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stated the following: when Mr. Reece bought this property it was zoned 
agricultural and now he has asked that it be changed.  Is that correct?  Mr. Dick 
stated the following: it was zoned agricultural but in 1974 it was really part of a 
larger tract and was really the only part of that larger tract that was suitable for 
agriculture.  Member O’Connor stated the following: so he knew all the 
ramifications of this when he bought the property.  He knew he wasn’t going to be 
able to put a house on it at that time.  Is that correct?  Mr. Dick stated the 
following: I don’t know that he knew he could not put a house on it.  I understood 
that he had bought it for hunting purposes.  He didn’t get an indication from our 
office that he could.  Member O’Connor stated the following: if we change the 
zoning and he puts up his house and it is compatible with everything, what 
happens when he either sells the property or his descendents decide to sell the 
property?  Can the next tenant come in and change this and make the track for 
their ATV’s, or the barn for the horses, and change everything that would be 
compatible with Parklands?  Mr. Dick stated the following: the next person would 
be limited as to what they could do on it by what any other person would be 
limited by where it’s in the agricultural district and the principal use is a 
residence.  It would be difficult to put another house on it but any other 
residential accessory uses would be acceptable.   Certainly, if you have a piece of 
property in the agricultural district, and your kids have ATV’s, you can drive on it.  
There is no regulation against that.  You are allowed to have barns for your 
animals and you are allowed to have a decent-sized shed for your equipment and 
vehicles.  Member O’Connor stated the following: once we change this, it’s gone, 
basically.  Mr. Dick stated the following: they would be allowed to do as other lots 
in the agricultural district do that have a principle use as a residence.  Member 
O’Connor stated the following: then I agree with Member Selzer.  It’s time that we 
start to say, “We have rules and there’s a reason why we have the rules and we 
expect everyone to abide to them.”  Member Renner stated the following: I think 
in addition to the concept of farmland preservation the thing that is most 
important and demonstrative for me is criteria number two, which says “the 
proposed special use will not be injurious to the use of other property in the 
immediate vicinity” and that is one of the reasons we have a zoning code.  That’s 
one of the reasons why, when I see this photo, it says quite clearly “this is going to 
be harmful,” not even examining the scientific evidence and other information 
that Mr. Fraker presented at the ZBA.  We all like to believe that we are islands, 
but our actions do affect other people and other uses around us, and it seems to 
me that that, more than any other, is one of the reasons why we need not to 
waffle on this.  I think we need to say, no.  I don’t think this is a gray area.  
Member Dean asked the following: is this currently in crop production?  Mr. Dick 
stated the following: it is currently in CRP.  Member Dean stated the following: 
that clears it up for me a lot.  I didn’t realize that.  Chairman Sweeney stated the 
following: please define CRP.  What is it?  Member Dean stated the following: 
CRP is Conservation Reserve Program.  It wasn’t presently farmed.  It looks like it 
was in pasture to me but it is not currently in pasture.  It is all CRP.  Mr. Dick 
stated the following: there might have been two acres that have been taken out or  
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something like that.  Member Dean stated the following: as a Conservation 
Reserve Program there was farm ground and now it is in a layout program so I 
would consider it farmland.  That helped me a lot.  I would define it as farmland.  
If I were a farmer, I would define this as farmland that is currently in CRP.  
Another point I would like to raise is that this man, Mr. Reece, has come to ask 
for special use.  Our Zoning Board of Appeals, which I have served on quite 
recently, made a determination that he should have a special use.  He should be 
allowed a residency here so I think based on my history with the Zoning Board of 
Appeals, they’ve made a rational decision here to allow this home and so I am 
going to support my Zoning Board of Appeals.  Being the farmer in the group, I 
recognize that I want to protect farmland as much as anybody in this room or in 
McLean County but I think our ZBA has spoken here and said that this should be 
allowed and so I am going to support that view and vote yes for the motion.  
Member Rackauskas stated the following: would you refresh my memory, Mr. 
Dick, when was Parklands originated?  Do you know what year?  Member Gordon 
stated the following: if my memory serves me, it was the late 1960’s.  I believe it 
was 1967, perhaps as late as 1969, but I think it was 1967.  Member Rackauskas 
asked the following: since it was established in 1967, have any of the other homes 
around there been?  Mr. Dick asked the following: within a half mile or a mile, is 
that your question?  Member Rackauskas stated the following: there are several 
homes out there so I don’t know if you take the half-mile from the border, or 
from the center, or where, but there are several homes.  As you drive out there 
you can see them and I just wondered when they were built, if they were built 
since the establishment of Parklands or if we should look into that.  Mr. Dick 
stated the following: I think all of those residences on the photo had been built.  
It’s been many years, although Parklands did not own this property in 1967.  They 
bought it, I believe, in the 1980’s, but I am not an expert.  They didn’t buy it when 
they first were founded.  Member Rackauskas stated the following: do you see 
what I am saying with the timeline.  I am concerned if this was established and 
we’ve allowed other buildings to be built, and that was the only reason I said to 
send it back.  I am not saying I am for or against.  I am saying I didn’t feel I had 
adequate information on the timeline of how land has been used out there and 
what precedence has been set.  That’s why I wanted to send it back so we could 
get that which we are not going to resolve at this Board meeting today.  I think it 
is going to have to be looked into.  Chairman Sweeney stated the following: that is 
not necessarily true.  Member Sorensen stated the following: when I went to bed 
at about 2:30 a.m. after listening to the tape of the hearing, I have to tell you that 
there were a couple of things that I couldn’t stop thinking about.  First, I didn’t 
hear on that tape the members of the ZBA addressing the seven criteria, point by 
point, challenging the staff perspective and explaining why they disagreed with it.  
I heard testimony, debate, a lot of stuff, and then I heard a vote.  I guess I am a 
little concerned about that.  I agree with Member Dean’s perspective that the ZBA 
has spoken and typically I am right there supporting the work of the ZBA, but in 
this case, again, as I went to bed last night, I was almost embarrassed to be an 
official in McLean County.  The members of the ZBA chose to engage in the 
debate during this hearing, almost to the point of ridiculing some of the people  
 


















