ZONING, PLATTING & ADVISORY COMMITTEE (ZPAC)
December 7, 2021 — Approved Meeting Minutes

PBZ Chairman Scott Gengler called the meeting to order at 9:00 a.m.

Present:

Matt Asselmeier — PBZ Department
Meagan Briganti — GIS Department
Greg Chismark — WBK Engineering, LLC
Scott Gengler — PBZ Committee Chair
David Guritz — Forest Preserve

Fran Klaas — Highway Department

Undersheriff Bobby Richardson — Sheriff's Department
Aaron Rybski — Health Department

Absent:
Brian Holdiman — PBZ Department
Alyse Olson — Soil and Water Conservation District

Audience:
Rick Porter, Chris Lannert, James Kohoot, Dan Morgan, JoAnn Willingham, Shabbir Shamsuddin, Gerald Chase, DM
Studler, Boyd Ingemunson, Scott Koeppel, Dan Kramer, and John Tebrugge

AGENDA
Mr. Klaas made a motion, seconded by Mr. Rybski, to approve the agenda as presented.

With a voice vote of eight (8) ayes, the motion carried.

MINUTES
Mr. Guritz made a motion, seconded by Mr. Rybski, to approve the November 2, 2021, meeting minutes.

With a voice vote of eight (8) ayes, the motion carried.

PETITIONS
Petition 21-48 Brian Henrichs on Behalf of Baka Properties, LLC
Mr. Asselmeier summarized the request.

The Petitioner is requesting a map amendment rezoning the subject property from A-1 Agricultural District to R-3 One Family
Residential District.

The Petitioner plans to submit preliminary and final plats dividing the property into two (2) parcels in order to construct one
(1) house on each new parcel.

The application materials, plat of survey, topographic survey, and aerial of the property were provided.
The property is addressed as 55 Riverside Street and is Lot 183 in the Fox River Gardens Subdivision.
The property is approximately two point seven (2.7) acres in size.

The current land is Vacant; the property was previously used as horse pasture.

The Kendall County Future Land Use Map called for the property to be Suburban Residential (Max 1.00 DU/Acre).
Yorkville’s Future Land Use Map called for the property to be Estate/Conservation Residential.

Yorkville Road and Riverside Street are private streets.

Mr. Asselmeier read an email from Greg Chismark noting floodplain on the property and provided a map showing the
approximate locations of the floodplain. There were no wetlands on the property.
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The adjacent land uses were Single-Family Residential.
The adjacent properties were zoned A-1 and R-3.

The Kendall County Future Land Use Map called for the area to be Suburban Residential (Max 1.00 DU/Acre). Yorkville’s
Future Land Use Map called for the area to be Estate/Conservation Residential.

Zoning districts within one half (1/2) of a mile included A-1, A-1 SU, R-1, R-2, and R-3 in the unincorporated area. Properties
inside Yorkville were zoned R-2 and OS-2.

The A-1 special use to the north was for a campground (Hide-A-Way Lakes).

EcoCat submitted on November 10, 2021. Protected resources may be in the vicinity, but adverse impacts were unlikely
and consultation was terminated.

NRI application submitted on November 12, 2021. The draft LESA Score was 120 indicating a low level of protection.
Bristol Township was emailed information on November 16, 2021.

The United City of Yorkville was emailed information on November 16, 2021.

The Bristol-Kendall Fire Protection District was emailed information on November 16, 2021.

The Petitioner desired to rezone the subject property in order to subdivide the property into (2) parcels and construct one
(1) house on each of the two (2) new parcels created for a total of two (2) new houses.

Section 8:07.H of the Kendall County Zoning Ordinance does not allow properties larger than ten (10) acres in size to rezone
to the R-3 One Family Residential District. The subject property is less than ten (10) acres in size.

The minimum lot size in the R-3 One Family Residential District is forty-five thousand (45,000) square feet.
Any new homes or accessory structures would be required to meet applicable building codes.

According to the Plat of Survey, there is one (1) existing steel and frame pole building and one (1) frame stable on the
property.

No public or private utilities are onsite. Electricity is at Yorkville Road and Riverside Street.
The property fronts Yorkville Road and Riverside Street, two (2) private roads.

Any new driveways constructed would be for residential purposes. Any new driveways would have to meet applicable
regulations and secure proper permits.

No new odors are foreseen.

Any new lighting would be for residential use only.

Any fencing, landscaping, or screening would be for residential purposes.

Any signage would be residential in nature.

No noise is anticipated.

Any new homes would have to be constructed per Kendall County’s Stormwater Management Ordinance.

The proposed Findings of Fact were as follows:
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Existing uses of property within the general area of the property in question. The surrounding properties are used for
single-family residential uses.

The Zoning classification of property within the general area of the property in question. The surrounding properties are
zoned A-1 or R-3.

The suitability of the property in question for the uses permitted under the existing zoning classification. The property is
presently zoned A-1. The property is less than forty (40) acres and does not qualify for any agricultural housing allocations.
No new single-family homes can be constructed on the subject property without a map amendment.

The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the property in question, including changes, if any, which may
have taken place since the day the property in question was in its present zoning classification. The Zoning Board of
Appeals shall not recommend the adoption of a proposed amendment unless it finds that the adoption of such an
amendment is in the public interest and is not solely for the interest of the applicant. The Zoning Board of Appeals may
recommend the adoption of an amendment changing the zoning classification of the property in question to any higher
classification than that requested by the applicant. For the purpose of this paragraph the R-1 District shall be considered
the highest classification and the M-2 District shall be considered the lowest classification. The trend of development in
the area is single-family residential uses found in rural settings with wooded lots.

Consistency with the purpose and objectives of the Land Resource Management Plan and other adopted County
or municipal plans and policies. The Future Land Use Map in the Land Resource Management Plan classifies this property
as Suburban Residential. The maximum density for the Suburban Residential classification is one density unit per acre
(1.00 DU/Acre). The minimum lot size for R-3 One Family Residential District zoned land is slightly over one (1) acre at
forty-five thousand (45,000) square feet. Accordingly, the R-3 One Family Residential District is consistent with the
Suburban Residential classification.

Staff recommended approval of the proposed map amendment because the proposal is consistent with the Land Resource
Management Plan.

Chairman Gengler asked about the floodplain on the property. Mr. Chismark said the lot does contain floodplain from the
Fox River based on the elevations contained on the plat of survey and FEMA floodmaps.

Chairman Gengler asked about restrictions regarding building in the floodplain. Mr. Chismark responded that the property
was not in the regulatory floodway. The property owner would have to comply with the Kendall County Stormwater
Management Ordinance. There were many lots in Kendall County that have floodplain, but also have houses.

Aaron Rybski agreed with Mr. Chismark. He noted the regulations related to septic systems. An alternative system will
likely be required. The wellhead must be extended above the flood elevation.

Mr. Asselmeier read the Soil and Water Conservation District; see attachment. The NRI Report goes to the Soil and Water
Conservation Board the week of December 13,

Mr. Klaas asked if structures built in floodplains require flood insurance forever. Mr. Chismark responded that flood
insurance would be likely. Structures would have to meet all applicable provisions of the Stormwater Management
Ordinance.

Rick Porter, Attorney, presented an objection to the requested rezoning; see attachment. He felt having a R-3 zoned
property in area zoned A-1 was inappropriate. He noted the subdivision was platted in 1927. He noted the exemptions in
the Zoning Ordinance that allows houses on A-1 zoned properties. He noted the deed restrictions and argued that only one
(1) home was allowed on Lot 183. He noted that almost all of the neighbors have objected to this request; meaning the
map amendment will require a three-quarter (3/4) vote of the County Board and the request was unpopular in the
neighborhood due to density concerns. The density would not be compatible with area. He noted that wetlands are located
on the property. The property is a challenged property. He noted the area and streets are prone to flooding with odor
issues from septic systems and sanitary issues will worsen. He also noted the large amount of hydric soils on the property
with limited buildability. Additional buildings will create additional flooding on downstream property owners. He noted retalil
uses that could be allowed on R-3 zoned property. He also stated that the Petitioner has a history of not complying with
County regulations. The existing uses are larger density. The property and area is zoned A-1. The trend of development
is not toward increased density.
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Chris Lannert, Lannert Group Land Use Planner, said the how to development the site was difficult. He provided exhibits,
see attachments. Mr. Lannert agreed with the overview, but, when discussing the specific site, the situation becomes
difficult. He argued that the previous rezoning in the area was probably illegal. He noted that fill had been placed on the
property. He said it was a beautiful natural area. The Petitioner should not be able to build more than one (1) house on the
parcel. Only a small portion of the lot was buildable. He advised the Committee not to be put into a position to accept the
subdivision because the rezoning was approved.

Boyd Ingemunson, Attorney for the Petitioner, noted that the lot and neighboring lot merged Parcel Identification Numbers,
otherwise the Petitioner could build one (1) house. He noted that every lot in the area was challenging to build. He noted
that the request meets the Land Resource Management Plan and the intent of the subdivision.

Mr. Asselmeier asked if the Petitioner was aware that, if the request was approved, two (2) houses might not be able to be
built on the lot. Mr. Ingemunson acknowledged that the lot has challenges and will have to meet regulations.

Mr. Klaas questioned the nature of the Petition. Mr. Asselmeier responded the present request is to rezone the property.
If the rezoning was approved, the Petitioner could pursue a subdivision with the intent of placing two (2) houses on the
existing parcel. Mr. Ingemunson said the Petitioner would ideally like to have the ability to build two (2) houses. The item
before the County is rezoning the property.

Mr. Asselmeier explained that the parcel lost its grandfathering to have one (1) house and a rezoning was required in order
to construct one (1) house.

Mr. Guritz noted that deed restrictions exist. Mr. Guritz asked if the owner of the property can build on the parcel without
rezoning. Mr. Asselmeier responded no and that, if other property owners wanted a similar rezoning, all of the properties
should be zoned R-3.

Mr. Asselmeier noted that agricultural activities could occur on all of the properties in the area. He also noted that, if the
rezoning was approved, a future property owner could decide to do a subdivision.

Discussion occurred regarding the deed restrictions. The question was raised regarding which entity enforces the deed
restrictions.

Mr. Klaas felt the Petition was flawed with the possibility that more than one (1) house could be placed on the parcel. He
felt that the parcel should be entitled to one (1) and only one (1) house.

Dee Studler, neighbor and local business owner, described the neighborhood. She noted the animals in the area. She
noted the people admiring natural beauty when traveling in their kayaks down the river. The area was not high density.
She said the Petitioner has already violated the deed restrictions and will not follow the rules. She requested proper building.

Chairman Gengler asked how the property was zoned A-1. Mr. Asselmeier said that the County zoned the area during one
(1) of the Countywide zoning. The subdivision was in place prior to the enactment of the first Countywide zoning ordinance.

Mr. Asselmeier asked Ms. Studler if she would be fine if the Petitioner used the property for a cattle or hog farm. Ms. Studler
responded yes.

James Kohoot said that he had no problem allowing (1) house on the subject property. He was opposed to having two (2)
houses on the property. He was concerned that third (3) home could go on the property. He questioned whether the
Petitioner would have cattle or hogs on the property.

Dave Morgan, neighbor, explained why he moved to the neighborhood. He favored allowing the Petitioner to build one (1)
house on the property. He expressed concerns that the property values will decline. He was also concerned with lighting
and increased traffic congestion. He also had concerns regarding stormwater runoff.

JoAnn Willingham, neighbor, discussed the concerns about standing water in the wetlands. The area has a lot of bugs and
snakes. She was against the rezoning.

Shabbir Shamsuddin, neighbor, has lived in the area since the early 1990s. He said the area was not designed for large
densities. He had concerns about the width of the road. He said the Petitioner uses the road as a racetrack. He discussed
the issues related to get a septic permit. He said the development and area is their life.
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Mr. Asselmeier asked Mr. Ingemunson if the Petitioner would be interested in obtaining a conditional use permit for single-
family home while retaining the A-1 zoning. Mr. Ingemunson responded that he would need to discuss the matter with the
Petitioner.

Mr. Porter said the Committee could recommend R-1 zoning under the Zoning Ordinance.

Gerald Chase did not object to allowing one (1) home on the property. He had concerns about standing water issues.

Chairman Gengler felt that only one (1) house should be on the property.

Chairman Gengler made a motion, seconded by Mr. Klaas, to recommend approval of the map amendment rezoning the
property to R-3.

The votes were follows

Ayes (1): Asselmeier

Nays (7): Briganti, Chismark, Gengler, Guritz, Klaas, Richardson, and Rybski
Abstain (0): None

Absent (2): Holdiman and Olson

The motion failed.
The proposal goes to the Kendall County Regional Planning Commission on December 8, 2021.

Petition 21-49 Irma Lova Quezada
Mr. Asselmeier summarized the request.

The Petitioner is requesting a map amendment rezoning two (2) approximately three point two-four (3.24) acre parcels from
A-1 Agricultural District to R-1 One Family Residential District in order to construct one (1) house on each parcel.

The Petitioner plans to use Plat Act exemptions to divide the subject areas proposed for rezoning from the larger parcels.

The agricultural building permits for the parcels were used in 2003 and 2004. The only way houses can be constructed on
the subject parcels is by obtaining the requested map amendment.

The application materials, plat of survey and aerial of the property were provided.

The properties are on the east side of Brisbin Road across from 14859 and 14975 Brisbin Road.
The current land use is Agricultural.

The future land use is Rural Estate Residential (Max 0.45 Du/Acre).

Brisbin Road is a Township Maintained Major Collector. There are no trails planned in the area.
There were no floodplains or wetlands on the property.

The adjacent land uses were Agricultural, Farmstead, and Hogan's Market.

The adjacent properties and properties within one half (1/2) of a mile were zoned A-1 and A-1 SU.

The Kendall County Future Land Use Map called for the to be Rural Estate Residential. The Plattville Future Land Use Map
called for the property to the north of the subject property to be Low Density Residential.

The A-1 special use to the west is for the sale of agricultural products, art, pottery, and home décor not produced on the
premises (Hogan's Market).

EcoCat submitted on November 11, 2021, and consultation was terminated.

NRI application submitted on October 18, 2021. The draft LESA Score was 199 indicating a low level of protection.
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Seward Township was emailed information on November 16, 2021.
The Village of Plattville was emailed information on November 16, 2021.
The Lisbon-Seward Fire Protection District was emailed information on November 16, 2021.

The Petitioner desires to rezone the subject properties in order to build one (1) house on each of the two (2) new parcels
created for a total of two (2) new houses.

Any new homes or accessory structures would be required to meet applicable building codes.
No public or private utilities are onsite.

The property fronts Brisbin Road. Staff has no concerns regarding the ability of Brisbin Road to support the proposed
map amendment.

Any new driveways constructed would be for residential purposes. Any new driveways would have to meet applicable
regulations and secure proper permits.

No new odors are foreseen.

Any new lighting would be for residential use only.

Any fencing, landscaping, or screening would be for residential purposes.

Any signage would be residential in nature.

No noise is anticipated.

Any new homes would have to be constructed per Kendall County’s Stormwater Management Ordinance.
The proposed Findings of Fact were as follows:

Existing uses of property within the general area of the property in question. The surrounding properties are used for
agricultural purposes or larger lot single-family residential uses.

The Zoning classification of property within the general area of the property in question. The surrounding properties are
zoned A-1 or A-1 SU for the sale of agricultural products, art, pottery, and home décor not produced on the premises.

The suitability of the property in question for the uses permitted under the existing zoning classification. The property is
presently zoned A-1. The agricultural housing allocations for the subject property have already been used and no new
single-family homes can be constructed on the subject property without a map amendment.

The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the property in question, including changes, if any, which may
have taken place since the day the property in question was in its present zoning classification. The Zoning Board of
Appeals shall not recommend the adoption of a proposed amendment unless it finds that the adoption of such an
amendment is in the public interest and is not solely for the interest of the applicant. The Zoning Board of Appeals may
recommend the adoption of an amendment changing the zoning classification of the property in question to any higher
classification than that requested by the applicant. For the purpose of this paragraph the R-1 District shall be considered
the highest classification and the M-2 District shall be considered the lowest classification. The trend of development in
the area is a mix of agricultural and single-family residential uses found in rural settings.

Consistency with the purpose and objectives of the Land Resource Management Plan and other adopted County
or municipal plans and policies. The Future Land Use Map in the Land Resource Management Plan classifies this property
as Rural Estate Residential. The R-1 One Family Residential District is consistent with the Rural Estate Residential
classification.

Mr. Asselmeier read the neighbors’ opposition letters.
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Staff recommended approval of the proposed map amendment because the proposal is consistent with the Land Resource
Management Plan.

Chairman Gengler asked if the remaining portions of the property would be used for farmland. Mr. Asselmeier responded
yes.

Mr. Guritz asked about the landscape waste. Dan Kramer, Attorney for the Petitioner, said the Petitioner bought the property
in the summer of 2021. His client does not run a landscaping business. He noted that the trend in the area was low density
residential.

Mr. Klaas asked if the Petitioner might seek to rezone additional portions of the property in the future. Mr. Kramer responded
that the Petitioner knew when she bought the property that no allocations were available. His clients’ plan was to build just
the two (2) homes.

Mr. Klaas noted that the division was not a formal subdivision. He requested land for a right-of-way dedication. Mr.
Kramer agreed. It was noted that the right-of-way dedication could not be made a condition of the map amendment.

Chairman Gengler made a motion, seconded by Mr. Guritz, to recommend approval of the map amendment.

The votes were follows

Ayes (8): Asselmeier, Briganti, Chismark, Gengler, Guritz, Klaas, Richardson, and Rybski
Nays (0): None

Abstain (0): None

Absent (2): Holdiman and Olson

The motion carried.

Mr. Kramer requested that the proposal be continued to the January Regional Planning Commission meeting; he will submit
a formal letter stating that request.

Petition 21-50 Tim Raymond on Behalf of TMFE Plastic Solutions, LLC
Mr. Asselmeier summarized the request.

The Petitioner would like to construct an approximately twenty thousand six hundred thirty (20,630) square foot addition to
the north and east of the existing approximately forty-five thousand six hundred ninety-two (45,692) square foot building
located on Parcel One of the subject property. The proposal also calls for a stormwater pond north of the proposed addition.
The addition will consist of two (2) new loading docks on the on the southeast side of the addition.

Section 13:10 of the Zoning Ordinance requires site plan review for structures on properties zoned M-1.
The property has been zoned M-1 since 1966.

The property received site plan approval for the construction of an approximately thirty-four thousand (34,000) square foot
storage facility in 2008.

The application material, site plan, civil plan, plat of survey, photometric plan, building elevations, aerial, and a letter
addressing various concerns were provided.

The property is located at 12127 B Galena Road.
The property is approximately six (6) acres.

Galena Road is County maintained Major Collector Road.
The County has a trail planned along Galena Road.
There is no floodplain on the property. There are no wetlands on the property.

The adjacent land uses are Single-Family Residential, Wooded, Industrial, and Agricultural.
The adjacent properties are zoned A-1, A-1 BP, and M-1.

The future land use map calls for the area to be Rural Estate Residential.
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Petition information was sent to Little Rock Township on November 24, 2021.

Petition information was sent to the Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District on November 24, 2021. Mr. Asselmeier read an
email from the Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District, see attachment.

Pursuant to Section 13:10.D of the Kendall County Zoning Ordinance, the following shall be taken into account when
reviewing Site Plans:

Responsive to Site Conditions-Site plans should be based on an analysis of the site. Such site analysis shall examine
characteristics such as site context; geology and soils; topography; climate and ecology; existing vegetation, structures and
road network; visual features; and current use of the site. In addition to the standards listed below, petitioners must also
follow the regulations outlined in this Zoning Ordinance. To the fullest extent possible, improvements shall be located to
preserve the natural features of the site, to avoid areas of environmental sensitivity, and to minimize negative effects and
alteration of natural features. Fragile areas such as wetlands and flood plains should be preserved as open space. Slopes
in excess of 20 percent as measured over a 10-foot interval also should remain as open space, unless appropriate
engineering measures concerning slope stability, erosion and safety are taken. The majority of the subject property is
already an improved industrial use. The only new landscaping will be around the pond. No floodplains or wetlands are
located on the property. No excessive slopes exist on the property. A stormwater management permit will be required for
the pond.

Traffic and Parking Layout-Site plans should minimize dangerous traffic movements and congestion, while achieving
efficient traffic flow. An appropriate number of parking spaces shall be provided while maintaining County design standards.
The number of curb cuts should be minimized and normally be located as far as possible from intersections. Connections
shall be provided between parking areas to allow vehicles to travel among adjacent commercial or office uses. Cross-access
easements or other recordable mechanisms must be employed. The property already possesses access off of Galena.
The property presently has thirty-nine (39) traditional parking spaces and two (2) handicapped parking space.

Conflicts between pedestrians and vehicular movements should be minimized. When truck traffic will be present upon the
site, the road size and configuration shall be adequate to provide for off-street parking and loading facilities for large vehicles.
Barrier curb should be employed for all perimeters of and islands in paved parking lots, as well as for all service drives,
loading dock areas, and the equivalent. Parking lots in industrial or commercial areas shall be paved with hot-mix asphalt
or concrete surfacing. No conflicts are foreseen. The parking lot will meet applicable surfacing requirements. The doors
on the northern side of the building are currently used to assist with air ventilation. The two (2) new docks on the south side
of the addition will be screened by a six foot (6) chain link fence with slats as per the requirements of Section 11:06.F of
the Zoning Ordinance.

Site Layout-Improvements shall be laid out to avoid adversely affecting ground water and aquifer recharge; minimize cut
and fill; avoid unnecessary impervious cover; prevent flooding and pollution; provide adequate access to lots and sites; and
mitigate adverse effects of shadow, noise, odor, traffic, drainage and utilities on neighboring properties. Improvements are
laid out to avoid adversely impacting ground water, avoid unnecessary impervious cover, prevent flooding and pollution,
mitigate adverse effects of shadow, noise odor, traffic, drainage, and utilities on neighboring properties.

Consistent with the Land Resource Management Plan-The proposed use and the design of the site should be consistent
with the Land Resource Management Plan. This is true because the use is existing.

Building Materials-The proposed site plan design shall provide a desirable environment for its occupants and visitors as
well as its neighbors through aesthetic use of materials, textures and colors that will remain appealing and will retain a
reasonably adequate level of maintenance. Buildings shall be in scale with the ultimate development planned for the area.
Monotony of design shall be avoided. Variations in detail, form, and setting shall be used to provide visual interest. Variation
shall be balanced by coherence of design elements. The subject property presently consists of three (3) one (1) story
corrugated metal buildings and one (1) one (1) story frame building. The metal on the exterior of the addition will match the
existing gray exterior. The maximum building height will be thirty-one feet, three inches (31’ 3").

Relationship to Surrounding Development-A site shall be developed in harmony with neighboring street pattern, setbacks
and other design elements. The proposed addition is in harmony with the existing use.

Open Space and Pedestrian Circulation-Improvements shall be designed to facilitate convenient and safe pedestrian and
bicycle movement within and to the property. This is not an issue.
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Buffering-Measures shall be taken to protect adjacent properties from any undue disturbance caused by excessive noise,
smoke, vapors, fumes, dusts, odors, glare or stormwater runoff. Incompatible, unsightly activities are to be screened and
buffered from public view. Because the use is already in existence, there are no concerns regarding noise, smoke, vapors,
fumes, dusts, odors or glare. The stormwater management permit will address any concerns regarding stormwater. As
noted previously, the required fencing will be installed east of the new loading area.

Emergency Vehicle Access-Every structure shall have sufficient access for emergency vehicles. Circulation already exists
in the property for emergency vehicles.

Mechanical Equipment Screening-All heating, ventilation and air conditioning equipment shall be screened on sides where
they abut residential districts. There is no mechanical equipment requiring screening.

Lighting-The height and shielding of lighting fixtures shall provide proper lighting without hazard to motorists on adjacent
roadways or nuisance to adjacent residents by extending onto adjacent property. Cut-off lighting should be used in most
locations, with fixtures designed so that the bulb/light source is not visible from general side view. The proposal calls for two
(2) wall packs to be mounted thirteen feet (13’) in height on the north side of the building. As noted in Attachment 8, the
foot candles will meet the County’s lighting requirements.

Refuse Disposal and Recycling Storage Areas-All refuse disposal and recycling storage areas should be located in areas
designed to provide adequate accessibility for service vehicles. Locations should be in areas where minimal exposure to
public streets or residential districts will exist. Screening shall be required in areas which are adjacent to residential districts
or are within public view. Such enclosures should not be located in landscape buffers. Refuse containers and compactor
systems shall be placed on smooth surfaces of non-absorbent material such as concrete or machine-laid asphalt. A concrete
pad shall be used for storing grease containers. Refuse disposal and recycling storage areas serving food establishments
shall be located as far as possible from the building’s doors and windows. The use of chain link fences with slats is
prohibited. The property has existing refuse containers; no refuse containers will be added as part of the addition.

Pending comments from ZPAC members, Staff recommends approval of the proposed site plan as proposed with the
following conditions:

1. The site plan approved in 2008 shall be amended to incorporate the subject site plan.

2. The site shall be developed substantially in conformance with the submitted site plan, civil plan, photometric plan,
and elevations. The metal siding shall be gray to match the existing building.

3. The November 23, 2021, letter from Tebrugge Engineering will be included as part of the site plan.

4. The site shall be developed in accordance with all applicable federal, state, and local laws related to site
development and the type of use proposed for the site, including, but not limited to, securing the applicable building
and stormwater permits.

Mr. Rybski asked if there will be a staffing increase. John Tebrugge, Engineer for the Petitioner, said no. The expansion
will be away from the existing septic systems and water wells.

Mr. Tebrugge noted that the Fire Department did tour the building and they were satisfied with the fire suppression plan.

Mr. Klaas asked about stormwater in relation to the amount of impervious surface and the proximity to the Big Rock Creek.
Mr. Chismark noted the existing stormwater basin and he has examined the calculations. He submitted numerous
comments on December 6" and Tebrugge Engineering was reviewing.

Mr. Chismark expressed concerns regarding access to the control structure and maintain the control structure long-term.
Mr. Tebrugge discussed creating a flat area for access.

Mr. Rybski made a motion, seconded by Ms. Briganti, to approve the site plan.

The votes were follows

Ayes (8): Asselmeier, Briganti, Chismark, Gengler, Guritz, Klaas, Richardson, and Rybski
Nays (0): None

Abstain (0): None
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Absent (2): Holdiman and Olson
The motion carried.

REVIEW OF PETITIONS THAT WENT TO COUNTY BOARD
Mr. Asselmeier reported that Petition 21-26 was removed from the November 16, 2021, County Board agenda and will be
reviewed at the County Board again on December 7, 2021.

Mr. Asselmeier reported that Petitions 21-32 and 21-36 were approved by the County Board.

OLD BUSINESS/NEW BUSINESS

None

CORRESPONDENCE
None

PUBLIC COMMENT
None

ADJOURNMENT
Mr. Klaas made a motion, seconded by Undersheriff Richardson, to adjourn.

With a voice vote of eight (8) ayes, the motion carried.
The ZPAC, at 10:35 a.m., adjourned.

Respectfully Submitted,

Matthew H. Asselmeier, AICP, CFM

Senior Planner

Encs
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DEPARTMENT OF PLANNING, BUILDING AND ZONING
KENDELL COUNTY, ILLINOIS

In Re: Petition of Baka Properties, LLC )
Map Amendment Rezoning of 55 Riverside )
Street Yorkville, Illinois (Lot 183 Fox River ) Petition 21-48
Gardens) )
)

STUDLER, MUND AND SISO LLC OBJECTION TO PETITION 21-48

NOW COME Objectors, DM Studler, Ronald G. Mund, and SISO, LLC., by and through
their attorneys Hinshaw & Culbertson and for their Objection to Petition 21-48 state as follows:

I. INTRODUCTION

The Petition for Rezoning should be rejected by the Department of Planning and Zoning
and by the Members of the Kendell County Board for the following reasons:

1. The subdivision and specific lot of the Applicant has a deed restriction which
limits the property to only one single family home and the purpose of the R-3 zoning request of
allowing two homes cannot be met and thus the zoning must be denied.

2. The density that will be permitted is not compatible with the surrounding
properties of single family homes on large parcels of land and the R-3 zoning change is objected
to by the majority of surrounding landowners.

3. The property in question includes wetlands that will be destroyed if the
development that is planned goes through.

4. The property is in a flood plain which will create flooding problems if developed
as requested.

5. There is no available municipal sanitary sewer to the site and, if developed with
the septic tanks, odor and sanitation problems will develop and be exacerbated because of site

conditions.
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6. The amount of floodplain and lack of street access of the site will not permit two
houses to be situated on the property.

7. A R-3 designation includes retail and office uses, albeit with a special use permit,
that are wholly inappropriate for the surrounding community.

8. The Petitioner has a history of failing to comply with the County’s ordinances and
intrusion upon neighbors and their properties.

9. The Petitioner has not satisfied the conditions required by the Zoning Ordinance
for a Map Amendment.

11. BASIS FOR OBJECTION
1. THE LOT WHICH IS THE SUBJECT OF THE PETITION IS PART OF A

SUBDIVISION PLAT AND THE DEED HAS RESTRICTIONS OF ONE DWELLING

ONLY.

The lot at issue is part of a subdivision which was platted in 1927. (See Subdivision Plat
attached hereto as Ex. A). After the subdivision was platted deeds were issued with covenants,
conditions and restrictions one of which explicitly provides that on the subdivided lots “only one
such [single family residence] shall be erected on any lot...” See April 22, 1030 Deed —
Restriction No. 6 — attached hereto As Ex. B. It has been stated by the Applicant that the
purpose of the R-3 zoning change is to seek to build two homes on Lot 183 as R-3 zoning allows
for a home per 45,000 sq. ft. However, the subdivision plat and deed covenants and restrictions
explicitly disallow more than one home on the land designated lot 183 and thus the zoning
change would be improper and serve no purpose.

2. THE DENSITY OF THE PROPOSED SUBDIVISION IS NOT COMPATIBLE WITH
THE SURROUNDING COMMUNITY

The surrounding community was developed under the Ag-1 zoning though the lots, as

originally laid out, may be developed with one single family residence pursuant to Section 7.01
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C. 18. c. of the Zoning Ordinance. This has created a unique living experience for those that
reside in the homes and is entitled to protection against incompatible density like any other
established neighborhood. The majority of surrounding landowners have estate parcels that
substantially exceed 45000 sq. ft and smaller lots (in violation of the subdivision restrictive
covenants) would detract from the rural nature of the neighborhood. A majority of surrounding
Jandowners object Petition 21-48. See Petition Submitted to the County Board of the County
of Kendall, State of Illinois, Submitted Pursuant to Section 13.07G.2 of the Kendall County
Zoning Ordinance attached hereto as Ex. C and Map of Objector Parcels attached hereto

as Exhibit D).

3. THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION INCLUDES WETLANDS THAT WILL BE
DESTROYED IN THEE DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION.

Pursuant to the Deuchler Engineering Wetlands Reconnaissance Report Dated July

17, 2020, attached hercto as Ex. E, the subject property includes a significant area of hydric

soils that qualify to be classified jurisdictional wetlands much of which have been covered by fill

material by the Applicant. Upon information and belief, that fill material was placed without any

Kendall County or Army Corps of Engineers permits. If the property is developed in the manner

planned by Applicant the Wetlands would be destroyed. This area, immediately adjacent to and a

part of the Fox River flowage, is extremely sensitive due to that proximity.

4. A SIGNIFICANT PART OF THE PROPERTY IN QUESTION IS LOCATED IN A
FLOODPLAIN AND FURTHER DEVELOPMENT OF THE PROPERTY WILL
CAUSE THE FLOODING IN THE AREA TO WORSEN.

The majority of lot 183 is Jocated within floodplain as it is below the flood zone elevation
of 582 MSL and the County has hired an engineer that has confirm same. See Email from

Engineer Chismark attached hereto as Ex. F and Flood Plain Map of Lot 183 attached

hereto as Ex. G. To build residences in the floodplain will require that the site be clevated by
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bringing in even more fill. Elevating the property in question will substantially increase the
water that is discharged during a storm. The neighborhood, being so close to the Fox River, is
already prone to flooding events. (See Photo of Flooded Riverside Road attached hereto as
Ex. H). The development of the property in question as planned will only make that worse, not
only because of the increased elevation but also because of the increase in impervious surfaces
such as driveways, homes, patios, decks and walkways that inevitably come with new
development.

The Petitioner has, over the last two years, dumped over 40 semi-trailer loads of dirt onto
the property in question, and upon information and belief, without any county or Army Corps
permits, which has increased the chance of more water discharging from the site, contributing to
an increased chance of flooding. (See Photos of Filling of Lot 183, attached hereto as Group
Ex. I) Despite that filling over ¥% of the property is still below the flood zone of 582 MSL per Ex.
G. If the subdivision is approved, the subsequent development of the property will only make
matters worse because of the significant increase in impervious surfaces. Because the Petitioner
has not submitted a site plan with its application, the Board cannot evaluate the impact of the
zoning change on the flooding problem.

3. IF ALLOWED TO BE DEVELOPED AS REQUESTED, THE SANITARY
CONDITIONS IN THE AREA WILL WORSEN.

There is no sanitary sewer available to the property in question or the surrounding
neighborhood. The soil cannot support more septic tanks and fields. Presently, after significant
storms, the septic tanks and the fields they drain into fail to function properly, creating noxious
odors and unsanitary conditions. Because of the wetlands and the fact that a majority of the
property is located within a floodplain, adding additional septic tanks and fields will exacerbate

this public health problem.
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6. THE AMOUNT OF FLOODPLAIN, AND LACK OF BUILDABLE SOILS AND LACK
STREET ACCESS MAKE CONSTRUCTION OF TWO HOMES ON THE SUBJECT
PROPERTY IMPOSSIBLE AND R-3 ZONING IMPROPER.

In order to further fill floodplain and wetland it is legally required that 1 %2 times of Jand
mitigation be provided and per the expert opinion of land planner Chris Lannert there is
insufficient buildable land to do so. Further, the Kendall County Soil & Water Conservation
District has drafted a Natural Resources Inventory (NRI) Report and concluded that almost all of
the property is comprised of hydric soils. (See Hydric Soils Map Lot 183, attached hereto as
Esx. J). In that same NRI report it was also found that almost all of the property has the most
restrictive soil rating of being “very limited” for building purposes such that dwellings cannot
have basements and the land is primarily useful for only lawn or landscape. (See Very Limited
Building Capability Lot 183, attached hereto as Ex. K). Finally, the deed restriction only
allows one dwelling and thus there is no road access for multiple dwellings.

Because Lot 183 cannot support a dwelling on every 45,000 sq. ft zoning as M-3 would
be improper.

7. A R-3 DESIGNATION INCLUDES RETAIL AND OFFICE USES.

A R-3 designation includes retail and office uses, albeit with a special use permit, that are
wholly inappropriate for the surrounding community. While there is a requirement that a special
use permit be obtained, there is nevertheless a threat of increased commercial use of the property
in question by changing the zoning designation as requested by the petitioner.

8. THE PETITIONER HAS A HISTORY OF FAILING TO COMPLY WITH THE
COUNTY’S ORDINANCES AND INFRINGING UPON NEIGHBORS AND THEIR

PROPERTIES

As explained above upon information and belief, no permits were acquired for the filling

of the wetlands and floodplain on lot 183. Further, upon information and belief the Applicant
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has been involved in conflict with several neighbors and been the subject of petitions for order of
protection which have been granted to neighbors.

9. THE PETITIONER HAS FAILED TO SATISFY THE CONDITIONS FOR A MAP
AMENDMENT.

The following are the criteria that must be satisfied by the Petitioner to allow for the
County Board to approve a Map Amendment and the Petitioncr has failed to satisfy that criteria:
FINDING OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION OF THE ZBA. Within thirty (30) days after the
close of the hearing on a proposed amendment, the ZBA shall make written findings of fact and
shall submit same together with its recommendation to the County Board of Kendall County.
Where the purpose and effect of the proposed amendment is to change the Zoning classification
of particular property, the Zoning Board of Appeals shall make findings based upon evidence
presented to it in each specific case with respect to the following matters Amended 9/15/20):

1. Existing uses of property within the general area of the property in question.

While the swrounding property is residential, it is not of the density as that proposed.
The R-3 zoning allowing a dwelling on every 45,000 sq. ft of land as proposed by the Petitioner
is wholly inconsistent with the surrounding properties. Further, the addition of impermeable
surfaces such as driveways, patios, decks and multiple dwellings is inconsistent with the existing
uses and poses odor, health and flooding issues.

2. The Zoning classification of property within the general area of the property in
question.

The surrounding property is primarily Ag-1. While there is a parcel that is zoned R-3 (by
the Applicant previously), the vast majority of the surrounding properties are zoned Ag-1.

3. The suitability of the property in question for the uses permitted under the existing
zoning classification.
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The property is wholly unsuitable for R-3 uses of a dwelling on every 45,000 sq. ft. The
soils are almost entirely hydric, the property contains wetlands, the property is in flood plain and
the existing area is already prone to flooding and odor and thus cannot support more septic
systems. Further, the subdivision plat and restrictive covenants do not allow for multiple homes
on the land no multiple access points to roadways.

4. The trend of development, if any, in the general area of the property in question,
including changes, if any, which may have taken place since the day the property
in question was in its present zoning classification.

There is no trend toward increased density. To the contrary, the subdivision is well
established and those properties at lower elevations nearer the Fox River are larger parcels with
estate homes. The subdivision plan, relied upon by all of the owners of land in the subdivision
does not allow for multiple dwellings on the site and limits access. Further, the Land Resource
Management Plan discourages conversion of agricultural land to residential zoning.

The ZBA shall not recommend the adoption of a proposed amendment unless it finds that
the adoption of such an amendment is in the public interest and is not solely for the interest of
the applicant. The ZBA may recommend the adoption of an amendment changing the zoning
classification of the property in question to any higher classification than that requested by the
applicant. For the purpose of this paragraph the R-1 District shall be considered the highest
classification and the M-213-14 District shall be considered the lowest classification.

Clearly changing the zoning from A-1 to R-3 is not in the public’s interest at this location
and the majority of surrounding landowners object to dame. The Subdivision Plat has been in
place for nearly 100 years and explicitly allows for only one dwelling per lot. That plan has been
relied upon by all owners of property in the subdivision and there is no public purpose served in

amending it. Further, the impermeable surfaces on this flood plain area of hydric soils and
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The undersigned have been advised that that BAKA Properties LLC — Series 5 the owner of the
property commonly known as Lot 183 Fox River Gardens (tax parcel number 02-34-130-004),
(the “Development Parcel”), in unincorporated Kendall County, Illinois, pursuant to Petition 21-
48, has requested that Kendall County pass a map amendment ordinance changing the zoning
applicable to the Development Parcel from Ag-1 to R-3. The undersigned, being more than
twenty percent of the owners of the frontage immediately adjoining or across an alley, street or
public right-of-way from the Development Parcel, wish to notify the County Board of the
County of Kendall that they protest and object to the rezoning of the Development Parcel from
its existing zopifig classification of Ag-1.

(Signature)

David A. Morgan

Print Name

16 Yorkville Road
Address ,
Tax Parcel Number 02-34-130-005

5. w,_,,/—/y fpcea—n (Signature)
Print Name
1S \SRKVIELE =5t
Address
Tax Parcel Number 02-34- 129 -006

6. (Signature)

Print Name

Address
Tax Parcel Number (02-34- -

1031988/307180150v2
1038862\309504858.v1









TABLE OF CONTENTS

Page

1.0 INTRODUCTION ..ottt siissssssssssissss s s esssssasas e s sssasssssnssansssnnns 2
2.0  METHODS ...ttt scasssssisns s ns s sssrsses e s s me s s sanaeeea smsnensnensns 2

2.1 Map and Photograph Review

2.2  Field Survey

2.3 Report
3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION ...ccciiiiiiimimmsmimisicissmssnnsnnsssisssessssssssssssssnns 3
4.0 MAP AND PHOTOGRAPH REVIEW. ........cccovvmmmmmmnnenrsssmssnsssnsaneren s 4

41 NWIMap

4.2 NRCS Soil Survey Map

4.3 NRCS Photographic Map

44 USGS 7.5 Minute Quadrangle Topography Map

4.5  Aerial Photograph
5.0 FIELD INVESTIGATION ...ooiicreieiimicinisiisessssscsensessssssssessssnssssssinnns 6
6.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS ........omeimmncenresscresrnssrseanssesanns 7

FIGURES

Figure 1 -  Site Location Map

Figure 2 -  Aerial Map

Figure 3- NWI Map

Figure 4 -  Kendall County Topographic Map
Figure 5- NRCS We Soil Survey Map
Figure 6 - FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map

APPENDICES
Appendix A - USACE Data Sheets
Appendix B — FQI Calculation

G:\555\20035-00\Wetland Delineation\ROUTINE WETLAND DELINEATION REPORT.doc



Page |2
1.0 INTRODUCTION

A Wetland Reconnaissance was performed on atypical conditions in the common
area immediate adjacent to the subject property, BAKA Properties, LLC, Trust:
Series 5, 55 Riverside Street, Yorkville, IL (Parcel Identification Number 02-34-130-
00). The purpose of the investigation was to determine the likelihood of fill having
been placed in a wetland on the subject parcel. This project is in unincorporated
Bristol Township in Section 34 of Township 37, North, Range 7 East in Kendall
County, Ilinois. See Site Location Map included as Figure 1.

Deuchler Engineering Corporation (DEC) was contracted by Hinshaw & Culbertson,
LLP to conduct a wetland delineation survey of the subject site. The project site
evaluated is an open field in Fox River Gardens, a rural residential subdivision in
unincorporated Yorkville, IL. Field work for the project was completed on July 1,
2020. Aerial Photograph analysis was completed on July 14 and 15, 2020.

2.0 METHODS

A wetland reconnaissance was performed by Deuchler Engineering Corporation
(DEC) in accordance with the Corps_of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual

(1987) and the Midwest Regional Supplement to 1987 Wetland Delineation Manual
(2010). The scope of work performed by Deuchler staff includes the following:

2.1 Map and Aerial Photograph Review

Prior to the field survey, a preliminary site evaluation was performed to identify the
physical setting of the subject area utilizing an aerial photographs, National Wetland
Inventory Mapping Tool (NWI), and Natural Resources Conservation Service
(NRCS) Web Soil Survey and the FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Mapping Tool
(Firmette).

2.2 Field Survey

The site was visually and physically observed to determine if any jurisdictional
wetlands exist within the site by examining the soil, hydrology, and vegetation. A
USACE Routine Wetland Delineation Data Sheet was completed for a data point.in
the potential wetland and a comparative data point was taken from the surrounding
upland.

To be considered a jurisdictional wetland, an area must meet minimum criteria in all
three of the following categories: soils, hydrology, and vegetation. These criteria
are discussed as follows:

1) Soil:
The soil criterion for a wetland is met when the soils have been classified as
hydric. Field indicators of hydric soils include: a) organic soils, b) specific low
chroma soil color (gleyed matrix with or without bright mottles), c) presence



2)

2.3
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of a histic epipedon (high organic content in the surface horizon), d) presence
of sulfidic material (the soil smells like hydrogen sulfide), e) aquic or peraquic
moisture regime (the soil is saturated for long periods), and f) reduced soll
conditions (soil contains reduced iron).

Soil borings were taken to a minimum depth of 18 inches below existing
grade and soil properties were recorded, at locations of concern. Soil color
(matrix), and redoximorphic features (if present) were determined using the
Munsell Soil Color Charts (1990).

Hydrology:

The hydrology criterion for a wetland is met when the area is inundated either
permanently or periodically at a maximum water depth of 6.6 feet, or the soil
is saturated to the surface for at least 5% of the growing season. Indicators
include drainage patterns, drift lines, sediment deposition, watermarks,
stream gage data and flood prediction, historic records, visual observation of
saturated soils, and visual observation of inundation. Hydrologic indicators
were recorded.

Vegetation:

The vegetation criteria for a wetland is met when more than 50% of the
dominant plant species are classified as hydrophytic. Hydrophytes are plants
which can grow in water or on a substrate that is at least periodically deficient
in oxygen because of excessive water content. A Regional List of Plant
Species that Occur in Wetlands has been prepared by the U.S. Fish and
Wildlife Service (USFWS). Wetland plants are categorized into three classes
based on wetland indicator status: (1) obligate wetland species (OBL), (2)
facultative wetland species (FACW), or (3) facultative species (FAC).
Dominant plant species were recorded for each data point.

Report

DEC prepared a Wetland Reconnaissance Report documenting the findings of the
wetland investigation. This Report includes sources and documents supporting the
analysis, opinions, and conclusions.

3.0 PROJECT DESCRIPTION

The subject property is a 2.68-acre open field and lies on a minor terrace of the Fox
River in Fox River Gardens subdivision, unincorporated Yorkville, IL The northeast
side of the property is bounded by Yorkville Street and the southern edge of the
property is bounded by Riverside Street. The rest of the property is bounded by
residential lots. The property contains recently placed fill over a large portion of the
open area of the parcel. The parcel also contains a single drainageway that has a
Silver Maple Swamp (forested wetland) on either side of the bed and bank channel.
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The investigation was undertaken to determine if the limits of fill extended into the
wetland. The fill appears to cover about half of the open field. It extends under the
Silver Maple branches and stops at the limit of a white plastic 3 rail fence. The fill
appears to be several feet in thickness at the edge of the Silver Maple swamp.
Standing water was present in the wetland as well as the stream channel on the day
of the site investigation.

A data point was taken just outside the fill in the Yorkville Street road easement
where wetlands vegetation was like that seen at the base of the fill. An upland data
point was taken along the road easement several feet in elevation higher than the
data point where the vegetation appeared to be hydric. The description of the field
investigation can be found in Section 5.0.

4.0 MAP AND AERIAL PHOTOGRAPH REVIEW

Aerial photography, Kendall County LIDAR topographic mapping, National Wetland
Inventory mapping, NRCS Web Soil Survey, and FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Mapping,
were reviewed to evaluate topographic conditions and whether any wetlands have been
identified within the project area.

4.1

4.2

National Wetland Inventory Map (Figure 2)

The United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) conducted a wetland
inventory of the wetland locations within the United States. That data has been
aggregated into a national data tool, the NWI Mapper. The subject property is not
identified by the NWI as having wetlands.

It should be noted that the "National Wetland Inventory" was compiled via review of
high-altitude aerial photography over a period of the last 30 years and may not
accurately represent current conditions. Therefore, the presence of potential
wetlands was field investigated by DEC.

Kendall County Topographic Map (Figure 3a)

The Kendall County GIS topographic data was reviewed for the physical setting
conditions of the subject property. According to the Topographic Map, the general
topography of the subject area and its surroundings is a river valley with broad
floodplain and terraces on either side of the river. The project site is at the bottom of
the bluff and the creek on the property comes down the bluff from the upland above.

The topographic map show that much of the subject property lies between the
elevations of 582 and 584 ft msl. The creek and wetland are at elevations below
582 ft msl. During heavy precipitation events the channel shows evidence of
overbank flooding.
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FEMA Flood Insurance Rate Map (Fiqure3b)

The FEMA Flood Mapping Tool produces a Firmette of the project site and
surrounding area. The Firmette of the site is derived from the Kendall County FIRM
Panel 17093C0045H, effective date 1/8/2014. The 1% chance of recurrence (100-
year flood elevation) is elevation 582 ft msl. The subject property is mapped by
FEMA as Zone X, outside the 100-year floodplain. However, portions of the wetland
on the property are below elevation 582.

NRCS Web Soil Survey Map (Figure 4)

The NRCS Soil Survey Map of the area was reviewed as a preliminary evaluation to
identify soils which exist within the subject area. These soils were identified as
hydric or non-hydric using the National Hydric Soils Database. The NRCS Soil
Survey Map indicated that the project site was mapped as 8082A Millington silt
loam, a floodplain soil map unit.

Aerial Photographic Maps (Figure 5)

Using aerial photography, the project site was reviewed for the presence of wetland
and open water visual signatures. Historic aerial photography was reviewed for the
period1998-2019. This type of aerial reconnaissance review is how the USDA-
NRCS and US Fish and Wildlife Service screen parcels for potential wetlands prior
to a field investigation. In this project, a time-series of wetlands was evaluated, and
an approximate wetland boundary was drawn on each aerial examined.

The years examined include a range of wetness conditions from very wet years to
droughty years. The specific years that photos were evaluated for are 1998, 2002,
2005, 2008, 2013, 2015, 2017, 2018 and 2019. The approximate limits of the
wetland signature in any given year is outlined in yellow on each of the aerial
photographs in Figure 5.

The aerial interpretation of each photo shows evidence of two wetland types in most
years: an herbaceous wetland either sedge meadow or wet meadow dominated by
sedges and grasses surrounding the incipient Silver Maple swamp. The bed and
bank of the creek is evident in all years. The size of the trees in the swamp have
grown significantly over the last twenty-two years. While the size of the wetland
signature varies by year, which is typical, there was wetland on the property prior to
any development on the parcel. Those wetlands remain today and are the subject of
the field investigation portion of this report.

Based upon the 2019 Kendall County Geographic Information System Parcel Viewer
Data, there were 3 3 wetland signatures on the subject property when the 2019
aerial photograph was flown. Table 1 summarizes their size and percentage of
parcel coverage



Table 1. Wetland Signatures from 2019 Aerial Photography Interpretation

Wetland Area Area (Acres) Parcel
Signature | (Square Feet) Coverage (%)
1 21,880 0.502 18.7
2 550 0.013 0.49
3 2,300 0.053 1.98
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5.0 FIELD INVESTIGATION

The purpose of the field investigation was to determine if any jurisdictional wetlands existed
within the site, and if so, their approximate size and boundaries. Potential jurisdictional
areas encountered in the field were delineated using the USACE Corps of Engineers
Wetlands Delineation Manual (1987) and the Midwest Regional Supplement to the Wetland
Delineation Manual (2010).

One data point was selected to represent the conditions in the project site area. The
project site is approximately 2.7 acres. The site investigation was performed on July 1,
2020 by Patrick Kelsey, CPSS/SC. Dominant plants, soil type, and evidence of wetland
hydrologic indicators were recorded on USACE Wetland Delineation Data Sheets for the
Midwest Regional Supplement. The data sheets are included in Appendix A.

Following are the results of the field survey:

Data Point 1

Data Point #1 is located on the northeast side of the subject property. The Data
Point 1 plant community was dominated by hydrophytic plant species including
Silver Maple (Acer saccharinum). Box Elder (Acer negundo), Crested Sedge (Carex
cristatella), and Barnyard Grass (Echinochloa crus-galli). The soil observed at Data
Point 1 was determined to be Millington silt loam, a poorly drained and hydric soil
This is also the soil map unit determined by the public soil survey. Primary wetland
hydrology indicators observed included surface water, sediment deposits, and drift

deposits.

Data Point 1 is identified as a single wetland with two distinct communities: A Silver
Maple swamp on either side of a small creek and a wet meadow dominated by

sedges and grasses.

Data Point 1A

Data Point 1A was selected in the adjacent upland to capture the difference
between the wetland and non-wetiand conditions. Data Point 1A is located along
Yorkville Street approximately 2 ftin elevation above the wetland. The two sites are
approximately 125 ft apart. The vegetation surveyed was decidedly upland in nature
and was dominated by planted turf grasses including Fescue (Festuca elatior),
Perennial Ryegrass (Lolium perenne), and Kentucky Bluegrass (Poa pratensis). The
soil identified is Dresden silt loam, a non-hydric soil. No indicators of wetland
hydrology were found at Data Point 1.
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6.0 SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS

Deuchler Engineering Corporation (DEC) conducted a routine wetland reconnaissance of
55 Riverside Street, unincorporated Yorkville, IL. The purpose of this wetland
reconnaissance was to determine if any jurisdictional wetlands or Waters of the US exist
within the project site, and if so, whether recently placed fill was placed within boundaries of
these wetlands.

The project site contains one Wetland (as defined in 33 CFR Part 328 and 40 CFR Parts
110, 112, 116, 117, 120, 122, 230, 232, 300, 302, and 401, inclusively). It is our
professional opinion that fill has been placed over hydric soils and that wetland hydrology is
present within the limits of the fill that has been placed. Based on the requirements for
atypical wetland conditions, there is more than adequate evidence that the fill placed also
had hydrophytic vegetation.

The limits of encroachment can only be identified by excavating the fill to the depth of the
original soil/vegetation line at the original ground surface. The extent of the wetland
encroachment is likely not more than 50 feet along the northeast-southwest fence line
based upon review of historic aerial photographs. These same photographs and the Web
Soil Survey map suggest that the limit of hydric soils in this field is likely up near the pole
barn structure along the northern boundary of the subject property.

Though a jurisdictional determination has not been performed by the USACE Rock Island
District, it is likely that the wetland is jurisdictional under the current rules for determining
federal jurisdiction. The conclusion is drawn by the evidence of an overland flow
connection to a bed and bank stream with hydrologic connection to the Fox River, a
traditional navigable waterway.
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APPENDIX A

USACE Midwest Regional Data Sheets



WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM — Midwest Region

Project/Site: 55 Riverside Street City/County: _Yorkville/Kendall Sampling Date; 07/01/2020
Applicant/Owmer: Hinshaw & Culbertson, LLP State: IL sampling Point: 1
Investigator(s). Patrick Kelsey Deuchler Engineering Corp.  Section, Township, Range: 34, T37N, R7E

Landform (hillslope, terrace, elc.): Floodplain Local relief (concave, convex, none): None

Slope (%); 0-2% Lat: Long: Datum: NADV 88

Soil Map Unit Name: Millington silt loam NWI classification; None

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this fime of year? Yes No (I no, explain in Remarks.)

Ae Vegetation <, sait_X__, or Hydrology signfficantly disturbed?  Are “Normal Circumstances’ present? Yes _____ No_____
Are Vegetation _____, Soif ,or Hydrology _______ naturally problematic? (If needed, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS - Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No ‘

Hydric Sail Present? Yes__X_ No Is the Sampled Arca

Wetland Hydroelogy Present? Yes X No | within a Wetland? Yes_X No
Remarks: ———— I ) o

Area has been recently filled in part.

VEGETATION — Use scientific names of plants.

. 9.0m2 Absolute Dominant Indicator | Domlinance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum (Pl9| size: V- —) % Cover Species? _Status |\ ovor of Dominant Species
1. Acer saccharinum 30 X FAC That Are OBL, FACW, of FAC: 3 A)
2. Acer negundo 5 FACW

Totat Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (8)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAG: 100 (A/B)
4.0 m2 = Total Cover —
Saplina/Shrub Stralum (Plot size: ™ ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1. Total : Multiply by:
2. OBL species 5 x1= 9
3. FACW species 69 x2= 190
ry FAC species 30 x3=
6. FACU species  x4s= -
1.0 m2 = Total Cover UPL species x6=
Herb Stratum (Plot size: 0 M ) Column Totals: 100 w 216 (g
1. Carex cristatella 25 X FACW B
2. Cyperus esculentus 5 FACW Prevalence Index =B/A= _2.15
3, Echinochloa crus-galli 30 X FACW | Hydrophytic Vegetation indicators: ]
4, Juncus effusus 5 OBL X 1- Rapid Test for Hydrophytic Vegetation
5 o o 2N 2 - Dominance Test is >50%
6. X 3- prevalence Index is 3.0'
7 ___ 4- Morphologieal Adaptations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
- __ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
10. ;
Indicators of hydric soil and wetland hydrology must
= Total Cover be present i .
s (Plot size: )  bep : ,7unlass dlsturged or problematic
1. Hydrophytic
2. B ) Vegetation X
= Total Cover Pres_em')” B Yos o No____ -

Remarks: {Include photo numbers here or on a separate shest)
Vegetation is hydrophytic.

US Army Corps of Engineers Midwest Region — Version 2.0






WETLAND DETERMINATION DATA FORM - Midwest Region

ProjectSite: 55 Riverside Street

Gily!/County; _Yorkville/Kendall

Sampling Date: 07/01/2020

ApplicantOwner: Hinshaw & Culbertson, LLP

State: IL Sampling Point: 1A

Investigator(s): Patrick Kelsey Deuchler Engineering Corp.

Landform (hillslope, terace, eic.y; Floodplain

Section, Township, Range: 34, T37N, R7E
Local relief {concave, convex, none): NONe

Datum: NADV 88

NWI classification: None

Are °Normal Circumstances” present? Yes No

Slope (%6): 0-2% Lat: Long:

Soil Map Unit Name: Millington silt loam

Are climatic / hydrologic conditions on the site typical for this fime of year? Yes No (If no, explain in Remarks.}
Are Vegetation _X__ il _X___, or Hydrology significantly disturbed?

Are Vegetation , Soif . or Hydrology

naturally problematic?

(If neaded, explain any answers in Remarks.)

SUMMARY OF FINDINGS — Attach site map showing sampling point locations, transects, important features, etc.

Hydrophytic vegetation criterion is not met

US Army Corps of Engineers

Hydrophytic Vegetation Present? Yes X No
Hydric Soll Present? Yes No Is the Eampled Area
Wetland Hydrology Present? Yes No within a Wetland? ves_X No
Remarks: . o B I B
Area has been recently filled in part.
VEGETATION - Use scientific names of plants.
90m2 - Absolute Dominant Indicator | Dominance Test worksheet:
Tree Stratum  (Plot size: ) % Cover Species? SIS | wumber of Dominant Species
1. That Are OBL, FAGW, or FAC: 1 (A)
2 Total Number of Dominant
3. Species Across All Strata: 3 (8)
4 Percent of Dominant Species
5. That Are OBL, FACW, or FAC: 39% (AB)
) 4.0m2 = Tolal Cover :
Sapling/Shrub Stratum (Plot size: ™ ~ ) Prevalence Index worksheet:
1, Tolal % Cover of: Muitiply by:
2. OBL species x1=
3 B ‘ FACW species x2=
a. | FAC species 30 x3= 7Y
8. FACUspecies 69  x4= 260
 iom2 = Tolal Cover UPL species 9 x6e 25
Herb Stratum (Plotsize: "~ = ) Column Totals: 100 w 3 @
1. Bromus inermis 5 UPL
2, Digitaria sanguinalis 10 FACU Prevalence Index =B/A= _3.79
3, Festuca elatior 25 X FACU | Hydrophytic Vegetation Indicators: T
4, Hordeurn jubatum 5 FAC __ 1~ Rapid Test for Hydrophyiic Vegetation
s, Lolium perrene 25 X FACU | __ 2-Dominance Testis >50%
8. ﬁantago lanceolata 5 FACU | __ 3-Prevalence Index is 3.0’
7. Poa pratensis 25 X FAC ___ 4 - Marphological Adaplations' (Provide supporting
8 data in Remarks or on a separate sheet)
g: ___ Problematic Hydrophytic Vegetation' (Explain)
10. . o
T
Woody Vine Stratum {Plot size: ) : :
1. Hydrophytic
2. Vegetation X
= Total Cover Present? Yes No
"Remarks: {Include photo numbers here or on a separate sheet.) T R T o

|
|

Midwest Region - Version 2.0







APPENDIX B

Floristic Quality Assessments



FLORISTIC QUALITY ASSESSMENT DATA POINT 1

SITE: 55 Riverside DP1

LOCALE:

BY: PDK

NOTES:

CONSERVATISM-

BASED ADDITIONAL

METRICS METRICS

MEAN C SPECIES RICHNESS

(NATIVE SPECIES) 1.67 (ALL) 6

MEAN C SPECIES RICHNESS

(ALL SPECIES) 1.67 (NATIVE) 6

MEAN C

(NATIVE TREES) 0.50 % NON-NATIVE 0.00

MEAN C WET INDICATOR

(NATIVE SHRUBS) n/a (ALL) -1.00

MEAN C

(NATIVE WET INDICATOR

HERBACEQUS) 2.25 (NATIVE) -1.00

FQAI % HYDROPHYTE

(NATIVE SPECIES) 4.08 (MIDWEST) 1.00

FQAI % NATIVE

(ALL SPECIES) 4,08 PERENNIAL 0.83

ADJUSTED FQAI 16.67 % NATIVE ANNUAL 0.17

% C VALUE 0 0.50 % ANNUAL 0.17

% C VALUE 1-3 0.17 % PERENNIAL 0.83

% C VALUE 4-6 0.33

% C VALUE 7-10 0.00

SPECIES NAME MIDWEST WET

SPECIES (NWPL/ SPECIES COMMON WET NC-NE WET INDICATOR

ACRONYM MOHLENBROCK) (SYNONYM) NAME C VALUE INDICATOR INDICATOR (NUMERIC) HABIT  DURATION NATIVITY
Acer negundo
var.

aceneg Acer negundo violaceum Ash-Leaf Maple 0 FAC FAC 0 Tree Perennial  Natlve
Acer

acesai Acer saccharinum  saccharinum  Silver Maple 1 FACW FACW -1 Tree Perennial  Native
Carex

CXCRIS Carex cristatella cristatella Crested Sedge 4 FACW FACW -1 Sedge Perennial Native
Cyperus

cypesc Cyperus esculentus esculentus Chufa 0 FACW FACW -1 Sedge Perennial Native

Echinochloa crus-  Echinochloa Large Barnyard
echcru galli crusgalli Grass 0 FACW FAC -1 Grass  Annual Native

Juncus effusus ssp. Juncus
juneff solutus effusus Lamp Rush S OBL OBL -2 Forb Perennial  Native



SITE:
LOCALE:
BY:
NOTES:

CONSERVATISM-
BASED

METRICS

MEAN C

(NATIVE SPECIES)

MEAN C
(ALL SPECIES)
MEAN C
(NATIVE TREES)
MEAN C

FLORISTIC QUALITY IASSESSMENT DATA POIT 1A

55 Riverside DP1A

{NATIVE SHRUBS) n/a

MEAN C
{NATIVE
HERBACEOUS)
FQAI

(NATIVE SPECIES)

FQAI

(ALL SPECIES)
ADJUSTED FQAI
% C VALUE O

% C VALUE 1-3
% C VALUE 4-6
% C VALUE 7-10

SPECIES
ACRONYM

broine

digsan
horjub
LOLPER
plalan
poapra

fesela

PDK
0.00
0.00
n/a
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
1.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
SPECIES NAME
(NwPL/
MOHLENBROCK)
Bromus inermis
Digitaria
sanguinalis
Hordeum jubatum

Lolium perenne
Plantago lanceclata
Poa pratensis

Schedonorus
pratensis

SPECIES
(SYNONYM)
BROMUS
INERMIS
DIGITARIA
SANGUINALI
)

HORDREUM
JUBATUM
LOLIUM
PERENNE
PLANTAGO
LANCEOLATA
POA
PRATENSIS
FESTUCA
ELATIOR

SPECIES RICHNESS
(ALL)

SPECIES RICHNESS
(NATIVE)

% NON-NATIVE
WET INDICATOR
(ALL)

WET INDICATOR
(NATIVE)

% HYDROPHYTE
(MIDWEST)

% NATIVE
PERENNIAL

96 NATIVE ANNUAL
%6 ANNUAL

% PERENNIAL

COMMON
NAME

Smooth Brome

Hairy Crab Grass
Fox-Tail Barley
Perennial Rye Grass

gnglish Plantain
Kentucky Blue
Grass

Meadow False Rye
Grass

ADDITIONAL

METRICS

C VALUE

0.86

0.71

0.00
0.29
0.14
0.00

0.14
0.86

MIDWEST
WET
INDICATOR

0 FACU

0 FACU
0 FAC
0 FACU
0 FACU
0 FAC

0 FACU

NC-NE WET INDICATOR

INDICATOR (NUMERIC) HABIT

upL

FACU

FAC

FACU

FACU

FACU

FACU

1 Grass

1 Grass

0 Grass

1 Grass

1 Forb

0O Grass

1 Grass

DURATION

Perennial

Annual

Perennial
Perennial
Perennial
Perennial

Perennial

NATIVITY

Adventive

Adventive
Native

Adventive
Adventive
Adventive

Adventive













































Matt Asselmeier

From: Alyse Olson <aolson.kcswed@gmail.com:>
Sent: Friday, December 3, 2021 9:32 AM

To: Matt Asselmeier

Subject: [External]Re: December 7 ZPAC Packet

Hi Matt,

I will not be able to attend Tuesday's ZPAC meeting. | have prepared comments for each petition. They are
listed below.

Petition 21-48: Brian Henrichs on Behalf of Baka Properties, LLC (NRI Report 2119)

e Adraft of the NRI report is complete but still needs to be approved by the Kendall County Soil & Water
Conservation (SWCD) Board. Once approved it will be sent to the petitioner, township, & county.

e The site does not contain mapped wetlands or floodplain. The Fox River, however, is located a few hundred
feet south of the parcel. The petitioner should consult with the lllinois Department of Natural Resources Office
of Water Resources (IDNR OWR) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine if any permits are needed
prior to construction.

e The SWCD recommends having a soil erosion and sediment control plan in place for protecting nearby
waters/wetlands during construction. If construction is an acre or more in size, the petitioner should obtain the
proper NPDES permit from the lllinois Environmental Protection Agency (IEPA) for construction activities.

e  About 93% of the parcel contains hydric soils, which can lead to building limitations. Most of the site is
classified as very limited for dwellings with basements, dwellings without basements, shallow excavations, and
lawns/landscaping. Soil types with severe limitations do not preclude the ability to develop the site for the
proposed use, but it is important to note that the limitation may require soil reclamation, special
design/engineering, or maintenance to obtain suitable soil conditions to support the development.

Petition 21-49: Irma Loya Quezada (NRI Report 2120)

e Adraft of the NRI report is complete but still needs to be approved by the Kendall County Soil & Water
Conservation (SWCD) Board. Once approved it will be sent to the petitioner, township, & county.

e The SWCD recommends having a soil erosion and sediment control plan in place for protecting nearby
waters/wetlands during construction. If construction is an acre or more in size, the petitioner should obtain the
proper NPDES permit from the IEPA for construction activities.

e The whole site contains soils that are classified as very limited for constructing dwellings with basements
and for shallow excavations. This does not preclude the ability to develop the site for the proposed use, but it is
important to note that the limitation may require soil reclamation, special design/engineering, or maintenance
to obtain suitable soil conditions to support the development.

Petition 21-50: Tim Raymond on Behalf of TMF Plastic Solutions, LLC

e The site does not contain mapped wetlands or floodplain. Big Rock Creek, however, is located a couple
hundred feet west of the parcel. The petitioner should consult with the lllinois Department of Natural Resources
Office of Water Resources {IDNR OWR) and the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers to determine if any permits are
needed.

e The SWCD recommends having a soil erosion and sediment control plan in place for protecting nearby
waters/wetlands during construction.



December 4. 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

To the chairpersons concerning the public hearing Dec. 8%, 2021 and Dec. 13", 2021. The
people on Brisbin Road are voicing our disapproval to change the zoning from Al to R1. This
zoning change is in regards to properties bought by Irma Loya Quezada.

This property has been agricultural for at least a hundred plus years. Let’s keep it so. NO, NO,
NO to change. We are writing this letter, because some of us may not be able to attend the
meetings. This letter should be just as good as being in person.

We are concerned these parcels will be used for bringing landscaping debris. Don Schuck has
been dealing with Brian Holdiman from zoning board for four plus years over Nely
Landscaping illegally working off his property. He has hauled in landscape material off jobs
and has dumped, buried, and burned debris on his property.

We would like signed receipts of this letter to each person who signed it, by the
chairperson of the committees.
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December 4. 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

To the chairpersons concerning the public hearing Dec. 8", 2021 and Dec. 13® 2021. The
people on Brisbin Road are voicing our disapproval to change the zoning from A1 to R1. This
zoning change is in regards to properties bought by Irma Loya Quezada.

This property has been agricultural for at least a hundred plus years. Let’s keep it so. NO, NO,
NO to change. We are writing this letter, because some of us may not be able to attend the
meetings. This letter should be just as good as being in person.

We are concerned these parcels will be used for bringing landscaping debris. I, Don Schuck,
have been dealing with Brian Holdiman from zoning board for four plus years over Nely
Landscaping illegally working off his property. He has hauled in landscape material off of jobs
and has dumped, buried and burned debris on his property.

We would like signed receipts of this letter to each person who signed it, by the
chairperson of the committees.

Thank you for your time and listening to our concerns.

Signature
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December 4. 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

To the chairpersons concerning the public hearing Dec. 8", 2021 and Dec. 13", 2021. The
people on Brisbin Road are voicing our disapproval to change the zoning from Al to R1. This
zoning change is in regards to properties bought by Irma Loya Quezada.

This property has been agricultural for at least a hundred plus years. Let’s keep it so. NO, NO,
NO to change. We are writing this letter, because some of us may not be able to attend the
meetings. This letter should be just as good as being in person.

We are concerned these parcels will be used for bringing landscaping debris. I, Don Schuck,
have been dealing with Brian Holdiman from zoning board for four plus year over Nely
Landscaping illegally working off his property. He has hauled in landscape material off of jobs
and has dumped, buried and burned debris.

We would like signed receipts of this letter to each person who signed it, by the
chairperson of the committees.

Thank you for your time and listening to our concerns.
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December 4. 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

To the chairpersons concerning the public hearing Dec. 8", 2021 and Dec. 13, 2021. The
people on Brisbin Road are voicing our disapproval to change the zoning from A1 to R1. This
zoning change is in regards to properties bought by Irma Loya Quezada.

This property has been agricultural for at least a hundred plus years. Let’s keep it so. NO, NO,
NO to change. We are writing this letter, because some of us may not be able to attend the
meetings. This letter should be just as good as being in person.

We are concerned these parcels will be used for bringing landscaping debris. Don Schuck has
been dealing with Brian Holdiman from zoning board for four plus years over Nely
Landscaping illegally working off his property. He has hauled in landscape material off jobs
and has dumped, buried, and burned debris on his property.

We would like signed receipts of this letter to each person who signed it, by the
chairperson of the committees.

Thank you for your time and listening to our concerns.
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December 4. 2021

To Whom It May Concern:

To the chairpersons concerning the public hearing Dec. 8", 2021 and Dec. 13%, 2021. The
people on Brisbin Road are voicing our disapproval to change the zoning from Al to R1. This
zoning change is in regards to properties bought by Irma Loya Quezada.

This property has been agricultural for at least a hundred plus years. Let’s keep it so. NO, NO,
NO to change. We are writing this letter, because some of us may not be able to attend the
meetings. This letter should be just as good as being in person.

We are concerned these parcels will be used for bringing landscaping debris. Don Schuck has
been dealing with Brian Holdiman from zoning board for four plus years over Nely
Landscaping illegally working off his property. He has hauled in landscape material off jobs
and has dumped, buried, and burned debris on his property.

We would like signed receipts of this letter to each person who signed it, by the
chairperson of the committees.

Thank you for your time and listening to our concerns.

Signature
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Matt Asselmeier

From: Randy Roberts <randygayleroberts@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, November 29, 2021 11:50 AM

To: Matt Asselmeier

Cc: Bureau at LRFFPD

Subject: [External] TMF plastics

Attachments: Bureau Permit Package 2020 08-30.pdf

Matt,
As discussed the Fire district has some concerns with the proposed site plan. We

would require an access road as required per IFC 2018 section 503.
As discussed there may be other solutions, | would need to visit the site to determine if

any would be applicable.

| have also attached our permit package, if you could forward to the applicants.

SECTION 503

FIRE APPARATUS ACCESS ROADS

503.1 Where required. Fire apparatus access roads shall be
provided and maintained in accordance with Sections 503.1.1
through 503.1.3.

503.1.1 Buildings and facilities. Approved fire apparatus
access roads shall be provided for every facility, building

or portion of a building hereafter constructed or moved

into or within the jurisdiction. The fire apparatus access

road shall comply with the requirements of this section

and shall extend to within 150 feet (45 720 mm) of all portions
of the facility and all portions of the exterior walls of

the first story of the building as measured by an approved
route around the exterior of the building or facility

Have a Great Day :)
Randy



Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District
PO Box 154, Plano, IL 60545
Tel: (630) 552-3311 x318 + Fax: (630) 563-2827
Email: bureau@]rffpd.com
Web: http//www.Irffpd.com

FIRE BUREAU PROCESSES

GENERAL

The Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District (LRF) is the Authority Having Jurisdiction
(AHY)) for plan reviews, fire sprinkler, fire alarm, and fire protection systems within the
fire district. A copy of fire prevention ordinance #2020-001 is attached. LRF has
adopted the 2018 International Fire Code and 2018 Life Safety Code and reviews all
commercial building permits within the fire district for compliance with applicable codes.

This document outlines the information and procedures required for the submittal of
plans and fees. This includes architectural, site, engineering, and subdivision plans, fire
alarm systems, fire sprinkler systems, kitchen hood suppression systems, and other fire
protection and life safety systems. All new fire protection systems and
modifications/alterations to existing fire protection systems require the issuance of a
permit prior to the start of installation.

PLAN REVIEWS / INSPECTIONS
Plans and applications submitted for review and permit are submitted to LRF as above.

To be submitted:

» Two sets of plans
« Manufacturers’ spec sheets on all devices, piping, fittings, nozzles, wire etc.

» Applicable Fee(s)

Inspections / testing must be scheduled a least 72 hours in advance. Inspections are
scheduled by calling the Bureau at the number above. All installing contactors shall be
present for the testing. LRF does not do any testing but must be present to witness all
tests.

FEES

e Site Plan Review (no inspection)  $150.00
e Plan/Life Safety Review/Permit

o Up to 999 square feet $100.00
1,000 to 4,999 square feet ~ $200.00
5,000 to 9,999 square feet  $400.00
10,000 + square feet $500.00

o O O

Bureau Permit Cover 2020 08-30



e Suppression Plan Review/permit

o Sprinkler new/revised $300.00
= Each head over 100 .50each
o Kitchen new/revised $250.00
o Explosion, Foam $250.00
e Fire Alarm Plan Review/Permit
o With sprinkler $100.00
o Fire Alarm Only $250.00

¢ Inspection/reinspection fees.
o Plan/Life Safety -one inspection is included per permit
o Suppression - two inspections included per permit
o Fire Alarm — one inspection included per permit

Additional inspection including re-inspections $75.00 each

INSPECTIONS

Inspections / testing must be scheduled a least 72 hours in advance. You may schedule an
inspection by calling the Bureau as above. All installing contactors shall be present for the
testing. LRFFPD does not do any testing but must be there to witness all tests.

LOCK BOX INFORMATION

Lock boxes (“Knox Boxes”) for emergency entry are required on the following types of
construction:

« Commercial or industrial structures that have an automated fire alarm system or
automated fire suppression system.

*  Multi-family residential structures that have restricted access through locked doors
and have restricted access to living units.

* Health care facilities
»  Other facilities as deemed appropriate by the district.

For Lock Box information, ordering help, or any other questions contact the LRF Fire Bureau
at the number above.



TG “? . . . S
& @ (7 Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District
=~ * PO Box 154 « Plano, IL 60545
Tel: (630) 552-3311 « Fax: (630) 563-2827
Email: bureau@Irffpd.com
w Web: http//www.Irffpd.com
FIRE BUREAU PERMIT
(please return completed Application and Fee to LRF Fire Bureau as above)

GENERAL

Date: Job Name:

Property Owner: Job Address:

Contact Name: Job Total Cost: Size (sq f1):

Contact Phone: Contact Email:
PERMIT APPLICANT

Applicant Name(s):

Address:

Phone: Email:

Applicant certifies all information given is correct and all ordinances will be complied with
in performing the work for which this permit is issued.

Applicant Signature: Date:

PERMIT TYPE

Submittals must include: two sets of plans, manufactures’ specification
sheets on all devices and components, and review/permit fees.

Site Plan Fire Alarm
Architectural/Engineering Sprinkler

Fire Pump Kitchen Hood/Duct
Hazardous Materials Kitchen Fire Suppression
Tank(s) ﬁ Other:

CONTRACTOR / OTHER APPLICANT

Applicant Name(s):
Address:
Phone: Email:
*%* QFFICE USE ONLY ***
O Approved [ Not Approved Permit No.: Permit Fee: Signature:

Bureau Permit 2018 01-22  2018-01-23



FIRE PREVENTION ORDINANCE
ORDINANCE NUMBER 2020-001

LITTLE ROCK-FOX FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT
KENDALL COUNTY
STATE OF ILLINOIS

AN ORDINANCE ADOPTING A FIRE PREVENTION CODE THAT PRESCRIBES
REGULATIONS GOVERNING CONDITIONS HAZARDOUS TO LIFE AND PROPERTY
FROM FIRE OR EXPLOSIONS AND ESTABLISHING A FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU
AND PROVIDING OFFICERS THEREFORE AND DEFINING THEIR POWERS AND
DUTIES.

Be it ordained by the Board of Trustees of the Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District as
follows:

SECTION 1 - ADOPTION OF NATIONALLY RECOGNIZED CODES

Pursuant to the authority granted in the Fire Protection District Act 70 ILCS 705/6 to pass all
necessary ordinances for the management of the Fire District, The Board of Trustees of the Little
Rock-Fox Fire Protection District in accordance to 70 ILCS 705/11 fulfills their legal duty and
prescribes necessary regulations and codes for the prevention and control of fire parallel to
national standards, those codes known as the:

INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE - 2018, including APPENDICES B,C,D,E,F,G,H,LLN as
recommended by the INTERNATIONAL CODE COUNCIL (“ICC”) and the LIFE SAFETY
CODE, more specifically identified as the National Fire Protection Association (“NFPA”) 101,
the 2018 edition thereof.

The provisions of the aforesaid codes are further clarified in this ordinance. The clarified
paragraphs together with the aforesaid codes and other provisions specifically adopted therein
shall be collectively known as the Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District Fire Prevention
Ordinance. Three copies of the aforesaid codes have been available for inspection for at least 15
days prior to the adoption hereof and are now on file in the office of the Secretary of the Board
of Trustees of the Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District, and have been there kept available for
public use, inspection, and examination, and the same hereby adopted and incorporated as fully
as if set out at length herein, and from the date in which this ordinance shall take effect, the
provisions thereof shall be controlling within the corporate limits of the Little Rock-Fox Fire
Protection District, Kendall County, Illinois.



SECTION 2 - ESTABLISHMENT & DUTIES OF THE FIRE PREVENTION BUREAU

A. The Fire Prevention Ordinance shall be enforced by the Fire Prevention Bureau of the Little
Rock-Fox Fire Protection District, Kendall County, Illinois, which is hereby established and
which shall be operated under the general supervision of and pursuant to the discretion of the
Fire Chief of said District.

B. Said Fire Chief may appoint a Fire Marshall, Deputy Code Officials, Plan Examiners, and/or
Inspectors to help enforce and support this Ordinance as required.

C. Said Fire Chief may hire outside consultants and/or experts to assist with plan review, in
support of this Ordinance, the cost of which shall be borne by the builder or owner of the

property said services are utilized for.
SECTION 3 - DEFINITIONS

A. Wherever the words “Fire Prevention Ordinance” or “this Ordinance” are used herein they
shall be held to mean this Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District Ordinance in its entirety,
including the codes adopted by reference herein.

B. Wherever the words “the District” are used in the Fire Prevention Ordinance they shall be
held to mean the Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District, Kendall County, Illinois.

C. Wherever the words “Board of Trustees” are used herein, it shall be held to mean the Board
of Trustees of the District.

SECTION 4 - LIMITS FOR THE STORAGE, HANDLING, PROCESSING,
MANUFACTURING, AND TRANSPORTATION OF HAZARDOUS MATERIALS.

A. ESTABLISHMENT OF LIMITS IN WHICH STORAGE OF EXPLOSIVES AND
BLASTING AGENTS IS PROHIBITED. The storage of explosives and blasting agents is
prohibited within the District, except by an operational permit.

B. ESTABLISHMENT OF LIMITS IN WHICH THE SALES, MANUFACTURING, AND
STORAGE OF FIREWORKS IS PROHIBITED. The manufacturing, sale, handling, use or
storage of fireworks is prohibited within the District, except by an operational permit.

C. ESTABLISHMENT OF LIMITS IN WHICH THE STORAGE OF FLAMMABLE
LIQUIDS IN OUTSIDE ABOVE GROUND TANKS IS PROHIBITED. The storage of
flammable liquids in outside above ground tanks is prohibited within the District, except by
an operational permit.

D. ESTABLISHMENT OF LIMITS IN WHICH BULK STORAGE OF LIQUIFIED
PETROLEUM GASES IS TO BE RESTRCITED. The above ground storage of more than
500 gallons is prohibited within the District.



E. ESTABLISHMENTS OF TRANSPORTATION ROUTES FOR VEHICLES
TRANSPORTING EXPLOSIVE AND BLASTING AGENTS. Vehicles transporting
explosives or blasting agents are hereby prohibited within the District.

a. Exception:
b. Exception:

Route 34, East to West
Burlington Northern Railroad

F. ESTABLISHMENT OF TRANSPORTATION ROUTES FOR VEHICLES
TRANSPORTING HAZARDOUS MATERIALS OR OTHER DANGEROUS ARTICLES.
Vehicles transporting hazardous materials or dangerous articles are prohibited within the

District.

a0 o

Exception:
Exception:
Exception:
Exception:
Exception:

Route 34, East to West
Burlington Northern Railroad
Eldamain Road North of Route 34
Fox River Drive

Little Rock Road

SECTION 5 - AMENDMENTS TO THE INTERNATIONAL FIRE CODE —-2018

A. 101.1, Name of Jurisdiction. Change to:
LITTLE ROCK-FOX FIRE PROTECTION DISTRICT, KENDALL COUNTY, ILLINOIS

B. Section 106.2, Permit Fees:

a. Site Plan Review (no Inspections) $150.00
b. Plan/Life Safety Review/Permit
1. Up to 999 square feet $100.00
2. 1,000 to 4,999 square feet $200.00
3. 5,000 to 9,999 square feet $400.00
4. 10,000 + square feet $500.00
c. Suppression Plan Review/Permit
1. Sprinkler New/revised $300.00
a. Each head over 100 .50 each
2. Commercial Kitchen new/revised $250.00
3. Explosion, foam, all others $250.00
d. Fire Alarm Plan Review/permit
1. With sprinkler system $100.00
2. Fire alarm only $250.00

e. Inspection/reinspection Fees.
1. Plan/Life Safety Inspection - one inspection per permit
2. Suppression — two inspections included per permit
3. Fire Alarm — one inspection per permit
4. Additional inspections including re-inspections $75.00
Allow a minimum of 72 hours notice for any inspections or re-inspections.



Section 109, Board of Appeals, create Section 109.1.1:
The board of appeals shall consist of the Trustees of the District.

Section 903.2.8 Group R, ADD Exception:
An automatic sprinkler system is not required in one and two family structures in the R-3 Use

Group.

Section 904.12 Commercial Cooking Systems, Create Section 904.12.6
All occupancies with a Commercial cooking operation shall have a monitored fire alarm
system in accordance with applicable requirements of NFPA 70 and NFPA 72.

Section 907, Fire Alarm and Detection Systems, Create Section 907.1.4

Provide a red colored lens visual device above the fire department connection that activates
on water flow only. Provide a clear visual lens device above the entrance to each building
that activates on all alarms. In multi-tenant buildings provide a clear visual lens device
above each tenant space, zone the device to that space.

Section 907, Fire Alarm and Detection Systems, Create Section 907.1.5
Combination fire and burglar alarm panels are prohibited in buildings that contain automatic

suppression systems.

Section 1206, Electrical Energy Storage Systems, Create Section 1206.1.1

NFPA 855 2020 Standard for the Installation of Stationary Energy Storage Systems:
Installation of Stationary Energy Storage Systems shall comply with this standard as
applicable.

SECTION 6 - AMENDMENTS TO THE LIFE SAFETY CODE (NFPA 101, 2018 Edition)

A.

B.

Section 24.1.6 Minimum Construction Requirements: Remove “Reserved” and Create

Section 24.1.6.1, Prefabricated Trusses:
Prefabricated wood floor trusses (i-joists) shall be protected by five-eighths inch (5/8”) fire-
rated gypsum board.

Section 24.3.5 Extinguishment Requirements: Remove Section 24.3.5.1

SECTION 7 - VIOLATIONS

A. Any person who violates any provision of this Ordinance, or who fails to comply with any of

the requirements thereof, shall be guilty of a misdemeanor, punishable by a fine not less than
$100.00, nor more than $500.00 in the case of a first offense. For continued violations fines
shall be $1000.00. Each day that a violation continues shall be a separate offense.

The application of the above penalty shall not be held to prevent the enforced removal of
prohibited conditions, including the issuance of mandatory injunction.



SECTION 8 - VALIDITY

The Board of Trustees of the Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District hereby declares that should
any section, paragraph. sentence, or word of this ordinance or of the codes hereby adopted be
declared for any reason to be invalid. it is the intent of said Board of Trustees that it would have
passed all other portions of this ordinance and codes independent of the elimination here and
from any portion as may be declared invalid.

SECTION 9 - DATE OF EFFECT

This ordinance shall becomc effective from and after passage and publication as provided by
law.

ADOPTED this 16th day of April. 2020 by roll call vote:

‘/
AYES: - .
NAYS: % S ——— —_— —
ABSENT: _ (/ , -

resident. BBoard of Trustees
Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District
ATTEST:

Secretary, Board of Trustees
Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District
STATE OF ILLINOIS )

) SS
COUNTY OF KENDALL )

h



SECRETARY'S CERTIFICATE
1, SCOTT WADL, the duly qualified and acting Secretary of the Board of Trustees of the
Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District, Kendall County, Illinois, do hereby certify that attached

hereto is a true and correct copy of an Ordinance entitled:

ORDINANCE NO. 2020-001
FIRE PREVENTION ORDINANCE

which Ordinance was duly adopted by said Board of Trustees at a meeting held on the 16th day of
April, 2020.

I do further certify that a quorum of said Board of Trustees was present at said meeting, and that
the Board of Trustees complied with all the requirements of the IHinois Open Meetings Act.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF., 1 have hereunto set my hand this 16th day of April. 2020.

Secretary, Board of Trustecs
Little Rock-Fox Fire Protection District

(SEAL)
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	REVIEW OF PETITIONS THAT WENT TO COUNTY BOARD
	Mr. Asselmeier reported that Petition 21-26 was removed from the November 16, 2021, County Board agenda and will be reviewed at the County Board again on December 7, 2021.
	Mr. Asselmeier reported that Petitions 21-32 and 21-36 were approved by the County Board.
	None
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