










Trustee Muhr 
Thanked the PCZ for all their hard work 

Board offered the petitioner a chance to speak if she desired and she declined if the Trustees had no 
questions 

Roll Call Nay Absent Abstain Motion: CARRIED 
Trustee Binetti 

Aye 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Trustee Boatner 
Trustee Burson 
Trustee Hopfensperger 
Trustee Millette 
Trustee Muhr 
President Wojnicki 

a. Consideration of Village President's Veto, and written objections to Ordinance #26-12 related to 
the Organizational Chart made by Trustee Burson; seconded by Trustee Binetti 

Trustee Hopfensperger read a memo that was sent to the Board earlier in the day via email requesting 
support to uphold the veto of Ordinance 26-12. See Exhibit B 

Trustee Boatner 
• To review the five reasons that are in the veto, 

o The first item, the organization chart clearly states supervision and referral and same 
thing for item number three. 

o The chart does not depict who reports to whom. 
It's like clear as day. I don't know what I am missing. 
I read it and It's right there. 

o Number two, talking about the fact that it's not labeled an organizational chart, but one 
of these clearly says organizational chart right on what's Exhibit A. 

o Number four, that it hasn't been adopted by the Village Code; we haven't amended our 
ordinances. 

I think we all realize this was kind of step one. 
This was putting together an overall game plan to move forward versus 
individually going through and amending different ordinances. 
This gives us a full picture, a full scope of how the Village operates, who 
reports to whom, and what the structure is . 
And then I think we all knew going into this that there's more steps to follow, 
but you have to start somewhere. 

• I didn't think any of the three second opinions from the Attorneys were very compelling 
o In all reality, the best opinion I got was from our Village Attorney. 
o The longest, most detailed, most thoughtful, and nothing changed from all of the times 

that Attorney Forte has already spoken to us about this when we've discussed the org 
chart. 

• Based on that, I'm not seeing anything in the five reasons to veto this. 
• The board has already voted, it's passed. There were no second opinions that were so 

compelling that I see any reason to now go backwards on what the board has already decided to 
do 

Trustee Binetti 
• It was good to get the history from 2016 because I think there was some confusion over who 

had authority over staff. 
• From day one, I never really saw much of a difference between the old org chart and the new 

one that was proposed other than there was a lot more detail on the new one. 
• My assumption was always, from a typical chain of command and how you run a business, 

you have supervision and you don't have three bosses 
• What we're trying to do is give a clear direction of how the Village should be run, and quite 

honestly, since this discussion started, we've seen even more confusion in staff because we've 



had different people try to give authority, and in a way, we almost experience a little bit of a 
mutiny where some people are just ignoring certain people of authority. 

• We have more management than we have staff. I don't think anybody's going to go to Chief 
Levand and say, "Hey, Chief, I'm going to go tell your policeman how to do their jobs." I think 
the Chief is in charge of the Police Department. 

• Attorney Forte did a really good job of giving us the history; the authority was given and it's 
there. I don't know that some of the other Attorneys that gave us an opinion were even aware 
of that. 

• I don't see a reason not to overturn it 
Trustee Burson 

• Summarized a written summary - See Exhibit C 
• As Trustee Boatner said, we understood that there were going to be other amendments that 

were going to tie into this in ways that we couldn't foresee, despite having many meetings 
about it because overall, it was a big topic. 

• Attorney Forte's memorandum confirms that the ordinance was adopted within the Village 
lawful authority. It does not change the form of government, does not require referendum, 
and does not devest the President of any statutory appointment authority. 

• I think that we should override the veto. 
Trustee Hopfensperger 

• The confusion that I've talked about was having an organizational chart that does not match 
our code. 

• As long as everyone understands that this does get overturned, the organizational chart 
doesn't do anything as far as authority until we do the next steps. 

Trustee Millette 
• I agree with most everything everybody says. I'm going to stick to the actual point here -

What's in our packet tonight does not match what was in the packet back from the third. 
• None of the attachments were labeled Exhibit A because the one I thought was Exhibit A was 

the one that is not currently in today's packet listed as Exhibit A. 
■ The one I thought was Exhibit A was the one that just has the five bullet points at the 

bottom which is the first one sequentially in what's in today's packet. 
■ I think we at least need to correct that defect if we want to call it a defect. 
■ And I thought the one that had just the solid lines was the one I was speaking to when we 

were talking last time because I asked the clerk line to be dotted. That was my specific 
comment. 

■ The one that's labeled today as Exhibit A that has the dashed and the different color lines 
is similar to our current one. 

• I thought we wanted a simplified one to get out on the website and that we were going to 
have this discussion to see if this changes the form of government, which none of the 
legal opinions have said that it does. 

• I don't know if we're at a point where we override and correct or we sustain and come at 
it next time with this is the Exhibit A chart, or, do we hold off and workshop it, knowing 
that this is the where we want to go because to what Trustee Binetti just said, reading 
Attorney Forte's opinion, that is the substance of the discussion we had back when we 
adopted the first Administrator. 

■ We didn't know exactly what we were going to do but it was it was very clear, and I'll say 
this, it was very clear that the concept was the President appoints and the Administrator 
supervises. 

■ No President/Mayor worth their salt is going to tell a sworn officer what to do cuz in the 
old days they did, and it caused problems. 

• I think the concept in stating this is what we want for the organizational structure is 
correct. I do think there's a defect in it wasn't clear which one was Exhibit A. 

Trustee Muhr 
• I am going to agree with Trustee Millette and what he was referring to. 
• I think the discrepancy with Exhibit A, we need to definitely take care of that. I think the first 

one in order in the current packet that we're looking at is similar to what was suggested and I 
think what we agreed upon and I'm pretty certain that you had mentioned that you wanted the 
line from the clerk to the Administrator just taken away. 

• Legal opinions are always based on how you ask the question. So, you're always going to get 
some differences, but they all did agree that this is not a change in our form of government. 



• I initially said that when it was first proposed, even with all the lines on it, based on 2016. 
• I kind of agree with a workshop and keeping the veto in place; going to the workshop but not 

delaying it. We quite literally sit down and workshop it and make amendments to our code as 
well 

• We have some changes that we need to make to our code because there's some errors in it 
currently just in certain positions. 

Trustee Millette 
• If we are sustaining based on or if we're overriding based on the simplified org chart, I'm a 

yes on that because that's what I thought we agreed to last time. 
• If we are going with the one that labeled Exhibit A in tonight's packet, I would say no 

because that's not what I was voting on back then. 
Trustee Burson 

• I think that the intention of the Board was clearly expressed in the charts and so whether 
something says Exhibit A on this one or that one is not unimportant but it's not imp011ant to 
the intention that we expressed and one of the things that was consistent across several of 
these opinions was that the charts themselves are not of the significance that people think 
they are. 

• Ken Shepro referred to the charts as aspirational documents and to the extent that they 
correctly represent what the board was aspiring to 

• I think overriding the veto is correct. 
• And to the extent that anyone has a concern about that, then I think you can easily fall back 

on the other parts of some of these opinions that said they're just pictures and they're not 
code. 

• It's the code that goes along with these things that is ultimately going to rule the day. 
• I think to go back on the goals that we set, and to question those when we spent so much time 

on them, and voted so decisively on it the first time, is a mistake and sends the wrong 
message in terms of what we're trying to do here. 

Trustee Hopfensperger 
• The point that I brought up is not necessarily with regard to the organizational charts right 

now because we've all agreed that they don't do anything legally to the appointment authority. 
• The legal opinions all have said that there's issues if we are going to try to go forward with 

this particular chart 
• There could be issues that we should be at least talking about and get someone to give us 

legal direction, because what we don't want to do is start approving ordinances based on this 
• We're approving the structure of this and that's something that's going to take a lot of 

discussion and debate because the legal opinions are saying that it really depends on how you 
are going to draft these ordinances and what you're going to say specifically 

• This is just an organizational chart and it's also highly unusual to have this kind of writing on 
an organizational chart, so that probably shouldn't even be there. 

Trustee Binetti 
• Would we be able to override with a correction for Exhibit A, and then maybe make another 

motion to commit to make sure that the Village Code and other ordinances that would support 
this get updated correctly 
Attorney Forte 
o Your options are to override or sustain the ordinance that was presented at the time on 

override or sustain the veto of the ordinance that was presented at the time on February 
3rd. 

o It's unclear as to the version of the chart that was assumingly attached to the veto 
document and the ordinance in tonight's packet. 

o What you're overriding is a veto of the ordinance that was in that original packet. 
o That doesn't mean you can't override the veto and then yes make changes to that same 

chart via further ordinance. 
o If you sustain the veto to bring the ordinance again to update the organizational chart, you 

will simply default to the current organizational chart that is in the Village Code right 
now that does have similar supervisory authority relationships. 



Trustee Burson 
• Final comment - Trustee Hopfensperger and anyone else who's concerned about talking 

through these issues - I don't know how we could be addressing it sooner than tonight with 
beginning the discussion of how we align this document with our code, with our personnel 
policy handbook, and so forth. 

Trustee Boatner 

Roll Call 

• So unless I misunderstood something, Exhibit A or the organization chart and functional 
relationships, that is the actual organizational chart for internal administrative for policy. 

• That's the chart that we would work off of with all of the information. It comes with the 
simplified version that would be on the website. 

• My understanding is Exhibit A, you could just move that page to above the page that's above 
it and just reorganize the pages, and all three are Exhibit A. 

• I thought all three were a package, they just had different purposes. 
o There was a simplified one to go on the website. 
o There was this more complicated one that has all the information for anybody who 

wants to read through it. 
• I think page two just needs to be moved above page one and all three are Exhibit A 
• I didn't know that we were just taking one of these sheets, I think all three are intended to be 

Exhibit A. 
President Wojnicki inquired if anybody has any opinions on the workshop 

Nay Absent Abstain Motion: CARRIED 
Trustee Binetti 

Aye 
X 
X 
X 

Trustee Boatner 
Trustee Burson 
Trustee Hopfensperger 
Trustee Millette 
Trustee Muhr 
President Wojnicki 

X 
X 

X 

Attorney Forte clarified for the audience that statute requires two thirds vote of the current sitting 
trustees. The president does not vote. 

President Wojnicki inquired if anybody is interested in the workshop 
• Discussion later in the agenda 

b. Motion to approve Resolution 26-15 approving an amendment to the Agreement with SB Friedman 
Development Advisors, LLC made by Trustee Burson; seconded by Trustee Muhr 
• Attorney Forte 

o This is an expansion of the secondary engagement that you have with SB Freidman that is a 
review of the developer's proformas and any documents that the developer has to present 
regarding its development costs. 

o They started with a conservative estimate to get the process going because it's really the 
second step in the process, but we felt that it would be good to have them on board since 
they're the experts in reviewing these types of materials. 

o All of these fees are reimbursable by the developer through the escrow 
• Trustee Muhr 

o I know it's reimbursable by the escrow, but we want to see Shodeen succeed here too. 
o Do you anticipate those costs going higher than $39,500. 

• Attorney Forte 
• It's possible. At this point this engagement will continue to get you through the 

potential establishment of the TIF and then any assistance in reviewing the flow of 
funds in reimbursement through a redevelopment negotiation, so it just kind of depends 
on how quickly that goes. 

• Trustee Burson 
o I would like to get clarification on what this covers. 

• I know that there are numbers in that ballpark - some lower, some higher -that might be 
involved in providing water and sanitary services for the subdivision. 



■ Some of the $39.5 million might go to that, I believe we also have to cover the bridge 
issue, whatever our contribution to the bridge is, and payments to the school district. 

■ Administrator Rooney 
• TIF eligible costs, the school district is a commitment by statute of the TIF law and 

the Library District was correct, there is a payment to the Library District 
• The Village cost, whether it be 5 or 10 percent, depends on federal funding for 

repairing the bridge over Harley. 
• Last year's number from Rod at Blackberry Township was in the $300,000 to 

$400,000 cost share. 
o As it reads here, I think it says that's 39.5 million to Shodeen 

• Trustee Muhr 
o This is expanding and going up a not to exceed amount of $39,500 for SB Freeman's 

agreement to help us with the TIF 
■ Trustee Burson 

• Sorry I'm on a different topic with Administrator Rooney. 
■ Attorney Forte 

• These fees are on an hourly basis based on the fee schedule that SP Freeman 
provided at the outset of the agreement; it was originally $20,000, not to exceed 

• Trustee Hopfensberger 
o So how do we come about with these numbers? 
o Are we running them past Shodeen before it comes to the board for approval? 

■ Do they have an idea that we're going to be approving twice as much that is going to go 
through the escrow 
• Administrator Rooney 

o Dave Patzelt is aware that we're coming to the end of our original approved 
document and he is very supportive of having SB Freidman continue. He knows 
that's essential to get to the "but for" for how much he gets for the water and 
sewer at Mill Creek Sanitary Water District. 

o I guess in terms of our duty to make sure this is being done correctly, how do we know that? 
■ Administrator Rooney 

• This contract is the Village contract and it's a consultant that's approved in the 
annexation agreement that will have Village costs to analyze his pro-forma 

• This contract is for the Village to do its job related to his development and it's a very 
standard procedure 

o Did I just hear did you say that there is a possibility that Shodeen could refuse to pay? 
■ Administrator Rooney 

• No, why would he refuse when he's going to be asking for TIF increment in the 
redevelopment agreement, not as high as Trustee Burson said, but they're in excess of 
$25 million, so he's not in a position to reject this, and nor would he desire to. 

Roll Call 
Trustee Binetti 
Trustee Boatner 
Trustee Burson 
Trustee Hopfensperger 
Trustee Millette 
Trustee Muhr 
President Wojnicki 

Aye 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Nay Absent Abstain Motion: CARRIED 

c. Motion to approve Resolution 26-16 Establishing the Reimbursement Rates for Certain Consulting 
Services Provided to the Village of Campton Hills in Connection with the LaFox of Campton Hills 
Development made by Trustee Millette; seconded by Trustee Burson 

o Trustee Hopfensperger 
o Suggested added amendments that reference back to the annexation agreement 
o Suggested some enhanced wording to some sections within the resolution 

o Treasurer Smith 
o Referenced Building and Zoning Officer being billed at $104.40 
o Need to set rate for Administrator 



o Trustee Binetti asked for the Village Attorney's opinion 
o Attorney Forte 

o Make changes the Board requests to be changed 
o Put together a resolution for the Board to consider 
o First notice of changes requested 

• Trustee Binetti inquired if we should consider them or are you comfortable 
• Attorney Forte advised nothing is objectionable, what's been presented is enough 

to establish the rate, the agreements in place stand; annexation agreement controls 
o Discussion ensued 

o Trust Attorney Forte to review the suggestions by Trustee Hopfensberger and incorporate as 
appropriate 

o Hourly rates for Building and Zoning Officer and Administrator Rooney took place. 
o Consensus to amend Building and Zoning Officer rate so both are $125.00 per hour for work 

on the LaFox of Campton Hills Development 
o Attorney Forte advised the motion needs to be amended to adopt suggested edits and requested 

Trustee Hopfensperger send notes to Clerk Johnson to make the amendments 

Motion to approve Resolution 26-16 as amended made by Trustee Millette; seconded by Trustee Burson 

Roll Call Nay Absent Abstain Motion: CARRIED 
Trustee Binetti 

Aye 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Trustee Boatner 
Trustee Burson 
Trustee Hopfensperger 
Trustee Millette 
Trustee Muhr 
President Wojnicki 

d. Motion to approve Ordinance 26-16 Amending Section l-7B-4 of the Village Code deleting the 
requirement of Deputy Clerk appointment during the month of April and determining the number of 
Deputy Clerks as one for Fiscal Year 2026 made by Trustee Burson; seconded by Trustee Muhr 

Trustee Hopfensperger 
o Statute requires the sentence that is suggested to be removed, so that needs to stay 
o Agree with removal of the criteria to be appointed in April, and expiring April 30 is not in 

statute, but OK since our fiscal year ends April 30 
o Powers and duties only when the Clerk gives it in writing or the Corporate Authorities 

determine the Village Clerk is incapacitated, these are not in the statute, and can we limit what 
the Deputy Clerk will do? 

Trustee Burson 
o Addressed some issues in 2023 with the section and the codified ordinance was not what we 

thought we were working off of and the number of deputies and how they were authorized was 
removed, and this was not the intention 

o The Deputy Clerk can only exist with the Village Clerk, so when the Clerk expires, the Deputy 
Clerk appointment expires until the new Village Clerk appoints a Deputy Clerk 

o Powers and Duties of the Deputy Clerk are confirmed by the Village Clerk 
Attorney Forte 

o Duties of the Deputy Clerk are an extension of the Village Clerk. Statutory duties of the 
Deputy Clerk fall in line with the Village Clerk 

o All duties in the code currently, except the added red text about signing documents 
o In a previous codification, there was an error in Section C-3 - Publish all 

ordinances .. . . should be Publish all documents 
Trustee Hopfensperger 

o You're OK with the language that the only time the Deputy Clerk can do anything is with 
written direction of the Village Clerk or if the Corporate Authorities have deemed the 
Village Clerk temporarily or permanently incapacitated? 

o Attorney Forte advised this is ok. 
o Attorney Forte clarified that this is just a temporary appointment by the Board if needed; 

this is not for a Village Clerk vacating office. This makes it formal if the Clerk can't 
appoint the Deputy Clerk to the duties, the Board can. 



Motion to approve Ordinance 26-16 amending Paragraph A to return the corporate authority shall 
determine from time to time whether or not a Deputy Village Clerk shall be provided be added back in to 
the ordinance and to make the change to "documents" in Section C- 3 where it says Publish all 
"ordinances" requiring publication made by Trustee Hopfensperger; seconded by Trustee Millette 

Roll Call 
Trustee Binetti 
Trustee Boatner 
Trustee Burson 
Trustee Hopfensperger 
Trustee Millette 
Trustee Muhr 
President Wojnicki 

Aye 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Nay Absent Abstain Motion: CARRIED 

e. President Wojnicki pulled the acknowledgement of Clerk Johnson's appointment of Michelle 
Howley as Deputy Clerk and the appointment of Michelle Howley as a FOIA officer 

f. Motion to approve Ordinance 26-17 Amending Section 1-7-3B(2) to add the Village Budget 
Officer/Finance Assistant made by Trustee Burson; seconded by Trustee Hopfensperger 

Roll Call 
Trustee Binetti 
Trustee Boatner 
Trustee Burson 
Trustee Hopfensperger 
Trustee Millette 
Trustee Muhr 
President Wojnicki 

7. Discussion Items 

Aye 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 
X 

Nay Absent Abstain Motion: CARRIED 

a. Trustees retaining legislative counsel independently to advise the Trustees on matters relating to 
their legislative duties 
• Trustee Millette 

• If any person on this body is uncomfortable, they need to have good infonnation with which to 
make the decision, and that would be Madame President as well. 

• There wasn't a clear mechanism last time for the Village President to access legislative counsel. I 
think it would simply, if the Village President has concerns, she can ask one of the trustees to 
bring it to the legislative council. 

• I believe we had $7,000, which was the initial budget, per month last time. 
• We also had a mechanism whereby we had the question that had to be clear on what was being 

asked of the council. As long as two trustees agree that that's the question, it gets posed to the to 
the Legislative council. 

• I think we should do this as we had talked about earlier. I think it's necessary at this time. 
• Trustee Binetti 

• I like the idea of having two trustees do it. I don't like the idea of having a trustee able to go to the 
other firm because I think you're going to rack up charges. 

• So my suggestion would be that whatever the issue is, we frame it into a written question, and 
they just give a specific answer. I think we need to control this to control the expense. 

• Trustee Burson 
• Questions for Trustee Millette and Attorney Forte 
• Do you know what specific changes you want to make to the code defining legislative council 

because it speaks specifically to trustees. 
• Do you want that to remain as it is and have the President's question or concern ride along with 

the trustees 
o Trustee Millette 

• My original take on it is it would 
• I was thinking we could, with our understanding, allow that to be seven instead of six. 

• So you think we could allow the President to be one of one of the people that can ask 



o Trustee Millette - Yeah. I think we can, as a body, decide that. 
• And then in the sense we were talking about two trustees, would that be the President plus a 

trustee? Would that be the President on their own? What was your thought? 
o Trustee Millette - No, it has to be two of the seven of us. 

• Question for attorney Forte - Would it work, do you think, for us to ask another attorney at your 
firm to provide this additional counsel for us rather than us having to go through 
the potential challenges of trying to find another firm that everyone is comfortable with 
o Attorney Forte 

■ I think it would be up to the Board, probably 99% of the work that we perform for the 
Village is by myself and Mr. Wallace, so we certainly have attorneys who are available 

• Trustee Muhr 
• If we're looking for a true second opinion, I think it needs to be a different firm. 
• I think we also need to consider the President's wishes as well here, as well as our own 

• Trustee Hopfensperger 
• The same restriction should apply to this second opinion that should apply also to the first opinion 

as we need to be aware of how the costs can get very high 
• Trustee Muhr 

• The second opinion or second firm is just for legislative use and not staff. 
• Trustee Millette 

• We have to decide how we're going to select the second opinion. 
• Trustee Binetti 

• Do we retain this firm, or do we pay for them based on how we use them? How does that work? 
o Trustee Millette 

■ Last time there was a retainer 
■ We set the ground rules on access. 
■ Trustees would ask a couple things within the time frame where Julie Tappendorf had 

hours. When we were at the community center, she would come early and there's a 
conference room where she would sit and that's the time we would ask questions. 

■ I believe the model we are talking about is where we agree on what the second opinion is 
that we're asking for. 

• Trustee Boatner 
• I'm very reluctant to add this legislative council, I do understand the need for it. 
• I would ask President Wojnicki if you have any opinions on how much you believe that we would 

need legislative counsel, as in the past, it's been $7,000 a month. 
o We just had a $900 bill for a two-page document. 
o Lauterbach and Amen have been contentious at $88,000 a year; a service we genuinely are 

lacking in need. We've all agreed on that and that expense has been brought up over and over. 
· • The only reason I asked President Wojnicki is it would be nice to figure out a reasonable amount 

that you believe would be needed 
o The policy that we've had for the Board has been to refer to the Administrator and the 

Administrator can give us access to the Attorney if appropriate, or he can take the questions 
to the Attorney when he's having meetings with the Attorney. 

o I would like to know what we're actually going to spend because in our budget, the one 
shining star is that $75,000 line item for legislative council that hasn't been used. 

• While we want to provide that because it is needed, let's set firm parameters and I think your 
feedback would be genuinely appreciated and would be very important. 

• Trustee Binetti 
• Would we be able to do all this ale carte versus retaining a firm? 

o When the question comes up, we decide on a firm and say we're going to go to this firm and 
get an opinion. 

o It might be a lot cheaper in the long run to do it that way if we don't have that many 
questions. 

• Trustee Burson 
• You're going to have an engagement agreement, and the engagement agreement is going to set a 

certain rate. 
• The engagement agreement is not going to require that we use a certain number of hours per 

month 



• If we're asked to provide a retainer, it's just to initiate the relationship and to have something to 
draw off against the first couple of engagements 

• Trustee Millette 
• Are we thinking it would be one firm, one individual, there's some continuity rather than 

chopping individual questions around 
• If that's what we're thinking, then we need to decide how to select that firm. 
• Are we talking about interviewing individuals for that purpose, or are we just looking at 

the firm and maybe a resume. We probably should figure that out by the next meeting. 
• Trustee Hopfensperger 

• I like the idea of a firm versus an individual because of the multiple departments that they have, 
like a big team, not just one Attorney. 

• President Wojnicki suggested the Trustees do some research and come back with what it will cost to 
retain different firms for Trustees if you feel you need it. We could have another discussion at our 
next meeting 

b. Corrections and amendments to various parts of the Village Code and other documents to align 
with the organization chart 
• Trustee Millette 

• Try to balance between the President's powers, appointment powers, and then the practicality of 
running a business. 

• State statute basically alludes to the President/Mayor being the CEO of the organization. 
• They certainly can go down to the floor and talk to employees. It's their right. Is it smart? Is it 

good management practice to do that? And I believe that's what we've been really trying to set 
here. 

• The 2016 chart did have dotted lines that Trustee Burson worked into one of the three that we're 
looking at. 

• We've had three sets of duties that we've been using for our first Administrator. 
1. There were a set of duties in the code 
2. There was the actual practical set of duties that was being done. 
3. When we hired Ron, there was a set of duties in that contract on what we're paying for. 

• It was clear when we hired, we're hiring you to be our Administrator. Here's what 
you're doing, even though it doesn't say that in our Village Code. 

• We can look at what the duties are based on those engagement letters that we've had, and 
the scope of services that we've had, and we do have a job description. If we could start with that, 
maybe it'll make the process go a little bit smoother 

• We are not home rule, it's clear what we are, and we haven't adopted council manger, however 
every other town I'm familiar with that hasn't adopted council manager that has an Administrator 
seated with some of that authority collectively with the permission of the President to the 
Administrator 

• It's convincing the President that this is stuff I don't want to do anyway, so let the Administrator 
do that. 

• Trustee Binetti 
• It's about respect and accountability. Even though you have the power to go to the employees, 

you don't necessarily want to unless you feel something is wrong 
• As soon as you get out of those lanes, you have problems. And my suggestion would be that if we 

think we've hired the right people, you have to respect those people. You have got to give them 
clear goals, and you have got to hold them accountable. 

• Trustee Burson 
• I took the opportunity to provide some examples of how we could break down some of these 

tasks that we have in front of us to align the code with the charts. 
• See attached Exhibit D 

• This list here I harvested out of the personnel policy manual that we would need to make an 
adjustment to. 

• There are devils in the details with all of them. Full disclosure, I think a lot of us are using AI 
tools these days for some of this work, and I did go through and ask for everything that ties into 
that and then I kind of grouped them together based on that to come up with these five. 

• Trustee Muhr 



• I'd like to add another one that we should consider, too. It does concern Village Attorney code. 
It's 1-7D-1 b, the terms and terminations of positions. The last sentence, the Attorney or firm or 
Corporate Authorities may terminate such appointments within 30 days' written notice. 

• That really isn't part of state statute, so I'm not so sure being non home rule that this can actually 
be there. 
■ Attorney Forte 

• If the firm would like to terminate our engagement, we can. Our engagement says that we 
can terminate at will, both sides 

• I would agree with you if it's not something the Board is comfortable with, then that's 
something that we can look at removing. 

• It is in the letter of engagement, I'm not sure it can be in our code 
■ Attorney Forte 

• If you'd want to align it with statute, then you would remove it 
• I believe in the document that you could call out the provisions for removal of an officer 

to remove any ambiguity in the Village Code. 
• It would have to match the municipal code, but it's fine 

• Trustee Hopfensperger 
• I appreciate Trustee Burson putting this together and I think it highlights there's several issues 

here that are going to need some sort of legal opinions 
• I know the CEO issue is something that we all debate frequently so we're going to need to get an 

understanding of that because some of us believe that is much broader than others and so that's 
going to be an area of, I think, a lot of disagreement. 

• This just highlights the need for us to possibly have a designated meeting to go over this and have 
an opportunity to do some legal research first, if some of us need to get a second opinion, or 
whatever we decide, before the meetings, so that we make the best use of the meeting so we can 
take a look at some of these things and be prepared. 

c. Setting the percentage of employee cost share for Healthcare/DentalNision benefits, as well as 
defining MTO and overtime policies for Fiscal Year 2026-2027 
Discussion ensued 
• Treasurer Smith presented current costs and employee share for health care benefits 
• Consider reviewing Life Insurance coverage for employees; it is relatively inexpensive to offer higher 

tenn life coverage 
• Consider offering an enhanced Employee Assistant Program, additional to the health care benefit 

offering 
• Trustee Boatner requested charts with employee only percentages with the same percentage all the 

way across, not to exceed 15% to simplify things with one multiplier 
• As health care costs continue to rise, the Village could see increases up to 30% this year 
• Presentation will be based on an estimated increase as we do not know that percentage of increase at 

this time 

Special budget meeting, with Finance Committee invited, to review on March 24, 2026 at 6:30pm 

8. Additional Items from the President, Trustees, Attorney 
Administrator Rooney advised there was no feedback received on the Affordable Housing Plan and if there 
are no changes, we need to get on the next agenda for action so it can be submitted. Trustees advised they'll 
send their suggestions in 

9. Motion to adjourn the meeting at 9:56pm made by Trustee Burson; seconded by Trustee Muhr 
Voice vote: [AYES: 6] [NAYES: 0] [ABSENT: 0] [ABSTAIN: 0] Motion CARRIED ~=k; lt)c·/11/4~• 

Village President 

~ .c:.i 9Jris~ 
Village Clerk 


