








From: John Darger [rjdarger@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, October 17, 2009 6:47 PM
To: Cindy Skrukrud

Cc: 2030Plan-MB; K W

Subject: Re: 2030 Plan Comments

Kim,

Thanks again for writing up these notes. The last, critical points are well-couched following the early positives.
[ especially want to think about how to push the last into the form of a question that can be asked to reinforce
the point at public meetings. I think Jerry would deny it is hand-waving, so it is worth insisting on an
explanation.

John
Sent from my iPhone

On Oct 16, 2009, at 3:52 PM, Cindy Skrukrud <cskrukrudsc(@earthlink.net> wrote:

McHenry County Regional Planning Commission,

Please consider the following comments from the Environmental Defenders of McHenry County.
These comments were developed from an extensive discussion of the draft Land Use Map by the
Defenders' Water Resources Protection and Land Use Planning committees. Thank you for all
your hard work on the 2030 Plan. We appreciate your consideration of our comments.

Cindy Skrukrud
Chair, Water Resources Protection Committee

Environmental Defenders of McHenry County
124 Cass St. Suite 3
Woodstock, IL. 60098

1. Defenders appreciated the commission's utilization of a generally compact, contiguous growth scenario as a basis
for the County Land Use Map.

2. Defenders was pleased to see a reduction in land devoted to Estate Residential Use when compared to the 2010
plan map. We encourage the commission to maintain or reduce the Estate Residential areas where possible.

3. The designation of Environmentally Sensitive Areas in both incorporated and unincorporated areas on the map
allows for greater awareness of these areas for planning purposes. Defenders encourages the commission to keep
these areas shown on the map.

4. While we were pleased to see the Environmentally Sensitive areas designated, we question why some of the
McHenry County Natural Area Inventory (MCNAI) sites were not shown as Environmentally Sensitive on the map. We
encourage commission to clearly include all MCNAI sites in the Environmentally Sensitive are designation. It does no
one any service to not make them aware of the lands that have been identified as containing rare natural resources.

5. Also in regards to sensitive areas; when placing the Transportation Oriented Development (TOD) locations in
Marengo and Huntley did the commission take into consideration and avoid impacts to the globally rare HUM Prairie?

6. The removal of the Ag/Rural Residential Land Use distinction (that was used in the 2010 plan) is appreciated as
that land use was not in sync with this plan's focus on compact, contiguous growth.



7. We question whether the Retail Land Use scattered throughout the county is logical. Does this retail make sense in
all these areas? What was the reasoning supporting those locations? Do these locations enable non-vehicle travel or
necessitate the use of a personal vehicle? We encourage the commission to review these areas for appropriateness
under a compact, contiguous growth scenario.

8. Regarding commercial growth, what is rationale for increasing land for Office/Research/Industrial (ORI) as
compared to 2010 plan? Was the Sensitive Aquifer Recharge Map used to avoid placing intensive land uses in
sensitive areas? The SARA map should be utilized for all such development, and we encourage the commission to
re-examine the ORI designations to ensure the minimization of such Land use in SARA areas.

9. We recommend that any existing non-contiguous Estate parcels/areas be designated with a different color and as
an existing use not to be encouraged. This eliminates confusion and prevents the parcels being misinterpreted as
planned for residential by the commission while still acknowledging the current zoning. The need for this distinction
may be best illustrated by the three isolated estate areas near Harvard and Marengo on page 10 where residential
growth should not be encouraged. We encourage the commission to incorporate this distinction into the map and
chapter.

10. Defenders questioned whether all the Residential Land Use, particularly shown north and southeast of Marengo,
was truly necessary to accommodate the population growth. We ask that the commission re-examine whether more
of the growth can be directed as infill in already incorporated areas.

11. A primary concern of our group was the 540,000 population projection for 2030. How was the projected
population increase determined? What methods were used? The county is facing serious water deficits and loss of
agricultural land. Inflated population projections may increase unnecessary development in the county, increasing
risks of water shortages and destruction of agricultural land. The population projection needs to be based on sound
information using widely accepted sources and methodology. We request the commission re-examine their
projections, and clearly state the methodology used in the Land Use Chapter.





