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To: CATS Policy Committee 
From: Patricia Berry, Acting Deputy for Programming 
Date: April 22, 2005 
Subject: Public Comments on Proposed Revision to the Metropolitan 

Planning Area Boundary 
 
The following is a summary of the comments received on the proposed revision 
to the Metropolitan Planning Area (MPA) boundary and staff notes on those 
comments.  Six comments were received.  Copies of the comments are attached. 

Kane County 
Kane County wrote in support of the proposed revisions. 
 
Jim Fisher (two comments) 
Mr. Fisher supported including Kendall County in the MPA, but thought it 
premature to include any of Grundy County in the MPA.  He also thought that 
Lake County, Indiana should be included in the MPA. 
 
• Aux Sable Township must be included in the MPA because it is now part of 

the urbanized area.  The choices available are to include only Aux Sable 
Township, to include Aux Sable and Goose Lake Townships (the latter being 
in the nonattainment area), or to include all of Grundy County.  In 
consultation with Grundy County, the decision was made to include only 
Aux Sable Township. 

• Lake County, Indiana is currently in the Northwest Indiana MPA.  The 
Northwestern Indiana Regional Planning Commission (NIRPC) is a member 
of the CATS Work Program Committee.  In addition, CATS is a member of 
NIRPC’s Transportation Policy Committee. 

 
Nathan Darga 
Mr. Darga supported the proposed boundary revision.  He also recommended 
that the Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission (NIPC) and IDOT District 1 
revise their boundaries to match the proposed MPA boundary. 
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• The recommendation was also forwarded to NIPC staff for their 
consideration.  Their preliminary response is, “NIPC staff believes the 
expansion of the metropolitan planning boundary makes good planning 
sense. NIPC is in the process of exploring the possibility. There are a number 
of issues that would need to be addressed including legislative concerns.” 

• The recommendation was also forwarded to IDOT for their consideration.  A 
decision to change district boundaries would have to be made by the 
Secretary of Transportation in consultation with the Governor's office.  A 
number of factors would have to be considered before such a change could be 
made, including staffing and funding distribution. 

 
Center for Neighborhood Technology 
The Center for Neighborhood Technology recommended that the MPA 
boundary be changed in coordination with boundary changes for NIPC and the 
Regional Transportation Authority (RTA).   
 
• The MPA boundary must, by federal regulation, be changed to reflect the 

urbanized area as determined by the 2000 Census.  It is not possible to wait 
for legislative action on other planning-related boundaries before changing 
the federally regulated MPA. 

 
In addition, CNT criticized the information provided in conjunction with the 
MPA public comment period.  Their criticisms are:  
 
1. It is disingenuous to suggest that NIPC and the RTA review their boundaries, 

since their boundaries are defined by statute, whereas CATS “does not have 
statutory authority.” 
• This issue was addressed at the outset of the MPA discussions and was 

covered in materials posted on the CATS web site.  The section quoted by 
CNT begins, “State legislation would be necessary to adjust the 
boundaries of either the RTA or NIPC.”  Clearly, the answer recognizes 
the constraints faced by other agencies. 

2. The proposal does not address the “imbalance in the CATS Policy 
Committee,” indicating a concern that membership is not proportional to 
population. 
• The CATS Policy Committee has reviewed this issue several times and has 

determined that its current membership is appropriate to its mission.  The 
membership of the Policy Committee has been found to fully meet federal 
requirements during certification reviews. 

3.  “Discretionary dollars” (e.g., CMAQ and UWP funds) will be shifted from 
the current MPA to the new areas, which have little population. 
• CMAQ and UWP funds are not distributed on a formulaic basis 

throughout the region, but are programmed on a competitive basis, in 
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which the merits of a proposal determine its chances of receiving funds. In 
addition, CMAQ funds may only be used in nonattainment areas or 
outside a nonattainment area if the project benefits the nonattainment 
area.  In the past, the CMAQ Project Selection Committee has chosen not 
to fund projects outside the nonattainment area. 

4. Kendall County has $42 million “discretionary dollars” programmed in the 
current TIP, which appears to be a higher per capita ratio than the rest of the 
region. 
• Kendall County’s per capita spending in the current TIP is higher than the 

region-wide average.  An equal distribution of per capita spending by 
County is not presently a criterion for program development. 

5. Including Kendall County in the planning region for NIPC will present 
“formidable” costs. 
• The memorandum cited for this statement is from 1997 and the costs are 

cited according to different bases.  NIPC staff have been contacted to 
clarify and update these estimates. 

 
Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission 
The Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission stated that staff believes the 
boundary revisions are reasonable, but identified concerns related to regional 
planning in Kendall County.    These can be summarized as follows: 1) Kendall 
County should produce a 2040 vision that is consistent with NIPC’s Framework 
Plan, 2) NIPC’s data and staff resources at present are insufficient to support 
regional planning in Kendall. 
 
• CATS has clarified with the federal consultation team that, for certification 

and regulatory purpose, using currently available planning assumptions from 
Kendall County will be suitable for RTP and conformity purposes.  
Nevertheless, the long-term objective should be that the planning 
assumptions and data resources will be developed in a consistent manner. 

 





Darga 050320.txt
From: Tom Murtha [publiccomments@mail.catsmpo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2005 12:46 PM
To: rpatronsky@catsmpo.com
Subject: FWD: MPA boundary

---------- Original Message ----------------------------------
From: Nathan Darga <nadarga@yahoo.com>
Date:  Sun, 20 Mar 2005 11:32:13 -0800 (PST)

Good idea and probably overdue.  It would be great if NIPC and IDOT (district 1) 
would also change their boundaries so you all could be on the same page.

.....................................................................
Nathan Darga
nadarga@yahoo.com
(217) 840-5918

---------------------------------
Do you Yahoo!?
 Yahoo! Small Business - Try our new resources site! 

 
______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ Sent via the WebMail 
system at mail.catsmpo.com

 
             
---
[E-mail scanned for viruses]
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Fisher 050329.txt
From: Tom Murtha [publiccomments@mail.catsmpo.com]
Sent: Tuesday, March 29, 2005 12:41 PM
To: rpatronsky@catsmpo.com
Cc: pberry@catsmpo.com
Subject: FWD: MPA Boundary

---------- Original Message ----------------------------------
From: "Fisher, Jim E.(contractor)" <Jim.Fisher@KRAFT.COM>
Date:  Tue, 29 Mar 2005 09:02:37 -0600

Hi CATS,
 
I suggest you keep it simple.  Adding all of Kendall county should be a no brainer. 
Please do so.
 
I suggest separation of the issue on how much of Grundy county to add.
Either add it all or do not add any of it.  It is my strong opinion now that
Grundy County should NOT be added to the MPA.   This keeps the politics out
of the boundary effort and out of the day to day operations for the MPA.  It seams 
to me that we should try to minimize the politics as much as possible.
We have a chance here to correct a past wrong (adding only part of Kendall county in
the past) and not letting it happen again.
 
I suggest the addition of Grundy (all or part) be tabled (or denied) until the year 
2010 where it can be reconsidered as part of the confirmation review of the decision
to add Kendall. 

Jim Fisher
Bolingbrook, Illinois
(312) 933-5105 

 

 
______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ Sent via the WebMail 
system at mail.catsmpo.com

 
             
---
[E-mail scanned for viruses]
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Fisher 050330.txt
From: Tom Murtha [publiccomments@mail.catsmpo.com]
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2005 11:51 AM
To: rpatronsky@catsmpo.com
Subject: FWD: MPA Boundary

---------- Original Message ----------------------------------
From: "Fisher, Jim E.(contractor)" <Jim.Fisher@KRAFT.COM>
Date:  Wed, 30 Mar 2005 07:35:41 -0600

Hi CATS,
 
Wanted to add to my comments from yesterday.
 
I was a resident of Brookfield, Illinois.  I moved to Bolingbrook for many reasons. 
One reason is that Brookfield residents nor the government did not embrace proper 
planning.  An example of this was that there is a very large development going on 
just south of Brookfield in McCook.  The problem is McCook did not seek out 
Brookfield nor did Brookfield seek out McCook in the planning of this development.  
The result is that the two exits coming out of McCook north toward Brookfield 
forming a "T" on 47th street instead of
connecting with feeder roads going into/out of Brookfield (e.g. Prairie).   
 
Honestly, I think this was an opportunity lost for CATS to get involved in allowing 
[forcing?] the planning of both these villages to be aligned.  I guess this is just 
another example case study of a missed opportunity in planning.
 
In this same context, the MPA boundary should extend beyond the Illinois border to 
include Lake County Illinois.  I understand that the funding may not align with this
addition and it is part of a different state; but I think it is appropriate to 
include Lake county, Indiana.  I suggest they be given a "NON VOTING" position on 
the CATS board if they do not have the same funding opportunities as do counties 
within Indiana.  It just makes sense geographically to include this county in some 
fashion.
 
I welcome your pros/cons as well around including Lake County, Indiana.
 
I already know one:  "We already have one Lake County... What would we do with 
another?
 
Remember, Include Kendall, do not include Grundy.
 
Thanks for letting me provide my input.

Jim Fisher
Bolingbrook, IL
(312) 933-5105 

 

 
______________ ______________ ______________ ______________ Sent via the WebMail 
system at mail.catsmpo.com

 
             
---
[E-mail scanned for viruses]
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