Lee-Ogle

ENTERPRISESZONE

Lee-Ogle Enterprise Zone: Zoom Meeting Agenda
Location: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/214765668?pwd=b3V6bEtgOWs5ZkMORiIOrNONSUEJEdz09
Date/Time: 10/7/26 at 10:00 am

10:00 am l. EZ Meeting Attendance and Call to Order Chair
Il. Minutes from 6/10/26 Chair
Ill.  Financial and Administrator Reports Shaw

IV.  Old Business

1. FOIA & OMA Shaw
V. New Business

1. December Lunch Meeting Location Chair
VI.  Roundtable Board

VIl.  Adjournment Chair


https://www.google.com/url?q=https://us02web.zoom.us/j/214765668?pwd%3Db3V6bEtqOWs5ZkM0Ri9rN0NSUEJEdz09&sa=D&source=calendar&ust=1791638215191296&usg=AOvVaw32OGsxXvMRW6E8DFoakk58

Lee-Ogle

ENTERPRISE&ZONE O Final

J Amended

Lee-Ogle Enterprise Zone Meeting Minutes
Location: Mom’s Restaurant in Dixon
Date: 6/10/2026 | Time: 12 pm

Voting Membership Attendance Guest Attendance
In- Remo In- Remo
Person te Person te
O O Rochelle Mayor John Bearrows 0  Jeremy Englund, Lee County Admin
(Chair)
0  Dixon Mayor Glen Hughes O O  Liz Heimstra, OCEDC
O 0  Amboy Mayor Frank Stenzel [0 Zeke Jackson, Rochelle City Manager
O 0  Mount Morris Designee Paula Diehl O O
0  Oregon Mayor Ken Williams O ([
O 0  Ashton President Tim Henert O O
O  Franklin Grove Board John Nicholson O O
O Lee County- Jason Anderson O O
O  Ogle County Chair Bruce Larson U (|
O 0  GREDCO Tricia Herrera O O
0  LCIDA Tom Demmer O O
0  LOEZ Administrator Andy Shaw O |
(Vice-Chair)
O O O O
Call to Order

The meeting was called to order after quorum was established with seven voting members present and
two guests. Since Anderson is an elected Lee County Board member we will list him as representing the
county and have Englund as a meeting guest. Rochelle’s new city manager, Zeke Jackson, was introduced

to the group.

Minutes
Minutes from 4/8 were presented in the board packet. Motion to accept by Anderson, 2™ by Wllliams,
passed with all in favor.

Financial and Admin Report
Shaw noted several new project fees totaling 6,870 and CD interest of 5428.95 and an overall
$433,026.46 now in the Project Fund.

Motion to accept the financial report by Nicholson, 2™ by Englund, passed with all in favor.

Shaw noted that one recent new project represented a casualty loss from storm damage at Bonnell
Industries at its Franklin Grove Road facility. He proposed that the enterprise zone fee be waived due to
the situation and entertained a motion to waive the fee. Motion by Williams to waive Bonnell’s EZ
project fee, 2" by Hughes, all in favor.
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In further comments on admin activities, Shaw made note of several items: Hillwood’s site in Creston
made contact regarding the process for inclusion in the zone and it was provided. Shaw recently reviewed
Lee and Ogle tax bills for all EZ projects and found all to be in good order. He recently recorded
resolutions for abatement for the Oregon area HAI project. In this discussion Anderson suggested that a
report to taxing bodies and units of government be assembled to show our results and this will be worked
on. Finally, he noted the CRM mapping for zone business visits and mailers that will be undertaken in the
near future.

Old Business

New Business

In New Business, Shaw brought up a recent, and first ever, FOIA received by the LOEZ for information
regarding a data center project near Constellation Nuclear in Byron. As there was no such project known
to us, there is nothing responsive to the request. In discussion, members suggested he inquire with the
lllinois AG Public Access Office to find out if such requests are binding upon us.

Roundtable

Next Meeting
Zoom meeting on August 5" at 10am.

Adjournment
Motion to adjourn by Anderson, 2™ by Williams, passed with all in favor.
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= Blackhawk Hills Regional Council
b h r C I I Balance Sheet by Fund
as of 09/30/2026

Blackhawk Hills Regional Council

Account Number Account Name Held for Others - LOEZ Investments - CDs - LOEZ

Assets
1000 Checking $133,026.63 $0.00
1500 Investments $300,000.00 $0.00
Total Assets $433,026.63 $0.00
Liabilities
2100 Accrued Liabilities $432,215.27 $0.00
Total Liabilities $432,215.27 $0.00
Equity
3112 Funds Held for Others - LOEZ -

Fund Balance $811.36 $0.00
Total Equity $811.36 $0.00

Total Liabilities + Total Equity $433,026.63 $0.00




Blackhawk Hills Regional Council

bhnTi

Blackhawk Hills Regional Council

General Ledger
for the period of 01/01/2026 to 09/30/2026

Contact Credit Amount Balance

Asset

1002 - Sauk

Valley Bank - - - - R

LOEZ

gzﬂ:&”g - - - $216,600.05
01/06/2026 63199021 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $500.24 - $500.24 $217,100.29
01/31/2026 64032691 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others.... $506.87 - $506.87 $217,607.16
02/04/2026 64242052 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $500.24 - $500.24 $218,107.40
02/23/2026 64710642 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... $742.32 - $742.32 $218,849.72
02/28/2026 64831246 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others.... $460.34 - $460.34 $219,310.06
03/04/2026 64968656 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $1,417.45 - $1,417.45 $220,727.51
03/31/2026 65871510 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others... $515.22 - $515.22 $221,242.73
04/03/2026 65871509 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $2,053.59 - $2,053.59 $223,296.32
04/06/2026 65871615 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... $1,250.00 - $1,250.00 $224,546.32
04/24/2026 66462401 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... $1,250.00 - $1,250.00 $225,796.32
04/30/2026 66639652 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others... $507.41 - $507.41 $226,303.73
05/01/2026 66639741 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... $250.00 - $250.00 $226,553.73
05/05/2026 66715074 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $1,815.55 - $1,815.55 $228,369.28
05/18/2026 67301878 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... $4,000.00 - $4,000.00 $232,369.28

Blackhawk Hills ... Held for Others.... $120.00 - $120.00 $232,489.28

05/31/2026 67427885 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others.... $537.18 - $537.18 $233,026.46
06/03/2026 67558858 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $2,204.42 - $2,204.42 $235,230.88
06/09/2026 67766092 Check QwickRate QwickrateCD  Held for Others... - $100,000.00 -$100,000.00 $135,230.88
06/10/2026 68053120 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... $125.00 - $125.00 $135,355.88
06/30/2026 68318971 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others.... $365.80 - $365.80 $135,721.68
07/03/2026 68548469 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $698.80 - $698.80 $136,420.48
07/28/2026 69235944 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $1,575.48 -$1,575.48 $134,845.00
07/28/2026 69235945 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $1,524.66 -$1,524.66 $133,320.34
07/28/2026 69235946 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $1,575.48 -$1,575.48 $131,744.86
07/28/2026 69235947 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $965.61 -$965.61 $130,779.25
07/31/2026 69236027 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others.... $316.82 - $316.82 $131,096.07
08/05/2026 69477573 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $811.36 - $811.36 $131,907.43
08/31/2026 70155484 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others.... $307.84 - $307.84 $132,215.27
09/03/2026 71063499 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $811.36 - $811.36 $133,026.63

Total for 1002 -

f?)uEkZ Valley Bank - $22,067.81 $105,641.23 -$83,573.42 $133,026.63

1502 -

Investments - - - - -

CDs - LOEZ
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Beginning
Balance

Total for 1502 -

Investments - CDs

-LOEZ

Liability

2156 - Accrued
Funds Held for
Others-LOEZ
Beginning
Balance

Total for 2156 -
Accrued Funds
Held for Others-
LOEZ

Income

5180 - Revenue
from Program
Service Fees

Total for 5180 -
Revenue from
Program Service
Fees

5310 - Revenue
from Interest
Earned

Contact Credit Amount Balance
R - - $200,000.00
06/09/2026 67766092 Check QwickRate Qwickrate CD Held for Others.... $100,000.00 - $100,000.00 $300,000.00
$100,000.00 $0.00 $100,000.00 $300,000.00
- - - $307,002.11
03/31/2026 69689424 Journal Entry LOEZ - Funds Held for Others... - $114,240.62 $114,240.62 $421,242.73
08/31/2026 70867130 Journal Entry REMOVE LOEZ ... Held for Others... - $10,972.54 $10,972.54 $432,215.27
$0.00 $125,213.16 $125,213.16 $432,215.27
02/23/2026 64710642 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... - $742.32 $742.32 $742.32
03/31/2026 69689424 Journal Entry LOEZ - Funds Held for Others... $101,880.11 - -$101,880.11 -$101,137.79
04/06/2026 65871615 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... - $1,250.00 $1,250.00 -$99,887.79
04/24/2026 66462401 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... - $1,250.00 $1,250.00 -$98,637.79
05/01/2026 66639741 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... - $250.00 $250.00 -$98,387.79
05/18/2026 67301878 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... - $4,000.00 $4,000.00 -$94,387.79
Blackhawk Hills ... Held for Others ... - $120.00 $120.00 -$94,267.79
08/31/2026 70867130 Journal Entry REMOVE LOEZ ... Held for Others... $6,870.00 - -$6,870.00 -$101,137.79
$108,750.11 $7,612.32 -$101,137.79 -$101,137.79
01/06/2026 63199021 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $500.24 $500.24 $500.24
01/31/2026 64032691 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others ... - $506.87 $506.87 $1,007.11
02/04/2026 64242052 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $500.24 $500.24 $1,507.35
02/28/2026 64831246 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others... - $460.34 $460.34 $1,967.69
03/04/2026 64968656 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $1,417.45 $1,417.45 $3,385.14
03/31/2026 65871510 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others... - $515.22 $515.22 $3,900.36
03/31/2026 69689424 Journal Entry LOEZ - Funds Held for Others ... $12,360.51 - -$12,360.51 -$8,460.15
04/03/2026 65871509 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others ... - $2,053.59 $2,053.59 -$6,406.56
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Total for 5310 -
Revenue from
Interest Earned

Contact Credit Amount Balance

04/30/2026 66639652 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others ... - $507.41 $507.41 -$5,899.15
05/05/2026 66715074 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $1,815.55 $1,815.55 -$4,083.60
05/31/2026 67427885 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others ... - $537.18 $537.18 -$3,546.42
06/03/2026 67558858 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $2,204.42 $2,204.42 -$1,342.00
06/10/2026 68053120 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... LOEZ Project F... Held for Others... - $125.00 $125.00 -$1,217.00
06/30/2026 68318971 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others.... - $365.80 $365.80 -$851.20
07/03/2026 68548469 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $698.80 $698.80 -$152.40
07/28/2026 69235944 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $1,575.48 - -$1,575.48 -$1,727.88
07/28/2026 69235945 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $1,524.66 - -$1,524.66 -$3,252.54
07/28/2026 69235946 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $1,575.48 - -$1,575.48 -$4,828.02
07/28/2026 69235947 Check Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... $965.61 - -$965.61 -$5,793.63
07/31/2026 69236027 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others ... - $316.82 $316.82 -$5,476.81
08/05/2026 69477573 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $811.36 $811.36 -$4,665.45
08/31/2026 70155484 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... Interest Earned  Held for Others ... - $307.84 $307.84 -$4,357.61
08/31/2026 70867130 Journal Entry REMOVE LOEZ ... Held for Others.... $4,102.54 - -$4,102.54 -$8,460.15
09/03/2026 71063499 Deposit Blackhawk Hills ... CD Interest Ear... Held for Others... - $811.36 $811.36 -$7,648.79

$22,104.28 $14,455.49 -$7,648.79 -$7,648.79
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To:
From:
Date:

Subject:

&

Lee—O(E;Iee

ENTERPRIS

Enterprise Zone Advisory Board
Andy Shaw, Administrator
6/10/2026

Report of Activities

ZONE

Financial Report/Project Fund: Our previous overall Project Fund balance including

200k in CD’s was reported as 433,026.46. On 6/9 an additional 100k CD was
purchased. No project fees were collected since the last report. New total for the
Project Fund is 433,026.63 due to adjustments explained below due to a past entry
error.

$300k in CD’s include, first two set to renew at current rates:
$100k 4/3/26 matured on 9/30/26 3.79%

S50k 5/4/26 maturing on 10/31/26 3.64%

S50k 2/3/25 maturing on 3/3/27 3.59%

$100k 6/9/26 maturing on 6/9/27 3.94%

Those CD’s produce the CD interest entries that required correction that can be
seen in the 5310 Revenue from Interest Earned category highlighted at the end of
the General Ledger Report:
o Previously over-reported since it included earnings from BOTH BHRC and

LOEZ CD’s all held at Sauk Valley Bank:

e 3/4/26,1417.45

e 4/3/26,2053.59

e 5/5/26,1815.55

o 6/3/26,2204.42

Correcting journal entries, returned to BHRC from LOEZ, from 7/28/26:

e -965.61, net to LOEZ 451.84 (1417.45 - 965.61)

e -1575.48, net to LOEZ 478.11 (2053.59 — 1575.48)
e -1524.66, net to LOEZ 290.89 (1815.55 — 1524.66)
e -1575.48, net to LOEZ 628.84 (2204.42 — 1575.48)

Zone Amendment Potential: | had a call with Lee County Zoning about a potential
rural site and let them know to have their client get in touch.
RLF/Facade/Business Fund: No update

Opportunity Zones 2.0: No update

Steward EDA Project: No update

309 1st Ave Rock Falls, IL 61071
p: (815) 625-3854 leeoglezone@blackhawkhills.com www.leeoglezone.com
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6. Rochelle EECBG Grant for Energy Planning: The city adopted the completed plan on
8/11, and is now wrapping up payments and reimbursement for the project.
7. Upcoming/Ongoing Projects:
o Project closings and reporting: kicking off a contact cycle to get closing
project data from our past projects.
o New map database of zone addresses, | now have updated GIS files from
both counties and am running two prongs with it:
= Mailer to promote use of incentive, planned for vast majority of the
address file
=  “Business Walk” cold call/visits to meet businesses using new
contact tool seen below:
o Mapping of past project sites and amendments, ongoing.
o Documentation of past projects per our June LOEZ discussion
8. Zone Extension Process:
o Process was released by DCEO at last month’s EZ-TIF conference, see
attached pages
9. OMA-FOIA: After discussion last time | found relevant information from the past
advisory letters in the State of IL AG office, attached for discussion in old business.
10. Meetings Attended
o 6/11 BHRC Meeting with new Rochelle City Manager
6/12 Visit NW IL Lunch
6/17 IDOT Dixon seminar on ITEP and other programs
6/18 DCEO Moline Roadshow
6/23 DCEO CDBG Webinar
6/24 Trail Branding Meetings
7/1 Rochelle BHRC Housing Contest Reception
7/6 Energy Action Plan Committee
7/14 IL Legislator Update Townhall
7/16 Business Transition Webinar
7/17 BHRC NW IL CEDS Committee
7/29 LCIDA
7/30 Rochelle EZ Client Call
8/10 Oregon Larado Taft Call
9/15-7 lllinois Grocery Initiative Webinars
9/28 BHRC Council
9/30 Bonnell Grand Opening

0O 0O 0O o 00 oo 0o o o o0 o o o
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Enterprise Zone 10 Year Extension
2026 IEIA Fall Conference
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10-Year Enterprise Zone Extension

Extension Request Process

The Act - 20 ILCS 655/ 5.3
Who needs to apply?

When should you apply?
What will be expected?
What should you know?

S &\ lllinois
B :\ Department of Commerce
£ & Economic Opportunity
J JB Pritzker,Governor




lllinois Enterprise Zone Act
(20 ILCS 655/5.3) (from Ch. 67 1/2, par. 608)

Sec. 5.3. Certification of Enterprise Zones; effective date. (c)

...An Enterprise Zone designated on or after the effective date of this amendatory Act of the
97th General Assembly shall be in effect for a term of 15 calendar years, or for a lesser
number of years specified in the certified designating ordinance. An enterprise zone
designated on or after the effective date of this amendatory Act of the 97th General Assembly
shall be subject to review by the Board after 13 years for an additional 10-year designation
beginning on the expiration date of the enterprise zone. During the review process, the Board
shall consider the costs incurred by the State and units of local government as a result of tax
benefits received by the enterprise zone as well as whether the Zone has substantially
implemented the plans and achieved the goals set forth in its original application, including
satisfaction of the investment and job creation or retention information provided by the
Applicant with respect to paragraph (f) of subsection (1) of Section 4 of the Act. Enterprise
Zones shall terminate at midnight of December 31 of the final calendar year of the certified
term, except as provided in Section 5.4.
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Who is eligible to apply?

Those 49 Enterprise Zones whose certification effective date
was 1/1/2016 and expiration date is December 31, 2030.

Where to Apply?

Applications/ Requests/ Ordinances should be submitted to the
Enterprise Zone Program

By mail to 1011 S. 2nd Street, Springfield, lllinois 62704 on or
after January 13t, 2029, but no later than May 315t, 2029.

S &\ lllinois
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When to Apply?

Applications/ Requests/ Ordinances must be submitted on
or after January 1%, 2029, but no later than May 31st, 2029.

Review of requests will occur in 2029

State's EZ Board will be responsible for approval of
extensions

S &\ lllinois
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Requirements?

Introductory cover letter providing the Enterprise Zones request
for a 10-year extension

Sighed Ordinances from each Unit of Government with a
citation within noting their approval and request for amending
the current expiration date for another 10 years

Completed application along with any supporting
documentation providing explanation and support for the
zone’s extension request

S &\ lllinois

B :\ Department of Commerce
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lllinois Enterprise Zone Act
(20 ILCS 655/5.3)

Costs Incurred

* Enterprise Zones will be responsible for providing the estimated costs
incurred by the State and the EZ Units of Government for the Enterprise
Zones’ previous 13 Year period.

* During the review process, the Board shall consider the costs incurred by
the State and the Units of Government as a result of tax benefits received
by the Enterprise Zone.

S &\ lllinois

B :\ Department of Commerce
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lllinois Enterprise Zone Act
(20 ILCS 655/5.3)

Progress Shown for Original Goals and Development Plans

Enterprise Zones will be responsible for providing supportive information
and narrative explanation on whether the EZ has substantially
implemented the plans and goals set forth from its original application.

* The Review Board will take into account whether the EZ has substantially
implemented the plans and goals set forth from its original application.

S &\ lllinois

B :\ Department of Commerce
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lllinois Enterprise Zone Act
(20 ILCS 655/5.3)

Investment and Job Creation/Retention

 During the review process, the Board shall consider whether the Zone has
satisfied the investment and job creation or retention requirements set
forth in the EZ Act.

What’s Expected?

* Enterprise Zones will be responsible for providing detailed information
regarding total investment amounts and jobs created and/or retained over
the past 13 years. This information should indicate whether the Zone met,
exceeded, or fell short of the investment and job creation or retention
projections identified in the original application.

S &\ lllinois

B :\ Department of Commerce
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Preparation - What should an applicant prepare for now?

Review your original Enterprise Zone application as approved

Review the development goals & plans, and the investment and job
commitments contained in the original application

Compile information regarding actual investment made and the jobs
created/retained over the past 13 years

Gather the State and units of government costs associated with EZ incentives
and assistance provided over the past 13 years

Chart the progress made toward the original goals and development plans
and document any changes that occurred in the zone’s mission

Identify the areas where actual performance differed from original projections

Prepare a schedule for public notice, public hearing,
including all units of government meetings, et cetera

S &\ lllinois

B :\ Department of Commerce
& Economic Opportunity
e 5 JB Pritzker,Governor



Things To Understand

This is an amendment /extension request which is not a competitive
process

This an amendment of the EZ expiration date and all procedures for
Ordinance approval should be met per the EZ ACT as any other
amendment requires

Successfully completing this process is a necessary requirement
to extend the EZ termination date out to its full 25 years

Any Enterprise Zone slated for extension, but not requesting an
extension, will expire as previously approved on 12/31/2030

If extension approval is granted for the 10-year extension, it will be
added on to the existing termination date

S &\ lllinois

B :\ Department of Commerce
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Questions?

lllinois

Department of Commerce
& Economic Opportunity
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OFFICE OF THE ATTORNEY GENERAL
STATE OF ILLINOIS

Lisa Madigan

ATTORNEY GENERAL

February 15, 2018

Via electronic mail

Mr. Doug Nelson

President, Nelson Enterprises
wspynews@gmail.com

Via electronic mail

Ms. Julie A. Tappendorf, Partner

Ancel Glink Diamond Bush DiCianni & Krafthefer
A Professional Corporation

140 South Dearborn Street, 6th Floor

Chicago, Illinois 60603
jtappendorf@ancelglink.com

RE: OMA Request for Review — 2016 PAC 44489

Dear Mr. Nelson and Ms. Tappendorf:

This determination is issued pursuant to section 3.5(e) of the Open Meetings Act
(OMA) (5 ILCS 120/3.5(e) (West 2016)). For the reasons stated below, the Public Access
Bureau concludes that the Advisory Board (Advisory Board) of the DeKalb County Enterprise
Zone (Enterprise Zone) is a public body for purposes of OMA and thus violated the requirements
of the Act in connection with its meeting held on or about August 18, 2016.

On October 11, 2016, Mr. Doug Nelson, on behalf of WSPY News (WSPY),
submitted this Request for Review alleging that the Advisory Board had failed to adhere to the
requirements of OMA in connection with its meeting held on or about August 18, 2016. Mr.
Nelson stated that when WSPY had requested notice of Advisory Board meetings, the Advisory
Board had responded that it would not allow the public or the press to attend its meetings
because it did not believe that it was a public body subject to OMA. Mr. Nelson contended that
the Advisory Board is a public body because its "primary purpose * * * is to determine if

500 South Second Street, Springfietd, illinois 62706 « (217) 782-1090 ¢ TTY: (217) 785 -2771 « Fax: (217) 782-7046
100 West Randolph Street, Chicago, lllinois, 60601 « (312) 814-3000 * TTY: (312) 814-3374 » Fax: (312) 814-3806
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applications for real estate and sales tax abatement are sufficient to receive abatement of taxes[,]"
and thus the Advisory Board has "control of the public purse[.]"!

On October 25, 2016, this office sent a copy of the Request for Review to the
Advisory Board and asked it to provide this oftice with copies of its organizing documents,
together with a detailed written response to Mr. Nelson's allegation that it is a public body
subject to the requirements of OMA. On November 4, 2016, outside counsel for the DeKalb
County Economic Development Corporation (EDC) provided this office with copies of three
DeKalb County Board (County Board) resolutions pertaining to the Advisory Board? and a
written response. On November 21, 2016, Mr. Nelson submitted a reply.

DETERMINATION

"In order that the people shall be informed, the General Assembly finds and
declares that it is the intent of [OMA] to ensure that the actions of public bodies be taken openly
and that their deliberations be conducted openly.” 5 ILCS 120/1 (2016).

Section 1.02 of OMA (5 ILCS 120/1.02 (West 2016)) defines a "public body" as:

[A]ll legislative, executive, administrative or advisory bodies of
the State, counties, townships, cities, villages, incorporated towns,
school districts and all other municipal corporations, boards,
bureaus, committees or commissions of this State, and any
subsidiary bodies of any of the foregoing including but not limited
to committees and subcommittees which are supported in whole or
in part by tax revenue, or which expend tax revenue, except the
General Assembly and committees or commissions thereof.

In its response to this office, the EDC stated that as an initial matter, "the
Enterprise Zone is not an entity, private or public. Instead, the Enterprise Zone is a 'zone’ that is
designated and established over a specific area pursuant to the Illinois Enterprise Zone Act" (20

!E-mail from WSPY News to Sarah Pratt, Public Access Counselor, Office of the Attorney
General (October 6, 2016).

2County of DeKalb, Establishing the DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Resolution R2014-76 (Nov.
19, 2014); County of DeKalb, Adopting the DeKalb County Enterprise Zone Intergovernmental Agreement,
Resolution R2014-77 (Nov. 19, 2014); County of DeKalb, Appointing the DeKalb County Economic Development
Corporation as the Zone Administrator for the DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Resolution R2014-78 (Nov. 19,
2014).
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ILCS 655/1 et seq. (West 2016)). In contrast, the EDC acknowledged that the Advisory Board
is a "body," but argued that "it is a private one that provides contractual services to certain
government bodies pursuant to a contract for services.” (Emphasis in original.)*

The EDC then discussed the Advisory Board's implementing resolutions. DeKalb
County Resolution R2014-76, which initiated the Enterprise Zone, provides that certain
"Designating Units of Government"—the DeKalb County Board, Cortland Town Council,
DeKalb City Council, Genoa City Council, Sandwich City Council, Sycamore City Council, and
Waterman Village Board—determined that it was necessary for the region to obtain the
enterprise zone designation.’ The enterprise zone designation application process is
administered by the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic Opportunity,® subject to the
approval of the State's Enterprise Zone Board.” However, "[t]he administration of an Enterprise
Zone shall be under the jurisdiction of the designating municipality or county."® Resolution
R2014-77 approved the intergovemmental agreement (IGA), pursuant to the Intergovernmental
Cooperation Act (5 ILCS 220/1 ef seq. (West 2016)), between the Designating Units of
Government.? It provides that the Advisory Board shall be comprised of the Executive
Committee of the Board of Directors of the EDC, with the Executive Director of the EDC
serving as Enterprise Zone Administrator.'® The EDC's Executive Committee is elected annually
at the EDC Annual Meeting.!' Additionally, Resolution R2014-78 formalized the EDC's role of

3Letter from Julie A. Tappendorf, Ancel Glink, to Joshua Jones, Supervising Attorney, Public
Access Bureau (November 4, 2016), at 1.

iLetter from Julie A. Tappendorf, Ancel Glink, to Joshua Jones, Supervising Attorney, Public
Access Bureau (November 4, 2016), at 1.

3County of DeKalb, Establishing the DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Resolution R2014-76 (Nov.
19,2014), at 1.

6See 20 ILCS 655/5.1 (West 2016).
7See 20 ILCS 655/5.2.1 (West 2016).
820 ILCS 655/8 (West 2016).

County of DeKalb, Adopting the DeKalb County Enterprise Zone Intergovernmental Agreement,
Resolution R2014-77 (Nov. 19,2014).

*DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, [ntergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 29.

"DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 30.
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administering the Enterprise Zone.'? The formation of the Enterprise Zone permits eligible
companies to apply for and obtain property tax abatement pursuant to a memorandum of
understanding with the Enterprise Zone Administrator in return for meeting qualifying
conditions that are intended to promote economic growth.'3

Claiming that the Advisory Board "does not fall within the list expressly
identified as public bodies" in section 1.02 of OMA, the EDC argued that the Advisory Board
could only be subject to OMA if it "somehow qualiffies] as a subsidiary body of the County or
one of the other governmental entities."'*

The test for whether an entity qualifies as a subsidiary body was set forth in
Rockford Newspapers, Inc. v. Northern Illinois Council on Alcoholism & Drug Dependence, 64
I1l. App. 3d 94, 96-97 (1978), as summarized in Hopf v. Topcorp, Inc.,256 1}1. App. 3d 887, 892
(1st Dist. 1993): "(1) whether the entity has a legal existence independent of govermment
resolution; (2) the nature of the functions performed by the entity; and (3) the degree of
government control exerted over the entity."'® In Rockford, the lllinois Appellate Court held that
a not-for-profit corporation that administered drug and alcohol treatment programs was not
subject to the provisions of OMA, despite the fact that it was primarily government-funded and
its activities were regulated and monitored by various levels of government. See Rockford, 64
I1l. App. 3d at 96 ("The amount or percentage of governmental funding of a private entity should
have no bearing on whether that entity is characterized as a subsidiary for purposes of the Open
Meetings Act. Although the Act itself provides that a particular entity need not be publically
funded in order to be required to hold open meetings, it does not state that public funding alone
will make a particular entity subject to the Act.").

Applying the first factor, independent legal existence, to itself, rather than the
Advisory Board, the EDC stated that it is a registered 501(c)(3) non-profit organization. The
EDC argued that its role in administering the Enterprise Zone does not diminish its status as an
independent and private entity, comparing itself to the non-profit organization at issue in

2County of DeKalb, Appointing the DeKalb County Economic Development Corporation as the
Zone Administrator for the DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Resolution R2014-78 (Nov. 19, 2014),

13See generally County of DeKalb, Establishing the DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Resolution
R2014-76 (Nov. 19,2014), at 1.

MLetter from Julie A. Tappendorf, Ancel Glink, to Joshua Jones, Supervising Attorney, Public
Access Bureau (November 4, 2016), at 2.

5This office notes that the 1llinois Supreme Court in Better Government Ass'n v. Illinois High
School Ass'n, 2017 IL 121124, 926, 89 N.E.3d 376, 384 (2017), which was decided after the parties' submissions in
this matter, recognized an additional factor: "the extent to which the entity is publicly funded{.]"
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Rockford and the Illinois High School Association (IHSA) in Better Government Ass'n v. Illinois
High School Ass'n, 2016 IL App (1st) 151356, 56 N.E.3d 497 (2016), aff'd, 2017 IL 121124, 89
N.E.3d 376 (2017). The EDC stated that membership of the Advisory Board is entirely within
its control, rather than the control of any govemmental unit, and that members of the Advisory
Board serve without compensation. In addition, the EDC stated that the Zone Administrator
(who is also the EDC Director) is paid solely by the EDC, and that the Advisory Board is
entirely funded through administrative fees paid by businesses in the Enterprise Zone.

Under the second factor, the nature of the functions performed by the entity, the
EDC acknowledged that the Advisory Board provides certain functions and services for the
Designating Units of Government, but argued that "those functions are not governmental in
nature[ ]" because they are "the type of contractual services that are routinely provided by private
consultants[.]"'® Citing Better Government Ass'n, the EDC argued that the fact that a public
body could perform the same functions as the Advisory Board does not transform its functions
into governmental functions. See Better Government Ass'n, 2016 IL App (1st) 151356, §725-28,
56 N.E.3d at 505 (concluding that "although a public body could perform the same functions of
IHSA in developing, supervising, and promoting interscholastic competitions among its member
schools, the private, independent, not-for-profit IHSA does not perform public, governmental
functions in this case."). The EDC also asserted that although the Advisory Board's duties are
advisory in nature, the Advisory Board does not advise a public body.

Under the third factor, degree of control by a govermmental entity, the EDC
emphasized that the voting membership of the Advisory Board is comprised of the EDC's
Executive Committee and Executive Director. According to the EDC, "[t}here is no day-to-day
supervision over the [Advisory Board] by the county or any other governmental entity."'’

In reply, WSPY first argued that it is important to distinguish the EDC from the
Advisory Board. WSPY acknowledged that EDC is a private entity, but asserted that the
Advisory Board is a separate entity, stating that the entities have separate meetings with separate
agendas, meeting structures, and attendance.

With respect to whether the Advisory Board has an independent legal existence,
WSPY argued that it does not, disputing the EDC's claim that membership on the Advisory
Board is entirely under the EDC's control. WSPY asserted that under the IGA, the constituent
bodies that do not have representation on the Advisory Board may appoint non-voting members.

18Letter from Julie A. Tappendorf, Ancel Glink, to Joshua Jones, Supervising Attorney, Public
Access Bureau (November 4, 2016), at 3.

17Letter from Julie A. Tappendorf, Ancel Glink, to Joshua Jones, Supervising Attorney, Public
Access Bureau (November 4, 2016), at S.
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The pertinent provision of the IGA states: "Representatives of the Designating Units of
Govemment and Representatives of Taxing Bodies participating in the DeKalb County
Enterprise Zone Property Tax Abatement Program who do not currently serve on the EDC
Executive Committee will be ex-officio, non-voting member(s] of the Advisory Board."'® Thus,
it appears not that the constituent bodies independently appoint non-voting members to the
Advisory Board, but that representatives of the constituent bodies automatically qualify as non-
voting Advisory Board members.

WSPY further argued, however, that the Advisory Board "does not have an
independent legal existence apart from the constituent governments that created" it,'? stating that
important decisions must be approved by six of the seven Designating Units of Government. For
instance, the IGA provides that in the event that the County or EDC elects to terminate it:

[T]he parties shall cooperate in good faith to approve a new Zone
Administrator and Administration Board that is acceptable to at
least six out of seven of the Parties, to approve a new
Administration Agreement that is acceptable to at least six out of
seven of the Parties, and to approve an amendment to this
Agreement consistent with the Parties' agreement. The
membership composition of the Advisory Board and the
mechanism for selection of members of the Advisory Board shall
not change without the approval of at least six out of seven of the
Parties to this Agreement. ")

In contrast, WSPY argued, a legally independent entity would be able to alter its own operations
without consulting public bodies for approval. WSPY asserted that, given the Advisory Board's
sole purpose of administering the Enterprise Zone, "[t]his lack of control over its own destiny
illustrates that it has no separate legal existence" from the IGA and the parties to it.?!

As to the nature and function of the Advisory Board, WSPY asserted that the
Advisory Board makes final decisions on whether applications for tax abatement are accepted or
rejected. WSPY stated that before the Enterprise Zone was created, tax incentive deals in

18DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 29.

19Letter from Doug Nelson, President, Wspy News, to Josh Jones, Attorney General, Supervising
Attorney (undated), at *2.

DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 29-30.

2Letter from Doug Nelson, President, Wspy News, to Josh Jones, Attorney General, Supervising
Attorney (undated), at *3.
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DeKalb County were discussed and voted upon in open meetings held in accordance with OMA;
by not adhering to OMA, the Advisory Board "has dramatically reduced public inspection,
comment, and understanding of tax incentive deals" in the County.??

Lastly, regarding the degree of governmental control over the Advisory Board,
WSPY argued that the terms of the IGA are comprehensive. WSPY noted that section IV of the
IGA? sets out the Advisory Board's duties, membership composition and terms, voting
requirements, and mechanics of dissolution.

Although the parties in this matter focused on the factors used to assess whether
an entity is a subsidiary body, this office notes that advisory bodies are also identified in section
1.02 of OMA as public bodies subject to the Act. In University Professionals of lllinois, Local
4100 of the [llinois Federation of Teachers v. Stukel, 344 I1l. App. 3d 856 (1st Dist. 2003), the
plaintiff alleged that a group of presidents and chancellors of public universities (Council), which
made recommendations to the Illinois Board of Higher Education (IBHE), violated OMA by
meeting privately before IBHE meetings to discuss issues related to funding for public education
because it constituted an advisory body. Stukel, 344 I1l. App. 3d at 858. In holding that the
Council was not an advisory body for purposes of OMA, the court considered the following
factors to be relevant to that assessment:

[1] who appoints the members of the entity, the formality of their
appointment, and whether they are paid for their tenure; [2] the
entity's assigned duties, including duties reflected in the entity's
bylaws or authorizing statute; [3] whether its role is solely advisory
or whether it also has a deliberative or investigative function; [4]
whether the entity is subject to government control or otherwise
accountable to any public body; [S] whether the group has a
budget; [6] its place within the larger organization or institution of
which it is a part; and [7] the impact of decisions or
recommendations that the group makes. Stukel, 344 Ill. App. 3d at
858.

These factors have significant overlap with the Rockford factors, as both sets examine the
independence of the entities and the role that they play in the transaction of public business.

2L etter from Doug Nelson, President, Wspy News, to Josh Jones, Attorney General, Supervising
Attorney (undated), at *3.

Z3DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 28-30.
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Various decisions have been issued by Illinois courts concerning whether entities
qualified as subsidiary or advisory bodies for purposes of OMA, but none address whether an
entity may be a public body pursuant to an intergovernmental agreement. The Office of the
Attorney General, however, has issued opinions concerning the nature of entities formed by
intergovernmental agreements. In Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021, issued November 4, 1999,
Attorney General Ryan addressed whether DuPage Public Safety Communications (Du-Comm),
an entity created pursuant to an intergovernmental agreement to provide centralized public safety
dispatching services, was an "agency” required to maintain its records in accordance with the
Local Records Act (S0 ILCS 205/1 et seq. (West 1998)). Seven municipalities originally entered
into the intergovernmental agreement upon passing authorizing ordinances. Ill. Att'y Gen. Op.
No. 99-021, at 2. Du-Comm was led by an unpaid board of directors and unpaid executive
committee. Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021, at 2. The board of directors, consisting of mayors or
presidents of the participating municipalities and representatives of the participating fire
protection districts, was authorized to approve and adopt Du-Comm's annual budget; contract on
behalf of Du-Comm; incur debts, liabilities, or obligations to accomplish its purposes; and
employ personnel. Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021, at 2-3. The executive committee, consisting
of the officers of the board of directors and two municipal administrators, two fire chiefs, and
two police chiefs, was responsible for Du-Comm's day-to-day operations. Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No.
99-021, at 3. Each of the parties to the intergovernmental agreement contributed to Du-Comm's
budget, owned a common interest in its property, and was liable for its debts. Ill. Att'y Gen. Op.
No. 99-021, at 3.

Attorney General Ryan noted that the purpose of the Local Records Act was to
facilitate governmental operations by prohibiting "any officer or agency" from disposing of local
public records without approval from the applicable Local Records Commission. Ill. Att'y Gen.
Op. No. 99-021, at 3-4 (quoting 50 ILCS 205/7 (West 1998)). Much like the definition of
"public body" in OMA, the definition of "agency" in the Local Records Act included "all parts,
boards, departments, bureaus and commissions of any county, municipal corporation or political
subdivision." Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021, at 4 (quoting 50 ILCS 205/3 (West 1998)).
Attorney General Ryan stated that the municipalities and fire protection districts that participated
in Du-Comm were municipal corporations and thus agencies subject to the Local Records Act.
I1l. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021, at 5. Given that "Du-Comm was not created as a separate legal
entity," and no statutory authority existed for the creation of such a separate governmental
entity,?* Attorney General Ryan concluded that "Du-Comm is a joint operation of its member
municipal corporations[,]" and therefore "a part of each of the municipal corporations that
created it." Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021, at 6. Attorney General Ryan accordingly opined that

%4This office notes that the Illinois Enterprise Zone Act does not provide for an enterprise zone to
be a separate legal entity.
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Du-Comm was an "agency" subject to the requirements of the Local Records Act. Iil. Att'y Gen.
Op. No. 99-021, at 7.

Although Attorney General Ryan's analysis of agencies created pursuant to
intergovernmental agreements in Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021 concerned a different statute, it
. is instructive in this matter given the similarities between the definitions of "agency" and "public
body" and the factors that were considered in determining whether an entity created pursuant to
an intergovernmental agreement is an "agency" under the Local Records Act and the Stukel/ and
Rockford factors that are relevant to our determination of whether the Advisory Board is subject
to OMA.

Under the terms of the IGA, the voting members of the Advisory Board are
appointed by the EDC, a private entity, though representatives of the constituent bodies serve as
non-voting members. Advisory Board members do not receive compensation, as was the case
with Du-Comm's board of directors and the Council in Stukel. See Stukel, 344 Ill. App. 3d at
866. Yet, while the Council in Stukel was self-initiated (Stukel, 344 111. App. 3d at 866), the
Advisory Board and Du-Comm's board of directors were created under intergovermmental
agreements. Better Government Ass'n is also factually distinguishable. In holding that the IHSA
was not a public body, the court emphasized that the IHSA "was not created by a school district
or any other public body or by any other statute or government resolution. * * * [ts authority is
derived from its board of directors, which is created pursuant to its own constitution." (Betfer
Government Ass'n, 2017 IL 121124, 437, 89 N.E.3d at 386). Similar to Du-Comm'’s board of
directors, on the other hand, the Advisory Board is empowered to act only pursuant to the IGA
and Administration Agreement, which manifest the collective will of the Designating Units of
Government — not the EDC.

The duties of the Advisory Board, as set out in the Enterprise Zone's
Administration Agreement,?’ include implementing and monitoring goals and objectives;
establishing operations and management procedures, including appeals processes, and advising
on policies; reporting to the Designating Units of Government and other participating bodies on
an annual basis as to Zone activities, performance, policies, and procedures; marketing the
Enterprise Zone, and reporting data to the Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic
Opportunity and Illinois Department of Revenue. These significant, formal responsibilities
accord with those of Du-Comm's board of directors but contrast sharply with those of the
Council in Stukel, which had no duties assigned by IBHE. See Stukel, 344 111. App. 3d at 866.
Further, while the Council in Stuke/ had no deliberative or investigative function (Stukel, 344 Ill.
App. 3d at 866), the Advisory Board has a substantial deliberative function in deciding which

DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Administration Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 2.
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companies receive property tax abatements and under what conditions. Thus, the Advisory
Board's duties strongly indicate that it is a public body.

Although the EDC argued that the Advisory Board is not supervised by any
public body on a day to day basis, the Advisory Board is accountable to the Designating Units of
Government under the IGA and Administration Agreement. Unlike the Council in Stukel, which
was not subject to governmental control or otherwise accountable to any public body (Stukel,
344 11l. App. 3d at 866), and the IHSA, where "no public body has control over how the
governing board is established or comprised{,]" "[m]embership by individual schools is not
compulsory[,]" and "[t]he board is not accountable to any particular school district or particular
public school[ " (Better Government Ass'n, 2017 IL 121124, 4140, 41, 89 N.E.3d at 386-87), the
membership and duties of the Advisory Board are governed by the IGA and Administration
Agreement. As with Du-Comm and its board of directors, the Advisory Board has no legal
existence independent of govermment resolution; it lacks discretion to act outside of the duties
established by the Designating Units of Government under the Illinois Enterprise Zone Act. See
[1l. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 05-010, issued December 16, 2005, at 29 (an entity created pursuant to an
intergovernmental agreement derives its powers from its constituent bodies and possesses no
inherent powers). Moreover, as WSPY noted, significant changes to the Advisory Board require
the agreement of six out of the seven of those public bodies. The degree of governmental control
to which the Advisory Board is subject indicates that it is a public body.

The Advisory Board does not appear to have a budget of its own. Rather, the
EDC provides the operating expenses for the Enterprise Zone, including expenses involved in the
Advisory Board's meetings and its reporting functions.?® Similar to the IHSA, which "does not
receive any direct governmental funding” but which earns revenue pursuant to its relationships
with public bodies (Berter Government Ass'n, 2017 IL 121124, ]49-53, 89 N.E.3d at 388-89),
the Advisory Board's activities are funded by fees charged to companies seeking property tax
abatement. In contrast, Du-Comm's budget was funded by its constituent bodies, though
Attorney General Ryan did not address whether its board of directors had a separate budget. The
absence of direct public funding for the Advisory Board is not dispositive of the applicability of
OMA. See Rockford, 64 11l. App. 3d at 96.

The positioning of the Advisory Board, however, is comparable to Du-Comm's
board of directors and is unlike the circumstances discussed in Stukel. The Advisory Board is
essential to the operation of the Enterprise Zone, but it is not housed within one public body and
instead serves the interests of the public bodies that joined together under the IGA and
Administration Agreement. In Stuke!/, the court stated that "each member [of the Council] is part
of a larger organization or institution, specifically, the university he or she heads, [but] no

%DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 32.
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member of the Council is a member of the IBHE." Stukel, 344 Ill. App. 3d at 866. In this case,
the Advisory Board manages Enterprise Zone business for the public bodies that comprise it, just
as Du-Comm's board of directors manages the agency for the public bodies that comprise it.
Under section 5 of the Intergovernmental Cooperation Act (5 ILCS 220/5 (West 2016)):

Any one or more public agencies may contract with any
one or more other public agencies to perform any governmental
service, activity or undertaking or to combine, transfer, or exercise
any powers, functions, privileges, or authority which any of the
public agencies entering into the contract is authorized by law to
perform, provided that such contract shall be approved by the
governing bodies of each party to the contract and except where
specifically and expressly prohibited by law.

The Advisory Board administers the joint operation of the Enterprise Zone, playing a central role
in exercising the combined authority of the constituent bodies with respect to economic
development.

Lastly, as with Du-Comm'’s board of directors, the impact of the Advisory Board's
decisions is considerable. In Srukel, no allegation was made as to the impact of the Council's
decisions on IBHE (Stukel, 344 111. App. 3d at 866). In contrast, the Advisory Board's consent is
needed to: (1) terminate an abatement and/or require repayment of previously abated property
taxes due to a failure to maintain sufficient employment levels;?’ (2) waive elements of a
memorandum of understanding with an applicant due to a hardship;? (3) collect a processing fee
for Enterprise Zone activities;?® and (4) transfer an abatement from one taxpayer to another.®® In
particular, the authority to permit certain companies to avoid meeting performance measures
while still retaining property tax abatement is significant. The ability to decide whether a
company retains property tax abatement strongly militates in favor of construing the Advisory
Board as a public body.

Having reviewed all of the relevant factors, on balance, this office concludes that
the Advisory Board is a public body that is subject to the requirements of OMA. Under both the
Rockford and Stukel tests, the Advisory Board's role in deciding property tax abatement issues

’DeKaib County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 27.
2DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 28.
#DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 2.

39DeKalb County Enterprise Zone, Intergovernmental Agreement (Nov. 19, 2014), at 32.
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for the constituent bodies under the IGA is too substantial for the Advisory Board to deliberate
about public business behind closed doors. Although the Advisory Board was formed by an
intergovernmental agreement rather than by a single public body, its governmental role is no less
significant. See Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 99-021, at 6-7 ("The fact that an association of units of
local government is given a degree of independence in exercising its granted powers does not
mean that it is not a part of its originating members."); see also Ill. Att'y Gen. Op. No. 05-010, at
29 (an entity created pursuant to an intergovernmental agreement "must comply with whatever
requirements and limitations govern" the participating units of local government). Accordingly,
for the reasons set out above, this office requests that the Advisory Board conduct all future
meetings in accordance with the provisions of the Act. Among other things, the Advisory Board
should provide advance notice of its meetings (5 ILCS 120/2.02 (West 2016)), keep written
minutes (5 ILCS 120/2.06(a) (West 2016)), and provide members of the public with an
opportunity to address Advisory Board members (5 ILCS 120/2.06(g) (West 2016)). This office
also requests that each Advisory Board member complete the OMA electronic training
curriculum developed and administered by the Public Access Counselor. See S ILCS 120/1.05
(West 2016).

The Public Access Counselor has determined that resolution of this matter does
not require the issuance of a binding opinion. If you have any questions, please contact me at
(312) 814-8413 or the Chicago address listed on the first page of this letter. This letter serves to
close this file.

Very trul ur:;

JOSHUA M. JONES

Deputy Bureau Chief
Public Access Bureau

44489 o vio co
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Lee-Ogle

ENTERPRISE = ZONE
To: Enterprise Zone Advisory Board
From: Andy Shaw, Administrator
Date: 10/7/2026
Subject: FOIA & OMA Draft Plan

Following the LOEZ’s June receipt of a FOIA document request, research was done to find LOEZ’s
obligations under the act. LOEZ is not aware of any other historic requests in its existence since 2017 and
it did comply with this request in a timely manner.

Regarding the Open Meetings Act, or OMA, our board meetings have never been closed, but we are also
unaware of any members of the public seeking to attend or have comments be heard at our meetings.

Upon referencing the 2018 non-binding IL AG Public Access Bureau letter to the DeKalb County EDC and
EZ Board, we find that we are similarly situated under the Act, and further that since 2018 FOIA decisions
are becoming more favorable to requestors of information.

Going forward:

1. The LOEZ Administrator shall participate in the training offerings from the State of Illinois’ Public
Access Bureau.
2. FOIA’s shall be responded to in accordance with the Act
3. OMA shall be addressed in accordance with the Act and we make special note of the following
measures:
a. Meetings shall be announced each year with a meeting schedule posted at
https://leeoglezone.blackhawkhills.com/documents/
b. Meeting Agendas and Board Packets shall be made posted at
https://leeoglezone.blackhawkhills.com/documents/ and also physically posted at LOEZ’s
principal office at 309 1% Avenue Rock Falls, IL
c. Public comments shall be allowed and future agendas will have period set aside for this
purpose.

DeKalb EDC OMA Review - 2016 PAC 44489:
https://illinoisattorneygeneral.gov/Page-Attachments/FOIAPAC/Non-Binding-PAC-
Opinions/OMA/1.02/definition-of-public-body/advisory-
bodies/44489,%20issued%20February%2015,%202018.pdf

IL-AG FAQ on OMA:
https://www.illinoisattorneygeneral.gov/Page-Attachments/FAQaboutOMAPublic.pdf

309 1st Ave Rock Falls, IL 61071
p: (815) 625-3854 leeoglezone@blackhawkhills.com www.leeoglezone.com
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