STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS
COUNTY OF DEKALB )
ORDINANCE 02025-017

AN ORDINANCE GRANTING SPECIAL USE PERMITS TO
BURR OAK SOLAR, LLC ON VARIOUS PROPERTIES
IN AFTON, PIERCE, AND SQOUAW GROVE TOWNSHIPS

WHEREAS, Burr Oak Solar, LLC, a subsidiary of Leeward Renewable Energy, LLC, on
behalf of itself and the participating landowners, is proposing to build and operate a 300MW
commercial solar energy system, which will also include a project substation, an “Operations &
Maintenance Building”, and a Commonwealth Edison (ComEd) switchyard, said solar farm will
be spread out over twenty-one (21) separate parcels, said properties being zoned A-1, Agricultural
District, and covering approximately 1,984-acres, in Afton, Pierce, and Squaw Grove Townships,
said subject properties being legally described as shown in Exhibit “A”, attached hereto; and

WHEREAS, following due and proper notice by publication in the Daily Chronicle not less
than fifteen (15) nor more than thirty (30) days prior thereto, and by mailing notice to all owners
of property abutting the subject property at least ten (10) days prior thereto, the DeKalb County
Hearing Officer conducted a public hearing on July 17, 2025, said public hearing being continued
to July 24, 2025 for consideration of additional testimonies, at which the petitioner presented
evidence, testimony, and exhibits in support of the requested Special Use Permit, and where
numerous pieces of testimony, written and oral, were submitted from members of the public for
and against the petition; and

WHEREAS, the Hearing Officer having considered the evidence, testimony and exhibits
presented has made his findings of fact and recommended that the Special Use Permits be granted
with conditions, as set forth in the Report of Proceedings and Recommendation of the DeKalb
County Hearing Officer, a copy of which is appended hereto as Exhibit “B”; and

WHEREAS, the Planning, Zoning, & Development Committee of the DeKalb County
Board having considered the testimony and exhibits from the public hearing and having considered
the findings of fact and recommendation of the Hearing Officer, has forwarded to the County
Board a recommendation of approval, with conditions, of an ordinance to grant the Special Use
Permits; and

WHEREAS, the DeKalb County Board has considered the Report of Proceedings and
Recommendation of the Hearing Officer and the recommendation of the Planning, Zoning, &
Development Committee, and has determined that granting the Special Use Permits to allow the
establishment and operation of this commercial solar energy system would be consistent with the
requirements established by Section 53-1-2.B.3 of the DeKalb County Code;

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNTY BOARD OF DEKALB
COUNTY, ILLINOIS, as follows:



SECTION ONE: The Report of Proceedings and Recommendation of the DeKalb County

Hearing Officer, Exhibit “B”, attached hereto, is hereby adopted as the findings of fact and
conclusions of the DeKalb County Board.

SECTION TWO: Based on the Findings of Fact set forth above, the request for Special

Use Permits for a commercial solar energy system, referred to Burr Oak Solar, on properties
located in Afton, Pierce, and Squaw Grove Townships, is hereby approved for properties being
legally described in Exhibit “A” attached hereto.

SECTION THREE: This approval of these Special Use Permits is subject to the following

conditions:

1.

The project shall be in substantial conformance with the plans and materials submitted in the
application for the Special Use Permits and presented at the public hearings. Additionally, a
revised site plan shall be submitted incorporating any and all changes required for approval by
the County Board and/or necessitated during the permitting process prior to approval of the
Site Development and Building Permits. If the revised plans represent a significant deviation
from the previously approved plans, then the petitioner will have to seek an amendment to the
approved Special Use Ordinance from the County Board prior to approval of the Site
Development and Building Permits

The petitioners shall install and maintain low-profile native prairie species for ground cover.

The petitioners shall prepare and submit a detailed Landscape Plan, incorporating the
recommendations outlined in the Natural Resource Inventory Report, to the DeKalb County
Soil and Water Conservation District (SWCD) for their review and approval. The Landscape
Plan, revised as necessary, shall then be submitted as part of the Site Development Permit
application.

The petitioners shall prepare and submit a Landscape Monitoring & Maintenance Plan to the
SWCD for their review and approval. Copies of the approved, and revised, if necessary, plan
are to be submitted to DeKalb County Community Development Department and SWCD prior
to submittal of the Building Permit application.

Those portions of the subject property which are outside of the fenced-in area of the facility
that are not to be put into agricultural production as a result of the presence of the facility shall
be included in the Landscape Plan and Landscape Monitoring & Maintenance Plan, so that
these areas do not go unattended and become a source for noxious weeds and unattended weed
growth for the duration of the financial guarantee to ensure the landscaping matures in
accordance with the proposed plan.

The petitioners shall conduct a sub-surface drain tile investigation, locating all drain tiles
within the project area, and the resulting report shall be submitted to the SWCD, and as part of
the Site Development Permit application.

A wetland delineation shall be completed for the project area prior to disturbance.



10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

The developer shall utilize the Custom Soils Report provided within the Natural Resources
Information Report prepared by SWCD for this project.

Temporary vegetative ground cover shall be planted prior to construction to prevent excessive
soil erosion.

The applicant shall consult and work with the DeKalb County Forest Preserve to develop a
screening and landscaping plan for those sections of the project that would be complimentary
to and minimize the impact of the project on the neighboring County Forest Preserves.

The applicant shall include documentation of compliance with the IEPA ILR-10 permit as part
of Site Development Permit application.

The facility shall be setback at least one hundred fifty (150) feet from the nearest point on the
outside wall of an occupied community building or dwelling on a nonparticipating property.

The facility (including the security fencing) shall be setback at least fifty (50) feet from a right-
of-way or the property line of a nonparticipating property.

A spot survey shall be required at the time of installation to verify that the setbacks have been
met.

On-site power and communication lines shall be located underground, except at the
interconnection point to the grid. (CAB systems will not meet this requirement.)

Topsoil shall not be removed during development, unless part of a remediation effort.

The operators of the facility are to abide by the requirements of the DeKalb County Noxious
Weed Ordinance.

Any part of the facility that is within 1,000 feet of an occupied community building or
nonparticipating residence shall be screened; and said screening shall be in substantial
conformance with the plans and materials submitted in the application for the Special Use
Permit and presented and discussed at the public hearing, amended as noted below.

Additionally, screening shall be installed prior to the activation and operation of the facility,

and must be maintained by the facility for the life of the project, with replacement plantings

and maintenance conducted as necessary.

a. The proposed screening noted on Map L-101, Detail A, shall be extend approximately two
hundred (200) feet further south along Crego Road to fully screen the facility from the
house north of it.

b. Screening is to be provided, per the requirements above, from the residence located at the
corner of Somonauk and Owens Roads.

c. On Map L-104, the gap in the screening between what is proposed in Details B and C shall
be filled.



19.

20.

21.

22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27.

28.

d. A second staggered row of shrubs or trees shall be added to the proposed screening of
evergreen trees planted fifteen (15) feet on center.

The interconnection point shall be located within or as adjacent to the right-of-way or existing

power line as is possible, but shall in no case be further than twenty (20) feet from a right-of-

way or existing power line, and all poles shall be placed such that they run parallel with said
right-of-way or power line.

a. The “interconnection point” refers to the system/method used to connect CSES to the
electrical grid. Typically, this takes the form of a series of utility poles, some controlled by
the local utility and some controlled by the CSES, holding the various lines and equipment
necessary to connect the CSES to the electrical grid. However, in this instance, it would
also include the project substation, the ComEd Switchyard, and the Gen-Tie connecting
them.

No component of a solar panel shall have a height of more than twenty (20) feet above the
ground when at full tilt.

Fencing for the CSES: shall have a height of no less than six (6) feet and no more than twenty-
five (25) feet, shall have appropriate warning signage clearly posted upon it, and shall be a
primarily woven wire or agricultural style fencing.

Noise levels from the CSES shall be in compliance with applicable Illinois Pollution Control
Board regulations.

The applicant shall demonstrate that the project will be in compliance with the NPDES permit
regulations prior to issuance of any Building Permits.

The applicant shall submit and receive approval of a Site Development Permit application from
the Community Development Department prior to the issuance of any Building Permits.

Any drainage systems impacted during the construction, maintenance, or operation phases of
the CSES shall, at the CSES operator’s expense, be repaired or replaced in a prompt and timely
manner, in accordance with the Agricultural Mitigation Agreement.

The proposed Project Substation and ComEd Switchyard shall meet all required building and
zoning regulations.

The proposed Operations and Maintenance Building shall meet all required building and
zoning regulations (including, but not limited to codes related to: parking; health; plumbing;
and building).

Electric CSES components shall have a UL listing, or the approved equivalent, and must be
designed with anti-reflective properties.



29.

30.

31.

32.

33.

34.

35.

36.

37.

38.

39.

40.

The petitioner shall submit documentation that project site is in compliance with the
regulations of the Illinois Historic Preservation Agency (IHPA) prior to approval of any
Building Permits.

Visible, reflective, colored objects, such as flags, plastic sleeves, reflectors, or tape shall be
placed on the anchor points of guy wires and along the guy wires up to a height of fifteen (15)
feet from the ground.

All lighting installed shall be shielded so that no glare extends substantially beyond the
boundaries of the facility.

The legal description for the specific leased/purchased area to be occupied by the facility shall
be submitted to the Community Development Department and the DeKalb County Assessor
prior to final approval of the Building Permit.

A Decommissioning and Site Reclamation Plan with cost estimation shall be submitted as part
of the CSES application. This plan and estimate will then be reviewed to verify that it is in
compliance with the County Code, and if approved, the appropriate financial guarantees will
have to be submitted prior to the issuance of the Building Permit.

Road Use Agreements shall be established with all appropriate road authorities prior to the
issuance of a Building Permit.

The petitioner shall demonstrate that an interconnection agreement has been completed with
the electrical utility prior to final approval of any Building Permit.

A Solar PV Building Permit application shall be submitted for review and approval by the
DeKalb County Community Development Department. The Project Substation, the ComEd
Switchyard, and the Operations & Maintenance Building shall each have their own Building
Permits submitted for review and approval by the DeKalb County Community Development
Department.

A qualified engineer shall certify that the foundation and design of the solar panels racking and
support is within accepted professional standards.

All pile driving activity during the project may only occur between the hours of 7:00 am and
5:00 pm.

All plans submitted for the Site Development and Building Permits shall be signed and
stamped by an Illinois licensed engineer. Additionally, all plans submitted for the Building
Permit shall be IFC (Issued For Construction) blueprints.

Should the facility be transferred to another entity, all conditions and requirements shall also
transfer to the new entity, and the owner/operator of the facility shall inform the County of any
such change, along with the contact information for the new entity.



41. The petitioners shall provide a listing of the number of employees to be permanent onsite
employees and the hours they would be expected to be onsite.

42. Parking shall be provided adjacent to the Operations & Maintenance Building. Said parking
shall consist of at least one space per employee on the maximum shift, plus one per vehicle
used in the operation of the facility or stored onsite. Said parking shall comply with all required
local, State, and federal codes.

43. The Special Use Permit shall expire if Site Development Permits have not been sought within
thirty-six (36) months of the approval of the Special Use Permit.

44. Upon commencement or issuance of a building permit, the developer will have twenty-four
(24) months to complete construction of the project.

SECTION FOUR: Given the large size of this commercial solar energy system, spread
across many separate parcels, this project has been broken up into eight (8) separate zoning lots
(AF-25-12, P1-25-13, P1-25-14, PI-25-15, P1-25-16, SQ-25-17, P1-25-18, and PI-25-19), with each
being granted a special use permit. However, to aid in internal record keeping and consistency,
only this ordinance will be written addressing the entire project, with its provisions applied to each
of the eight (8) special use permits.

SECTION FIVE: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon its adoption by the
County Board of DeKalb County, Illinois.

PASSED BY THE COUNTY BOARD THIS 17TH DAY OF SEPTEMBER, 2025, A.D.

SIGNED:

Frieders, Chair
DeKalb County Board




Exhibit “A”
Legal Description of the Subject Property
Babson Farms, Inc. (Tracts 1-18)
Tractl:

The South 1/2 of the Northeast Quarter of Section 29, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the
Third Principal Meridian, in DeKalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID: 12-29-200-004
Tract 2:

The Southwest Quarter of Section 29, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal
Meridian, in DeKalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID: 12-29-300-001
Tract 3:

The West 1/2 of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 32, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third
Principal Meridian, in Pierce Township, DeKalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID; 12-32-100-001
Tract 4:

The Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of Section 32, Township 39 North, Range 5 East
of the Third Principal Meridian, in Pierce Township, DeKalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID: 12-32-400-001
Tract 5:

Lot 2 of the Northwest Quarter (1/4) of Section Five (5) in Township Thirty-eight (38) North,
Range Five (5) East of the Third Principal Meridian, DeKalb County, State of Illinois.

Parcel ID; 15-05-100-001
Tract 6:

Lot Two (2) in the Northeast Quarter (1/4) of Section Five (5), Township Thirty-eight (38)
North, Range Five (5) East of the Third Principal Meridian, in the County of DeKalb in the State



of Illinais.
Parcel ID: 15-05-200-002
Tract 7:

The Southwest Quarter of Section 36, and the Northwest Quarter of the Southeast Quarter of said
Section 36, Township 39 North, Range 4 East of the Third Principal Meridian, excepting
therefrom Part of the Southwest Quarter of Section 36, Township 39 North, Range 4 East of the
Third Principal Meridian, bounded and described as follows: Commencing at the Southeast
corner of said Quarter Section; thence West along the South line of said Quarter Section 547.83
feet to the point of beginning of the hereinafter described tract of land; thence continuing West
along the South line 342.61 feet; thence North 302.14 feet; thence East 342.61 feet; thence South
302.14 feet to the point of beginning, all situated in the Township of Afton, DeKalb County,
State of Illinois.

Parcel ID: 11-36-300-002
Tract 8:

The Southwest Quarter of Section 28, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal
Meridian, DeKalb County, Illinois, EXCEPTING THEREFROM the following described tract:
That part of the Southwest Quarter of Section 28, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third
Principal Meridian described as follows, Commencing at the Southwest corner of said Section;
thence Easterly along the South line of said Section, 1036.0 feet for a point of beginning; thence
continuing Easterly, along said South line, 532.0 feet; thence Northerly, at an angle of 89 degrees
40 minutes measured clockwise from said South line 492.0 feet; thence Westerly at an angle of
90 degrees 220 minutes measured clockwise from the last described course, parallel with said
South line, 532.0 feet; thence Southerly at an angle of 89 degrees 40 minutes measured
clockwise from the last described course, 492.0 feet to the point of beginning, all in Pierce
Township, DeKalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID: 12-28-300-002

Tract 9:

Parcel 1:

Government Lot 1 of the Northwest ¥4 of Section 5; and Government Lot 1 of the Northeast ¥4 of
said Section 5, all in Township 38 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian, situated
in DeKalb County, Illinois,

EXCEPTING THEREFROM that part of Government Lot 1 of the Northwest Fractional

Quiarter of Section 5, Township 38 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian,
described as follows: Beginning at the Southwest corner of said Northwest Fractional Quarter;



thence Easterly, along the South line of said ¥4, 1669.0 feet to the centerline of Little Rock
Creek; thence Northwesterly, at an angle of 33 degrees, 34 minutes, 43 seconds measured
clockwise from the last described course, along said centerline, 382.0 feet; thence continuing
Northwesterly, at an angle of 181 degrees, 13 minutes, 00 seconds measured clockwise from the
last described course, 135.24 feet; thence Westerly, at an angle of 144 degrees, 41 minutes, 45
seconds measured clockwise from the last describe course, along said centerline, 72.30 feet;
thence Northwesterly, at an angle of 226 degrees, 34 minutes, 57 seconds measured clockwise
from the last described course, along said centerline, 91.00 feet; thence continuing
Northwesterly, at an angle of 161 degrees, 42 minutes, 18 seconds measured clockwise from the
last described course, 139.15 feet; thence continuing Northwesterly, at an angle of 177 degrees,
09 minutes, 00 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course, 103.00 feet; thence
Westerly, at an angle of 154 degrees, 38 minutes, 00 seconds measured clockwise from the last
described course, along said centerline, 37.00 feet; thence Northwesterly, at an angle of 219
degrees, 08 minutes, 30 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course, along said
centerline, 38.0 feet; thence Westerly, at an angle of 138 degrees, 09 minutes, 00 seconds
measured clockwise from the last described course, along said centerline, 62.00 feet; thence
Northwesterly, at an angle of 205 degrees, 40 minutes, 00 seconds measured clockwise from the
last described course, along said centerline, 96.00 feet; thence continuing Northwesterly, at an
angle of 159 degrees, 42 minutes, 30 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course,
along said centerline, 61.00 feet; thence continuing Northwesterly, at an angle of 232 degrees, 38
minutes, 00 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course, along said centerline,
105.00 feet; thence Southwesterly, at an angle of 121 degrees, 41 minutes, 00 seconds measured
clockwise from the last described course, along said centerline, 95.00 feet; thence continuing
Southwesterly, at an angle of 178 degrees, 47 minutes, 30 seconds measured clockwise from the
last described course, along said centerline 109.00 feet; thence continuing Southwesterly, at an
angle of 155 degrees, 57 minutes, 30 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course,
along said centerline, 69.00 feet; thence Northwesterly, at an angle of 229 degrees, 53 minutes,
30 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course, along said centerline, 226.00
feet; thence continuing Northwesterly, at an angle of 204 degrees, 09 minutes, 30 seconds
measured clockwise from the last described course, along said centerline,

137.77 feet to the West line of said Northwest %4; thence Southerly along said West line of said
Y4, at an angle of 42 degrees, 54 minutes, 56 seconds measured clockwise from the last described
course,

739.00 feet to the point of beginning, all in Squaw Grove Township, DeKalb County, Illinois;

ALSO EXCEPTING THEREFROM that part of the South %2 of the Northeast Fractional
Quiarter of Section 5, and that part of the South % of the Northwest Fractional Quarter of Section
5, Township 38 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian, described as follows:
Commencing at the Southeast corner of the Northeast Fractional Quarter of Section 5; thence
Northerly, along the East line of said Northeast Fractional Quarter, 694.35 feet for a point of
beginning; thence Westerly, at an angle of 89 degrees, 28 minutes, 05 seconds measured
clockwise from the last described course, 2459.47 feet; thence Southerly, at right angles to the
last described course, 215.00 feet; thence Westerly, at right angle to the last described course,
470.0 feet; thence Northerly, at right angle to the last described course, 355.0 feet; thence
Easterly, at right angle to the last described course, 470.0 feet; thence Southerly, at right angle to



the last described course, 110.0 feet; thence Easterly, at right angle to the last described course,
2459.19 feet to the East line of the Northeast Factional Quarter; thence Southerly, at an angle of
89 degrees, 28 minutes, 05 seconds measured counterclockwise from the last described course,
30.0 feet to the point of beginning, all in Squaw Grove Township, DeKalb County, Illinois.

Parcel 2:

That part of the Southeast ¥4 of the Northeast Fractional Quarter of Section 6, Township 38
North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian, described as follows: Commencing at the
Southeast corner of said Northeast ¥4; thence Northerly, along the East line of said %, 739.00 feet
to the centerline of Little Rock Creek for a point of beginning; thence Northwesterly, at an angle
of 130 degrees, 40 minutes, 54 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course,
along said centerline, 540.00 feet; thence continuing Northwesterly, at an angle of 174 degrees,
59 minutes, 12 seconds measured clockwise from the last described course, 397.83 feet; thence
Westerly, at an angle of 146 degrees, 38 minutes, 22 seconds measured clockwise from the last
described course, along said centerline, 584.69 feet to the West line of the Southeast ¥4 of the
Northeast Fractional Quarter; thence Northerly, along said West line, 25.02 feet to the Northwest
corner of the Southeast % of the Northeast Fractional Quarter; thence Easterly, along the North
line of said Southeast ¥4, 1318.06 feet to the Northeast corner of the Southeast ¥4 of said ¥;
thence South, along the East line of said %4, 579.46 feet to the point of beginning, all in Squaw
Grove Township, DeKalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID: 15-05-100-007

Tract 10:

The East Half (1/2) of Lot Two (2) of the Northeast Quarter (1/4) of Section Six (6) all in
Township Thirty-eight (38) North, Range Five (5) East of the Third Principal Meridian, DeKalb
County Records, Illinois.

Parcel ID: 15-06-200-002

Tract11:

The Northeast Quarter (N.E. 1/4) of the Northwest Quarter (N.W. 1/4) of Section Thirty-two
(32), Township Thirty-nine (39) North, Range Five (5) East of the Third Principal Meridian, in
the County of DeKalb in the State of Illinois.

Parcel ID: 12-32-100-002

Tract12:

The Southwest Quarter off Section 32 and the Southeast Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of

said Section 32, all in Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian, in the
County of DeKalb in the State of Illinois.
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Parcel IDs: 12-32-100-003 and 12-32-300-001
Tract 13:

The South Half (1/2) of the Southeast Quarter (1/4) of Section Thirty-two (32), Township Thirty-
nine (39) North, Range Five (5) East of the Third Principal Meridian, Dekalb County, Illinois,

EXCEPT that part of land conveyed to Chad Frost and Bianca Frost, husband and wife, in
Corporate Warranty Deed dated October 18, 2021, and recorded November 5, 2021 as Document
No. 2021014489, in Public Records of Dekalb County, Illinois, described as follows:

PART OF THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF SECTION 32, TOWNSHIP 39 NORTH,
RANGE 5 EAST OF

THE THIRD PRINCIPAL MERIDIAN, BEING DESCRIBED AS FOLLOWS:
COMMENCING AT THE SOUTHEAST CORNER OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER;
THENCE SOUTH 89 DEGREES 56 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG THE SOUTH
LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER, 1,180.55 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING,;
THENCE CONTINUING SOUTH 89 DEGREES 56 MINUTES 00 SECONDS WEST ALONG
SAID SOUTH LINE, 484.00 FEET; THENCE NORTH 00 DEGREES 04 MINUTES 00
SECONDS WEST 450.00 FEET TO A LINE PARALLEL WITH SAID SOUTH LINE;
THENCE NORTH 89 DEGREES 56 MINUTES 00 SECONDS EAST ALONG SAID
PARALLEL LINE, 484.00 FEET; THENCE SOUTH 00 DEGREES 04 MINUTES 00
SECONDS EAST 450.00 FEET TO THE POINT OF BEGINNING, IN DEKALB COUNTY,
ILLINOIS.

Parcel ID: 12-32-400-004

Tract 14:

The North Half of the Southeast Quarter, excepting therefrom the South 278.0 feet of the East
315.0 feet thereof, also excepting therefrom the East 315.0 feet of the South 277.0 feet of the
North 719.57 feet of the Southeast Quarter of Section 29, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of
the Third Principal Meridian, situated in Dekalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID: 12-29-400-007

Tract 15:

The South 1/2 of the Northwest 1/4 of Section 36, Township 39 North, Range 4, East of the
Third Principal Meridian, Dekalb County, Illinois.

Parcel ID; 11-36-100-002

Tract 16:
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The West Half of the Southwest Quarter and the West Half of the East Half of the Southwest
Quarter of Section 21, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian, in the
County of DeKalb and State of Illinois.

Parcel ID: 12-21-300-003
Tract17:

The West Half of the Northwest Quarter of Section 21, and the East Half of the Northwest
Quarter of Section 28, all in Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian,
in the County of DeKalb and State of Illinois.

Parcel ID; 12-21-100-001
Tract 18:

The West Half of the Northwest Quarter of Section 21, and the East Half of the Northwest
Quarter of Section 28, all in Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian,
in the County of DeKalb and State of Illinois.

Parcel ID; 12-28-100-002

John F McAllister and Mary Jane McAllister, as Trustees of The John F and Mary Jane
McAllister Living Trust dated the 28th day of June, 2013 (Tract 19)

Tract 19:

The West Half of the Northeast Quarter of Section 30 and the Southeast Quarter of Section 30,
Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian, in DeKalb County, excepting
therefrom the following described parcel: Part of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter
of Section 30, Township 39 North, Range 5 East of the Third Principal Meridian, DeKalb
County, Illinois, described as follows: Beginning at the Northeast corner of the Northwest
Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of said Section 30; thence Southerly along the East line of the
Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of said Section 30 a distance of 975.0 feet; thence
Westerly parallel with the North line of said Section 30 a distance of 1005.2 feet; thence
Northerly parallel with the East line of the Northwest Quarter of the Northeast Quarter of said
Section 30 a distance of 975.0 feet to the North line of said Section 30; thence Easterly along
said North line a distance of 1005.2 feet to the place of beginning.

Parcel IDs: 12-30-200-006 and 12-30-400-001
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Petitions: AF-25-12;

Petitioner:
Nature of Petition:
Dates of Hearing:

Prop. Address:

Location of Hearings:

REFORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

PI-25-13,14,15,16 and 18,19; 5Q-25-17

Burr Oak Solar, LLC (Leeward Energy subsidiary)
Special Use Permits - Commercial Solar Facilities
July 17, 2025 and July 24, 2025

1,984 acres in Afton, Pierce, and Squaw Grove
Townships, roughly bounded by Perry Road to
the North; Crego Road to the West; Lasher Road
to the South; and Somonauk Road to the East.

As noted by County Staff the majority of the properties
within that rough boundary area would NOT be part
of the development, if approved. Each affected tuwnship is

approximately 35 square miles in size.

DeKalb County Legislative Center
Gatherlorium

200 North Main Street

Sycamore, IL 60178

Present for the County on both hearing dates:

Derek Hiland, DeKalb County Planning Director
Marcellus Anderson, Assist. Director

Present for Petitioner on July 17, 2025:
(apologies in advance for any misspellings)

Attorney Kyle Barry, McGuire Woods
Colin Guilford, Leeward

Chase Lyon, Leeward

Rudy Dixon, Huddleston-McBride
Chris Wilson, Kimley-Hom

Calvin Carlson, Kimley-Homn

Kevin Adelman, Leeward
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Exhibit B

Phil Klazynski, Leeward

John Gross, Kimley-Horn

Michael Roche, Kimley-Horn

Tad Hardy, Kimley-Hom

Andrew Hartigan, Cohn-Reznick

David Loomis, University of Illinois (Economics)

Present for Petitioner on July 24, 2025:

Attorney Kyle Barry, McGuire Woods
Colin Guilford, Leeward

Rudy Dixon, Huddleston-McBride
Phil Klazynski, Leeward

John Gross, Kimley-Horn

Chase Lyon, Leeward

I RECEIVED IN THE RECORD PRIOR TO HEARING(S)

1. Public Notice, duly published within the time required by law, sefting this matter for
hearing. '

2. DeKalb County Staff Report, with Staff Comments and rmnmm:ndnlin, relating to the
petition.

3. The Petitioner’s application petition, and attachments for all affected parcels.

4, Correspondence from Greg Maurice of the DeKalb County Health Department indicating
no issues with the proposal.

5. Correspondence from County Engineer, Nathan Schwartz, noting the requirement of
petitioner entering into road use agreements with affected agencies, and the requirements that
will have to be reviewed and met during the site development portion if the application is
approved, including additional wetlands considerations and resulting required setbacks.

6. A signed copy of the Petitioner’s Agricultural Impact Mitigation Agreement, signed and
executed prior to today's hearing as required by statute.
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Exhibit B

Correspondence from interested persons as follows:

Elizabeth Koenig, Hinckley Resident, in opposition to the project
Darcee Verheage, in opposition to the project

Kevin Betz, in opposition to the project

Julie Campbell, in opposition to the project

Claudia and Keith Bank, in opposition to the project

Ronald Reihling, President of Deerpath Nursery, in opposition
Andrew Wanek, DeCarbon DeKalb, in favor of the project

Carole James, Pierce Township, in opposition to the project

Amir Asghar - list of 77 individuals who signed “Burr Oak Pledge”

FrQmMpUow»

oT HEI} CORRESPONDENCE RECEIVED INTO THE RECORD FOR THE
HEARI_:__NG{S}

1. Petitioner’s response to the county staff report.

2. Petitionér’s power point (hard copy).

3. Gene Nehring, McGirr Rd resident - opposition to the project, citing tornado issues and
weather-related concerns,

4, Katie Andraski, Kingston Township - opposition to the project, citing multiple concems
related to end-of-use issues, land use issues, state tax credits.

5. Dr. Kay(difficult to read), DeKalb Illinois - favor of the project, citing school funding,
green energy, supportive of the way of life in DeKalb County by revitalizing the soil, jobs
to be provided.

6. Catherine Dienst Bartels, DeKalb County - in favor of the project, citing statistics that
30% of cotn grown in Illinois produces ethanol, land use has always shifted with the
times and needs of the population.

7. John Aspinwall, DeKalb County - opposition to the project, citing concerns that it abutts
the Afton Forest Preserve, will be located near his residence, and will be placed on
productive farmland.

8. Petition in opposition o the project signed by (approximately) 140 individuals, the vast
majority indicating they live in the affected townships, with only a few from outside the
affected areas.

9. Carol James, Pierce Township - in opposition to the project citing end-of-use issues and
impact on future growth and its effects on schools, and requesting an “enforcement fund™
to assist with police/fire/community assistance.

10. Unnamed and unidentified submission regarding the Hinckley Fire Department.

L1. Tania Becke, DeKalb County property owner but non-resident - in opposition to the
project citing prime farmland usage concerns.
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12. Courtney Gallaher, DeKalb County, NIU Director of Campus Sustainability - in favor of
the project, citing ongoing need for clean and renewable energy, and the “banking” of the
land for future use with pollinator-friendly vegetation,

13. Chauncey and Brooke Watson, Watson Farms, DeKalb - in favor of the project, citing its
favorable impact on many types of farming operations, economic benefits to the
landowner, the ability for dual-use of agricultural lands in the county.

14, Colleen Hogan, Pierce Township - opposition to the project being on pnme farmland.

15. Lynn Klein, Dan Klein, Thelma Klein, Ron Klein, Lee Klein, Sara Klein, Fierce
Township - joint correspondence in opposition to the project oceurring on prime
farmland. _

16. Courtney Gallaher, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean

and reliable green energy, and job creation.
17. Cassie Winchell, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school :wem:,es, clean

and reliable green energy, and job creation.
18. DeAnna Blandi, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school rwmuas clean and

reliable green energy, and job creation.
19, Andrew Wanek, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean

and reliable green energy, and job creation,
20. Leigh Lazzarato, Frankfort - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean

and reliable green energy, and job creation,

21. Juan Castro, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school mve:lmes clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

22, Breadan Henry, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school mranm, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation. }

23. Adam King, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation. _

24. Donna Potaczek, Genoa - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and

reliable green energy, and job creation. .

25. Jeffrie Fricke, Cortland -in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

26. Erica Wise, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and

reliable green energy, and job creation.

27. Denise Mitchell, Sandwich - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

28. Gabriela Garcia, Cortland - in favor of the praject, will increase school revenues, clean

and reliable green energy, and job creation,
29, Dawn Enenbach, Cortland - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean

and reliable green energy, and job creation.
30. Forest Espinoza, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean

and reliable green energy, and job creation.
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31. Mel Roethlisberger, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

32. Jeffrey Bucaro, Genoa - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

33, Terry McNeely, Genoa - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

34. Christopher Armstron, Dekalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

35. Shawn Harms, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable grecn energy, and job creation.

36, TrworMathey, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and relmblc green energy, and job creation.

37. Ashley Ford, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

38. William Drew, Somonauk - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

39. Scott Kent, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

40. Lynn Mullen, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

41, Michael Binder, Cortland - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reli&ble green energy, and job creation.

42. Markell Webb, Hinckley - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and relisble green energy, and job creation.

43. Brett Nelson, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

44, Heidi Brelsford, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

45, Mark ‘u'ipn Tassel, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green cnergy, and job creation.

46. Jeffrey Hamilton, Shabbona - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and mlml:Ia green energy, and job creation.

47. Dameilc Klinger, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and :ellahIa green energy, and job creation.

48. Marcia Dubsun. Sandwich - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and rehahla green energy, and job creation.
9, Toya Etrutar Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

50. Mary Nelson, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable gmn energy, and job creation,
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51. Spencer Mack, Waterman - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

52. Orrin Merritt, Kirkland - in favor of the project, will increase school meennes clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

53. Charlie Schyvincht, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

54. Ranki Klein, Kirkland - in favor of the project, will increase school revenuex clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

55. Steve Deiss, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

56. Larry Apperson, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revcr.ms, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

57, Patricia Crum, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

58. Emily Martinez, Genoa - in favor of the project, will increase school rwe.nuﬂs clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

59. Laura Peterson, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revcnues clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

60. Kathleen Sullivan, Woodstock - in favor of the project, will increase schiool revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation, .

61. Amy Potempa, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

62. Lynn Quital, Cortland - in favor of the project, will increase school rew:nue.s, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

63. Carlos Lorenzy - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, ¢lean and reliable
green energy, and job creation. :

64. Rebecca Haug, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

65. Donna Seigmeier, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase suhuol TEVenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

66. Jim Trier, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation. '

67. Sally Riccardi, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

68. Philip Staffey, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation. _

69. John Jencks, Kingston - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

70. Michael Apperson, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.
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71. Valerie Malone, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

72. Brian Dreger, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

73. Benjamin Stone, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

74, Francisco Galvan, Sandwich - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

75. Kaylee Meyer, Genoa - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

76. Kimberly Andia - Smith, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase scheol
revenues, clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

77. Greg Toth, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable gre-en energy, and job creation.

78. Jasminé Grafton, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

79, Jason Churilla, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

80. James McConkey, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reIEalble green energy, and job creation.

81. Alex Haughee, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

82. ] o@eph:i_'u[artiu, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

83. Andrea Corson, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and TGH-?I}H# green energy, and job creation,

84, Joseph Grim, Lee - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable 'green energy, and job creation.

85. Mark P?hnke, Genoa - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

86. Richard Larson, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

7. Bret Scilwincht. Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and relia;hlt. green energy, and job creation.

88. Bradley Cessna, Maple Park - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

89. James lgym IV, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation.

D0. Alex Funes - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean and reliable
green energy, and job creation.
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. Valerie Sawyer, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school reve.nues, clean
am:i reliable green energy, and job creation.

92. Warren Beauchamp, Hinckley - in favor of the project, will increase schml revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

93, John Eng, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school rewmuaa clean and
reliable green energy, and job creation,

94. June 7, 2007 Michigan State University Extension article discussing COmM as & remaver
of CO2, ,

05. 2024 State Agricultural Overview.

96. June 10, 2024 article from AIM-Agroecology + Innovation Matters. ;

97. Undated 2020 .pdf printouts from Farmland Information Center. :

98. March 25, 2025 article from University of Illinois -Urbana Champaign entitled “From
Parking Lots to Landfills".

99, August 10, 2023 article from Energy News Network discussing solar pmals and landfills
in Illinois.

100. Unsigned and undated typewritten objection to the project citing C{}Z comparisons
for farming and solar panel production, solar heating and micro-climate of solar panel,
and alternative sites to agricultural land for solar siting,

101.  June 29, 2025 article from The Daily Upside reciting infrastructure grid problems
with electrical transmission and delivery, energy usage by large data centers.

102. Melody Aspinwall, Afton Township -.in opposition to the project, citing concerns that
it abutts the Afton Forest Preserve, will be located near her residence, w?mr issues, and
micro-climate concerns.

103.  Harold Heather, Genoa Township - in opposition to the project, citing placement on
prime agricultural land, leakage and toxicity concerns, and availability of alternate sites.

104.  Merwin Plapp, in opposition to the project, citing loss of productive farmland, distrust
of developer’s promises to schools, increased fire safety equipment and associated costs.

105,  Gary Klich, Owens Road - in opposition to the project, citing property value loss and
questioning the accuracy of the developer’s information suggesting no impact on property
values, Photos of the area in and around his property.

106. Robert Fricke, Cortland - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

107.  Jonathan Merritt, Sycamore - in favor of the project, will increase snhmi [EVETIUESs,
clean and reliable green energy, and _]Db creation.

108.  Jaime Walter, Pierce Township - in favor of the project, will increase ‘school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation, He also farms, hnsl:ate._d and knows that
40% of his corn crop goes to ethanol production, another energy form.

109.  Chris Evergreen, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

20



Exhibit B

110.  Fred Barhnard, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues, clean
and reliable green energy, and job creation.

111. Cordella Parham, DeKalb - in favor of the project, will increase school revenues,
clean and reliable green energy, and job creation.

112. Caleb and Elyse Meyers, Hinckley - in opposition to the project due to its size, scope,
location, and concerns for long-term consequences to their home, community, and
environment.

113. Janice Cams - in opposition to the project based on its location in prime farmland.

114,  Ashley Liakas, Hinckley - in opposition fo the project.

115, Ron Nehring, McGirr Road - in opposition to the project citing long-term soil
concerns and watershed concemns.

1L sum@m' OF PROCEEDINGS

Petitioner seeks to construct utility-scale, 300 megawatt solar energy system in the
submitted applications. All properties are zoned A-1, Agricultural District.
§

. Solar energy systems are a permitted special use in the A-1 District, and pursuant to state
statute, permits shall be approved if the request is in compliance with that statute and the
county’s adnpung ordinance. A county is prohibited from enacting conditions more stringent
than the stnndwds and conditions in the state statute. 55 ILCS 5/5-12-2020.

After ali persons were admonished on oath and affirmation, at both hearings, evidence
and testimony commenced. Assistant Director Marcellus Anderson provided an on-the-record
summation of the nature of the petitions, the requested special use, and the necessity of public
hearing. '

1.I

A betitioner's Information in Support of their Applications for Special Use
[note- summary only, not verbatim]
1

Anqune;r Kyle Barry of McGuire-Woods, briefly described the nature of the applications
and the utility scale of the project, introducing a power point presentation to be utilized at the
hearings. Thereafter witnesses on behalf of the petitioner proffered information in support of the

application.
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Chase Lyon, one of the developers at Leeward Energy (corporate Dwnmﬁdﬂelnpt.r of the
project) described the nature of the company as a dedicated owner/operator for the full life of the
project. He described the proposed megawatt energy generation, and the usage of approximately
2000 acres of agricultural land in the various townships to be utilized for the project, if approved.
On behalf of Leeward, he requested an extension of the usual 18-month development fimetable
due to the scale of the project. .

He described the project as a temporary use for the site for the purposesi:fclean and
renewable energy. He described that Leeward was doubling the minimum requi;rad setbacks to
accommodate neighbor concerns. After decommissioning, required by county ordinance, the
land could return to agricultural usage and the petitioner would be responsible fér returning the
land to its pre-construction, agriculture-capable, prior use. ]

He acknowledged the need for road use agreements, and cooperation with local public
safety entities. He described various actions to be taken and paid for by the mmpmljr to
accommodate any potential increased need for services.

Colin Gilford, also a developer with Leeward, described the local financial benefits to
DeKalb County in general and the local school district in particular. He described that the
project would result in $450 million dollars of capital investment in DeKalb, with over $48
million dollars in property tax benefits, over the life of the project. He stated th.'ét no new roads
would be required, no new infrastructure, minimal noise, and no glare, pursuant to the studies
submitted by the petitioner. He described that the local school tax revenue would be
approximately $27.5 million dollars, which would be approximately 18 times gmatcr than if the
land remains in its current use. .

Mr. Gilford described the community meetings and outreach, and the support to the
community that the company will provide such as support for the Hinckley Public Library and a
school breakfast program for the Hinckley-Big Rock School District, among others.

Calvin Carlson of Kimley-Hom described his experience as a licensed engineer in the
field, focusing on renewable energy projects ranging from 1mw to 500 mw. He:described the
physical attributes of the photovoltaic modules (“panels”) and their design to withstand
extremely harsh conditions that may be found in the midwest, He described that the panels
would not need any concrete for support as they will be pile-driven, and placed on a single-axis
tracker to rotate with the sun. He described the company will comply with the munty—reqmﬂ:d
agricultural perimeter fencing.
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He described the site-plan presented on the power point presentation, showing wetlands
and pooling areas, and the required buffered setbacks. He described the stormwater and erosion
control implications, and he testified that the analysis concluded there would be no change in
run-off as compared to areas with no solar development. The study presented also concluded
that the vegetative ground cover on solar field arrays produces less sediment loss and water
run-off than traditional row-crop agricultural uses, he stated,

M. Carlson then discussed the decommissioning plan, the results of the wetlands
inventory, the federal wildlife evaluation results, and the Illinois IDNR. EcoCat results. They
concluded adverse effects were unlikely. The company, prior to construction, will complete the
required phase I archaeological evaluation with the Illinois State Historical Preservation Office,
he stated.

He alm?ﬂnscﬁbad the results of a glare study showing almost zero glare from various
locations. )

Tad Hardy of Kimley-Hormn introduced his qualifications and information concerning the
noise analysis fgr the project. The studies concluded that the noise levels from all areas will be
well within the [llinois Noise Pollution Control limits, as required, and largely masked by
existing noise already existing in the sounding area, he stated.

Chris Wilson, 2 professional landscape architect, stated he has worked on over 300 solar
projects and related ground cover and screening. He stated he has been in contact with the
DeKalb County Forest Preserve to get their feedback for ground cover and screening, should the
project be apprﬁved. He stated that site overview and screening type and locations were still
preliminary, as he anticipates working further with that agency. He was aware of the county
requirement that screening is necessary for non-participating qualifying structures within 1000 ft.
of a project and indicated the petitioner would be in compliance. He acknowledged that the
NRCS soil dam'i:analysis showed shallow topsoils and some ponding in locations, and recognized
the need to improve water quality and natural filtration while reducing long-term maintenance.

Rudy Dixon of Huddleston McBride stated he is a licensed engineer and land surveyor
and has wmlced?for 5 years as drain tile contractor. He acknowledged the county requirement to
conduct a drain, tile survey and work with landowners to locate existing tiles and repair/replace
any if damag&d He described that the type of repair/replacement tiles, if needed, are made of
modem dual-w:}I] construction with a 50 year warranty. He noted that petitioner’s AIMA
requires maintaining current drainage processes, and documenting the results of the tile survey
using GPS on standardized coordinates.

1"
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Andrew Hartigan, an NAI certified real estate appraiser with CohnReznick stated he has
25 years in practice involving approximately 30 states. He described the various published
studies on the subject of impacts on price valuations near solar projects on residential properties.
He stated one of the most recent studies, from Loyola University, which focused on midwest
states including Ilinois, showed a 0.5% to 2% increase in property values in such locations. He
stated the analysis is based on a square-foot basis, to account for different sized and structured

residences and residential locations.

One of the studies involved a 239 mw facility in Michigan, covering mre‘r 1000 acres, and
a small farmette that had the solar project on 3 sides of the property. He stated the study found
seven comparables, and the farmette sold at a price point 5% higher than the culltrulled samples.
He described additional controlled sales comparisons of property values - also i m Michigan, and
another one in Minnesota - which involved 4 properties with residences and solar facilities on
multiple sides of each residence. In those additional studies, he stated, the value was 9 % higher
than the 11 controlled sales comparisons on a square foot basis,  He reported similar results
across the country in comparable studies. ;

In analyzing the site specifics for this proposed project in DeKalb Cnunt';r, he noted that
the proposed site is away from any path of anticipated future development. He stated it is not
likely during the contract term to be utilized for new home growth such as a subdivision, or other
large-scale buildup, and as such the property will remain agriculture for the foreseeable future.
He stated he could not state that there would be an appreciation in values, as some of the studies
showed, but he felt comfortable in testifying that the values would not be neg:aﬁ'irely impacted.

Dr. Loomis, a professor of economics at the University of Illinois, sial:ed he has over 20
years of experience in renewable energy projects and has testified over 20 hmm in various
formats. He described his use of the Economic Impact Model, i.e. where dﬂllars_ are spent and
where, during the development and ultimate operation on an energy project. He utilized a power
point presentation to show various direct and indirect economic impacts. He also described the
state-set real estate taxes for projects of this type and the economic contributions to the local area
based on that higher tax rate (as compared to strictly row-crop agriculture uses). He produced a
table showing distribution of the approximately $47 million in tax revenue that he said will likely
be produced over the life of the project to the county, affected townships, the laaaI college
districts, and school districts.

At the conclusion of witness testimony, attomey Barry proffered the petitioner's response
to the county staff report, and it was admitted. He requested a 36-month timeline, an increase
over the county-standard 18-month timeline ordinarily applied to special use applications, but
approved by the county in prior larger-scale solar developments in the county. °
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B. ]E“ublil: Comment

1

Pah'icia'\fary, DeKalb County. She stated she is a retired biology professor and served on
the board for 10 years. She stated comments in favor of the project, citing clean energy, job
creation, economic benefits, and the project would allow some farmland to rest and revitalize and
keep it from being developed in some other manner. She urged passage.

Dan Klgin, Pierce Township. He stated he is a fifth generation farmer and he was
representing his family’s entire farming operation. He opposed the project. He stated his number
one concern was how projects like this could occur despite the county’s “40 acre rule” which
prevents houses to be placed but apparently allows solar projects, on the best farming ground in
the world. He had concerns about first responder issues and resources as well. He said this
proposal takes éxcessive agricultural land out of production from future generations.

Katy Andraski, Kingston Township. She thanked the county for hearing citizen concerns.
She read a statement into the record, later submitted and admitted. She opposed the project. Her
concerns were this project alone taking up 1% of agricultural land, she stated, and combined with
other such projécts, are taking out of production a significant amount of agricultural land for
utility use. Shr.zhad concerns regarding recycling and panel defects as well, and what would
happen if the federal subsidies were removed or reduced. She encouraged the 18-month timeline
for the project, if the county was inclined to grant approval.

Peter Ni:l::s, Squaw Grove Highway Commissioner. He stated concerns with water
issues, the tiling on the property, and his belief that there would be significant soil compaction on
the affected lands.

In requ{:sz, the petitioner stated that the machinery used for solar construction weighs
much less than traditional farming equipment and will have far less of a compacting impact. The
petitioner also noted the AIMA restrictions and requirements.

Katrina Hﬂgrer, Squaw Grove Township Assessor. She stated she was not contacted by
the petitioner and as far as she was aware neither were other affected township assessors as to
their thoughts rc;gardjng valuations and tax assessments on properties in the various affected
townships. She stated that she lives less than a half-mile away from the proposed project and is
very concerned about extra water runoff and localized water accumulation and flooding. She
also opposed the project being placed on prime agricultural land.

In mpupse, the petitioner stated that they had dealt with multiple counties around the
country and lhef,r were willing to create time to discuss these concerns with her. The petitioner
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stated that Squaw Grove does not yet have solar in the township so no wmpa:ah_lﬁ Were
available. i

Brooke Watson, Afton Township. She stated that on behalf of Watson Faﬂll]}" farms, she
wag expressing their full support for the project. She said her family has been fanmn; for over
160 years and is looking forward to this project and the full use of land in this ma:mer including,
she stated, the job creation, clean energy, and new business opportunities for otl‘mr types of
agriculture than row crop production, such as her family’s sheep grazing operations. She stated
it will allow many types of agricultural producers and neighboring landowners to continue to
earn and have financial security. ,

Gene Nehring, Pierce Township. He stated that he owns property along McGirr Road
that has been in his family for 150 years. He stated he is not in favor of the pfojpct, and that his
property will have elements of the solar project on 3 sides of his property. He lmtud that Pierce
Township is listed as part of “tornado alley” and has concerns that tomadic w::wlty will decimate
and distribute solar project pieces and particles at great risk of nnn-paruclpahng property
damage. He stated that if approved, the developer should list and publish the name and contact
information of a point person for such issues. .

The petitioner responded that during storms the panels are laid flat to wmd windage and
damage and the project will have required insurance. The petitioner stated that the panels and
materials are designed to withstand significant wind and hail elements.

Ron Nehring, McGirr Road. He stated that he has lived on his prupcrtﬂlis entire life of
64 years and it is situated on the eastern edge of the proposed site. He said he damn t agree with
the drainage assessment of the petitioner. He stated he has experienced all typﬁs of weather
events imaginable and the size of this project will impact the water table and soil-permeability
will be negatively impacted. He stated it is not a tiling issue but an ebb/flood issue and nothing
absorbs excess water like thirsty crops. He does not believe that vegetative cover will provide
the same level of absorption and protection. He stated that this proposal will bela negative on
him and his property in his opinion, and that his 64 years on the farm are more valid sources of
information than federal water studies.

Cathy Bartels, Squaw Grove and Pierce Township. She recounted her family’s history as
family farmers in DeKalb County over the last 150 years. She stated that agricilture needs and
energy needs change, and have changed, over time. She stated that the current landscape can
benefit from solar production. She noted the changes in agriculture over time ffom grasses, to
horse farming, and to corn and soy now dominating the landscape. She stated that much of corn
production is in reality, like solar use on the land, just another form of energy production. She
stated that she believes that in the US 40% of corn goes to ethanol, and 30% of ¢orn production
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in Tllinois gm-}o ethanol. She stated that the rest goes to livestock feed, cornflakes, and the like
and the agricultiral land at issue is not all being used for “food on the table”, in her opinion,
Solar is just one more evolution of what is produced on the land.

Tanya Becky, Pierce Township. She stated that she lives on property on Rimsnider Road
and her property would be surrounded on all sides with solar. She did state that she rents the
property, but does not own the property. She stated that the project will impact her quality of life
on the property, and believes that damaged panels could or would leak toxic chemicals. She does
not believe solli_r panels should be place on prime agricultural land. She had concerns about
end-of-project life clean up as well.

The pet_i_iiuner responded that the panels are solid state panels so there is nothing to leak,
and explained the decommissioning process.

John Aspinwall, Afton Township. He stated that he has lived in the community for 40
plus years and chose to stay due to its quiet connection to the land and environment. He stated
strong opposition to the project, describing it not as farming but a large-scale utility operation
that will forever change the landscape. He had dust and soil concerns, and was concerned that
the project abuts the Afton Forest Preserve. He had property value concemns as well and urged
the board to cm;';sidﬂ' the concerns of people who pay taxes and live in the county.

The petitioner responded stating that they have been in contact with the Afton Forest
Preserve and ini;.reased the proposed setbacks for the project after consultation with that agency.

Dave Szmpsun, of Labors Local 32. He stated that he is a proud union member and his
union has over ED-:} construction professionals. He stated that most workers work 8-12 hours a
day in all wmﬂurs. and he was here on behalf of his fellow workers. He is in favor of the
project and the appmxlmatcly 700 construction jobs it will generate in the two years in the
making of the prujact. Responding to some commenters that the jobs will be 'part time’, he
stated that union work always has been “part time” in the sense that those jobs run project to
project. Each project has a working life until completed. He stated that this project is good for
our mrmumﬁly;iright for the future of Ilinois, and right for union workers.

Randy ]\fehring, Shabbona Township. He stated he and his family are 5th generation
farmers and live in close proximity to sections of the proposed project, separated only by a dirt
road. He is opposed to the project. He believes the local agricultural land will be lost, and that
will have long term detrimental effects. He has concerns about drainage and the unknown
effects of such large scale projects on the land. He believes that the project will damage and

negatively aFfw_'.i many people.
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The petitioner responded that the Illinois drainage code prevents matin% conditions that
change upland water flow as does AIMA, to which the petitioner is bound by statute and the

AlIMA agreement.

Carol James, Pierce Township. She stated her belief that large projects like this pick on
small communities. She believes that smaller communities like Hinckley will l?'se population,
school enrollment will drop, and have other consequences. She stated that she wants the project
rejected or downsized. She stated concerns about how the developer will deal with thousands of
outdated panels at the end of the 30-year project, and stated that other forms ufz_echnulugy such
as computer screens and cell phones are outdated in far less time. She requested the creation of
an “enforcement fund” of $10,000 or more to cover first responder training costs that she stated
will be needed, and to cover water contamination, she stated. She pointed to examples in the
state of Nebraska involving destroyed panels, including skin and respiratory problems, she
stated, g

Vern Fagerburg, Somonauk Township. He stated that he has 3 solar farqw near his
property, with 3 separate owners, and his chief complaint is that in his opinion they are not
well-maintained. He believes that the set-backs should be farther, to account for future growth or
widening of Somonauk road. He stated his belief that solar panels and the silica constitute
hazardous waste should they break. He thinks solar panels are best on rooftops and other
locations, rather than farmland.

Merwin Plapp, Pierce Township. He stated his family is one of the longest continuous
residents in Pierce, having been there since 1920, and was around when themili?typmedthn
40-acre rule. He said that from 1976 to 2000, the county lost thousands of acres of productive
farmland and since that time has lost thousands of acres more. He stated that this farmland is
highly rated and the 1900 acres of this project could be used to feed thousands :.:-fpeuple, provide
oxygen, and absorb CO2. He had concerns about fire response and aquifer damage. He believed
it unwise to invest in solar now as better energy sources will be developed in the future. He had
concerns about the lack of details in the application. -

Eddie Cullins, Squaw Grove Township, Hinckley. He questioned if I‘.her; Was an
clectrical engineer on the panel at the hearing, and the petitioner stated there wag not. He stated
that the increased energy being produced today by solar and wind, both on homes and farms, are
too much for the current grid to handle. He stated his belief that there was potential for energy
flow-through to damage expensive home HVAC systems and other appliances. ;

Barry Mandel, Pierce Township. He stated that he agrees with everytl'un;g said so far by

other speakers against the project. He stated he is for solar, but is against solar here as this is
highly rated farmland. He stated questions primarily for the County Board, inquiring if the
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Board can refuse to approve a project based on the current state statute. He also had weed
control issues, as his farm is adjacent to the portions of the project, and he believes solar farms
are a trash heap. He stated he knows that there will be less chemicals used on the farmland if it
is tarned to ﬂﬂlﬂ:l‘ production, but believes the weeds will increase as a result. He related
conversations with company representatives concerning Rimsnider Road and was dissatisfied
with the company’s responses in those conversations.

Melanie Aspenwall, Afton Township. She stated concerns about the Burr Oak solar
project being placed on prime agricultural land. She stated she is not against solar, but such
large-scale utility projects should be located elsewhere. She stated her home will have portions
of the project on 3 sides, West, North, and East, and project electrical components will be to the
South, She compared company assurances to those of tobacco companies in the past. She had
concerns about micro-climate, local wildlife in Afton Forest Preserve and Little Rock Creek, and
ponding/flooding. She also disputed petitioner’s property valuation studies and stated there was
a study from Virginia that showed a property value drop of 5%, within 3 miles of a solar facility.

Gary Klich, Pierce Township. He stated that he has land near the project property and
asked the company about property value impacts. He said he was assured by the company there
would be no change. He stated he contacted his own realtor for an analysis and his realtor stated
there would be a 10% value decrease, and that information was provided to the petitioner. He
stated the prc:-jnét. if approved, will cause the area to lose its country charm.

Harold Hmthnr Genoa Township - He stated that he is not against photovoltaic or solar
energy but is a ainst this project, because of its location on prime farmland. He stated he is
agamstusmgm?refarmland for projects like this and has trust issues with the company,
particularly about the company’s claims that there will be no leeching or leakage of chemicals.
He also questioned whether the property will ever be returned to farmland after this significant
change in use. He believes once it is on the grid, the property will remain non-agricultural. He
questioned whether the company looked at other locations, like near data centers that would need

the energy.

Brad James, Pierce Township. He read a written statement into the record strongly
opposing the project and its placement on prime farmland. He stated that there have been
hundreds of thousands of lost acres and Illinois has lost the most in the midwest. He stated
studies have shown corn’s ability to absorb CO2 and modern farming best practices have reduced
chemical use and soil loss considerably. He stated concerns that solar panels are produced in
China using coal generated energy, reducing any climate benefit, and had concerns about
microclimate effects of solar fields. He stated his belief that there are better locations for these
projects, and had concerns about end-of-project clean up and disposal issues.
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Ronald Ness, Pierce Township and is a Trustee on the Pierce Township board. He stated
his belief that Leeward energy was a “snake oil salesman™ at a recent meeting. He said this soil
is the best in the world and solar panels should not be placed over this land. He hellwas in
property rights, but not in government subsidies or tax credits such as the llinois Shines
program. He stated his belief that renewables don’t actually add energy capacity to the grid and
believes Com-Ed will be raising rates. He believes brown-outs are possible, and compnred
energy practices in Spain and Portugal.

Tamara Knight, Afton Township. She stated her residence is about 1500 ft from the
project, and the project will be located around her area. She is against putting it on prime
farmland. She purchased their property as farmland and upon purchase c.xpocted it to remain so
in the surrounding area.

Roberta Dively, Pierce Township. She is totally against the project staimg it will
surround her farm. She thinks it will hurt everybody in the long run and mbndy' thinks about the
children and grandchildren’s futures. Farms teach kids about the purposes of fmw and
agriculture, such as ag classes in school, and the effects of agriculture in the community.

Gene Nehring, Pierce Township. He had specific questions for the petitioner’s tile survey
representative and that representative'’s qualifications. He then had questions about the
sheep-grazing aspect of the project. Specifically, he stated his concerns about sﬁm:p housing,
water, waste, and other issues and wants those concerns addressed before the mtter is brought to
the County Board. :

Linda Yender of Yenders Farms, Somonauk Township. She stated that tfus project is
40%-50% larger than any other projects in DeKalb County and there are not m&_ugh services to
manage and take care of a project of this size. She questioned the company’s long-term
commitment to the project and concerns about a sell-off by the company. She had concerns
about the sheep grazing, and doesn’t believe the cover vegetation proposed will: ]:mld the water
that a corn crop does, .

Teresa Richmond, Squaw Grove Township, Lasher Road - She stated that where she lives
is not all that close but she still doesn’t like the view this project will create. She referenced an
open house conversation in Hinckley concerning setbacks and vegetation. She referenced a
possible new solar panel tax, and she stated she believed that there were justice Eieparhnent
lawsuits being settled in Illinois and Alabama concerning run-off during construction.
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In response to some of the questions and comments, the petitioner stated the following:

Rudy Di'bmn, of Huddleston-McBride, stated that he has been a tile surveyor in his
present position for 5 years, but has 12 years in the field and he and the 4 crew leaders have a
combined 98 years of experience between them.

Chase Lyon, on behalf of the petitioner, addressed the safety aspects of the panels. He
indicated that the panels are federally rated, have no toxic materials within the panels and they
utilize vegetable or mineral oil in the inverters for cooling, all of which are designed to withstand
hurricane-force winds and hail. He stated the project will use deep-rooted vegetation for water
absorption. He stated that this is a temporary use of the land, and decommissioning
arrangements are required by the county, including the posting of sufficient decommissioning
funds. He reiterated the financial benefits of the project and that the petitioner has already met
with affected townships for discussions conceming required road use agreements.

Attorney Barry described the legal issues and requirements, and then addressed additional
concerns. He stated many of the concerns are already covered by state law and county
ordinance, and ﬂm state statute references issues concerning property value guarantees. He noted
that the mmpany, if the project is approved, will not be allowed to operate outside the parameters
of the adopting county ordinance. He reiterated that the tax rate issue is set by state law and
must be followed.

In closing, he submitted that the project has met the standards of the county ordinance,
and the current state law, and as such should be permitted to proceed forward.

IV. ANALYSIS AND RECOMMENDATION

There wns significant opposition to the project, and the majority of the questions and
comments in u[ipusilion centered on the overall public policy position of placing solar energy
facilities on prime agricultural land as opposed to other available locations, and property value
considerations. The:n: were also significant safety and environmental concems expressed, both in
oral comments gnd written submissions.

There was also significant support for the project as well. The majority of the comments
from supporters of the project were supportive of solar energy in general to reduce reliance on
fossil-based energy sources, but also of the perceived land restorative qualities that resting the
land from intensive agricultural production would achieve, they stated. Many supporters of the
project also notéd the anticipated financial and job-creation benefits, and the opportunity for
other aspects of agriculture production to be sustained and utilized, such as the use of grazing
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sheep. It was also noted by many persons, again in oral comments and in wntte.n submissions,
that one of the largest single use categories of com grown in [llinois and DeKalb County is for
ethanol, another form of energy, and not for food consumption, they stated. :

All of the extensive comments, both written and received in testimony at the two hearings
on this matter, were greatly appreciated and have been made part of the report qnd
recommendations for County Board review and consideration. ;

Regarding public policy, however, that is set by the duly adopted statutes of appropriate
legislative bodies. In this case the [llinois legislature has determined that public. policy with the
passage of 55 ILCS 5/5-12020 and its accompanying provisions. The statute specifically states
that a county may not adopt zoning regulations that disallow, permanently or taii:npomri]y,
commercial wind energy facilities or commercial solar facilities from being developed or
operated in any district zoned to allow agricultural or industrial uses. It further states that an
application for special use to operate a commercial wind or solar energy fanility:-shn]l be
approved if the request is in compliance with the standards and conditions set forth in the state
statute, the connty’s adopting zoning ordinance with standards consistent with the state statute,
and the conditions imposed by state and federal statutes and regulations. A cuun!ty cannot require
conditions more stringent than specified in the state statute. .

A county may condition approval of a special use application on the pla%ament of
vegetative screening, which DeKalb County has done in its adopting ordinance and has
recommended in its review of this application. However, regarding property vaiues the county
may not condition approval on any property value guarantees or require apetmuner to establish a
property value escrow or other account, as per the statute,

While it is indeed one corporate entity making an application to dew:lu;r this project, the
pending petitions associated with the project each represent individual property pnrnals and
owners who desire this use for their respective parcels.

The question before the Hearing Officer is whether the minimum statutory and ordinance
requirements have been met, or can be met, by the applicant, in the subsequent site development
and permitting process, and if the petitions meet the criteria for special use estabhshed by county

ordinance.
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Therefore, T now tum to the Special Use Criteria applicable per County Ordinance,
Section 53-1-2.B.3

a. The proposed special use complies with all applicable provisions of the applicable
district regulations.

I find that this provision has been established by the petitioner in its application,
supporting materials, and information provided at hearing. The application for the petitions at
issue appear to meet at least the minimum required criteria established by state statute and
county ordinance,

b.  The proposed special use will not be unreasonably detrimental to the value of other
property in the neighborhood in which it is to be located or the public welfare at large.

I find that this provision has been established by the petitioner in its application,
supporting materials, and information provided at hearing. As noted, the proposed project is
located on farmland, and the primary uses adjacent to properties immediately adjacent to the
proposed project are also farmland, The Hearing Officer received no information indicating a
loss of value for adjacent farmland, either in gross or per acre, or any potential for lost or
lowered cash rent values.

With regpect to residential properties, there are non-participating residential properties
within 1000 feet of a part of the facility as noted in the county staff report. However, the
petitioner has ior will allow for appropriate visual mitigations for the affected residential
properties. I find this with some hesitation, however, as there are only a limited number of
studies on projects of this size on agricultural land of the type found in DeKalb County, it
appears. Howeéver, the absence of information cannot be used to prove or disprove a position,
speculation is not permitted or advisable, and the studies that were presented by petitioner
indicate that this element has been satisfied.

I find that the petitioners' property valuation studies and witness testimony are
credible, and that the project will not be detrimental to the public welfare at large.

c. The location and size of the special use, the nature and intensity of the operation
involved in or:conducted in connection with it, and the location of the site with respect to
streets giving access to it are such that the special use will not dominate the immediate
neighborhood so as to prevent development and use of neighboring property in accordance
with the applicable zoning regulations. In determining whether the special use will so
dominate the immediate neighborhood, consideration shall be given to:
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1. The location, nature, and height of building, structures, wall;, and fences on
the site. ot

I find that this provision has been established by the petitioner in its application,
supporting materials, and information provided at hearing. i

2. The nature and extent of proposed landscaping and séreening on the
proposed site. '

I find that this provision has been established by the petitioner in its application,
supporting materials, and information provided at hearing. However, [ also find that the county
staff recommendations as to additional screening as contained in the county staff report are
appropriate for this project and are to be implemented, if the application 'is approved. In
particular, for all non-participating residences within the 1000 f threshold; some of whom
testified at hearing, the petitioner should provide a second, off-set, vegetative screening row, as
recommended by county, to break up the visual footprint for those affected resiq'faanm

d. Off-street parking and loading areas will be provided in ncmrdance with the
standards set forth in these regulations. i

I find that this provision has been established by the Petitioner in its application,
supporting materials, and information provided at hearing, :

e Adequate utility, drainage, and other such necessary facilities have been or will be
provided. 1

I find that the petitioner has performed the required evaluations and complied with
requirements in this regard, and has been established by the pchtmncr m its application,
supporting materials, and information provided at hearing.

f. The proposed uses, where such developments and nses are deemed consistent with
good planning practice, or can be operated in a manner that is not detrimental to the
permitted developments and uses in the district; can be developed and operated in a
manner that is visually compatible with the permitted uses in the surrounding area; shall in
all other respects conform to the applicable regulations of the district in which it is located;
and are deemed essential or desirable to preserve and promote the public health, safety,
and general welfare of DeKalb County. )

I find that this provision has been established by the petlnun:r 1I:I. its application,
supporting materials, and information provided at hearing.
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V. RECDI@?MENDAT[DNS OF THE HEARING OFFICER

The State of Illinois and DeKalb County have enacted public policy measures indicating
the desirability of permitting the production of energy using alternative energy sources, such as
solar, provided that appropriate terms and conditions as duly enacted can be met by a petitioner.
In the present case, the petitioner has met those conditions in the opinion of the Hearing Officer.

Special Use Applications AF-25-12; PI-25-13,14,15,16 and 18,19; 8Q-25-17, are hereby
recommended for approval, with the following conditions:

1. Full compliance with all applicable county zoning and permitting requirements.

2. {::mmmion of the proposed project in substantial conformity to the submitted
plans and petitioner’s representations at the public hearings on this application.

3. The entry by petitioner into all applicable road use agreements with affected
county and township authorities,

4. The use of vegetative screening, fencing, and ground cover in substantial
conformity to the plans submitted by petitioner, and testified to at hearing by petitioner,
and that is approved by county, the SWCD, and other appropriate agencies as determined
by county, prior to the commencement of construction. Further, petitioner is to comply
with the additional screening requirements recommended in subsection 3(g) of the county
staff report regarding all non-participating residences. The additional vegetative
screening rows should be off-set, so as to break up the visual profile for those
non-participating residences. The vegetation should be planted prior to commencement
of construction as well, upon approval, so as to begin the vegetative growth process and
visual mitigation,

5. As per county ordinance, all power and connection lines running between banks
of solar'panels and all on-site electric substations, battery systems, or interconnections
with buildings are required to be buried underground. This shall include the potential use
of a CAB system under the array, as proposed by petitioner. I find agreement with the
county staff report that the CAB method is not in compliance with the applicable county
ordinande requirement as currently proposed.

6, The entry by petitioner into applicable interconnection agreements with any
involved utility or utilities.

7. l%"ull compliance with and payment of all required fees for required site
developient permits, building permits, and other fees and costs as required.
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8. A complete decommissioning plan and financial agreement with the County
Board, prior to the commencement of construction.

9, The project must commence construction within 36 months of approval by the

10.  Full compliance with any requirements and recommendations of the DeKalb
County Soil and Water District, and all other appropriate federal and state regulating authorities
and agencies.

11.  Communication and cooperation with the DeKalb County Forest Preserve District

regarding their recommendations for vegetative cover and screening for the section(s) of the
project adjacent to that District’s property. ;

Respectiully submiited,

Jagils

T T el =
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