this part of Lake County. If ridership
grows, it may also be possible in the future to create deviating route bus lines that more formally serve
Hainesville Rd, Washington St, and Rollins Rd, as corridors while also still retaining the flexibility and
convenience that on-demand services offer to users.

It concerns Figure 17 - Recommended Bikeway Network. | live in the Longmeadow Estates Subdivision
on the west side of Mundelein. We are bordered by Route 83 on the west and Route 53 on the east.
Long story short, our subdivision is cut off at the present time from the rest of Mundelein due to this
unimproved Route 53 right of way. In any event, on Figure 17, it does not show any proposed facility
(bike path/trail/walking path) to connect our subdivision to the east side of the 53 right of way using

a means of non-motorized travel. Right now, in order to get to any part or destination in Mundelein

or the surrounding area, | need to travel by car from my home. It is my hope that should this road be
constructed, that our subdivision does not continue to be cut off (trail wise) from the rest of Mundelein.
Should a bike path/trail/walking path be constructed, our residential subdivision will be just a short
walk or bike from: 1) Mechanics Grove School; 2) Fremont Library; 3) Mundelein Park District; 4) Lake
County’s Prairie Crossing/Millennium Trail System; and, 5) A sidewalk network that would connect our
area to the rest of Mundelein, including, its downtown.

Response: The Recommended Bikeway Network map in the report was based on creating a more
connected network at the regional-scale given the existing street pattern in developed areas and also
recognizing the potential for new right-of-way through undeveloped land. As a result, an east-west
connection between Maple Ave and Winchester Rd was not specifically called out as it would require

a level of detailed work that is outside the scope to weave-together the existing subdivision road
networks at the neighborhood-scale. However, language that supports of such east-west connections is
provided in the last paragraph on page 48 of the document.

Page 49, Figure 17 - Recommend Bikeway Network. Mundelein will be severely impacted by the
construction of Route 53. It will essentially bifurcate the Mundelein community into two halves.
Bikeway Network needs to be incorporated into the Plan to connect the western portion of Mundelein
with the eastern portion of Mundelein across the Route 53 right-of-way. Otherwise residential access
to our schools, Park District, and Library facilities will be unreachable by pedestrians. Please refer to
attached documents.

Response: See response to comment 89.

Starting on page 49 on Figure 17: “Recommended Bikeway Network” there is a dashed green line
(labeled on the map legend as being for “Off-street trail opportunities”) that starts toward its south end
around the intersection of Route 60 & Peterson Road & extends in a curvilinear pattern north to Route
120: but it is not until we get to the more detailed maps in the “Planning Zone Framework” Section
that this bikeway (that is now labeled as a “Recommended Priority Bikeway") is now shown as running
through the middle of one of our Villages existing Planned Unit Developments (known as Saddlebrook
Farms) that is a private age restricted development for seniors. This “Recommended Priority Bikeway”
is shown on several of the maps in this Section including, but maybe not limited to, Figures 26, 27,
28, 32, 33, & 34. We do not support having this “Off-street trail opportunity” or “Recommended
Priority Bikeway” that is shown in this location running through the middle of one of our Villages
existing privately owned age restricted Planned Unit Developments. We may support the concept of
this potential bikeway if it can be re-located to the west so that it does not include any of the property
in this existing privately owned age restricted Planned Unit Development, & provided that the adjacent
Village to the west (the Village of Round Lake) does not object to this new location.

Response: All figures showing bikeways will be modified to relocate this recommended route.
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Page 18

Page 49/Figure 17/ A path running west from the Prairie Crossing RR station through the landfill (per
the end use plan) and further west connecting to the shown Alleghany Road path and continuing
further to west of Alleghany should be shown. Also this would eliminate the dashed green line from the
station to across Rte. 53. The remaining dashed green line in this area is generally provided for in the
Cornerstone approved project.

Response: The figure will be modified as suggested.

Page 50/First Paragraph/Last Sentence: We have been told that the market studies say that the road
itself will not materially change the expected new residential unit count in the corridor. This sentence
seems to imply otherwise and should be revised to say something like: “While the highway will not
materially change the projected population in the corridor it will provide improved access and mobility
to the projected residential population.”

Response: The last sentence of this paragraph will be changed to read “Additionally, the improved
access and mobility provided by the facility and the projected increase in population will impact
housing decisions at a micro level.”

Page 50-The Plan states the corridor shall serve as a catalyst for economic development and attract
corporate offices, modern business parks, and retail developments that were previously out of the
development pattern for such uses. How will this be reconciled if this is not the Village's municipal
vision and goal? Please remove this statement.

Response: The statement will be revised to read: “The limited access highway can act as a catalyst for
economic development and attract corporate office, modern business parks and retail development
to areas within the Corridor that seek such development but were previously out of the development
pattern for such uses.”

Page 53, Figure 20- the Land Use depicted in the documents are inconsistent with our 2011
Comprehensive Plan. The draft document indicates industrial land use which is inconsistent with our
Comprehensive Plan that indicates residential for areas south of Winchester Road.

Response: For the purposes of the analysis summarized in Figure 20, the future land use plans for
the communities in the Corridor were aggregated. Certain sites, such as the one identified, are in
unincorporated Lake County and identified in the future land use plans of more than one municipality.
In these instances, the most intense land use was used for the map. In this case industrial is
considered more intense than residential and was shown for this site in another community’s future
land use plan.

Page 53/Figure 20: The figure should reflect entitled properties in the corridor. Note particularly:

e The southwest corner of Peterson Road and Rte. 83 is entitled for mixed use and is not single
family as shown on the figure. This missed use designation should include the area in white at the
corner.

e The southwest corner of Alleghany Road and Rte. 120 is entitled for single family residential.

¢ The industrial area on the west side of Atkinson Road and north of Rte. 120 should include a larger
area running from Center Street south to near Rte.120.

e Areas along the north side of Peterson Road and east of Rte. 83 and fronting on the falrgrounds
should be designated as Retail or Commercial.
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evised Response: This map was created early in the ess to show areas where land use chan

may be anticipated based on municipal and County comprehensive plans, but isn't intended to show

ntitl r ies at the parcel e is hi ndis ighifican e
influence the Planning Zone maps or Detailed Planning Areas.

This may seem like a specific comment but it relates to the general presentation where all of the
maps/figures do NOT show “Interchange Locations” with the exception of the one map/figure 21.
That figure has the title of “Corridor Hot Spots” but it includes “blue dots” on the map/figure 8 & the
“blue dots” are labeled in the map legend as being “interchange locations,” considering that these
“interchange locations” are not shown on the other maps/figures, it would appear “generally” that
these “Interchange locations” should not be shown on this one map/figure.

Response: Potential interchange locations will be removed from that graphic.

Page 54. At several of the past Land Use Committee Meetings and at several of the past Finance
Committee Meetings (where | was also a-member), there were comments made that the location

of potential “interchanges” was a matter for “later” study and later discussions. | noticed that the
“Interchange Locations” have been removed from all of the maps in the Draft Document with the
exception of the one map on page 54 (Figure 21: Corridor Hot Spots). | hope that this was just an
oversight and this Map/Figure will be made consistent with all of the other Maps/Figures in the Draft
Document and the “Interchange Locations” will be removed from this Figure 21.

Response: As noted in the response to comment 97, the interchange locations will be removed from
this figure.

Page 58 - Figure 22: Similar to the labeling on maps earlier in this document, please shift the label
“Libertyville” to show the fact the Village is within the Project Study Area.

Response: Modify labeling on Figure 22 to show Libertyville is within the Corridor study boundary.

Pages 59, 68 and 82 - The Plan breaks down the Corridor into four zones. Although it states
municipalities were not divided across multiple zones, Hawthorn Woods is in Zones 2 and 4. Please
explain this contradiction. The Village of Hawthorn Woods should be treated equally and only be placed
in one zone so as not to have to seek two separate planning groups' consensus. Please correct this
error and place Hawthorn Woods in Zone 4.

Response: Hawthorn Woods will be removed from Zone 2.

The scale bar (and related measurements) for the more area wide maps (Figures 1 -17) and map
(Figure 20 for the “Future Land Use Changes) appears to be consistent with one another, but the
scale bar (and related measurements) for the maps for the Detailed Planning Area Zone 2: North
Central Corridor (Figures 32, 33, and 34) does not translate to be consistent with the scale bar or the
measurements related to the area wide maps.

Response: The scale bar for all enlarged Planning Zone figures will be corrected.

Page 68 - Hawthorn Woods is misspelled in Zone 2. Please correct the spelling throughout the
document.

Response: The spelling of Hawthorn Woods will be corrected.
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103.

104.

105.

106.

107.

108.

109.

110.

Page 20

Page 68/First Paragraph/Line 6: After “While” add ” there is a large protected wetland restoration area
and a large community park in Grayslake and west of the proposed roadway alighment other areas in”/
change “lacks” to “lack”

Response: To preserve the intent of the paragraph, the text will be modified to read “There are fewer
protected open spaces west of the proposed roadway alignment, so planning for additional open space
is encouraged to preserve community character and natural resources.”

Page 69/Second paragraph: Add to the end “The approved Cornerstone project in Grayslake, located
in the Peterson Road corridor, utilizes this mixed use concept by including office, manufacturing retail/
commercial, open space, and single family and multi-family residential in a single plan.

Response: This section is intended to highlight the market forecast for this planning zone. This
sentence will be placed at the end of the fourth paragraph on page 68.

Page 70/Figure 32: The wetland mitigation area shown as item 3 is on land already entitled for office
and manufacturing. This depiction should be deleted.

Response: See response to comment 57.

As the end use plan for the landfill will be as an open space feature, please show the landfill as green/
open space in figures 32, 33 and 34.

Response: Exhibits 32, 33 and 34 will be modified accordingly.

Pages 70, 72, 74 - Please be sure to label the MD-N [Metra rail line] in all of the maps in the Zone 2
chapter.

Response: Labels will be added to the maps as indicated.

Page 71/0pen Space and Natural Resources section: ltem C should be deleted (see comment
number24 above). The area north of the east/west interchange, with its existing wetland/soil
conditions is very appropriate for mitigation activities.

: leement the mlt[gaﬂon just north of Lhere Smce this is an “opportunity landscape” it is only

d does not preclu her activities in that location. How in the narrative

there is an opgorzggi_tx here to consider doing more from the natural resource perspective, including

weil as malntam an ogen space and natural resource connection oggortumicy from the southem end of
the stream corridor to the northwest connecting to area “B”.

Page 72/Figure 33: Area 2C is already entitled for single family residential which is consistent with the
surrounding land uses.

Response: Area 2. C will be removed from the report.

Pages 72-73: Area 2.F/Preferred Typologies: Please confirm that professional offices (attorneys,
medical, etc) are considered to be part of “neighborhood commercial” or “corridor commercial”, as
these may be well suited for incorporation into a muiti-use structure at this location.

Response: Professional offices and appropriate for both “Neighborhood Commercial” and “Corridor
Commercial”
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111,

112.

113.

114.

115,

116.

117.

118.

11s.

Pages 72-73:Area 2.F/Special Features: Opportunity to provide employee shuttle services between
Metra and nearby employers. Opportunity to offer increased transit services to serve reverse
commuter needs.

Response: The following item will be added to the “Special Features™ portion of Area 2.F: “Opportunity
to capitalize on the Metra stations to improve last-mile connectivity (for the commute and reverse-
commute) through increased transit, employee shuttles, and vanpools.”

Pages 72-73:Area 2.F/Best Practices: We agree mixed-use is appropriate here, but given proximity to
the landfill this would likely be of the non-residential nature, such as a mix of office above retail. Your
definition of LU-3 in the back of this document does not seem to take into account the possibility of an
office/retail mixed use without a residential component.

Response: The first sentence for LU-3 on page 130 will be modified to read “Mixed-use development
refers to the practice of including residential and non-residential uses, or two different types of non-
residential uses such as retail and office, in a single building or within a single development site or
block.”

Pages 72-73:Area 2.H/Preferred Typologies: In addition to listed typologies, please add Corporate
Office Center and additional typologies that might permit professional/medical offices and hospitality
uses (such as hotels that could provide supportive services for neighboring corporations and tourism/
tournament facilities).

Response: Corporate Office Center will be added to the list of preferred typologies for Area 2.H.

Pages 72-73:Area 2.G/Map Outline: On the Meyer Farm property, we suggest that the portion of area
2.G located in Grayslake be a separate map number with separate typologies, etc, as their zoning
suggests Corridor Commercial, which is not permitted at all in the Libertyville portions of the outline.

Response: Area 2.G will be split into two separate areas to accommodate this request.

Pages 72-73:Area 2.G/ Typologies: The Libertyville portions should have the typologies Corporate Office
Center and industrial Park. Please remove Corridor Commercial.

Response: Noted, see previous response.

Pages 72-73:Area 2.G/Best Practices: Add “Encourage high employment generating uses”.

Response: Add a new comment under special features: “Opportunity for high employment generating
uses proximate to transit.”

Comment: Village of Green Oaks was listed as Green Lake on page 76

Response: Noted. This will be corrected.

Page 83 - Figures noted in Zone 4 appear to be labeled incorrectly. Please correct.

Response: The title of Figure 41 on page 83 will be corrected to read “Zone 4 Forecasted Market
Ranges”

86, 88 - Please be sure to label the NCS [Metra rail line] in all of the maps in the Zone 4 chapter.

Response: Labels will be added to the maps as indicated.
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120.

121,

122.

123,

124.

125,

Page 22

Page 86 -Figure 44 coupled with Detailed Planning Areas on page 87, indicate that Area 4B and 4C are
opportunities to mitigate wetlands on site. Area 4B is almost the entire area west of Route 53, south of
RR tracks and north of indian Creek Road. Area 4C is the property south of Indian Creek and just east
of Conservatory of Indian Creek. The preferred typology of these two areas is Conservation Design or
Rural Living. Please correct.

Response: These areas both have attributes that make them opportunities for wetland mitigation,
as identified on pages 30 and 31, should the property owner wish to pursue this opportunity. The
preferred typologies for area 4.C will be modified so that both 4.B and 4.C reflect the preferred
typologies of Conservation Design or Rural Living.

Comment: The “typologies” definitions include residential and economic development areas but
NOTHING for “green spaces” or “natural landscapes” (only for human effects on the land). Typologies
exclude anything not man-made. No green typology, no parks and recreation (non-commercial).

Response: The Corridor-Wide Framework and Planning Zone Framework identify where open spaces
and natural resources are located in the Corridor and where efforts should be made to preserve and
enhance them. The role of the typologies is to identify good design and planning principles if a site is
developed.

Page 114: The page number references are incorrect
Response: The page number references will be corrected.

Page 115 - The Plan summarizes that LID focuses on customizing site design to each site and exploring
non-traditional site infrastructure approaches and sizes (lots, streets, curbs, gutters, sidewalks). It is
our position that it is not cost-effective or manageable for a Public Works Department to consider non-
traditional infrastructure approaches. Please adjust this summarization.

Response: The sub-header will be changed from “Use Low Impact Development (LID)” to “Reduce
Environmental Impacts of Development”. In this context, LID is provided as one example. Additionally,
the language in the first full paragraph in the second column will be changed to read “Developers
should be educated about the benefits of practices such as LID and encouraged to incorporate the
principles into development plans as long as they align with local municipal ordinances, building codes
and overall community goals.”

Page 115 - The Plan summarizes that LID focuses on decentralizing stormwater management and
addressing rain where it falls rather than somewhere downstream. It seems that the goal in Lake
County, overall, is to centralize everything because it is more efficient and less costly, but stormwater
management is now being proposed to be decentralized. Please explain the inconsistency as it will cost
more, be less efficient and more difficult to maintain. Please adjust this summarization.

Response: While centralization can be effective in certain situations, the strategy of “addressing
rainwater where it falls” can be a cost effective tool to mitigate flooding and water quality impacts due
to new development. So both approaches can be valid. To provide clarity, the bullet point will remove
the comment about decentralizing and be modified to read “Address rain where it falis where possible,
rather than somewhere downstream”

Comment: Guiding Principles -GP=6 refers to “open local spaces.” No other mention of natural
landscapes. A mowed corporate lawn is NOT “GREEN SPACE!”

Response: GP-6 focuses on undeveloped landscapes that should be recognized for their potential
value beyond the open spaces and natural resources already discussed as important in the Corridor-
Wide Framework. Additionally, on page 39, the document provides recommendations and strategies
for management and stewardship activities on private properties for restoring and recreating natural
environments.
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127.

128.

129.

Page 125 - Open Space Best Practices, 0S-5, states ERSF funds will be finite and some strategies may
include purchasing easements or development rights to protect lands instead of fee simple purchases
or using the ERSF to provide matching funds for grants. Please remove the suggested strategies

or significantly expand the list of potential strategies that could be considered as some corridor
communities may not necessarily want to be limited to those already identified. Please remove or
expand strategies.

Response: The first sentence of the second paragraph on page 125 will be revised to read “Some
strategies to leverage ERSF investments could include the purchasing or donation of conservation
easements or development rights by public or private conservation organizations, or obtaining
matching grants from State or Federal agencies for significant undertakings and larger multi-
jurisdictional projects.”

Comment: “Transportation” Best Practices -TR-1 Humanize the scale of streets. Tollways are not
humanized.

Response: The strategy document is focused on the local roads in the Corridor and not on the design of
the Tollway.

Page 126 - Transportation Best Practices, TR-1 seems to suggest that roads should be designed with
emphasis on pedestrians and bikes, more than the amount of cars that the roads can accommodate;
that is, reducing the number of lanes of traffic to make it safer for pedestrians and bikes. Please
confirm this is the intent as it is difficult to understand the concept of moving more cars through the
area more quickly while primarily focusing on how to integrate pedestrians and bikes in the manner
suggested. Please highlight how adding additional employment centers along the toliway will reduce
traffic and not increase local traffic, as not every employee or consumer will use the toll road.

Response: The best practice emphasizes that roadway design should take a holistic approach, and
that design for people walking and riding bikes is a core part of road design rather than just limited

to providing sidewalks and bike facilities after the fact or as retrofits. Relative to the impact on local
traffic - on page 45, the report discusses the connection between transportation and land use. The
report acknowledges that development (including additional employment centers along the tollway)
will bring an increase in travel, and that increased capacity of new roads could also stimulate new
development. With regard to how more travel impacts “traffic” (i.e. congested travel conditions for
vehicles) the outcome depends on two key things: how much travel new roads attracts and how people
in new developments get around. A more involved transportation study would be required to determine
the net impact on traffic - something that was beyond the scope of this land use study. Instead, the
focus of this study was to provide guidance on appropriate land use development patterns that can
help manage the growth of single-occupancy vehicle trips (from development and road construction) to
increase the likelihood that more travel doesn’t lead to more traffic. Transit supportive development is
the key mechanism suggested to help ensure that automobile trips grow at a slower rate than the rate
at which road space grows.

Appendix Market Analysis Section: Again | recognize that this was a separate study and | don’t

know if there will be any revisions to this part of the Draft, Document, but | do want to note some
inconsistencies in the “Retail Forecast, 2015-240 Section.” For example on the paragraph on the left
hand side of page 153 there are references to Figures 76 and 77 and on page 155 there is a reference
to Figure 79, but in between these Figure references, there does not appear to be a reference to

a Figure 78: “Retail Leakage within Regional Retail Cluster Trade Areas.” On the right hand side of
page 153 there is a reference to an Exhibit 23 and in the text related to that Exhibit 23 there are
references to “retail leakage” so that it appears that instead of the reference to Exhibit 23, the correct
reference should be to Figure 78. Also on. this page 153, the title of “Potential New Corridor Regional
Retail Clusters” is on the right hand side of the page above the paragraph that references “retail
leakage” while the paragraph on the left hand side of this page references “new regional retail cluster
development”: It would appear that it would be more consistent that the title of “Potential New Corridor
Regional Retail Clusters” should be above the paragraph on the left hand side of the page and not
above the paragraph on the right hand side of the page that references “retail leakage.”

Response: The reference on page 153 to “Exhibit 23" will be corrected to read “Figure 78.” The sub-
header “Potential New Corridor Regional Retail Clusters” and the paragraph that follows will be moved
to the top of page 154 to relate more clearly to the graphic and the next section.
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130. Again, while I do not know if there will be any changes to this part of the Draft Document, | do want

131,

132.

133.

Page 24

to note that there appears to be a general reference to retail leakage occurring in “the northwest and
far southern portions of the Corridor”, but there is not a reference to indicate that (according to the
information shown on Figure 77) that the highest area of Retail Leakage is found along the portion

of the Route 120 Corridor where the Village of Hainesville (and adjacent Villages) is located. | find it
unfortunate that on Figure 85: Projected Corridor Retail Development 2015-2040 (page 160) that the
pink area around the larger red dot for the “Potential New Retail Cluster” stops just short of the area
shown for “Future Land Use Change” (Figure 20 on page 53) for the anticipate land use changes in my
area just to the east of the Wetland Mitigation Banks.

Response: Figure 85 will be modified to extend the pink area further to the northwest.

163-9 - Please be sure to label the NCS [Metra rail line] in all of the maps in the Transit Analysis
chapter.

Response: Labels will be added to the maps as indicated.

Lake County SMC provided a series of detailed edits to clarify that the recommendations are 6onsistent
and do not represent changes to the existing WDO. Modifications in-line with their recommendations
will be made to pages 23, 25, 27, 29, 31, 35, 63 and 123.

Pace provided suggested edits to clarify transit goals and make sure they are in alignment with their

future plans. Modifications in-line with their recommendations will be made to pages 46 and the
Transit Analysis Appendix.
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Route 53/120 Land Use Committee November 9, 2015

CMAP recommends the Land Use Committee consider the following Motion to Finalize and Accept the
lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy

The Route 53/120 Land Use Committee:

1.

10.

Recognizes the importance of a balanced land use strategy for the Route 53/120 Corridor to achieve
mobility, land use, economic development, community character, and environmental goals in Lake
County;

Supports incorporating proactive planning concepts and ideas that will help minimize adverse
impacts that can result from uncoordinated land use and transportation infrastructure investment;

Recognizes the unique opportunity we have to foster better coordination and cooperation by
Corridor municipalities and other stakeholders to achieve the goals of Lake County, municipalities,
residents, and others and to achieve better development outcomes;

Agrees to continue to work together to promote good planning and development practices in the
future to achieve optimal outcomes for land use, open space and natural resources, community
character, and economic development;

Agrees that the Route 53/120 Land Use Strategy provides good, forward-thinking planning guidance
to local authorities charged with making land use and development decisions;

Agrees to accept the Route 53/120 Land Use Strategy report as drafted (with edits)and to submit
the report for each municipality’s consideration;

Acknowledges that this motion does not bind municipalities to adopt the Land Use Strategy, enter
into an IGA, nor support the Route 53/120 facility itself, which is up to individual communities and
the public;

Agrees to work within respective jurisdictions and constituencies to consider adopting the Land Use
Strategy as an addendum to municipal comprehensive plan or as a separate planning guide
document; and to consider entering into a cooperative agreement with other Corridor municipalities
in order to ensure better coordination and cooperation on planning and development issues by
November 1, 2016;

Recommends the Tollway continue to work with the Land Use Committee or its successor to
cooperatively work toward achieving our shared vision; and

Recommends the Tollway further examine the proposed project to better understand its effects on
the natural and physical environment and the relationship of people with that environment.

Attachments to Motion

Corridor Land Use Strategy Report and Executive Summary (with edits)



Land Use Committee Meeting #7 - Meeting Minutes

September 24, 2015
2:00 - 4:00 p.m.
Lake County Central Permit Facility, 500 Winchester Road, Libertyville

Committee Members Present: Lake County Board Chairman Aaron Lawlor, Committee Co-Chair: George Ranney,
Committee Co-Chair, Michael Ellis, representing Village of Grayslake; Trustee Stephen Park, representing Village of
Gurnee; Mayor Linda Soto, representing Village of Hainesville; Mayor Joseph Mancino, representing Village of
Hawthorn Woods; Michael Talbett, representing Village of Kildeer; Matthew Dabrowski, representing Village of
Lakemoor; Heather Rowe, representing Village of Libertyville; President Angie Underwood, representing Village of
Long Grove; Trustee Dawn Abernathy, representing Village of Mundelein; Mayor Dan MacGillis, representing Village
of Round Lake; Al Maiden, representing Village of Round Lake Park; Mike May, representing Village of Volo; Brad
Leibov, representing Liberty Prairie Foundation; and Michael Stevens, representing Lake County Partners. (16
attendees)

Committee Members Not Present President Beverly Sussman, representing Village of Buffalo Grove; President Tom
Poyton, representing Village of Lake Zurich; Dave Brown, representing Village of Vernon Hills; Mayor Frank Bart,
representing Village of Wauconda; Mayor Wayne Motley, representing City of Waukegan; Mike Sands, representing
Liberty Prairie Foundation; and Lenore Beyer-Clow, representing Openlands.

Kristi DeLaurentiis (Metro Strategies) took roll call - see attendance list above.

1. Welcome and Introductions- Committee Co-Chair Aaron Lawlor

Meeting minutes from the April 16, 2015 Land Use Committee were approved. Committee member Soto moved
and committee member Abernathy seconded.

2. Integration of Working Group input - Committee Co-Chair Aaron Lawlor

Co-chair Lawlor reviewed the results of the Working Group meetings.

3. Draft Land Use Strategy Report - Daniel Grove, Lakota

Daniel Grove presented the Corridor Land Use Strategy.

Land Use Committee Discussion

e One committee member commented that some of the language in the document, such as third paragraph pg 7,
be revised to better convey that past and current plans are not necessarily imbalanced and unrealistic, but that
municipalities plan the way they do in order to build revenue generating uses so critical to municipal budgets.

¢ One committee member commented that when communities adopt plans, they are conveying that the contents
of the plan are the municipality’s intent. CMAP and the consultant have done a very good job of softening up the



language of the plan to be permissive, but what will “adoption” by municipalities really mean for them in the
future?
One committee member commented that this land use strategy simply presents another view on what
municipalities should consider in planning and development decisions. Perhaps that should be stated explicitly."
One committee member commented that it was a good plan, but might confuse municipalities if this conflicts
with the municipal comprehensive plan.
One committee member commented that if municipalities do adopt this, they should specify in the language of
their resolution or action how it is going to be used, e.g., as an addendum to the comprehensive plan or as an
additonal guidance document to be considered going forward. This is similar to the County Framework Plan,
communities can do what they want with it. But what happens if municipalities don't adopt it?
One committee member commented that she supports the strategy and does not feel compelled to have to
change her comprehensive plan, and that the land use strategy provides additional useful information.

o Jason Navota commented that communities may wish to adopt the strategy or update comprehensive

plans using information contained in the land use strategy.

One committee member commented that it is unclear whether this is a guide or will it have some other impact
on municipalities? In other words, how is it being positioned?
One committee member commented that the language isn’t to cast shame on community planning, but to
indicate that local decisions in aggregate can have a negative effect on the quality of life in Lake County, which
is why coordination is important.

One committee member commented that the effort has tremendous value, a vision, but needs some
wordsmithing.

One committee member commented that some of the language in reference to the WDO could be
misinterpreted, and could it please be clarified?

o Mike Warner, from Lake County SMC provided some clarifying explanation to the WDO reference on page
29, for example. |

o The Committee member asked whether the Tollway has to comply with WDO requirements?

o Mike Warner commented that the Tollway works closely with the local governments.

One committee member commented that many of his remaining comments relate to what will be in the future
IGA. For example, if Hawthorn Woods is in two zones, would they have to sign two IGAs? Without knowing what is
in the IGA makes it difficult to understand what municipalities will be held to in the future that they may not
know about today.

o Co-chair Lawlor stated that the IGA details are yet to come, and communities will be involved in the
discussion.

One committee member asked if the strong language in the strategy doc is binding?

o Daniel Grove commented that it is not binding but permissive, presenting ways that things could be
done, not how they must be done.

One committee member asked whether, according to page 41 regarding agricultural land, municipalities are
being asked to encumber private land?

o Daniel Grove responded that no, the plan simply indicates locations where agricultural land could be
used for local food production, and then presents possible mechanisms for doing so if desired by a
community or other entity.

One committee member commented that making intentions of landowners known to other, nearby landowners
is beneficial and can avoid conflicts in the future.

o One Committee member commented that language issues can be addressed.

o Co-chair Lawlor commented that the language is 100% permissive and does not need to be changed.

One committee member commented that language such as “can be done to support opportunities” is
permissive
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¢ One committee member stated that there may be some discrepancies between maps for Hawthorn Woods and
would send comments.

e One committee member commented that the same goes for their maps as well.

* One committee member commented that the land use committee has recognized that 1) the IGA has yet to be
written, and 2) a design of the roadway has not been revealed by the Tollway. This is an advisory strategy for
land around the potential right-of-way, a vehicle for moving forward together, and waiting to see real impact and
design of the roadway.

® One Committee member asked if municipalities could be excluded from the Corridor Planning Council if they
don't adopt the land use strategy?

o Co-chair Lawlor responded that no, the CPC will be inclusive.

* One Committee member asked if the Tollway needs this strategy to move forward?

o Co-chair Lawlor responded that the Tollway wants to see how this process progresses.

® One Committee member commented that the BRAC represents one opinion, and that several Corridor
communities were not part of the BRAC, and there is not a consensus about the right-of-way location

® One Committee member commented that some communities will be more impacted by the road than others,
and would that be considered in terms of remediation?

o Co-chair Lawlor commented that weighting might have some merit. Could be worked out in the IGA.

* One Committee member commented that this will be a multi-step process and details for the STF and ERSF will
be worked out in the future. There is a precedent in Maryland, but there were lots of steps and details to work
out. He commented that he wants the stewardship money to flow where it has the greatest positive impact.

4. Next Steps- Committee Co-Chair Aaron Lawlor

Co-chair Lawlor presented the next steps of the planning process.

5. Questions/Public Comment

e Chris Geiselhart: the draft strategy report isn’t posted yet.

¢ Daniel Grove: it will be posted soon.

e Pam Newton: not all communities want economic development, some want to be an oasis from economic
development (see, e.g., language on pages 7 and 50)

* Heather Rowe: presentations will be made to municipalities in early 2016?

e Daniel Grove: correct.
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Land Use Committee Meeting #8 — Meeting Minutes

November 5, 2015
2:30 - 4:30 p.m.
College of Lake County, 1200 University Center Dr., Grayslake, IL

Committee Members Present: Lake County Board Chairman Aaron Lawlor, Committee Co-Chair; George Ranney,
Committee Co-Chair, Trustee Jeffrey Berman, representing Village of Buffalo Grove; Michael Ellis, representing
Village of Grayslake; Trustee Stephen Park, representing Village of Gurnee; Mayor Linda Soto, representing Village of
Hainesville; Mayor Joseph Mancino, representing Village of Hawthorn Woods; Michael Talbett, representing Village of
Kildeer; Matthew Dabrowski, representing Lakemoor; Heather Rowe, representing Village of Libertyville; President
Angie Underwood, representing Long Grove; Trustee Dawn Abernathy, representing Mundelein; Steve Shields,
representing Village of Round Lake; Al Maiden, representing Village of Round Lake Park; Village Manager John
Kalmar, representing Village of Vernon Hills; President Steve Henley, representing Village of Volo; Russ Tomlin,
representing City of Waukegan; Pat Carey, representing Lake County Board; Brad Leibov, representing Liberty Prairie
Foundation; Mike Stevens, representing Lake County Partners; Mike Sands, representing Liberty Prairie Foundation:;
and Stacey Meyers, representing Openlands (22 attendees)

Committee Members Not Present President Tom Poyton, representing Village of Lake Zurich; and Mayor Frank Bart,
representing Village of Wauconda

Kristi DeLaurentiis (Metro Strategies) took roll call - see attendance list above.

1. Welcome and Introductions- Committee Co-Chair Aaron Lawlor

Meeting minutes from the September 24, 2015 Land Use Committee were approved. Committee member Stevens
moved and committee member Abernathy seconded.

2. Public Comment

e Chris Geiselhart, President, Lake County Audubon Society, made the attached statement and urged the vote
be postponed until the missing design details and implementation strategy are included.

e Peter Bacher, resident of Long Grove, Indicated that the approach did not examine other alternatives and
assumed the facility is built - which he regarded as a flawed study. Stated his opposition to the extension of
Route 53.

e Jim Bland, Sierra Club and Adjunct Professor at the University of Wisconsin, stated his concern about the
environmental impact within the Corridor, the lack of information about impervious cover and that the study
did not asses impacts outside of the Corridor.

e Anthony Dean, former President of Long Grove, former director of IDNR, reviewed the history of the
alignment, stating that the road should never have been planned for that location. The collateral impact of
the road will be enormous, the tax impact high. He forecasts that the environmental design standards will
be ignored.

e Vanessa Griffin, Hawthorn Woods resident, noted that she had substantial comments on the draft report
that were submitted and she indicated should be responded to individually. Commented that the process is



not as transparent as claimed, that there were broken links on the website preventing access to older
information. Also indicated that she sees the report as a development plan, which should not be the focus.

® Alan Wilson of Long Grove stated that the road would destroy property values in Deerwood Estates.
Condemnation has occurred and would continue. He was concerned about the impact on septic systems
and water quality as well.

e Wendy Hakken, a Lake County resident, stated that she was in favor of the roadway extension, that it would
encourage economic development because construction expenditures would support businesses that are
struggling. She was concerned about the safety of the existing roadway, and felt that commuters thirsted for
this roadway extension.

* Rick Barrie of Hawthorn Woods voiced concern that the report did not reflect that the roadway would go
through wetlands near his house, and that future commuters would exceed the 45 mph speed limit.

¢ Kim Starke stated that previous statements have indicated the roadway is elevated 16 feet or more above
ground throughout Hawthorn Woods. Indicated concerns for uncertainty of design. If it is elevated, how will
run-off, salt spray and noise be managed. If it is not elevated, it will destroy wetlands. Indicated the
uncertainty and ongoing discussion of the road is reducing nearby home values.

e Peter Ponzio, Trustee at the Village of Hawthorn Woods, stated that he saw the report as commendable, but
that it failed to meet the BRAC Guiding Principle concerning funding. Indicated the survey results of 2009
referendum are not a mandate, and should not be mentioned in the document as support to proceed. The
sustainable funding plan will have an imbalanced impact on Hawthorn Woods, which would see too little
economic growth in exchange for too much cost. Also, the report did not address issues such as noise and
the impact on school funding. He commended the work of the committee but said more needs to be done.

e Susan Zingle of Wadsworth stated that the villages of Long Grove and Hawthorn Woods held public local
meetings, but that other municipalities did not. She stated that there should be no vote on the report until
the other municipalities did so. She was also concerned about the impact of 25,000 more dwelling units on
schools, other institutions and local roads. Asked why the Forest Preserve District is not at the table.

* Barbara Klipp, resident of Prairie Crossing and a member of the Sierra Club stated that the Sierra Club
opposes the roadway because it does not meet BRAC requirements. The Environmental Stewardship Fund
should not have been separated from the funding. The plan is not enforceable unless an IGA is formed.

* Mary Mathews stated that the land use study should have covered the entire county, objected that it has no
teeth or funding, and felt that the real goal of the report is economic development. She indicated it is being
pushed forward by certain communities, but will hurt others - Mundelein, Long Grove and Kildeer, and
encourage sprawl. She opposed adoption of the report but urged that many of the recommendations of the
land use study be adopted

* Mike Sarlitto, Trustee of Long Grove, stated that Long Grove supports road improvements to ease
congestion, but opposes the Route 53 road extension because it will add traffic, encourage sprawl, and
cause damage to the environment, the rural character and the quality of life. He read a resolution passed by
the Long Grove Village Board the prior week stating that Long Grove strenuously objects to the extension and
will take all lawful steps to prevent its construction.

¢ Connie Hanninan of Grayslake stated that she was disappointed that Grayslake did not hold a local town hall
meeting on this issue.

* Judy Gaika of Grayslake stated that the mayor did not speak for her community. She stated she opposed
the road extension and urged other alternatives to the roadway such as mass transit.

® Tim Perry, former mayor of Grayslake spoke in support of the roadway extension, saying there had been
dozens of town hall meetings on this subject over the years, that he is one of the vast majority of Grayslake
residents who support the roadway. Population growth has come over the years and will continue to come,
regardless of the road. This road will help grow non-residential tax base and help the corridor compete with
Kenosha. He stated that the alternatives to Route 53 such as widening local roadways would be extremely
difficult and disruptive. He commended the BRAC and the committee.

* Bonnie Thompson Carter stated she was a member of the County Board but was speaking as a resident of
western Lake County. As Chair of the Transportation Committee the last time Route 53 was looked at, she
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learned that the alternatives to Route 53 included widening other local roads, which would take out
businesses and be very expensive. She feels that residents without close access to 94 have no reasonable
route to take, and that her constituents want this road. She urged the report be adopted to permit the next
step, which is doing an EIS. This will give us the information we need to know how to mitigate the
environmental impact.

e Bobbie O'Reilly of Long Grove asked why municipalities would give up their authority over local zoning issues.

e Tim Marabella of the Lake County Contractors Association stated that he lives in Antioch, but has family in
Grayslake and knows traffic is terrible, which is hard on families. He urged moving forward so we can get the
EIS and make a decision based on the results of the study.

¢ Diane Stark of Grayslake stated that she lived across from Prairie Crossing and sees a 4-lane intersection
coming that will add traffic and noise and cause a decline in property values.

3. Review of Executive Summary- Daniel Grove, Lakota

The Committee had no comments on the executive summary.
4. Public Review Comment Report - Daniel Grove, Lakota

Daniel Grove reviewed the public comments received from the two open houses, comment cards, emails and the
website. Most comments were about the facility itself, and those have been forwarded to the Tollway. Some
comments concerned the process. Those comments concerning the content of the report would be considered as
revisions to the final draft of the report.

5. Consideration to Finalize the Report

Stacy Meyers, staff attorney for Openlands, read the attached statement, describing the participation of Openlands
in this process and its appreciation of the benefits on the process including data generated, but concluding as
follows: “Since the draft report falls short of the regional land use planning condition of the Blue Ribbon Advisory
Committee, Openlands cannot support its adoption, and sees it as premature to move forward with the
Environmental Impact Statement process.”

Some Committee members noted that the Committee is working to augment the BRAC recommendations, not
making the decision whether the roadway should be built. The report also does not aspire to create a land use plan
that will be binding on the municipalities in the Corridor. Rather, it is a method of encouraging cooperation among
municipalities. Additional information is needed, which can only be discovered by doing an EIS.

One Committee member questioned how the boundaries of the Corridor were established and was reminded that
the two mile boundary arose from the BRAC, and that adjustments were made to reflect municipal boundaries, land
features, etc. and direction was given on the boundary by the Land Use Committee at one of the first meetings.
Stated that while the work of the Committee was terrific and will be useful, it is based on the BRAC, which was
flawed because its membership did not properly represent municipalities most affected, and may not have complied
with the statute requiring a local advisory committee.

Many Committee members praised the work of CMAP and the consultant team, saying that there is excellent
information stated that they believe this land use strategy is excellent, and could be a model for other communities.

There was more discussion about whether the report should be binding on municipalities and the county. Some
committee members objected that this was not a land use plan but simply a strategy. Others said it was unrealistic
to expect more now. Some expressed hope that the report’'s recommendations would gradually be adopted into
individual municipal comprehensive plans.
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There was extensive discussion about whether the report was complete enough to approve. Some Committee
members objected to the lack of detail concerning design, environmental impact and means of implementation.
Others urged support of the report so that the additional work of the EIS and IGA can be done. The communities
would not want to be locked into anything prematurely, before the details are finalized.

One Committee member pointed out that there will be a lot more public comment to come during that process.
Another stated that the Route 53/120 facility is before the Tollway, and he would rather have it proceed through
review with this report than without it.

Co-Chair Lawlor stated that he believed the report provides the framework or path to move forward incrementally, to
achieve the goals described on page 67 of the report.

Co-Chair Ranney stated that this has been a useful discussion, that he is proud of the BRAC and the progress that
has been made on this issue over the last 20 years. He would suggest establishing a date of November 1, 2016, to
look back and evaluate the efforts of the municipalities to work together. With that caveat, he would vote to support
the report, to move forward with an EIS, and to move forward under this framework.

Co-Chair Lawlor circulated and read a motion, which is attached. Several Committee members suggested adding
the November 1, 2016 date to Item 8 as a way to ensure all the good work about cooperation is followed and
tracked.

One Committee member said it would be inappropriate to vote on a motion which had not been previously circulated
or specifically listed on the agenda. He also questioned whether the agenda was posted on the door of the building
48 hours in advance. Other Committee members stated they fully expected to vote on the report at the meeting.
Another committee member felt there was insufficient clarity in the motion.

Committee member Henley made a motion to approve the Route 53/120 Land Use Committee Motion, amended to (
add “by November 1, 2016” at the end of Item 8. The motion was seconded by Committee member Abernathy.

After extensive discussion, the Committee decided to do a roll call vote and if there is a technical problem, to
subsequently do a corrective action.

The roll was called and the vote was as follows:

Ayes - 14: Talbett (Kildeer), Abernathy (Mundelein), Park (Gurnee), Rowe (Libertyville), Carey (Lake County), Soto
(Hainesville), Ellis (Grayslake), Shields (Round Lake), Dabrowski (Lakemoor), Stevens (Lake County Partners),
Henley (Volo), Kalmar (Vernon Hills), Co-Chair Lawlor, Co-Chair Ranney

Nays - 5: Mancino (Hawthorn Woods), Underwood (Long Grove), Sands (Liberty Prairie Foundation), Leibov (Liberty
Prairie Foundation), Meyers (Openlands)

Abstained - 1: Tomlin (Waukegan)

Co-Chairman Lawlor reminded the Committee that if the posting of the meeting was in error, the Committee would
need to reconvene.

Motion to adjourn by Committee member Abernathy, seconded by Committee member Park, approved by
unanimous consent, meeting adjourned.
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Attachment 1
Statement of Chris Geiselhart, President, Lake County Audubon Society

As a member of the Illinois State Toll Highway Authority’s Rte 53/120 Blue Ribbon Advisory Council, I
want to tell you that we spent hours of thoughtful work creating the June 7, 2012 Resolution and
Summary Report. QUOTE FROM PROJECT OVERVIEW: “The BRAC outlined its work and findings in the
June 7, 2012 Resolution and Summary Report, which concluded that there is consensus for the Tollway to
move forward with the project and provided the scope, configuration and design elements of the new
roadway...The BRAC defined a set of guiding principles to ensure the outcomes are clearly defined and
the project fulfills its goals. The most important of these principles is to use innovative and
environmentally beneficial design solutions to strike a balance between improving mobility and access
while minimizing negative environmental and long-term developmental impacts. “

Although not invited to serve for the next phase of work, as a member of the environmental community, I
felt it was vital to attend as many of the committee meetings as possible—for one thing, to make sure that
the environmentally friendly features that we incorporated into the BRAC report wouldn’t be sacrificed
for any reason...including that of funding issues. I brought up this concern at a number of meetings and

was assured that would not happen.

In evaluating the original intent, does this current Corridor Land Use Plan meet those recommendations
made by the BRAC in its Resolution presented with its final report? CITATION FROM DRAFT
RESOLUTION PAGE: (2) “Our approval and continued support for constructing a road in the 53/120
corridor is, however, conditioned upon the Illinois State Toll Highwa|y Authority adhering to the design
principles, alignments, and environmental commitments outlined in the report. (3) We recommend that
the principles and conclusions agreed to by the Advisory Council be adopted by resolution of the Illinois
General Assembly and approved by the Governor. (5) We respectfully request that the Illinois State Toll
Highway Authority routinely report to the Advisory Council on its progress in realizing the recommended
project, and to use the advice of the Advisory Council as it proceeds.”

I acknowledge that a huge amount of work went into developing the plan, that it contains good data and
valuable information, confirming the importance and value of the natural areas of Lake County that we
love. But I can’t consider it COMPLETE. It provides guidance only, but there is missing an implementation
strategy that would result in coordinated land use planning. There must be a detailed design concept that

reflects the Council’s roadway design and key features, including all of the performance requirements

Land Use Committee #8 — Meeting Minutes DRAFT for Committee Review & Approval 5



outlined in the BRAC report. There are communities that need to have new alignment considerations.
Where is the strategy in place to develop an IGA to serve as the basis for establishment of the Corridor

Planning Council?

The plan at this point is not satisfactory and disregards the BRAC recommendations that stress aclear
plan and implementation strategy. It doesn’t show preferred land uses, livability, and use of open space.
There is no real regular land use plan, no strategy to make the plan happen, no way to encourage
commitment to make it happen. Missing are sample Intergovernmental agreements to help with buy-in
from the communities. Compared to the amount of concern that exists about impacts on the environment,
including the wetlands that line the corridor, more members of the environmental community should

have been included every step of the way.

Until this document can really meet the standards set, I urge you to postpone the vote until the missing

items are added. Not voting today is not a failure.

Submitted by Chris Geiselhart, President, Lake County Audubon Society
11/5/15
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Attachment 2
Openlands Position Regarding the lllinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy
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Openlands Position Regarding the Illinois Route 53/120 Corridor Land Use Strategy
November 5, 2015

In May of 2012, Openlands agreed to conditionally support the recommendations of the Blue Ribbon
Advisory Committee, which defined a framework and criteria for the Route 53 / 120 project. Our hope
was that we would create an unprecedented, collaborative, and innovative national model for
transportation and infrastructure planning. It would lead to ground-breaking strategies to design sound
transportation solutions that truly protect natural resources well beyond set minimum standards.

The process was also to ensure that development stimulated by the road project wouldn’t cause
secondary harm to surrounding natural areas. We have often seen how uncoordinated development
can degrade our landscapes, pollute our waterways, drive out or reduce wildlife populations, and
fragment ecological corridors and working landscapes. Latent design features do not address these
cumulative impacts.

We also believed that the consensus-born approach of the Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee could
inspire binding commitments by local governments to collaborate and adopt a regional land use plan.
They would agree to solid implementation strategies to minimize the diverse impacts of uncoordinated
growth and offer shared responsibility and benefit for development decisions and plans within the area.

The Benefits of the Corridor Land Use Planning Process

As a member of the Land Use Committee, we have appreciated the opportunity to participate in this
process over the last two years. It has generated great data and maps of natural resources in the
planning area, has identified natural corridors, and recommended mitigation opportunities and various
strategies for protection. The process educated committee participants about current and future
market conditions, offering strategies for locating commerecial, residential and industrial development in
the project area. The market data, information and guidance can help municipal planners make
informed decisions in the future.

Shortfalls of Process

Unfortunately, the draft report falls short of meeting the condition of the Blue Ribbon Advisory
Committee that local governments agree to adopt and follow a regional comprehensive land use plan,
with a defined roadmap for implementation.

* Thedraft Land Use Strategy is merely a guidance document, rather than a plan with clear
implementation steps.



e We did not create a model regional land use planning process that brought together
stakeholders and produced a method to make decisions on development and natural resource
protection that spanned jurisdictions.

e Governing bodies within the project area did not make binding commitments to enter into
Intergovernmental Agreements so that all of the stakeholders agree on a land use plan that:

o steers development to the appropriate locations to protect and restore environmental
resources,

maximizes the opportunities for livable communities,
o provides appropriate market opportunities, and
supports a sound plan for the design and construction and ultimate use of the road.

e The study was also incomplete in that it did not provide an analysis of impervious cover,
determine how to address salt and use of chlorides, and establish requirements for mitigation as
defined by the Blue Ribbon Advisory Committee.

Conclusion: Since the draft report falls short of the regional land use planning condition of the Blue
Ribbon Advisory Committee, Openlands cannot support its adoption, and sees it as premature to
move forward with the Environmental Impact Statement process.

An infrastructure project of the size of Route 53/ 120 requires collaboration among stakeholders to
assure that the secondary impacts of development, environmental degradation and loss of community
character do not undermine the value of the project for those living and working closest to it.
Comprehensive planning should be able to provide the mechanism to collaborate so that the sum of
enhanced development, transportation solutions and protection of natural areas and environmental
corridors provides benefits which exceed individual municipal decisions. This process while it provided
lots of information did not result in a clear strategy and way forward which gives us confidence that all

of the places which we care about the most won’t be severely impacted through bad decisions and
haphazard development.



Attachment 3
Route 53/120 Land Use Committee Motion, as amended
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