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Resolution 2010 – 0420 


Ogle County Elected Official Salaries 


WHEREAS, Ogle County is responsible for establishing the annual salaries for the elected offices of 
Sheriff, County Clerk& Recorder, Treasurer,180 days prior to the November 2010 election for the 
upcoming four year terms, and 


WHEREAS, Ogle County wishes to include the Office of the Circuit Clerk in this salary recommendation 
as well, and 


WHEREAS, Ogle County recognizes the critical nature of these offices under the County Government’s 
responsibility, and 


WHEREAS, Ogle County also recognizes budgetary constraints due to the current economy and 
projected future State budget pressures,  


THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Ogle County Board adopts the following elected official pay 
scale as follows:   


  


 FY10 
Yr 1 $ of 
Increase FY11 


Yr 2 $ of 
Increase FY12 


Yr 3 $ of 
Increase FY13 


Yr 4 $ of 
Increase FY 14 


           
County Clerk/Recorder $ 67,500 $ 0 $ 67,500 $ 1,000 $ 68,500 $ 1,000 $ 69,500 $ 2,000 $ 71,500 
County Treasurer $ 67,500 $ 0 $ 67,500 $ 1,000 $ 68,500 $ 1,000 $ 69,500 $ 2,000 $ 71,500 
County Sheriff $ 75,500 $ 0 $ 75,500 $ 1,000 $ 76,500 $ 1,000 $ 77,500 $ 2,000 $ 79,500 
Circuit Clerk $ 67,500 $ 0 $ 67,500 $ 1,000 $ 68,500 $ 1,000 $ 69,500 $ 2,000 $ 71,500 


 


  


Presented and Adopted at the April 20, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting. 


 


 


Attest: 


 


_________________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk 


      _______________________________________ 


      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 








Ogle County Executive & State’s Attorney Committee Meeting  
Wednesday, April 14, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Rice at 4:45. 
• Members present – Rice, Saunders, Stahl, Hopkins, Kenney, Horner, Huntley, Nye 
• Members absent- Bauer  
• Others present – McKinley, Heuer, Boes, Kilker, Welty, Barnes, O’Brien, Roe, Coffman, Don 


Conn 
 


2. Approval of Minutes: March 10, 2010 Meeting Minutes  
• Motion by Hopkins 
• 2nd by Huntley 
• Motion carried 


  
3. Public Comment –none  


 
4. Sheriff & Coroner / Buildings & Grounds Committee Report – Horner reported the committee approved the 


IT proposal from Fehr-Graham.  Sheriff Beitel provided a summary of that meeting discussion this 
morning.  Because it falls within our budget will not go to board.  Microchipping was approved also, but 
nothing to go to the board.   
 


5.    Road & Bridge Committee Report – 3 resolutions will go to the board along with a mutual aid agreement 
between highway and townships.  Townships requested this as a matter of record.   


           
6. Personnel Salary & County Clerk Committee Report – Non-union, Non-exempt salary schedule will go to 


the board.  Elected Official recommendation will also go to the board for consideration.   
 


7. Executive Committee –  
 County Board Meeting Cell Phone Usage- chairman is requesting that cell phones be turned off 


during all county board meetings.  When get into the new courthouse, we can make this in the form 
of a resolution.   


 LOTS Resolution-establishing the cooperative effort between Lee and Ogle – housekeeping do it 
every year 


i. Motion to approve by Kenney 
ii. 2nd by Horner 


iii. Motion carried 
 2010 Census Partner Proclamation- Rice met with director of Census to ask us for approval of this 


proclamation.  Huntley said Ogle County is currently at 80%, which is very good. 
i. Motion to approve by Hopkins 


ii. 2nd by Nye  
iii. Motion carried 


 Copyright Authorization Request – Ron Schramm 
i. Motion by nye 


ii. 2nd by hopkins 
iii. Mmotion carried  


 Elected vs. Appointed Chairman – McKinley distributed the memo from Scott Robinson, assistant 
States Attorney regarding procedures should the board choose to elect a chairman.  Will go in 
board packets, but not be on the agenda.  Will be on Executive agenda next month.   


 
8. Zoning Committee Report – 14 items to go to the board, to be voted on individually.  1 request for a port a 


potty business.   
 


9. HEW & Solid Waste Committee Report –Recommendation will go to the board for Seth McCanse for 708 
Baord for vote on Tuesday.  Motion by Horner to approve McCanse.  2nd by Huntley.  Motion carried.   
       


10. Finance & Insurance Committee Report – Salaries, Job Class Plan, and Distributive Fund resolution will go 
to the Board.   


 







11. Judiciary Committee Report – Presentation scheduled for the board.  Miles for Change.  Press releases 
afterwards.  Shorter format to county board for overview of what done. Name a week Juvenile Justice week 
by resolution  


         
12.    Long Range Committee Report –  


 Presentation and Approval of LRP bills  
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of  $558,585 by Stahl.  
o 2nd by Nye 
o Motion carried.  


 Project Update – Stahl recapped change orders approved from the LRP meeting.  Also noted we 
approved Carol Ubben to proceed with the mural replication painting.   


         
13. Appointments & Resignations – Motion to approve the following by Kenney.  2nd by Hopkins.  Motion 


carried.   
 Dixon Fire Protection District – Rodney J. Fetterolf 
 Lynn-Scott-Rock Fire Protection District – Curtis W. Fruit  
 Oregon Fire Protection District – James M. Egyed 
 Leaf River Fire Protection District – Dan E. Zellers 
 Franklin Grove Fire protection District – Steven J. Meiners 
 RCD Board Member – Secretary – Lisa A. Stocksdale 


 
14. Interview & Recommendation – Possible Closed Session. Motion to go into closed session to interview the 


Forreston Fire Protection district applications by Hopkins.  2nd by Huntley.  Roll call vote.  Rice yes, 
Saunders yes, Stahl yes, Hopkins yes, Kenney yes, Horner yes, Huntley yes, Nye yes.  Motion carried.  In 
open session, motion by Horner to appoint Adam Drinkall.  Second by Huntley.  Motion carried.  .   


 
15. States Attorney Report - 


 Approval of Bills 
• Motion to approve bills in the amount of $3,383.12 by Huntley 
• 2nd by Horner 
• Motion carried.   


 Home of Hope Raffle License – to the board for adoption 
 Ben roe noted $2,023 was for a deposition in a criminal case where an officer is serving overseas, 


and it took all day.  It paid for the recorder and transcript.  Large bill couldn’t be avoided.   
 Liquor commission meeting 


 
 


16. New Business – Rice noted he wants to appoint a dedication committee for when we open the courthouse.  
We also need to think about whether we want a plaque on the building identifying when the renovation was 
done, which is typically done including a date, committee members often on it, but the committee prefers 
no name son the plaque- just the date.   


 
17. Old Business –  


 Hearing Officer – two applications received.  Will recommend next month. Pat noted she has focus 
House Foundation raffle tickets for June 6, 2010.    


 Meggon find out if Focus House will be hosting us in May.   
 


18. Adjournment  - by Rice 5:48 
W. Ed Rice, Chairman 


 
 








RESOLUTION 2010-0403 
and 


CERTIFICATE FOR APPOINTMENT 
 
 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Franklin Grove Fire Protection 


District by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


Steven J. Meiners 


7762 S. Lowden Rd 


Dixon, IL 61021 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends  


April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee Meeting  
Wednesday April 14, 2010  


Tentative Minutes  
 


1. Call to Order- by Chairman Hopkins at 2:48 
 Members present – Hopkins, Kenney, White, Gronewold, Rice, Saunders, 


Deihl 
 Members absent – none 
 Others present – DeArvil, Boes, Heuer, Barnes, Welty, Frinfrock, Bennett, 


Finch, McKinley, Coffman, Query, Harn, Rypkema, Huntley  
 


2. Approval of Minutes: March 10, 2010  
 Motion by Rice 
 2nd by Gronewold 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Approval of Bills -  


 Treasurer  
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $3,207.50 by Kenney 
o 2nd by white 
o Motion carried 


 Finance & Administrator  
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $19,2547.95 by White 
o 2nd by Diehl 
o Motion carried  


 
4. Public Comment -  none 
 
5. Insurance Report –  


 Property/Liability – Query distributed the statement of values from last 
month showing all values of buildings and properties.  Some corrections 
will be made yet, but this gives an idea of property values.  The board can 
adjust for inflation, but most are not adjusting because of the economy.  
Query distributed the normal monthly report highlighting correction to the 
earthquake from previous version, which is not a change but a correction 
to a typo.   


 Health Insurance – Coffman distributed the monthly report of loss ratios, 
which is at 93%, which dropped from previous months.  Goal is to be 
closer to 80%.   


 
6. Finance Report – Hopkins noted revenue is 26% of our yearly total.  Expenses are 


at 33%, which is right on target.  Coffman noted the revenue reimbursements 
remain slow from the state and has not heard anything new from the state.  
Meetings in Springfield will be held the first week in May and Coffman hopes to 
learn more then.  White referred to page 13 and 14 – grand totals revenue vs. 
expenditures.  It appears that our revenues will hit where we projected.  White 







suggests if revenues stay flat, that for the coming year, we need an 8% cut in next 
year’s budget so that our expenditures match revenues.   


                            
7. Administrator Report – 


 Long Range Planning Fund Reports- McKinley distributed monthly 
courthouse reconciliation report and LRP fund reporting.   


 
8. New Business – Review & Possible Action: 


 Resolution Opposing Reduction of Local Government Distributive Fund 
i. Motion to approve by Kenney 


ii. 2nd by White 
iii. Motion carried  


 Transfer of Funds to Judiciary Budget- Hopkins reported that Mr. Typer 
asked a few months ago for $14,000 to be transferred into the Judiciary 
Budget line item #4510 to help pay for postage.  In turn, Typer would 
place $25,000 in the county general fund from his automation fund.  Rice 
clarified for the record that his budget wasn’t cut, rather, we didn’t give 
him what he asked for.  Hopkins distributed a memo from Typer and noted 
he would ask the committee to consider points 1 and 2, not 3 and 4.   
Coffman reported the history regarding 10/11/2006 minutes when Mr. 
Mielke spoke of raising fees and in return $25,000 would go back to the 
General Fund, regardless of how much in fees was collected.  This was to 
help offset IT costs.  Mielke ensured this was in the minutes going forward 
and is a good reminder to see, per Coffman who read those minutes aloud 
and reminded the committee that $25,000 was not transferred to the 
general fund last year.  Discussion followed.  Coffman also reported that 
in March 2004 the document storage fee was initiated and when approved, 
was to generate $30,000 a year with $10,000 being redirected out of the 
general fund where the fees used to go, and $20,000 from new fees. He 
noted $35,000 - $50,000 fees generated.  Coffman also noted that the 2005 
annual Circuit Clerk report shows an ability to move funds from these 
accounts to cover salaries if properly documented.  Hopkins noted he 
doesn’t agree to items 3 and 4 on Marty’s memo because he doesn’t 
control these items.  Discussion followed.  Rice suggested eliminating this 
confusing transfer between departments.  The committee then requested to 
wait until next month to discuss again after researching further.   


 Ogle County Pay Scale Draft – Gronewold requested to jump to the later 
agenda item of going into Closed Session for Negotiating Matters before 
discussing the pay scale draft.  The committee agreed, and moved into 
closed session, as outlined in agenda item #10 below.  When back in open 
session, and covering the Ogle County Pay Scale Draft, Heuer provided 
background on where we’ve been in this project, where we are and 
distributed the non-union, non-exempt job level classification plan for 
review and discussion.  McKinley noted this information stems from the 
EA study.  The clerical positions in job level 4 have had the maximum 
salary amounts brought down to reflect the market correction since the EA 







study was done.  She also noted there are no clerical job levels 5 and 6, 
which also have reductions to the maximum, but do not apply to clerical 
positions.  Discussion followed.  Kenney noted this was unanimously 
voted on in Personnel.  Boes noted the scale must be reviewed and 
evaluated for possible adjustments yearly.  Heuer noted annually the board 
should look at job descriptions and job classes, and McKinley said she’d 
like to initiate a project in the future to update and gather all existing 
county job descriptions.  Heuer indicated some salaries have been maxed; 
once they’d hit the top, they can’t go any higher until the scale is adjusted 
but that one time lump sum payments could be given to those instead.  
McKinley elaborated on how that could work and confirmed we want to 
get away from across the board percentage increases to all employees 
county wide.  The committee agreed we got to this point over many years, 
and this will take many years to work out of it and this policy is a good 
step toward that end.  Kenny moved to adopt the Ogle County Non-Union, 
Non Exempt Job Level Classification Plan April 2010.  2nd by Saunders.  
Diehl asked how we will decide what budget to give to allow raises.  
McKinley explained this is a baseline that the finance committee will have 
to start with through calculating the number of employees and the mid 
point of the salary, but then the department heads and the board have to 
work together to figure out what is reasonable from there.  Great 
cooperation will be required, as always.  McKinley also expressed 
appreciation for all the cooperation and help from the department heads to 
get us this far on this policy.  Motion carried.  Rice complemented Boes, 
Heuer, and McKinley for their effort in developing this policy, which has 
been a long time in coming.   
 


9. Old Business – Review & Possible Action: 
 Elected Official Salaries – Kenney reported the Personnel Committee 


motion.  Kenney moved to recommend a pay scale for the Sheriff, County 
Clerk, Treasure and Circuit Clerk with freezing their current salaries in 
year 1, adding $1000 year 2, adding $1000 year 3, and adding $2000 year 
4.  2nd by Gronewold.  Rice said he can’t support it in its current form 
because it’s too little and wants to see another $500 added to each year.  
Saunders would like to see 2 year freeze.  Diehl said we don’t know what 
we’re going to ask.  Gronewold agrees, but we have to start somewhere.  
White says a freeze only holds us but doesn’t decrease us and will be 
voting no.  Coffman distributed the pay summary showing salaries above 
$40,000 and how we fit in to this.  25 people are above us, and John 
believes should be closer to the supervisory people in the Sheriff’s office 
of $73k, and knows the economy is tight but would like to get there.  
White said he appreciates all the elected and appointed positions and jobs 
they are doing.  But the bottom line is to cut 8%.  Freeze doesn’t get us 
there.  Bottom line is to cut out $1,000,000 out of the budget.  White said 
either everyone takes a hit and everyone is still employed, or you take less 
people.  We are at 75-80% of our budget spend on salaries and benefits.  







Saunders notes these positions fall into higher dollars of benefits too with 
IMRF, medicare, etc.  Kenney wanted to allow freeze at first and then see 
where the economy is and see if can adjust.  States Attorney confirmed we 
can’t do this.  Coffman confirmed that out of the constitution under local 
government, it states that the county must elect Sheriff, Clerk, and 
Treasurer, which states a priority on this.  Diehl said he would support it if 
$500 added because if we pay them, they will find ways to save us more 
than that.  Kenney withdrew his motion.   2nd by Gronewold.  Rice then 
moved to set year 1 at a $0 increase, year 2 add $1500, year 3 add $2000, 
and year 4 add $ 2500.  2nd by Deihl.  Roll call vote.  Diehl yes, Saunders 
no, Rice yes, Gronewold no, White no, Kenney no, Hopkins yes.  Motion 
defeated 4-3.  Motion by Kenney to recommend to the Board setting 
elected official salaries for Sheriff, County Clerk, Treasurer, and Circuit 
Clerk year 1 at $0 increase, year 2 add $1,000, year 3 add $1,000 and year 
4 add $2000.  2nd by Gronewold. Roll call vote.  Saunders no, Rice no, 
Gronewold yes, White no, Kenney yes, Hopkins yes, Diehl, yes.  Motion 
carried.        


 Tools for 2011 Budget Planning- Staffing documentation will be in board 
packets.  White wants to set timeline for budget planning on next month’s 
finance agenda.   


 Early Retirement / Buy Out Strategies- McKinley and Coffman are 
working on various scenarios for committee review next month.   


 
10. Possible Closed Session - Collective Negotiating Matters (5 ILCS 120/2 (c) (2)) 


 Motion by Gronewold 
 2nd by Kenney 
 Roll call vote. Hopkins yes, Kenney yes, White yes, Gronewold yes, Rice 


yes, Saunders yes, Deihl yes.   
 


11. Next Meeting May 12 
 


12. Adjournment by Hopkins at 4:37.   
 


Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator  


 
 







Name Department Wage Union
1 Roe, John B. lV State's Attorney $166,507.92
2 Cook, Curtis Dale Highway $106,408.08
3 Martin, Gregory L. Probation $91,208.40
4 Beitel, Gregory A. Sheriff $80,500.08
5 McKinley, Meggon E. Finance $79,999.92
6 Myers, Clint D. Sheriff $79,054.08
7 Mallory, William F. Probation $77,795.52
8 Peterson, Earl A. State's Attorney $77,250.00
9 Kerwin, Wendy M. Sheriff $75,388.08


10 Getzelman, James A Sheriff $73,749.12
11 Hilliard, Randall L Sheriff $73,749.12
12 Kunce, Gregory W. Sheriff $73,749.12
13 O'Brien, Doreen J Health $70,000.08
14 McBride, James E. Sheriff $69,198.96 Yes
15 Schwartz, Nathan F. Highway $69,024.00
16 Armour, Laura A. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
17 Ketter, Jason P. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
18 White, Danny S. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
19 Ashley, Jeannifer L. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
20 Clark, Gerda L. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
21 Schabacker, Michael A Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
22 Messer, James C. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
23 Hose, Mildred H. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
24 Ketter, Brian M. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
25 Wendt, Kenneth A. Sheriff $67,521.36 Yes
26 Coffman, John H. Treasurer $67,500.00
27 Huntley, Rebecca T. County Clerk $67,500.00
28 Typer, Martin W. Circuit Clerk $67,500.00
29 Peterson, Brian J. Probation $65,768.16 Yes
30 Reibel, Michael Lee Zoning $64,999.92
31 Rypkema, Stephen John Solid Waste $64,999.92
32 Harrison, James R. Assessment $64,999.92
33 Lockard, Douglas E. Sheriff $63,462.96 Yes
34 Smith, Rodney E. Sheriff $61,383.12 Yes
35 Garard, David L Sheriff $61,383.12 Yes
36 Colloton, Kevin J Sheriff $61,383.12 Yes
37 Harn, Michael R Sheriff $61,383.12 Yes
38 Brodzik, Cheri L Sheriff $61,383.12 Yes
39 Dewey, Kevin J Sheriff $61,383.12 Yes
40 Beitel, Sandra G. Sheriff $59,742.96 Yes
41 Clark, Jason R Sheriff $59,649.12 Yes
42 Dale, Michael V. Focus House $58,199.28
43 McDermott, Ron J Sheriff $58,081.92
44 Wiles, Aaron D. State's Attorney $58,000.08
45 Zitelman, Cathy J. Sheriff $57,569.04 Yes
46 Minnis, Neil K. Sheriff $57,569.04 Yes
47 Daub, Daniel D. Sheriff $57,569.04 Yes
48 Mitchusson, Timothy L. Sheriff $56,321.04 Yes
49 Osborne, Clarence E. Sheriff $56,321.04 Yes
50 Day, Diana L. Sheriff $56,142.96 Yes
51 Palmer, Joel Richard Jr Highway $55,666.08







52 Hardesty, Danielle S. Sheriff $55,579.92 Yes
53 Gallick, Chad A. Sheriff $55,499.04 Yes
54 Plumb, Jason M. Sheriff $55,499.04 Yes
55 Blackburn, Patricia K. Sheriff $55,042.08 Yes
56 Schnorr, Gary L. Sheriff $54,681.12 Yes
57 Sill, Tracie R. Sheriff $53,928.00 Yes
58 Rivera, David S. Sheriff $53,500.08 Yes
59 Rankin, Amanda E. Focus House $53,103.60
60 Callant, Laurence G. Highway $53,044.80
61 Finch, Louis G. lV Coroner $52,500.00
62 Blumeyer, Connie S. Circuit Clerk $52,342.08 Yes
63 Bloom, Lisa A. Sheriff $51,528.00 Yes
64 Robinson, Scott P. State's Attorney $51,150.00
65 Martin, Tina M. Circuit Clerk $50,914.08 Yes
66 Steffens, Michael B. Highway $50,752.02
67 DeHaan, Mary G. Sheriff $50,328.00 Yes
68 Morrow, Eric D. Judiciary $49,960.08
69 Redington, John C Judiciary $49,960.08
70 Riley, Dennis Judiciary $49,960.08
71 Arneson, Anne M. Sheriff $49,511.04 Yes
72 Tracey, Willam R. Sheriff $49,511.04 Yes
73 Vandergrift, Ron Sheriff $49,511.04 Yes
74 Seifert, Emily S. State's Attorney $49,285.92
75 Mekeel, Matthew R. Probation $49,085.52 Yes
76 Diehl, Bryant Joseph Highway $48,483.36
77 Reimer, Daniel Joseph Jr Highway $48,483.36
78 Boehle, David A. Highway $48,149.28
79 Reynolds, Michael A. Highway $47,689.92
80 Bulthaus, Debbora K. Highway $47,606.40
81 Remhof, Terry Sue Highway $47,606.40
82 Krug, Richard D. Jr Sheriff $47,518.08 Yes
83 Gemmell, Robert J. Sheriff $47,518.08 Yes
84 Pennington, Jeremy N. Sheriff $47,518.08 Yes
85 Plett, Kindra K. Sheriff $47,518.08 Yes
86 Clark, David A. Sheriff $47,518.08 Yes
87 Smetters, Kevin T. Highway $47,424.02
88 Baker, Gerald E. II Highway $47,355.84
89 Hackerson, Marshal J. Highway $47,355.84
90 Long, Edward E. Highway $47,355.84
91 Witmer, David A. Highway $47,355.84
92 Wright, Robert Arlen Highway $47,355.84
93 Mongan, Cynthia L. Sheriff $47,299.92
94 Dietrich, Daniel R. Highway $47,176.21
95 Shipman, Ruth A. Sheriff $46,843.92
96 Keilman, Linda L Probation $46,200.00 Yes
97 Hayes, Melissa D Sheriff $45,993.12 Yes
98 McNames, Linda K Sheriff $45,993.12 Yes
99 Lee, Thomas D. Highway $45,801.62


100 Bulthaus, Carla K. Sheriff $45,525.12 Yes
101 Carreno, Juan Carlos Sheriff $45,525.12 Yes
102 Lynn, Jason D. Sheriff $45,525.12 Yes
103 Anaya, Nicanor Che Sheriff $45,525.12 Yes







104 Fleming, Brent R. Sheriff $45,525.12 Yes
105 Anderson, Joshua R. Sheriff $45,525.12 Yes
106 Gilbert, Kristine A.M. Highway $44,160.00
107 McNamee, Megan E. State's Attorney $43,999.92
108 Bergin, Gregory S. Sheriff $43,533.12 Yes
109 Thiel, Christopher R. Sheriff $43,533.12 Yes
110 Dillon, Ross Sheriff $43,533.12 Yes
111 Lewis, Diana L. Circuit Clerk $42,810.00 Yes
112 White, William E. Sheriff $41,538.96 Yes
113 Lee, Kathy S. Health $41,406.96
114 Poole, Linda S Health $41,406.96
115 Crutcher, Bobbi J. Probation $41,232.96 Yes
116 Bolthouse, Rebecca County Clerk $40,491.12
117 Moser, Rebecca S. Focus House $40,405.20 Yes
118 Burright, David M. Highway $40,248.02
119 Egan, Sherri S. Probation $40,000.08







COUNTY TREASURER POPULATION SALARY ZONE
DUPAGE GWEN HENRY 925,188 $134,354.00 4
LAKE ROBERT SKIDMORE 675,000 $112,000.00 4
COOK MARIA PAPPAS 5,500,000 $105,000.00 4
MC HENRY WILLIAM LeFEW 250,000 $102,000.00 4
KANE DAVID J. RICKERT 482,113 $100,000.00 4
WILL PAT McGUIRE 668,217 $93,116.00 4
DEKALB CHRISTINE JOHNSON 99,000 $83,500.00 4
KENDALL JILL FERKO 80,000 $83,200.00 4
ROCK ISLAND LOUISE A. (LuANN) KERR 149,000 $82,500.00 4
WINNEBAGO SUSAN GORAL 300,252 $81,868.00 4
GRUNDY MARCY MILLER 37,535 $73,000.00 4
BOONE CURTIS NEWPORT 41,786 $68,296.00 4
OGLE JOHN H. COFFMAN 55,000 $67,500.00 4
WHITESIDE DARLENE HOOK 60,651 $67,245.00 4
HENRY RICHARD C. VERHEECKE 51,020 $60,136.00 4
LEE JOHN F. FRITTS 36,000 $58,312.00 4
JO DAVIESS CAROL A. SOAT 22,289 $54,744.00 4
LASALLE DONALD J. LAMPS 112,000 $53,000.00 4
BUREAU NINA CATTANI URBANOWSKI 35,500 $52,900.00 4
STEPHENSON ADRIENNE BECKER 50,000 $47,000.00 4
CARROLL DIANE POWERS 17,000 $45,600.00 4
MERCER MIKE BERTELSEN 16,900 $43,996.00 4
PUTNAM KEVIN E. KUNKEL 6,086 $40,912.00 4
STARK SANDRA J. RICHARDSON 6,332 $40,050.00 4


1,750,229.00$    


Zone 4 ZONE 4
Salary Averages Total of All Salaries High Salary Low Salary 4


$72,926.00 $1,750,229.00 $134,545.00 $40,050.00
DuPage Stark
Gwen Henry Sandra Richardson
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Resolution 2010-0418 
 
PROCLAMATION 


 
 


     JUVENILE JUSTICE AWARENESS WEEK 
  May 10-16, 2010 


 
 


WHEREAS, Ogle County=s juvenile justice system is charged with providing programs 
of supervision, care, and rehabilitation as well as providing balanced attention to the protection 
of our community, the imposition of accountability for offenses committed by juveniles, and the 
development of competencies to enable children within the jurisdiction of the juvenile justice 
system to become responsible, productive members of the community; and 
 


WHEREAS, the mission of the Ogle County Juvenile Justice Council is to protect the 
community from crimes committed by minors through the promotions, establishment, education, 
and interagency coordination of community-based programs for families and minors designed to 
prevent unlawful and delinquent behavior, and to incorporate principles of the balanced and 
restorative justice model which holds each minor directly accountable for his or her behavior; 
and 
 


WHEREAS, this mission is premised on the belief that crime victims, the community, 
and juvenile offenders must all be regarded as clients of the juvenile justice system; and 
 


WHEREAS, all of the services designed and implemented to achieve this mission must 
be provided in a fair, unbiased manner. 


 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, in special recognition of Ogle County=s juvenile 
justice system and its work with juvenile offenders, crime victims, and the community, the Ogle 
County Board hereby proclaims May 10-16, 2010, and hereafter the second full week of May, 
JUVENILE JUSTICE AWARENESS WEEK in Ogle County. 


 
.    


Presented and Adopted by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 
 
  
 
        ___________________________ 


W. Ed Rice 
Chairman, Ogle County Board 


 
Attest: 
 
________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley 
Ogle County Clerk  








H.E.W. and Solid Waste Committee  
Tuesday, April 13, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Bauer at 4:00 
 Members present- Bauer, Janes, Barnes, Horner, Williams, Bowers, Kilker 
 Members absent - none 
 Others present – Rice, DeArvil, Colbert, McKinley, Harn, Clemens, O’Brien, 


Rypkema, Dr. Champley, members of the public  
 


2. Approve Committee Minutes: March 9, 2010 meeting  
 Motion by Bowers 
 2nd by Janes 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Public Comment - none 


 
4. Regional Office of Education 


 Bills for Approval 
o Motion by Bowers to approve bills in the amount of $956.32 
o 2nd by Horner 
o Motion carried 


 Monthly Update- Clemens reported Dixon forgot to bill us for rent this month, which 
will appear next month. Clemens received word that the special education coop, 
Byron school, the state board, and the ROE have agreed to enter into mediation 
regarding the petition the office was dealing with for Byron to leave the coop.  The 
ROE office pays for this fee and is glad to see them do this.  Lastly, she reported on 
the small task force working on starting a drop-out prevention initiative over the next 
2 years.  The recommendation from this group will go to the superintendents later in 
April and then will go to the public.  The goal is to have every student complete a 
degree or a GED by 2012 because of the costs associated with kids who don’t 
graduate.   


 
5.  Health Department 


 Monthly Reports- Doreen O’Brien noted the budget is within the expected range.  She 
continues interviewing for her open positions.  Carol Erickson has extended her 
resignation and will work with Winnebago’s U of I Extension Office, which is a nice 
promotion for her.  Grants that fund her position have been cut, so O’Brien is looking 
to hire the position at a 25 hours per week position instead of full time. She also 
reported that the state grants for the H1N1 distribution will be permitted to be carried 
into next year, which is good news as it helps the Health Department Budget.  
O’Brien also distributed flyers from the State regarding how to prevent West Nile 
disease.     


 
6. Solid Waste Department  


 Bills for Approval 
o Motion by Janes to approve bills in the amount of $31,193.79  
o 2nd by Bowers 
o Motion carried 







 Financial Report – Rypkema distributed the monthly budget report noting in March 
we received the $7,500 settlement amount, but it should have been put in Fines & 
Restitutions.  That will be moved next month out of miscellaneous.   


 Grant Applications –  
o 3 grants received for the Waste & Recycling grants.  The first is from the City 


of Rochelle to install wiring in their meeting room and toward the purchase of 
7 lap tops for reducing paper.  This was scored low because it didn’t fit well 
with the grant objectives. 2nd one is from the Oregon School District for the 
purchase of sets of National Geographic DVD roms to eliminate paper 
magazines and make space in shelves.  We also scored this one low since it 
doesn’t align as clearly with the objectives of the grant.  Last one for Oregon 
school to purchase recycled plastic benches and trash receptacles.  This school 
has received grants for purchasing materials used from recycled materials in 
the past.  This was also scored low because we can’t keep buying equipment 
even if made out of recycled materials.  1 or 2 is reasonable, but to continue 
purchasing such items doesn’t fit with the purpose of the grants.  Motion by 
Bowers to approve City of Rochelle lap top request for $2,000. 2nd by Horner.  
Motion defeated.  Motion by Bowers to approve Oregon School district 
request for National Graphic DVDs.  2nd by Horner.  Motion defeated.  
Motion by Bowers to approve the Oregon Elementary school grant request for 
purchasing recycled benches.  2nd by Janes.  Motion defeated.   


o Clean up Day Grants – Rypkema reported receiving 3 of these.  Stillman 
Valley for up to $2,000, Rochelle for up to $2,000 and Village of Leaf River 
for up to $1,250. He noted these entities have all applied and receive grants 
from us before.  Motion by Janes to approve a total amount of $5,250 with up 
to $2,000 for Stillman Valley, up to $2,000 for Rochelle, and up to $1,250 for 
the Village of Leaf River.  2nd by Bowers.  Motion carried.       


 LCV Landfill Audit Proposal – Rypkema reported he sent requests for proposal to 4 
firms, and received only one from Lindgren, Callihan, VanOsdol.  LCV clarified they 
consider this an “agreed upon procedures” engagement, not a formal audit.  This bid 
met all our criteria of the rfp, and provides for LCV to review each site initially with 
recommendations for follow up if needed after the initial review.  He reported the 
initial review fee for Viola would be not to exceed $12,000 and not to exceed $8,000 
for Rochelle, with total not to exceed $20,000.  If there is further review needed, per 
the rfp, it would be negotiated, but they did provide a not to exceed estimate of 
$26,000 for each phase of any further review.  They would bill based on T&M up to 
this limit, which means it could be less.  Bauer noted this would require amending the 
budget because if we do initial review and found problems warranting more review of 
both sites, it could be up to $46,000, but that we won’t know until we get into it.  
Rypkema noted he might have some room in his budget to absorb the initial review, 
because we expected having the household collection event but the EPA stopped 
doing this, and we could use $10,000 from that to help cover this landfill review cost. 
Rypkema confirmed this engagement is due to our belief that we may not have been 
paid according to the agreement we have in place and per our attorney’s 
recommendation.  Rypkema noted the landfill agreements say we have the ability to 
request and review records relating to host fee collections.  Rypkema, McKinley, Roe 
agree we need to move forward.  Motion by Horner to move forward with LCV on 
the agreed upon procedures phase one review.  2nd by Bowers.  Motion carried.  
Bauer noted he prefers to approve only the first phase at this time from the budget 
standpoint.  The committee agreed.  Bauer recommended creating a new line item for 
this committee to oversee. Committee agreed to hold tight and watch these expenses, 
knowing they will have to amend the budget later if more is needed.   







 Department Update – Rypkema noted he was disappointed in the outcomes of the 
BUD discussions last month (beneficial use determination laws).  He also noted the 
delegation agreement is up for renewal and will be introduced next month, for 
approval in June.  A tire collection event is going on this week for units of 
government.  EPA has stopped general public tire collection events.  He also reported 
the 2009 recycling survey found we dropped 5% last year due to the economy, 
construction being down, and state cuts to collection events.  Annual report was 
distributed to the committee members.  Discussion followed.   


 
7. Animal Control –  


 Bills for Approval –  
o Motion to approve Animal Control bills in the amount of $10,262.74 by 


Bowers 
o 2nd by Horner 
o Motion carried 
o Motion to approve Pet Population bills in the amount of $4,950.17 by Bowers 
o 2nd by Janes 
o Motion carried. Discussion regarding how to manage feral cat feeding 


problems followed.   
 Hank Coy’s request for review of retirement policies was deferred to McKinley to 


review current policies and past practices and work with Dr. Champley in managing 
this personnel issue.    


 
8. New Business –  


 Removal of 708 Board Member for Lack of Attendance – Bowers reported that the 
708 Board has tried contacting him and gotten no response.  He hasn’t attended 
meetings for a very long time, and they think he still lives in town but can’t reach 
him.  Bauer noted there is no HEW committee action required since the 708 Board 
has already removed him.   


 HEW Committee Member Attendance- Bauer reminded the committee that policy is 
you can’t miss more than 2 meetings in a row barring extenuating circumstances. He 
noted being glad to see Dennis Williams present today and asked if there are any 
questions, of which there were none.     


 Impact of 2011 Budget on Ogle County Mental Health Services – Bowers noted that 
as a 708 Board member, it’s important for the HEW committee to know mental health 
service budgets are being cut over $90,000,000 from the state, with huge impact.  A 
recap was distributed.  Bowers reported this will require a 35-45% budget cut to 
agencies that provide mental health services.  Notification was provided a few weeks 
ago, and discussed it in the last 708 board.  Kilker noted this will be an issue we will 
hear about during our funding hearings. McKinley asked about timing of the HEW 
committee review.  Bauer noted it was in August last year.  Kilker noted she wants to 
ensure all agencies are asked the same questions.  Bauer noted we will need to have 
same 10 questions asked of every committee that each committee member asks.  
Follow up questions, of course, can be asked.  August will be the same process this 
year.  708 Board will start their review in May.    


 
9. Old Business –  


 Senior Services Offsite Review Session- Senior Citizen Services Focus Group.  Bauer 
distributed possible talking points/agenda for meeting in May.  Discussion followed.  
Goal is to collect data and measure services.  The invitation will be to directors and 
book keepers, but it is an open meeting so the general public and agency groups can  
be there. Bauer confirmed it will be the directors and financial people that will drive 







most of the discussion.  Bauer explained how he envisions the day working and 
discussion followed.  Possible topics to explore on day one include food, 
transportation, entertainment, bookkeeping, fundraising, facility concerns. The 
committee agreed it would be wise to then wait one month and come back for day 2 
and do a SWOT analysis of the day 1 data (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, 
threats).  The second session could also focus on where duplication of services come.  
Kilker noted certification is critical and should be put into the application process, to 
which the committee agreed. McKinley noted the end of the day 1 focus group 
session should be to review the 2011 application process.  The committee identified  
June 16, Wednesday as a possible day 2 focus group session.   


 Referendum for .025% - Chairman Bauer reported the States Attorney has confirmed 
nothing in the last resolution changed the board’s authority to set the rate up to the 
max of .025%.  He also confirmed the referendum purpose was to clean up the 
language so as not to trigger the Exelon max.   Discussion followed.   McKinley 
confirmed no further action is being taken by the County Board at this time and that 
this levy, along with all others, will be reviewed during the annual budget 
preparation, as is the normal review process.   


 
10. Interview & Recommendation – Possible Closed Session –  


 Motion by Bowers to go into closed session for the purpose of interviewing Seth 
McCanse for the open 708 Board position.  2nd by Horner.  Roll call vote; Bauer - 
yes, Janes- yes, Barnes- yes, Horner- yes, Williams-yes, Bowers- yes, Kilker-yes.  
Upon returning to open session, motion by Kilker to recommend Seth McCanse to 
the 708 Board.  2nd by Bowers.  Motion carried.   


 
11. Adjournment by Chairman Bauer at 5:41  


 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
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Judiciary & Circuit Clerk & Juvenile & Probation  
Tuesday, April 13, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Vice Chair Kim Stahl at 3:03  
 Members present- Nye, Kenney, DeArvil, Colbert, Stahl, Messer,  
 Members absent - none  
 Others present – McKinley, Egan, Mallory 


 
2. Approval of Minutes: March 9, 2010 


 Motion by Kenney 
 2nd by Stahl  
 Motion carried 


 
3. Public Comment - none 


 
4. Consideration of Monthly Invoices: 


 Focus House –  
o Motion by Colbert to approve the bills in the amount of $1,765.75  
o 2nd by Stahl 
o Motion carried  


 Probation 
o Motion by Stahl to approve the bills in the amount of $3,125.00 
o 2nd by Kenney 
o Motion carried 


 Circuit Clerk 
o Motion by Stahl to approve the bills in the amount of $92.00 
o 2nd by Messer 


 Judiciary 
o Motion by DeArvil to approve the bills in the amount of $10,506.00 
o 2nd by Kenney 
o Motion carried 


 
5. Department Reports: 


 Probation – nothing to report  
 Focus House – Mike Dale distributed the monthly reports noting some kids have been 


released in the middle of the quarter, so census is down.  Cook County contacted 
Focus House for a possible placement.   


 Ogle County Reporting Center – Mike Dale distributed the monthly reports noting 
alternative suspensions continue with strong usage from Rochelle and some other 
towns.  The Chana alternative school has agreed to be a hub for Ogle County 
suspended kids to help provide transportation since parents can’t always get the kids 
there.  Spaghetti supper is tomorrow.  


 Circuit Clerk – nothing to report 
 







6. New Business –  
 Juvenile Justice Presentation to County Board- Sherri Egan reported they will 


present information to the full county board next Tuesday, including a 
proclamation to declare a week Juvenile Justice week. Goal is to educate the 
board, then do a press conference in May at Focus House to showcase the work 
they’ve been doing and the plan they have in place, which is gaining national 
attention.  After the press conference, there will be a speaking tour of sorts to 
promote and highlight plans and progress made.  Law enforcement, schools, 
service agencies, community stakeholders are all on board and they want to 
educate the public on this.    


 
7. Old Business – none 


 
8. Adjournment  


 Motion by Messer 
 2nd by DeArvil 
 Motion carried 


    
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 


 
 
















Resolution 2010-0412 
Resolution to Authorize Long Range Planning Invoices     


 
WHEREAS, on April 6, 2010, the Ogle County Executive Committee reviewed a summary of proposed 


Long Range Planning expenses; 
  
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ogle County Board authorizes payment of Long 


Range invoices totaling $558,585.06 for the following: 
 


SUPPLIER NAME DESCRIPTION AMOUNT 


Old Limestone, LLC Watt Bldg. - May Rent $         5,800.00


    


Holabird & Root, LLC Professional Svcs Feb. 2010 & Reimbursable Expenses $       16,873.06


        


Ringland-Johnson Inc. Courthouse Construction-Remodel – Application #9 $    509,037.00


    


Historic Surfaces Interior Finish - Restoration of Board & Conference Room $       26,875.00


      


  TOTAL: $    558,585.06
 
 
Presented and Approved at the April 20, 2010, Ogle County Board Meeting. 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk 
                                                                                         ______________________ 
                                                                                          W. Ed Rice, Chairman 








Ogle County 
Long Range Planning – Courthouse Renovation Committee Meeting  


April 6, 2010 10:30  
Tentative Minutes 


 
 


1. Call to Order  by Rich Gronewold at 10:40   
 Members present: Rice, Nye, Gronewold, Hopkins, Messer, Gouker, 


Stahl.  Gouker left at 11:45.   
 Members absent: none 
 Others present:  Sheriff Beitel, Deputy Harn, Ron Colson, Lou Finch, John 


Coffman, Meggon McKinley, Jim Harrison, Jim Dobyns, Becky Huntley, 
Larry Callant  


 
2.  Approval of Minutes: March 2, 2010  


 Motion by Hopkins  
 2nd by Messer 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Courthouse Renovation Project- Review & Possible Action: 


a. Project Update- 
i. Cabling – Sherriff Beitel confirmed Verizon will be rerouting the 


large cable that runs into the north side old courthouse basement 
window.  Of all the cabling hanging in the basement hallway, 
Verizon has already moved theirs.  The remaining small cables, 
one for the jail inmate phones, are just cosmetic. We’ve put in our 
own conduit in for all video and cabling needed, however, the 
video surveillance company installed their wires in our conduit 
without our knowledge or permission.  Sheriff and Ringland 
Johnson agreed they need to remove their cabling and repair ours, 
ensuring fireproof standards are met.  Rice would like to know if 
the electrical subcontractor really gave this company permission, 
because he thinks that’s unlikely. We need to ensure something 
like this doesn’t happen again, to which Ringland Johnson agreed.    


ii. Move logistics- McKinley reported she is working to confirm a 
move logistics meeting with all relevant parties April 23, 10:00 
location to be determined.   


b. Courthouse Budget & Timeline- McKinley distributed the monthly 
courthouse distribution report.  Discussion followed.     


c. Additional Scope Items 
i. Historic mural replication- McKinley reported on her meeting with 


Carol Ubben to confirm size and location of the historic cannon 
mural replica.  Rice moved to approve a maximum of $1,104.91 to 
replicate the historical mural with cannons.  2nd by Nye.  Gouker 
said he is not in favor of this.  Hopkins said the good thing it is 
done by a local artist, and the fee is very reasonable.  Messer said 







there is a lot of history in that building that would be a shame to 
lose.  Motion carried with one nay vote by Gouker.     


ii. Carpet warranty – Dobyns reported that the installer is concerned 
about the carpet over joints where the floors connect.  Preventative 
repairs and securing of the joints would be very expensive 
(possibly $25,000) and nothing may ever happen because the 
floors are very stable with virtually no deflection, per Lassin.  But 
if there are problems with the carpet in these areas, the 15 year 
carpet warranty would require Ogle County to pay the first $3,000 
in repair and then they would cover the rest. Hopkins moved to go 
with the warranty proposal that requires us to pay a $3,000 
deductible on the 15 year warranty.  2nd by Rice.   Discussion 
followed.  Motion carried.   


d. Change Orders  
i. Delay fee- not to exceed $16,300 for 4 weeks.  McKinley 


distributed the change orders and current project schedule.  She 
explained the reason for the delay came when the board pushed 
back the furniture purchase decision which was scheduled for 
December.  The A/V was also tied to this because we couldn’t 
confirm the A/V specs until we knew what board table was being 
chosen.  The furniture and the A/V each had their own 4 week 
delay, but coincided into one 4 week delay.  Ringland Johnson has 
since condensed the furniture delay down to 2 weeks, but the A/V 
remains at 4.  Dobyns reminded the committee that the A/V section 
is not part of the original contract, but that their assistance was 
requested to manage it.  The change order noted the necessary 4 
week extension because we have to wait for the drawings, 
selection, and installation, which is not a flexible timeline. Dobyns 
said he feels Ringland Johnson has been fair throughout this job 
and he has viewed the county’s dollar as if it were his own.  He 
said if he can do this in 1 week, he’ll do it in 1 week, but it’s likely 
to be 4.  Rice clarified this is a week by week extension – if only 1 
week, we pay only pay 1 week.  Gouker asked where the original 
project schedule is, which McKinley confirmed she has with her as 
does the architect, Stahl, Rice, and Dennis Williams.  Stahl 
reminded the committee this topic has been discussed since 
December.  Dobyns noted the project schedule has thousands of 
different ways to report the information and that RJC reported this 
to H&R and they approved it.  He said RJC never uses float 
because it’s free time, and they don’t put free time in the schedule 
because they expect their men to work 5 days a week 8 days a 
week.  He also noted he doesn’t expect the punch list to go beyond 
30 days, but the timing of the punch list will be extended.  
Gronewold asked for clarification of what the delay fee consists of.  
Dobyns confirmed the fee represents the management costs of 
overseeing the project and keeping people in the courthouse the 







extra 4 weeks.  It is not labor.  Lassin helped summarize by saying 
the furniture and A/V had start dates approved in the contract.  For 
A/V, there was an allotment for 2 reviews of shop drawings and 
submittals.  We shortened that time and took it out of the schedule, 
then approvals of shop drawings, then shipping of A/V, then 
installing.  The extra amount comes from extra time from Mike, 
Jim, and additional utilities to the site during that time.  It’s not 
installation and labor costs, it’s the project management/time costs.  
Rice asked if this would have happened if we approved the 
furniture in December.  Dobyns said no.  Gouker asked why we 
didn’t have more time to review the furniture.  McKinley said we 
had plenty time to review the furniture bids but that the in the 
process, the board decided to reconsider the original specifications 
that generated the bids they had to review. Motion by Messer to 
approve the weekly delay fee of $4,075 with a maximum of 4 
weeks at $16,300.  2nd by Nye.  Hopkins said he’s fine with this if 
it’s week by week.  Motion carried with one Nay vote by Gouker.  
McKinley then expressed her appreciation for the project 
management skills of Ringland Johnson on this project stating she 
has experienced them to be proactive, accommodating, and flexible 
throughout this entire project.  She noted that Ringland Johnson 
has eaten many costs without coming back to us to cover it because 
they stood by the T&M maximum limits even if they got the short 
end of the stick. She wanted the committee to know she has found 
no evidence of deceit or intent to mismanage our funds, just the 
highest levels of professionalism and craftsmanship.  Gouker 
clarified he did not in any way accuse them of deceit, rather, 
concern about the proper documentation and justification of the 
delay claims.    


ii. RJC #60 - $8,073 attic insulation – This is an option for the county 
because it’s not up to code.  R49 is recommended and we have 
R19 at best.  This would blow in additional insulation to make it 
even.  Lassin indicates the mechanical devices are set to heat/cool 
properly and this could help conserve energy, but don’t know how 
much.  Sheriff Beitel says this would help with energy efficiency.  
Harn said if you’re going to do it, now is the time to do it.  Motion 
by Hopkins to approve $8,073 by owner initiated.  2nd by Messer.  
Motion carried.   


iii. RJC #66 - $968 to paint sprinklers in the Board Room to match 
Tony’s hand painted, stenciled ceiling.  Can’t paint them ourselves 
or it nullifies the warranty.  Rice motions to approve $968 as 
owner initiated.  2nd by Nye. Motion carried.   


iv. RJC #67 - $803 required by code to install sprinkler head under the 
air handler unit.  Motion by Hopkins as required by code.  2nd by 
Messer.  Motion carried.   







v. RJC #68 – $2,319 to secure employee staircase.  Rice reported the 
top stairs are not level, and this solution is to level the top flight of 
stairs and add a hand rail.  Motion to approve by Messer.  2nd by 
Nye.  Harn noted he understands the top run of stairs would 
actually be moved up. Dobyns noted these stairs may have been 
relocated during the 80s renovation.  Motion carried.   


vi. RJC #64 - Crumbling sandstone for future action.  It may be 
$12,000 to patch, $20,000 to repair.   


vii. RJC #61- $13,877 - Roof repair – the architect expressed concern 
that the cost per shingle looks high, and that the installation 
requires a boom lift for replacing shingles on the main roof, and a 
crane and basket to replace steeple shingles.  He noted the current 
estimate doesn’t include cost of the crane and basket because it is 
here now to use.  Doing it later could add $3,000 to get the rig 
back. Lassin noted that it is not leaking now and asked if it’s a cost 
the county wants to incur now or later, perhaps when the gutters 
are redone.  The Sheriff confirmed the roof warranty has expired.  
Rice asked why Vovos said our roof was in good shape.  Dobyns 
indicated the specs required a roof inspection, which reported some 
shingles being in need of repair- 42 on the main roof and 10 on the 
steeple having missing or broken shingles for a total of 52.  He 
confirmed there are no leaks or no damage at this time.  Harn noted 
this is likely 1/3 of the cost it will be in the future because we have 
the equipment now plus tearing up the lawn.  Discussion followed.  
Messer moved to approve a not to exceed $13,877 as owner 
initiated.  2nd by Hopkins.  Gronewold agrees we have to fix this, 
but is very concerned here we are spending $13,000 on the roof 
when the architect originally said we wouldn’t need to.  Motion 
carried.    


viii. Other- Sheriff Beitel reported he did a walk through and believes 
electrical to the flag pole was disconnected, cupola spot lights 
should be in the contract to hook back up, and asked about the west 
side south chimney face with mortar joints cleaned out but not 
filled back in with mortar.  Dobyns will look into all of these 
things for us.  Also, the Sheriff noted the 2nd floor window above 
entrance on west side has missing cement above the window like 
the other windows have.  Rice recalls talking about having a 
molding made to provide the decoration needed. Lassin said we 
have to be careful not to cover up the steel that would absorb water 
run off vs. pushing it off and will check to see what’s needed.  RJC 
#32 – revise condensate lines in basement – for future 
consideration because the architect is requesting more information. 
Storm sewer bid – Rice asked if bad weather comes, will we be 
stuck with an extension if this happens?  Dobyns said he doesn’t 
anticipate problems.  He said he estimates he can do it in a week.    


 







4. Approval of LRP Bills – Rice moved to approve $558,585.  2nd Messer.  Motion 
carried.   


 
5. New Business- none  


                          
5. Public Comment – Colson mentioned we had post-poned a decision on the south 


edge of lawn and parking lot asking when we’ll do something on this.  Rice 
confirmed we will address this after the project is done and we can see what we 
need.  Colson also asked about the panels taken out of the courthouse with 
veteran’s names and put in the Colosium.  Is there any thought in preserving them 
for the future? No current plans.     


 
6. Next Meeting Date – May 4, 10:30 


 
7. Adjournment – by Chairman Stahl at 12:15.   


 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 


 
 







Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 3/31/2010


Row #
Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 
Project 
Budget


Approved Multi-
Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses
LTD % 
Spent


(A) Architect Fees - Holabird & Root
A1 Professional Services (8.5% of const cost+furniture+stencil rest)     502,774.00        526,731.66 
A2 - Schematic design (15%)          79,009.75 74,500.38 94.3%
A3 - Design Development (20%)        105,346.33 99,333.84 94.3%
A4 - Construction Documents (40%)        210,692.66 198,667.68 94.3%
A5 - Bidding (5%)          26,336.58 24,833.46 94.3%
A6 - Construction Administration (20%)        105,346.33 69,904.60 66.4%
A7 Programming (14970.1A)       40,000.00          40,000.00 39,140.75 97.9%
A8 Clerk Office (14970.1B)            3,810.00 3,810.00 100.0%
A9 Reimburseable Consultant (Historic Surfaces)         5,000.00            5,000.00 5,000.00 100.0%
A10 Memorial Hall Floor Plan Redesign         8,000.00            8,000.00 0.00 0.0%
A11 Expenses (25000 limit set 9/09)       50,000.00          25,000.00 20,478.41 81.9%
A12 Additional Time Delay Fee (approved 9/09)          14,891.82 0.00 0.0%
A13 Sub Total - Holabird & Root     605,774.00        623,433.48 535,669.12 85.9%
 


(B) Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson
B1 Base Bid  5,187,000.00     5,187,000.00 
B2 Performance Bond       34,442.00          34,442.00 
B3 Builders Risk Insurance         7,500.00            7,500.00 
B4 - Payment #1 127,842.00  
B5 - Payment #2 390,454.00  
B6 - Payment #3 292,148.00  
B7 - Payment #4 693,144.00
B8 - Payment #5 (less $14,022.41 plumbing lien) 574,831.00
B9 - Payment #6 (less $30,263.05 plumbing lien) 568,596.95
B10 - Payment #7 (less $113,568 plumbing lien) 779,151.41
B11 - Payment #8 570,755.00
B12 Alternate #1 (re-do parking lot, landscaping)     142,000.00 0.00  
B13 Alternate #2 (replace east curved sidewalk)       12,625.00          12,625.00  
B14 Alternate #3 (ramp, canopy, snow melt)       91,400.00          91,400.00  
B15 Alternate #4 (deleted before bids) 0.00 0.00  
B16 Alternate #5 (emergency power generator)       31,000.00          19,908.00 
B17 Construction Contingency     406,818.00        406,818.00  


Change Orders - September 2009  
B17 - RJC #2-Use 5/8" concr brd under tile in restrooms 4,531.00          
B18 - RJC #3-Install 1/4" APA underlay under flooring 5,596.00          


- RJC #4 eliminate door 019A (756.00)$           
B19 - RJC #5a-long span lintels south side of bldg flrs 1 & 2 7,683.00          
B20 - RJC #5b-Eliminate lintels ($2,162)
B21 - RJC #5d-Revise bearing condtn 2nd floor file storage ($437)
B22 - RJC #5g-Fill in boiler pit, raise concrete slab (was $8544) 4,500.00          
B23 - RJC #5h-New slabs in basement 2,222.00          
B24 - RJC #5j-Remove fl 2 clay tile partition, drywall (was $6683) 5,584.00          
B25 - RJC #6-radius lintel over 5th street entrance 5,056.00          
B26 - RJC #7-Window changes deduct std colors vs custom ($17,320)
B27 - RJC #8a-Basemt demo, framing, drywall (T&M) 44,997.00        
B28 - RJC #8d-2nd floor demo & drywall repair SE corner 9,492.00          
B29 - RJC #8e-Exterior wall demo,repair 308, 309A and B 4,974.00          
B30 - RJC #8f-Demo,plaster repair for wall grills 321 and 317 (was $1134) 595.00             
B31 - RJC #8g-Demo in attic not shown on drawings 6,304.00          
B32 - RJC #10-Patch, plaster repair from unforseen (T&M) 48,109.00        


Change Orders - October 2009
B33 - RJC#1B-std water fntain chrome with water cooler ($4,500)
B34 - RJC#3-Elevate basemnt wind, add 6" stone sill, frame 17,672.00        
B35 - RJC#4-Patch hard wood flooring under drinking fountains 2,350.00          


Change Orders - November 2009
B36 - RJC #17-cupola lighting up to code 4,299.00          
B37 -RJC#18- Leveling of 2nd floor restrooms T&M not to exceed $6834 5,719.00          
B38 - RJC#19 - Structural steel reinforce for air handler; T&M 17,936.00        


Change Orders - December 2009
B39 - RJC #21-revsed electric & wire mold casing 5,700.00          
B40 - RJC #22 omit accoustic ceilings  from rooms 13 and 14 basement (was $0) (390.00)$           
B41 - RJC#25-narrow door to original opening 972.00             
B42 - RJC 28 revise lights at east and west entry (was $0) (889.00)$           
B43 - RJC 30 remove grease trap (was $0) (699.00)$           
B44 - RJC #33 - relocate attic dry sprinkler valve 3,286.00          


Change Orders - January 2010
B45 - RJC #44 Soil and concrete testing for handicap ramp 800.00             
B46 - RJC #23 rvsd Fire sprinkler alarm bell/dry system air compressor 2,958.00          
B47 - RJC # 42 New electrical feeds 2nd floor display board veterans 1,113.00          


Row #
Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 
Project 
Budget


Approved Multi-
Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses
LTD % 
Spent
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Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 3/31/2010


(B) Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson - Continued
B48 - RJC #51 Relocate toilets 18" from the wall, state code 1,569.00          
B49 - RJC #37 Elevator upgrades required by state code 26,834.00        


 Change Orders February 2010
B50 - RJC #32 - Site drain trap 787.00             
B51 - RJC #36 rvsd-Storm Sewer 42,319.00        
B52 - RJC #49 - Refinish grills plugged with debris east side of building 1,321.00          
B53 - RJC 55- Install window extensions, jambs, sills T&M not to exceed 38,794.00        
B54 - RJC #57 - Nicor gas regulator 2,388.00          


Change Orders March 2010
B55 - RJC #36R1 Storm Sewer 42,319.00        
B56 - RJC #65 Bypass valve HVAC 5,698.00          
B57 -RJC #63 missing wood base and corners all floors 7,372.00          


B58 Sub total - Change Orders Approved Against Contingency 406,818.00  354,696.00     87.2%
B59 Sub total - Ringland Johnson 6,319,603.00 5,759,693.00    3,996,922.36$     69.4%


( C ) Budgeted Allowance - Services
C1 Com Ed Utility Charge - Com Ed 17,000.00 12,190.78 71.7%
C2 Moveable Furniture ($229,991.81 final budget 2/2010) 337,200.00      100,000.00         29.7%
C3 Aries Consulting 5,000.00 4,875.00 97.5%
C4 Site Survey - Willet Hoffman - Boundry & Topo Survey 5,000.00          5,000.00 100.0%
C5 Tree Removal -Grover's Nursery 2,000.00 1,790.00 89.5%
C6 Geothermal Test - Verzieg Consulting 15,000.00 15,000.00 100.0%
C7 Hazard Materials Assess & Abate - AR Remediation 30,000.00 57,512.00 191.7%
C8 Hazard Materials Assess & Abate - Holian Asbestos 5,000.00 9,895.00 197.9%
C9 A/V Equipment (63,601 final budget+ $25,981 to be paid from County Clerk  fund) 10,000.00 0.00 0.0%
C10 Security Equipment 10,000.00  
C11 - ADT Security Watt Building 2,312.26 23.1%
C12 Telephone/Data Systems  25,000.00  
C13 - Verizon Phones Watt Building 19,879.38
C14 - Cabling clean up & re-routing 4,952.04 99.3%
C15 Departmental Signage 5,000.00 0.0%
C16 Moving Costs 25,000.00 0.0%
C17 - Universal Relocation 12,409.00 49.6%
C18 Temporary Rent - Old Limestone (overages from rent extended to 6/2010)          75,000.00 80,400.00 107.2%
C19 Watts Building Improvements          70,000.00 
C20 - Clerk's Shelving = Watt Building 6,444.26  
C21 - Fischer's - Assessor's Desk 269.99  
C22 - Mileage - Merchandise Mart 159.70
C23 - Federal Express 75.18
C24 - Area Tree Service - Watt Building 1,250.00  
C25 - Keys - Watt Building 156.04  
C26 - Dynamic Horizons -Watt Network Redundancy 14,015.12  
C27 - Global Enterprise Technology-  Watt Network Redundancy 66,723.64  
C28 - Dynamic Horizons Watt Network Redundancy Fix 1,459.50
C29 - Dynamic Horizons Watt Network Redund Fix Labor 1,000.00
C30 - Global Enterprise Technology - Watt Network Redund Fix 195.00
C31 - Dixon Ottawa Communications - T1 Wiring Watt Redund Fix 1,911.20
C32 - T1 Fix - Device Shipping 132.28
C33 - T1 Auto Redundancy Switches 949.50
C34 - Dynamic Horizons Redundancy Failover Testing 162.50
C35 - Wes's Tree Service- Watt 500.00  
C36 Subtotal Watt Building Improvements 95,403.91 136.3%
C37 Total Budgeted Allowances - Services 636,200.00 421,619.37 66.3%


(D) Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00          
D1 - Owner demo prior to abatement work - Marv Miller 21,250.00             
D2 - Courthouse Demo - Disposal Service for internal demo 1,375.32
D3 - Lead abatement #2 - Luse 16,000.00             
D4 - Drilling holes in concrete walls to rewire phone lines 750.00
D5 - MDES Engineering Study to reconfigure storm sewer 3,500.00               
D6 - Beesing Welding -welding cannon caps 190.00                  
D7 - New Water Meter for increased capacity 1,867.10               
D8 Total Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00 44,932.42 59.9%


Row #
Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 
Project 
Budget


Approved Multi-
Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses
LTD % 
Spent


(E) Historic Renovation Project Allowances (RJC payments accounted for in (B))
E1 Boardroom Stenciling Restoration (& conference room -Tony K.) 145,000.00        53,750.00             37.07%
E2 Boardroom Plaster Restoration ($35,000 spent - in RJC payments) 35,000.00          100.00%
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E3 Boardroom Stencil Mock Up (Tony K.) 14,000.00          14,000.00             100.00%
E4 Memorial Hall Mural Restoration Testing (Tony K.) 3,000.00          2,950.00             98.33%
E5 Memorial Hall Mural & Wall Restoration ($3,328 spent - in RJC payments) 21,000.00        -                     15.85%
E6 Memorial Hall Construction Cost ($0 spent- in RJC payments) 12,000.00          0.00%
E7 Total Historic Project Allowances 230,000.00     70,700.00          


(F) Unbudgeted 
F1 - EVS Construction Lawsuit Settlement 50,000.00 50,000.00
F2 Total Unbudgeted 50,000.00 50,000.00 100.0%


(G) Courthouse Renovation Budget Summary
G1 Architect Fees - Holabird & Root        623,433.48 535,669.12         85.9%
G2 Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson 5,759,693.00   3,996,922.36      69.4%
G3 Budgeted Allowance - Services 636,200.00 421,619.37         66.3%
G4 Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00 44,932.42             59.9%
G5 Historic Renovation Project Allowances 230,000.00        70,700.00             30.7%
G6 Unbudgeted 50,000.00 50,000.00             100.0%
G7 Total Courthouse Budget & Expense 7,500,000.00 7,374,326.48 5,119,843.27 69.4%
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Long Range Expenses


2010 Annual 
Budget


YTD Through 
3/31/10 % Spent


Multi-Year Project 
Budget LTD Expense


LTD % 
Spent


Courthouse Budget 6,689,557.00 2,737,291.23 40.9% 7,500,000.00$                  5,119,803.49$              68.3%


Salaries- Committee Meetings & Mileage             7,000.00 1,450.00 20.7%
Travel             1,000.00 71.55 7.2%


Total Meeting Expense             8,000.00              1,521.55 19.0%


CAD/ Records Management System          119,234.00 111,858.00 93.8% 625,000.00 603,624.00 96.6%
Oregon Police Dept CIS Access           22,500.00 22,599.00 100.4%
NITT Commission          175,000.00 0.0%


County Network Upgrade           75,000.00 0.0%
Global Enterprise Technology
Dynamic Horizons
Dixon Ottawa
Total - Network Upgrade           75,000.00                        -   0.0%


Jail - Code Improvements          250,000.00 0.0%


Stillman Bank- Bond Servicing 250.00


Transfer to Bond Fund 1,151,200.00 0.0%
YTD Total Ependitures 8,490,491.00 2,873,519.78 33.8%


4/15/2010
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Resolution 2010 – 0421 


Ogle County Non-Union, Non-Exempt job Level Classification plan 


WHEREAS, Ogle County wishes to establish job level classification plans for its employees, and 


WHEREAS, Ogle County wishes to establish a minimum, mid point, and maximum pay range per job 
level classification, and; 


WHEREAS, Ogle County wishes to have such policies in place to guide the cooperative efforts required 
between County Department Heads and the Ogle County Board for personnel hiring, advancement, 
salary administration, and budgetary decision making responsibilities,  


THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED that the Ogle County Board adopts the following non-union, non-
exempt job level classification plan: 


 
 


Ogle County, Illinois  
Non‐Union , Non‐Exempt Job Level Classification Plan 


4/20/10 
            


Job Description  Job   Wage Range 


   Level  Min  Mid  Max 


             


   OC Non Exempt 1  $9.02  $11.28  $13.54 


              


   Focus House  $8.75  $12.50  $16.25 


ATS I             


ATS II             


ATS III             


Cook             


   OC Non Exempt 2  $11.17  $13.96  $16.75 


Animal Control Admin Assist             


Animal Control Part Time             


Assessment Deputy Clerk             


County Clerk Deputy Recorder             


Focus House Secretary             


Judiciary Law Clerk             


ROE Certification Officer             


Solid Waste Assistant             


Solid Waste Administrative Assistant              


Treasurer Part Time Clerk             


Zoning Part Time             


Zoning Administrative Assistant             







   OC Non Exempt 3  $13.71  $17.11  $19.95 


Animal Control Warden             


Chief Deputy Coroner (PT)             


County Clerk Deputy Clerk             


Sheriff Executive Secretary             


States Attorney Legal Secretary             


Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector             


Sr Assessment Deputy Clerk             


States Attorney Victim Witness Advocate             


Deputy Zoning  & Administration             


   OC Non Exempt 4  $15.68  $19.60  $21.92 


Judicial Administrative Assist             


Highway Office Manager             


Chief Deputy Treasurer             


Chief Deputy Assessor             


County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk             


County Recorder Chief Dpty Recorder             


Deputy Coroner / Secretary Assist             


   OG Non Exempt 5  $16.60  $20.75  $24.90 


Engineering Technicial             


Solid Waste Management Specialist              


   Highway Non Exempt 1  $17.34  $20.40  $23.46 


Truck Driver I             


   Highway Non Exempt 2  $20.45  $24.07  $27.68 


Truck Driver II             


Mechanic             


Sign Maintenance             


Equipment Operators             


   OC Non Exempt 6  $21.03  $26.29  $31.55 


GIS Coordinator             


GIS Specialist             


Highway Foreman             


EMA Coordinator             
 


Presented and Adopted at the April 20, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting. 


Attest:_________________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk          
      _______________________________________ 


      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 








Proposed Ogle County Employee Clerical Pay Scale - by job level
**DRAFT** April 2010 v106mm


Clerk Job Levels Min Mid Max
% change in EA 


Max Color legend: From EA Study
1 9.02 11.28 13.54 0% 2009 Mkt Data Adjusted
2 11.17 13.96 16.75 0%
3 13.71 17.11 19.95 -4%
4 15.68 19.60 21.92 -7%


DEPT. Classification March 2010 Annual
March 2010 


Hourly
EA Assigned 


Job Level


Ogle County 
Assigned Job 


Level Falls in Range Status Length of Service
Animal Control Administrative Asst. 28,193.38$             15.4909 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 8
Animal Control Part-time 12.2900 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 11
Assessment Deputy Clerk 25,000.00$             13.7363 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 5
Assessment Deputy Clerk 27,500.00$             15.1099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 6
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 24,720.00$             13.5824 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 1
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 25,462.00$             13.9901 2 2 Mid L2 OK 4
Focus House Secretary 27,258.00$             14.9769 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Jud & Jury Law Clerk 13.0000 2 Mid L2 OK 1
ROE Certification Officer 27,319.00$             15.0104 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
Solid Waste Administrative Assistant 22,000.00$             12.0879 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
State's Attorney Secretary 26,226.00$             14.4099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
State's Attorney Secretary 24,581.00$             13.5060 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 4
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.2500 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 8
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.0000 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 11
Zoning Part - Time 12.3600 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
Zoning Admin. Assistant I 26,780.00$             14.7143 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Assessment Deputy Clerk 31,750.00$             17.4451 3 3 At Mid L3 OK 18
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 27,319.00$             15.0104 3 3 Above Min L3 OK 2
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,112.00$             16.5451 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 5
State's Attorney Legal Secretary 28,840.00$             15.8462 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 1
Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector 16.0000 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 10
Assessment Chief Deputy Assessor 38,250.00$             21.0165 4 4 Almost max L4 Near Max L4 19
Coroner Secretary/Deputy Coroner 24,214.36$             13.3046 4 4 Below Min L3 Low 3
County Clerk Chief Deputy-IT 34,066.00$             18.7176 4 4 Near Mid L4 OK 11
County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk 38,523.00$             21.1665 4 4 Near Max L4 Near Max L4 19
County Clerk Chief Deputy Recorder 40,491.00$             22.2478 4 4 Max L4 Maxed in L4 24
Highway Office Manager 22.8000 4 4 Above Max L4 Maxed in L4 19
Jud & Jury Administrative Asst. 37,220.00$             20.4505 4 4 Above Mid L4 OK 20
State's Attorney Office Mgr/Admin Assistant 35,020.00$             19.2418 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 2
Treasurer Chief Deputy Treasurer 35,600.00$             19.5604 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 4
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Clerk Job Levels Min Mid Max
% change in EA 


Max Color legend: From EA Study
1 9.02 11.28 13.54 0% 2009 Mkt Data Adjusted
2 11.17 13.96 16.75 0%
3 13.71 17.11 19.95 -4%
4 15.68 19.60 21.92 -7%


DEPT. Classification
March 2010 


Annual
March 2010 


Hourly
EA Assigned 


Job Level


Ogle County 
Assigned Job 


Level Falls in Range Status
Length of 
Service


Animal Control Administrative Asst. 28,193.38$      15.4909 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 8
Animal Control Part-time 12.2900 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 11
Assessment Deputy Clerk 25,000.00$      13.7363 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 5
Assessment Deputy Clerk 27,500.00$      15.1099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 6
Assessment Deputy Clerk 31,750.00$      17.4451 3 3 At Mid L3 OK 18
Assessment Chief Deputy Assessor 38,250.00$      21.0165 4 4 Almost max L4 Near Max L4 19
Coroner Secretary/Deputy Coroner 24,214.36$      13.3046 4 4 Below Min L3 Low 3
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 24,720.00$      13.5824 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 1
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 27,319.00$      15.0104 3 3 Above Min L3 OK 2
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 25,462.00$      13.9901 2 2 Mid L2 OK 4
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,112.00$      16.5451 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 5
County Clerk Chief Deputy-IT 34,066.00$      18.7176 4 4 Near Mid L4 OK 11
County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk 38,523.00$      21.1665 4 4 Near Max L4 Near Max L4 19
County Clerk Chief Deputy Recorder 40,491.00$      22.2478 4 4 Max L4 Maxed in L4 24
Focus House Secretary 27,258.00$      14.9769 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Highway Office Manager 22.8000 4 4 Above Max L4 Maxed in L4 19
Jud & Jury Law Clerk 13.0000 2 Mid L2 OK 1
Jud & Jury Administrative Asst. 37,220.00$      20.4505 4 4 Above Mid L4 OK 20
ROE Certification Officer 27,319.00$      15.0104 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
Solid Waste Administrative Assistant 22,000.00$      12.0879 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
State's Attorney Secretary 26,226.00$      14.4099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
State's Attorney Secretary 24,581.00$      13.5060 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 4
State's Attorney Legal Secretary 28,840.00$      15.8462 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 1
State's Attorney Office Mgr/Admin Assistan 35,020.00$      19.2418 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 2
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.2500 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 8
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.0000 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 11
Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector 16.0000 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 10
Treasurer Chief Deputy Treasurer 35,600.00$      19.5604 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 4
Zoning Part - Time 12.3600 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
Zoning Admin. Assistant I 26,780.00$      14.7143 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7





		Clerks by job level

		Clerks by department
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Ogle County Highway Department  
Road & Bridge Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


April 13, 2010 
 
I. Meeting called to order at 10:00 AM by Chairman Huntley. 


Members present: Don Huntley, Ben Diehl, Ron Colson, Jim Barnes, Lynne Kilker, Mel 
Messer & Paul White. 


 
II. Received Bids 
 A. 2010 Backup Generator 


1. Motion to accept low bid by – Ron Colson 
2. Motion seconded by – Mel Messer 
3. Vote – All in favor  


 B.  2010 Office Flooring 
1. Motion to accept low bid by – Mel Messer 
2. Motion seconded by – Lynne Kilker 
3. Vote – All in favor  


C. 10-XX000-00-GM, Township Bituminous Seal Coat Program except Group 56 
1. Concurrence on low bid by Road Commissioners. 
2. Motion to award low bid by subject to no protests being filed – Ben Diehl 
3. Motion seconded by – Mel Messer 
4. Vote - All in Favor 


D. 10-00000-02-GM, County Bituminous Seal Coat Program,  
1. Motion to accept low bids subject to no protests being filed by – Jim 
 Barnes 
2. Motion seconded by – Ron Colson 
3. Vote – All in favor 


E.  Rockvale Township Overlay, Section 10-21000-00-GM, Razorville Rd. 
1. Concurrence on low bid by Road Commissioner. 
2. Motion to award low bid, subject to no protest being filed by – Lynne 


Kilker 
3. Motion seconded by – Ron Colson 
4. Vote - All in Favor  


 
III. Reviewed March 9, 2010 Minutes. 
 A. Motion to approve minutes by – Jim Barnes 
 B. Motion seconded by – Mel Messer 
 C. Vote - All in Favor 
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IV. Reviewed Bills and Payroll  
 A. Motion to approve by – Lynne Kilker 
 B. Motion seconded by – Mel Messer 
 C.  Vote - All in Favor 
 
V. Petitions and Resolutions 


A. Section 2010 Backup Generator, Award and Appropriation Resolution 
$          59,000             from County Highway Fund 
1. Motion to approve by – Ben Diehl 
2. Motion seconded by – Mel Messer 
3. Vote - All in Favor 


B. Section 2010 Office Flooring, Award and Appropriation Resolution 
$       5,200               from County Highway Fund 
1. Motion to approve by – Mel Messer 
2. Motion seconded by – Paul White 
3. Vote – All in Favor 


C. Section 10-00000-02-GM, Award and Appropriation Resolution 
$  94,000    from Federal Aid Matching Fund and $_94,000_ from County Motor 
Fuel Tax 
1. Motion to approve by – Jim Barnes 
2. Motion seconded by – Ben Diehl 
3. Vote - All in Favor 


 
VI.  Business & Communications 
 A. Unfinished Business 


 1.  The County Engineer presented the final Mutual Aid Emergency Highway  
  Operations System Agreement to the Committee for approval. This  
  agreement provides for intergovernmental highway agency assistance  
  should an Ogle County Participating Agency need assistance. The Road  
  Commissioners of Ogle County were supportive of the agreement in its  
  current form at their Spring meeting last month. 


a. Motion to approve a resolution authorizing the County Board 
  Chairman to execute a Mutual Aid Emergency Highway  


 Operations System Agreement with Ogle County highway  
 agencies by – Ben Diehl 
b. Motion seconded by – Mel Messer 
c. Vote – All in Favor 


  2. Marathon Petroleum Company has agreed to incur the cost of re- 
   sealing the segments of road that their bituminous product failed  
   upon last year. 
 
 
B. New Business 
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1. I.A.C.E. Legislative Committee – The State has yet to sell any bonds for 
funding the Local Agency portion of the 2009 Capitol program so local 
agencies have yet to see any revenues from such. 


2. I.A.C.E. Revenue Fact Finding Committee – The Committee is 
investigating new revenue sources for highway construction and 
reviewing project criteria for the Truck Access Route Program. 


3. Next Meeting – Tuesday May 11, 2010, @ 10:00 AM, 
4. 2010 Project Status: 


    Steward Road Overpass -started back up this week 
  5. The Committee inspected the new motor-grader that was delivered two  
   weeks ago.  
  6.  The Spring Road Postings were removed on April 12, 2010. 
  7. New narrow band radio frequencies are being applied for as required by  
   the FCC. 
    
VII. Public Comment 
 There was no public comment at this time. 
 
VIII. Meeting adjourned at 11:30 A.M. by Chairman Huntley. 
  
Minutes submitted by Curtis D. Cook, P.E. 








          


Ogle County Community 


Mental Health Board 


   


 


 
OGLE COUNTY COMMUNITY 


 
   MENTAL HEALTH ( 708 ) BOARD 


 
 MINUTES OF THE   


 
March 4, 2010 Meetings 


 
On March 4, 2010, Kathleen Wilson, President called a meeting of the 708 Board to order 
at 7:30 a.m. at the Ogle County Sheriff’s Office, Jefferson Street, Oregon, Illinois, at the 
call of the secretary and a notice given to each board member and on notice posted at the 
Ogle County Courthouse and Ogle County Sheriff’s Office.  Kathleen Wilson presided. 
 
The secretary called the roll: 
 
BOARD MEMBERS PRESENT:  Kathleen Wilson, President, Susan Schroeder, Vice 
President, Louise Hall, Treasurer, Wendy Howarter, Laura Medlar and Dorothy Bowers, 
Ogle County Board Liaison  
  
ABSENT: Marcia Heuer and Emery Harmon  
 
OTHERS PRESENT: Jim Sarver and Kim James of Sinnissippi Center’s Inc., Rose 
Krause of Ogle County Hospice, Ruth Carter of Help Offer Protective Environment 
(HOPE of Ogle County) Kathleen Kurtz and Missy Wilson of Easter Seals Children’s 
Development Center, Susan Loyd of Lutheran Social Services of Illinois, and Craig 
Carpenter of Village of Progress 
 
The Chair announced a quorum. 
 
Approval of Agenda: Louise Hall moved to accept the agenda with the addition of 
Funding Application Hearing Schedule to Unfinished Business.  Dorothy Bowers 
seconded.  Motion carried unanimously.  
 
Review and approval of the February minutes was done. Dorothy Bowers moved to 
approve the February 4tth meeting minutes.  Susan Schroeder moved to approve 
the amended minutes for the February meeting.  Seconded by Wendy Howarter.  
Motion carried unanimously.    
 
Review and approval of the agency vouchers for March was done. Louise Hall moved to 
approve the vouchers for March as submitted.  Susan Schroeder seconded.  Motion 
carried six ayes, no nays and two absent. 
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After reviewing the financial report for March. A motion was made by Susan 
Schroeder to hold the approval of the financial report for March until next month. 
Wendy Howarter seconded.   Motion carried six ayes, no nays and two absent. 
 
Officer’s Reports: 
 
Newspaper article for February was LSSI at this time no article was presented to Kathe 
Wilson and March will be Hospice.  
 
An Appeal of Funding Consideration letter to the State of Illinois from Sinnissippi 
Centers, Inc. was discussed.  (copy attached) 
 
Unfinished Business: 
 
The video “ A Crises in Caring “ Ruth Carter asked for a copy of the video. 
 
Human Services Directory and Agency Brochures are still being delivered. 
 
We changed the schedule on May 18th as follows: 
 
May 6, 2010             7:00 am   Regular Board Meeting 
           7:30 am  Village of Progress  
 
May 11, 2010          7:00 am   Hope   
                                8:00 am   Easter Seals Children Development Center  
 
May 13,  2010          7:00 am     Sinnissippi Center, Inc. 


 
May 18, 2010  7:00 am   Hospice  
   8:00 am   Lutheran Social Services Inc  
 
May 20, 2010  7:00 am   Discussion and decision 
   Followed by a Board Meeting including election of officers  
 
Emery Harmon’s absenteeism was discussed. Kathe Wilson will send a letter to Ed Rice 
Chairman of the County Board and a copy to Jason Bauer asking for the removal of 
Emery Harmon for Non-Participation. 
 
708 Challenge no response. 
  
New Business: 
 
Discussion of Mid-Year Reports was done. 
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Agency reports: 
 
Ruth Carter Director of Hope – The Hope Chest is to be open by the 9th we are still 
looking for volunteers and accepting donations we are located downtown Rochelle, just 
across the street from the theater. 
 
Kim James from Sinnissippi Centers, Inc provided our staff with a program regarding 
Domestic Violence last month. 
 
The Citizen’s Academy training was held last month on February 12th on Orders of 
Protection and Four Step Program and on March 18th we will hold a dating program to 
students and anyone else that wants to attend at Kishwaukee College Library.  Our 
Clothes Line Project which are the Tea Shirts representing actual assault victims, 
domestic violence victims or sexual assault victims will be hung up there for display, 
during the month of March this is a state wide program. 
 
Jim Sarver and Kim James of Sinnissippi Centers, Inc – Jim Sarver reported that on 
April 23rd is our Annual Expressions Art Sale and Auction at the Next Picture Show in 
Dixon.  They will have 35 to 40 exhibits available. The items will go on display on April 
12th.  Items can be purchased ahead of time.  This is our second largest fundraisers and 
attended for the Foundation. 
 
Regarding State Funds they are slowing down again seem to get tighter and tighter over 
the year.  The service level in Ogle County is up 12% in the number of unduplicated 
clients that are requesting services and service provision to those who are receiving 
services are up 22% and most of these are coming in the area of family service and 
adolescence.   
 
Craig Carpenter of the Village of Progress – Craig Carpenter reported that Special 
Olympic Basketball teams completed in Byron on January 31st and one team was asked to 
attend the State Finals at Normal at ISU on March 12th.  We have 10 staff, consumers and 
volunteers that are going to take the Polar Plunge at Rock Cut State Park this coming 
Sunday.  This is a fundraiser for the Northwest Area Special Olympics.   
 
The Ogle County Beef Association has always been so good to our organization.  Each 
year they purchase a beef from the Ogle County Fair and donate it to us to serve the 
clients for lunch.  Last year they added a steak fry for the Staff only with no board 
members and no consumers and it was a great thing for our staff.  They are going to do it 
again on March 13th at the Ogle County Farm Bureau Building and everyone is looking 
forward to that. 
 
Accreditation Association of Rehabilitation Facilities (CARF) came through on January 
20 and 21st to audit our programs review the agency and make sure that we are in 
compliance with their guidelines.  This can be done every year up to once every three 
years depending on how the survey goes and fortunately we have always had a three year 
Compliance Award so we only need to go every three years.  We received that again this 
time.  We had two surveyors one from Florida and one from British Columbia in the 
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building for two weeks.  They found us to have no recommendations and they said that 
this happens in only 3% of their surveys. 
 
Our Christmas Wish List final total was $19,635 with 141 contributors. 
 
Kathleen Kurtz and Missy Wilson of Easter Seals Children’s Development Center –  
Kathleen Kurtz reported that March would be very busy in Ogle County Area.  On March 
13th there is a marketing fair in Rochelle and Byron Middle School Resource Fair in 
March on the 20th and a Family Fun Night on March 27th for siblings and families with 
disabilities. 
 
Rochelle services have expanded we have met with a parent mentor with the support 
group in Rochelle and are joining forces with them.  At our last meeting we provided 
information about Easter Seals and what Family Support can do for you and we had 15 
parents at that meeting.  We were able to enroll four new Ogle Families. 
 
We are facilitation a meeting between interested parents, family members and local 
providers to open up a regional GG’s Playhouse.  That is a Doon Syndrome Awareness 
Center, a women who had a doon syndrome child seven years ago started these in the 
Chicago Land Area and it has been growing.  It is a group of parents that want to increase 
awareness and have a place where you can go and have therapeutic services, educational 
services, tutors, resource library and all sorts of fun things available.  This is also 
available to all disabilities. 
 
Susan Loyd, Lutheran Social Services of Illinois – Susan Loyd reported that the second 
week in April the Council on Accreditation (COA) will be at LSSI and the last time that 
they were accredited was six years ago.  
 
Rose Krause of Ogle County Hospice – Hospice census report is we are in the high 30’s 
low 40’s and last year we were up near 60.   
 
Movie night at the Serenity Home generates a lot of conversation and dialogue.  We have 
had more and more people coming once a month to share popcorn and stories afterwards.  
It has really been creating a lot of dialogue and conversation among the guest.  It has 
been wonderful.  Serenity Home annual survey was just finished and they had no 
deficiencies, 
 
There being no objection the meeting was adjourned. 
 
The next meeting will be April 8, 2010 at the Ogle County Sheriff’s Office, Training 
Room, Jefferson Street, Oregon, IL. 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Cecilia M. Zimmerman 
Recording Secretary 
 
815.732.6762 
fax  732.6147 
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celiazimm@oglecom.com 
 
Approved:  April 8, 2010 
 
 
______________________________  ___________________________ 
Kathleen Wilson, President              Louise Hall, Secretary/Treasurer 
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R E S O L U T I O N 
 


FOR COUNTY ROAD CONSTRUCTION 
 


BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Ogle County, Illinois, that the following 
County Section be constructed: 
 


Ogle County Highway 
Department 


      2010 Backup Generator 


 
WHEREAS, bids were received at the office of the County Engineer of Ogle County on  


April 13, 2010 at 10:00 AM for the above project; 
 
WHEREAS, the following low bid was submitted by: 
 


    
ElectRick Electrical Contractors      $59,160.00  
 
WHEREAS, the Road & Bridge Committee of Ogle County reviewed the bids and 
recommends their approval; 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that there is hereby appropriated the sum of $59,500.00 
from the County Highway  fund for the said project. 
 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the above low bids be accepted and awarded. 
 
 
STATE OF ILLINOIS) 
                          )  SS 
COUNTY OF OGLE  ) 
 
I, Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk in and for said County, in the State aforesaid, and 
keeper of the records and files thereof, as provided by Statute, do hereby certify the 
foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution adopted by the County 
Board of Ogle County, 
at its regular meeting held at Oregon on April 20 , 20 10 . 
 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed 
the seal of said County at my office in Oregon, in said County, 
this 20th day of       , A.D. 20 10 .
 
 
  


County Clerk (SEAL)
 


R-2010-0414












Ogle County, Illinois 
Non‐Union , Non‐Exempt Job Level Classification Plan


4/20/10


Job Description Job  Wage Range


Level Min Mid Max


OC Non Exempt 1 $9.02 $11.28 $13.54


Focus House $8.75 $12.50 $16.25


ATS I


ATS II


ATS III


Cook


OC Non Exempt 2 $11.17 $13.96 $16.75


Animal Control Admin Assist


Animal Control Part Time


Assessment Deputy Clerk


County Clerk Deputy Recorder


Focus House Secretary


Judiciary Law Clerk


ROE Certification Officer


Solid Waste Assistant


Solid Waste Administrative Assistant 


Treasurer Part Time Clerk


Zoning Part Time


Zoning Administrative Assistant


OC Non Exempt 3 $13.71 $17.11 $19.95


Animal Control Warden


Chief Deputy Coroner (PT)


County Clerk Deputy Clerk


Sheriff Executive Secretary


States Attorney Legal Secretary


Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector


Sr Assessment Deputy Clerk


States Attorney Victim Witness Advocate


Deputy Zoning  & Administration


OC Non Exempt 4 $15.68 $19.60 $21.92


Judicial Administrative Assist


Highway Office Manager


Chief Deputy Treasurer


Chief Deputy Assessor


County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk


County Recorder Chief Dpty Recorder


Deputy Coroner / Secretary Assist


OG Non Exempt 5 $16.60 $20.75 $24.90


Engineering Technicial


Solid Waste Management Specialist 


Highway Non Exempt 1 $17.34 $20.40 $23.46


Truck Driver I


Highway Non Exempt 2 $20.45 $24.07 $27.68


Truck Driver II


Mechanic


Sign Maintenance


Equipment Operators


OC Non Exempt 6 $21.03 $26.29 $31.55


GIS Coordinator


GIS Specialist


Highway Foreman


EMA Coordinator





		Non Exempt Non Union






 
R E S O L U T I O N 


 
FOR COUNTY ROAD CONSTRUCTION 


 
BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Ogle County, Illinois, that the following 
County Section be constructed: 
 


Ogle County Highway 
Department 


      2010 Office Flooring 


 
WHEREAS, bids were received at the office of the County Engineer of Ogle County on  


April 13, 2010 at 10:00 AM for the above project; 
 
WHEREAS, the following low bid was submitted by: 
 


    
Boss Carpet One LLC  $5,190.00  


 
WHEREAS, the Road & Bridge Committee of Ogle County reviewed the bids and 
recommends their approval; 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that there is hereby appropriated the sum of $5,200.00 
from the County Highway fund for the said project. 
 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the above low bids be accepted and awarded. 
 
 
STATE OF ILLINOIS) 
                          )  SS 
COUNTY OF OGLE  ) 
 
I, Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk in and for said County, in the State aforesaid, and 
keeper of the records and files thereof, as provided by Statute, do hereby certify the 
foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution adopted by the County 
Board of Ogle County, 
at its regular meeting held at Oregon on April 20 , 20 10 . 
 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed 
the seal of said County at my office in Oregon, in said County, 
this 20th day of April , A.D. 20 10 .
 
 
  


County Clerk (SEAL)
 


R-2010-0415












       ORDINANCE NO. 2010-0401 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the citizens of Ogle County, that the County Ordinance be 
updated and amended from time to time; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the County Board has determined that Chapter 4-2D-1 should be amended in order to 
promote further economic opportunities within Ogle County while ensuring that said amendment still 
protects the health, safety, and welfare of the citizens of Ogle County, and in accordance with the 
aforesaid authority and the Ogle County Board having carefully considered such amendment; 
 
BE IT THEREFORE ORDAINED THAT Chapter 4, Section 4-2D-1 entitled HOURS OF SALE 
shall be amended as follows: 
 
Section 4-2D-1 
 
Class A-1, B-1, B-1(W) and C-1 Licenses: 
        


All hours applicable to classes A, B, and C, and additionally on Sunday the licensed 
establishment may be open from twelve o’clock (12:00) noon to ten o’clock (10:00) P.M. 
shall be amended to: 


 
Class A-1, B-1, B-1(W) and C-1 Licenses: 
 


All hours applicable to classes A, B, and C, and additionally on Sunday the licensed 
establishment may be open from twelve o’clock (12:00) noon to eleven o’clock (11:00) P.M.  


______________________________________________________________________________ 
Passed this 20th day of April, A.D. 2010, by the County Board of Ogle County effective immediately 
upon its passage. 
 
        ___________________________ 
        W. Ed Rice 
        Chairman of the County Board 
State of Illinois ) 
   ) ss. 
County of Ogle ) 
 
 I, Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk for Ogle County, State of Illinois, keeper of the records 
and files thereof in accordance with the law, do hereby certify the foregoing ordinance was passed by 
the Ogle County at its regular monthly meeting held at Oregon, Illinois and the date aforesaid in 
accordance with the law. 
 In testimony whereof, I have hereunto set my hand and seal at my office at Oregon, Illinois 
this 20th day of April, A.D. 2010. 
 
        ___________________________ 
        Rebecca Huntley 
        Ogle County Clerk 








Fund: 200 - County Highway
Department: 17 - Highway


Account: 4212 - Electricity
3457 - MIDAMERICAN ENERGY MIDWAY1003 CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 75063 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 1,642.66


Account Total: Electricity 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,642.66


Account: 4214 - Gas (Heating)
1898 - NICOR NICHWY1003 CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 74995 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 1,220.79


Account Total: Gas (Heating) 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,220.79


Account: 4216.10 - Telephone
1265 - VERIZON VERHWY1003b CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 75002 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 364.27
1773 - MCI MCIHWY1003 CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 75061 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 54.56
1265 - VERIZON VERHWY1003 CH fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 75066 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 30.92


Account Total: Telephone 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $449.75


Account: 4316.10 - Engineering Services
1965 - WILLETT, HOFMANN & 
ASSOCIATES, INC.


14820 CH fund - 08-00261-00-SD engr 
services


Paid by Check # 75151 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 5,259.00


Account Total: Engineering Services 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $5,259.00


Account: 4412 - Official Publications
1502 - OGLE COUNTY LIFE 272165 CH fund - legal notices Paid by Check # 74920 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 48.75
1502 - OGLE COUNTY LIFE 272166 CH fund - legal notices Paid by Check # 74920 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 48.75


Account Total: Official Publications 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $97.50


Account: 4422 - Travel Expenses, Dues & Seminars
2227 - ILLINOIS ASSOCIATION OF 
COUNTY ENGINEERS


IACHWY1003 CH fund - conference registration fee Paid by Check # 74993 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 30.00


1846 - BUSINESS CARD BUSHWY1003 CH fund - conference expenses Paid by Check # 75058 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 184.20
1884 - CURTIS COOK CURHWY1003 CH fund - reimburse mtg expenses Paid by Check # 75099 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 185.64
2543 - NORTHWEST ILLINOIS 
HIGHWAY COMMISSIONERS 
ASSOCIAT


NORHWY1004 CH fund - registration fee for twp 
2010 spring mtg


Paid by Check # 75157 04/07/2010 04/07/2010 04/07/2010 04/07/2010 20.00


Account Total: Travel Expenses, Dues & Seminars 4 Invoice Transaction(s) $419.84


Account: 4474 - Deer Expense
1876 - ROCHELLE WASTE 
DISPOSAL, LLC


195916 CH fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 74924 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 15.00


1876 - ROCHELLE WASTE 
DISPOSAL, LLC


196254 deer expense Paid by Check # 75065 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 60.00


1876 - ROCHELLE WASTE 
DISPOSAL, LLC


196795 CH fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 75145 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 45.00


Account Total: Deer Expense 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $120.00


Account: 4510 - Office Supplies
1500 - OGLE COUNTY HIGHWAY 
DEPARTMENT


KITHWY1003 CH fund - replenish kitty fund Paid by Check # 74919 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 271.06


1565 - QUILL CORPORATION 29196086 CH fund - office supplies Paid by Check # 74998 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 175.01


Ogle County


Accounts Payable by G/L Distribution Report 
From Date: 03/09/2010 - To Date: 04/12/2010


Vendor Invoice No. Invoice Description Status
Held 
Reason


Invoice 
Date Due Date


Payment 
Date G/L Date Invoice Amount


.
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1565 - QUILL CORPORATION 23263213 CH fund - office supplies Paid by Check # 75107 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 130.95


Account Total: Office Supplies 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $577.02


Account: 4540 - Repairs & Maint - Facilities
2557 - STATE OF ILLINOIS - OFFICE 
OF STATE FIRE MARSHALL


9433017 CH fund - boiler inspection fee Paid by Check # 75000 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 100.00


4045 - FLOW-RIGHT SEAMLESS 
GUTTERS


1899 CH fund - install new gutters Paid by Check # 75136 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 2,000.00


Account Total: Repairs & Maint - Facilities 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $2,100.00


Account: 4545.20 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0432906-IN CH fund - diesel fuel Paid by Check # 74914 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 14,595.09


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $14,595.09


Account: 4545.99 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0434959-IN CH fund - kerosene Paid by Check # 75060 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 270.49


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $270.49


Account: 4610 - Maint of Roads & Bridges
1434 - MENARDS 33046 CH fund - fence material Paid by Check # 75103 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 29.98
1434 - MENARDS 33053 CH fund - fence material Paid by Check # 75113 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 32.22


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $62.20


Account: 4610.10 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
3613 - WAGNER AGGREGATE, INC. 6193 CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 75004 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 13.12
3613 - WAGNER AGGREGATE, INC. 6214 CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 75004 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 12.52
3613 - WAGNER AGGREGATE, INC. 6206 CH fund - road rock Paid by Check # 75004 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 11.60


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $37.24


Account: 4610.20 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
2200 - COLUMBIA PIPE AND SUPPLY 
CO.


8491890 CH fund - drainage material Paid by Check # 75098 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 74.93


1093 - BLACKHAWK LUMBER INC 10062475 CH fund - drop box supplies Paid by Check # 75133 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 4.17
1093 - BLACKHAWK LUMBER INC 10062747 CH fund - drop box supplies Paid by Check # 75133 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 27.65


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $106.75


Account: 4610.90 - Maint of Roads & Bridges
2503 - ADESTA, LLC 60010905 CH fund - julie locates Paid by Check # 74990 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 199.56


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $199.56


Account: 4610.99 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
1434 - MENARDS 30432 CH fund - fence material Paid by Check # 75062 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 1,034.83


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,034.83


Account: 4620.10 - Repair Parts -
1535 - PETERS 20821 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74922 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 24.20
1535 - PETERS 20824 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74922 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 61.80


Ogle County


Accounts Payable by G/L Distribution Report 
From Date: 03/09/2010 - To Date: 04/12/2010


Vendor Invoice No. Invoice Description Status
Held 
Reason


Invoice 
Date Due Date


Payment 
Date G/L Date Invoice Amount


.
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3829 - JOHNSON TRACTOR IR36257 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74913 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 169.22
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-500792 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 49.98
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-500888 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 26.37
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-501104 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 56.30
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-501143 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 37.47
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-501568 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 9.46
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-501913 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 564.50
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-501981 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 15.72
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-502245 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 35.92
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-502253 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 1,019.24
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-502342 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 33.46
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-502631 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74918 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 115.32
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


11404819 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74912 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 357.12


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114048771 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74912 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 51.26


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114048780 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74912 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 443.81


2138 - MONROE TRUCK EQUIPMENT 5155188 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74917 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 67.84
2138 - MONROE TRUCK EQUIPMENT 5161188 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74917 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 20.10
1862 - MILLER-BRADFORD & 
RISBERG, INC.


IK89690 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74916 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 762.58


1862 - MILLER-BRADFORD & 
RISBERG, INC.


IK89717 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74916 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 53.25


1862 - MILLER-BRADFORD & 
RISBERG, INC.


IK89744 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74916 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 1,673.68


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114049223 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 201.42


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114049221 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 333.49


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


CM114048195 CH fund - credit truck parts Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 (161.32)


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114049031 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 67.66


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


CM114048780 CH fund - credit truck parts Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 (443.81)


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114049012 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 273.06


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


417726 CH fund - truck reparis Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 171.09


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


417778 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 74991 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 2,470.68


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114048929 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75059 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 275.00


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114049478 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75097 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 1,079.51


3621 - KEN NELSON GROUP 268997 CH fund - car repairs Paid by Check # 75101 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 835.29
1535 - PETERS 21142 CH fund - truck testing Paid by Check # 75106 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 24.20


Ogle County
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1616 - SAWICKI MOTOR COMPANY 4235 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 75109 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 58.50
1616 - SAWICKI MOTOR COMPANY 36358 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 75109 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 72.70
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


CM114049478 CH fund - credit - truck parts Paid by Check # 75097 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 (292.60)


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


417926 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 75134 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 845.34


2772 - INLAND POWER GROUP INC 7114743-00 CH fund - truck repairs Paid by Check # 75139 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 2,265.47
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-503809 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 17.21
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-503841 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 111.81
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-503875 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 35.17
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-504896 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 210.15
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-506511 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 53.41
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-506550 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 17.07
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-506753 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 4.87
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-506852 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 16.26
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-506949 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 203.90
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-507031 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 101.95
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-507036 CH fund - truck parts Paid by Check # 75140 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 131.61


Account Total: Repair Parts - 50 Invoice Transaction(s) $14,627.69


Account: 4620.20 - Repair Parts -
2230 - PATTEN INDUSTRIES, INC. P52C00097721 CH fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74921 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 56.52
1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES R20476 CH fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 75005 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 38.24
2230 - PATTEN INDUSTRIES, INC. P52C0098063 CH fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74997 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 38.13
1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES F65633 CH fund - heavy equipment repairs Paid by Check # 75067 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 6,788.19
2233 - ROCKFORD AUTO GLASS 02970530 CH fund - backhoe repairs Paid by Check # 75146 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 200.00
1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES R20898 CH fund - heavy equip part Paid by Check # 75150 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 47.15


Account Total: Repair Parts - 6 Invoice Transaction(s) $7,168.23


Account: 4620.30 - Repair Parts -
3848 - BURRIGHT WELDING & 
EQUIPMENT


161366 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 75093 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 124.54


1875 - ZARNOTH BRUSH WORKS, 
INC.


0127077-IN CH fund - wafter broom refills Paid by Check # 75112 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 945.80


1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 115848 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 75142 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 591.42
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 115908 CH fund - credit - tractor part Paid by Check # 75142 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 (6.53)
1870 - PEABUDY'S NORTH INC 115953 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 75142 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 41.14
3932 - TRACTOR SUPPLY CO. TRAHWY1004 CH fund - tractor parts Paid by Check # 75149 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 154.10


Account Total: Repair Parts - 6 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,850.47


Account: 4620.60 - Repair Parts -
1131 - CHANA SAW & STOVE CHAHWY1003 CH fund - chain saw part Paid by Check # 75096 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 53.59


Account Total: Repair Parts - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $53.59


Account: 4620.99 - Repair Parts -
3699 - TWIN CITY SUPPLY, INC. 59268 CH fund - air compressor part Paid by Check # 74929 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 74.30


Account Total: Repair Parts - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $74.30
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Account: 4630.20 - De-Icing Material -
1963 - SICALCO LTD. 54682 CH fund - calcium chloride Paid by Check # 74926 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 2,111.20


Account Total: De-Icing Material - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $2,111.20


Account: 4630.30 - De-Icing Material -
1657 - STEVE BENESH & SONS 
QUARRIES


9315 CH fund - ice abrasives Paid by Check # 74927 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 3,382.34


Account Total: De-Icing Material - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $3,382.34


Account: 4640.10 - Sign & Striping Material -
1849 - ROCHELLE MUNICIPAL 
UTILITIES


ROCHWY1003 CH fund - lights @ Flagg/High roads Paid by Check # 74923 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 55.92


1156 - COMED COMHWY1003c CH fund - street & traffic lighting Paid by Check # 74992 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 41.81
1849 - ROCHELLE MUNICIPAL 
UTILITIES


ROCHWY1004 CH fund - street & traffic lighting Paid by Check # 75144 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 60.55


Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $158.28


Account: 4640.20 - Sign & Striping Material -
2875 - VULCAN, INC. 181445 CH fund - signs Paid by Check # 74930 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 3,094.32
2875 - VULCAN, INC. 181702 CH fund - signs Paid by Check # 75003 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 70.89
2875 - VULCAN, INC. 181703 CH fund - signs Paid by Check # 75003 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 191.57
2018 - HALL SIGNS, INCORP. 255018 CH fund - signs Paid by Check # 75100 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 513.50


Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 4 Invoice Transaction(s) $3,870.28


Account: 4650.10 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 1710741001 CH fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 74908 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 32.59
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 1854451 CH fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 75132 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 336.14


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $368.73


Account: 4650.20 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21524 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74909 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 15.95
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21595 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74909 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 14.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21597 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74909 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 22.98
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21614 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74909 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 25.91
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21671 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74909 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 4.99
1434 - MENARDS 2945 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74915 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 68.11
1603 - ROCKFORD INDUSTRIAL 
WELDING


02520241 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74925 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 35.63


3932 - TRACTOR SUPPLY CO. TRAHWY1003 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74928 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 73.95
1015 - BURKARDT'S LP GAS 357712 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74910 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 11.25
1434 - MENARDS 28692 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74994 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 22.48
1603 - ROCKFORD INDUSTRIAL 
WELDING


02524297 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74999 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 204.36


1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21811 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 10.78
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21837 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 35.96
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21848 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 22.96
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21849 CH fund - credit shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 (22.96)
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1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21850 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 17.96
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21855 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 7.49
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21859 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 12.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21860 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 24.42
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21872 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 35.97
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21908 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 28.97
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21953 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 5.49
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21959 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 6.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 22013 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 4.59
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 22032 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 5.16
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 22041 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 34.98
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 22060 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 35.21
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 22073 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 19.60
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 22094 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 11.46
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 22148 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75092 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 14.19
1873 - GRAINGER 9218900760 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75137 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 286.44
1480 - NICHOLSON HARDWARE 295354 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75141 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 2.00
1603 - ROCKFORD INDUSTRIAL 
WELDING


02534605 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75147 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 39.24


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 33 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,140.49


Account: 4650.40 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
4004 - RBG SUPPLY 100602 CH fund - janitor supplies Paid by Check # 75108 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 27.87


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $27.87


Account: 4660 - Tires & Tubes
2971 - MOORE TIRE, INC. M37775 CH fund - tires Paid by Check # 75104 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 734.30
3872 - BUSHMAN SERVICE 72487 CH fund - tires Paid by Check # 75094 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 815.00
1866 - DIXON'S TIRE CENTER RO 51947 CH fund - tires Paid by Check # 75135 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 276.64


Account Total: Tires & Tubes 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,825.94


Account: 4730 - Equipment - New & Used
2140 - PRAIRIE INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCKS, INC.


23041 CH fund - new 2011 tandem dump 
truck


Paid by Check # 75064 03/22/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 03/23/2010 106,536.00


1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES B00670 CH fund - new motor grader w/ trade-
in


Paid by Check # 75150 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 188,558.50


Account Total: Equipment - New & Used 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $295,094.50


Account: 4745 - Survey Equipment & Supplies
1047 - ACE HARDWARE AND 
OUTDOOR CTR


129103 CH fund - survey supplies Paid by Check # 75131 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 35.56


3409 - DUANE A. HEVLY 09835 CH fund - concrete testing supplies Paid by Check # 75138 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 60.00
2893 - POSITIONING SOLUTIONS 
COMPANY


1079263 CH fund - engr supplies Paid by Check # 75143 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 134.90


Account Total: Survey Equipment & Supplies 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $230.46


Account: 4748 - Engineering Equipment & Supplies
2021 - CALSER CORPORATION 5390 CH fund - calibrate engr equipment Paid by Check # 74911 03/10/2010 03/10/2010 03/11/2010 03/10/2010 651.04
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3400 - TEST MARK INDUSTRIES, 
INC.


68483 CH fund - testing supplies Paid by Check # 75001 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 03/17/2010 23.63


3387 - TROXLER ELECTRONIC 
LABORATORIES, INC.


12795 CH fund - engr equip serviced Paid by Check # 75111 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 419.00


3387 - TROXLER ELECTRONIC 
LABORATORIES, INC.


12794 CH fund - engr equip serviced Paid by Check # 75111 03/24/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 03/30/2010 419.00


3400 - TEST MARK INDUSTRIES, 
INC.


68746 CH fund - engr supplies Paid by Check # 75148 04/06/2010 04/06/2010 04/07/2010 04/06/2010 105.82


Account Total: Engineering Equipment & Supplies 5 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,618.49


Department Total: Highway 154 Invoice Transaction(s) $361,795.58


Fund Total: County Highway 154 Invoice Transaction(s) $361,795.58


Grand Total: 154 Invoice Transaction(s) $361,795.58


. . . . . . . . . .
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Personnel & Salary – County Clerk & Recorder Committee Meeting  
Wednesday, April 14, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 


1. Call to Order- by Chairman Kenney at approximately 10:00 am 
• Members present- Kenney, Saunders, Boes, Heuer, Colbert, Bowers,  
• Members absent - Gouker 
• Others present- Kilker, Rice, Gronewold, DeArvil, Coffman, McKinley, 


Huntley, Rypkema, Finch, Harn, Cook, Don Conn 
 


2. Approval of Minutes: March 10, 2010 meeting minutes 
• Motion by Bowers 
• 2nd by Boes 
• Motion carried 


 
3. Approval of Bills – 


• Motion to approve bills in the amount of $3,834.96 by Saunders 
• 2nd by Bowers 
• Motion carried 


 
4. Public Comment -  none 
 
5. County Clerk & Recorder Report – Huntley distributed her monthly reports and 


noted the tax cycle will be rolling to the Treasurer this week, which is early. She 
also reported the good news that the third Tuesday in March has been set as the 
election date next year.  The budget is on track as expected, per Huntley.      


 
6. New Business -  none 


 
7. Old Business-  Review & Possible Action - 


a. Elected Official Wages – Saunders noted the States Attorney’s office has 
confirmed we must set salary schedule for 4 years and we can’t change it 
mid-term based on economic conditions.  Saunders feels we have been 
generous with the elected official salaries.  Coffman asked to speak before 
any motions are made.  Coffman did research on comparables and 
provided 3 handouts- 1) Constitution of the State of Illinois notes under 
local government section states that each county shall elect a Sheriff, 
Clerk, and Treasurer.  The point is that there is a priority set on these 
offices, even in budgeting. 2) Comparative data in the Northern Illinois 
zone shows salaries are all over the map, per Coffman.  Typically we have 
been $10,000 under DeKalb.  Coffman also stated this shows we are also 
not grossly under paid.  3) Internal comparables to the county showing 
everyone in the county paid over $40,000, which identifies 25 people 
making more than Treasurer and the Clerk. He stated the union column 
shows overtime excess allowed, and noted that while the Clerk and 







Treasurer put in overtime, they can’t get paid for it. He highlighted the 
Supervisory staff in the in the Sheriff’s department, non-union, are in the 
$73,000 range as well as others that don’t have similar responsibilities to 
the Treasurer and the Clerk.  Coffman stated that it’s not realistic 
expectation to get to the mid $70,000 range there in the course of the year, 
but believes the county should work in that direction. He stated based on 
the current economic conditions, it is reasonable to take a pay freeze for 
the coming year, but would like to see compensated beyond that, 
recommending $2,500 per year, which would put the elected officials at 
$75,000 by the end of the term, which is where Coffman thinks they 
should be now.  Coffman stated he respectfully submits this as an 
appropriate level of compensation.  McKinley noted the value of these 
leaders going forward is critical because they will be the ones the Board 
depends on to drive the change needed in the organization during these 
economic conditions and revenue shortfalls.  She expressed concern about 
freezing their salaries for the entire 4 year term.  Boes asked what the 
committee thinks about a freeze year 1 with year 2 = $1500 increase, year 
3 = $2000 increase, year 4 – $2500 increase.  Saunders said we set $2,500 
years ago because of the prior freeze they experienced and to catch them 
back up, which they have.  Saunders proposed a 2 year freeze, and said 
she isn’t certain $2,500 is the right number.  Saunders would like to add 
the Circuit Clerk in the motion.  That leaves the Coroner out, but he is low 
anyway, per Saunders.  Coffman noted concerned that 25 people in the 
county that are worth more than these elected officials are and that if the 
unions get raises and these elected officials don’t, they will be back in the 
hole and inequitable as before.  Saunders noted this represents about 
$10,000 per year total, plus medicare, IMRF, which is another 26% or 
another $2,600 total.  Harn suggested taking that amount out of the budget 
to spend it on their salaries. Heuer noted UCCI comparables shows there 
are also many below.  Discussion followed with the committee confirming 
that the Treasurer, Clerk, Sheriff, Circuit Clerk are under review right 
now, with consideration given to what freeze and how long. Boes 
reminded the committee that 3% raises are not typical any more, and he 
worries about the State and their $13 billion deficit, with risk we won’t 
receive the pay.  Kenney said he supports the freeze, but not for four 
years. Huntley noted Rochelle is giving 3% raises and our EAV has been 
going up because of Rochelle development, which is good for Ogle 
County.  McKinley suggested the committee start with how much you are 
willing to commit over 4 years first, and then figure how to distribute it 
over the next 4 years according to the budget and cash flow concerns.  
Gronewold noted he wants to correct problems caused over the past 20 
years, but stated we can’t do that all in one year. The committee then 
moved as follows: 


i. Bowers moved to recommend a pay scale for the Sheriff, County 
Clerk, Treasure and Circuit Clerk with freezing their current 
salaries in year 1, adding $1000 year 2, adding $1500 year 3, and 







adding $2500 year 4. 2nd by Boes.  Roll call vote: Boes yes, 
Bowers, yes, Heuer no, Colbert no, Saunders no, Kenney no. 
Motion defeated.   


ii. Saunders moved to recommend a pay scale for the Sheriff, County 
Clerk, Treasure and Circuit Clerk with freezing their current 
salaries in years 1 and 2, adding $1000 year 3, and adding $1500 
year 4. 2nd by Heuer.  Roll call vote; Saunder yes, Colbert no, 
Heuer yes, Bowers no, Boes no, Kenney no.  Motion defeated.  


iii. Colbert moved to recommend a pay scale for the Sheriff, County 
Clerk, Treasure and Circuit Clerk with freezing their current 
salaries in years 1 and 2, adding $2,000 year 3 and adding $2,000 
year 4.  2nd by Bowers.  Roll call; Colbert yes, Heuer no, Bowers 
no,  Boes no, Saunders no, Kenney no.  Motion defeated.   


iv. Bowers moved to recommend a pay scale for the Sheriff, County 
Clerk, Treasure and Circuit Clerk with freezing their current 
salaries in year 1, adding $1000 year 2, adding $1000 year 3, and 
adding $2000 year 4.  2nd by Boes.  Roll call vote; Bower yes, 
Boes yes, Saunders yes, Colbert yes, Heuer yes, Kenney no.  
Motion carried. The committee confirmed this motion will go to 
Finance Committee for recommendation.  Coffman thanked the 
committee for listening to what he had to say.           


b. Ogle County Pay Scale Draft- Huntley stated for the record that in 
following up from comments in the last Personnel & Finance Committee 
special meeting, she calculated the average of salaries between the County 
Clerk and the Circuit Clerk departments and found the average salary in 
the Circuit Clerk is $37,392 and $31,527 in the County Clerk, which is a 
$6,000 difference.  Huntley noted this is a difference between union and 
non-union pay scales.  McKinley then distributed the clerical comparative 
pay sheet showing pay ranges of non-exempt, non-clerical positions in the 
county.  Discussion followed.  Kenney asked Huntley to explain the 
stipends, who said it’s only in the union departments.  McKinley 
confirmed unions get stipends, and non union gets raises to keep pace.  
Huntley confirmed she has no stipends.  Huntley noted the red circle 
concept causes concern because she believes it’s wrong to red circle 
someone’s salary that has been so loyal to this county, for instance one of 
her employees who started at just $6,000 25 years ago and is a tremendous 
asset to the county.  She stated the she thinks the pay scale chart is okay 
but we need to stand behind these people with longevity and wants to 
know what red circling really means.  Kenney said it means no more 
increases.  Heuer said it doesn’t keep them from moving to a higher job 
level if the responsibility warrants it.  Saunders noted this allows us to 
move away from the across the board, standard pay raises for everyone 
and stated that every year, we must confirm the min, mid, max pay points 
per job level and that people in the maxed levels don’t get the raises until 
the wage ranges catch up based on surrounding market data. McKinley 
noted that the board could use this tool as a guide to say that anyone in a 







max pay level wouldn’t get an increase to their base pay, but might be able 
to receive a lump sum payment instead.  She clarified this is a tool for the 
board, but that it won’t dictate the budgets.  Boes stated this will be a 
living document that has to be updated annually and said it doesn’t keep a 
department head from creating a higher level job class for a maxed 
employee.  McKinley cautioned against randomly creating new job classes 
to allow higher pay, and confirmed the process would be for such requests 
to first go to her, and then to the Personnel Committee for approval.  Rice 
asked how this might change the timing of decision making between union 
and non-union increases.  McKinley clarified the board can manage it as 
they see fit, and Kenney noted union can see this is where non-union 
dollars will be settled as a reference point.  Discussion followed.  
Gronewold clarified this does intend to move away from across the board 
percentage increases, to which the committee agreed. Boes said without 
starting wage policy, we remain in the current problem for years to come 
and McKinley agreed that the starting wages per job level will really help 
us if we are able to offer an effective early retirement plan.  Rypkema 
clarified that under the new guidelines, the dept head has to then distribute 
the raises according to the policy guideline.  Kenney said yes.  McKinley 
pointed out that the department heads could choose to give equal pay 
amounts, for example, $1,000 to every employee.  This would mean a 
higher percentage to those on the minimum pay range of their job level 
and a lower percentage to those at the maximum pay range of their job 
level, which is fair, just like we ask everyone to pay the same amount of 
health care coverage regardless of the salary you make. Rice said it will 
take 10 years to fully implement these types of salary administration 
changes and get where we need to be.  Gronewold asked if department 
heads still have discretion to implement raises unfairly, such as what 
happened last year when elected officials chose to give raises instead of 
holding at $0 increase as many others did.  McKinley said yes, that isn’t 
prevented in this policy and that the Finance Committee would have to 
then look at that department’s budget and determine how they want to 
manage the issue.  Heuer moved to present to the Finance Committee 
approval of the Non-union, Non-exempt Job Level Classification Plan 
Draft v103mm April 2010.  2nd by Bowers.  Roll call vote: Boes yes, 
Bowers yes, Heuer yes, Colbert yes, Saunders yes, Kenney yes.  Motion 
carried.     


 
8. Adjournment- by chairman Kenney at 11:50.   
 


Respectfully submitted 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 


 







Proposed Ogle County Employee Clerical Pay Scale - by job level
**DRAFT** April 2010 v106mm


Clerk Job Levels Min Mid Max
% change in EA 


Max Color legend: From EA Study
1 9.02 11.28 13.54 0% 2009 Mkt Data Adjusted
2 11.17 13.96 16.75 0%
3 13.71 17.11 19.95 -4%
4 15.68 19.60 21.92 -7%


DEPT. Classification March 2010 Annual
March 2010 


Hourly
EA Assigned 


Job Level


Ogle County 
Assigned Job 


Level Falls in Range Status Length of Service
Animal Control Administrative Asst. 28,193.38$             15.4909 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 8
Animal Control Part-time 12.2900 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 11
Assessment Deputy Clerk 25,000.00$             13.7363 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 5
Assessment Deputy Clerk 27,500.00$             15.1099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 6
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 24,720.00$             13.5824 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 1
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 25,462.00$             13.9901 2 2 Mid L2 OK 4
Focus House Secretary 27,258.00$             14.9769 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Jud & Jury Law Clerk 13.0000 2 Mid L2 OK 1
ROE Certification Officer 27,319.00$             15.0104 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
Solid Waste Administrative Assistant 22,000.00$             12.0879 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
State's Attorney Secretary 26,226.00$             14.4099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
State's Attorney Secretary 24,581.00$             13.5060 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 4
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.2500 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 8
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.0000 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 11
Zoning Part - Time 12.3600 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
Zoning Admin. Assistant I 26,780.00$             14.7143 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Assessment Deputy Clerk 31,750.00$             17.4451 3 3 At Mid L3 OK 18
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 27,319.00$             15.0104 3 3 Above Min L3 OK 2
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,112.00$             16.5451 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 5
State's Attorney Legal Secretary 28,840.00$             15.8462 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 1
Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector 16.0000 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 10
Assessment Chief Deputy Assessor 38,250.00$             21.0165 4 4 Almost max L4 Near Max L4 19
Coroner Secretary/Deputy Coroner 24,214.36$             13.3046 4 4 Below Min L3 Low 3
County Clerk Chief Deputy-IT 34,066.00$             18.7176 4 4 Near Mid L4 OK 11
County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk 38,523.00$             21.1665 4 4 Near Max L4 Near Max L4 19
County Clerk Chief Deputy Recorder 40,491.00$             22.2478 4 4 Max L4 Maxed in L4 24
Highway Office Manager 22.8000 4 4 Above Max L4 Maxed in L4 19
Jud & Jury Administrative Asst. 37,220.00$             20.4505 4 4 Above Mid L4 OK 20
State's Attorney Office Mgr/Admin Assistant 35,020.00$             19.2418 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 2
Treasurer Chief Deputy Treasurer 35,600.00$             19.5604 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 4







Proposed Ogle County Employee Clerical Pay Scale - by dept
**DRAFT** April 2010 v106mm


Clerk Job Levels Min Mid Max
% change in EA 


Max Color legend: From EA Study
1 9.02 11.28 13.54 0% 2009 Mkt Data Adjusted
2 11.17 13.96 16.75 0%
3 13.71 17.11 19.95 -4%
4 15.68 19.60 21.92 -7%


DEPT. Classification
March 2010 


Annual
March 2010 


Hourly
EA Assigned 


Job Level


Ogle County 
Assigned Job 


Level Falls in Range Status
Length of 
Service


Animal Control Administrative Asst. 28,193.38$      15.4909 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 8
Animal Control Part-time 12.2900 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 11
Assessment Deputy Clerk 25,000.00$      13.7363 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 5
Assessment Deputy Clerk 27,500.00$      15.1099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 6
Assessment Deputy Clerk 31,750.00$      17.4451 3 3 At Mid L3 OK 18
Assessment Chief Deputy Assessor 38,250.00$      21.0165 4 4 Almost max L4 Near Max L4 19
Coroner Secretary/Deputy Coroner 24,214.36$      13.3046 4 4 Below Min L3 Low 3
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 24,720.00$      13.5824 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 1
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 27,319.00$      15.0104 3 3 Above Min L3 OK 2
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 25,462.00$      13.9901 2 2 Mid L2 OK 4
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,112.00$      16.5451 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 5
County Clerk Chief Deputy-IT 34,066.00$      18.7176 4 4 Near Mid L4 OK 11
County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk 38,523.00$      21.1665 4 4 Near Max L4 Near Max L4 19
County Clerk Chief Deputy Recorder 40,491.00$      22.2478 4 4 Max L4 Maxed in L4 24
Focus House Secretary 27,258.00$      14.9769 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Highway Office Manager 22.8000 4 4 Above Max L4 Maxed in L4 19
Jud & Jury Law Clerk 13.0000 2 Mid L2 OK 1
Jud & Jury Administrative Asst. 37,220.00$      20.4505 4 4 Above Mid L4 OK 20
ROE Certification Officer 27,319.00$      15.0104 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
Solid Waste Administrative Assistant 22,000.00$      12.0879 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
State's Attorney Secretary 26,226.00$      14.4099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
State's Attorney Secretary 24,581.00$      13.5060 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 4
State's Attorney Legal Secretary 28,840.00$      15.8462 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 1
State's Attorney Office Mgr/Admin Assistan 35,020.00$      19.2418 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 2
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.2500 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 8
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.0000 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 11
Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector 16.0000 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 10
Treasurer Chief Deputy Treasurer 35,600.00$      19.5604 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 4
Zoning Part - Time 12.3600 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
Zoning Admin. Assistant I 26,780.00$      14.7143 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7







Ogle County Clerical Comparative Pay Data - by job level
FOR REVIEW PURPOSES ONLY 
v107 mm


Clerical Job Levels Min Mid Max
% change 
in EA Max Color legend: From EA Study


1 9.02 11.28 13.54 0% 2009 Mkt Data Adjusted
2 11.17 13.96 16.75 0%
3 13.71 17.11 19.95 -4%
4 15.68 19.60 21.92 -7%


DEPT. Classification March 2010 Annual
March 2010 


Hourly


EA 
Assigned 
Job Level


Ogle 
County 


Assigned 
Job Level Falls in Range Status


Length of 
Service


Circuit Clerk Part-Time Clerk 9.5000 1 Above Min L1 OK 1
Animal Control Administrative Asst. 28,193.38$             15.4909 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 8
Animal Control Part-time 12.2900 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 11
Assessment Deputy Clerk 25,000.00$             13.7363 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 5
Assessment Deputy Clerk 27,500.00$             15.1099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 6
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 24,393.00$             13.4027 2 At Mid L2 OK 2
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,860.00$             16.9560 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 8
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 33,424.00$             18.3648 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 8
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 33,424.00$             18.3648 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 12
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 34,436.00$             18.9209 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 13
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 34,436.00$             18.9209 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 14
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 34,436.00$             18.9209 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 14
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 36,720.00$             20.1758 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2-L3 20
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 38,956.00$             21.4044 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2-L3 22
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 38,956.00$             21.4044 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2-L3 22
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 24,720.00$             13.5824 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 1
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 25,462.00$             13.9901 2 2 Mid L2 OK 4
Focus House Secretary 27,258.00$             14.9769 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Health Clerical I 24,788.00$             13.6198 2 Mid L2 OK 2
Health Clerical II 27,103.00$             14.8918 2 Above Mid L2 OK 5
Health Clerical I 24,788.00$             13.6198 2 Mid L2 OK 9
Jud & Jury Law Clerk 13.0000 2 Mid L2 OK 1
Probation Secretary 22,120.80$             12.1543 2 Mid L2 OK 1
Probation Secretary 29,008.00$             15.9385 2 Above Mid L2 OK 11
Probation Secretary 40,275.00$             22.1291 2 Maxed in L2-L6 Maxed 22
Probation Secretary 43,233.00$             23.7544 2 Maxed in L2-L6 Maxed 25
ROE Certification Officer 27,319.00$             15.0104 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
Sheriff Clerk Typist Supv - 40* 45,993.00$             22.1120 2 Above Max L2-L3Maxed in L2 & L 20
Sheriff Clerk Typist - 40* 45,993.00$             22.1120 2 Above Max L2-L3Maxed in L2 & L 24
Solid Waste Administrative Assistant 22,000.00$             12.0879 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
State's Attorney Secretary 26,226.00$             14.4099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
State's Attorney Secretary 24,581.00$             13.5060 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 4
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.2500 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 8
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.0000 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 11
Zoning Part - Time 12.3600 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
Zoning Admin. Assistant I 26,780.00$             14.7143 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Assessment Deputy Clerk 31,750.00$             17.4451 3 3 At Mid L3 OK 18
Circuit Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk - 35* 42,810.00$             23.5220 3 Above Max L3 Maxed in L3  23
Circuit Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk - 35* 50,914.00$             27.9747 3 Above Max L6 Maxed 31
Circuit Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk- 35* 52,342.00$             28.7593 3 Above Max L6 Maxed 33
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 27,319.00$             15.0104 3 3 Above Min L3 OK 2
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,112.00$             16.5451 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 5
Health Bookkeeper IV 31,159.00$             17.1203 3 Mid L3 OK 11
Health Admin Assist - Clerical III 29,422.00$             16.1659 3 Mid L3 OK 16
Sheriff Executive Secretary 40 46,844.00$             22.5212 3 3 Above Max L3 Maxed in L3 &L4 19
State's Attorney Legal Secretary 28,840.00$             15.8462 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 1
Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector 16.0000 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 10
Assessment Chief Deputy Assessor 38,250.00$             21.0165 4 4 Almost max L4 Near Max L4 19
Coroner Secretary/Deputy Coroner 24,214.36$             13.3046 4 4 Below Min L3 Low 3
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 30,530.00$             14.6800 4 Min L3 Low 2
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 35,039.00$             16.8500 4 Above Min L4 OK 6
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 36,166.00$             17.3800 4 Above Min L4 OK 8
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 37,293.00$             17.9300 4 Above Min L4 OK 9
County Clerk Chief Deputy-IT 34,066.00$             18.7176 4 4 Near Mid L4 OK 11
County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk 38,523.00$             21.1665 4 4 Near Max L4 Near Max L4 19
County Clerk Chief Deputy Recorder 40,491.00$             22.2478 4 4 Max L4 Maxed in L4 24
Highway Office Manager 22.8000 4 4 Above Max L4 Maxed in L4,L5,L 19
Jud & Jury Administrative Asst. 37,220.00$             20.4505 4 4 Above Mid L4 OK 20
State's Attorney Office Mgr/Admin Assistan 35,020.00$             19.2418 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 2
Treasurer Chief Deputy Treasurer 35,600.00$             19.5604 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 4


* includes $3,600 supervisor stipened







Ogle County Clerical Comparative Pay Data - by dept
FOR REVIEW PURPOSES ONLY 
v106 mm


Clerical Job Levels Min Mid Max
% change in EA 


Max Color legend: From EA Study
1 9.02 11.28 13.54 0% 2009 Mkt Data Adjusted
2 11.17 13.96 16.75 0%
3 13.71 17.11 19.95 -4%
4 15.68 19.60 21.92 -7%
5 17.75 20.75 22.26 -11%
6 22.26 22.26 22.26 -30%


DEPT. Classification
March 2010 


Annual
March 2010 


Hourly
EA Assigned 


Job Level


Ogle County 
Assigned Job 


Level Falls in Range Status
Length of 
Service


Animal Control Administrative Asst. 28,193.38$      15.4909 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 8
Animal Control Part-time 12.2900 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 11
Assessment Deputy Clerk 25,000.00$      13.7363 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 5
Assessment Deputy Clerk 27,500.00$      15.1099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 6
Assessment Deputy Clerk 31,750.00$      17.4451 3 3 Above Mid L3 OK 18
Assessment Chief Deputy Assessor 38,250.00$      21.0165 4 4 Almost max L4 Near Max L4 19
Circuit Clerk Part-Time Clerk 9.5000 1 Above Min L1 OK 1
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 24,393.00$      13.4027 2 At Mid L2 OK 2
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,860.00$      16.9560 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 8
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 33,424.00$      18.3648 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 8
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 33,424.00$      18.3648 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 12
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 34,436.00$      18.9209 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 13
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 34,436.00$      18.9209 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 14
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 34,436.00$      18.9209 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2 14
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 36,720.00$      20.1758 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2-L3 20
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 38,956.00$      21.4044 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2-L3 22
Circuit Clerk Deputy Clerk 38,956.00$      21.4044 2 Above Max L2 Maxed in L2-L3 22
Circuit Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk - 35* 42,810.00$      23.5220 3 Above Max L3 Maxed in L3  23
Circuit Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk - 35* 50,914.00$      27.9747 3 Above Max L6 Maxed 31
Circuit Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk- 35* 52,342.00$      28.7593 3 Above Max L6 Maxed 33
Coroner Secretary/Deputy Coroner 24,214.36$      13.3046 4 4 Below Min L3 Low 3
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 30,530.00$      14.6800 4 Min L3 Low 2
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 35,039.00$      16.8500 4 Above Min L4 OK 6
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 36,166.00$      17.3800 4 Above Min L4 OK 8
Corrections Civilian Corr. Clerk - 40 37,293.00$      17.9300 4 Above Min L4 OK 9
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 24,720.00$      13.5824 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 1
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 27,319.00$      15.0104 3 3 Above Min L3 OK 2
County Clerk Deputy Recorder 25,462.00$      13.9901 2 2 Mid L2 OK 4
County Clerk Deputy Clerk 30,112.00$      16.5451 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 5
County Clerk Chief Deputy-IT 34,066.00$      18.7176 4 4 Near Mid L4 OK 11
County Clerk Chief Deputy Clerk 38,523.00$      21.1665 4 4 Near Max L4 Near Max L4 19
County Clerk Chief Deputy Recorder 40,491.00$      22.2478 4 4 Max L4 Maxed in L4 24
Focus House Secretary 27,258.00$      14.9769 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7
Health Clerical I 24,788.00$      13.6198 2 Mid L2 OK 2
Health Clerical II 27,103.00$      14.8918 2 Above Mid L2 OK 5
Health Clerical I 24,788.00$      13.6198 2 Mid L2 OK 9
Health Bookkeeper IV 31,159.00$      17.1203 3 Mid L3 OK 11
Health Admin Assist - Clerical III 29,422.00$      16.1659 3 Mid L3 OK 16
Highway Office Manager 22.8000 4 4 Above Max L4 Maxed in L4,L5,L6 19
Jud & Jury Law Clerk 13.0000 2 Mid L2 OK 1
Jud & Jury Administrative Asst. 37,220.00$      20.4505 4 4 Above Mid L4 OK 20
Probation Secretary 22,120.80$      12.1543 2 Mid L2 OK 1
Probation Secretary 29,008.00$      15.9385 2 Above Mid L2 OK 11
Probation Secretary 40,275.00$      22.1291 2 Maxed in L2-L6 Maxed 22
Probation Secretary 43,233.00$      23.7544 2 Maxed in L2-L6 Maxed 25
ROE Certification Officer 27,319.00$      15.0104 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
Sheriff Clerk Typist Supv - 40* 45,993.00$      22.1120 2 Above Max L2-L3 Maxed in L2 & L3 20
Sheriff Clerk Typist - 40* 45,993.00$      22.1120 2 Above Max L2-L3 Maxed in L2 & L3 24
Sheriff Executive Secretary 40 46,844.00$      22.5212 3 3 Above Max L3 Maxed in L3 &L4 19
Solid Waste Administrative Assistant 22,000.00$      12.0879 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
State's Attorney Secretary 26,226.00$      14.4099 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 3
State's Attorney Secretary 24,581.00$      13.5060 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 4
State's Attorney Legal Secretary 28,840.00$      15.8462 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 1
State's Attorney Office Mgr/Admin Assistan 35,020.00$      19.2418 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 2
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.2500 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 8
Treasurer Part-Time Clerk 13.0000 2 2 Almost Mid L2 OK 11
Treasurer Chief Deputy Collector 16.0000 3 3 Almost Mid L3 OK 10
Treasurer Chief Deputy Treasurer 35,600.00$      19.5604 4 4 Almost Mid L4 OK 4
Zoning Part - Time 12.3600 2 2 Above Min L2 OK 1
Zoning Admin. Assistant I 26,780.00$      14.7143 2 2 Above Mid L2 OK 7


* includes $3,600 supervisor stipened
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Ogle County Non-Exempt, Non-Clerk Comparative Pay Data - by job level
April 2010 v103


Non Exemp, Non-
Clerk Job Levels Minimum Mid-Point Maximum


% Change in 
EA Max


1 $9.02 $11.28 $13.54 0%
2 $11.17 $13.96 $16.75 0%
3 $13.71 $17.11 $20.57 0%
4 $15.68 $19.60 $23.52 0%
5 $16.60 $20.75 $24.90 0%
6 $21.03 $26.29 $31.55 0%


Department Classification  March 2010 Annual  March 2010 Hourly Job Level Falls in Range Status
Length of 
Service


Animal Control Animal Control Warden $30,048.64 $17.00 3 Mid L3 OK 14
Coroner Deputy Coroner (PT) $18,750.00 $8.58 3 L1 OK- PT 5
Coroner Chief Deputy Coroner (PT) $28,239.29 $12.93 3 Mid L2 OK- PT 8
State's Attorney Victin/Witness Assistant $34,361.00 $18.88 3 Above Mid L3 OK 5
Zoning Deputy Zoning & Administration $34,048.00 $18.71 3 Above Mid L3 OK 16
Health  Environmental Inspector $19.86 4 Above Mid L4 OK 18
Corrections Correctional Nurse $47,300.00 $22.74 5 Above Mid L5 OK 8
Health  Family Case Management Coordinator, H $39,169.00 $21.52 5 Above Mid L5 OK 20
Health  Director of Health Education $39,292.00 $21.59 5 Above Mid L5 OK 3
Health  RN $36,931.00 $20.29 5 Below Mid L5 OK 8
Health  RN $36,931.00 $20.29 5 Below Mid L5 OK 2
Health  Public Health Nurse $39,169.00 $21.52 5 Above Mid L5 OK 20
Health  Public Health Nurse/TB Nurse  $21.53 5 Above Mid L5 OK 3
Health  Environmental Assist $36,140.00 $19.86 5 Below Mid L5 OK 16
Health  CD Coordinator $41,407.00 $22.75 5 Above Mid L5 OK 21
Health  Staff Nurse I $36,931.00 $20.29 5 At Mid L5 OK 1
Highway Engineering Technician  $22.80 5 Above Mid L5 OK 9
Highway Engineering Technician  $22.80 5 Above Mid L5 OK 3
GIS GIS Coordinator/IT $53,004.80 $25.50 6 Mid L6 OK 3
GIS GIS Specialist $44,160.00 $21.23 6 Above Mid L5 OK 3
Health  WIC Coordinator/Family Case Manager $41,407.00 $22.75 6 Below Mid L6 OK 1
Health  Director of Environmental Health  6 Open
Highway Foreman  $26.66 6 At Mid L6 OK 34
OCEMA Ogle County EMA Coordinator $58,082.00 $27.92 6 At Mid L6 OK 20







n
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Ogle County Non-Exempt, Non-Clerk Comparative Pay Data - by dept
April 2010 v103


Non Exemp, Non-
Clerk Job Levels Minimum Mid-Point Maximum


% Change in 
EA Max


1 $9.02 $11.28 $13.54 0%
2 $11.17 $13.96 $16.75 0%
3 $13.71 $17.11 $20.57 0%
4 $15.68 $19.60 $23.52 0%
5 $16.60 $20.75 $24.90 0%
6 $21.03 $26.29 $31.55 0%


Department Classification  March 2010 Annual  March 2010 Hourly Job Level Falls in Range Status
Length of 
Service


Animal Control Animal Control Warden $30,048.64 $17.00 3 Mid L3 OK 14
Coroner Deputy Coroner (PT) $18,750.00 $8.58 3 L1 OK- PT 5
Coroner Chief Deputy Coroner (PT) $28,239.29 $12.93 3 Mid L2 OK- PT 8
Corrections Correctional Nurse $47,300.00 $22.74 5 Above Mid L5 OK 8
GIS GIS Coordinator/IT $53,004.80 $25.50 6 Mid L6 OK 3
GIS GIS Specialist $44,160.00 $21.23 6 Above Mid L5 OK 3
Health  Family Case Management Coordi $39,169.00 $21.52 5 Above Mid L5 OK 20
Health  Director of Health Education $39,292.00 $21.59 5 Above Mid L5 OK 3
Health  RN $36,931.00 $20.29 5 Below Mid L5 OK 8
Health  RN $36,931.00 $20.29 5 Below Mid L5 OK 2
Health  Public Health Nurse $39,169.00 $21.52 5 Above Mid L5 OK 20
Health  Public Health Nurse/TB Nurse  $21.53 5 Above Mid L5 OK 3
Health  Environmental Assist $36,140.00 $19.86 5 Below Mid L5 OK 16
Health  CD Coordinator $41,407.00 $22.75 5 Above Mid L5 OK 21
Health  Staff Nurse I $36,931.00 $20.29 5 At Mid L5 OK 1
Health  WIC Coordinator/Family Case Ma $41,407.00 $22.75 6 Below Mid L6 OK 1
Health  Director of Environmental Health  6 Open
Health  Environmental Inspector $19.86 4 Above Mid L4 OK 18
Highway Engineering Technician  $22.80 5 Above Mid L5 OK 9
Highway Engineering Technician  $22.80 5 Above Mid L5 OK 3
Highway Foreman  $26.66 6 At Mid L6 OK 34
OCEMA Ogle County EMA Coordinator $58,082.00 $27.92 6 At Mid L6 OK 20
State's Attorney Victin/Witness Assistant $34,361.00 $18.88 3 Above Mid L3 OK 5
Zoning Deputy Zoning & Administration $34,048.00 $18.71 3 Above Mid L3 OK 16
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R E S O L U T I O N 


 
FOR COUNTY ROAD CONSTRUCTION 


 
BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Ogle County, Illinois, that the following 
County Section for Highways be constructed: 
 


10-00000-02-GM       County Seal Coat 
 
WHEREAS, bids were received at the office of the County Engineer of Ogle County on  


April 13, 2010 at 10:00 AM for the above project; 
 
WHEREAS, the following low bid was submitted by: 
 


Pavement Maintenance  $186,391.80  
 
WHEREAS, the Road & Bridge Committee of Ogle County reviewed the bids and 
recommends their approval; 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that there is hereby appropriated the sum of $94,000.00 
from the Motor Fuel Tax (MFT) Fund and     $94,000.00  from the 
Federal Aid Matching (FAM) fund for the County portion of said project. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the above low bids be accepted and awarded subject 
to no protests being filed. 
 
 
STATE OF ILLINOIS) 
                          )  SS 
COUNTY OF OGLE  ) 
 
I, Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk in and for said County, in the State aforesaid, and 
keeper of the records and files thereof, as provided by Statute, do hereby certify the 
foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution adopted by the County 
Board of Ogle County, 
at its regular meeting held at Oregon on April 20 , 20 10 . 
 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed 
the seal of said County at my office in Oregon, in said County, 
this 20th  day of April , A.D. 20 10 .
 
 
  


County Clerk (SEAL)
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RESOLUTION BY THE COUNTY BOARD OF OGLE COUNTY 
 AUTHORIZING THE BOARD CHAIRMAN TO EXECUTE A  


MUTUAL AID EMERGENCY HIGHWAY OPERATIONS SYSTEM AGREEMENT 
 


WHEREAS, the Constitution of the State of Illinois, 1970, Article VII, Section 10, 
authorizes units of local government to contract or otherwise associate among 
themselves in any manner not prohibited by law or ordinance; and 
 
WHEREAS, the “Intergovernmental Cooperation Act”, [5 ILCS 200/1 et. Seq.] 
provides that any power or powers, privileges or authority exercised or which 
may be exercised by a unit of local government may be exercised and enjoyed 
jointly with any other unit of local government; and 
 
WHEREAS, the “Intergovernmental Cooperation Act”, [5 ILCS 200/5] provides 
that one or more public agencies may contract with any one or more public 
agencies to perform any governmental service, activity or undertaking which any 
of the public agencies entering into the contract is authorized by law to perform, 
provided that such contract shall be authorized by the governing body of each 
party to the contract; and 
 
WHEREAS, it is in the best interest of the County to form an association with 
other units of government to secure to each the benefits of mutual aid in 
emergency highway operations to help ensure protection of life and property from 
an emergency, disaster or labor work stoppage; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Ogle County Highway Department has developed a Mutual Aid 
Emergency Highway Operations System Agreement (MAHOS) in order to form 
an association with other units of government to provide training and other 
necessary functions to further the provision of said protection of life and property; 
and 
 
WHEREAS, a copy of the MAHOS Agreement is attached to this resolution and 
is considered a part hereto.  
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that, the County Board of Ogle County 
hereby authorizes the Chairman of the Board to execute the aforesaid MAHOS 
Agreement with individual units of local government desiring to participate in the 
agreement on behalf of the County Board.   
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STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
    ) SS 
OGLE COUNTY  ) 
 
I, Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk in and for said County, in the State aforesaid 
and keeper of the records and files thereof, as provided by statute, do hereby 
certify the foregoing to be a true, perfect and complete copy of a resolution 
adopted by the Ogle County Board at its April Meeting held at Oregon, Illinois on 
April 20, 2010. 
 
IN TESTIMONY WHEREOF, I have hereunto set my hand and affixed the seal of 
said County at my office in Oregon, Illinois in said County this 20th day of April, 
2010. 
 
 
 
    (seal)  _________________________________________ 
       County Clerk 
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MUTUAL AID EMERGENCY HIGHWAY OPERATIONS SYSTEM 
AGREEMENT  


 
THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into the date set forth next to the 
signature of the respective parties, by and between the units of local government 
subscribed hereto, hereinafter referred to as “UNIT(S)”, that have approved this 
agreement and adopted the same in a manner as provided by law and are 
hereafter listed at the end of this agreement. 
 
WHEREAS,  the Constitution of the State of Illinois, 1970, Article VII, Section 10, 
authorizes units of local government to contract or otherwise associate among 
themselves in any manner not prohibited by law or ordinance; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the “Intergovernmental Cooperation Act”, [5 ILCS 200/1 et. seq.] 
provides that any power or powers, privileges or authority exercised or which 
may be exercised by a unit of local government may be exercised and enjoyed 
jointly with any other unit of local government; and,  
 
WHEREAS, the “Intergovernmental Cooperation Act”, [5 ILCS 200/5] provides 
that one or more public agencies may contract with any one or more public 
agencies to perform any governmental service, activity or undertaking which any 
of the public agencies entering into the contract is authorized by law to perform, 
provided that such contract shall be authorized by the governing body of each 
party to the contract; and,  
 
WHEREAS, the parties hereto have determined that it is in their best interest to 
enter into this agreement to secure to each the benefits of mutual aid in 
emergency highway operations to help ensure protection of life and property from 
an emergency or disaster; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the parties hereto have determined that it is in their best interests to 
form an association to provide for communications procedures, training and other 
necessary functions to further the provision of said protection of life and property 
from and emergency or disaster. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the above, the UNIT’S membership in 
the Mutual Aid Emergency Highway Operations System and the covenants 
contained herein, the parties agree as follows: 
 
 
SECTION ONE - Purpose 
 
1. It is recognized and acknowledged that in certain situations, such as, but not 


limited to, emergencies, natural disasters and man-made catastrophes, the 
use of an individual member UNIT’S personnel and equipment to perform 
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functions outside the territorial limits of the member UNIT is desirable and 
necessary to preserve and protect the health, safety and welfare of the public.  


 
2. It is further acknowledged that in certain situations, such as, but not limited to, 


emergencies, natural disasters and man-made catastrophes, the use of other 
member UNIT’S personnel and equipment to perform functions within the 
territorial limits of a member UNIT is desirable and necessary to preserve and 
protect the health, safety and welfare of the public. 


 
3. Further, it is acknowledged that coordination of mutual aid emergency 


highway operations is desirable for the effective and efficient providing of 
mutual aid. 


 
 
SECTION TWO - Definitions 


 
1. The Mutual Aid Emergency Highway Operations System (hereinafter referred 


to as “MAHOS”): A definite and prearranged plan whereby response and 
assistance is provided to a Stricken Unit by the Aiding Units in accordance 
with the system established and maintained by the MAHOS Member Units 
and amended from time to time. 


 
2. “Member Unit”: A unit of local government including but not limited to a City, 


Village, Township Road District and/or the County of Ogle recognized by the 
State of Illinois. 


 
3. “Stricken Unit”: A Member Unit, which requests aid in the event of an 


emergency. 
 
4. “Aiding Unit”: A Member Unit furnishing equipment, personnel, and/or 


services to a Stricken Unit. 
 
5. “Emergency”: An occurrence or condition in a Member Unit’s territorial 


jurisdiction which results in a situation of such magnitude and/or consequence 
that it cannot be adequately handled by the Stricken Unit and such that a 
Member Unit determines the necessity and advisability of requesting aid.  
Such occurrences or conditions shall include, but not be limited to natural 
disasters, man-made catastrophes and labor work stoppages. 


 
6. “Training”: One or more scheduled meetings for Member Units to plan and 


receive instructions to implement the necessary joint operations of MAHOS. 
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SECTION THREE - Authority and Action to Effect Mutual Aid 
 
1. The Member Units hereby authorize and direct their respective Public Works 


Directors, Street and Alley Superintendents, Township Highway 
Commissioners, County Engineer, or their designees, to take necessary and 
proper action to render and/or request mutual aid from other Member Units in 
accordance with the policies and procedures established and maintained by 
the MAHOS Member Units. The aid rendered shall be to the extent of 
available personnel and equipment not required for adequate protection of the 
territorial limits of the Aiding Unit. The judgement of the Public Works 
Director, Street and Alley Superintendent, Township Highway Commissioner 
or County Engineer, or their designee, shall be final as to the personnel and 
equipment available to render aid. 


 
2. Whenever an emergency occurs and conditions are such that the Public 


Works Director, Street and Alley Superintendent, Township Highway 
Commissioner or County Engineer, or their designee, of the Stricken Unit 
determines it advisable to request aid pursuant to this Agreement, he or she 
shall notify the Aiding Unit of the nature and location of the emergency and 
the type and amount of equipment and personnel and/or services requested 
from the Aiding Unit. 


 
3. The Public Works Director, Street and Alley Superintendent, Township 


Highway Commissioner or County Engineer, or their designee, of the Aiding 
Unit shall take the following action immediately upon receiving a request for 
aid: 


 
A. Determine what equipment, personnel and/or services are 


requested according to the system maintained by MAHOS.  
B. Determine if the requested equipment, personnel, and/or services 


can be committed in response to the request from the Stricken Unit. 
 


C. Dispatch, as soon as practicable, the requested equipment, 
personnel and/or services, to the extent available, to the location of 
the emergency reported by the Stricken Unit in accordance with the 
procedures of MAHOS. 


 
D. Notify the Stricken Unit if any or all of the requested equipment, 


personnel and/or services cannot be provided. 
 
 
SECTION FOUR - Jurisdiction of Personnel and Equipment 


 
Personnel dispatched to aid a party pursuant to the Agreement shall remain 
employees of and under the direction of the Aiding Unit. The party rendering aid 
shall at all times have the right to withdraw any and all aid upon the order of its 
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Public Works Director, Street and Alley Superintendent, Township Highway 
Commissioner or County Engineer, or their designee; provided, however, that the 
party withdrawing such aid shall notify the Public Works Director, Street and Alley 
Superintendent, Township Highway Commissioner or County Engineer, or their 
designee, of the party requesting aid of the withdrawal of such aid and the extent 
of such withdrawal. 
 
 
SECTION FIVE - Compensation for Aid 
 
1. Reasonable cost of equipment, personnel, and/or services provided by the 


Aiding Unit, pursuant to this Agreement, may be recovered from the Stricken 
Unit. Generally, reasonable costs that can be directly tied to the performance 
of mutual aid requested by the Stricken Unit will be eligible. This includes all 
labor, materials and equipment costs for the work, as well as contracts 
awarded for the performance of eligible work. Labor costs include actual 
wages paid, straight time and overtime for maintenance and restoration work 
only, plus fringe benefits actually paid or credited for personnel on the job and 
for supervisory personnel administering the eligible work. Salaries of general 
supervisory personnel who are not normally employed in the field are not 
eligible, unless they are working full time on the project; instead the Aiding 
Unit will receive a 3% administrative fee of cumulative eligible costs for 
general supervision, timekeeping, billing and recordkeeping.  


 
2. Costs for the use of equipment, owned by the Aiding Unit, may be claimed at 


the Illinois Department of Transportation (IDOT) current approved hourly rates 
for the time the equipment is actually performing eligible work. IDOT 
approved equipment rental rates shall include fuel and equipment 
maintenance.  


 
3. Costs of labor, performed by the Aiding Unit, may be claimed at the current 


Aiding Unit wage rates.  
 
4. Nothing in this agreement shall prohibit the parties to make agreements with 


the highway commissioner of any other road district or with the corporate 
authorities of any municipality located in the same county or in an adjoining 
county or with the county board of the county in which the party is located or 
of any adjoining county, for the lease or exchange of idle machinery, 
equipment or tools belonging to the parties, upon such terms and conditions 
as may mutually agreed upon. 


 
 
SECTION SIX - Insurance 


 
Each party hereto shall procure and maintain, at its sole and exclusive expense, 
insurance coverage, including:  
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1. A minimum of $1,000,000 aggregate limit for General Liability Insurance. 
 
2. A minimum of $1,000,000 combined single limit for Auto Liability Insurance. 
 
3. Statutory Worker’s Compensation Insurance as provided under the Illinois 


Worker’s Compensation Act, with a minimum of $500,000 limit for Employer’s 
Liability. 


 
4. In lieu of (1.), (2.) and (3.), a financial guaranty instrument providing the 


equivalent indemnification provisions. 
 
Each party will provide the evidence of such insurance or financial guaranty to 
the other party upon request. 
 


 
SECTION SEVEN - Random Drug and Alcohol Testing 


 
Each party hereto agrees to fully comply with U.S. Department of Transportation, 
Drug and Alcohol Policy in accordance with 49 CFR, Part 40. 


 
 


SECTION EIGHT - Indemnification 
 
Each party hereto agrees to waive all claims against all other parties hereto for 
any loss, damage, personal injury or death occurring in consequence of the 
performance of this Mutual Aid Emergency Highway Operations Agreement; 
provided, however, that such claim is not a result of gross negligence or willful 
misconduct by a party hereto or its personnel. 
 
Each party requesting or providing aid pursuant to this Agreement hereby 
expressly agrees to hold harmless, indemnify and defend the party rendering aid 
and its personnel from any and all claims, demands, liability, losses, suits in law 
or in equity which are made by a third party. This indemnity shall include attorney 
fees and costs that may arise from providing aid pursuant to this Agreement. 
Provided, however, that all employee benefits, wage and disability payment, 
pensions, worker’s compensation claims, damage to or destruction of equipment 
and clothing, and medical expenses of the party rendering aid shall be at the sole 
and exclusive responsibility of the respective party for its employees, provided, 
however, that such claims made by a third party are not the result of gross 
negligence or willful misconduct on the part of the party rendering aid.  
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SECTION NINE - Non-Liability for Failure to Render Aid 
 
The rendering of assistance under the terms of this Agreement shall not be 
mandatory if local conditions of the Aiding Unit prohibit response. It is the 
responsibility of the Aiding Unit to immediately notify the Stricken Unit of the 
Aiding Unit’s inability to respond; however, failure to immediately notify the 
Stricken Unit of such inability to respond shall not constitute evidence of 
noncompliance with the terms of this section and no liability may be assigned. No 
liability of any kind or nature shall be attributed to or be assumed, whether 
expressly or implied, by a party hereto, its duly authorized agents and personnel, 
for failure or refusal to render aid. Nor shall there be any liability of a party for 
withdrawal of aid once provided pursuant to the terms of this Agreement. 
 
 
SECTION TEN - Term 
 
This Agreement shall be in effect for a term of one year from the date of 
signature hereof and shall automatically renew for successive one year terms 
unless terminated in accordance with this Section 
 
Any party hereto may terminate its participation in this Agreement at any time, 
provided that the party wishing to terminate its participation in this Agreement 
shall give written notice to all parties specifying the date of termination, such 
notice to be given at least 90 calendar days prior to the specified date of 
termination of participation. The written notice provided herein shall be given by 
personal delivery, registered mail or certified mail. 
 
 
SECTION ELEVEN - Effectiveness 
 
This Agreement shall be in full force and effective upon approval by the parties 
hereto in the manner provided by law and upon proper execution hereof. 
 


 
SECTION TWELVE - Binding Effect 
 
This Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of any successor 
entity, which may assume the obligations of any party hereto. Provided, however, 
that this Agreement may not be assigned by a Member Unit without prior written 
consent of the parties hereto; and this Agreement shall not be assigned by 
MAHOS without prior written consent of the parties hereto. 
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SECTION THIRTEEN - Validity 
 
The invalidity of any provision of this Agreement shall not render invalid any other 
provisions. If, for any reason, any provision of this Agreement is determined by a 
court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or unenforceable, that provision shall 
be deemed severable and this Agreement may be enforced with that provision 
severed or modified by court order. 
 
 
SECTION FOURTEEN - Notices 
 
All Notices hereunder shall be in writing and shall be served personally, by 
registered mail or certified mail to the parties at such addresses as may be 
designated from time to time on the MAHOS mailing lists or to such address as 
shall be agreed upon. 
 
 
SECTION FIFTEEN - Governing Law 
 
This Agreement shall be governed, interpreted and construed in accordance with 
the laws of the State of Illinois. 
 
 
SECTION SIXTEEN - Execution in Counterparts 
 
This Agreement may be executed in multiple counterparts of duplicate originals, 
each of which shall constitute and be deemed as one and the same document. 
 
 
SECTION SEVENTEEN - Coordination Council of MAHOS 
 
A Coordination Council is hereby established to consider, adopt and amend from 
time to time as needed rules, procedures, by-laws and any other matters deemed 
necessary by the Member Units. The Coordination Council shall consist of the 
County Engineer, County Board Chairperson or his/her designee, participating 
Township Highway Commissioners or their designees and participating Mayors 
and Village Board Presidents or their designees. Such designees shall be from 
within the respective Member Unit and shall have all rights and privileges 
attendant to a representative of that Member Unit. 
The County Engineer shall facilitate and coordinate the activities of MAHOS. 
 
 
SECTION EIGHTEEN - Duties of the Coordination Council 
 
The Coordination Council shall meet as necessary to conduct business, training 
and to consider and publish guidelines and procedures of the MAHOS. 
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SECTION NINETEEN - Guidelines and Procedures 
 
Guidelines and procedures of the MAHOS may be established by the Member 
Units via the Coordination Council as deemed necessary from time to time for the 
purpose of administrative functions, the exchange of information and the 
common welfare of the MAHOS. 
 
 
SECTION TWENTY - Amendments 
 
This Agreement may only be amended by the written consent of all the parties 
hereto. 
 
 
 
 
The undersigned unit of local government or public agency hereby has adopted, 
and subscribes to, and approves this MUTUAL AID HIGHWAY OPERATIONS 
SYSTEM Agreement to which this signature page will be attached, and agrees to 
be a party thereto and be bound by the terms thereof. 
 
 
 
 
By:       Date:    
W. Ed Rice, Chairman of the County  
Board of the County of Ogle, Illinois 
 
 
ATTEST: 
 
 
 
       Date:    
Rebecca Huntley, Clerk of the County 
Board of the County of Ogle, Illinois 
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TOWNSHIP HIGHWAY COMMISSIONERS 
 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Chris Diehl       Brian Johnson 
Brookville Township      Marion Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Bill Clothier       Stuart Meyers 
Buffalo Township      Maryland Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Ronald Gibson      Wilbur Brass 
Byron Township      Monroe Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Allen Berg       Joel Lawrence 
Dement Township      Mt. Morris Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Richard Hose      Jody Yount 
Eagle Point Township     Pine Creek Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Scott Seebach      Gary Clark 
Flagg Township      Pine Rock Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Bob Bowers       Tim Wiltfang 
Forreston Township      Rockvale Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Kenny Lowry       Paul Gibson 
Grand Detour Township     Scott Township 
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      Date:          Date:   
Clifford Jones      Edwin Bettner 
LaFayette Township     Taylor Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Francis Bral       Gary Harleman 
Leaf River Township     White Rock Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Mark Bocker       Tom Hoak 
Lincoln Township      Woosung Township 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Rick Drendel       Timothy Leary 
Lynnville Township      Oregon-Nashua Township 


R-2010-0417







 
 


MUNICIPALITIES 
 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Mayor        Mayor 
City of Byron       City of Oregon 


11  


 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Mayor        Mayor 
City of Polo       City of Rochelle 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Village President      Village President 
Village of Adeline      Village of Creston 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Village President      Village President 
Village of Davis Junction     Village of Forreston 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Village President      Village President 
Village of Hillcrest      Village of Leaf River 
 
 
      Date:          Date:   
Village President      Village President 
Village of Mt. Morris      Village of Stillman Valley 
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Ogle County 
Juvenile Justice 


Plan







Why do we need a plan?


It is a law that every county in Illinois have a Juvenile 
Justice Plan on file.


A plan provides the community with direction, vision 
and accountability.







What do we know?
About locking kids up:


Does not reduce rates of re-arrest. 75 percent of kids who have spent time in 
juvenile detention centers are incarcerated later in life. 


42% of admissions to juvenile prisons are for non criminal acts.


Nearly 1/3 of the youth locked up scored low risk to re-offend and 7% are 
locked up for misdemeanor offenses.


Almost 47% of Illinois youth in custody are there for committing non violent 
crimes.


Children in institutions are 500% more likely to be sexually assaulted,  50% 
more likely to be attacked with a weapon, and 4 times more likely to commit 
suicide.







What else do we know about the 
future of these children?


Formal court involvement for low risk offenders does damage 
by disrupting the bonds that connect youth to their families 
and communities.


Increase the chances of dropping out of high school.
Limit a youth’s educational opportunities and 
experiences.
Closer contact with other delinquent youth may 
encourage further delinquency.


Youth who are supervised in the community are more likely 
to complete high school, avoid re-arrest, find employment, 
and become productive tax-paying citizens.







Illinois Models for Change
Ogle County along with four other demonstration projects 
are working with Models for Change to expand their array 
of alternatives to confinement 


Statewide Models for Change is focusing on:  


Right sizing the juvenile court’s jurisdiction
Expanding community-based alternatives to the 
confinement and formal processing of juveniles
Addressing racial fairness in the juvenile justice system.  







Ogle County 
Juvenile Justice Council


The Ogle County Juvenile Justice Council (JJC) 
is a group of concerned individuals, county and 
schools officials, and representatives from 
community and faith based organizations that 
work together to promote, cooperation and 
coordination services to prevent, address and  
deal with issues concerning juvenile in Ogle 
County.


www.oglejjc.org







First…How are we changing and 
improving Juvenile Justice System?


Create a Juvenile Justice Council that guides and engages the 
community while reflecting the values of the community.


Work with law enforcement , schools and other  partners to 
develop programs that hold youth accountable for behavior while 
diverting a majority from formal system involvement.


Balanced and Restorative Justice (BARJ)
Alternatives to Suspension Program and Court GED


Partner with State’s Attorney, Probation, and Public Defender to 
develop an effective and timely case processing system.


Review each case; complete social investigation;  and 
assess at earliest point of entry; then link to needed services.
Memorandum of  Understanding (MOU)







What are our results?
Since 2008, 100% of police contacts have been reviewed and 70%  
diverted from formal involvement with less than 5% rearrested. 


In 2007 there were 130 delinquency petitions; down to 80 in 2009
More effective use of  limited resources. 
Increased public safety. 
Better outcomes for kids.


From October 2007 to October  2009  the number of youth on 
juvenile probation dropped  from 109 to 89.


Allowing Probation Officers to focus on high risk offenders.


Since 2008, over 23 youth that were not able to get a diploma 
received a GED.


Allowing youth to continue on to higher education or obtain 
employment.







Reporting Center 
An alternative to juvenile detention for court 


involved youth that need a structured environment.







Focus House 
A specialized residential facility for court involved youth.







Juvenile Justice Council
Community Impact Panels
Community Services Program
Informal Dispute Resolution
Alternative to Suspension
Accountability Contracts
Disorderly Conduct  Program
Cog Groups
Traveling School Conference – Tracking Trends
Home Drug Testing Kits
Expungement Program


www.oglejjc.org 


Community members and organizations are critical 
to our programming, planning and development.







What have we saved?
Diverting vs. Formal Court Processing


$375.00 per case vs. $1,269 per case


Reporting Center vs. Juvenile Jail
$45.88/day vs. $115.00/day


Focus House vs. Juvenile Prison
$151.00/day vs. $209.00/day







The Cost of Failure


Average cost of incarcerating a juvenile for one 
year is $75,000. 


The cost to the us over the working life of each 
high school dropout is $292,000. 







Ogle County is Succeding


Thanks to our 
partners and community members.







Holding Youth Accountable


“Since the incident I have taken responsibility by paying 
for what I broke and letting my friends know how wrong 
it is to touch other people’s property. I have learned to 
never hang out with that same group of friends, to never 
trespass and to never touch other people’s property 
without permission. I did not know how much it meant to 
you. I understand how much I hurt you and I am sorry.”


Participating Youth 
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Ogle County Regional Planning Commission
911 W. Pines Road


Oregon, IL 61061
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REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT
MARCH 18, 2010


The regular monthly meeting of the Ogle County Regional Planning Commission was held on
Thursday, March 18, 2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business is as follows:


1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM.


Chairman Funk called the meeting to order at 7:00 P.M. Roll call indicated seven
members of the Regional Planning Commission were present: Chairman Lloyd Funk,
Ron Colson, Wayne Reising, Randy Ocken, Don Conn and David Poole. 


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF FEBRUARY 18, 2010 AS MINUTES.


Chairman Funk asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the February 18,
2010 meeting of the Ogle County Regional Planning Commission.  Hearing none,
Chairman Funk declared the minutes approved as read.


3. UNFINISHED BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


4. NEW BUSINESS


A. DECISIONS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#1-10 SPECIAL USE -- Kenneth L. Clayton, 512 Ash Ave., Forreston, IL for a
Special Use Permit in the AG-1 Agricultural District to allow a portable toilet
storage facility on property described as follows and owned by petitioner:


Part of the NE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 27 Lincoln Township 24N, R8E of
the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 2.07 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 07-27-400-006
Common Location: 11215 W. IL Rte. 64


Mr. Reibel read the staff report.  The LESA score of 208.1 indicates a High
Rating for protection (LE = 97.1; SA = 111).  A letter from George F Ryan,
Deputy Director of Highways states there are no future roadway construction
plans for this area in the near future, so far as the Department of Transportation
is concerned our department does not have a problem with the special use.  A
letter from the Natural Resources Review by IDNR states there is no record of
State-listed threatened or endangered species in the vicinity of the project
location, and the consultation process with IDNR has been terminated.


Mr. Clayton was present and stated I have been in the portable toilet business for
25 years working for “Big John”, which was located across the highway from this
farmette that I bought.  There is a cement slab on east side of the corncrib and
that is where I am hoping to store the portable toilets.  I currently have 37 units
with 27 of them presently on site, but they will be going out soon. Mr. Funk asked
will they be clean while they are being stored?  Mr. Clayton answered yes.  They
will be dumped and rinsed out either in Lanark, DeKalb or Dixon.  I would just be
bringing them here for storage on the already existing cement slab, and most of
the units will be in use somewhere during the summer months.  Mr. Ocken asked
will you need to camouflage the units while there being stored?  Mr. Clayton
answered I would like to put up a building in the future, but I could put up a fence
along Rte. 64.  I have plans for up to 100 units but there would never be 100







March 18, 2010 - Page 2


sitting there.  They would be out in use somewhere.  Mr. Reising asked do you
live at the site?  Mr. Clayton answered no, the house is rented; I live in Forreston
and that is also where I store my truck.


Mr. Ocken made a motion to recommend approval of Petition No. 1-10 Special
Use; seconded by Mr. Conn.  Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote; Mr. Colson, yes;
Mr. Reising, yes; Mr. Conn, yes; Mr. Ocken, yes; Mr. Poole, yes; Mr. White, yes;
Mr. Funk, yes.  The motion was approved 7-0.


5. OTHER BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


Review of Draft RPC Rules of Procedures for Meetings Regarding Annexation
Agreements 


Mr. Funk stated at the Regional Planning Commission there are no statements under
oath, and we do not take testimony.  Our purpose is to ascertain if the petition is in
concert with the Ogle County Comprehensive Plan.  However, this annexation situation
presents another problem as it will not go before the ZBA for public discussion. 
Because of this, the Planning & Zoning Committee felt the public should have an
opportunity to express views and make statements and these procedures have been
proposed.


Mr. Reibel read the proposed rules that had been given to each Commission member. 
Mr. Conn asked who has charged this group to do this?  Mr. Reibel answered the
Planning & Zoning Committee of the County Board asked for the Planning Commission’s
recommendation before it goes to the Planning & Zoning Committee and County Board. 
Mr. Colson stated this is being done due to the absence of Zoning Board of Appeals. 
The fact is, this is the only place for public input.  Mr. Reibel stated we don’t have a court
reporter or funds set aside for one and there is no one in authority to swear people in. 
This body is not established as public hearing body.  Mr. Conn asked why did the
Planning & Zoning Committee assign this to us? Are they not capable of taking care of
this within their own body or trying to shove this off on us?  Mr. Lyle Hopkins was
present and answered basically we thought the Regional Planning Commission should
be involved as they are responsible for reviewing the Comprehensive Plan and deciding
if a request is in line with it.  Mr. Conn asked why not the Planning & Zoning Committee? 
Mr. Hopkins answered we thought that the subject needed more time and that this
Commission was the proper place for review.  Mr. Hopkins stated we felt that the public
should have an opportunity to state how they feel.  Mr. Funk stated procedurally you do
not have any public input during the meeting. Mr. Hopkins stated normally we don’t take
input in our Planning & Zoning Committee meetings.  Mr. Funk stated this is the only
opening for the public and most of our Commission members are willing to hear from the
public to better serve them.  This Commission will listen to concerns and then make a
recommendation to the Planning & Zoning Committee which will then make a
recommendation to the County Board for a final decision.  Mr. Reibel stated this is a
unique situation and not a matter that the Zoning Board of Appeals has jurisdiction over,
as it’s not a map amendment, special use or variation petition.


Discussion ensued with members of the public in attendance regarding the proposed
procedures. 


Mr. Reibel stated we intend to send a letter of notice to all the adjoining property owners,
effected townships and municipalities, hopefully next week for it to be on the April 22
agenda of the Regional Planning Commission.  Mr. Funk stated this is an unprecedented
situation and it is important to establish these procedures.  Mr. Ocken stated I assume
that at the end of the meeting will have a roll call vote on what our recommendations
are?  Mr. Funk answered tonight is to establish a procedure.  A decision on the actual
request would be made next month.  Mr. McKinney stated you may want to have tape
recorder in case any Board member not present would like to  hear the public
comments.


Discussion ensued regarding the procedures of the RPC and the ZBA.


Mr. Reibel stated Mr. Funk proposes a change to #8 adding “statements from the public
will be limited to 3 minutes.  If not done at that time, the chair will honor a request for 1
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additional minute to finish the statement”.  Mr. Funk stated this is for the general public
statements.  Sometimes these can get long, drawn out and repetitious.  I will try to
eliminate that from happening.


Mr. Reising made a motion to approved the Rules of Procedures for Meetings Regarding
Annexation Agreements as amended; Mr. Poole seconded.  Mr. Conn stated I will be
voting no for this as I don’t feel this Commission should be voting on this. The Planning
& Zoning Committee is shirking it’s responsibilities and passing this off onto this
Commission.  Mr. Funk called a for a roll call vote; Mr. Colson, yes; Mr. Reising; yes, Mr. 
Conn, no; Mr. Ocken, yes; Mr. Poole, yes; Mr. White, yes, Mr. Funk, yes.  The motion
was approved by a vote of 6-1.


6. PUBLIC COMMENT


Mr. White stated I would like the Commission to review an article “An Ill Wind Blows”
regarding wind turbines and issues regarding low frequency noises.  My concern is
whether or not we should have the State’s Attorney look into this to make sure that 10 to
15 years down the road we don’t have legal liability issues to deal with.  I understand
there has been a sub-committee created to review concerns and I have given them a
copy of this article as well.  Mr. Bill Welty was present and stated I am the Chairman of
the newly created sub-committee and we will add this item to the others on our agenda
that we want to discuss with the State’s Attorney.  I met with Mr. Reibel and we have set
up a meeting for next Thursday at 9:00 A.M. in the Farm Bureau to review this subject.  
An agenda has been sent out by the County Clerk’s office.


7. ADJOURN


Chairman Funk declared the March meeting of the Ogle County Regional Planning
Commission adjourned at 7:36 P.M.  The next meeting of the Ogle County Regional
Planning Commission is scheduled for April 22, 2010, 7:00 P.M. at the Ogle County
Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator
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SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND
PLANNING & ZONING COMMITTEE


of the
OGLE COUNTY BOARD


SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMITTEE REPORT


APRIL 14, 2010


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee
of the Ogle County Board was be held on April 14 2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W.
Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business is as follows:


1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM


Chairman Lyle Hopkins called the meeting to order at 1:04 P.M.  Roll call indicated seven 
members of the Committee were present; Chairman Hopkins, Mel Messer, Jim Barnes, Ben
Diehl, Marcia Heuer, Dennis Williams and Larry Boes.  Mr. Hopkins declared a quorum
present. 


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF MARCH 10, 2010 MEETING AS MINUTES


Mr. Messer made a motion to approve the report of March 10, 2010 as minutes; seconded
by Mr. Barnes. The motion carried by a voice vote.


SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS PORTION OF MEETING:


3. CONSIDERATION OF MONTHLY BILLS OF SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS, AND
ACTION


Monthly bills of the Supervisor of Assessments were presented to the Committee for
consideration.  The bills totaled $4,174.70.   Mr. Harrison noted that $3,000 plus of this is
our portion for the maintenance of DevNet.  Mr. Boes made a motion to approve the
payment of the bills in the amount of $4,174.70; seconded by Mr. Diehl.  The motion carried
by a voice vote.


4. OLD BUSINESS


Mr. Harrison stated the annual township assessors meeting was held March 25th.  Per
statute, we are required to hold these meetings every year.  13 out of 15 assessors
attended.


5. NEW BUSINESS


Mr. Harrison stated we are getting ready to move back to Oregon and expect this to be a
smooth move.
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PLANNING & ZONING PORTION OF MEETING:


6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#1-10 TEXT AMENDMENT -- Michael Reibel, Planning & Zoning Administrator, Ogle
County Planning & Zoning Department, 911 W. Pines, Rd., Oregon, IL under the
direction of the Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County Board, for an
Amendment to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance, involving the
following:


Division 5, Section 5.01 AG-1 Agricultural District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and
Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.01 AG-1 Agricultural District; Paragraph C. (Special Uses);
Division 5, Section 5.02 IA Intermediate Agricultural District; Paragraph A. (Purpose
and Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.02 IA Intermediate Agricultural District; Paragraph B. (Permitted
Uses);
Division 5, Section 5.02 IA Intermediate Agricultural District; Paragraph C. (Special
Uses);
Division 5, Section 5.03 R-1 Rural Residence District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and
Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.04 R-2 Single-Family Residence District; Paragraph A.
(Purpose and Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.05 R-3 Mobile Home Subdivision District; Paragraph A. 
(Purpose and Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.06 R-4 Mobile Home Park District ; Paragraph A. (Purpose and
Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.07 B-1 Business District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent);


Division 5, Section 5.08 B-2 Business Recreation District ; Paragraph A. (Purpose
and Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.09 B-3 Restricted Interstate Highway Area Business District;
Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.10 I-1 Industrial District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent);
Division 5, Section 5.11 PD Planned Development District; Paragraph A. (Purpose
and Intent);
Division 6, Section 6.06 Accessory Buildings, Structures and Uses; Paragraph G
(Private Swimming Pools)


Mr. Hopkins asked if Mrs. Saunders had any questions.  Mrs. Saunders stated she was not
comfortable with the suggested pool requirements.  Mr. Hopkins explained that these were
only recommendations, not requirements.   Mr. Barnes asked why are we looking at this
again.  Mr. Reibel stated we were asked to bring this back to the Committee because of a
re-zoning request on Grist Mill Rd.  Mr. Barnes stated I was told that Mr. Huntley asked for
this to be revisited but he says that he did not.  Mr. Reibel stated that concerns were raised
about a rezoning request on Grist Mill Rd, and that it should have been a Special Use
Permit rather than a rezoning. Mr. Barnes stated I thought these changes were OK until Mrs.
Saunders brought the proposed pool requirements to my attention.  Mr. Hopkins stated
these are only recommendations.  It used to require a 5' fence and it is being proposed to
require only a 4' fence.  Mr. Reibel stated we get lots of questions regarding the construction
of fences around a pool.  These specifications will help us to enforce the pool enclosure
requirements, to have clearly defined requirements for pool enclosures to help both the
public and staff.  


Ms. Saunders stated that text amendment no. 7, section 2 talks about changing the building
acreage requirement from 1 acre to 10.  Mr. Reibel stated that Paragraph 7 was one of the
items stricken, and worked in conjunction with the other paragraphs that were stricken from
the proposal.  Mr. Hopkins stated the committee had recommended that this provision as
well as #3 and #4 be stricken from the request.  Mr. Hopkins asked if we have a
recommendation.  Mr. Diehl stated I wonder if it would be best to vote on these individually. 
I think there were some good changes.
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Mr. Diehl made a motion to recommend approval to send #1-10 Text Amendment back to
the County Board as printed for a vote, each section to be voted upon individually; seconded
by Mr. Messer.  Mr. Barnes asked are we are sending this back to the County Board with
recommended changes.  Mrs. Heuer stated if you want to vote on something individually
you can.  Mr. Barnes stated I think the pool requirements have gone overboard. I can’t see
where you need to have a cover.  Mr. Reibel stated that the paragraphs that refer to a pool
cover and door/window alarms are advisory only, and are not requirements.  Mr. Reibel
stated the other parts of this are specifications regarding the required pool enclosure, which
is are requirements.  The enclosure requirements are things such as lowering the current
height from 5' to 4'; specifications for self-latching gate; maximum opening size in fences;
maximum distance from ground to bottom of fence; requirement that a ladder to an above-
ground pool be equipped with a ladder be capable of being secured, locked or removed; etc. 
Discussion ensued regarding the cost of covers and whether the County would be at risk of
lawsuits for making recommendations.  Mr. Reibel stated we can strike paragraph “9".  


Mrs. Heuer made a motion to amend the original motion by Mr. Diehl by striking Section “9"
in the proposed text amendment number 17 (which begins with, “Where a wall of a dwelling
serves as part of the barrier, it is recommended that at least one of the following safety
measures be utilized:”; seconded by Mr. Barnes.


Mr. Hopkins called for a vote on the motion to amend the original motion.  The motion
carried by a voice vote.


Mr. Hopkins called for a vote on the original motion as amended.  The motion carried by a
voice vote.


7. NEW BUSINESS


A. DECISIONS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#1-10 SPECIAL USE -- Kenneth L. Clayton, 512 Ash Ave., Forreston, IL for a
Special Use Permit in the AG-1 Agricultural District to allow a portable toilet storage
facility on property described as follows and owned by petitioner:
Part of the NE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 27 Lincoln Township 24N, R8E of the 4th
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 2.07 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 07-27-400-006
Common Location: 11215 W. IL Rte. 64


Mrs. Heuer stated this petition was passed unanimously by the RPC and the ZBA,
and I recommend approval of #1-10SU; seconded by Diehl.  The motion carried by a
voice vote.


B. MOBILE HOME APPLICATIONS - (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


There were no mobile home applications for consideration.


8. SUBDIVISION PLATS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


There were no subdivision plats for consideration.


9. CONSIDERATION OF MONTHLY BILLS OF PLANNING & ZONING DEPARTMENT, AND
ACTION


Monthly bills of the Planning & Zoning Department were presented to the Committee for
consideration.  The bills totaled $648.38.  Mr. Messer made a motion to approve the
payment of the bills in the amount of $ 648.38; seconded by Mr. Barnes.  The motion carried
by a voice vote.
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10. REFERRAL OF NEW PETITIONS TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS FOR PUBLIC
HEARING


#2-10 AMENDMENT -- James VanBriesen, 9348 High Rd., Stillman Valley, IL for an
Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District to R-1 Rural
Residence District on property described as follows and owned by the petitioner:


Part of the E1/2 of the NW1/4 Fractional Section 36 Marion Township 25N, R11E of
the 4th P.M. and part of S1/2 of G.L. 2 of the SW1/4 Fractional Section 7 Scott
Township 42N, R1E of the 3rd P.M., Ogle County, IL 15.003 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part of 05-36-179-004 and part of 11-07-300-008  
Common Location: 7400 Block of N. Stillman Valley Rd. and 9300 Block of E.


High Rd.


#2-10 SPECIAL USE --  Lindenwood Cemetery Association, %Curtis Fruit, President,
2652 Lynnville Ct., Lindenwood, IL for a Special Use Permit in the AG-1 Agricultural
District to allow an addition to an existing cemetery on property described as follows and
owned by petitioners:


Part of the SW1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 5 and Part of the NW1/4 of the NW1/4
Section 8 Lynnville Township 41N, R2E of the 3rd P.M., Ogle County, IL, 3.72 acres,
Property Identification Number: Part of 19-08-100-011
Common Location: 16000 Block of E. Elevator Rd.


#3-10 AMENDMENT -- Terry R. Seabold, 4275 E. Walden Rd., Byron, IL as Trustee for
Terry R. Seabold; Larry J. & Diane L. Seabold, 6200 German Church Rd., Byron, IL;
and, Kim A. & Marcia Hogan, 6148 German Church Rd., Byron, IL for an Amendment to
the Zoning District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District to R-2 Single-Family Residence
District (except that part currently zoned R-2 Single-Family Residence District) on property
described as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the NW1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 5 Marion Township 24N, R11E of the 4th
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 16.685 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 10-05-300-019, 10-05-300-023, -012, -027, & -
026  
Common Location: 6148 N. German Church Rd. and 6200 N. German Church Rd.


#3-10 SPECIAL USE -- John & Dina Bearrows, PO Box 420, Rochelle, IL for a Special
Use Permit in the AG-1 Agricultural District to allow an auction facility on property described
as follows and owned by petitioners:


Part of the SE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 8 Flagg Township 40N, R1E of the 3rd P.M.,
Ogle County, IL, 4.19 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 24-08-400-006
Common Location: 10786 E. Fowler Rd.


#4-10 VARIATION --  Rick & Terese McKnight, 4522 N. Kilbuck Rd., Monroe Center, IL 
for a Variation to allow an accessory building that exceeds maximum allowable accessory
building area due to parcel size pursuant to Section 6.06 of the Ogle County Amendatory
Zoning Ordinance on property described as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the S1/2 of the NW1/4 Section 29 Monroe Township 42N, R2E of the 3rd
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 2.31 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 12-29-100-008  
Common Location: 4522 N. Kilbuck Rd.


#4-10 SPECIAL USE -- Dennis & Beth Henderson, 6820 W. Spring Rd., Oregon, IL for a
Special Use Permit to allow an office, day spa and lodging cabin in existing house; and a
lodging cabin in existing garage in the B-2 Business Recreation District on property
described as follows and owned by petitioners:


Part of the NW1/4 of the NW1/4 Section 16 Pine Creek Township 23N, R9E of the
4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 0.90 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 15-16-100-003
Common Location: 6797 W. Pines Rd.
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#5-10 VARIATION --  Northern Grain Marketing, LLC, %Howard Boppart, PO Box 132,
Harmon, IL for a Variation to allow a LP tank to be installed 20' from the right-of-way line of
S. Il Rte. 26 and a truck scale to be installed 60' from the right-of-way line of S. Il Rte. 26 in
lieu of 80' as required pursuant to the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance on
property described as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the SW1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 28 Buffalo Township 23N, R8E of the 4th
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 3.67 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 14-28-400-010  
Common Location: 12472 Penn Rd., Polo, IL 


#5-10 SPECIAL USE -- Northern Grain Marketing, LLC, %Howard Boppart, PO Box 132,
Harmon, IL and James Sheaffer, 2831 Sugar Grove Rd., Dixon, IL for a Special Use
Permit in the AG-1 Agricultural District to allow a commercial grain facility on property
described as follows, owned by James Sheaffer, and being purchased by Northern Grain
Marketing, LLC:


Part of the SW1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 28 Buffalo Township 23N, R8E of the 4th
P.M., Ogle County, IL, 4.640 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: Part 14-28-400-012
Common Location: 4800 Block of Il Rte. 26


Mrs. Heuer made a motion to refer the above new requests to the Zoning Board of Appeals
for public hearing; seconded by Mr. Williams.  The motion carried by a voice vote.


11. OTHER BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


There was no “other business” for consideration.


12. PUBLIC COMMENT


Mr. Williams stated regarding the pre-annexation request of Davis Junction, how is that
being handled.  Mr. Reibel stated it is going before the Regional Planning Commission for
consideration and recommendation.  Then it will be on this Committee’s agenda in May for a
recommendation, after which it will be sent to the County Board for a decision.  Mr. Williams
stated I anticipate this being quite a discussion and think all of us should attend.  Mr.
Hopkins agreed.


13. APPOINTMENT TO THE OGLE COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION AND
OGLE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS


A. CLOSE MEETING PURSUANT TO 5 ILCS 120/2 (c)(3) (OPEN MEETINGS ACT) TO
INTERVIEW AND DISCUSS CANDIDATES FOR APPOINTMENT TO THE OGLE
COUNTY REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION AND OGLE COUNTY ZONING
BOARD OF APPEALS


Mr. Messer moved to close the meeting pursuant to 5 ILCS 120/2 (c)(3) (Open
Meetings Act) to interview and discuss candidates for appointment to the Ogle
County Regional Planning Commission and Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals;
the motion was seconded by Mr. Boes.  The motion passed by a voice vote.  The
Committee closed the meeting at 1:38 P.M.


B. COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION ON APPOINTMENT TO FILL VACANCY ON
THE REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION AND ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS


The Committee re-opened the meeting at 2:30 P.M.


Mr. Boes moved that Jason Sword be re-appointed to the Zoning Board of Appeals;
the motion was seconded by Mr. Diehl.  The motion carried by voice vote.


Mrs. Heuer moved that Wayne Reising be re-appointed to the Regional Planning
Commission; the motion was seconded by Mr. Diehl.  The motion carried by voice
vote.
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Mr. Williams moved that Thomas Smith be appointed to the Regional Planning
Commission; the motion was seconded by Mr. Barnes.  Mr. Hopkins asked for a roll
call vote, the vote being as follows: Messer - yes; Heuer - no; Barnes - yes; Williams
- yes; Boes - yes; Diehl - no; Hopkins - no.   The motion carried by a roll call vote of 4
yes to 3 no.


14. ADJOURN


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning
Committee of the Ogle County Board adjourned at 2:40 P.M.  The next meeting of the
Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee is scheduled for Wednesday,
May 12, 2010 at 1:00 P.M.


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator
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AMENDED
Report of the


Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on
Commercial Wind Energy Conversion Systems (WECS)


The initial meeting of the Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on Commercial WECS was held on April 1,
2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business was as follows:


1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM


Chairman Bill Welty called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M.  Roll call indicated six members
of the Committee were present; Chairman Welty, Jim Barnes, Lynne Kilker, Randy Ocken,
Randy Anderson, and Willem Dijstelbergen, the “at-large” alternate member of the
Subcommittee.  Ben Diehl and Roger Hickey were absent.  Mr. Ron Kern, Ogle County
Farm Bureau, sat in for Mr. Hickey.


County Board Chairman Ed Rice and members Bob Dearvil and Ron Colson were present.  


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF FEBRUARY 18, 2010 AS MINUTES.


Chairman Welty asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the March 25, 2010 
Subcommittee on Commercial WECS meeting.  Chairman Welty asked that the “Purpose
and Intent” from the agenda be added to the report.   Mrs. Kilker made a motion to approve
the report as amended; seconded by Mr. Anderson.  Motion passed via voice vote.


PERFORMANCE STANDARDS -- Design & Installation Section III Page 3; Paragraph 1


Chairman Welty handed out several pieces of information regarding setbacks in other areas
for the Committee members to review.  Ms. Kilker noted that a majority is measured to a
residence, not a property line.  


Discussion regarding municipalities jurisdiction with the 1-1/2 mile area and shadow flicker
of 100' from house for 10 hours per year.   Mr. Ocken questioned if this was in reference to
creating a shadow or the shadow hitting a residence?


Discussion regarding Wisconsin and the wind turbine farms there.


Mr. Ocken asked if these studies included people who had signed a confidentiality
agreement or received a settlement from with the turbine company?  Discussion ensued. 
Mr. Kern stated a confidentiality agreement only binds the person who signed the lease. 
Anyone without a lease does not need to follow a confidentiality agreement.  


Discussion regarding ice throw and speed of the turbines.  


Mr. Welty referenced two lawsuits in Ogle County regarding the violation of property rights
that were talked about last week.  Over the last 5 years the turbines are bigger and a lot
more information is available.  Ms. Kilker stated a setback can be wavered if a waiver is
signed. Discussion regarding the waiver going with the sale of property.


Mr. Welty stated trying to use some of the property rights of the non-participating land
owner.  Mr. Kern asked what property rights are they using?  Mr. Welty answered non-
participating land owners.  Mr. Kern stated if you set setbacks than you violate the other
persons rights.  Mr. Welty stated if they want to build an industrial turbine, they should have
right to protect a non-participating neighbors property right.  Mr. Kern I understand, but
people who own the property have the right.  Mr. Welty stated they are not looking at the
entire impact of the turbines; only what they have on their property.  We as a county need to
protect the interests of a non-participating land owners; the turbine is a factory and
neighbors need to be protected.  Mr. Kern stated I still say it is a violation of property right if
a setbacks are in place.  Mr. Dijstelbergen stated the setback is based on from the
foundation.  If they want to build in the future, you would not be able to because of where
the existing turbine is.  Mr. Kern stated so, even thought I can meet the current setbacks, I
may not be able to put one up because maybe in 20 years my neighbor may want to build. 
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Mr. Dearvil stated that is why it should be measured from property line not from the
residence.   Mr. Ocken stated setbacks need to be tied to the tower height. 


Discussion regarding the land area of the Baileyville Wind Farm project.  


Mr. Welty created a visual of an example of depicting a farmette with a 1-1/2 mile setback
from a wind turbine and the possible issues of building a future home in that area.  Ms.
Kilker stated in Dekalb the setback is 1,400' to foundation, not property line.  Mr. Reibel
stated there are two components to considered, same as with Baileyville project.  The
setback requirement established was 1.1 times the property line from road and property
lines.  Mr. Rice stated so our current setbacks already address this depending on the height
of the tower itself.  If towers gets taller we have a bigger setback.  Mr. Kern stated if setback
is by the tower heights you can be more flexible rather than property lines.  Mr. Reibel stated
the industry knows what they need for setbacks. Mr. Rice asked is that setback forever?  Mr.
Reibel answered they can change out with similar equipment but if change in size or height
they would need to apply for supplementary approval.  Mr. Dijstelbergen what will be grand
fathered?  Mr. Reibel nothing can be grand fathered with a new construction project.


Mr. Welty referred to a map of the Baileyville project showing a setback of 1.5 to residence
and 1.1 times the turbine heights.  Mr. Ocken stated a participant can waive a setback and
should be able to.  That is their right.  Mr. Rice stated a neighbor can sign a waiver too.  Mr.
Welty answered yes.  The waiver would be recorded with the property.  Mr. Barnes stated
just like if you are giving the gas company permission to use part of your land.  


Mr. Kern stated my point is this is all based on speculation of future use.  What if and what
may.  I look at these studies and the setbacks in those cases, and my question is, what is
the population density in those areas.  The bottom line is, can we find anywhere in Ogle
county where these can exist.  Mr. Anderson stated sitting on the ZBA we run into this all the
time.  Not everything can be set in concrete and B&W.  Things change constantly and we
need to be flexible.  Things are going to be different in 20 years, in five years and we need
to be able to amend as necessary.  Mr. Kern stated we need to look at how we crafted our
first conditions for Baileyville. Those conditions were crafted extraordinarily well and County
had  forth sight so nothing was set in stone.  It was created so you could negotiate with each
windfarm to see what is best for the County.   Maybe we should be looking at height
restrictions instead of setbacks.  And these setbacks are based on what?  What is behind
the  number? 


Discussion ensued regarding the setback numbers used in other areas. Ms. Kilker stated we
are we are using examples talking about a farmette.  I look at the farmer that has 350 acres
and wants turbines, we have to look at his rights too.  Mr. Kern stated if you read through
material, there are several different options:  height, placement of facilities, down wind, up
wind, number of towers in a certain area.  I would request to have an engineer from wind
company in to ask these questions and give answers as to what are they doing for specific
concerns.  Mr. Anderson stated I agree.  We need to understand why they do what they do.  
Mr. Rice stated we need to have information from everyone.  Both sides of industry.  Mr.
Dijstelbergen stated we need to step back and ask what brought us here.  Look at power
plant or factory that creates a nuisance, they are regulated by the federal government. 
There are no state or federal regulations that deal with windmills.  Mr. Rice stated federal
regulations over nuclear plants have not happened.  Mr. Ocken stated lack of information is
what causes problems. In my area Outland Energy has been talking with property owners
but they talk to individuals and not a group.  If you want a turbine you should be able to have
one, but need information to be able to find a happy medium.  Mr. Kern stated a company
may want to have a meeting, but individuals do not want to talk to neighbors about their own
business.  Discussion ensued regarding individual property owners rights.


Mr. Kilker asked we have four different groups interested in the area, right?  Mr. Kern
answered I’m aware of EcoEnergy , Navitas and Outland Energy.  Mr. Ocken Kern stated I
believe in the Outland Energy business mode, they allowed for non-participating property
owners to buy into the project via profit sharing; like buying stock.  Ms. Kilker stated I think
we will see a lot more; of this.  Mr. Anderson stated everything changes due to education
and progress.  Ms. Kilker stated I sat in on the Baileyville hearings and I thought that what
we were proposing to protect the citizens were really good, but we need to be looking at
updating these standards on a regular basis and listen to both sides based on fact.  Mr.
Welty stated what was in Baileyville is no longer the standards.  It is a more complicated
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animal and more information is now out there.  


Mr. Welty referred to a document that he created regarding the structure of setbacks and
setback distances.  He stated this is a working document with suggestions for which to
discuss.  When Mr. Hopkins and I set up this committee, one thing that Mr. Hopkins wanted
us to be in tune with is to have a clear definition of setbacks for participating and non-
participating land owner.  Review and discussion of proposed setbacks for municipalities,
schools, churches & cemeteries, airstrips, public roads and power lines, campgrounds,
parks and natural habitat areas.  


Mr. Anderson stated setbacks vary from county to county.   Mr. Kern stated there are no
studies that substantiate  how these numbers are determined.  We need to have flexibility. 
How was 1,500' determined to be a reasonable distance in the first place.   Mr. Welty stated
we have lots of documentation that we have reviewed and that measurement is common.
Mr. Kern stated when I look at these studies, the first thing I look for is hard data.  What was
used to determine these figures.  Discussion ensued regarding the scientific actuality of the
varies wind studies that are available.    Mr. Reibel stated we need to look at the motivation
behind the decisions made other counties.  We can’t assume that they are good.  Mr. Kern
asked if the setback from a livestock facility is 1-1/2 mile, why would a wind turbine need to
be more?   Mr. Welty stated I suggest we get a hold of someone from a nature site to talk
with the committee.


4. WECS PERFORMANCE STANDARDS -- Review


Mr. Welty stated we will not be able to address this today.  The intent is to review this
document paragraph by paragraph and be able to use this document as a guide.  Please
review and be prepared to discuss next week.  We will also work on getting a sound expert,
someone from a nature site, and a wind company representative to attend a meeting to
explain various items we have discussed today.


5. PUBLIC COMMENTS


Noel Allison from Rochelle read statement from a Dr. Thunder regarding health issues.


Mark Wagner from Lee County stated the zoning in Lee county is outdated and discussed
issues he has regarding turbines in his area. 


Bruce Roe from Stillman Valley stated a concern regarding TV and radio reception.


6. ADJOURN


Chairman Welty  declared the April 1 meeting of the Subcommittee on Commercial WECS
adjourned at 11:50 P.M.  The next meeting will be held Thursday, April 8 at 9:00 A.M. at the
Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL. 


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator







Handouts Submitted by Chairman Bill Welty
at April 1, 2010 meeting of the Ogle County WECS Subcommittee
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Subcommittee on WECS Standards
 
Setback Structure and Distances
 
March 30, 2010 by Bill Welty
 


A purpose and intent of a commercial wind farm ordinance is to preserve and protect the 
health, safety and quality life of the residents and property owners who may be affected by 
the development and operation of a commercial wind farm. This purpose and intent shall be 
accomplished through several ordinance provisions but specifically through a well defined, 
properly determined and responsible setback distance. 


Suggested setback requirements to be induded in the Ogle County commercial wind farm 
ordinance could be as follows: 


A.	 General Setbacks: 


1.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 1 Y, miles (7,920 


feet) from any incorporated municipalities boundaries. 


2.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 1 Y, mile (7,920 feet) 


from any existing public or private school (excludes single family rural home 


school facilities) located outside of an incorporated municipality. 


3.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least % mile (3,960 feet) 


from any existing ~metery or church property boundary located outside of on 


an incorporated municipality. 


4.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 2 mile (10,560 feet) 


from any existing public or private air strip and 1 mile (5,280 feet) from any 


existing public or private heliport pad. An ordinance language must comply 


with FAA guidelines. 


5.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 1.10 times the 


WECS Tower Height from county and township public roads, buried gas or oil 


pipelines, third party transmission lines and communication towers. All 


WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 2.50 times the WECS 


Tower Height from federal and state public roads. 


B.	 Participating Land Owner Setbacks: 


1.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 2.50 times the 


WECS Tower Height from any Participating Land Owner's Primary Structure. 


Tum Over For Other Side 
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C.	 Non-Participating Land Owner Setbacks: 


1.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 1,500 feet from any 


Non-Participating Land Owner's property line. Additionally, all WECS Towers 


shall be setback a minimum distance of Yo mile (2,640 feet) from any Non


"Z. • Participating Land Owner's Primary Structure. The non-participating land 


owner of the Primary Structure may waive this setback requirement; but in no. 


case Shall a VVECS lower be located closer (0 a I"lirilary Structure ttlel, 2.50 


tlffiCS tile VVI:CS Tower Ileight. 


D.	 Other Setbacks: 


1.	 Natural Resource Areas: All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at 


least 1 Yo mile (7,920 feet) from the property line of any Natural Area, 


Significant Wildlife Habitat Area, Illinois Natural Area Inventory Site (INAI), 


Illinois Nature Preserve (INPC), Wetland Reserve Program Site (WRP), 


Natural Land Institute Site (NU), Nature Conservancy Site (TNC), public 


forest, public forest preserve, public park and all church, Boy Scout and Girl 


Scout camps. 


2.	 Bird and Bat Migration Paths: All WECS Towers at the time of application 


shall be located out of bird and bat migration pathways/corridors to which 


WECS construction would pose a substantial risk as identified by the required 


Wildlife/Avian Survey and Migration Plan (Section III, Paragraph P, herein). 


Adherence to this requirement shall be addressed in said Wildlife/Avian 


Survey and Mitigation Plan. Evidence supporting adherence to this 


requirement, which must indude a letter from the Illinois Department of 


Natural Resources or the U.S. Department of Interior, Division of Fish and 


Wildlife Services, shall be provided as part of the application for Special Use 


Permit. 


E.	 Variance: The Special Use Applicant does not need to obtain a variance from the 


County of Ogle upon written waiver by either the County or the Non-Participating 


Land Owner of any of the above setback requirements. Any written waiver of any of 


the above setback requirements shall run with the land and be recorded as part of 


the chain of title in the deed of the subject property. 


Turn Over For Other Side 







Setbacks Measured To Property Line
 
In December 2005, the Ogle County Board approved the special use permit for the 
Baileyville Wind Farm. Setbacks for Baileyville included a 1000 feet setback from the 
nonparticipating neighbors house foundation to turbine was part of the approval. 
Subsequently a lawsuit was filed my Patricia A. Muscarello against the County Board 
and the Baileyville Wind Farm. That lawsuit is still pending. 


One of the points of Muscarello's federal suit deals with is contained in their statements: 
1.) "Our strongest point is that by grabbing our property rights, they (The 


Ogle County Board) are doing it illegally". 
2.) "They're grabbing our air rights and giving them to a private company. 


It's not for the public good; it's for a private company". 


In January 2010, Muscarello filed a suit against Winnebago County relating to their wind 
farm ordinance. Among other complaints, this lawsuit alledes the Winnebago County 
board "have unreasonably and illegally taken, injured and damaged" Muscarello's 
property and that it was "not for a public purpose, but rather to provide private economic 
benefits to Navitas, a private entity." The compliant asserts that the project would 
deprive Muscarello of the "full extent of the kinetic energy of the wind and air" to her 
property and her property would be subject to shadow flicker, reduction of light, noise, 
the potential for "ice throw" and "blade throws" from turbines. 


There has been an increase across the nation in the filing of nuisance type cases 
involving the construction and placement of wind farms. Neighboring landowners have 
sued to permanently enjoin the construction and operation of the wind farm, citing 
possible noise, aesthetical impact on the view shed, flicker and strobe effect of light 
reflecting from the turbine blades, potential danger from broken blades, ice throws and 
reduced property values. The court held that the wind farm could constitute a nuisance 
and that the plaintiffs' claims were sufficient to prospectively enjoin a nuisance. 


Property lines should always be part of the setback formula to the adjacent non
participating owner to allow for future residential construction, to not restrict or impair 
the property rights of the owner or not endanger future uses on adjacent parcels. The 
use of buffer zones and air rights over the non-parlicipating adjacent property owners 
land should not be allowed by a private company developing a wind farm on private 
land. . 


General Setbacks: Turbine setback requirements applicable to all non-participating 
land owners should be 1,500 feet measured from the non-participating land owner's 
property line. Additionally, no turbine shall be set within 2,640 feet (1/2 mile) from any 
non-participating residence foundation. This larger setback is needed due to the 
increase in the wind turbine size to 400 plus feet and to provide a larger buffer zone to 
reduce the effects of low frequency noise, vibration, flicker, ice throw and other safety 
and health issues to the adjacent landowner. This setback can be waiver if a signed 
waiver is obtained from adjacent property owner at time of project approval. . 


2117/2010
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PART I-basic kinematics 
By f.,o-f'eJs::,or- r;.Yr" /'hed"; IJ';Y
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For those of you who don't want to slog through the mathematics necessary to do this calculation, 


THE BOTTOM LINE IS THAT ICE. DEBRIS OR ANYTHING BREAKING OFF THE WIND TORBINE BLADES (including 
the blades themselves) CAN IMPACT A POINT ALMOST 1700 FEET AWAY FROM THE BASE OF THE TURBINE,.. 


WHAT WE KNOW: 


RADIUS OF BLADE; OVER 100 FEET 
ROTATIONAL SPEED: OP TO 1 REVOLUTION EVERY 3 SECONDS [OR ABOUT 20 REV/MIN) 


PRELIMINARY RESULTS: 


ROTOR	 TIP SPEED:
 
IN ONE REVOLUTION, THE BLADE TIPS SHEEP OUT A CIRCLE WHOSE RADIUS IS OVER 100 FEET. THIS
 
DISTANCE IS 2*PI*R OR ABOUT 628 FEET. IF IT TAKES 3 SECONDS TO MOVE THIS DISTANCE, OUR
 
SPEED	 IS 628/3 FEET PER SECOND. THIS IS ABOUT 210 FEET/SECOND OR 150 MPH.. 


When you do the mathematics in detail, you find that launching the fragment horizontally is NOT 
the WOrst case scenario for maximum horizontal range. (LAUNCHING FROM THE TOP OF THE TURBINE 
(horizontally) YIELDS A RANGE OF SLIGHTLY MORE THAN 1000 FEET.) Instead, tnis maximum distance 
occurs when debris is released with the blade at a 45 degree ang~e from tne vert1ca~. 


Imagine the blade at 45 degrees from its vertical poSition. At tn1S p01nt, tne proJect1~e 


will be launched about 70 ft. from the horizontal position of the hub. {This is 100 times the 
cosine of 45 degrees). ~so, it will be about 70 feet higher (vertically) than the hub.· (Again, we 
assume that the blades are 100 ft. in length). Thus, the vertical distance it has to fall is 300 
feet (hub height) plus 70 feet (vertical distance that the piece of ice, or whatever, .is from 
the hub). 
Now, the range for this projectile is~ 


R= v**2/g (that's "v squared divided by "g", the gravitational acceleration). This is the 
range	 to come back down to the ORIGINAL vertical height. So after this distance, it is BACK at 
370 feet off the ground. 


R=( 210 ft/sec x 210 ft/sec)/(32ft/sec/sec). or about 1400 ft. 


Now, at this position, {neglecting air resistance), its vertical velocity is tne same as when it 
was launched (except that it's now going DOWN instead of UP). So, tne vert1cal velOCity is about 
140 ft/sec. (2~0 x .7 or v cos 451 


The extra time it takes to fa~l to the ground from this height is: 


s= v times t + 1/2 g times t squared. 


SO, 
370=140 t + 16 t~*~ 


Solving for t, we get about 2.5 seconds. In 2.5 seconds the increase in the range is: 


v (horizontal I times t or 140 x 2.5 or about 350 feet. 


Thus, the TOTAL range of a projectile is: 1400 + 350 1750 feet. From this we subtract the 70 
feet that the projectile was behind the hub when it was launched, and you end up with l6ao feet 
for the horizontal range from the base of the hub. 


PART ll--comments on inclusions of drag coefficients and risk assessment
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Better Plan, Wisconsin 
BADGERS FOR A BETTER RENEWABLE ENERGY PLAN 


Three reports. created specifically to guide legislators in wInd turbine siting 
decisions, and alert them to areas of concern, all identify a half mile as the 
minimum setback needed to mitigate major problems from turbine noise and 
shadow flicker. 


A. .The Reports include: 


I,
 The National Research Council (NRC) ofthe National Academies of
 
Science Report "Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects". (2007) 


[Download Document] 


J,
 The Congressional Research service Report prepared for Members and
 
Committees of Congress llWind Power in the United States: Technology, 
Economic, and Policy Issues (2008) [Download document] 


The Minnesota Department of Health, Environmental Health Division In \/
3.	 response to a request from: Minnesota Department of Commerce, Office of /z.. m."/e. 


Energy Security: 'Publlc Health Impacts of Wind Turbines" (2009) [Download 


Document] 


8. IMPORTANT DOCUMJ;NTS WHICH SUPPORT A SJ;T BACK OF 2640 FJ;J;T 


FROM HOMJ;S 


I. NOISE STUDY: A HOW-TO GUIDE FOR SmNG INDUSTRIAL WIND TURBINES 
By Kaperman and James 


WISCONSIN DOCUMENTS 


Better Plan, Rock County 


~. 
Rock County Tax-Payers for a Better Renewable Energy Plan 
betterptan.squarespace.com/wind-ordinances-wisconsin-stat/ 


3. Wind Ordinances - Wisconsin State, County, and Town 
betterplan.squarespace.com/wind-ordinances-wisconsin-stat/ 


The Town of Union final Report 
betterplan.squarespace.com/town-of-union-flnal-report/ 


I 


!tLIJ, 


c.
 LARGER SETBACKS
 


Larger Setback Summary Chart, pages 99 and forward from "Town of Union 
Setback Recommendations Report" 
betterplan.squarespace.com/town-of-union-flnal-report/ 


Wind farm causing a stir 
Blair County - 2500 foot setback 


http://www.wind-watch.org/news/200B/07/25/wind-farm-causing
a-stir/ 
wearecentralpa.com/content/fulltext/1cid=18031 
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Towns in the state of Wisconsin -', ." 
. ".; -',


2640 feet setback 
betterplan.squarespace.com/wind-ordinances-wisconsin-stat/ 


The Noise Heard Round the World - the trouble with industrial wind turbines 
1/2 mile more or more setback 
www.wind-watch.org/alerts/?p=591 


Simple guidelines for siting wind turbines to prevent health risks 
George W. Kampennan, INCE Bd. Cert. Emeritus Kamperman Associates, Inc. 
george@kampennan.com 
Richard R. James, INCE E-Coustic Solutions rickjames@e-coustlc.com 
lkm (3280 feet) or more setback 


http://www.wind-watch.org/documents/?p=973 


French Academy of Medicine warns of wind turbine noise 
1.5km (.9-mile) setback 


kirbymtn.bIogspot.com/2006/03/french-academy-of-medicine-warns
of.html 


Trempealeau County, Wisconsin 
l-mile setback 
betterplan.squarespace.com/the-lrempeleau-county-wind-ord/ 


National Wind Watch 
l-mile setback 
www.wind-watch.org/press-070402.php 


U.K. Noise-Association 
l-mlle setback 
U.K. Noise Association: 1 mile setback needed for wind turbines 
kirbymln.blogspot.com/2006/08/uk-noise-association-l-mile
setback.html 
UK Noise Association - Wind Fanns are Causing Noise Problems 
http://www.ukna.org.uk/index_files/page0016.hlm 


Beech Ridge Wind Fann, West Virginia 
1 to 4 miles setback 
www.beechridgewind.com/Docs/1-2S
06_Beech_Ridge_Wind_F,,-Sheet.pdf 


Deal reached in wind turbine dispute - Fayette County 
6000 foot setback 
http://www.wind-watch.org/news/200B/06/20/deal-reached-in
wind-turbine-dispute/ 
www.pittsburghlive.com/x/pittsburghtrib/news/fayette/s_573705.htn 


Noise Radiation from Wind Turbines Installed New Homes: Effects: 0 Heal~h 


2km (1.2 mile) setback 
www.windturbinenoisehealthhumanrights.com/wtnhhr...june2007.pdf 


Location, location, location. An InvestIgation Into wind fanns and noise by the 
Noise Association 
1 to 1.5 mile setback 
http://www.wind-watch.org/documenls/?p=44 
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Are wind fann turbines making people sick? Some say yes. 
1.5 mile setback 
www.pantagraph.com/articies/200B/04/17/news/doc4B07500d59725 


Dr. Nina Plerport 
1.5 mile setback, more for mountainous geography
 


Health Effects of Wind Turbine Noise
 
www.windturbinesyndrome.com/?p=76 
Noisy Wind and Hot AIr 
www.windturbinesyndrome.com/?p=69 
Wind Turbine Syndrome - testimony before the New York State Legislature
 
Energy Committee
 
www.savewestemny.org/docs/pierpont_testimony.hbnl
 
except from rebuttal to Noble Environmental's draft Environmental Impact
 
Statement regarding noise, shadow flicker, and health
 
www.windturbinesyndrome.com/?p=100
 


Wind Turbines, Noise and Health
 
Dr. Amanda Hany
 
1.5 mile setback.
 
www.windturbinenoisehealthhumanrights.com/wtnoise_health_2007_t
 


Riverside County, California
 
2-mile setback
 
www.rcip.org/documents/genera'-plan/gen-plan/03_d_16.pdf
 


Marjolalne Villey-Mlgralne
 
Docteur en sciences de l"Information et de la communication, Universite Paris
 
U-Pantheon-Assas. Sp&egraveclaliste de ('Information Scientifique et Technique
 
(1ST) 


5 km (3.1 miles) 
http://www.wind-watch.org/documents/eoliennes-sons-et..infrasons

effets-de-Ieolien-industriel-sur-Ia"sante-des-hommes-wind-turbines

noise-and-infrasound-effect5-of-indu5triat-wind-energy-on-human

health/ 


Microseismic and Infrasound Monitoring of Low Frequency Noise and Vibrations
 
from Wlndfanns
 
10km (6.2-mlle) setback 
www.esci.keele.ac.uk/geophysics/dunlaw/FinaLReport.pdf 


NOISE RESEARCH 


Facts About Wind Energy and Noise A,.. V,'""-II tJ;...J ItIIeY5Y As.eL,'..ff7"'M 
www.awea.org/pubs/fact5heets/WE_Noise.pdf , 


-Anti-noise/>' Silences WInd Turbines, publication date August 2008 
www.sciencedailv·com/releases/200B/DB/DBOBl1095500.htm 


New England Wind Forom: Wind Turbine Sound 
US Department of Energy VS 
www.eere.energy.gOY/windandhydro/windpoweringamerica/ne_issue! 


"Noise Radiation from Wind Turbines Installed Near Homes: Effects on Health." 
with an annotated review of the research and related issues 
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by Barbara J Frey, BA, MA and Peter J Hadden, BSc, FRICS 
www.windturbinenoisehealthhumanrights.com/wtnhhrjur.e2007.pdf 


Noise pollution from wind turbines
 
September 20, 2007 by Julian Davis and S. Jane Davis
 


http://www.wind-wateh.org/documents/?p=1072 


This is a list of publications from the Acoustics Laboratory and the Department 
of Acoustics from the period from 1974 until now. The list Is sorted in 
chronological order starting with the most recent papers. 
acoustics.aau.dk/publicalions/pubframe.hlml 


Listen to the sound of the future 
Noise from wind turbines, roads or railways can be a very sensitive Issue. But a 
unique technology - Aurallsation - lets you listen to the future sounds before 
making important and costly dedslons 
Contact 
Specialist Soren Vase legarth 


svg@delta.dk 
Tel. +4S 72 1946 10 
www.delta.dk/we../dk/doc4dk...sf/6b021l1744cf26453c1256ff6003dc9 
OpenDocument 


Simple guidelines for siting wind turbines to prevent health risks 
PAGE 10 PROViDES SOME VERY CLEAR GUIDEUNES THAT COUlD BE ADDED 
TO POTTER COUNTY'S ORDINANCE 
George W. Kampennan, INCE Bd. Cert. Emeritus Kampennan Assodates, Inc.
 
george@kamperrnan.com
 
Richard R. James, INCE E-Coustic Solutions rickjames@e-coustJc.com '
 
htlp:/lwww.wind-watch.org/documents/wp-content/uploads/simp:e
guidelines-for-siting-wind-turbines-to-prevent-health-risks.pdf 


The "How To" Guide to Siting Wind Turbines to Prevent Health Risks from 
Sound 
George W. Kamperrnan PE and Richard R. James INCE 
batr.net/cohoctonwindwatch/08-08-260/o20Kamperman-James,0/020 
(WindAction.org)01020Ver.°1a201.S01o20Noiseo/o20Criteria 01o20for010 


20Siting%20WindO/o20Turbines.pdf 


.Low Freg ueney Noise from Large Wind Turbines 
Delta Project EFP-06. Client: Oanish Energy Authority 
w,.,w.deltalnsplre.dk/C1256ED60045E95F/sysOakFiI/Lavfrekvens-publ 
$File/EFP06..LF%20Noise-Evaluation% 20of%20audibility°lo20and% 


20Ilterature%20studyO/020AV%2010980/o2008.pdf 


Abstracts 
Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise 
lyon, France. September 20-21, 2007 
www.wind-watch.org/doc:uments/wp
content/uploads/wtn2007_abstracts.pdf 


"Noisy Wind and Hot Air," Nina Pierpoint, MD, PhD 
www.windturbinesyndrome.com/?p_69 
(extract) "There need to be funds to cover damages to the health, property 
values, and quality of life of nearby residents, should these occur." 



mailto:svg@delta.dk





Better Plan: The Trouble With Industrial Wind Farms in Wisconsin - Links to Documents... iPage 5 of6 


Excerpts from the Rnal Report on the Township of Lincoln Wind Turbine
 
Moratorium Committee
 
WY.-w.aweo.org/windlincoln.htmr 
(extract) "As a result of so many noise complaints, The Moratorium Committee 
ordered WPS to conduct a noise study.•.• [TJhe study established that the 
turbines added 5-20 dB(A) to the ambIent sound. A lO-dB Increase Is perceived 


as a doubling of noise level. As soon as the noise study was published in 2001, 
WPS conceded that these homes were rendered uninhabitable b.y the noise of 
the turbines and made buyout offers for the neighboring homes." 


Wind Fann Noise and Regulations in the Eastern United States
 
Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise
 


www.wind-watch.org/doc.um~nl$/wfnd-filirm-noise-and-reg~latiQn5


in~the-eastern·united-5tatesl 


Acoustic Trauma: Bioeffects of Sound
 
Alex Davies BFS Honours
 
www.dartdorset.org/noise/AlexDavies_AcousticTrauma.pdf 


A Review of Published Resarch on Low Frequency Noise and its Effects 


Report for Oefra b-y Or. Geoff Leventhall 


www.dartdorset.org/noise/GLlowfreqnolse.pdf 


Noise Background
 
'DART (Dorest Against Rural Turbines)
 
www.dartdorseLorg/html/noise.shtml 


Project WINDFARMperception 


Visual and acoustic impact of wind turbine farms on reSidents 


http://www.wind-watch.org/documents/?p-903 
Wind turbines more annoying than expected 


www.windaction.org/documents/162-45 


G.P. van den Berg 


Wind turbines at night: acoustical practice and sound research 
Science Shop for Physics, University of Groningen, the Netherlands 


www.viewsofscotland.org/library/docs/Wind_turbines_aLnight_Van_I 
Effects of the wind profile at night on wInd turbIne sound 
Joumal of Sound and Vibration 


www.nowap.co.uk/docs/windnoise.pdf 


Vibroacoustic Disease 


N.A.A. castelo Branco and M. Alves-Pereira 
www.n_Qi~fre~·9rg/monitor.pdf 


Wind Turbine Acoustic Noise 
Renewable Energy Research Laboratory 


www.ceere.org/rerl/publications/whitepapers/Wind_Turbine_Acoustic 


INDUSTRY ANALYSIS 
--~- ... 
Stop III Wind 


The Top Ten False and Misleading Claims the Windpower Industry Makes for 
Projects in the Eastem United States 


www.stopiliwind.org/lowerlevel.php?content=topten_intro 
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Misplaced State Government Faith in "Wind Energy:
 


An Analysis and Report by Glenn R. Schleede
 
johnrsweet.com/Persona!/Wind/PDfjSchleede-KansasWind

200S0301.pdf 


CRS Report for Congress: Wind PO\,\,er in the United States, Technology, 


Economic, and Policy Issues J) S' 
Jeffrey Logan and Stan Mark Kaplan COli Ii re S f/ol'/e:.! 9\eS 02-().~civ €'f"v" ce 
Specialist in Eneryy Policy V 
Resources, Science, and Industry Division 


openers.comJdoccment} Rl34546 


Rural Power 


Community-Sealed Renewable Energy and Rural Economic Development 
John Farrell and David Morris 
jtarrell@ilsr.org 


dmoms@ilsr.org 


www.newrules.org 







Handouts submitted by members of the public
at April 1, 2010 meeting of the Ogle County WECS Subcommittee







At the March 25th meeting, I had only provided summaries of three studies. I had the intention 
of leaving the whole documents with the sub-committee chair, but quickly understood that I 
needed sufficient copies for all. I'll distribute the documents: "The 'How To' Guide to Siting 
Wind Turbines to Prevent Health Risks from Sound" by Kampennan and James; "Noise 
Radiation from Wind Turbines Installed Near Homes: Effects on Health," by Frey and Hadden; 
and "Wind Turbine Syndrome," by Dr. Pierpont,MD. 


At the March 25th meeting I mentioned that, I've been in touch with Dr. Thomas Thunder who is 
a professor at NIU and who is both an audiologist and an acoustical engineer. At that time, I 
shared his advice as follows: 


•	 "The county should have a good noise code that should be applied to any sort of noise 
source, not just wind turbines. Include regulations regarding the ambient noise 
measurements." 


•	 "The county should conduct an independent acoustical review to ensure compliance with 
State noise codes, both its objective noise limits and its noise nuisance statutes. Both 
are important." 


•	 "In the acoustical review, insist that they get reliable and credible infonnation about the 
noise emissions. That is the only way they know if they would comply with the State 
regulations." 


•	 "Because the state noise regs are hard to follow by non-acoustical people, I recommend 
they adopt their own noise code. I'm working right now with Lake County in doing just 
that." 


•	 "The engineers need to be board certified by INCE (InstiMe of Noise Control 
Engineering). No other "sound" people should be involved. There are too many self
proclaimed experts that are often misguided and most counties and towns don't know 
the difference." 


•	 'On the maximum level, the absolute level is not so important as the change in the 
current ambient, especially for rural areas. So in siting these turbines (or any noise 
source), it is important to measure what the existing ambient noise is and running 
calculations to see how much higher the wind turbine is." 


Recently, I asked Dr. Thunder's opinion on the Ogle County Draft SUP section related to 
noisefsound. He commented as follows: 


•	 "Seems like they took 3 different languages from different sources and will dedde on 
one without good professional help. I doubt they even understand what all that 
terminology means and how much it would cost to perfonn the tests they talk about. In 
my experience, if it costs too much or is too detailed, then it does not get enforced. So 
there you sit with a solid code, but no enforcement. What good is that?" 


•	 "Lake County and I are taking a different route. A simple code, yet generally effective. 
And one they can understand, and with a little training conduct their own tests. I hope 







they contact Lake County to talk. It's based on the hied and true Illinois noise code, but 
with simplifications that people can understand and officers can conduct." 


•	 "The problem in DeKalb County has become serious. The towers are all built and the 
complaints are coming in. Read the Sunday Tribune of March 14, section 1. And the 
ironic thing is, I teach in DeKalb." 


I've prepared copies of Dr. Thunder's professional information for you.
 


He has testified before village councils, zoning boards, federal courts, civil judges, pollution
 
control boards, and workers' compensation panels. His Chicago based seminars now lead the
 
Midwest in the training of safety and health professionals. Dr. Thunder is a past-president of the
 
Illinois Academy of Audiology and the Chicago Regional Chapter of the Acoustical Society and
 
currently serves on the Advisory Board for Rush University and the Board of Directors for the
 
American Academy of Audiology Foundation.
 


Dr. Thunder teaches the following courses:
 


COMO 325: Hearing Science
 
COMO 420: Introduction to Audiology
 
AUO 506: Noise and its Effect on Humans
 
AUO 525: AcOustics and Psychoacoustics
 
AUO 577: Assessment I
 
AUO 578: Assessment II
 
AUO 625: Acoustics and Psychoacoustics
 


I mentioned that he is currently working with lake County in developing noise sections of their
 
ordinances. I've included their Wind Energy Systems Model Ordinance in your packet.
 


I'd like to extend the opportunity for Dr. Thunder to meet with this sub-committee. However,
 
because he would offer professional expertise and an experienced position, I believe that he
 
would require more than the 5 minute time limit.
 


Thank you.
 
Peggy Allison
 
815-562-2782
 


Packet includes:
 
Information about Dr. Thomas D. Thunder, Au.D.
 
Wind Energy Task Force of lake County Communities, Wind Energy Systems Model Ordinance
 
Article from the Sunday ChicagoTribune, March 14, 2010, Section 1
 
uTI!6 'III "Fe' Ctti"fls is iitiRQ \t¥h:J TO; bines to PFiwept Healtl;;J Rislte fr.elfl SQYAfj" ~ 
HSiilpSFFRin and 'ar;;esa, 
"Noise Ra&liatiQA fr9AiJ 'A~R&lJYFhiRe6 IRetaIl8& ~leaF Hoor Effeels 8A I 'ealth;" By FFeY arrld. 


ttatfflefi 
"Wind Turbine Syndrome," by Dr. Pierpont,MD 
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NIUNORTHERN 
IWNOIS 


UNIVERSITY 


AHCD Home> Faculty & Staff> Communicative Disorders> Faculty/Staff Profile 


Tom Thunder 


Personal Information: 
Thomas D. Thunder, Au.D. 
Clinical Faculty 
Wirtz 323F 
Office Phone: 815-753-1484 
Office Fax: 815-753-9123 
Cell Phone: 847-363-1431 
E-mail: tthunder@niu.edu 


Educational Background: 
B.S., Communication Disorders, Northern Illinois University (1974) 
M.S., Audiology, Northern Illinois University (1976) 
Au.D., Audiology, Salus University -- George Osborne College of Audiology 
(2002) 


Tom Thunder 
Clinical Faculty 


Audiology 


Professional Interests: 
Hearing conservation in occupational and recreational settings, classroom acoustics, hearing protection 
devices, environmental noise, and the application of aUdiological principles in real-world situations and 
forensic cases. 


Courses Taught: 
COMO 325: Hearing Science 
COMO 420: Introduction to Audiology 
AUO 506: Noise and its Effect on Humans 
AUO 525: Acoustics and Psychoacoustics 


http://www.niu.edu/ahcd/stafli'comd/thunder.shtml 11/2/2009 
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AUD 577: Assessment I 
AUD 578: Assessment II 
AUD 625: Acoustics and Psychoacoustics 


Office Hours: 
By appointment 


Other Infonnation: 
Tom Thunder is both an audiologist and an acoustical engineer. After obtaining his audiology credentials, 
he completed post-graduate training in acoustics at the Illinois Institute of Technology and was later 
awarded board certification in acoustical engineering from the Institute of Noise Control Engineering. For 
16 years, Dr. Thunder owned a private practice conducting hearing examinations, providing rehabilitation 
services, and dispensing hearing instruments. He sold this practice to focus on forensic aUdiology, hearing 
conservation, room acoustics, environmental noise, and educational seminars. He has testified before 
village councils, zoning boards, federal courts, civil judges, pollution control boards, and workers' 
compensation panels. His Chicago based CAOHC seminars now lead the Midwest in the training of nurses 
and other safety and health professionals. Dr. Thunder is a past-president of the Illinois Academy of 
Audiology and the Chicago Regional Chapter of the Acoustical Society and currently serves on the 
Advisory Board for Rush University and the Board of Directors for the American Academy of Audiology 
Foundation. 


C 2009 Board of Trustees of Northam Illinois University. All rights reserved.
 
DeKalb, illinois 60115 I Contact Information IWeb Site Privacy Policy
 


11/2/2009http://www.niu.edu/ahcd/staff/comd/thunder.shtml 
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Residertts at odds 


about impact of 
power source on 
health, ruril1 life 


.JI7'JuU.e W._ 
"TRIBUNE'RE;PORTER 


. Months have passed since any
one has wllved hello to one llI1oth
er in Waterman or Shabbona In 


~:~~::='jf~ii~~~f:~~i~~'j~~
talktofonner friends. . 


"It's gone. The rountrli way of 
living is gone," declaI'es suSan 
Flex, who lives in'Waterman with 
her husband and' their nine chil
dren. . 


The animosity stenls from the 
'greenest of energy sources: a 


- wind farm. 
The turbines started arriving.. 


last summer, ata rate oftwo a da'y, .. 
their parts trucked in on flatbeds. 
'Ibday 126 turbines dot the COWlty, 
'with anothe.r·19 jUst over the 
border in Lee county. They have 
been making. enough electricity 
since December to. power 55,000


. homes, roughly tWice the _ of 
OaKPark. . '. 


DeKalb County'sellbrts appe;u

to be in line with Presidlmt Ba

rack Obama's pi:\Sh fo, t4eD.S. to
 
produce 25 percent of its energy
 
needs With renewable resources
 
by' 2025. Dlinois has. added more 
windpoV{erlast yeMthanali but·' :.,.';';',,:,/):--,:';,.j>., ~ 


i""""----' . 


'" 


. ~ ! 


'. ..... . .'.' 


l' ,'. ". ".: "'. I 
four states . . . . .''" .~..'A'V , 


Yetth",s1:oi-y plliyjngoutj~ an' .,.•:., ''$'',''/;'''[!'''''7;;....<,.. ;, ."'; '." ..:. ."*"',·..... H;;;,e, ::&'C'J-'c"":w'h ':ii~';"~;'; :';"'C"" ,,,,.. '"i"~ ,c-:;, , • " 
hour,an(l,balffrolii Chicagoia one· Wind turblnesspin·near Shabbona-III.. about,9() mlnutes·from ~hJ.cago Inpe.Kalbp,utrty. Scime''!re~~ldentsSay their physical and mental 
of poUCYO-Ineets-J;eaiity. While the' health h... been affected; proponents point to·the rel)ewabl.e enel'llY SOUR:4 as a Vota)J to:l:1ltdependence on fOreign 011. AW<GARCIAInlI~NE ."OTOS· 
idea 'Of Cl,'eating. po-rei from the. . '. .... '. .' .' 
wind sounds ideal, the tDB.S8ive ' 1.61I_.a"-__...;..••_ ......_·.:...:. . . '. 







."JlU+. t:l:y~~)'UW~ .u.~W V!=l'n~U__ w :::;ULW~~llPW:.LlU'Uu.w:::6 U;lfJ··U;I1"U.W :	 ,",'  'iii lurripti iii :ls:i;;'p;"
migraine headaChes. ' . olfape1'S911's_afb~ce~ 
, A group of 36 people who live 'cause unconsclousI"actions SllD-, ',:,\ '.-. "ft.
 


near the turbines has' 'sued Ilartocatsickness.~p"""lI1SQ. . , . . , ,. . .
 
DelWb County and 75 landown- be disruPted;; ~e 8ai<i. the feelingKeri an9 4015 ~hihar1:'of Shal>bon~ 111., S;jy ·~h~oWfllcker· frOm the
 
.ers who leased land for the fur- issimllattoWhenpeoplea~m blades."!i'kes It dlffl~ult tofo~us'and concentrate '.' '.
 
bines. They claim the county fe;u; withajoitanda,raclllgheart .' .' ., '., . " .
 
illegallY granted zoning varianc· . Ben MiChels' friends 'silYhe thoseturblnesptoduce,saidJohn ,erSqnaJxjJlt. $9,QOO:pet.fllat. he
 
e8 and want the turbmes taken 'may have 1Wworst of It :Fiva. DlDonatI;J, vicepi'eSident of'MId- . said. 'l'hilt- cotriJ1lli'e$ with the
 
doWn. NextEra Is seeklng to dis- turbUleSstandlnalinebehlDdhis. West wind.developmentfor NeXt- 'IlQ!Jlgmte Qf,abOlit $180 ~ acre \
 
miss 'the suit .bilsed on. "Vague' home, the nearest 1,430 rOOt away; Era'· :" ': .., . '.., .per' 'Xea1\,tO;.!Sase farmland. In
 
allegatlohs . of hYPothetical thecountyreStrlctBturblDesfrom . N!>XlEn.said147.6m'8S"wilttellf: D-.Kalb'Q)U1Ity~aceordIng to j:he
 
harms," belngiiny'closerthan that.· , .energy produCed ,by, the~ US.De~tofAgrlculture.
 


Ken Andersen, a county board' . "I never ~ prob~ sleei>- . Leewindfatinlsdistrlbuted'in18: . ret .1iGt'evetyone who co)l1d 
· member who voted to,.now the 1ng."8ltidMiche1s>a,ywtnam.W~ ~tes aild the-DjstrIctofColiun-· have.Jll'Ofited from the·turblnes.
 
turbines to be built, says he is veteran. "I.went to the Veterans . bia. ii!cludilig. ChIcagQ a1!,!l . dtd.s'o; .' . .' . .... . '.
 
trying to understand the people Adrnlnjstratlqn and they put.me DeIWb Colinty. Another 70 mega-. '.. .Ken' mid. Ipls Ehr~ or!gi

vOicing concerns. One man,he on sleeping pills. They ha!ltO watts Is sold to aconilortl\llD:of39 n,.ny a,greedtoallow~ to
 
said,caIledat6a.m.·andtoldhima col1tinual1y' upgrade..them 'be'-'. municipal eleetric utilities, for ,full a. POVlel'lillEi..thr9ugh their:
 
turbine lbat sounded like a 747jet cause tkeyweien'twoIi<!ns:" .' custOmers In mid arOund 'north- .. proiJeI'ty· in Shabbona btit then·
 
engine was keeping him awake. . Michels, who has raised l:O!!ts . ernand'cimlrailllInOls; . '. .chaniled. their minds.. Leasing
 


,	 · Andersen said he got out of bed for 20' years and averall-.!I' one BiciUs!o the pawer from the . part oftheir 320 acres WOuId'ljaye , 
·imddrove oWr tpllsten for him- deathperyeQr,saIdninehave'dIe4. turbinils flows to areas of .the', providedmonilytopayoffall!rge
self. . . . , since Dece!iibe1: AUti;JpsIe8 didn't greatest need, little goes to where' hosplt;ll bill·. '.. .
 
.':1 went tothls.man's yard," revealanythingphYslcal1ywrong·· It's':Proouced: .That Ii'ony was ..' "IBliy$notbingdolng,".recalled
 
Andersen said. ''1 made, more with them. But hesald veterinarI- lijghl\ghted·on ClirIsm>as' Eve .·Ken. Elu"harl. ,whd raises. sOy- .
 


· noise walking a<;roBll the crunchy im!I·told hiln 'the goats may have . when' the )Ights W911t out in . beans, wheatmid corn,·"We're not 
snOw'.. · 'the ·,tpj-bines, he said. suffei"ed from stress. "Common, - Wat.erm8n aDd Sh8bbona.due to .the litgbfliers 'for all-the modern' SOURCES: AmerlcanWlnd EnergyAs5oclatJon, 
"were inaJdng. their .whoo$, sense tells me, It's got to'h<ive .imj\18stormmid·dIdn~tturnback. Ideas." .• . ..,., ' . AWS'?".wi"".ESllI.T.,oA.... USGS: : 
whoosh, whoosh·liolse." . something to do with j:b.e. tur- .'On ilgll!n for' fo)ll"days in some '. . .Now Ehrhart said he is sure he TRIBUNE 


There.1s debate ..over· whether . blnes," Michels said; Other farIn-·. .. places. Meanwhile; the turl>ines·· .. made tile rlght.decision, Ehr!)art '. ;. .. .' .' 
there ere links between, the tur- ers;S"YtheturbineshavespOOkM. kept cranking powm:.to'. h()lJies '. saldhealsOsuffershellf!achesang say~' the :turbines 're~ 
blnes and health·, probleme. III thell' horaes an!! other .n\rnal.... .andbusinesses hundreds ofbilles . nausea lfu)D, Shadow flicker from .. "gllleIl money" 110t "gt;eell.·ener·
DecembeJ; an expertpane!, which NextEril, which has more than Ilwal' . . .: .. : ..neili'1iYtilrIllneS. ". ". '~:. .... 
included dOctoi-s; hired by the 70windfannsln17statesandtwo ..Marl< ~.on, ,who·lives in ". QPponents ,Sliylt'sdifficult to Others are so fed up they're 
American Wmd Eneigy Assocla-' CanMlan pii:winces, Is used to I'lIl'k Ridge .and 'hlistlj tWl" tur- . ·ligh.twl;lathaS bellnbeid up.... ~ , rea!iYtopai;:!,<up. 
tIonand the Canadiail.Wiil.dEner- 'suoo controveri;l~, StengeISa!d,. . b!J)eson.lnvestment property he : answ-.r Ii) thej plancrt's eil.eigy- Donna Nlllessald.She"has ex-
Cgy .Assoclatlon, .natloi)al tralle "AB}'Ou move'lo moreh8avlly owna·1n Waterman, said the tur,., needs. '. '. peJ:!enced .migraine headaches 
associatlons!or tb.'eindustry, con- 'pop1ilated areas, }'OU would see .b!i:ies protect: farmlalld froDi'ur, " .."This·Is ..a ~ politiCally cor-' . and . nausea from. the shadow 


. cludedthere!s."noev1dencethat more .,'::':' 1 don't Want to say bansprawL·· ..... ': .. I'ectthlnggolngoni1ghf.now.imd WCker from 22 turbines She' can 
j:b.e audible or SUlHludi1;lleSounds oppoilltlon- but you would cer- .FOr· DavId Halverson, who. to say }'OU're OPJlOBedto il1'lll),ew- .see from her !lome. She silYslhat 
emitted by wind turbines have taiply have more people havin:g 1ea8edlatid for twO turbines in. able energy.solircE! ISlIke,Saylng' red lights. atop theturbtnes',have 


· any direct adWrsepliyslologlcsl questions and issues thllt l1eededM'alta, said It's a ,mlltter of niI- '. ilQu don't liirs:.inoni and "pple ' t)ll'ned the night sky into "an 
.eII~;" .. .toberesolved,'~Stengelsidd. :.' tIolial policy :,- 'not giving U.S. . pi..." saidsteVe·Rosene,wh.o1lves.alrport". and that her six ho= 
" But Ill: Nina Pierpont, a board- '. DeKaIb County, with apopula-' dollarstoforelgn oil. '. . . . i1J.' Shabbona. ''1 used to·go- ouflnareterrljled bY noise .froil.1the 
certified pedl;rtricia!>' in Malone, tlon ofmore than 100,000, Is more. . "I am so pro-wind that 1would my front yardln a~andjUBt. turbines.' . 


.N.Y.,. who'has spent the last four' denseIy pop1ilated than some sr· letthemputthemupfornothillg,'''·· Watch thesunset,"hesa14- .' "1 want oUt of this state, 'out of' 
years studying s<l-<:a1led .Wmd' .eas whilrewl11d lill'ms'lIl'l\loliated. HalversOnsaid.' .'MaryMurphy, ,who hangs her . this county as soon as lcah," she 
Turbine Syndrome, insists· not NextEra cll<>se the area, In part, ". 'I'here's a1s<J the economics. clothes on the line instead of' said.' . 
enough 'Studies have been con-' for Its .:proxlmlty to Chicago, Each turbine, which takes up , using the dryer, recycle$ and de
dilctedto rule out any connection which ben~~ from the ,pow-.r about 3 acres ~~rys Halv,;s~herselfas ,,:green r~OJi,jwernau.@tribune.com 


-"'----~-------_·-·---1;-----.--..---.------ '.' .,\ .. --~--.- .. , ' ." '. '. t . ''t..,'.. \ 







...::.,-42s ft•. 
. ,~lIli ft,:·,· .... 


,wma energy!lllllifiq(S
"iructurestbathave goile up lllIW 


. beKaJbCOu~ ~ 126tUrbines•..di'amaticaJly ~ tlie· ;people 
. '. ar\clar:\llthtir19<\1'e Innl!lghl:lorlngWho live·there, country Ilfe and ,1.$ Gbunty. They nali<! been' ,· the.Janqscape. . .... . . making enb"ihelectrlc~ s1tr<ieEach turb1ne·~aIlout400, 
~mber:~pqwer.55;6ao _.feettil1l tromthe tljJsof their
 


blades to' the groUJ;ld - roughly
 
the ~l8litafthe wrlg1eyBuIldIng
 
1n.,Chicago. ~ 0V!!r the .
 
tur.blDes'baS pitied· filTI!I1I"".
 


· !!l:8lnst ' 1snd9WIlel"S,' farmers·'
 
ag$1Bt .fi'Iei>dS; Illld.even fam1ly
 
n:uimiler8~0n8l\I1Oth"" .'
 
. Proponents.aXe IanlIoWliers
 


.and rarmeis Who say they:want to
 
reducethe:i:O~try'sdependence 
onfureigooll 'l'heY~~:rtout 
tbat the lJ19ney Jea$mg, for a
 
turbine is 'fuorethatl Wbat they:.
 
Conectrentlqgto Com',IllldSoY'

beanfarIiIers. . 


. The·turblI!es.~b1ch .are as
sessed at a: mll!loJl.. dollari.- each" 
rePre8"Ilt ~~ InvestIDent 
made lri the 'countY. said RUth I" ., .' '"' "';--. , .' ;"",,' , • --.... . .'
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pecIOO., annulll tax' revenue-is Don HalVersoli,Ie(t,.and Oavld,HalWlSon'stand near on~"ftwowll'idturbrnes they.allowed tobe Installed on WIND PRQlEeTlNSTAi.LATitmS 
· )lnpi'ece\lel1ted:$l.4$mlli1on. . •thelq,ropertY InoeKarb~'utity.The ~r"'''r~. ",Calve. $~~ '*WI'p.rn,e per~;v!", J. the I""". . '. Top five states by capcu:/tyimdet:l 
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B. Sound Levels 
I)	 The Applicant shall provide an environmental sound impact study that 


gives: 
a) Certified manufacturer's specifications of the sound emissions from 


similar turbines that specifically state the overall sound level as well as 
the 1/3-octave band levels measured in accordance with lEC 61400
11. 


b)	 The expected maximum I-minute averaged A- and C-weighted sound 
level at the nearest surrounding, nonparticipating, residentially zoned 
or used properties with all turbines operating. 


c)	 The daytime and nighttime quiescent ambient sound levels at 
representative, non-participating residential properties adjacent to the 
proposed development as measured by an environmental acoustics 
expert (board certified by the Institute ofNoise Control Engineering). 


2)	 The average sound level from operating LWES facilities shall not exceed 
fifty-five (55) dB(A) during daytime hours or forty-five (45) dB(A) during 
nighttime hours at any point within neighboring, residentially zoned or 
used property. For neighboring nonresidential properties, the limit is sixty
five (60) dB(A) during the day or nighttime. 


3)	 Five (5) dB shall be added to the average recorded sound level from a 
LWES as a penalty when its sound emissions have an adverse character 
that includes prominent tones (e.g., a humming sound) or an amplitude 
fluctuation in synchronicity with the blade revolution (e.g., a periodic 
swishing sound). 


4)	 No LWES shall operate with an average sound level more than 5 dB(A) 
above the non-operational ambient level, as measured within any 
residentially zoned or used property and no more than 10 dB(A) on a 
neighboring non-residential property. 


5)	 To limit the amount ofaudible low-frequency sound, the average C
weighted sound level during LWES operation shall not exceed the A
weighted ambient sound level by more than twenty (20) dB at any 
receiving, non-participating residential property use. 


6)	 Sound Measurement Requirements: Sound level meters used for 
measurement must be a Type 2 or better grade per ANSI S 1.4 and must 
have an integrating feature that meets ANSI S1.43. Procedures must meet 
the applicable portions ofANSI S12.9. Measurements must be made when 
ground level winds do not exceed 5 mph. 


7)	 [The Lake County Community] may require, at the Owner's expense, field 
tests or sound propagation modeling, conducted or supervised by an 
acoustics specialist certified by the Institute ofNoise Control Engineering 
as may be necessary, to determine whether a violation of said sound 
regulations is occurring or has occurred. The Owner shall be promptly 
remedy any such violations by or discontinue operation. 


Wind Energy Task Force ofLake Cuunty Communities - Wind Energy Systems Model Ordinance 16 







Shadow Flicker 


Rotating turbine blades cast moving shadows that cause a flickering effect that can be a
 
nuisance to nearby residents.
 
Factors affecting Shadow flicker:
 
Date & Time:
 


When the Sun is low in the sky, it casts longer shadows
 
Weather conditions:
 


Flicker is very pronounced on sunny days
 
Wind direction:
 


Affecting Rotor orientation
 
Setback distance from the Turbine:
 


Increased distance minimizes shadow flicker
 
Topography of land
 
Human and animal presence within the shadow zone
 


The closer a residence is to a wind turbine that is sited either East, West or South of a 
home, the more that home will be in the shadow of the spinning turbines and the more 
intense the flicker effect will be. The revolving blades result in a sharp difference 
between sunlight and shadow, like living in a strobe light. These shadows can affect 
homes at least a half mile away. Sometimes the shadows of two or more turbines can 
fall on the same property at different times, multiplying this strobe like effect. A wind 


'.	 turbine study conducted in Lincoln County, WI. in 2001 by David E. Kabes & Crystal 
Smitb of the Agricultural Resource Center, University of Wisconsin 
Extension/Cooperative in May, 2001 two years after an installation of 22 industrial wind 
turbines revealed that 73% of residents living 1/2 mile or less away found shadows from 
the blades to be a problem. Reported problems from residents decreased to 18% from 
those living 1/2 mile up to 1 mile away. 


Some people get dizzy, lose their balance, or become nauseated when they see 
.	 movement of shadows or the movement of the huge blades themselves. as with car or 


sea sickness, such symptoms occur when the three organs of position and movement 
perception (the inner ear, eyes, and stretch receptors in muscles and joints) do not 
agree with each other: The eyes perceive movement while the ears and stretch 
receptors do not. People with a personal or family history of migraine, or migraine
associated phenomena such as car sickness or vertigo are more susceptible to these 
effects. Setback requirements from turbines need to protect the motion-sensitive 
people in the population, including while they are driving. Dizziness and spatial 
disorientation is hazardous while driving, both to the driver and occupants of his or her 
vehicle and to the occupants of other vehicles on rhe road at the same time. 
Claude-Henri Chouard from the French National Academy of Medicine in a 2006 study 
"The repercussions of wind turbine functioning on human health" recommended a 1.5 
km or .96 mile (5069 ft.) setback in order to minimize these adverse health effects. 


Information compiled by:	 Homer Bailey, 11905 E. Bethel Rd., Kings, IL 61068 
815-562-6884 







Wind Turbine Ice Throw 


Consensus on Icing being a public safety Issue 


In his December 2005 presentation entitled "Ice and Snow - and the Winds Will Blow" 
Ian Baring-Gould of the U.S. Department of Energy's National renewable Energy 
Laboratory identified the following icing problems. These statements are quoted from 
his report: 


1. "Ice is an issue" 
2. "Increases safety risk for staff and the public" 
3. "It's not a winter wonderland." 
4. "The latest on ice throw - an inexact science". 
5. "Little data has been collected in the US on impacts of cold and ice." 
6. "Sites with severe weather require rethinking the current pattern of measurement." 


In a study by Professor Terry Matilsky from New York for turbines in Delaware County, 
New York titled "Calculations of Ice Throw Distances for Wachusett Wind Power Site". 
Professor Matilsky states" we know the theoretical distance that an object can fly when 
thrown from a known height, speed and angle. The physics of this calculation is settled 
science. For the turbines proposed for Delaware County, (which are similar to those 
recently built in Dekalb County) this theoretical distance is over one half mile. There is 


"	 no real argument about this being the theoretical distance that an object can travel 
whe~ thrown at the speed and height of a turbine blade. Also, in this report, professor 
Matilsky states that the ice speed at impact is over 200 mph. 
(Delaware County New York is located in approximately the same latitude as is Ogle 
County.) The problem with the theoretical distance calculation with respect to a 
determination of the real effect and safety is that two forces can act upon a thrown 
object - one to increase and one to decrease the distance an object travels. These 
forces are lift and drag. The effect of lift can be seen in gliders, frisbees and the discus 
and extends the theoretical distance. Drag occurs with non aerodynamic objects, and 
shortens the distance the object travels. It is not known how often the ice formed on a 
turbine blade will fly further than the theoretical distance because the ice formed on a 
blade retains the shape of the blade which was designed to be aerodynamic; or whether 
the ice will assume a shape that is less aerodynamic and have drag which reduces its 
theoretical distance. 


In spite of a lack of information of lift and drag, the wind industry consultants and 
employees publish ice throw distances and risk calculations which ignore the impact of 
lift and assume a massive drag effect. Both assumptions will shrink the distance of 
thrown ice and tend to underestimate the safety risks. The wind industry will also 
contend that ice build up will either slow or stop the blade rotation speed which 
minimizes the potential ice throw. However, actual video footage of normal blade 
rotation with massive ice buildup in Wisconsin refutes this false and misleading claim. 


Information compiled by: Homer Bailey, 11905 E. Bethel Rd., Kings, IL 61068 
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Comments made by Peggy Allison, 2199 Highway 251, Rochelle, IL 61068, 1-815-562-2782, to 
the Ogle County Subcommittee on Commercial Wind Energy Conversion Systems at the March 
25, 2010 meeting in Oregon, IL 


As a Registered Nurse and resident of Ogle County, I'm concerned about the 
health and well-being of our residents, and I'm confident that you are too, To 
experience the noise from industrial wind turbines, my husband and I took a drive 
a few miles to the south. At a distance from a quarter to a half mile away, we 
heard very loud and disturbing sounds that included, the roar of an engine, a 
high-pitched constant whistle sound, and the repeated clang, clang, clang of 
metal on metal. 


Noise and low-frequency inaudible sound waves cause many people to have 
sleep disturbance, headache, dizziness, unsteadiness, anxiety, fatigue, 
depressed mood, problems with concentration, increased blood pressure and 
heart rate, irritation, and ringing in the ears. These findings are consistent 
among the work of Dr. Michael Nissenbaum, MD from Maine; Dr. Nina Pierpont, 
MD, PhD from New York; Dr. Herb Coussons, MD from Wisconsin; Dr. Robert 
McMurty, MD from Qntario, Canada; Dr. Amanda Harry, and Dr. Christopher 
~anning, MD from the UK. 


I've gathered some documents for your review. "ve included summaries and 
conclusions of some large documents that I'll intended to leave in whole with Mr. 
Welty for your access, but now I understand that "II need to make copies for 
everyone, which I'll do at a later time if that's ok. (permission was granted) 


In the packets that I've prepared for you, there's information from: 


•	 private physicians who take oaths to "do no harm" and whose profession it 
is to protect and enhance people's health; 


•	 from The National Institutes of Health that acknowledges the connection 
between wind energy noise and the adverse effects on health; 


•	 from the Minnesota Department of Heath whose conclusions noted that 
wind turbines generate a broad spectrum of low-frequency noise that may 
affect some people in their homes, especially at night; and 


•	 from acoustical engineers, and other experts in the field of acoustics and 
sound wave testing who make recommendations for testing; 
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•	 from the French National Academy of Medicine that recommends halting 
wind turbine construction closer than 1.5 km (about 1 mile) from 
residences (this recommendation and greater distances is recommended 
by many); and 


•	 from the World Health Organization, which in its publication "Community 
Noise" made the observations that "the evidence on low-frequency noise 
is sufficiently strong to warrant immediate concern". It also stated that 
since A-weighting sound measurements underestimates the sound 
pressure level of noise with low frequency components, a better 
assessment of health effects would be to use C-weighting; and a World 
Health Organization 2007 reference that recommends a night time limit of 
noise outside a home of 30dBA. 


Locally, I've been in touch with Dr. Thomas Thunder who is a professor at NIU 
and who is both an audiologist and an acoustical engineer. Some of his advice 
follows: 


•	 "The county should have a good noise code that should be applied to any 
sort of noise source, not just wind turbines. Include regulations regarding 
the ambient noise measurements." 


•	 "The county should conduct an independent acoustical review to ensure 
compliance with State noise codes, both its objective noise limits and its 
noise nuisance statutes. Both are important." 


•	 "In the acoustical review, insist that they get reliable and credible 
information about the noise emissions. That is the only way they know if 
they would comply with the State regulations." 


•	 "Because the state noise regs are hard to follow by non-acoustical people, 
I recommend they adopt their own noise code. I'm working right now with 
Lake County in doing just that." 


•	 "The engineers need to be board certified by INCE (Institute of Noise 
Control Engineering). No other "sound" people should be involved. There 
are too many self-proclaimed experts that are often misguided and most 
counties and towns don't know the difference." 
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•	 "On the maximum level, the absolute level is not so important as the 
change in the current ambient, especially for rural areas. So in siting 
these turbines (or any noise source), it is important to measure what the 
existing ambient noise is and running calculations to see how much higher 
the wind turbine is." 


I close by saying that I appreciate the time and effort that this sub-committee, the 
other county board members, and Mr. Reibel are putting into the development of 
reliable and safe regulations. I realize that there is copious information regarding 
this issue, much of which is from the wind industry. I ask that as you consider 
the evidence, that you remember the lesson that was learned from another big 
business, the tobacco industry. For over two decades they were able to confuse 
the public and deny that smoking causes cancer. Countless lives may have been 
saved and illnesses prevented, had they not deceived the public for their financial 
gain. 


My plea, is that as you develop recommendations and regulations, you stand on 
the side of caution. The wind industry is big business, very big business, which 
can afford the price of regulation that holds it to a high standard, for the 
protection of the health, safety, and well-being of the people of Ogle County. 


Finally, evidence shows that people who have motion sickness are more likely to 
have their health impacted by industrial wind turbines. Because I have motion 
sickness, there are some things that I cannot do without suffering the 
consequences which are severe nausea, dizziness, and vomiting that lasts for 
hours. I can't take a cruise, I can't take a bus trip, I can't even ride in the back 
seat of a car without getting sick. I don't want to add "living in my home," as 
another thing that I can't do. 


Thank you. 







Comments to Ogle County Sub-Committee on Negative Effects of 
Wind Turbines on Wildlife and Domestic Animals 


My name is Barbara Jensen, a member of Ogle the 4th Community, and live on Mowers 
Road. 1 wish give you some information of the negative effects of wind turbines on 
wildlife and domestic animals, 


The reports that pro-wind turbine people always seem to quote are studies which are paid 
for by the wind developers and the results of these studies are a forgone conclusion. One 
report that stands out is that out of 10,000 birds only one is killed by a wind turbine 
which logic should tell you is ridiculous Promoters of industrial wind power often try to 
divert attention to the carnage wrought by office tower windows, cars, and house cats. 
How did they come up with these figures? Did they go out and count them individually? 


There are published reports from US, Canada, England, Europe and New Zealand that 
have spoken out against the Wind Turbine Syndrome. Dr. Herb Coussons, M.D. states 
that the symptoms experienced by humans (there are many) are also being seen more 
seriously and widespread in animals with adverse consequences. Wild animals that have 
highly developed senses of hearing and vibration, bats, snakes, deer, turkey and birds 
virtually disappear from large wind turbine developments. Domestic farm animals such 
as chickens, goats; cattle and horses have all reported adverse behaviors, as well as 
reproduction abnormalities and even death. .. 
T~ere is also a report from the US House Natural Resources and the US Fish and Wildlife 
Service which are both concerned about the danger to birds. Wind power is a unique 
threat to raptors, hawks, falcons, owls, many of them already rare-and other large birds, 
such as ducks geese and cranes. The risk of collision not only threatens individual birds, 
but also augments existing threats to their populations. The cumulative effect of multiple 
facilities may threaten the viable breeding of several species already in decline. 


The threat to bats had turned out to be a problem the industry can't deny. FPL Energy 
ended access to its facilities after independent research documented that thousands of bats 
were killed in just a couple of months at one location and that this pattern of mortality 
was being seen at other sites as well. 


One more thing 1would like to add is that 1 own 2 horses and 1know how sensitive they 
are to sounds and vibrations. 1have ridden in areas where there have been strange noises 
that make the horses very nervous. The wildlife and domestic animals I am taking about 
all have hearing far better than humans. So 1believe these wind turbines would definitely 
affect my animals as well as any others in close proximity to wind turbines. 


Barbara Jensen
 
14088 E. Mowers Rd.
 
Kings,IL 61068 
815/561-1188 







March 25th at 9:00 County Advisory Committee Meeting 


Understanding I have only a few minutes to speak, I'll concern myself with one 
topic, Property Values and their relation to set backs. 


WIND DEVELOPMENT STATEMENT: 
There is no significant reduction in property value for residences near wind development. 
Supported by the Department of Energy's recent Berkley National Lab Study 


Really? Let's apply some rural common sense. Ifthe above were true, than do you 
think I and many other Ogle County residents along with thousands nationally would 
spend time in front of County and Town boards passionately pleading our concerns. 
Believe me, we're not buyers ofproperty close to wind turbines. Would you prefer to 
live next to 400 tall twirling mechanical devices making noise whenever the wind 
blows along with offering dozens upon dozens of red blinking lights at night or would 
you rather NOT? Couple the noise and loss of view with the fact that wind energy 
will increase your electric bill by IO%, 40% paid for by tax avoidance, minimally if at 
all decrease carbon dioxide an sulfur, and a person's home is not quite as happy as it 
once was. 
Additionally, do you really believe a study funded by the DOE, a major sponsor of 
Wind, and paid for by the American tax payer to the tune of 500,000 is going to be 
impartial? Studies, graphs, charts are all developed for the sole purpose ofproving a 
point or belief, and whoever is paying for the study will get the results they desire. 


On the other hand I realize you need to have proof, simple common sense isn't 
enough. Well here's two documents that refute the Berkley study, one, written by an 
individual, McCann Appraisal LLC, who was secured by Berkley to assist in their 
data collection and peer review. Please read this document, it pertains to Mendota 
Hills, thus local, and high lights the many reasons why the Berkley Lab Study can not 
be a consideration in any property value loss determinations. I have submitted a copy 
for each individual and hope you will take the time to read. It's only 12 pages of 
larger type and you will find it interesting. 
The second document presented is from Albert Wilson, ofwhich I've supplied his 
bio. He publicly states he has no interest in wind development, pro or con. His 
findings are simply relative to the methodology Berkley used to develop the report 
and derive their conclusions. 
Here is his conclusion "While I have other issues with the Report and again reiterate 


that I have no opinion on the influence of wind farms on residential sales prices, the 
concerns I have addressed here lead to the conclusion that the Report should not be 
given serious consideration for any policy purpose. The underlying analytical 
methods cannot be shown to be reliable or accurate" 


In conclusion, the document that wind development utilizes to substantiate property 
loss is biased, incorrect, and purposely developed to maximize their overall project 
profit. Typical for any corporation, thus the responsibility to protect County citizens 
is on our County representatives. 







Report of the  
Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on  


Commercial Wind Energy Conversion Systems (WECS) 
 
A meeting of the Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on Commercial WECS was held on 
April 1, 2010 at 1155 Leland Road, Waterman, IL. 
 
The Order of Business was as follows: 
 


1. Call to order by Chairman Bill Welty at 1:45 PM. 


2. Roll call. Present Jim Barnes, Lynne Kilker, Willem Dijstelbergen and Bill 


Welty.  Also present was county board member Bob DeArvil, and two public 


members.  A quorum of the Subcommittee was present. 


3. Purpose of trip to Waterman, IL was to observe and discuss the WECS in 


operation at that location. 


4. Local Waterman residences Tamara Duriavich and Mel Haas hosted the tour 


for the benefit of the Subcommittee.  Three different farm locations and one 


WECS site were visited.  The Subcommittee was provided full access to the 


farms visited and observed the WECS tower location (turbine was located at 


the minimum set back) from public roads.    


5. It was a windy (background noise was high) mostly sunny day.  The 


Subcommittee did hear noises coming from WECS turbines, observed shadow 


flicker and made comparisons of the turbine set backs from residence 


foundations and property lines at the farms visited.  Discussion ensued. 


6. After the site visit, the Subcommittee did discuss at length the set back 


distances. After discussion all members present were in agreement that a set 


back of ½ mile to property line would be a suitable set back standard.  No 


motion or vote was taken. 


7. Meeting adjourned at 4:40 PM. 
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Report of the
Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on


Commercial Wind Energy Conversion Systems (WECS)


The initial meeting of the Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on Commercial WECS was held on April 8,
2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business was as follows:


1. CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN BILL WELTY


Chairman Bill Welty called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M. 


2. ROLL CALL


Roll call indicated seven members of the Committee were present; Chairman Welty, Lynne
Kilker, Randy Ocken, Ben Diehl and Willem Dijstelbergen, the “at-large” alternate member of
the Subcommittee.  Randy Anderson, Jim Barnes and Roger Hickey were absent.  Mr. Ron
Kern, Ogle County Farm Bureau, sat in for Mr. Hickey.  Jim Barnes arrived and participated
in the meeting at 9:28 A.M.


3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF APRIL 1, 2010 MORNING MEETING AS
MINUTES


Chairman Welty asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the April 1, 2010 
Subcommittee on Commercial WECS meeting.  Mr. Ocken stated on page 2, it reads “Mr.
Ocken stated I believe in the Outland Energy business model, they allowed for non-
participating property owners to buy into the project via profit sharing; like buying stock.”  I
did not make that statement.  Mr. Kern remarked I made that statement.   Mr. Reibel stated
the report will be amended to reflect this change.  Mrs. Kilker made a motion to approve the
report as amended; seconded by Mr. Dijstelbergen.  Motion passed via voice vote.


4. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF APRIL 1, 2010 AFTERNOON MEETING AS
MINUTES


Chairman Welty asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the April 1, 2010
afternoon meeting (field trip to Waterman).  Mr. Diehl made a motion to approve, seconded
by Mr. Dijstelbergen.  Motion passed via voice vote.


Discussion ensued regarding the height of the turbines, oil leaks, and fire protection.


5. SOUND EXPERT PRESENTATION & DISCUSSION


Peggy Allison from Rochelle introduced Dr. Thomas Thunder an audiologist and acoustic
engineer who teaches at Northern Illinois University.  Mr. Thunder stated I am a propionate
of wind energy, having served in the energy generating industry for eight years.  I am an
advocate for responsible design and installation of wind energy systems.


Dr. Thunder stated that there is no credible, peer-reviewed data or evidence that low
frequency noise from wind turbines causes adverse health affects.  In the early 1970's the
U.S. EPA introduced “The Noise Study” that established a threshold of annoyance at 55dB
for day time and 45dB for night time noise.  “The Noise Study” is a guideline for adopting
local noise regulations.  The Illinois Pollution Control Board (IPCB) adopted noise
regulations in the 1970's.  The IPCB regulations have noise limits for each frequency of the
sound spectrum.  These regulations are very complex, and are not practical for local
governments to enforce.


Under the IPCB regulations, noise limits are imposed at the property line.  Noise from
industrial land, or Class C land, is given a lenience of +/-6dB (61dB day; 51dB night).  An
industrial wind turbine is classified as industrial land (Class C); however, so is farm land. 
His, along with other experts, interpretation of the IPCB regulations is that the IPCB
regulations would be applied to a 100' radius around a dwelling (Class A land), rather than
at the property line.
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Dr. Thunder explained that when noise is considered “adverse”, the noise limit is reduced
due to an increased level of annoyance.  “Adverse character” noise includes impulsive
noise, tonal noise, and low frequency noise.  (Mr. Barnes entered the meeting at this point).


Dr. Thunder stated that wind turbines create a low frequency noise (LFN) that travels for
long distances and can not be stopped or controlled.  Another type of sound created by a
turbine is the characteristic “swishing” sound of the turbine blades.  Some humans seem to
have an aversion to this sound.  Some don’t.  These noises were not considered when the
EPA guidelines and IPCB regulations were created, as they were based on traffic noise. 
LFN propagates more than higher-frequency sounds.   Wind energy development
companies should be asked for their sound data, or should be required to develop a sound
study, but if it’s not asked for, it will not be provided.  It is advisable to adjust noise regulation
limits to 50dB dB in daytime and 40 dB night time to address LFN impacts.


Another “adverse character” noise resulting from wind turbines is the “swishing” noise that is
due to “regular amplitude modulation.”


An audience member, Michelle Elliot from Leaf River Road, Egan, IL, asked Dr. Thunder of
LFN from a wind turbine will propagate through the ground.  Dr. Thunder responded that this
is unknown, and he is not aware of any studies regarding this issue.  It would be greatly
dependent on the noise source and the characteristics of the soil and bedrock.


Dr. Thunder stated that an ambient sound measurement/survey is an important component
of pre-construction impact studies.  C-weighted sound measurements should be required in
addition to A-weighted.  If there is a 20dB difference between C and A scales (C scale - A
scale), it is indicative of a noise impact.


Dr. Thunder continued that he recommends that sound generated not be greater than 5dB
above ambient (which is measured at a 100' radius around a dwelling in Lake County’s wind
energy ordinance).  Dr. Thunder stated that he endorses Lake County’s approach to
regulate noise at a 100' radius around a dwelling rather than at the property line.


Dr. Thunder discussed the concept of “noise easement”, which are payments for the right to
make noise on someone else’s property.


Mr. Dijstelgergen stated that, as sound drops 6dB per doubling of distance from the source;
and, a linear sound source drops 3dB per doubling of distance.  Therefore, would a cluster
of wind turbines result in sound adding up and being compounded?  Dr. Thunder responded
in the affirmative.


Mr. Ocken asked if sound modeling can result in good wind turbine siting.  Dr. Thunder
responded that yes, software generates sound contours used for siting to meet sound
regulations.  Mr. Ocken asked Dr. Thunder if he is aware of a wind turbine that has been
constructed that exceeds the sound regulations.  Dr. Thunder responded that he is not
aware of that situation.


Mr. Barnes asked if the height of a wind turbine increases the sound generated from it.  Dr.
Thunder responded that with a higher turbine, it will not necessarily generate more sound,
but there would be less of an opportunity for the sound to be absorbed into the environment
(ground, trees, etc.).  Mr. Barnes asked what the ideal setback distance for a wind turbine
should be.  Dr. Thunder responded that he cannot answer that question, as it depends on
the wind turbine’s sound emissions and the ambient sound levels of the surrounding
environment.


Mr. Ocken asked if all homes in a wind farm area should have ambient sound
measurements done.  Dr. Thunder responded that no, measurements should be at selected,
representative locations to model ambient sound levels in an area - it’s a matter of being
strategic about it.


Mr. Barnes asked if the ambient sound measurements should be conducted when it’s quiet,
and not windy.  Mr. Ocken also asked if the wind speed should be below 5 miles per hour.
Dr. Thunder responded that wind speeds should be below 10 mph and a wind screen should
be used.
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Mr. Kern asked if setbacks should be based on sound/noise.  Dr. Thunder responded in the
affirmative.  Mr. Kern asked at what point is sound/noise an adaptability issue.  Dr. Thunder
responded that noise is somewhat subjective relative to annoyance, as not everyone is
annoyed at a certain dB level.  Mr. Kern asked if the level of regulation, therefore, must be
reasonable.  Dr. Thunder responded in the affirmative.  Mr. Kern discussed industrial use
status vs. agricultural status of wind turbines and school taxes.


Mary Rose Krupa, a member of the audience, asked of multiple wind turbines affect sound
level at a receiver, and if weather conditions are factored into sound study and regulations. 
Dr. Thunder responded that yes, the modeling would take that into consideration, and the
data should be requested from a wind farm company.


Sally Baumgartner, a member of the audience, asked who is responsible for paying for the
sound studies.  Dr. Thunder responded that a wind farm petitioner is responsible, and the
County may require that an independent consultant be hired.


Mr. Ocken, referring to the concept of sound not exceeding 5dB over ambient sound level,
asked if this is dB(A) or dB(C) measurements.  Dr. Thunder responded that the
measurement is in dB(A), and usually a 2dB margin of error is provided in measurements.


Mr. Welty asked if people can adapt to LFN.  Dr. Thunder responded that it is possible, and
depends on the character of the “adverse sound” such as impulsive, tonal.  This is the field
of psycho-acoustics.


Mr. Ocken asked if it is correct that the human ear cannot hear sounds below 20 Hz.  Dr.
Thunder responded that is not necessarily true, as studies indicate that some people can
hear sounds below 20 Hz.  Mr. Ocken asked of there can be an adverse affect on people
from sounds that they cannot hear.  Dr. Thunder responded that the only studies of vibro-
acoustic disease affects is with very highly intense levels of LFN.  Adverse health affects
from wind turbine LFN has not been seen.  The jury is still out an whether or not there are
adverse affects, but we are talking about very low levels of LFN from wind turbines.


Dr. Thunder clarified that 60dB is conversation at arm’s length; a 10dB drop is reducing
sound by one-half.


4. NATURAL RESOURCES PRESENTATION & DISCUSSION


Mr. Bill Kleiman of The Nature Conservancy’s Nachusa Grasslands introduced Dr. Jeff
Walk, Director of Science, The Nature Conservancy.  Dr. Walk stated that there are
significant natural areas in Ogle County that warrant special consideration. He stated that
The Nature Conservancy (TNC) has three areas of concern in regards to wind turbines near
natural resource areas: 1) direct mortality; 2) habitat impacts; and 3) changes in animal
behavior.  He stated there are very few studies with credible mortality estimates, and just
three publications in the Midwest.  He referred to Altamont Pass, California, where hundreds
of raptors are killed each year, but this has not been seen in the Midwest. There is a greater
concern for migratory bird collisions with wind turbines, as Ogle County is in a migratory
flight path for many birds, including the federally endangered Whooping Crane. Bats are
even more of a concern for wind turbine collisions than birds, as several hundred to a few
thousand bats can be killed in a single incident related to weather. Ogle County could be a
major bat migration corridor - especially for the federally endangered Indiana Bat.


Dr. Walk continued that wildlife behavioral changes are hard to document or prove with
statistical confidence.  The most significant impact may be on grassland birds; the species
with the greatest avoidance behavior is the Greater Prairie Chicken, which has shown an
avoidance of up to 1.5 miles from wind turbines.  There is not a population of Prairie
Chickens at Nachusa Grasslands, but it is 1 of 5 sites in Illinois identified by the IL
Department of Natural Resources for re-introduction.  The Northern Harrier occurs at
Nachusa, and a study from Great Britain documents that occurrence within 500m of a wind
turbine was 50% less.  The Golden Plover also occurs at Nachusa and the aforementioned
study from Great Britain revealed similar avoidance characteristics.


Dr. Walk stated that there are also hypothetical affects on wildlife and natural areas from
wind turbines such as low frequency noise and shadow flicker.  There is no data currently
available regarding affects of low frequency noise, and the affects of shadow flicker are
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unknown; however, the Illinois Nature Preserves Commission has determined that shadow
flicker does affect wildlife and natural areas, and does not allow shadow flicker on its nature
preserves.


Dr. Walk suggests that a wind turbine setback of 1.5 miles from natural areas be required.


Mr. Ocken asked what affect wind turbines might have on common wildlife such as rabbits,
pheasants, turkey, etc.  Dr. Walk responded that it is unknown; there are no studies.  Mr.
Ocken asked if it is true that there have been documented bat mortalities as a result of low
pressure explosion of bat lungs.  Dr. Walk answered in the affirmative, and that the
phenomenon is called “barotrauma”.  “Barotrauma” in bats is not proven.  Mr. Ocken asked
if bats are less active as wind speeds increase, and if this is the case, could bat/wind turbine
collisions be mitigated by turning off wind turbines during night times with low wind speeds. 
Dr. Walk responded that it may be true that bats are more active during lower wind speeds.


Mary Rose Krupa, an audience member, stated that migratory bird studies use the month of
September for the study period, but is September really a migration period.  Dr. Walk
responded that September is close to peak migration period.


Dennis Probasco asked Dr. Walk if it is likely that the Prairie Chicken could be reintroduced
to Nachusa and if a 5 mile setback in Illinois is advisory.  Dr. Walk stated that the U.S. Fish
& Wildlife Service recommends a 5 mile wind turbine setback for certain grassland bird
species.


Mr. Welty asked if Ogle County required a 1.5 mile setback or less, will it impact the decision
to reintroduce Prairie Chickens to Nachusa.  Dr. Walk responded that clearly it will impact
the decision; Nachusa is not the first choice in Illinois for reintroduction of Prairie Chickens,
but it is likely the second choice, and there is a moderate chance of reintroduction within 10
to 15 years.


Mary Rose Krupa asked if there is a fine for killing a Whooping Crane with a wind turbine. 
Dr. Walk responded that it is not likely, but he is not sure.  It could require an “incidental
take” permit, but he does not know.


Kelly Regan, an audience member from Franklin Grove, asked if The Nature Conservancy
keeps track of the number of tourists and tourism dollars generated from Nachusa
Grasslands.  Bill Kleiman responded that they do not track that type of data.


Mr. Ocken asked what a “natural area” is defined as.  Dr. Walk responded that he defines a
“natural area” as land owned by a public or private organization with a conservation mission.


Mr. Dijstelbergen asked of the term “natural area” would extend to wetlands.  Dr. Walk
responded that extending to wetlands may be a bit extreme, as not all wetlands are
significant.


Mr. Welty asked why a 1.5 mile setback is recommended.  Dr. Walk responded that it is
because of uncertainty and the principle of “doing no harm.”


Rich Gronewold, County Board Member, stated that the adaptability of animals is amazing. 
He asked if birds will adapt to wind turbines.  Dr. Walk stated that many birds can adapt to
the presence of wind turbines, but there is no data on how quickly; however, some bird
species will not adapt.


Mr. Kern asked what the migratory flight height of Whooping Crane is.  Dr. Walk responded
that Whooping Cranes migrate during the day, typically at heights above ground level of 500'
to 1,000'.  During low clouds and when looking for a landing site is when they are most at
risk of wind turbine collision.  Evenings and low cloud conditions is when most birds are
killed by meteorological towers, television towers, etc.  Mr. Kern asked why more bats are
killed in Pennsylvania bat mortality studies than in Iowa.  Dr. Walk responded that
Pennsylvania has more trees.  Mr. Kern asked if increases in predators affect grassland bird
populations.  Dr. Responded that the biggest factor in declining grassland bird populations is
habitat loss.  Mr. Kern asked if the recommendation for a wind turbine 1.5 mile setback from
“natural areas” could be characterized as a “better safe than sorry” approach.  Dr. Walk
responded that it is not the case in the Nachusa situation.
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Mr. Reibel stated that the Altamont Pass wind turbines and high raptor mortality rates are
frequently cited, but is it not true that a main factor in the high raptor mortality rates is that
the wind turbines are on older lattice-type towers, which provide a roosting location for the
raptors, as opposed to modern wind turbines on monopole support structures?  Dr. Walk
agreed.


Mary Rose Krupa read from the Ogle Comprehensive Plan’s “Goals & Objectives” and
commented that Navitas wants to build wind turbines in North America because wind
turbines have been outlawed in Spain.


Discussion ensued regarding the Ogle County Comprehensive Plan, government money
proposed for paying the turbines, and residential growth in the area.


Discussion ensued regarding taxing of the turbines, personal property vs. real estate.  Mr.
Welty stated we will be discussing these issues in a section of our performance standards.


Discussion ensued regarding the purpose of the sub-committee and notification to public. 
Mr. Reibel explained that this is a working committee, open to the public, but public
comment does not have to be taken.  Mr. Welty explained this committee was established
by Lyle Hopkins to review the current wind farm standards and recommend changes to the
Planning & Zoning Committee.  If they are in agreement, then a petition will be submitted
and taken before the Zoning Board of Appeals where a public hearing will be held and a
court reporter will take sworn testimony.  The Zoning Board of Appeals can make
recommendations and changes to the petition and then their decision is forwarded to the
Planning & Zoning Committee.  They can make recommendations and changes and then
send the petition to the County Board for a final decision. Until the Ogle County Board has
reviewed the petition, nothing will become a standard.  This is just a working committee.


Mr. Ocken stated in lieu of all the information that is now available and needs to be
reviewed, I move that this sub-committee recommend approval of the moratorium put before
the County Board in March.  Seconded by Mr. Barnes.  Mr. Ocken read the proposed
moratorium.  Mr. Colson stated concern regarding the use of the word “approved” versus the
term “acted upon” regarding County Board action.  Mr. Barnes stated States Attorney Ben
Roe is reviewing the terminology of this moratorium and making recommended changes.  
Mr. Kern raised a concern that this item is not on the agenda and may not be a legal vote. 
Mr. Welty stated that the Planning & Zoning Committee of the County Board voted on the
moratorium, which was not specifically listed as an agenda item, and there is  no difference
here. A voice vote was taken: Mr. Ocken, yes; Mr. Dijstelbergen, yes, Mr. Welty, yes; Ms.
Kilker, yes, Mr. Kern, no; Mr. Barnes, yes; and Mr. Diehl, yes.   The motion passed 6-1.


5. LAND OWNER PROPERTY RIGHTS PRESENTATION & DISCUSSION


No discussion took place regarding this agenda item.


6. PUBLIC COMMENT REGARDING SETBACKS


No discussion took place regarding this agenda item.


7. COMMITTEE DISCUSSION REGARDING SETBACK STRUCTURE & DISTANCES


No discussion took place regarding this agenda item.


8. DISCUSSION & SUGGESTED CHANGES TO DRAFT DOCUMENT “WECS
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS” DATED MARCH 2010


No discussion took place regarding this agenda item.


9. PUBLIC COMMENT


Mary Rose Krupa of Leaf Rivers spoke regarding the construction of the turbines in Spain,
effects on whooping cranes and farmland.
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Kelly Regan of Franklin Grove stated the tax laws encouraging wind development may not
be extended in June 2011.  She also stated concerns regarding possible health effects that
we are not aware of now.  


Michelle Elliot spoke regarding health concerns if wind turbines were to be constructed near
her home.  


Aaron Elliot of Egan spoke of concerns regarding the effects turbines could have emergency
helicopters.  He also stated concerns regarding the cement foundations that are left in the
ground after the turbines are removed.


Mr. Bob Groenhagan spoke of concerns regarding the effect turbines will have on the
landscape of the county.


Mr. Welty passed out information as follows: “Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on WECS
Standards - Setback Structure and Distance, April 8, 2010"; “Property Rights Summary,
April 8, 2010 by Bill Welty”; “WECS Conversion Chart for Set Back Factor to Turbine
Height”; and, “Setbacks for Wind Turbines: How Close is Too Close?”


Mr. Barnes stated I sent Ms. Duriavich in Waterman, IL a thank you note for letting us tour
her land last week.


Mr. Welty stated after last weeks meeting, I have updated our working documents “WECS
Conversion Chart for Setback Factor to Turbine Height”, and “Ogle County IL WECS
Standards Property Rights Summary”  for the committee to review.


Mr. Kern distributed the following information for review and consideration: “Illinois Wind
Working Group” and “Wind Turbine Sound and Health Effects - An Expert Panel Review”


10. ADJOURNMENT.


Chairman Welty  declared the April 8, 2010 meeting of the Subcommittee on Commercial
WECS adjourned at 12:12 P.M.  The next meeting will be held Thursday, April 15 at 9:00
A.M. at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL. 


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator
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Executive Summary
 


People have been harnessing the power of the wind for more than 5,000 years. Initially used 
widely for farm irrigation and rniIlworks, today's modern wind turbines produce electricity 
in more than 70 countries. As of the end of 2008, there were approximately 120,800 
megawatts of wind energy capacity installed around the world (Global Wind Energy 
Council, 2009). 


Wind energy enjoys considerable public support, but it also has its detractors, who have 
publicized their concerns that the sounds emitted from wind turbines cause adverse health 
consequences. 


In response to those concerns, the American.and Canadian Wind Energy Associations 
(AWEA and CanWEA) established a scientific advisory panel in early 2009 to conduct a 
review of current literature available on the issue of perceived health effects of wind 
turbines. This multidisciplinary panel is comprised of medical doctors, audiologists, and 
acoustical professionals from the United States, Canada, Denmark, and the United 
Kingdom. The objective of the panel was to provide an authoritative reference document for 
legislators, regulators, and anyone who wants to make sense of the conflicting information 
about wind turbine sound. 


The panel undertook extensive review, analysis, and discussion of the large body of peer
reviewed literature on sound and health effects in general, and on sound produced by wind 
turbines. Each panel member contributed a unique expertise in audiology, acoustics, 
otolaryngology, occupational/ environmental medicine, or public health. With a diversity of 
perspectives represented, the panel assessed the plausible biological effects of exposure to 
wind turbine sound. 


Following review, analysis, and discussion of current knowledge, the panel reached 
consensus on the following conclusions: 


•	 There is no evidence that the audible or sub-audible sounds emitted by wind turbines 
have any direct adverse physiological effects. 


•	 The ground-borne vibrations from wind turbines are too weak to be detected by, or to 
affect, humans. 


•	 The sounds emitted by wind turbines are not unique. There is no reason to believe, 
based on the levels and frequencies of the sounds and the panel's experience with sound 
exposures in occupational settings, that the sounds from wind turbines could plausibly 
have direct adverse health consequences. 
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The Measurement Report 
~ --_.~~- - \ . '\. --'1 


A very important part of sound measurements is careful
 
documentation of the measurements and results. A 1\-- \-- -: ~~-~~~_ ~-=----= _r=-.J~-~
 


.-----~--	 ' ' ,	 \good measurement report should contain at least the 
"\	 " following information: 


1. A sketch of the measurement site showing applicable
 
dimensions (e.g. size of room, machine dimensions),
 
the location of the microphone and object being mea
 r*-[.I;;08[fS\~I::
sured. 
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.. ' -- " .. '4. Method of calibration. 


5. Weighting networks and detector responses used. \\ \'\6. Description of type of sound (e.g. impulsive, continu

ous, tones etc.)
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7. Background noise level. ~~i \ \),\::,;~:, \--~-=--\ 
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I, i9. Data on object being measured (e.g. machine type,	 i ~. - ! I _.l,--~.J---l.---\-,-L--~I,-...;- . , 
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10. Date when measurements were performed.	 1 -~- I
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With a carefully written report, future comparisons will \ t 
be more accurate and reliable. /,11 I., 
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potential occurrences by establishing reasonable setbacks from residences and public corridors based on the 
size of the turbine and blades. 


Noise/lnfrasound 


The sound emissions from wind turbines are an often cited concern about wind projects. When in operation, 
wind turbines can emit mechanical (from gearbox or yaw drive) and aerodynamic (blade movement) sound. 
Since the perception of noise is a subjective matter, it is difficult to define objectionable noise. One person may 
regard a wind turbine as noisy and disruptive while another person may not under the same conditions. 


The term infrasound is used to describe low frequency sounds (below 20Hz). In some cases, people have 
attributed health problems to infrasound generated by wind turbines. While wind turbines do produce 
infrasound, it is below the audible threshold and is not believed to have adverse affect on a person's health". 


Sound emission studies can be conducted by determining how the sound from the wind farm will propagate to 
surrounding receptors, thereby providing a sound emission constraint in the project design process. The noise 
emitted from wind turbines is discussed in greater detail in Section 10.2: Sound Emissions. 


Shadow Flicker 


Shadow flicker can occur when the blades of the wind turbine cast a rapidly moving shadow on a residence or 
other structure. The pulsating light effect caused by the frequent movement ofthe shadows across a window 
can be unpleasant for the occupants. Shadow flicker is most likely to occur at sunrise or sunset, when shadows 
are cast overthe longest distance. 


The occurrence of shadow flicker is easily calculated; computer models can be utilized to determine the 
appropriate setbacks necessary to minimize shadow flicker. When proper planning and migration strategies are 
implemented during the project design process, the occurrence of shadow flicker can be greatly minimized if not 
avoided entirely. Shadow flicker mitigation strategies are discussed in Section 10.1: Aesthetics and Viewshed 
Analysis. 


Blade Throw 


A turbine blade can break due to improper design, improper manufacturing, improper installation, wind gusts 
that exceed the maximum design load of the turbine structure, impact with cranes or towers, or lightning. The 
distance a blade piece can be thrown from a turbine depends on its mass, shape, speed at the time it breaks 
from the machine, the orientation of the blade at the time of the throw, and the prevailing wind speed. 


Although a few instances of blade throws were reported during the early years of the wind industry, these 
occurrences are now rare, due in large part to better testing, design, and engineering of commercial wind 
turbines. In October 2008, a Suzlon wind turbine located near Wyanet, IL suffered a blade failure. The cracked 
blade fell approximately 100 to 1S0 ft from the base of the turbine in an adjacent cornfield. To address the 
blade crack problem, the manufacturer has announced a retrofit program to fix all affected blades. 


Fire 


Wind turbines have rarely caught fire. Typically, a turbine fire is allowed to burn itself out while staff personnel 
and fire personnel maintain a safety area around the turbine and protect against the potential for spot ground 
fires that might start due to sparks or falling material. Power to the section of the project with the turbine fire is 


19 Leventhall, G. (2006). Infrasound from wind turbines - Fact, fiction or deception. Canadian Acoustics 
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operators can manually 'bump' the rotor for a few slow rotations to make the blades flex and relieve 
some of the ice build-up. Under these conditions, the slow rotor speed will again result in ice falling to 
the ground in the immediate vicinity of the machine. 
Safety Zones - Establishing adequate setback areas from inhabited buildings, roads, and power lines 
significantly reduces the risk of injury or damage in the event of ice throws. Research into quantifying 
ice throws is limited, which is relative to the limited reporting. The most complete study to date has 
been performed in the UK by C. Morgan, et al. The study quantified the risk of possible strikes from ice 
throws, in terms of distance from the turbine. The study does not propose specific setback distances 
but provides information to help establish setbacks that are comparable to other levels of risk. 


Another factor to consider when assessing the risk of ice throws from wind turbines is that the power grid is 
impacted by ice formation and power to the project may be interrupted by the utility due to repair work or 
actual outages. Turbine operations stop immediately when grid power is lost, thereby reducing ice throw risks. 


The people most at risk from falling ice are the site personnel, as most ice falls from the blades, nacelle, and 
rotor near the base of the tower. Most project developers have strict rules established for personnel and 
operations during icing events to prevent worker injury and to protect the public. 


Vandalism 


Though not unique to wind turbine installations, the potential for vandalism ortrespassing can cause safety 
concerns. Wind turbines may attract more attention than other structures. Project developers report 
incidences of unauthorized access on their sites ranging from curiosity seekers to bullet holes in blades. Permits 
may require fencing and postings at project entrances to prevent unauthorized access. Other requirements 
intended to reduce personal injury and public hazards include locked access to towers and electrical equipment, 
warning signs with postings of 24-hour emergency numbers, and fenced storage yards for equipment and spare 
parts. Fencing requirements will depend on existing land uses such as grazing. Some communities have 
established information kiosks along roadsides to channel curious sightseers out of road traffic and into an area 
that is a safe distance from the turbines. 


Working with Local Emergency Response Teams 


Project developers commonly work with local emergency response teams to provide information or training on 
tower rescues and other wind-specific concerns. Falls, injuries from heavy or rotating equipment, and injuries 
from electricity represent examples of the types of events that can occur at a wind energy facility. The height of 
the nacelle as well as the confined working space can provide additional challenges for medical responders. The 
national Occupational Safety and Health Administration (OSHA) regulations, in addition to state worker safety 
regulations, cover all of the worker safety issues associated with electricity, structural climbing, and other 
hazards present in a wind farm. 


Mitigation through Setbacks 


Many concerns associated with safety, noise, and aesthetics can be addressed by placing distance between the 
wind turbines and people, property lines, roads, and scenic areas. Although no consensus on appropriate 
distances or types of setbacks exists, several common themes appear in a number of wind energy regulations 
put into place prior to May 2005. 


Most local government requirements include setback specifications for the distance between the wind turbine 
and structures (residences and other buildings), property lines, and roads. A few agencies have defined setbacks 
from railroads and overhead transmission lines. The most common way to define a setback distance is in terms 
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of a multiple of the turbine structure height (i.e. 1.5 times the turbine structure height). Other options are to 
specify a fixed distance or a combination of a fixed distance and a multiple of the turbine height. When 
specifying the structure height, it is important to define whether the height is the top of the nacelle or the 
highest point reached by the rotor blade (maximum tip height, or MTH). 


With regard to setbacks from structures and residences, some 
permitting agencies differentiate between houses and 
buildings on the property leased for the project, and houses 
and buildings on adjacent parcels. The implication is that a 
greater distance is appropriate from structures on adjacent 
parcels since those properties have less control over the 
development than the landowner. A waiver of such 


Examples 
Wind turbine setbacks from residences 


Fenner/Stockbridge. NY - 1.5 x MTH 
Martinsburg. NY - 1500 ft 


" Contra Costa County. CA - 2 x MTH 
'. Palm Springs. CA-1200 ft 


requirements is typically granted if written permission is provided from the neighboring landowner.
 


Setbacks from property lines may vary for side and rear lot lines but are generally specified in the same way as
 
setbacks from residences. Setbacks from property 
lines can pose a challenge for small wind turbines 
since these installations tend to occur on smaller land 
parcels. To address this issue, some agencies define 
setbacks for commercial wind turbines only. Small 
turbines are either exempt or evaluated on a case-by
case basis. The community may wish to exempt 
turbines from property line setbacks if the adjacent 
property contains a wind turbine from the same plant, 


Examples 
Wind turbine setbacks from property lines 
" Fenner/Stockbridge. NY -1.5 x MTH 


Martinsburg. NY - 300 ft (rear and Side lot lines) 
" Contra Costa County. CA - 3 x MTH or 500 ft. whichever is 


greater (from all boundaries) 
- Cook County. MN - tower height 
- Wasco County. OR - at least 5 rotor diameters 


or the adjacent property is a participant in the project through a land lease and/or wind easement. This is an 
important consideration particularly in New York, since turbine layouts and plant infrastructure can result in 
many parcels of land being utilized for one project. 


Setbacks from roads are typically greater for major highways than for local roads. In some cases, scenic setbacks 
have been required from particular state highways, local roadways, and trails in close proximity to designated 
wind development areas. 


When establishing setbacks, the intended effect must be balanced with economic considerations for the project 
and overall permitting objectives. For example, a setback decision made by a Town Board in Addison, 
Wisconsin, had the effect of reducing the number of proposed turbines by more than two-thirds for a wind 
project in their jurisdiction. The project developer proposed a setback of 6S0 ft around each turbine 
(approximately 2.S x MTH) to address concerns raised about noise, safety and visual impacts. The Town Board 
decided to expand the setback to a minimum of 1000 ft from any residences, road rights-of-way, or property 
boundaries. The developer had a limited ability to re-position the turbines on the remaining leased property 
while still maintaining an acceptable energy output from the project. As a result, the number of proposed 
turbine sites was reduced from 28 to approximately 8. Ultimately, the developer elected to suspend the project 
because they were unable to satisfy the setbacks and maintain the project's economic viability. This example 
demonstrates the importance of establishing setback policies that are consistent with the community's 
sentiment, even if this could potentially preclude wind development. 


Safety in Design, Construction, and Operation 


Wind turbines and wind power projects often use qualified third-party inspectors to verify grid and system 
safety prior to being energized and during operation. In the design phase, state and local laws require that 
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calculated in the models, along with an understanding of any potential blocking effects, can be used in 
determining appropriate setbacks or other mitigation measures. 


10.2. Sound Emission 
Formerly, noise from operating turbines was a very serious problem for the wind energy industry. Some early 
types of turbines, built in the early 1980s, were loud enough to be audible from as much as a mile away. The 
industry quickly realized that this problem needed to be addressed, and manufacturers began to work on 
making their machines quieter through improved engineering. Today, an operating wind energy project at a 
distance of 750 to 1,000 feet emits sounds at a level comparable to a kitchen refrigerator or a moderately quiet 
room. With appropriate setbacks, wind turbine sound emissions should not affect neighboring residents. 


Measurement 


Sound is typically quantified using the decibel (dBA) scale. This scale is logarithmic and quantifies sound from 
the entire range of audible frequencies, taking human sensitivities to certain frequencies into account. Errorl 
eference source not found. presents a list of common sources of sound, and their relative decibel levels: 


Table 6 - Relative Decibel Levels of Common Sounds 


Source or Activity Indicative Noise Level (dBA) 
Threshold of hearing 
Rural night-time background 
Quiet bedroom 
Wind energy project at 1,150 ft (350 m) 
Car at40 mph at328 ft (100 m) 
Busy general office 
Truck at 30 mph at328 ft (100m) 
Pneumatic drill at 23 ft (7 m) 
Jet aircraft at820 ft (250 m) 
Threshold of pain 


0 
20-40 
35 
35-45 
55 
60 
65 
95 
105 
140 


Source: The Scottish Office, Environment Department, Planning Advice Note, PAN 45, Annex A: Wind 
Power, A.27. Renewable Energy Technologies, August 1994. Cited in "Noise from Wind Turbines'" 
British Wind Energy Association, http://www.bwea.com/reflnoise.html 


The perceived loudness of a sound decreases by the inverse square law; if the distance between a sound source 
and an observer is doubled, the perceived sound is decreased by a factor of four. Furthermore, if two identical 
sources are located at equal distances from an observer (i.e. wind turbines), the noise level (dB) will double. 
However, since humans perceive sound in terms ofthe logarithm of the sound pressure, the number of sources 
would need to increase by a factor often to double the perceived sound level.'D 


Source 


The sources of the sounds are either mechanical or aerodynamic. Mechanical sounds are produced by 
components in the nacelle, while aerodynamic sounds are produced by the flow of air over the blades. Sound 
emission levels vary by turbine size. For example, smaller turbines «30 kW) rotate at much faster speeds than 
large, utility-scale turbines, and thus, tend to emit more sound. The component housing for a small turbine may 


30 Sound from Turbines, Danish Wind Industry Association 
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not be insulated as well as a nacelle on a larger turbine. Therefore, sound/noise regulations need to separately 
address small, residential-scale turbines and large, utility-scale turbines. 


Depending on the size and configuration, both upwind and downwind turbines can emit up to four types of 
sounds during operation: tonal, broadband, low frequency, and impulsive. 


o	 Tonal sounds emanate at discrete frequencies (e.g., meshing gears)" 
Broadband sounds are characterized by a continuous distribution of sound pressure with frequencies 
over 100 Hz (e.g., whooshing sound) 
Low frequency sounds range from 20 to 100 Hz 
Impulsive sounds are short acoustic impulses" 


A fifth type of sound generated by wind turbines is infrasound. The term infrasound is used to describe low 
frequency sounds (below 20Hz). In some cases, people have attributed health problems to infrasound 
generated by wind turbines. While wind turbines do produce infrasound, it is below the audibie threshold and is 
not believed to have an adverse affect on a person's health". There have been several other studies 
investigating wind turbine infrasound generation and possibly associated health risks. HGC Engineering 
concluded that infrasonic levels created by wind turbines are comparable to the ambient levels created in the 
natural environment by the wind'· They further conclude that there is no evidence of adverse health effects 
caused by this infrasound. 


Measuring 


Sound is measured as a sound power level or sound pressure level. Sound power refers to the acoustic power 
emitted by the source while sound pressure is measured by the observer at a location. A sound level meter 
senses the pressure emulating from the source, and converts this to a decibel reading. There is a difference, 
however, between the sound level and the perceived noise from a wind turbine. The term noise, in this case, 
refers to sound that is perceived as annoying by the observer. So while sound pressure levels can be measured, 
the perception of that sound pressure level cannot. Thus, determination of the sounds as noise becomes a 
subjective matter that can make control and mitigation of concerns difficult. Most sound/noise studies that test 
the sound pressure levels produced by turbines are not publicly available, which leaves anecdotal evidence or 
qualitative studies. Since sound can be described in many different, but equally valid ways, comparing 
anecdotal evidence can be difficult. 


Additionally, many environmental conditions can have a significant effect on the type of sounds emitted from a 
turbine as well as the distance sounds travel from the turbine. Wind direction, atmospheric conditions, wind 
speed, vegetation cover, topography, and local background sounds all affect the reception of sounds from 
turbines. Sounds from turbines are typically more perceptible in low to moderate wind conditions since the 
natural background sound of the wind masks turbine sounds in high wind speed conditions. Therefore, most 
public authorities rely on sound calculations instead of sound measurements to assess a project's potential 
impact. Calculating potential sound emission from a future wind farm is an important step in assessing the 
project's environmental impact and acquiring required permits and permissions. 


31 Large-scale wind turbines are designed with the rotor (blades and hub] upwind of the tower (upwind). The majority of 
small-scale turbines also utilize an upwind design. 
" Rogers, Anthony A. et. al. Wind Turbine Noise Issues. Renewable Energy Research Laboratory, Center for Energy 
Efficiency and Renewable Energy, Department of Mechanical and Industrial Engineering. University of Massachusetts at 
Amherst. June 2002, amended March 2004. 
33 Leventhall, G. (2006). Infrasound from wind turbines - Fact, fiction or deception. Canadian Acoustics 
34 HGC Engineering (2006), Wind Turbines and Infrasound. Prepared for CanWEA. 
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Most turbine manufacturers provide turbine sound data, determined in accordance with IEC international 
standards. These standards are referenced to an 8 mls wind speed at 10 meters above the ground. The 
measurements are usually taken at ground level using a microphone and then normalized to IEC standards. The 
levels given by wind turbine manufacturers allow a direct comparison between turbines and facilitate sound 
studies. 


Assessing and Mitigating 


Aerodynamic sound from turbines has been reduced in 
recent years by changing the thickness of the blades' 
trailing edges and by making the blades face upwind 
rather than downwind. On downwind designs, when 
the wind hits the tower before the blades, the tower's 
shadow can cause a thumping sound each time a blade 
passes behind the tower; on upwind designs, the wind 
hits the blades first, then the tower, minimizing noise. 
Improved insulation has reduced the sound emitted by 
mechanical components, such as the gearbox. 


Strategies for assessing or mitigating sound from wind 
farms usually consider the different tonal frequency of 
the sounds emanating from wind turbines, not just 
overall decibel level. Therefore, background sounds 
must be considered. Most local requirements use some 
form of exceedance over measured background levels 
as a threshold. The exceedance level can vary from 5 to 
8 decibels. 


Distance is the most effective mitigating measure for 
addressing sound from wind turbines; thus, utilizing 
setbacks that specify a certain sound level at a certain 
distance from the turbine is an effective mitigation 
option. 


Examples of Sound Regulations: 


Town of Fenner. Madison County 


"	 Sound from individual turbines shall not exceed 50 
dBA as measured at the boundaries of all the 
closest parcels that are owned by non-site owners 
and abut the site parcels (includes background 
sounds) 


Ontario Canada 


" Setbacks are instituted to prevent sound from 
exceeding 40 dBA at the receptor 


" The applicable setback increases with the number 
of turbines and the turbine's sound level rating 


Riverside County. California 


•	 50 to 55 dBA depending on the size of the project 
and the location 


" Certain conditions may trigger an acoustic study 
o	 Low frequency noise (between 5 to 100 Hz) is 


limited to 67 to 75 dBA 


Sound emission modeling software programs may be utilized to simulate the built wind farm and potential 
sound emissions. These models may take the type of turbine, turbine layout, and site characteristics into 
account to help estimate the project's potential impact. These models may also be useful in determining the 
impact a project will have on multiple towns and communities in the vicinity ofthe project. 


As part of a State Environmental Quality Review, all relevant environmental issues must be assessed, including 
the potential sound emission impacts. During an environmental review, site characteristics that may be 
analyzed include, but are not limited to, the following": 


'.- Evaluation of sound characteristics
 
Ambient noise level
 
Future noise level
 
Increase in sound pressure level
 
Sharp and startling noise
 


35 Assessing and Mitigating Noise Impacts, New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (2001) 


63 







Table 1: Summary of Existing Literature on Impacts of Wind Projects on Property Values 


Before or After 
Number or Wind Facility Scenic 


Document Type Transactions Construction Area Vista Nuisance 
Author(s) Year or Respondents Commenced Stigma Stigma Stil!Dla 


Homeowner Survev 
Haughton el al. 2004 501 Before - * - * 
Goldman 2006 50 After none 
Firestone et al. 2007 504 Before - * - * 
Bond 2008 -300 After - 7 -7 


Exnert Survev 
Grover 2002 13 After Doue none 
Haughton el al. 2004 45 Before - * - * 
Khatri 2004 405 Before" -7 -7 
Goldman 2006 50 After none none 
Kielisch 2009 57 Before" - 7 


Transaction Analvsis - Simnle Statistics 
Jerabek 2001 25 After none 
Jerabek 2002 7 After none 
Sterzinger el al. 2003 24,000 After DODe 


Beck 2004 2 After none 
Poletti 2005 187 After DODe DODe 


DeLacy 2005 21 Before' DODe 


Goldman 2006 4 After Done 


Poletti 2007 256 After DODe Done 
McCann 2008 2 After - 7 
Kielisch 2009 103 After -7 


Transaction Analvsis  Hedonic Model 
Jordal-Jorgensen 1996 ? After - 7 
Hoen 2006 280 After none 
Sims & Denl 2007 919 After - * 
Sims el al. 2008 199 After -/+ * 
tt none" indicates the majority ofthe respondents do not believe properties have been affected (for surveys)
 
or that no effect was detected at 10% significance level (for transaction analysis)
 


II_?" indicates a negative effectwitholll statistical significance provided
 


"- *11 indicates statistically significant negative effict at 10% significance level 


"_/+ *11 indicates positive and negative statistically significant effects at 10% significance level 


I t Sales were collected after facility announcement but before construction 
I± Some resoondents had exoerience with valuations near facilities while others did not 


9
 







A.5 ILLC Study Area: Lee County (Illinois) 


Figure A - 6: Map ofILLC Study Area 
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Area Description 
This study area is situated roughly 80 miles due West of Chicago, in Lee County, Illinois, and 
includes two wind facilities. The 63 turbine (53 MW) Mendota Hills Wind Project sits just West 
ofNorth-South Highway 39, and 10 miles South ofEast-West Highway 88. Development began 
on the facility in 2001 and was completed in 2003. The second facility, the 40 turbine (80 MW) 
GSG Wind Farm is South and West of the Mendota Hills facility, and is broken into two parts: 
roughly one third of the turbines are situated two miles due north of the small town ofSublette, 
with the remainder located roughly six miles to the southeast and spanning the line separating 
Lee from La Salle County. Development began on this project in the fall of 2006 and was 
completed in April of the following year. The town ofPaw Paw, which is East ofHighway 38 
and both facilities, is the largest urban area in the study area, but is further away from the 
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facilities than the towns of Compton, West Brooklyn, Scarboro, and Sublette. Also, to the North 
of the facilities are the towns ofLee, to the East ofHighway 38, and Steward, just to the West. 
Although many home sales occurred in these towns, a significant number of additional sales 
occurred on small residential tracts in more-rural areas or in small developments. The 
topography ofthe area is largely flat, but falls away slightly to the East towards Paw Paw. The 
area enjoyed significant development during the real estate boom led by commuters from the 
Chicago metropolitan area, which was focused in the Paw Paw area but was also seen in semi
rural subdivisions to the Southwest and North of the wind facility. 


Data Collection and Summary 
County Supervisor Wendy Ryerson was enormously helpful in answering questions and 
providing data, as were Carmen Bollman and GIS Director, Brant Scheidecker, who also work in 
the county office. Wendy and Carmen facilitated the sales and home characteristic data request 
and Brant provided the GIS data. Additionally, real estate brokers Neva Grevengoed of LNG 
Realtor, Alisa Stewart ofAC Comer Stone, and Beth Einsely of Einsely Real Estate were helpful 
in understanding the local market. 


The county provided information on 412 valid single-family transactions that occurred between 
1998 and 2007 within 10 miles ofthe nearest wind turbine, all of which were included in the 
sample. !Os These sales ranged in price from $14,500 to $554,148, with a mean of$128,301. Of 
those sales, 213 occurred after construction commenced on the wind facility and, ofthose, 36 
had views of the turbines - nine of which were rated more dramatically than MINOR. Only two 
sales occurred within one mile ofthe nearest wind turbine. 


Area Statistics 
Siudy Period 


Begin 
Siudy Period 


End 
Number or 


Sales 
Median 


Price 
Mean 
Price 


Minimum 
Price 


Maximum 
Price 


5/1/1998 3/2/2007 412 $113,250 $128,301 $14,500 $554,148 


Facilitv Statistics 


Facility Name 
Number of 


MW 
Number of 
Turbines 


Announce 
nale 


Construction 
Begin Date 


Completion 
Dale 


Turbine 
Maker 


Hub Heighl 
(Meters) 


Mendota Hills 50.4 63 Nov-Ol Aug-03 Nov-03 Gamesa 65 
GSG Wind Farm 80 40 Dec-05 Sep-06 Apr-07 Gamesa 78 


Source: AWEA & Ventyx Inc. 


108 This county was not able to provide data electronically back 10 1996, as would have been preferred, bUI because 
wind projecl developmenl did nol occur unlil2001, Ihere was ample lime in Ihe study period 10 establish pre
armouncement sale price levels. 
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Variables of Interest Statistics 


Development Period 
P.. Post Announcement lst Year After 2nd Year Arter 2+ Years Aller 


Announcement Pre Construction COD.!Itruction CODslruetion Construction 
Total 


I Lee. IL (ILLC) 115 84 62 71 80 412 


View ofTurbines Pre 
None Minor Modernte Substantial Extreme


Cooslruetian 
Tolal 


I Lee, IL (lLLC) 199 177 27 7 1 1 412 


Distance to 
Nearest Turbine 


I Lee, n.. (ILLC) 


P.. 
<0.57 Miles 0.57 - 1 Mileli 1-3 Miles 3·5 Miles > SMiles


Construction 


199 1 1 85 69 57 


Total 


412 


Census Statistics 


Name Type 
2007 


Population 
% Change 
Since 2000 


Population 
Per Mile"2 


Median 
Age 


Median 
Income 


Median 
House 2007 


% Change 
Since 2000 


PawPaw Town 884 2.6% 1,563 38.0 $ 48,399 $ 151,954 nI. 
Compton Town 337 -2.9% 2,032 32.8 $ 44,023 $ 114,374 nI. 
Steward Town 263 -3.0% 2,116 35.2 $ 59.361 $ 151,791 nI. 
Sublette Town 445 -2.4% 1,272 37.7 $ 55,910 $ 133,328 nI. 
Lee County 35,450 -1.7% 49 37.9 $ 47,591 $ 1'36,778 64% 
Illinois State 12,852,548 3.5% 223 34.7 $ 54124 $ 208,800 60% 
US CountrY 301,139,947 7.0% 86 37.9 $ 50.233 $ 243.742 46% ..Source: City-Data. com & Wlkipedza. "% Change Smce 2000" refers to the percentage change between 
2000 and 2007for the figures in the column to the left (population or median house price). "Town" 
signifies any municipality with less than 10,000 inhabitants. "nla" Signifies data not available. 
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ADDRESSING CONCERNS WITH WIND TURJJINES AND HUMANHEALTH 


Revised: April 2009 


At present there are well over 10,000 wind turbines installed and operating in North America, 
and tens of thousands of people who live and work in proximity to these wind turbines. Of these 
individuals, a very small number have claimed that their health has been negatively impacted by 
wind turbines. However, surveys ofpeer-reviewed scientific literature have consistently found 
no evidence linking wind turbines to human health concerns. It is important to note that all wind 
energy projects are required to undertake environmental assessments that assess the potential 
impacts of wind turbines on ecosystems and human health. The studies also ensure that the 
installations meet strict government regulations with respect to sound. 


Certain individuals contend that wind turbines can adversely impact the health of individuals 
living in proximity to wind turbines. A prominent advocate ofthis view is Dr. Nina Pierpont of 
Malone, New York who claims that people living in proximity to wind farms may suffer from 
"Wind Turbine Syndrome". This view, however, is not supported by scientists who specialize in 
acoustics, low frequency sound and related human health impacts. It is i~portant to point out 
that none of the work by Dr. Pierpont - or others claiming similar impacts - has been published 
in peer-reviewed journals. This fact raises questions as to the scientific validity ofthese 
assertions. 


The following is a concise summary ofartic1es and publications on the subject from reputable 
sources in Europe and North America: 


1.	 "Infrasoundfrom Wind Turbines - Fact, Fiction or Deception?" by Geoff Leventhall in 
Vol. 34 No.2 (2006) of the peer-reviewed journal Canadian Acoustics. This paper looks 
at the question of whether or not wind turbines produce infrasound at levels that can 
impact humans. It directly addresses assertions frequently made by Dr. Nina Pierpont, 
author ofa recent book entitled "Wind Turbine Syndrome". "In the USA, a high profile 
objector (Nina Pierpont ofMalone NY) placed an advertisement in a local paper, 
consisting entirely of selected quotations from a previously published technical paper by 
van den Berg (Van den Berg 2004). However the comment "[Le. infrasonic]", as shown 
in Fig 3, was added in the first line of the first quotation in a manner which might mislead 
naive readers into believing that it was part of the original. The van den Berg paper was 
based on A-weighted measurements and had no connection with infrasound. So, not only 
is the advertisement displaying the advertiser's self deception, but this has also been 
propagated to others who have read it. [... ] Claims of infrasound are irrelevant and 
possibly harmful, should they lead to unnecessary fears." 
www.wind.appstate.edu/reports/06-06Leventhall-lnfras- WT-CanAcolistics2.pdf 


2.	 "Context and Opinion Related to the Health Effects ofNoise Generated by Wind 
Turbines ", Agence Frans;aise de Securite Sanitaire de I'Environnement et du Travail 
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(Affset), 2006. Afsset was mandated by the Ministries responsible for health and the 
environment to conduct a critical analysis of a report issued by the Academie nationale de 
medicine that advocated the use of a minimum 1,500 metre setback distance for 2.5 MW 
wind turbines or more. The Affset report concluded that "It appears that the noise emitted 
by wind turbines is not sufficient to result in direct health consequences as far as auditory 
effects are concerned. [...JA review ofthe data on noise measured in proximity to wind 
turbines, sound propagation simulations and field surveys demonstrates that a pennanent 
definition of a minimum 1,500 m setback distance from homes, even when limited to 
windmills of more than 2.5 MW, does not reflect the reality of exposure to noise and does 
not seem relevant." http://www.afsse.ti·/index.php?pageid=I862&parentid=523 (in 
French only - please contact CanWEA for an English translation of this text) 


3.	 Summary of research on wind turbines, noise and possible health effects, commissioned 
by the UK Government's Department for Business, Enterprise & Regulatory Refonn: 


a.	 In 2006 the UK Government published a study by Hayes McKenzie which 
investigated claims that infrasound or low frequency noise emitted by wind turbine 
generators was causing health effects. The report concluded that there is no 
evidence ofhealth effects arising from infrasound or low frequency noise generated 
by wind turbines. The report went on to note that a phenomenon known as 
Aerodynamic Modulation (AM) may be the cause of these complaints. 
(www.dti.gov.uIJenergy/sources/renewables/publications/page31267.html) 


b. The Government then commissioned experts at Salford University to investigate 
Aerodynamic Modulation and the broader issue ofnoise from wind turbines. The 
Salford research looked at 133 wind fanns and concluded that " ... in tenns of the 
number of people affected, wind farm noise is a small-scale problem compared with 
other types of noise; for example the number of complaints about industrial noise 
exceeds those about windfarms by around three orders of magnitude" and that "The 
low incidence ofAM and the low numbers ofpeople adversely affected make it 
difficult to justify further research funding in preference to other more widespread 
noise issues." 
http://usir.salford.ac.ukl[554/I/Salford Uni Report Turbine Sound.pdf. 


c.	 Based on these findings, the U.K. Government published a statement indicating that 
"Government does not consider there to be a compelling case for further work into 
AM and will not carry out any further research at this time." 
http://www.berr.gov.uklfiles/file4057 I.pdf 


4.	 "Health impact o/wind turbines", prepared by the Municipality of Chatham-Kent Health 
& Family Services Public Health Unit. This is a comprehensive review of available 
literature on the subject. This paper concludes and concurs with the original quote from 
Chatham-Kent's Acting Medical Officer ofHealth, Dr. David Colby: "In summary, as 
long as the Ministry ofEnvironment Guidelines for location criteria of wind farms are 
followed, it is my opinion that there will be negligible adverse health impacts on 
Chatham-Kent citizens. Although opposition to wind farms on aesthetic grounds is a 
legitimate point of view, opposition to wind farms on the basis of potential adverse health 
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consequences is not justified by the evidence." http://www.chatham
kent.ca/NRlrdonlyres/CA6E8804-D6FF-42A5-B93B-5229FA 12787517046/5a.pdf 


5.	 "Wind Turbine Acoustic Noise", A White Paper by Dr. Anthony Rodgers at the 
University ofMassachusetts at Amherst. This paper looked into the issue of both sound 
and infrasound (low frequency sound) and concluded "There is no reliable evidence that 
infrasound below the perception threshold produces physiological or psychological 
effects." 
http://www.ceere.org/rerllpublications/whitepapers/Wind Turbine Acoustic Noise Rev 
2006.pdf 


6.	 "Recent Studies ofInfrasoundfrom Industrial Sources" by Will iam Gastmeier and Brian 
Howe, presented at the Canadian Acoustical Association, October 2008. The authors 
"conducted several infrasound studies using refined measurement methods to isolate the 
infrasound energy produced by industrial sources from naturally occurring infrasound in 
the environment." The results conclude "that infrasound from wind turbine generators is 
well below any realistic human perception limits." Available from the Canadian 
Acoustical Association, www.caa-aca.ca 


7.	 "Electricity generation and health" in the peer-reviewed journal The Lancet. The paper 
concludes that "Fonus of renewable energy generation are still in the early phases of their 
technological development, but most seem to be associated with few adverse effects on 
health" http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/I7876910 


8.	 "Energy, sustainable development and health", World Health Organisation, June 2004. 
The study finds that "Renewable sources, such as photovoltaic and wind energy, are 
associated with fewer health effects. [...] The increased use of renewable energy, 
especially wind, solar and photovoltaic energy, will have positive health benefits, some 
of which have been estimated." There is also a table on page 79 showing the relative 
health effects ofnearly all sources ofenergy, which clearly shows wind as negligible. 
http://www.ellro.who.int/docllmentJeehc/ebakdoc08.pdf 


These findings clearly show that there is no peer-reviewed scientific evidence indicating that 
wind turbines have an adverse impact on human health. 
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INFRASOUND FROM WIND TURBINES - FACT, FICTION OR DECEPTION 


Geoff LeventhaU
 
Noise and Vibration Consultant, 150 Craddocks Avenue Ashtead Surrey KT21 INL UK, geoff@activenoise.co.uk
 


ABSTRACT 


Infrasound is discussed in tenns of what it actually is, how the media has dealt with it and what those 
with limited knowledge say about it. The perception of infcasound oeceurs at levels higher than the levels 
produced by wind turbines and there is now agreement amongst acousticians that infrasound from wind 
turbines is not a problem, Statements on infrasound from objectors are considered and it is shown how these 
may have caused avoidable distress to residents near wind turbines and also diverted attention from the main 
noise source, which is the repeating sound oftlle blades interacting with the tower. This is the noise which 
requires attention, both to reduee it and to develop optimum assessment methods 


RESUME 


Cinfrason est discute en tennes de ce qu'il est reellement, son traitement dans les medias et par ceux avec 
des connaissances limitee ason sujet. La pereeption de l'infrason est qu'it eXLste ades niveaux plus hauts 
que ceux produits par des eoliennes, mais il y a maintenant accord panni les acousticiens que l'infrason des 
eoliennes n'est pas un probh~me. Des rapports sur I'infrason par des protestataires sont consideres et on 
montee comment ceux-ci ont pu eauser de la detresse evitable aux residants pres des eoliennes et egalement 
divertir ['attention de la source principale de bruit: Ie son repetitifde [' interaction des lames avec la tour. C'est 
ce bruit qui exige de l'attention, pour Ie reduire et pour developper des methodes optimales d'evaluation. 


1. INFRASOUND considered as the low frequency region, with possible exten
sions by an octave at each end of this range, giving 5Hz to 


A definition of infrasound is: Acoustic oscillations whose 200Hz. There is a very fuzzy boundary between infrasound 
frequency is below the low frequency limit of audible sound and low frequency noise, which often eauses confusion. 


(about 16Hz). (IEC 1994) Hearing thresholds in the infrasonic and low frequency 
This definition is incorrect, as sound remains audible at region are shown in Fig I. The solid line above 20Hz is the 


frequencies well below] 6Hz. For example, measurements low frequency end of the ISO standard threshold (ISO:226 
of hearing threshold have been made down to 4Hz for expo 2003). The dashed curve, 4Hz to 125Hz, is from Watanabe 
sure in an acollstic chamber (Watanabe and Meller 1990b) and Meller (Watanabe and Meller 1990b). There is good 


and down to 1.5 Hz for earphone listening (Yeowart, Bryan correspondence between the two thr.eshold measurements in 
et aJ. 1967) the overlap region. 


The limit of 16Hz, or more commonly considered as The slope of the hearing threshold reduces below about 


20Hz, arises from the lower frequency limit of the standard 15Hz from approximately 20dB/octave above 15 Hz to about· 


ized equal loudness hearing contours measured in units of 12dB/octave below. (Yeowart, Bryan et aJ. 1967). The com
phons, which is a difficult measurement at low frequencies, mon assumption that "infrasound" is inaudible is incorrect, 


not from the lower limit of hearing. arising from an unfortunate choice of descriptor. "Real" 
infrasound, at levels and frequencies below audibility are 
largely natural phenomena, although human activities, such 2. THE AUDIBILITY OF INFRASOUND 
as explosions, also produce infrasound. Microphone arrays 
for the detection of airborne infrasound are a component ofHearing sensation does not suddenly cease at 20Hz when the 
the monitoring for the Nuclear Test Ban Treaty frequency is reduced from 21Hz to 19Hz, but continues from 


The median hearing threshold is not a simple delineation 20Hz down to very low frequencies of several Hertz. It is 
between "Can hear - Can't hear", but the threshold is rather not possible to define an inaudible infrasound range and an 
variable between individuals, depending on their genetics, audible audio range as separate regions, unless the infrasound 
prior noise exposure and age (lS07029 2000). The standard range is limited to naturally occurring infrasound of very low 
deviation of threshold measurements is typically about 6dB. frequencies. The range from about 10Hz to 100Hz can be 
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Figure 1. Infrasonic and low rrequency threshold 


Therefore, it is most unlikely that anyone will be able to hear 
sound at any frequency which is more than, say, 20dB below 
its median threshold. 


The false concept that infrasound is inaudible, when cou
pled with the many eommon misconeeptions about its sub
jective effecls, has spawned concerns, particularly expressed 
in popular publications, which are best described as mythol
ogy, rather than fact. 


A report reviewing low frequency noise (LeventhalI, 
Benton et at. 2003) is available on the internet. 


High levels at very low frequencies: These may result in au
ral pain, which is not a hearing sensation, but arises from dis
placements of the middle ear system beyond its comfortable 
limits. Persons with both hearing ability and hearing loss, 
and with nonnal middle ears, exhibit aural pain at a similar 
stimulus level, which is at about 165dB at 2Hz, reducing to 
145dB at 20Hz. Static pressure produces pain at 175 -180dB, 
whilst eardrum rupture occurs at 185 -190dB (von Gierke and 
Nixon 1976). A pressure of5 x 104 Pa, which is about half 
atmospheric pressure, falls in the 185 -190dB range. A child 
on a swing experiences infrasound at a level of around 11 OdB 
and frequency 0.5Hz, depending on the suspended length and 
the change in height during the swing. 


Natural infrasound: We are enveloped in naturally occur
ring infrasound, which is in the range from about 0.01 Hz to 
2Hz and is at inaudible levels. The lower limit of one cycle 
in a hundred seconds separates infrasound, as a propagating 
wave, from all but the fastest fluctuations in barometric pres
sure. There are many natural sources of infrasound, includ
ing meteors, volcanic eruptions, ocean waves, wind and any 
effect which leads to slow oscillations of the air. Man made 
sources include explosions, large combustion processes, slow 
speed fans and machinery. Much natural infrasound is lower 


Canadian Acoustics / Acoustique canadienne 


in frequency than 1 Hz and below the hearing threshold. (Be
dard and George 2000). Our evolution has been in the pres
ence of natural infrasound. 


Alternative receptors: The question arises of whether there 
is a hierarchy of receptors, of which the ear is the most sen
sitive exeept at the lower frequencies, when other receptors 
may come into prominence. Several vibration and contact de
tectors reside in the skin, covering different frequency ranges 
(Jolmson 2001). The Pacinian corpuscles are the most sensi
tive, with a threshold displacement of about 0.002rnm in the 
region of 200Hz,. Their sensitivity into lower frequencies re
duces at approximately 50dB per decade from the maximum 
sensitivity. 


The threshold displacement ofO.002mm at 200Hz is sim
ilar to the particle displacement in air ofa 200Hz sound wave 
of 94dB (I Pa ) pressure. Since the particle displacement 
in a sound wave of fixed pressure doubles as the frequeney 
is halved (20dB per decade) inaudible sound waves will not 
excite these subcutaneous receptors.
 
There is no reliable evidence that infrasound at levels below
 
its hearing threshold has an adverse effect on the body (Ber
glund and Lindvall 1995). A recent French study of wind 
turbine noise confirms that infrasound from wind turbines is 
not a problem. (Chouard 2006) 


Body vibrations: It is known that high levels of low fre
quency noise excite body vibrations (Leventhall, Benton et 
at. 2003). The most prominent body response is a chest reso
nance vibration in the region of50Hz to 80Hz, occurring at 
levels above about 80dB, which are audible in this frequency 
range. The low frequency perception thresholds of normal 
hearing and profoundly deaf subjects have also been investi
gated (Yamada, Ikuji et at. 1983), when it was shown that the 
profoundly deaf subjects perceived noise through their body 
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only at levels which were in exeess of normal thresholds. 
The threshold of sensation of the deaf subjects was 40-50dB 
above the hearing threshold of those with normal hearing up 
to a frequency of 63Hz and greater at higher frequencies. For 
example about 100dB greater at I kHz, at which level per
ception was by the subjects' residual hearing. Deaf subjects 
experienced chest vibration in the same frequency range as 
nOffilal hearing subjects. 


The much repeated statement that "infrasound can be felt 
but not heard" is not supported by these measurements. The 
erroneous thought processes which led to this confusion are 
possibly: 


Infrasound causes body vibrations - (correct at very high 
levels) 
But infrasound is inaudible - (not correct at very high 
levels) 
Therefore infrasound ean be felt but not heard - (not cor
rect) 


neglecting that the levels to produce body vibrations are well 
above the hearing threshold. But, as will be shown later, 
infrasound is not a problem for modern wind turbines. 


The dimensions of noise: Noise is multidimensional. A one 
dimensional view ofnoise is the A - weighting, whieh consid
ers only levels and negleels frequencies. Another one-dimen
sional view is to consider only frequeneies and negleet levels. 
Developing the dimensions further, two dimensions inelude 
both frequency and level (the spectrum), three dimensions 
adds in the time variations of the noise, whilst higher dimen
sions include subjeetive response. 


Many lay people take the one dimensional view of in
frasound, whieh is based on frequeney atone. They express 
concern at the presenee of any infrasound, irrespective of its 
level. This is a significant failure of understanding. 


Public Perceptions: The Public has been misled by the me
dia about infrasound, resulting in needless fears and anxiet
ies, which possibly arise from confusion of the work on sub
jective effects, which has been earried out at high, audible 
levels with the popular mindset that infrasound is inaudible. 
There have also been misunderstandings fostered in publica
tions and popular science books, considered later. 


Early work on low frequency noise and its subjeetive ef
feets was stimulated by the American space program. Launch 
vehicles produce high noise levels with maximum energy in 
the low frequeney region. Furthermore, as the vehicle accel
erates, the crew compartment is subjeeted to boundary layer 
turbulence noise for about two minutes after lift-off. Experi
ments were carried out in low frequency noise ehambers on 
short term subjective tolerance to bands of noise at very high 
levels of 140 to 150dB, in the frequeney range up to 100Hz 
(Mohr, Cole et al. 1965). It was concluded that the subjects, 
who were experienced in noise exposure and who were wear
ing ear protection, could tolerate both broadband and discrete 
frequency noisc in the range 


I Hz to 100Hz at sound pressure levels up to l50d8. Later 
work suggests that, for 24 hour exposure, levels ofl20 -130dB 
are tolerable below 20Hz. These limits were set to prevent di
rect physiological damage, not for comfort. (Mohr, Cole et 
al. 1965; Westin 1975; von Gierke and Nixon 1976). 


The Ameriean work did not attract media attention, but 
in the late 1960's two papers from France led to much pub
licity and speculative exaggerations. (Gavreau, Condat et 
al. 1966; Gavreau 1968). Although both papers earry "infra
sound" in their titles, there is very little on frequencies below 
20Hz (Leventhall 2005). Some rather easual and irrespon
sible experiments of the "try it and see" variety were carried 
out on exposure of the laboratory staff, primarily using high 
intensity pneumatie sources at frequeneies mainly at the up
per end of the fow frequency range, or above. For example, 
196Hz atl60dB sound level and 340Hz at 155dB sound lev
el. A high intensity whistle at 2600Hz is also ineluded in the 
"infrasound" papers. 


Inji'asounds are not difficult 10 study but they are poten
tially harmfUl. For example olle olmy colleagues, R Le
vavassew; who designed a powerful emitter known as the 
'Leva vasseur whistle' is now a victim of his own inven
tiveness. One of his larger whistles emitting at 2600Hz 
had an acoustic power ofI kW. .... This proved sufficient 
to make him a lifelong invalid (Gavreau 1968) 


Of course, 2600Hz is not infrasound, but the misleading 
implication is that infrasound eaused injury to Levavasseur. 
A point souree of sound of power 1 kW will produee a sound 
level of about 140dB at I m, which is a very undesirable ex
posure at 2600Hz. 


Referring to the exposure of 160dB at 196Hz: 


...after the test we became aware ofa painjil! 'resonance' 
within our bodies - everything inside us seemed to vibrate 
when we spoke or moved What had happened was that 
this soundat 160 decibels........ acting directly on Ihe body
 
produced intense friction between internal organs, result
ing in sever irritation of the nerve endings. Presumably 
if the test had lasted longer than five minutes, internal 
haemon'hage would have occurred (Gavreau 1968) 


96 Hz is not infrasound, but the unpleasant effeets at 
160dB are described in a paper which is said to be about "In
frasound". Inlernal haemorrhage is often quoted as an effeet 
of exposure to infrasound. Exposure levels were not given 
for frequencies of 37Hz and 7Hz, although the 7Hz eaused 
subjeetive disturbanee and vibrations of the laboratory walls. 
Unfortunately, these papers by Gavreau were seized upon by 
the press and presented to claim that infrasound was danger
ous . For example "The silent killer all around us", London 
Evening News, 25 May 1974. When work by other investiga
tors detected moderate levels of infrasound in, for example, 
road vehieles, the press was delighted, leading to "The silent 
sound menaees drivers" - Daily Mirror, 19 October 1969. 
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"Danger in unheard car sounds" The Observer, 21 April 
1974. 


The most deplorable example, in a book which claimed to 
have checked its sources, was in "Supernature" by Lyall Wat
son (Coronet 1973). In this it is claimed that the technician 
who gave one ofGavreau's high power infrasound sources its 
trial run "fell down dead on the spot" and that two infrasonic 
generators "focused on a point even five miles away produce 
a resonance that can knock a building down as effectively as 
a major earthquake". 
These ficticious statements are, of course, totally incorrect 
but are clear contributors to some of the unfounded concerns 
which the public feels about infrasound. One can detect a 
transition from Gavreau and his colleague feeling ill after ex
posure to the high level of 196Hz to "fell down dead on the 
spot" and a further transition from laboratory walls vibrating 
to "can knock a building down", transitions which resulted 
from repeated media exaggerations over a period of five or 
six years. 


The misunderstanding between infrasound and low fre
quency noise eontinues to the present day. A newspaper ar
ticle on low frequency noise from wind turbines (Miller 24 
January 2004) , opens with: 


Onshore wind farms are a health hazard to people living 
near them because of the low-frequeney noise that they emit, 
aceording. to new medical studies. A French translation of 
this article for use by objectors' groups opens with: 


De nouvelles etudes medicafes indiquent que fes eoliennes 
terrestres representent un risque pour fa sante des gens 
habitant a pmximite, a cause d'emission d'injrasons. 


The translation of low frequency noise into infrasons 
continues through the article. This is not a trivial misrepre
sentation because, following on from Gavreau, infrasound .. + 
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has been connected with many misfortunes, being blamed for 
problems for which some other explanation had not yet been 
found e.g., brain tumours, cot deaths of babies, road acci
dents. 


Infrasound, and its companion low frequency noise, now 
occupy a special position in the national psyche of a number 
of countries, where they lie in wait for an activating trigger 
to re-generate concerns of effects on health. Earlier triggers 
have been defence establishments and gas pipelines. A cur
rent trigger is wind turbines. 


3 INFRASOUND AND LOW FREQUENCY 
NOISE FROM WIND TURBINES 


Early designs of downwind turbines produced pressure 
pulses at about once per second, which were high enough to 
cause vibrations in lightweight buildings nearby. (Shepherd 
and Hubbard 1991). A series of pulses occurring at one 
per seeond analyses into a harmonic series in the infrasound 
region, which is the origin of the link between wind turbines 
and infrasound One eould discuss whether the Fourier time
frequeney duality is misleading on this point, since it was 
the effects of peaks of the pulses which caused the building 
vibration, not a continuous infrasonic wave. Similar vibra
tion would have oecurred with a faster stream ofpulses, with 
the limiting condition that the pulse repetition rate was lower 
than the period of the vibration. 


Modem up-wind turbines produce pulses which also 
analyse as infrasound, but at low levels, typically 50 to 70dB, 
well below the hearing threshold. Infrasound can be neglect
ed in the assessment of the noise of nlodern wind turbines 
(Jakobsen 2004) 


Fig 2 shows the infrasonic and low frequency noise at 
65m from a 1.5MW wind turbine on a windy day. The fol
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Figure 2. Spectrum of a modern upwind wind turbine - Upper trace Wind Turbine Noise. Lower trace Background noise. 
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lowing should be noted. 


The fall off below about 5Hz is an instrument effeet. The 
background noise aetually increases down to the frequencies 
of atmospheric pressure variations. 


Frequencies below 40Hz calIDot be distinguished from 
background noise due to wind. 


The wind turbine noise and background noise separate 
above about 40Hz and both rise above the median hearing 
threshold. 


The measurements were taken at 6501. Levels are likely 
to be about 15dB lower at normal separation distances 


On the oecasions. such as unusually turbulent inflow 
conditions, when low frequency noise is produced by wind 
turbines, it may not be perceived as a noise, but rather as an 
unidentified adverse component in the environment, which 
disappears if the turbines stop, or if the inflow conditions 
change. This is because we are not accustomed to listening 
to low levels ofbroad band low frequeney noise and. initially, 
do not always recognise it as a "noise", but more as a "dis
turbance" in the environment. An analogy is with air-condi
tioning rumble noise, which is noticed when it stops. 


What Objectors Say Objectors have eagerly grasped the 
media hype on infrasound and low frequency noise and used 
it to engender coneerns about wind turbine developments. In 
this they have, possibly, done a disservice to the communities 
they were established to help, through raising false concerns 
and diverting attention from more important aspects of the 
development. Two examples are as follows. 


In the UK there is an Advertising Standards 
Authority(ASA), to which deceptive adverts can be referred 
for assessment. An objectors' group (Ochils Environmental 
Protection Group) issued a leaflet "FACTS ABOUT WIND 
POWER". containing a number of assertions including: 


. " ... wind turbines still ereate noise pollution, notably 'in


fra sound' - inaudible frequencies which nevertheless cause 
stress-related illness ... " 


In their Judgment (April 02, 2004), the ASA concluded 
that the objectors had not produced evidence to substantiate 
their claim. 


In the USA, a high profile objector (Nina Pierpont of 
Malone NY) placed an advertisement in a local paper, con
sisting entirely of selected quotations from a previously pub
lished technical paper by van den Berg (Van den Berg 2004). 
However the comment "[Le. infrasonic]", as shown in Fig 3, 
was added in the first line of the first quotation in a manner 
whieh might mislead naive readers into believing that it was 
part of the original. 


The van den Berg paper was based on A-weighted mea
surements and had no connection with infrasound. So, not 
only is the advertisement displaying the advertiser's self de
ception, but this has also been propagated to others who have 
read it. To mistakenly connect the noise to infrasound, which 
has unpleasant associations is, however, a way to gather 
support. (When a person has adopted a particular mindset, 
new information is processed to support that mindset. We all 
do this.) 


It takes little technical knowledge to be aware that a 
modulated high frequency wave does not contain the modu
lation components. For example, an amplitude modulated 
radio wave contains the carrier wave and sidebands, which 
are close in frequency to the carrier. The fluctuations of wind 
turbine noise (swish - swish) are a very low frequency mod
ulation of the aerodynamic noise, which is typically in the re
gion of 500 - 1000Hz. The modulation oecUIS from a change 
in radiation characteristics as the blade passes the tower, but 
the modulating frequencies do not have an independent and 
separate existence. 


The eomment, [ i.e. infrasonic], added into Fig 3 gives 
incorrect infonnation. Claims of infrasound are irrelevant 
and possibly harmful, should they lead to unnecessary fears. 


~AO""""'4Rm""...., .., 


Wind Turbines & Infrasound:
 
What the latest research says
 


"At night the wind turblrles lla1J9I! alDW pitd'Rd tnumplng [I.e., InfruolliC] 
sound $UPQl'lmpo&eo on iii brQBQblind 'ooisy' 15ound, lho '1h...mp,.' ocourrlng 
at the fate at whiofl blaclll:s pess a tum;n!! tIl"""r.... The "L!mber and $everity 
oj noise complainl$ lIear Ill., wind perk are al lust In part axplained by tile 
two mAin findings of this study! aclual SOLJlld Ievp.llIwe oonll'ldlltatllyo higher 
than prcdlclcd. Ql1d wind lurbinelll:8n produce SOUnd With an Implll$11'e 
chMQ(:1er." 


•• Profes!Ior Frits G.Fl. vM den Berg, UnillCrsltyof Groningl!n,lhe 
NBlhsr'llnd1;, No....ember 2004._ 9'~.rpt$ fro", rUlIMCh ar':icl9&, belcwi) 


Figure 3 Part of an advertisement placed by an objector in the Malone (NY) Telegram, 25(h February 200S. 
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It has been shown that fear of a noise source, for example 
that aireraft might erash, inereases the extra annoyanee of a 
person with a high fear ofa crash by up to 19dB DNL equiva
lent, eompared with a person who has no fear (Miedema and 
Vas 1999). 


Fear of a souree is not the same as fear of the noise itself, 
but it is understandable that those who fear the effects of a 
noise upon their health will be less tolerant of the noise than 
those who do not fear it. We can only speculate upon the 
hann whieh objeetors might have done by, for example, tak
ing a one dimensional view of infrasound and publieising the 
subjeetive effeets of high levels of both infrasound and low 
frequeney noise in a manner whieh implies that the effeets 
may also be eaused by the low levels produeed by wind 
turbines. 


4 WIND TURBINE NOISE 


It has been shown above that there is insignifieant infrasound 
from wind turbines and that there is normally little low fre
queney noise. Turbulent air inflow conditions cause enhanced 
levels of low frequency noise, whieh may be disturbing, but 
the overriding noise from wind turbines is the fluctuating au
dible swish, mistakenly referred to as "infrasound" or "low 
frequency noise". Objeetors uninformed and mistaken use of 
these terms (as in Fig 3), whieh have aequired a number of 
anxiety-producing connotations, has led to unneeessary fears 
and to unnecessary costs, such as for re-measuring what was 
already known, in order to assuage complaints. 


Attention should be focused on the audio frequency fluc
tuating swish, which some people may well find to be very 
disturbing and stressful, depending on its level. The usual 
equivalent level measurements and analyses are ineomplete, 
as these measurements are taken over a time period which is 
much longer than the fluctuation period and infonnation on 
the fluetuations is lost. A time varying sound is more annoy
ing than a steady sound of the same average level and this is 
aecounted for by reducing the permitted level ofwind turbine 
noise. However, more work is required to ensure that the op
timum levels have been set. 


5 CONCLUSIONS 


Infrasound from wind turbines is below the audible 
threshold and of no consequence. 
Low frequency noise is normally not a problem, except 
under conditions of unusually turbulent inflow air. 
The problem noise from wind turbines is the fluctuating 
swish. This may be mistakenly referred to as infrasound 
by those with a limited knowledge ofacoustics, but it is 
entirely in the normal audio range and is typieally 500Hz 
to 1000Hz. It is difficult to have a useful discourse with 
objectors whilst they continue to use acoustical tenns in

correetly. This is unfortunate, as there are wind turbine
 
installations which may have noise problems.
 


It is the swish noise on which attention should be focused,
 
in order to reduce it and Lo obtain a proper estimate of its
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effeets. It will then be the responsibility of legislators to 
fix the criterion levels. However, although the needs of 
sensitive persons may influenee decisions, limits are not 
normally set to satisfy the most sensitive. 
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Illinois Wind 
Working Group 


The 
Illinois 
Wind 
Working 
Group is 
an 
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organization whose purposes are to 
communicate wind opportunitjes 
honestly and objectively, to inleract 
with various stakeholders al the 
local, state, regional and national 
levels, and to promote economic 
development of wind energy in the 
state oUllinois. 


REPORT: Economic Impact of 
Wind Energy Development in
 
Illinois, June 2009.
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VIDEO: An Overview of the 
tllinois Wind Working GrouP. July 
2009 
Presented by Dr. David Loomis at 
the IWWG Third Annual Advancing 
Wind Power in Illinois Conference. 
Original footage provided by 
Mediacom, edited and presented 
here with permission. 
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The Illinois Wind Working Group, ils 
members, board members, Director, agents 
and other representatives expressly 
disclaim any responsibility for the accuracy 
or completeness of information posted on 
this site, directly or via a link, authored by 
others. Any person that relies on any such 
information does so at his or her own risk, 
and shall not attempt to hold the IWWG or 
its representatives liable or responsible in 
any way. 


htlp:llrenewableenergy.iIIinoisstate.edulwindi 41712010 
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David Loomis
Economics 


Dr. David Loomis is the Director of 
the Center for Renewable Energy 
and ExecutIve Director of the 
Institute for Regulatory Policy 
Studies. As an Associate Professor 
of Economics at Illinois State 
University, he teaches in the 
Master's Degree program in 
electricity, natural gas and 
telecommunications economics. As 
part of his duties at the Center, he 
leads the Illinois Wind Working 
Group under the U.S, Department 
of Energy. Dr, Loomis is part of a 
team of faculty that has designed 
the undergraduate curriculum in 
renewable energy at Illinois State 
University. He earned his Ph.D. in 
economics at Temple University. 
Prior to joining the tacully allilinois 
State University, Dr. Loomis worked 
at Bell Atlantic (Verizon) for 11 
years, He has published articles in 
the Review of Industrial 
Organization, Utilities Policy, 
Information Economics and Policy, 
International Journal of Forecasting, 
International Journal of Business 
Research, Business Economics and 
the Journal of Economics 
Education. 
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Randy Winter 
Agriculture 


Dr. J. Randy Winter" is an Associate 
Director of the Center for 
Renewable Energy, and a Professor 
of Agricultural Economics at Illinois 
State University. He has a B,S. in 
agricultural industries from Southern 
Illinois University-Carbondale and 
a M.S. and Ph.D, in agricultural 
economics from Oregon State 
University. He teaches courses in 
farm management, agricultural 
finance, agricultural policy and 
renewable energy. 


David Kennell is an Associate 
Director of the Center for 
Renewable Energy. and an 
Instructional Assistant Professor in 
the Department ofTechnology at 
Illinois State University. He has 
developed and taught courses in 
electrical circuits and machines, 
fluid power. automated systems, 
Clnd renew8ble energy. He 
cofounded the renewable energy 
major with David Loomis and Randy 
Winter. and serves as the 


41712010http://renewableenergy.illinoisstate.edu/facultLstaff! 







coordinator for that program. David 
is also an associate director for the 
Center for Renewable Energy with 
responsibility for technology. He 
collaborated with Kevin Devine to 
design and build the Caterpillar 
Integrated Manufacturing 
Laboratory, a unique flexible 
automation lab with robots, 
networked safety, and 
programmable logic control (PLCj 
systems. 
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Matt Aldeman 
Technical Assistant 


Matt Aldeman assists facully 
concerning renewable energy 
systems in grant writing, provides 
technical assistance to the external 
community concerning renewable 
energy systems, and Ilelp maintains 
the renewable energy laboratory 
equipment including the 
anemometer data logger, solar data 
logger, small wind turbine, SODAR 
unit, and wind tunnel. Matt joined 
our Renewable Energy team after 
working for General Electric as a 
wind site manager, where he led a 
team of 12 technicians in the 
operation, maintenance and repair 
of 67 1.5MW wind turbine 
generators. Previously, he proudly 
served In the U.S. Navy. Aboard 
the USS John C. Stennis, he was 
the Reactor Electrical Division 
Officer and led a division of 30 
electricians through a 7.5 month 
deployment to tile Persian Gulf. On 
the USS O'Bannon, he served as 
Gunnery Officer and Legal Officer 
His education includes graduation 
with distinction from the U.S. Naval 
Nuclear Power School, a Master of 
Engineering Management degree 
from Old Dominion Universily, and a 
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B.S. in Mechanical Engineering 
from Northwestern University. 


Janet Niezgoda 
Coordinator 


Janet Niezgoda is the Coordinator 
of the Center for Renewable 
Energy, responsible for the behind 
the scenes work for the Center's 
conferences, workshops, and 
forums, as well as all marketing 
materials, communications with 
members, and reports. She is a 
proud Redbird, having earned her 
B.S. Marketing at Illinois State 
University in 1991. Prior to joining 
the Center, Janet enjoyed 18 years 
of marketing and event planning 
experience including working as the 
Vice President of Marketing and 
Membership at the Greater 
Muskogee Area Chamber of 
Commerce in Oklahoma. 


Sue Deason
Outreach & Special 
Projects 


Sue Deason is in charge of 
Outreach and Special Projects for 
the Center for Renewable Energy. 
Prior to joining the Center, she 
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worked for Illinois State University 
for 11 years, including as Associate 
Director of Extended University 
where she managed off-campus 
and online education and training. 
Sue has an M.S. in Education from 
Western Illinois University, and her 
Doctoral coursework in Education 
Administration Foundations took 
place at Illinois State University. 


Pam Fuller - Office 
Manager 


Pam is the Office Manager for the 
Center for Renewable Energy. Her 
higher education degree was 
completed at Illinois State 
University. Upon graduation from 
ISU. she taught French in a 
community Iligh school district in 
Illinois. Following teaching, she 
worked in the office of the Consulat 
General de France in Detroit, 
followed by experience at American 
Motors Corporation. Returning to 
Illinois and ISU, she was active in 
the 'Silver-Tongued Redbirds' 
Toastmasters Club in addition to 
employment in tile Student 
Employment service area and the 
Department of Criminal Justice 
Sciences. CAST. 
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Setbacks for Wind Turbines: 
How Close is Too Close? 


Many municipalities are becoming aware of the health issues caused by placing wind turbines too 
close to homes in populated areas and are increasing their setbacks to protect their residents. 


Sangamon County, Illinois is currently considering amending it's wind ordinance from a 
1200 feet setback to a full mile setback. 


Negative health effects from living too close to wind turbines is not an illogical or radical concem: 
illness suffered by people living near wind turbines is not '1usl in people's heads." The wind 
industry makes a predictable claim that "there are no health effects related to living near wind 
turbines," but the majority of new studies are pointing to the exact opposite conclusion. Even if 
there is merely significant doubt, then it is reckless for govemment bodies, at the state or county 
level, to place citizens at risk without a full investigation of all of the facts. 


• The Vermont State Legislature is currenUy considering a bill, based on the evidence, that 
would create a statewide setback from residences of 1.25 miles. 


• In May 2009, the Minnesota Department of Health issued a major report surveying the scientific 
evidence around this issue. Based on the highly technical analysis and findings of that study, 
three months later Nicollet County, MN repealed their 150' setback ordinance and replaced it 
with 2640 foot setbacks. 


• In May 2009, Dr. Michael Nissenbaum, M.D. of the Northem Maine Medical Center testified 
before the DeKalb, IL zoning commillee about his findings of the adverse health effects on the 
15 adults living within 3000 feet of the Mars Hill. Maine wind turbines. Among his findings -
14 of the 15 reported a new onset of sleep disturbance sufficient to seek prescription medication 
for the first time in their lives from a medical doctor (the 15th was hard of hearing). Other new 
problems experienced when the wind turbines went online included dizziness (20%), 
hypertension (20%), nausea with dizziness or new onset migranes (33%). All 15 reported their 
life has been significanUy affected by the turbine project, and all 15 had considered moving away 
(all but one household had gone so far as to get a professional appraisal, which in each case was 
significanUy low to prevent them from selling). Eight of the fifteen reported suffering depression 
(7 for the first time in their lives), and most had elevated stress levels. 


• One particularly interesting study is still ongoing in Canada, headed by Dr. Robert McMurtry, 
former Dean of Medicine at the University of Westem Ontario. His findings, first published in July 
2009, are based on a detailed self-reporting survey in Ontario-currently more than 100 people 
have reported negative health effects. and their firsthand wriIIen comments are included in the 
document. Their comments (pg. 8-41) give first-hand accounts of what their lives with wind 
turbines have been like. http://betterplan.squarespace.coml2009-wind-farm-resident-survey/ 


• The following is a video of a wind turbine placed 1600' away from a Wisconsin family's home; 
read about the debilitating headaches and prescription medications they have endured for 
the past two years since that turbine began operating. (2 min. 3-10-10) 


http://betterplan.squarespace.comAodays-specialAaglwind-property-values 


• Dr. Nina Pierpont's book 'Wind Turbine Syndrome," (released 11-09) is based on numerous 
case studies of affected people from around the world and idenliifies many common symptoms 
that approximately 25% of people experience when living within a mile of wind turbines. 
She found that these symptoms were alleviated when those persons were able to get away from 
the wind turbines, and retumed when they were near them again. Most of the families she 
studied eventually abandoned their homes as a result of the severity of their symptoms. 
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* The Wall Street Journal recently published an artide called ''The Brewing Tempest Over Wind 
Power," which told about a Missouri familv who abandoned their home as a result of health 
symptoms associated with living too dose to wind turbines. 


*In assessing Canadian Hydro's wind fann development, Mike McCann, a professional Illinois 
real estate appraiser with expertise in the area of determining the impact of industrial 
developments on real estate valuations, said, "this project in Canada had 1,500 foot setbacks, 
and at least half a dozen homeowners had such serious health/noise/nuisance complaints 
that the wind energy companv bought them out. Note that at least one of the homes was then 
bulldozed by the developer buyer, rather then re-sell it." (3-11-10) 


* In response to the negative consequences of a 1000' setback in Fond du Lac County, WI, 
including families who had to abandon their homes due to illness, and numerous homes rendered 
unsalable by the development, several towns in Wisconsin enacted long setbacks (1/2 mile 
or more) in defense of the people in their zoned boundaries. 


* In western New York State, the towns of Prattsburg and Italy are part of a planned wind 
development by Global Winds Harvest, but Cohocton, a nearby town, got their wind turbines first. 
As a result of the negative effects on Cohocton residents after the first installment of turbines, 
both the Italy and Prattsburg town boards changed their earlier support for the project, and voted 
against allowing the 33 wind turbines planned for their combined zoned areas. Global Winds 
Harvest's partner, Ecogen, sued both town boards and is demanding to install their turbines in 
spite of the town's negative vote. The cases of those two towns are currently before a New York 
State Supreme Court judge. The people in Prattsburg and Italy felt so strongly against wind 
turbines after witnessing the fate of their friends in Cohocton that in order to pay the town's 
grOWing legal defense bills, they voted to significantly raise their real estate taxes and even 
collected over $20,000 in donations. 


* In Waubra, Australia, Acciona bought out the home of the leading critic of their new wind farm 
there. She had been on the news talking about her debilitating headaches and the symptoms 
suffered by 20 other families in that small community that after the turbines started turning last 
July (one fanner abandoned his home there). According to news reports, Acciona bought the 
critic's home under the condition she be silent on the matter, and they issued a statement that 1) 
denied any link with health concems, and 2) asserted that they bought her home, worth 
approximately $250,000, to compensate her for the "impact of the turbines on her view." Due to 
the many complaints, the government and an independent scientific team are currently 
studying the low level vibrations on the homes of the affected families. Preliminary results 
show a major spike in the levels of low frequency fsub-audible) sound. sufficient to cause 
major disturbances to human health. In spite of that, the company has plans to dramatically 
expand their wind farm in that location. 


Unless someone can definitively prove that all those people around the world are telling a 
remarkably consistent lie about the negative health effects they are experiencing, govemments 
should exercise caution about creating any form of legislation that would allow wind turbines too 
close to people's homes. Meanwhile, more and more towns, counties, and states are waking up 
to the health issues-and acting accordingly to protect the people in their jurisdictions--send this 
to your elected representatives to join the growing chorus of legitimate complaints that it 
is not right for companies to destroy people's lives with the blessing of our elected 
officials. REV. 4-1-10 


Learn More at: WindAction.org www.adamscountywind.com 
Wind-Watch.org nowindfanns.com 
Betterplan.squarespace.com www.infonnedfanners.org 
WindCows.com www.caithnesswindfanns.co.uk 
NinaPierpont.com 
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Ogle County, IL. Subcommittee on WECS Standards
 
Property Rights Summary April 8, 2010 by Bill Welty
 


A purpose and intent of a WECS special use pennit standards is to preserve and protect the public health, 
safety, comfort and quality life of the residents and property owners who may be affected by the development 
and operation of a commercial wind generating facility. 
..................****** ************·.,'u ,;, A A_A * Ii A_A ""A ,." ""A _" A"'''''A .
Ii Ii 


Question: Does a land owner have "the right to do anything I want with my property"? 
Answer: No. ThaYs why local governments have ordinances & zoning regUlations and nuisance & 


property rights laws. 


A private land owner along with a private wind development company should not be able to negatively impact 
the property rights of a non-participating land owner. A wind fann development is intended to provide an 
economic benefit to a private (some times foreign) company and to a private landowner (many of whom are 
absentee landowners) and has no economic benefits to the non-participating land owner. The WECS 
company is applying their turbine noise easement requirements onto and across the land owned by a non
participating land owner in a fashion similar to the use of eminent domain by a government body. 


Property owners have the right to both the land and airspace over their property. These rights are subject 
only to state and local zoning and property laws. 


Concerns to non-participating property owners: 
1.	 Maintain present level of peaceful and quiet enjoyment within their property. 
2.	 Ensuring future ability to build new residences, barns, livestock facilities, plant trees and other 


structures within their property boundaries subject to existing zoning regulations. 
3.	 Future development of the non-participating owners land into multiple family residential lots, industrial 


parks, etc. will probably be seriously impacted if turbines constructed on neighboring property. 
Future owners of the non-participating land may be negatively impacted by the local presence of 
turbines. 


4.	 Preserve ability to enjoy the full benefit of the kinetic energy of the wind within their property thereby 
allowing for a viable future residential or commercial wind conversion system. . 


5.	 Forced to experience shadow flicker, noise and low frequency vibrations all of which may cause 
medical problems, increased medical expenses and blocking windows with blinds to reduce shadow 
flicker. 


6.	 Exposure to possible damage to their property, livestock. or residence due to ice throw and
 
blade/turbine damage.
 


7.	 Property value reductions and greater difficulty in the marketability of their real estate due to the 
presences of local turbines. 


8.	 Concerns for possible stray voltage and electrical surges from turbines and subsequent lightening 
strikes impacting livestock and their residence. 


9.	 Interference of television, wireless Internet, radio signals and emergency communications. 
10. Possible loss of aerial medical emergency services. 
11. Expansive view of non-stop multiple blinking nighttime lights. 
12. Possible loss of natural wildlife. 
13. Loss of aerial crop spraying or an increase in aerial spraying cost; who pays for the extra cost? 


Lawsuits regarding WECS: 
1.	 Nuisance lawsuits are a common tort suit where a WECS may interfere with another landowner's use 


or enjoyment of their property. 
2.	 Public nuisance is an "unreasonable interference with a right that is common to the general public", 


meaning that it interferes with "public health, safety, comfort, or convenience or is illegal". 
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WECS Conversion Chart For Set Back Factor To Turbine Heic ht 


Set Back Turbine Heiaht 
Factor 200 ft. 250 ft. 300 ft. 400 ft. 500 ft. 600 ft. 


2.5 500
 625
 750
 1250
1000
 1500
 
750
3
 600
 900
 1200
 1500
 1800
 


3.5 875
 1750
700
 1050
 1400
 2100
 
4
 1000
 1200
800
 1600
 2000
 2400
 


4.5 1125
 1350
 1800
900
 2250
 2700
 
1250
5
 1000
 1500
 2000
 2500
 3000
 


1100
 1375
 2200
5.5 1650
 2750
 3300
 
1200
 1500
 1800
 2400
 3600
3000
6
 
1300
 1625
 1950
 2600
 3900
6.5 3250
 


4200
1400
 1750
 2100
 2800
7
 3500
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Ogle County, IL. Subcommittee on WECS Standards
 
Setback Structure and Distances April 8, 2010
 


A purpose and intent of a commercial wind farm ordinance is to preserve and protect the health, 
safety, comfort and quality life of the residents and property owners who may be affected by the 
development and operation of a commercial wind generating facility. This purpose and intent shall 
be accomplished through several ordinance provisions but specifically through a well defined, 
properly determined and responsible setback distance. 


Suggested setback requirements to be included in the Ogle County commercial wind generating 
facility special use permitting standards are as follows: 


A.	 General Setbacks: 


1.	 WECS Turbine Height shall not exceed 400 feet anywhere in Ogle County for any 


WECS Project. 


2.	 All WECS Towers and Substations shall be setback a distance of at least 1 Y. miles 


(7,920 feet) from any incorporated municipality's boundaries unless that municipality 


waives this setback in writing. But in no event shall this setback be less than the 


setback described below for the Non-Participating Land Owner. 


3.	 All WECS Towers and Substations shall be setback a distance of at least 1 Yo mile 


(7,920 feet) from any existing public and private school (excludes single family rural 


home school facilities) located outside of an incorporated municipality. Pegasus 


Special Riders, Inc., for the purpose of setbacks, is to be considered a private school. 


4.	 All WECS Towers and Substations shall be setback a distance of at least % mile 


(3,960 feet) from the property line of any church property located outside of an 


incorporated municipality. 


5.	 All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 2 miles from any existing 


FAA registered public or private air strip and 1 mile from any existing public or private 


heliport pad. An ordinance language must comply with FAA guidelines. 


6.	 All WECS Towers and Substations shall be setback a distance of at least 1.10 times 


the WECS Turbine Height from county and township public roads, buried gas or oil 


pipelines, third party transmission lines and communication towers. All WECS Towers 


and Substations shall be setback a distance of at least 2.50 times the WECS Turbine 


Height from federal and state public roads. 


B.	 Participating Land Owner Setbacks: 


1.	 All WECS Towers and Substations shall be setback a distance of at least 1.10 times 


the WECS Turbine Height from any Participating Land Owner's Primary Structure. 


Tum Over For Other Side 
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C.	 Non-Participating Land Owner Setbacks: 


1.	 All WECS Towers and Substations shall be setback a distance of at least X.X times 


the WECS Turbine Height from any Non-Participating Land Owner's property line. 


Additionally, all WECS Towers and Substations shall be setback a minimum distance 


of 2,640 feet from any Non-Participating Land Owner's Primary Structure.. 


2.	 The WECS Owner may negotiate with and enter into a waiver lease agreement with 


the Non-Participating Land Owner to waive all or part of the above setback distance to 


property line. But in no case shall a WECS Tower or Substation be located closer to a 


Non-Participating Land Owner property line then 1.10 times the WECS Turbine 


Height. 


D.	 Other Setbacks: 


1.	 Natural Resource Areas: All WECS Towers shall be setback a distance of at least 


1 'h mile (7,920 feet) from the property line of any Natural Area, Significant Wildlife 


Habitat Area, Illinois Natural Area Inventory Site (INAI), Illinois Nature Preserve 


(INPC), Wetland Reserve Program Site (WRP), Natural Land Institute Site (NLI), 


Nature Conservancy Site (TNC), public forest and public forest preserve~ 


2.	 Setbacks for public parks and all church, Boy Scout and Girl Scout camps will be the 


same as the Non-Participating Land Owner above. 


3.	 Bird and Bat Migration Paths: All WECS Towers at the time of application shall be 


located out of bird and bat migration pathways/corridors to which WECS construction 


would pose a substantial risk as identified by the required Wildlife/Avian Survey and 


Migration Plan (Section /II, Paragraph P, herein). Adherence to this requirement shall 


be addressed in said Wildlife/Avian Survey and Mitigation Plan. Evidence supporting 


adherence to this requirement, which must include a letter from the Illinois Department 


of Natural Resources or the U.S. Department of Interior, Division of Fish and Wildlife 


Services and may include other forms of documentation, shall be provided as part of 


the application for Special Use Permil. 


E.	 Variance: The Special Use Applicant does not need to obtain a variance from the County of 


Ogle upon written waiver by either the County or the Non-Participating Land Owner of any of 


the above setback requirements. Any written waiver of any of the above setback 


requirements shall run with the land and be recorded as part of the chain of title in the deed 


of the subject property. 


Turn Over For Other Side 
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Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount


BALANCE 2/28/2010 196,329.12


3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74828 Heather Bonnell February 2010 Travel -26.00
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74829     ... Carol Buonavolanto Contractural Staff -44.00


Travel -5.50
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 7830       ... Carol Erickson Travel -93.50


PER DIEM -4.33
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74831     ... Diane Frison Contractural Staff -462.50


Travel -57.00
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74832     ... Cynthia Gehrke Contractural Staff -900.25


PER DIEM -5.38
Travel -16.75


3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74833 Donna Harriet February 2010 Contractural Staff -374.00
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74834 Kelly  Henert February 2010 Travel -6.50
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74835 Kathy Ingram February 2010 Travel -19.90
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74836 Linda  Jackson February 2010 Travel -122.50
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74837 Sandy Janssen February 2010 Travel -176.00
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74838     ... Kathy Johnson Contractural Staff -325.00


Travel -11.40
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74839 Kathy Lee February 2010 Travel -32.50
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74840     ... Rosemary Modler Contractural Staff -255.75


Travel -33.00
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74841 Doreen O'Brien February 2010 CELL PHONEPAGER -25.00
3/2/2010 Budget 20... 74842     ... Andrena Thompson Contractural Staff -3,012.50


Travel -58.00
CELL PHONEPAGER -25.00


3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74857 AT & T 562-8743 TELECOMMUN -35.10
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74859 Culligan bottled water Office SUPPLIES -57.00
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74860 DPS March 2010 Rent -3,260.00
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74861 Dynamic Horizons Comp... Cornerstone Roch... COMPUTER -276.25
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74858 City  Of Dixon Water Dep... water tests PROFESSIONAL -23.00
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74862 Federal Express mailing water tests POSTAGE -59.67
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74863 Fischer's office supplies Office SUPPLIES -167.78
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74864 LEHP Management Inc Bill Hatfield Contractural Staff -640.00
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74865 Edna Nava Feb 16-28, 2010 Interpretor -349.20
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74866 Nexus Office Systems 03/01/10-06/02/10 COPIER MAINT -284.19
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74867 Ogle County Car Care Inc 2001 Chevrolet  wi... VEH. MAINT. -62.85
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74868 Oregon Super Valu toilet paper. paper ... SUPPLIES -19.47
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74869 PSS World Medical sharpsafes MEDICAL SUP. -101.43
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74870 Rowland Printing wic,fcm, annual re... PRINTING -626.00
3/5/2010 Budget 20... 74871 United States Postmaster February 2010 POSTAGE -1,000.00
3/5/2010 Budget 20... Verizon 732-3201 TELECOMMUN -273.33
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75046 AT & T 732-7687 TELECOMMUN -150.46
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75045 AT & T 562-6976 TELECOMMUN -75.01
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75045 AT & T 732-7458 TELECOMMUN -117.84
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75047 Conserve FS Feb Gasoline FUEL -110.75
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75048 Ecowater bottled water Office SUPPLIES -38.49
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75049 Federal Express mailing water tests POSTAGE -57.92
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75050 Gerry Hough Feb 2010 Rochelle Maintenance -250.00
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75051 Nicor 02/04/2010-03/04/... UTILITIES -358.27
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75052 Ogle County Car Care Inc 2001 Chervrolet I... VEH. MAINT. -57.75
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75053 Oregon Super Valu hand soap SUPPLIES -3.54
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75054 Rochelle Disposal Service February 2010 Rochelle Maintenance -47.40
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75055 Rowland Printing food inspection for... PRINTING -210.00
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75056 Smilemakers stickers SUPPLIES -83.36
3/12/2... Budget 20... 75057 Verizon 02/28/10-03/27/2010 TELECOMMUN -456.02
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75076     ... Cardmember Services POSTAGE -5.00


Office SUPPLIES -189.25
Ads -409.60
OFFICE EQUIP -637.49
VEH. MAINT. -20.08
PROMOTIONAL -446.25


3/29/2... Budget 20... 75077 Clia Laboratory Program 09/01/2010-08/31/... PROFESSIONAL -150.00


Register Report
3/1/2010 Through 3/31/2010
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Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75078 Culligan bottled water Office SUPPLIES -41.00
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75079 Federal Express mailing water tests POSTAGE -264.22
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75080 Fischer's office supplies Office SUPPLIES -329.00
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75081 Sandy Janssen registered letter POSTAGE -5.54
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75082 LEHP Management Inc Bill Hatfield Contractural Staff -920.00
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75083 Edna Nava March 1-15, 2010 Interpretor -300.00
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75084 Ogle County Car Care Inc 2005 Chevrolet Im... VEH. MAINT. -194.85
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75085 Oregon Super Valu paper towels, toilet... SUPPLIES -14.68
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75086 Quill office supplies Office SUPPLIES -20.44
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75086 Quill office supplies Office SUPPLIES -117.12
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75088 Rk Dixon -Rochelle COPIER MAINT -63.23
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75089 Rochelle Municipal Utilties 02/10/2010-03/09/... UTILITIES -277.91
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75090 Snyder tobacco replaceme... Office SUPPLIES -985.68
3/29/2... Budget 20... 75091 Verizon  Wireless cellphones CELL PHONEPAGER -133.48
3/31/2... Budget 20... Fee Income March 2010 Fee Income 46,261.91
3/31/2... Budget 20... Health Insurance February 2010 BENEFITS -11,367.49
3/31/2... Budget 20... Payroll Clearing Account March payroll SALARIES -51,862.10
3/31/2... Budget 20... Interest  Income March 2010 Interest 67.64


TOTAL 3/1/2010 - 3/31/2... -37,769.20


BALANCE 3/31/2010 158,559.92


TOTAL INFLOWS 46,329.55
TOTAL OUTFLOWS -84,098.75


NET TOTAL -37,769.20


Register Report
3/1/2010 Through 3/31/2010
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Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount


BALANCE 2/28/2010 12,342.44


3/11/2... TB 2010 74965 Ogle County Health Dept February 2010 PROFESSIONAL -863.09
3/31/2... TB 2010 Health Insurance March 2010 BENEFITS -20.51
3/31/2... TB 2010 Fee Income March 2010 Fee Income 206.00
3/31/2... TB 2010 Payroll March 2010 SALARIES -2,180.76


TOTAL 3/1/2010 - 3/31/2... -2,858.36


BALANCE 3/31/2010 9,484.08


TOTAL INFLOWS 206.00
TOTAL OUTFLOWS -3,064.36


NET TOTAL -2,858.36


Register Report
3/1/2010 Through 3/31/2010
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AMENDED
Report of the


Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on
Commercial Wind Energy Conversion Systems (WECS)


The initial meeting of the Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on Commercial WECS was held on March
25, 2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business was as follows:


1. ROLL CALL AND DECLARATION OF A QUORUM


Chairman Bill Welty called the meeting to order at 9:00 A.M.  Roll call indicated seven
members of the Committee were present; Chairman Welty, Ben Diehl, Jim Barnes, Lynne
Kilker, Randy Ocken, Randy Anderson, Roger Hickey and Willem Dijstelbergen, the “at-
large” alternate member of the Subcommittee.


Mr. Welty stated that if any committee members have a conflict of interest, such as a signed
lease with a commercial wind development company, please make the committee aware
now.  Hearing no members state a conflict, Chairman Welty declared that there appears to
be no conflicts of interest of any Subcommittee members.


2. PURPOSE & INTENT


Mr. Welty read the Purpose & Intent of the sub-committee from the agenda.  “The purposes
and intent of this Subcommittee is to review, rewrite and recommend to the Supervisor of
Assessment/Planning & Zoning Committee a commercial wind energy conversion system
(WECS) performance standard for Ogle County”   We are currently using the conditions that
were adopted for the Baileyville Wind Farm petition from five years ago.  Due to changes in
the industry, these standards need to be reviewed and revised.  


3. LEVEL OF PUBLIC COMMENT


Mr. Welty stated the committee will hear pubic comments later in the meeting.  These
comments will be limited to 5 minutes with the speaker given a one minute warning after
four minutes have passed.  I will reserve the right to redirect if necessary to keep time
flowing.


4. STATUS OF APPROVAL OF MORATORIUM


Mr. Welty stated the County Board discussed a moratorium on commercial wind farms at the
March 16 meeting and a document is being worked on by the States Attorney’s office.  Once
the proper wording is in place, it will then go to the County Board for a vote - hopefully next
month.   Ed Rice, County Board Chairman, stated we have had no applications submitted in
the last five years while the Baileyville case is still pending in court.  Mr. Welty added
Federal funding issues could be another reason there have been no additional applications. 
Mr. Barnes stated I have been told that there are at least three property owners in the
Chana/Ashton area that have signed lease agreements with a wind farm developer. 
Discussion regarding current land owners who have signed agreements with wind energy
companies and the amount paid to them.


5. STATUS OF THE BAILEYVILLE LAWSUIT


States Attorney Ben Roe was present.  He stated there are actually two lawsuits.  In both
cases, the time limit to begin construction (1 year) pursuant to a Special Use permit has
been stayed until the law suits are resolved. The means that time has stopped on the
Special Use Permit until a decision is made in the case(s).  Discussion ensued regarding if
the case was approved today and what would happen.   Mr. Reibel stated if there have been
changes to the project, such as a different wind turbine model to be used, the locations of
turbines, etc. it would be necessary for Baileyville to apply for a supplementary Special Use
permit before they could proceed with the project.   As there are currently no “hard”
performance standards in the Zoning Ordinance, the County Board can impose conditions
on a Special Use Permit such as setback requirements, and any other reasonable and
necessary conditions.
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Mr. Welty passed out an article provided to him by County Board and Regional Planning
Commission (RPC) member Paul White regarding wind farms.  Mr. White raised the
question of the possibility of future lawsuits against the county resulting from unforseen
health effects from wind turbines. He asked what is your view on the this concern?  Atty.
Roe answered could the county technically be held responsible, I can’t say no.  Would it be
likely, no, I think it would be unlikely.  But as a Committee you have to consider everything. 
It is fine to be aware of these issues and studies done, but in the likelihood of the County
being held liable, as we sit here today, I do not believe that to be the case.  Mr.
Dijstelbergen stated because we are discussing this today means we are aware of the
concerns.  Mr. Roe stated we do have governmental immunity.  We make decisions as a
County and have several defense options.  If there are standards in place, that would help
with any litigation. Discussion ensued regarding wind turbines causing conflict with
emergency transportation.  Mr. Barnes stated the conflict of a wind turbine is no different
than from a high wire or trees.


6. GENERAL DISCUSSION OF WECS STANDARDS


Mr. Reibel gave a brief overview of the draft WECS performance standards given to the
Committee members.  He stated these documents have been updated with what has been
learned since the Baileyville wind farm project.  These are intended to be a set of
performance standards that apply to a Commercial WECS project, which is a Special Use in
the AG-1 Agricultural District of the Zoning Ordinance.  Any applicant for a wind farm would
know up front these are the standards they have to meet.  Mr. Ocken asked when a
company comes in to apply, do they have a specific area or are the potential sites located all
over?  Mr. Reibel stated they can be all over.    Mr. Rice asked where did these standards
come from?  Mr. Reibel answered that the original Baileyville Special Use Permit conditions
were based on a model developed by the Chicago Legal Clinic. They were modified for the
Baileyville project.  We do not currently have commercial wind farm performance standards
in the Zoning Ordinance.  The County has chosen to not adopt specific standards because
of the changing nature of the wind industry.  However, it appears that certain residents of
Ogle County, as well as the wind industry, would like to see specific performance standards
in the Zoning Ordinance so that everyone knows what the requirements are up front. This is
what we are working on with this committee.   Mr. Barnes stated this is why we need a
moratorium in place.   Discussion ensued regarding the moratorium.


Mr. Rich Gronewold stated I have been told by a wind farm developer that they would be
unable to pay for the projects without getting federal and local tax abatements.  Will the
turbines get tax abatements?   Discussion ensued regarding tax abatements and how Lee
County assesses wind turbines.


Mr. Reibel stated we currently treat wind farm applications as a special use in the AG-1
Agricultural District.  The application is heard by the RPC, a public hearing is conducted by
the Zoning Board of Appeals (ZBA), the Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County
Board considers the petition, and a final decision is ultimately made by the County Board.  In
Winnebago county, the Winnebago County Board adopted an ordinance that allows wind
farms as permitted use in their agricultural district.  This means that if a wind farm developer
wants construct a wind farm and can meet the County requirements, a permit will be issued
by the zoning officer as an administrative action.  There is no public hearing and no action
by the County Board required.


Discussion ensued regarding an email from Marco Muscarello regarding an Illinois state law
that requires a public hearing be held.  SA Roe stated I can not speak to exactly what his
point is, but if the State law is followed, there is not a legal problem.  Mr. Reibel stated with a
permitted use, there is no public meeting.  It standards are met, a permit can be issued.  Mr.
Dijstelbergen asked if it is a special use, would individual hearings need to be held for each
turbine?  Mr. Reibel answered no, they can all be proposed under one application.  Mr. Rice
stated there are issues with setting standards.  People make an application, meet the
standards and are entitled to a permit, but when it gets to the County Board, it gets political
and it gets denied.  We have had to reverse ourselves on occasions.  


Mr. Welty stated this is what we need to decide so we know how to proceed.  Should 
commercial WECS projects be a permitted use or a Special Use?  Mr. Barnes stated I make
a motion that commercial WECS projects be a Special Use; seconded by Ms. Kilker.   Mr.
Ocken asked if this is a Special Use permit, if the company meets the standards, they can
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go through the process?  Mr. Reibel answered performance standards will tell them how to
design their project.  Mr. Anderson asked if the company meets all the standards and is
denied by the RPC, ZBA, PZC & CB, could they sue the County.  Mr. Reibel answered
anyone can file a lawsuit.  Mr. Welty stated the performance standards are for the
application, the RPC, ZBA & PZC can make additional recommendations and the County
Board can agree or disagree.  Mr. Hickey asked does the County Board not have to follow
the recommendations of the committees?  Mr. Welty answered correct, they do not.


Mr. Welty called a for a roll call vote; Mr. Diehl, yes; Mr. Barnes; yes, Ms. Kilker , yes;  Mr.
Ocken, yes; Mr. Anderson, yes; Mr. Hickey, yes, Mr. Welty, yes.  The motion to recommend
that wind turbines will require a Special Use Permit was approved by a voice vote of 7-0.


Mr. Welty stated for next weeks meeting I would like us to focus on determining setback
requirements.  You each have been provided with a lot of information to process regarding
various concerns (flicker effect, vibrations, health effects, noise etc.)  Mr. Reibel stated noise
and decibel level is a complex and technical issue that I am not knowledgeable in. 
Discussion ensued regarding the possible effects caused by wind turbines: noise, vibrations,
shadow flicker, ice throw.  It was discussed who monitors these issues. Mr. Reibel stated we
need to have a complaint resolution procedure in place and referred to page 13 for
recommendations.


Mr. Welty stated the next issue is of setback requirements and the effects these have on
participating and non-participating land owners.  Should the setbacks be from a property line
or from a building foundation?  Discussion ensued regarding current private wind turbine
setback requirements.  Mr. Hickey stated you must keep the participating land owners rights
in mind too.  Mr. Welty agreed.   Discussion ensued regarding the setback requirements
established in DeKalb County.


Discussion ensued regarding effects wind turbines have on property values.  Mr. Rice stated
having a wind turbine next to you is no different than having a hog confinement facility near
by.  Mr. Hickey added or a landfill.  Mr. Ocken asked would it be feasible to request that
wind company need an area 3 miles by 2 miles and all property owners need to participate
so you don’t have and conflicts.  Discussion ensued.


Ms. Kilker asked could we use the GIS to analyze how these proposed setbacks would
affect the Baileyville proposed sites?   Mr. Reibel stated I have done some analysis
regarding different setbacks.  Mr. Reibel passed around for the members to view a map
showing what a 1,500' setback would look like on a large parcel of land, a map showing
County-wide address points buffered to 1,000', a map showing County-wide address points
buffered to 1/4 mile, and a map showing County-wide address points buffered to ½ mile. 
Mr. Rice stated a big problem is that many property owners do not live on the land, they live
out of area or state so they don’t care what happens at the site.  Illinois is a good site for
wind farms because we have six nuclear plants and have easy access to power grids.  Mr.
Hickey stated we can’t tell a land owner that because we don’t like it, they aren’t going to be
able to do what they want with their property.  Mr. Welty stated we do not want to ban wind
farms, we want to protect the non-participating land owners and their rights.   Discussion
ensued regarding personal turbines.  Mr. Welty stated this committee is to focus on
commercial wind farms, not turbines constructed for private use.  Mr. Rice stated I see that
as being the future.  Discussion ensued regarding private wind turbines and the effect that
commercial turbines could have on them.


Mr. Dijstelbergen stated I don’t think it would be unreasonable to ask a prospective wind
company for a business plan and corporate structure, the capacity factor, and who the
power will be sold to.  Discussion ensued.


Mr. Anderson stated we can put something in place, but who’s going to monitor it and how
much falls back on the County?  We all know that the government doesn’t always have the
knowledge to make decisions regarding private industry and no one likes too much
government involvement.  Discussion ensued regarding monitoring responsibilities.   Ms.
Kilker stated would these performance standards carry forward to any industry that comes
into Ogle County?  We need to be careful how we proceed.  Mr. Welty stated this is for wind
farms only.  Ms. Kilker stated what about the trickle-down effect, because there will be one. 
Mr. Roe stated there would be a concern from legal stand point.  It could be argued  that 
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you are discriminating against wind farms by not requiring performance standards for other
industries or organizations.  Mr. Welty stated we do not want to adversely impact
development in the county. 


Discussion ensued regarding nuisance factors.


2. PUBLIC COMMENTS


Dennis Pabasco of 13133 Mowers Rd., Kings/Rochelle read a statement regarding the
effects wind turbines have on property values.  He provided a handout for the committee
members (attached).


Barbara Jensen , 14088 Mowers Rd., Kings read a statement regarding the effects wind
turbines have on animals.  She provided a handout for the committee (attached).


Peggy Allison, 2199 Hwy 251, Rochelle read a statement regarding health issues caused by
wind turbines.  She provided a handout for the committee (attached).  


Homer Bailey, 11905 , Kings; read a statement regarding shadow flicker effects and ice
throw.  He provided a handout for the committee (attached).


Noel Allison of Rochelle read from a new article regarding wind turbines disrupting military
radar detection of enemy radar.


Jerry Seebach, 11594 E. Kyte Rd., Rochelle stated that he has personally experienced the
effects a wind turbine can have on a property owner.


Mr. Ocken stated the effects wind turbines could have on radar, TV, radio and cell phone
communications should be added to our discussion.


Discussion ensued regarding compliance agreements signed by property owners


Mr. Barnes stated he has an invitation to visit a homestead that is affected by wind turbines. 
He read an email received from the property owner.  We could make a trip to this site next
Thursday afternoon to see for ourselves the impact of the turbines.  Mr. Reibel stated that if
a majority of a quorum of this subcommittee attend, the visit will need to be considered a
meeting that is open to the public, and an agenda posted.  Mr. Barnes stated he will clear it
with the property owner.


Mr. Welty stated for next week’s meeting, we will be discussing the setback issues and
proceed section by section through information provide by Mr. Reibel.  Mr. Ocken asked will
we be voting on the setback requirements next week?  Mr. Welty answered I hope so. 


7. ADJOURN


Chairman Welty  declared the March 25 meeting of the Subcommittee on Commercial
WECS adjourned at 12:05 P.M.  The next meeting will be held Thursday, April 1 at 9:00
A.M. at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL. 


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator
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APPENDIX V - Commercial Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS) Performance Standards


I. DEFINITIONS


The following words and terms, as used herein, shall have the following meanings:


A. “Applicant” means the entity or person who has submitted to the County of Ogle an
application for a Special Use Permit for a WECS Project.


B. “Financial Assurance” means reasonable assurance from a credit worthy party, examples
of which include a surety bond, trust instrument, cash escrow, or irrevocable letter of
credit.


C. “Operator” means the entity responsible for the day-to-day operation and maintenance of
the WECS, including any third party subcontractors.


D. “Owner” means the entity or entities with an equity interest in the WECS(s), including
their respective successors and assigns. Owner does not mean (i) the property owner from
whom land is leased for locating the WECS (unless the property owner has an equity
interest in the WECS); or (ii) any person holding a security interest in the WECS(s)
solely to secure an extension of credit, or a person foreclosing on such security interest
provided that after foreclosure, such person seeks to sell the WECS(s) at the earliest
practicable date. 


E. “Professional Engineer” means a qualified individual who is licensed as a professional
engineer in any state in the United States. 


F. “Primary Structure” means, for each property, the structure that one or more persons
occupy the majority of time on that property for either business or personal reasons.
Primary Structure includes structures such as residences, commercial buildings, hospitals,
and day care facilities. Primary Structure excludes structures such as hunting sheds,
storage sheds, pool houses, unattached garages and barns.


G. “Shadow Flicker” means the on-and-off flickering effect of a shadow caused when the
sun passes behind the rotor of a wind turbine.


H. “Substation” means the apparatus that connects the electrical collection system of the
WECS(s) and increases the voltage for connection with the utility’s transmission lines.


I. “Wind Energy Conversion System” (“WECS”) means all necessary devices that together
convert wind energy into electricity, including the rotor, nacelle, generator, WECS
Tower, electrical components, WECS foundation, transformer, and electrical cabling
from the WECS Tower to the Substation(s).


J. “WECS Project” means the collection of WECSs and Substation(s) as specified in the
Special Use Permit application.


K. “WECS Tower” means the support structure to which the nacelle and rotor are attached.
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L. “WECS Turbine” means the support structure to which the nacelle and rotor are attached,
and the nacelle and rotor.


L. “WECS Turbine Height” means the distance from the rotor blade at its highest point to
the top surface of the WECS foundation.


II. INFORMATION REQUIRED


A. All applications for Special Use Permit shall be made on forms provided by the Planning
& Zoning Department and be accompanied by the required fee.


B. The application for Special Use Permit shall include a site plan containing the following
information and meeting the following requirements:


1. The boundaries of all WECS Project parcels and participating parcels.


2. The boundaries of all non-participating parcels located within 2,640 feet of any
boundary of the WECS Project parcels.


3. The names and addresses of the owners of all WECS Project parcels and 
participating parcels.


4. The names and addresses of the owners of all non-participating parcels that
adjoin the WECS Project and participating parcels.


5. The names and addresses of the owners of all non-participating parcels that are
located within 2,640' of any boundary of the WECS Project and participating
parcels.


6. Existing zoning of each WECS Project parcel and all required setbacks on each
WECS Project parcel.


7. The proposed location of all components of the proposed WECS Project,
including but not limited to the WECS turbine, WECS tower, access roads,
control facilities, construction staging area(s), maintenance facility or facilities,
and all power collection and transmission systems.


8. The location and description of all structures located on WECS Project parcels,
participating parcels, and any non-participating parcel located within 2,640 feet
of any boundary of a WECS Project parcel and participating parcel.


9. The location of all major above- and below-ground utility lines, telephone lines,
and railroad rights-of-way located within and adjacent to the WECS Project, and
within 1000 feet of, or three times the total height of a proposed WECS,
whichever is greater.


10. The location of all public roads and right-of-way located within and adjacent to
the WECS Project parcels, and within 1,000 feet of, or three times the total
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height of a proposed WECS, whichever is greater.


11. Municipal boundaries, 1.5 mile municipal extraterritorial jurisdiction radii, civil
township boundaries, county boundaries, and school district boundaries.


12. The location of all mapped wetlands (per USFWS National Wetlands Inventory)
and Special Flood Hazard Areas (per the Ogle County Flood Insurance Rate
Maps) within the WECS Project.


13. Dimensional representation and sizes of the structural components of the WECS
construction including the base, footings, tower, and blades.


14. Schematic of electrical systems associated with the proposed WECS Project
including all existing and proposed electrical connections.


15. WECS manufacturer's specifications and installation and operation instructions,
or specific WECS design information.


16. The size and scale of the site plan shall be as determined by the Planning &
Zoning Administrator. The scale map shall include a north arrow, the date, the
scale, and reference to a section corner. The site plan shall include such
additional information as the Planning & Zoning Administrator or County
Engineer may require.


17. Other information as required herein and/or reasonably required by the Planning
& Zoning Administrator.


C. The following digital geographic information shall be provided to the Planning & Zoning
Administrator in ESRI shapefile format, projected to the Ogle County GIS Partnership
coordinate system (NAD 1983 State Plane IL West Zone):


1. WECS (point file).
2. WECS Project parcels and participating parcels (polygon file).
3. Non-participating parcels within 2,640' of the WECS Project and participating


parcels (polygon file).
4. Other digital information as reasonably required by the Planning & Zoning


Administrator or County Engineer.


D. The application for Special Use Permit shall include mailing labels printed with the name
and correct mailing address for all property owners that are required to receive legal
notification of the Special Use Permit application and public hearing pursuant to State
law and this Ordinance.


E. No action will be taken on an application until the completed application and all
supporting documentation is received by the Planning and Zoning Department.


III. DESIGN AND INSTALLATION
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A. Conformance With Approved Application and Plans


1. The Petitioner, Owner and/or Operator of the WECS Project shall construct the
WECS Project in substantial accordance with submitted Special Use Permit
application and all accompanying documents.


2. The Petitioner, Owner and/or Operator shall be bound by any and all proposals
and representations made under oath at the public hearing before the Zoning
Board of Appeals, which shall be considered supplementary conditions of the
Special Use Permit granted by the Ogle County Board, even if not directly
specified herein.


3. The owner and/or operator of the WECS Project shall obtain all required permits
from other governmental agencies (such as the Federal Aviation Administration)
prior to commencing construction or as otherwise required by the applicable laws
and regulations.  Copies or evidence of such permits shall be submitted to the
County on or before the issuance of the first Zoning Certificate for any WECS.


4. The owner and/or operator of the WECS Project shall provide the following as
part of its application for Zoning Certificate(s) for the WECS Project for
approval by the Ogle County Planning & Zoning Department to confirm
satisfaction of the conditions of this Special Use approval:


a. The property lines of the proposed site of construction;
b. Proposed location of the WECS, including distances from property lines


and any existing or occupied residence within 1,800 feet of the WECS
turbine, as verified by a registered Professional Land Surveyor;


c. Location and description of all structures located on the property where
the WECS is proposed;


d. Location of all above-ground utility lines within a radius equal to two (2)
times the height of the proposed WECS turbine;


e. Location of all underground utility lines on the WECS turbine site;
f. Dimensional representation of the structural components of the WECS


tower construction including the base and footings;
g. Schematic of electrical systems associated with the WECS turbine


including all existing and proposed electrical connections;
h. Manufacturer’s specifications and installation and operation instructions


or specific WECS design information;
i. Certification by a registered Professional Engineer that the tower design


is sufficient to withstand wind load requirements for structure as defined
by the International Code Council (ICC);


j. Location of all access roads required for the WECS turbine including
necessary approvals from the County Engineer for county highways and
Township Highway Commissioner for township roads;


k. A topographic map of the proposed site of construction;
l. Proposed location of all easements necessary for the operation of the


WECS (executed copies of which shall be submitted prior to issuance of
Occupancy Certificate);
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m. Other information as reasonably required by the County Zoning
Administrator.


5. Each application for a Zoning Certificate for a WECS turbine shall be
accompanied by a “Drainage Permit” issued by the County Engineer addressing
stormwater management, drainage, soils, drain tiles, wetlands, waterways,
ditches, etc. in accordance with the requirements of the Ogle County
Comprehensive Stormwater Management Ordinance.


6. Construction activity associated with WECS turbines shall not commence before
6:00 A.M. nor continue past 9:00 P.M. on any day of the week.


7. Prior to issuance of an Occupancy Certificate, the owner and/or operator of the
WECS Project shall submit a certificate to the County Planning & Zoning
Department verifying that any power purchase contracts, power transmission
contracts and other legal rights are in place.


8. Construction of the WECS Project within Ogle County shall commence within
12 months of the date of the Special Use Ordinance approval by the County
Board. The Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County Board may grant
an extension of the foregoing time period upon the owner and/or operator of the
WECS Project demonstrating reasonable justification for such a request.  After
construction is complete, the owner and/or operator of the WECS Project shall
provide certified “as-built” drawings to the County Zoning Administrator
showing the locations of the WECS turbines, roads, transmission lines, and all
other improvements related to the WECS Project (collectively, the
“Improvements”) and a legal description of the land utilized for the
Improvements.  This Special Use Permit shall thereafter automatically be
modified to limit the legal description of the area of the Special Use to the land
utilized for the Improvements.


B. Design Safety Certification 


1. All components of the WECS Project shall conform to applicable industry
standards, including those of the American National Standards Institute (“ANSI”)
and the American Wind Energy Association (“AWEA”). Applicants shall submit
certificates of design compliance that equipment manufacturers have obtained
from Underwriters Laboratories (“UL”), Det Norske Veritas (“DNV”),
Germanischer Lloyd Wind Energie (“GL”), or an equivalent third party.


2.  Following the granting of a Special Use Permit, a Professional Engineer shall
certify, as part of the Zoning Certificate application, that the foundation and
tower design of the WECS is within accepted professional standards, given local
soil and climate conditions.


C. Controls and Brakes 


All WECS shall be equipped with a redundant braking system. This includes both
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aerodynamic over-speed controls (including variable pitch, tip, and other similar systems)
and mechanical brakes. Mechanical brakes shall be operated in a fail-safe mode. Stall
regulation shall not be considered a sufficient braking system for over-speed protection.


D. Electrical Components 


1. All electrical components of the WECS shall conform to applicable state, and
national codes, and relevant national and international standards (e.g. ANSI and
International Electrical Commission).


2. All electrical wires and lines used to collect power from individual WECS
turbines, as well as communications lines, shall be trenched-in, installed and
located underground at a depth consistent with local utility and
telecommunication underground lines standards.


3. The Owner and/or Operator of the WECS Project shall provide information on
underground utilities constructed and/or installed as part of the WECS Project to
the “One-Call System” operated by the Joint Utility Locating Information for
Excavators company, commonly known as “JULIE.”


E. Color 


WECS Turbines shall be painted white or gray or another non-reflective, unobtrusive
color.


F. Compliance with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA)


The Applicant for the WECS shall comply with all applicable FAA requirements.


G. Warnings


A reasonably visible warning sign concerning voltage must be placed at the base of all
pad-mounted transformers and Substations.


H. Climb Prevention


All WECS Towers must be unclimbable by design or protected by anti-climbing devices
such as:


1. Fences with locking portals at least six feet high; or


2. Anti-climbing devices 12 feet vertically from the base of the WECS Tower.


I. Setbacks


1. All WECS Towers shall be set back at least 1,000A feet from any Primary
Structure. The distance for the above setback shall be measured from the point of
the Primary Structure foundation closest to the WECS Tower to the center of the
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WECS Tower foundation. The owner of the Primary Structure may waive this
setback requirement; but in no case shall a WECS Tower be located closer to a
Primary Structure then 1.10 times the WECS Tower Height.


2. All WECS Towers shall be set back a distance of at least 1.10 timesB the WECS
Tower Height from public roads, third party transmission lines, and
communication towers.


3. All WECS Towers shall be set back a distance of at least 1.10 timesC the WECS
Tower Height from adjacent property lines. The affected adjacent property owner
may waive this setback requirement.


4. The Applicant does not need to obtain a variance from the County of Ogle upon
waiver by either the County or property owner of any of the above setback
requirements. Any waiver of any of the above setback requirements shall run
with the land and be recorded as part of the chain of title in the deed of the
subject property.


J. Other Setbacks


1. Natural Resource Areas:  All WECS at the time of application for Special Use
Permit shall maintain a setback of not less than 0.5 mileD from the property line
of any Illinois Natural Areas Inventory Site (INAI), Natural Land Institute (NLI)
site, Nature Conservancy (TNC) site, or public forest, public forest preserve, or
public park.


2. Bird and Bat Migration Paths: All WECS at the time of application shall be
located out of bird and bat migration pathways/corridors to which WECS
construction would pose a substantial risk as identified by the required
Wildlife/Avian Survey and Mitigation Plan (Section III, Paragraph P. herein). 
Adherence to this requirement shall be addressed in said Wildlife/Avian Survey
and Mitigation Plan.  Evidence supporting adherence to this requirement, which
may include a letter from the Illinois Department of Natural Resources or the
U.S. Department of Interior, Division of Fish and Wildlife Service, shall be
provided as part of the application for Special Use Permit.


3. The Applicant does not need to obtain a variance from the County of Ogle upon
waiver by either the County or property owner of any of the above setback
requirements. Any waiver of any of the above setback requirements shall run
with the land and be recorded as part of the chain of title in the deed of the
subject property.


K. Compliance with Additional Regulations


Nothing in this Special Use Permit is intended to preempt other applicable state and
federal laws and regulations.


L. Use of Public Roads 
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1. The Owner or Operator of the WECS Project shall provide dust control measures
as may be commercially and reasonably required by the County during
construction, and shall repair any roads or other infrastructure damaged by the
WECS Project construction or maintenance. Any road or bridge damage or
repairs resulting from the construction or maintenance of the WECS Project, as
determined by the County Engineer or Township Highway Commissioner, the
installation, maintenance or removal of same, must be completed to the
satisfaction of the County Engineer or Township Highway Commissioner. 
Further, a Letter of Credit in an amount to be fixed by the County Engineer or
Township Highway Commissioner may be required by the County Engineer or
Township Highway Commissioner to insure the County or Township that future
repairs are completed to the commercially reasonable satisfaction of the
applicable unit of government.


2. Road Use and Risk Assessment Plan and Road Impact Requirements.


a. An application for a Special Use for a WECS shall include a road use
and risk assessment plan containing the following information and
meeting the following requirements:


(1) A description and map of all public roads to be used in
connection with the construction of the WECS Project, including
a description of how and when such roads will be used in
connection with the construction of the WECS Project.


(2) A description of the type and length of vehicles and type, weight
and length of loads to be conveyed on all public roads.


(3) A complete assessment of the proposed use of public roads in
connection with the construction of the WECS Project, including
the adequacy of turning radii; the ability of the roads to sustain
loads without damage; the need to remove (permanently or
temporarily) signs, trees, utilities, or anything else; any
reasonably foreseeable damage to roads or other property; any
reasonably foreseeable costs the County or any Township Road
District may incur in connection with the use of public roads,
including but not limited to costs relating to traffic control,
public safety, or damage to roads or property.


(4) A traffic control and safety plan relating to the use of public
roads in connection with the construction of the WECS Project.


(5) Any additional information the County Engineer may request
relating to the use of public roads in connection with the
construction and/or operation of the WECS Project.


b. The County Engineer, in cooperation with any affected Township
Highway Commissioner(s), will evaluate the road use and risk
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assessment plan with assistance from such consultants it deems
appropriate. The County and/or Township(s) may document the
condition of all roads to be used in connection with the construction of
the WECS Project in such manner as it deems appropriate. The County
may require changes to the road use and risk assessment plan it deems
appropriate to protect public safety, to protect public roads, and to
address anticipated costs to the County and any Township associated
with applicant's use of public roads.


c. The County may require the applicant to enter into an agreement relating
to the use of public roads. The County may require the applicant to
provide a deposit or letter of credit in an amount the County determines
appropriate to secure any obligations under the agreement, including but
not limited to any obligation relating to alterations or improvements to
roads needed in connection with applicant's use of public roads, and the
reimbursement of the County and/or any affected Township for any costs
the road use and risk assessment indicates the County and/or any
Township may incur in connection with applicant's use of the public
roads.


M. Repair of Drainage Facilities


The Owner or Operator shall repair any and all field tiles damaged by the WECS project
construction and maintenance activities within two (2) weeks of the date of receipt of
notification by the Owner or Operator, and shall repair damage to other drainage
facilities, including but not necessarily limited to waterways and drainage ditches, as
soon as reasonably possible, but in any event within six (6) months of the date of receipt
of notification by the Owner or Operator.


N. Engineering Best Management Practices to Control Stormwater, Siltation and
Erosion


The Owner and/or Operator shall utilize established and accepted engineering Best
Management Practices to manage stormwater, siltation and erosion during construction.


O. Blasting


No blasting shall occur in connection with the construction of the WECS Project unless
the Owner and/or Operator has provided prior notification to the property owner, any
abutting property owners, property owners within 1,500' of the blasting site, officials of
the Township in which the blasting is to occur, and the Ogle County Planning & Zoning
Department.  All blasting shall be done in accordance with all applicable State and
Federal laws and regulations.


P. Wildlife/Avian Survey and Mitigation Plan


The Applicant of the WECS Project Special Use shall commission and submit to the
County Planning & Zoning Department at time of Special Use Permit application a
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wildlife assessment (impact study), conducted by a qualified wildlife expert having not
less than ten (10) years of experience conducting wildlife assessments, indicating
possible risks to local wildlife, habitat and migratory birds.  Additionally, Applicant shall
consult with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) regarding the WECS
Project’s potential impact on local wildlife.  Applicant’s wildlife expert shall also
develop a mitigation plan, if applicable, that addresses and/or mitigates risks to wildlife,
migratory birds and affiliated habitat raised by the IDNR.


More specifically, Applicant shall submit the wildlife assessment/impact study and
mitigation plan (if applicable) to the IDNR for review and consultation.  Should the
IDNR choose to comment on said herein, all comments shall be forwarded to the
Planning & Zoning Department in writing.


If the IDNR determines that the submitted mitigation plan is insufficient to effectively
address the risk to local wildlife and habitat or the County requires clarification on any
study, plan, or comment herein referred to in this Section or no IDNR comments are
provided to the Count Planning & Zoning Department, then the County may select and
hire a qualified wildlife expert having not less than ten (10) years experience conducting
wildlife assessments (impact studies) and mitigation plans to review the wildlife
assessment (impact study) and mitigation plan submitted by the Applicant.  All costs
associated with the wildlife expert selected and hired by the County shall be paid for by
the Applicant.  Should it be found by the County’s wildlife expert that the mitigation plan
is deficient, such deficiency shall be addressed by the Applicant’s wildlife expert to the
satisfaction of the County’s wildlife expert.  Moreover, should the County’s wildlife
expert find that the mitigation plan (or the lack of a mitigation plan) by the Applicant’s
wildlife expert is deficient or not acceptable, then the Applicant shall mitigate the wildlife
concern(s) in accordance with the recommendations of the County’s wildlife expert.  The
mitigation plan (including any recommendation[s] listed therein) shall be subject to the
same enforcement powers of any other performance standard contained herein.


IV. OPERATION


A. General Operational and Maintenance Requirements


1. The operation of the WECS project shall be conducted without offensive noise,
vibration, dust, smoke, odor, glare, lighting or the risk of fire, explosion or other
accident and shall not be detrimental to the public health, safety and/or general
welfare of the immediate neighborhood or community at large.


2. The Owner and/or Operator of the WECS project shall repair, maintain and
replace the WECS and/or WECS components consistent with sound utility
practice as needed to keep the WECS Project in good repair and operational
condition.


B. Maintenance


1. The Owner or Operator of the WECS project shall submit, on an annual basis, a
summary of the operation and maintenance reports to the County of Ogle. In
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addition to the above annual summary, the Owner or Operator must furnish such
operation and maintenance reports as the County reasonably requests.


2. Any physical modification to the WECS that alters the mechanical load,
mechanical load path, or major electrical components shall require re-
certification under Section II(A)(1) of this Special Use Permit Ordinance. Like-
kind replacements shall not require re-certification. Prior to making any physical
modification (other than a like-kind replacement), the Owner or Operator shall
confer with a relevant third-party certifying entity identified in Section II(A)(1)
of this Special Use Permit Ordinance to determine whether the physical
modification requires re-certification.


C. Interference


1. The Applicant, Owner and/or Operator shall provide the applicable microwave
transmission providers and local emergency service provider(s) (911 operators)
copies of the project summary and site plan. To the extent that the above
provider(s) demonstrate a likelihood of interference with its communications
resulting from the WECS project the Applicant shall take reasonable measures to
mitigate such anticipated interference.  If, after construction of the WECS, the
Owner or Operator receives a written complaint related to the above-mentioned
interference, the Owner or Operator shall take reasonable steps to respond to the
complaint, and shall use commercially reasonable efforts to mitigate any
problems on a case-by-case basis.


2. If, after construction of the WECS project, the Owner or Operator receives a
written complaint related to interference with local broadcast residential
television, the Owner or Operator shall take reasonable steps to respond to the
complaint, and shall use commercially reasonable efforts to mitigate any
problems on a case-by-case basis.


D. Coordination with Local Fire Protection District(s) 


1. The Applicant, Owner or Operator shall submit to the local fire protection
district(s) a copy of the site plan.


2. Upon request by the local fire department, the Owner or Operator shall cooperate
with the local fire department to develop the fire protection district’s emergency
response plan.  The WECS Owner/Operator shall work with cooperate with any
and all local rescue authorities to provide training (at Owner’s and/or Operator’s
expense) to personnel who can assist with a rescue from a WECS.


3. Nothing in this section shall alleviate the need to comply with all other applicable
fire, life safety and/or emergency response laws and regulations.


E. Materials Handling, Storage and Disposal 


1. All solid wastes related to the construction, operation and maintenance of the
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WECS shall be removed from the site promptly and disposed of in accordance
with all federal, state and local laws.


2. All hazardous materials related to the construction, operation and maintenance of
the WECS shall be handled, stored, transported and disposed of in accordance
with all applicable local, state and federal laws.


F. Shadow Flicker


1. Should shadow flicker affect any adjoining property owner that is not a
participant in the WECS project, the Owner or Operator of the WECS project
shall use commercially reasonable efforts to remedy the problem on a case-by-
case basis by undertaking measures such as trees and/or vegetation plantings, or
awning installation.


2. If the Owner or Operator receives a verified complaint about shadow flicker
visible from within any home owned by someone who is not participating in the
wind farm, then the Owner or Operator shall program any and all WECS causing
the shadow flicker to shut down during the period of time that such shadow
flicker is anticipated to occur.


3. Shadow flicker shall not be allowed to occur on any road or street intersection.


G. Lighting


The WECS project shall use minimal lighting.  No tower lighting other than normal
security lighting shall be permitted except as may be required by the FAA.


The  Applicant, Owner, and/or Operator shall prepare a proposal to the FAA requesting a
reduction in the wind turbine obstruction lighting requirements.  Prior to the start of
construction of the WECS project, the Applicant, Owner and/or Operator and the Ogle
County Planning & Zoning Administrator shall jointly submit the proposal to the FAA. 
The current FAA requirements provide for a L864/L865 obstruction light to be located on
top of the Nacelle at each turbine location.  The proposal prepared by the Applicant,
Owner and/or Operator shall request a reduction of lights required for the WECS project
(for example, perimeter lighting only), a shielding apparatus to reduce the visibility of the
obstruction lights from the ground, and/or a reduction of the intensity of the obstruction
lights to that of a L810.


H. Stray Voltage


The Owner and/or Operator of the WECS Project shall minimize to the maximum
practical extent possible the impact of any stray voltage caused by the operation of the
WECS Project.


I. Advertising Material and Signage


No advertising material and/or signage other than warning, equipment identification, or
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ownership information shall be allowed on the WECS.  This prohibition shall include the
attachment of any flag, decorative sign, streamers, pennants, ribbons, spinners, or
waving, fluttering or revolving devices on the WECS, but not including any
meteorological devices.


J. Protection of Surface Water and Groundwater Resources


The Owner and/or Operator of the WECS Project shall operate the WECS Project so as
not to cause surface water or groundwater contamination.


K. Report of Bird Kills


The owner and/or operator of the WECS Project shall catalogue and annually report to
the County Planning & Zoning Department all birds and bats that are discovered to have
been injured or killed by the WECS Turbines.  The annual report of bat and bird injuries
and deaths shall include species, number, and dates when the injured or killed bird or bat
was discovered.


L. Noise. (SEE ATTACHED NOISE REGULATION OPTIONS “B” and “C”)


The owner and/or operator of the WECS Project shall comply with all applicable codes
and ordinances regulating sound generation, including, but not limited to the
requirements of the Illinois Pollution Control Board (35 Illinois Administrative Code Part
900 and 901).  In the event that any sound levels from a WECS are found to be in excess
of permissible levels at the residence of any non-participating landowner pursuant to the
Illinois Pollution Control Board requirements, the WECS owner and/or operator shall
take such measures as are necessary to bring sound levels down to a level that is in
conformance with the aforementioned Illinois Pollution Control Board requirements.


Complaints regarding WECS noise shall be address by the following procedure:


1. The owner/operator of the WECS shall respond within five (5) business days
after notified of a noise complaint by any non-participating property owner
within one (1) mile of a WECS.


2. The tests shall be performed by a qualified independent acoustical consultant
acceptable to the complainant and the Ogle County.  Sound measurements shall
be conducted in accordance with 35 Illinois Administrative Code Part 910
(Measurement Procedures for the Enforcement of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 900 & 901).


3. Testing shall commence within ten (10) working days of the request. If testing
cannot be initiated within ten (10) days, the WECS(s) in question shall be shut
down until the testing can be started.


4. A copy of the test results shall be sent to the property owner and the Ogle County
Planning or Zoning Department within thirty (30) days of test completion.


5. If a Complaint is made, the presumption shall be that it is reasonable. Ogle
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County shall undertake an investigation of the alleged operational violation by a
qualified individual mutually acceptable to Ogle County.


a. The reasonable cost and fees incurred by Ogle County in retaining said
qualified individual shall be reimbursed by the owner of the WECS.


b. Funds for this assessment shall be paid or put into an escrow account
prior to the study and payment shall be independent of the study
findings.


6. After the investigation, if Ogle County reasonably concludes that operational
violations are shown to be caused by the WECS(s), the licensee/operator/owner
shall use reasonable efforts to mitigate such problems on a case-by-case basis
including such measures as not operating during the nighttime or other noise
sensitive period if such operation was the cause of the complaints.


V. LIABILITY INSURANCE


The Owner or Operator of the WECS project shall maintain a current general liability policy
covering bodily injury and property damage with limits of at least $2 million per occurrence and
$2 million in the aggregate.


VI. DECOMMISSIONING PLAN


The Owner of the WECS Project shall ensure that the WECS Project facilities are properly
decommissioned upon the end of the project life or project abandonment. An application for a
Special Use Permit for a WECS shall include a “Decommissioning and Site Restoration Plan”
containing the information and meeting the requirements in this section.  The Plan shall be
updated and resubmitted every five (5) years.


A. The “Decommissioning and Site Restoration Plan” shall provide for the removal of all
physical material pertaining to the WECS Project improvements to a depth of 48"
beneath the soil surface, and restoration of the area occupied by the WECS Project’s
facilities and improvements to as near as practicable to the same condition that existed
immediately before construction of such improvements, and repair or replacement of any
damage to public roads and bridges that may occur as a result of traffic associated with
decommissioning.


B. The “Decommissioning and Site Restoration Plan” shall provide for the decommissioning
of the site upon the expiration or revocation of the WECS Project Special Use Permit, or
upon the abandonment of the WECS Project, or any individual WECS unit. The WECS
Project or any individual WECS unit shall be deemed abandoned if its operation is ceased
for 12 consecutive months unless an extension of the one-year period is granted by action
of the Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County Board for good cause shown.


C. The “Decommissioning and Site Restoration Plan” shall include provisions for financial
security to secure completion of decommissioning and site restoration, in form and
amount satisfactory to the County. A letter of credit, cash on deposit with the County, or
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cash held in escrow pursuant to an agreement acceptable to the County, shall be
acceptable security.  The amount of the financial security shall be equal to the estimated
cost of completing the decommissioning and site restoration in accordance with the
approved plan, as approved by the County.  The “Decommissioning and Site Restoration
Plan” shall also include the following:


1. The anticipated life of the WECS Project;


2. The estimated decommissioning costs in current U.S. dollars;


3. How said estimate was determined;


4. The method of ensuring that the funds will be available for decommissioning and
restoration;


5. The manner in which the WECS Project will be decommissioned and the site
restored;


6. A CPI or a percentage adjustment.


7. Written authorization from the WECS Project Owner and all owners of all
Project Parcels for the County to access the Project Parcels and implement the
decommissioning and site restoration plan, in the event the WECS Project owner
fails to implement the plan. The written authorization shall be in a form approved
by the County.


D. The required financial security, pursuant to an agreement acceptable to the County, shall
be provided to the County prior to issuance of a Zoning Certificate for any portion of the
WECS Project.


VII. ABANDONMENT


The WECS Project owner or the landowner of a WECS or multiple WECS shall notify the Ogle
County Planning & Zoning Department when the WECS Project or any individual WECS unit is
no longer in operations pursuant to Section VI above.  Within twelve (12) months of cessation of
operations, unless the Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County Board grants an
extension of time for good cause shown, the approved “Decommissioning and Site Restoration
Plan” pursuant to Section VII above shall be implemented.


VIII. HOME SELLER PROTECTION PROGRAM


The Owner and/or Operator of the WECS Project shall, for a five-year period from the date that
the WECS Project is placed into service, maintain a Home Seller Protection Program (“Program”)
covering loss in value directly attributable, upon the sale of such home, to the WECS Project for
those houses which (a) are not located within the WECS Project area identified in the Petition for
Special Use Permit, (b) have an outside wall of the primary residential structure which is located
within 1 mile (5,280') of a WECS turbine erected by the Petitioner/Owner/Operator and (c) are
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located in Ogle County.  This Program shall only apply to those persons owning eligible homes
(“home owner”), as set forth above, on and/or prior to the date the WECS Project Special Use
Permit is approved by the Ogle County Board and shall not apply to those who have purchased
existing homes or constructed new homes after the Ogle County Board has approved the said
WECS Project Special Use Permit.


The definitions of the following terms shall be utilized in the interpretation of this Program:


“Home Owner” means the legal entity, individual or individuals holding title to any property
containing a dwelling or legal entity, individual beneficiary or beneficiaries of a trust which
holds title to any property containing a dwelling on the in-service date of the Ogle County Board
approval of the WECS Project Special Use Permit.


“Sale” means the transfer of the ownership by a home owner where the home owner is willing to
sell and the purchaser is willing to purchase the real property in an arms length transaction at a
certain price.


For those home owners electing to participate in this Program, the procedure shall be as follows:


A. Before the WECS Project is placed into service, a copy of this Home Seller Protection
Program, an election form to participate in the Program and a copy of the Grant of Right
of First Refusal shall be sent by Owner/Operator by certified mail, return receipt
requested, to each home owner, as determined by Ogle County Assessment records,
located within one mile of a WECS erected by Owner/Operator.  The home owner must
sign an election form to participate in the Program and provide said copy of written
election to the WECS Project Owner/Operator and the Ogle County Zoning
Administrator.


B. The home owner must grant a “Right of First Refusal” to the WECS Project
Owner/Operator on a form provided by the WECS Project Owner/Operator.  Failure of an
eligible home owner under this Program to provide the WECS Project Owner/Operator
with “right of first refusal” shall constitute a forfeiture of all rights and entitlements
provided under this Program.  Said “Right of First Refusal” shall provide that the home
owner shall disclose the terms, within three days of receipt of offer, of any accepted offer
home owner receives from a third party to purchase home.  WECS Project
Owner/Operator will have 10 days after receipt of offer to elect to purchase the home on
terms identical to those offered by the third party.  Within 7 days of notification of the
election to purchase, the parties will enter into a formal contract of sale.  If the WECS
Project Owner/Operator fails to give notice then the home owner may dispose of the
home as they see fit.  If the home owner fails to provide notice of the third party offer, the
opportunity to participate in the home seller protection program shall be forfeited.


C. Home shall be listed with a realtor or auctioneer to be agreed upon by the home owner
and WECS Project Owner/Operator.  If listed with a realtor, said realtor shall list the
home at 110% of the fair market value of the home without the WECS Project.   


D. The WECS Project Owner/Operator and home owner shall each select an independent
Illinois licensed appraiser to conduct an appraisal of the subject real estate.  Each party
shall be responsible for the cost of hiring said appraiser to conduct the real estate
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appraisal.


E. Each appraiser shall determine the diminution  in value, if any,  to the home caused by
the proximity to the WECS Project by determining the fair market value of the home
assuming no WECS Project was constructed and the current fair market value.


F. If one of the diminution in values submitted is no more than ten percent (10%) higher
than the other, the diminution in values shall be averaged to establish the average
diminution value.  If one of the diminution in values submitted is more than ten percent
(10%) higher than the other, then the two (2) independent appraisers will select a third
independent Illinois licensed appraiser who shall prepare and present to WECS Project
Owner/Operator and home owner his written appraisal report (see paragraph E above)
setting forth his opinion as to the diminution value for the home.  The cost of the third
appraisal, if required, shall be paid for equally by the WECS Project Owner/Operator and
home owner.


G. If a third party independent appraiser is used, the WECS Project Owner/Operator and
home owner shall agree that the median appraisal of the three appraiser shall constitute
the diminution value.


H. Upon sale of a home for an amount less than the fair market value without the WECS
project, the WECS Project Owner/Operator shall pay the lesser of the difference between
the fair market value without the WECS project or the diminution in value.


I. For a five-year period from the date that the WECS Project is placed into service, eligible
home owners, as established above, that have unsuccessfully marketed real property for a
minimum of one hundred and fifty (150) days with no documented offer of purchase may
elect to sell said home to the WECS Project Owner/Operator.  The WECS Project
Owner/Operator or agent shall purchase said home (real property) for the fair market
value as established in the procedure set forth as follows:


1. The WECS Project Owner/Operator and home owner shall each select an
independent Illinois licensed appraiser to conduct an appraisal of the subject
home.  Each party shall be responsible for the cost of hiring said appraiser to
conduct the home appraisal.


2. Each appraiser shall determine the fair market value of the home assuming no
WECS Project was proposed and/or constructed.


3. If one of the appraisals submitted is no more than ten percent (10%) higher than
the other, the appraisal values shall be averaged to establish the average appraisal
value.  If one of the appraisals submitted is more than ten percent (10%) higher
than the other, then the two (2) independent appraisers will select a third
independent Illinois licensed appraiser who shall prepare and present to WECS
Project Owner/Operator and home owner his written appraisal report setting forth
his opinion as to the fair market value for the home, assuming no WECS Project
was proposed and/or constructed.  The cost of the third appraisal, if required,
shall be paid for equally by the WECS Project Owner/Operator and home owner.
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4. If a third party independent appraiser is used, the WECS Project Owner/Operator
and home owner shall agree that the median appraisal of the three appraiser shall
constitute the fair market value.


If home has been unsuccessfully marketed for 150 days, purchase of the home by the
WECS Project Owner/Operator or Agent shall be completed within 30 days of the
determination of the average appraisal value or three appraisal median unless extended by
mutual consent of both the home owner and the WECS Project Owner/Operator.


IX. PAYMENT OF TAXES OR PAYMENT(S) IN LIEU OF TAXES (PILOT)


The owner of the WECS Project shall annually provide property taxes as required by applicable
State law, provided, however, that in the event that property tax law applicable to wind energy
devices change such that the total property tax amount in any given year would be less than that
which would have been required under the tax laws effective as of the date of this Ordinance,
then the owner of the WECS Project will provide additional funds to bring the total property tax
up to the amount that would have been required if the property tax formula in place at the date of
this Ordinance were in place; unless any future change in property tax laws applicable to wind
energy generation devices result in a formula that would generate more tax revenue than would
be generated under the property tax laws in place as of the date of this Ordinance, in which case
the owner of the WECS Project shall pay property tax in accordance with the tax laws then in
force.


X. INDEMNITY CLAUSE


The Owner and/or Operator of the WECS Project shall defend, indemnify and hold harmless the
County of Ogle and their officials from and against any and all claims, demands, losses, suits,
causes of action, damages, injuries, costs, expenses and liabilities whatsoever including attorney’s
fees arising out of the acts or omissions of the Owner and/or Operator concerning the operation of
the WECS Project without limitation, whether said liability is premised on contract or on tort.


XI. REMEDIES


A. The Applicant’s, Owner’s, or Operator’s failure to materially comply with any of the
above provisions shall constitute a default under the Special Use Permit Ordinance.


B. Prior to implementation of the existing County procedures for the resolution of such
default(s), the appropriate County body shall first provide written notice to the Owner
and Operator, setting forth the alleged default(s). Such written notice shall provide the
Owner and Operator a reasonable time period, not to exceed 60 days, for good faith
negotiations to resolve the alleged default(s).


C. If the County determines in its discretion, that the parties cannot resolve the alleged
default(s) within the good faith negotiation period, shall subject the owners Owner and
Operator to the penalties set forth in Division 9 of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning
Ordinance.


D. The Owner and/or Operator of the WECS Project shall, at the Owner and/or Operator
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expense and in coordination with the County of Ogle, develop a system for logging and
investigating all complaints from citizens related to the operation of the WECS Project.







Notes:


A The Baileyville Wind Farm Special Use Permit conditions required a 1,000' setback from any Primary
Structure.  Recent literature suggests that a setback of 1,000' to 1,400' is generally sufficient to safety and
ensure adjacent property air rights; however, site-specific sound studies should be conducted to ensure
conformity with sound regulations due to variability in the turbine model, local topography, and the
position of neighboring wind turbines. 


Several persons have recommended greater setbacks for various reasons (mainly potential noise and
infrasound impacts).  See “Attachment #1” (Proposed Setback Regulations as submitted by Dennis
Probasco, Ogle County resident and member of Ogle the 4th Community).


B The Baileyville Wind Farm Special Use Permit conditions required a setback of at least 1.10 times the
WECS tower height from public roads, third party transmission lines, and communication towers.  This
setback requirement ensures that, in the unlikely event of tower failure, the tower will not fall onto public
roads, transmission towers or communication towers.


C The Baileyville Wind Farm Special Use Permit conditions required a setback of at least 1.10 times the
WECS tower height from adjacent property lines.  This setback requirement ensures that, in the unlikely
event of tower failure, the tower will not fall onto adjacent properties.  Several persons have
recommended a greater setback (see “Attachment #1” (Proposed Setback Regulations as submitted by
Dennis Probasco, Ogle County resident and member of Ogle the 4th Community) and “Attachment #2”
(Setbacks Measured to Property Line as submitted by William Welty, Ogle County resident).


D The Nature Conservancy - Nachusa Grasslands, Todd Tucker, Executive Director of the Byron Forest
Preserve District and other interested persons have recommended a minimum 2 mile setback from the
boundary lines of natural areas such as those owned by The Nature Conservancy, Illinois DNR, and
Byron Forest Preserve, as well as Illinois Natural Areas Inventory (INAI) sites (see “Attachment #3”
(letter submitted by Bill Kleiman, Project Director of The Nature Conservancy’s Nachusa Grasslands). 
Winnebago County recently adopted a 0.5 mile setback from such areas.


E Sound regulation is a complex issue.  Some studies indicate that there are health effects from low
frequency noise generated by wind turbines.  There are also documents that refute these studies.  It
appears that there is no conclusive evidence that wind turbines generate low frequency sound at a level
that causes health problems.  There are various techniques to regulate sound, and four examples are
provided, including Option “C” that is modeled after Calumet County, WI and contains low frequency
sound requirements (many other jurisdictions have adopted ordinances that contain low frequency noise
requirements, such as Trempeleau County, WI; Town of Union, WI; Town of New Glarus, WI; however,
no examples have been found in Illinois).  The other techniques include requiring compliance with
Illinois Pollution Control Board requirements (option contained in the DRAFT “Appendix V -
Commercial Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS) Performance Standards” document; requiring
sound to not exceed the ambient sound level plus 5 dBA (Option “B”); requiring sound to not exceed 50
dBA, or the ambient sound pressure level plus five (5) dBA, whichever is greater, for more than ten
percent (10%) of any hour.







Proposed Setback Regulations 
(Submitted by Dennis Probasco, Ogle County resident and member of Ogle the 4th 


Community) 


Findings Regarding Setback Distances from Wind Turbines: 
The County of Ogle concludes that a setback of 2640 feet from large wind 
turbines to the nearest residence or other inhabited structure is necessary to 
protect the health and safety of Ogle County residents, based on the following 
findings: 


1. Minimum setbacks from dwellings are necessary to mitigate noise impacts not 
predicted with sound models. Pre-construction sound models fail to accurately 
predict wind turbine noise impacts due to factors such as atmospheric conditions, 
temperature inversions, wind layers, geography and low frequency noise which 
travels further with less loss of intensity than higher frequency noise. In addition, 
at night when air stabilizes, wind turbine noise can travel further than expected 
and can be 5-15 db(A) louder than predicted. (See Kamperman & James; 
Acoustic Ecology Institute Special Report: Wind Energy Noise Impacts 2008) 


2. A dBC requirement is needed to minimize adverse health effects from low 
frequency noise. A dBC requirement will likely result in setbacks between large 
wind turbines and nearby dwellings of 1 km (.62 miles) or greater for 1.5 to 3 MW 
wind turbines if wind turbines are located in rural areas where L90A background 
le_vels are 30 dBA or lower. (See Kamperman & James; WHO 1999; Bajdek 
Noise-Con 2007; Pedersen and Waye 1/11/2008) 


3. Noise diminishes with distance. According to a sound propagation formula in 
the Wind Turbine Acoustic Noise White Paper by the University of 
Massachusetts Renewable Energy Research Lab, a SPL of 35 dBA is reached at 
approximately % mile from a wind turbine based on a sound power at 102 dBA at 
hub height as applied to a 1.5 - 3 MW wind turbine. Therefore, at a distance of 
less than 1/2 mile, a wind turbine will create a SPL that exceeds safe levels. (See 
Rogers pg. 18 Figure 11; Burton 2001) 


Wind Turbine Sound Propagation at the example of 102 dBA sound power at 
hub. 
Distance in Ft. dBA reduction -6 per doublin of distance 


1 102 dBA 
2 96dBA 
4 90dBA 
8 84dBA 


16 78dBA 
32 72dBA 
64 66dBA 


128 60dBA 


1 







256 54dBA 
512 48dBA 


1024 42dBA 
2048 36dBA 
4096 30dBA 
8192 24dBA 


16384 18 dBA 
32768 12 dBA 
65536 6dBA 


131072 OdBA 


While this model of sound propagation is descriptive of the noise generated by 
the machinery at the hub, the noise produced by the turbine blades is not 
accounted for in this model and has been found to travel further. Therefore, this 
regulation requires siting based not only on set-backs, but also on sound 
studies. (Thus the need for a sound regulation also) 


4. The closer people live to wind turbines the more likely they will experience 
noise annoyance or develop adverse health effects from wind turbines' noise. 
Further, the degree of difficulties resulting from the sound of wind turbines seems 
clearly related to the distance from the turbines, though the literature has studied 
a variety of turbine sizes in a variety of locations. A setback of 2640 feet from 
dwellings would eliminate most noise complaints. Research conducted by 
C!lristopher Bajdek showed that at approximately 0.8 km (1/2 mile) from wind 
turbines, 44% of the population would be considered highly annoyed from wind 
turbine noise. At a distance of approximately 1.62 km (1 mile) from wind turbines, 
the percent of highly annoyed people is expected to drop to 4 %. George 
Kamperman and Richard James reviewed several studies to determine the 
impact of wind turbine noise on nearby residents. Their review showed that some 
residents living as far as 2 miles complained of sleep disturbance from wind 
turbine noise and many residents living 1000 feet from wind turbines experienced 
major sleep disruption and other health problems from nighttime wind turbine 
noise. G.P. Van den Berg studied a wind farm in northwestern Germany and 
discovered that residents living 500 m (1640 feet) from the wind turbines reacted 
strongly to wind turbine noise and residents up to 1900 m (1.18 miles) distance 
expressed annoyance. A survey conducted by Pedersen and Waye revealed that 
less than 10% of the respondents experienced sleep disturbance at distances of 
1,984 feet to 3,325 feet and found that the sound from wind turbines was of 
greater concern in rural environments because of the lower ambient noise. 
(Bajdek, Noise-Con 2007; Van den Berg 2004; Pedersen & Waye 2/27/08; 
Kamperman & James) 


5. Documents reviewed recommend wind turbines should be located between 
1/2 mile to over I mile from dwellings. To avoid adverse noise impacts, the 
Western Australia Planning Commission Bulletin recommends that wind energy 
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systems include sufficient buffers or setbacks to dwellings of 1 km (.62 mile). The 
"Wind Power in the United States" study developed by the Congressional 
Research Service states, "For residences over 1 kilometer from a wind turbine, 
noise is generally not an issue". The National Wind Collaborating Committee 
stated that an appropriate setback distance may be up to 1/2 mile. The National 
Research Council stated noise produced by wind turbines generally is not a 
major concern for humans beyond 1/2 mile or so because various measures to 
reduce noise have been implemented in the design of modern turbines. The 
Wisconsin towns of Woodville, Clay Banks, Magnolia, Wilton and Ridgeville 
recently adopted large wind turbine ordinances with setbacks of % mile from 
dwellings. The French National Academy of Medicine and the UK Noise 
Association suggest a 1.5 km (approximately 1 mile) distance between large 
wind turbines and dwellings. Dr. Amanda Harry, Dr. Nina Pierpont, and Frey and 
Hadden recommend a setback greater than 1 mile. (See UK Noise Association 
6/2006; French National Academy of Medicine 3/14/2006; reports by Dr. Harry, 
Dr. Pierpont, and Frey and Hadden; NWCC 1998, NRC report 5/2007) 


6. Adverse health effects from wind turbine noise can be exacerbated by the 
rotating blades and shadows from the wind turbines. As wind turbine blades 
rotate in sunny conditions, they cast strobe-like shadows on the windows of 
nearby homes and buildings causing shadow flicker that cannot be avoided by 
occupants. Shadow flicker can cause some people to become dizzy, nauseated 
or lose their balance when they see the movement of the shadow. Shadow flicker 
from wind turbines at greater than 3Hz poses a potential risk of inducing 
photosensitive seizures. Therefore, wind turbines should be sited such that 
shadows from wind turbine blades do not fall upon the windows of nearby 
dwellings or within 100 feet of dwellings for any considerable period. The Wind 
Energy Handbook recommends a setback of 10 rotor diameters to avoid shadow 
flicker on occupied structures. (See Acoustic Ecology Institute special report 
2008; Burton 2001; UK Noise Association 6/2006, Graham Harding 2008 and Dr. 
Nina Pierpont 3/2/2006 and 8/1/2006) 


In consideration to the findings above I propose the following: 


Site Plan and Set-Back Requirements. 


1.	 Site Plan Requirements. An application for a WESF Permit shall include a 
site plan containing the following information and meeting the following 
requirements: 


a.	 The boundaries of all Project Parcels and Participating Parcels. 


b.	 The boundaries of all Non-Participating Parcels located within 
2,640 feet of any boundary of a Project Parcel. 


c.	 The names-;- addresses and phone numbers of the owners of all 
Project. 
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d.	 Parcels, Participating Parcels, and Non-Participating Parcels 
located within 2,640 feet of any boundary of a Project Parcel. 


e.	 An aerial photo showing all Project Parcels, Participating Parcels, 
and Non-Participating Parcels located within 2,640 feet of any 
boundary of a Project Parcel. 


f.	 Existing zoning of each Project Parcel and all required zoning 
setbacks on each Project Parcel. 


g.	 The proposed location of all components of the proposed WESF, 
including but not limited to the wind turbine, tower, access roads, 
control facilities, meteorological towers, maintenance and all power 
collection and transmission systems. 


h. The location and description of all structures located on Project 
Parcels, Participating Parcels, and any Non-Participating Parcel 
located within 2,640 feet of any boundary of a Project Parcel. The 
location of all above-ground utility lines, telephone lines, and 
railroad rights-of-way located within 1000 feet of, or three times the 
total height of a proposed Wind Turbine, whichever is greater. 


i. The 1Q(~ation of all public roads located within 1000 feet of, or three 
times the total height of a proposed Wind Turbine, whichever is 
greater. 


j. Dimensional representation and sizes of the structural components 
of the tower construction including the base, footings, tower, and 
blades. 


k.	 The distance between each WES tower and each of the following 
shall be shown on the site plan: structures on all Project Parcels 
and Participating Parcels; structures on all Non-Participating 
Parcels located within 2,640 feet of any boundary of a Project 
Parcel; above ground utility lines, telephone lines, railroad rights of 
way, and public roads located within 1000 feet or three times the 
total height of any proposed Wind Turbine, whichever is greater. 


I.	 Schematic of electrical systems associated with the proposed 
WESF including all existing and proposed electrical connections. 


m.	 Manufacturer's specifications and installation and operation 
instructions. 
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n.	 The size and scale of the site plan shall be as determined by the 
County engineer. The scale map shall include a north arrow, the 
date, the scale, and reference to a section corner. 


o.	 The site plan shall include such additional information as the 
County engineer or County Board may require. 


Set-Back Requirements. A WESF shall comply with the following set-back 
requirements, which shall apply in addition to any other siting requirements in the 
SUP or as recommended during the approval process of this project. 


a. All parts of a WESF shall comply with all applicable set-back 
requirements in the County's zoning ordinance. 


b. Each Wind Turbine shall be set back at least 1,500 feet and at 
least five times the rotor diameter from the property line of any Non
Participating Parcel. 


c. Each Wind Turbine shall be set back not less than the greater of 
1,000 feet or three times the total height of the Wind Turbine from 
any public road. 


d. Each Wind Turbine shall be set back not less than the greater of 
1,000 feet or three times the total height of the Wind Turbine from 
any above-ground electric power line, telephone line, or railroad 
right-of-way, except that a lesser setback shall be permitted if the 
utility or railroad agrees in a writing approved by the County. 


e. Each Wind Turbine shall be set back not less than 2,640 feet 
from any residence, business, school, daycare facility, church, 
hospital, or other occupied structure on any Non-Participating 
Parcel. 


f. Each Wind Turbine shall be set back not less than 1,500 feet 
from any residence, business, school, daycare facility, church, 
hospital, or other occupied structure, including on any Participating 
Parcel or Project Parcel. 
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Setbacks Measured To Property Line
 


In December 2005, the Ogle County Board approved the special use permit for the 
Baileyville Wind Farm. Setbacks for Baileyville included a 1000 feet from 
nonparticipating neighbors house to tower was part of the approval. Subsequently a 
lawsuit was filed my Patricia A. Muscarello against the County Board and the Baileyville 
Wind Farm. That lawsuit is still pending. 


One of the points of Muscarello's federal suit deals with is contained in their statements: 
1.) "Our strongest point is that by grabbing our property rights, they (The 


Ogle County Board) are doing it illegally". 
2.) "They're grabbing our air rights and giving them to a private company. 


It's not for the public good; it's for a private company". 


In January 2010, Muscarello filed a suit against Winnebago County relating to their wind 
farm ordinance. Among other complaints, this lawsuit alledes the Winnebago County 
board "have unreasonably and illegally taken, injured and damaged" Muscarello's 
property and that it was "not for a public purpose, but rather to provide private economic 
benefits to Navitas, a private entity." The compliant asserts that the project would 
deprive Muscarello of the "full extent of the kinetic energy of the wind and air" to her 
property and her property would be subject to shadow flicker, reduction of light, noise, 
the potential for "ice throw" and "blade throws" from turbines. 


There has been an incre~se across the nation in the filing of nuisance type cases 
involving the construction and placement of wind farms. Neighboring landowners have 
sued to permanently enjoin the construction and operation of the wind farm, citing 
possible noise, aesthetical impact on the view shed, flicker and strobe effect of light 
reflecting from the turbine blades, potential danger from broken blades, ice throws and 
reduced property values. The court held that the wind farm could constitute a nuisance 
and that the plaintiffs' claims were sufficient to prospectively enjoin a nuisance. 


Property lines should always be part of the setback formula to the adjacent non
participating owner to allow for future residential construction, to not restrict or impair 
the property rights of the owner or not endanger future uses on adjacent parcels. The 
use of buffer zones and air rights over the non-participating adjacent property owners 
land should not be allowed by a private company developing a wind farm on private 
land. 


Requested: A setback should be established to the non-participating property owner at 
the greater of 1,500 feet measured from the property line or 2,640 feet from the 
residence foundation. This larger setback is needed due to the increase in the wind 
turbine size to 400 plus feet and to provide a larger buffer zone to reduce the effects of 
low frequency noise, vibration, flicker, ice throw and other safety and health issues to 
the adjacent landowner. This setback can be waiver if a signed waiver is obtained from 
adjacent property owner at time of project approval. 


2/17/2010 







The Nature Conservancy - Nachusa Grasslands 


8772 S. Lowden Rd 


Franklin Grove, IL 61031 


February 24, 2010 


Michael Reibel 


Ogle County Planning and Zoning Administrator 


911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 


Mr. Reibel, 


This letter is in regards to the proposed industrial wind development ordinance being considered by the 


planning and zoning committee. An appropriate ordinance to limit negative impacts to wildlife would include 


at least a two mile setback from the boundary lines of natural areas such as those owned by The Nature 


Conservancy, ILDNR, and Byron Forest Preserve, and sites within two miles of an Illinois Natural Area 


Inventory site. 


The Rock River Valley contains some of the best natural areas in Illinois: Franklin Creek Natural Area, Nachusa 


Grasslands, Lowden Miller State Forest, Byron Forest Preserve and others. The investments of time and 


money in protecting and managing these natural areas are significant. A prudent and cautious ordinance 


would not risk impacts to wildlife from poor siting of turbines and their associated infrastructure. 


The Nature Conservancy has been working to create Nachusa Grasslands for almost 25 years. We have 


always paid property taxes, we have a lot of volunteers who work on our preserve, we have a hunting 


program, and we are open to the public free of charge every day. 


I enclose a DVD with a nine minute long slide ShO'N set to a public radio program done on Nachusa 


Grasslands. It can play on a DVD or a computer. 


Sincerely, 


Bill Kleiman 


Project Director Nachusa Grasslands. 815-456-2340, bkleiman@tnc.org 


Cc: Ogle County board 


Enclosure: DVD of Nachusa Grasslands 
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Noise. (Option “B”)


1. Sound and Vibration.


a. Sound Regulations Compliance: A WECS shall be considered in violation of the permit
unless the applicant demonstrates that the project complies with all sound level limits.
Sound levels in excess of the limits established in this ordinance shall be grounds for the
Planning & Zoning Administrator to order immediate shut down of all non-compliant
WECSs.


b. Post Construction Sound and Vibration Measurements: Within twelve months of the date
when the project is fully operational, and within two weeks of the anniversary date of the
pre-construction background noise measurements, repeat the existing sound and vibration
environment measurements taken before the project approval.  Post-construction sound
level measurements shall be taken both with all WECSs running and with all WECSs off.
At the discretion of the County the Pre-construction background sound levels (L90) can be
substituted for the “all WECSs off” tests if a random sampling of 10% of the
pre-construction study sites shows that background L90 conditions have not changed
more than +/- 5 dB (A and C). Report post-construction measurements to the County
Board (available for public review) using the same format as used for the
pre-construction sound and vibration studies. Post construction noise studies shall be
conducted by a firm chosen by the County. Costs of these studies are to be reimbursed by
the Permittee.


c. Setbacks: The County Board may impose a setback that exceeds the other setbacks set
out in this ordinance if it deems that such greater setbacks are necessary to protect the
public health, safety, and welfare of the community.


d. Audible Sound Standard: The audible sound emitted by WECS operations shall not be
greater than 5 dBA above the background noise level (L90) for the quietest period of the
day measured during the pre-build noise study. All measurements must be taken using
procedures meeting American National Standard Institute Standards including: ANSI
S12.18-1994 (R 2004) American National Standard Procedures for Outdoor
Measurement of Sound Pressure Level and (ANSI) S12.9-Parts 1-5:


Part 1: American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for Description and
Measurement of Environmental Sound.


Part 2: Measurement of Long-Term, Wide-Area Sound.


Part 3: Short-Term Measurements with an Observer Present.


Part 4: Noise Assessment and Prediction of Long-Term Community Response.


Part 5: Sound Level Descriptors for Determination of Compatible Land Use.
Measurements must be taken with qualified acoustical testing instruments meeting ANSI
Type 1 standards, and Class 1 filters. The windscreen recommended by the instrument’s
manufacturer must be used and measurements conducted only when wind speeds are less
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than 10 mph at the microphone. The microphone must be located at a height of 1.2 to 1.5
meters from the ground. 


e. Measurements must be conducted in accordance with the ANSI standards and the
requirements of the Illinois Pollution Control Board (35 Illinois Administrative Code Part
910. 


f. Pure Tone Penalty: In the event audible noise due to WECS operations contains a steady
pure tone, such as a whine, screech, or hum, the standards for Audible Sound shall be
reduced by five (5) dB(A). A pure tone is defined to exist when: the one-third octave
band sound pressure level in the band, including the tone, exceeds the arithmetic average
of the sound pressure levels on the two (2) contiguous one-third octave bands by five (5)
dB(A) for center frequencies of 500 Hz and above, and eight (8) dB(A) for center
frequencies between 160 and 400 Hz, and by fifteen (15) dB(A) for center frequencies
less than or equal to 125 Hz. 


g. Repetitive, Impulsive Sound Penalty: In the event the audible noise due to WECS
operations contains repetitive impulsive sounds, the permitted sound pressure level for
Audible Sound (Rule d.) shall be reduced by five (5) dB.


h. Pure Tone and Repetitive, Impulsive Tone Penalty: In the event the audible noise due to
WECS operations contains both a pure tone and repetitive impulsive sounds, the
standards for Audible Noise (Rule d.) shall be reduced by a total of seven (7) dB.


i. Complaint Resolution:


(1) The owner/operator of the WECS shall respond within five (5) business days
after notified of a noise complaint by any property owner within the project
boundary and a one-mile radius beyond the project boundary.


(2) The tests shall be performed by a qualified independent acoustical consultant
acceptable to the complainant and the Ogle County.


(3) Testing shall commence within ten (10) working days of the request. If testing
cannot be initiated within ten (10) days, the WECS(s) in question shall be shut
down until the testing can be started.


(4) A copy of the test results shall be sent to the property owner and the Ogle County
Planning or Zoning Department within thirty (30) days of test completion.


(5) If a Complaint is made, the presumption shall be that it is reasonable. Ogle
County shall undertake an investigation of the alleged operational violation by a
qualified individual mutually acceptable to Ogle County.


(A) The reasonable cost and fees incurred by Ogle County in retaining said
qualified individual shall be reimbursed by the owner of the WECS.


(B) Funds for this assessment shall be paid or put into an escrow account
prior to the study and payment shall be independent of the study
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findings.


(6) After the investigation, if Ogle County reasonably concludes that operational
violations are shown to be caused by the WECS(s), the licensee/operator/owner
shall use reasonable efforts to mitigate such problems on a case-by-case basis
including such measures as not operating during the nighttime or other noise
sensitive period if such operation was the cause of the complaints.


REFERENCES 


• ANSI S12.9-1988/Part 1 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 1. 


• ANSI S12.9-1992/Part 2 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 2: Measurement of Long-Term,
Wide-Area Sound. 


• ANSI S12.9-1993/Part 3 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 3: Short-Term Measurements with
an Observer Present. 


• ANSI S12.9-2005/Part 4 American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for Description
and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 4: Noise Assessment and Prediction of
Long-Term Community Response. 


• ANSI S12.9-1998/Part 5 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 5: Sound Level Descriptors for
Determination of Compatible Land Use. 


• ANSI S12.9-2000/Part 6 (R 2005) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 6: Methods for Estimation of
Awakenings Associated with Aircraft Noise Events Heard in Homes. 


• ANSI S12.17-1996 (R 2006) American National Standard Impulse Sound Propagation for
Environmental Noise Assessment. 


• ANSI S12.18-1994 (R 2004) American National Standard Procedures for Outdoor Measurement
of Sound Pressure Level.
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Noise. (Option “C” - Modeled from Calumet County, WI)


1. Sound and Vibration.


a. Sound Regulations Compliance: A WECS shall be considered in violation of the permit
unless the applicant demonstrates that the project complies with all sound level limits.
Sound levels in excess of the limits established in this ordinance shall be grounds for the
Planning & Zoning Administrator to order immediate shut down of all non-compliant
WECSs.


b. Post Construction Sound and Vibration Measurements: Within twelve months of the date
when the project is fully operational, and within two weeks of the anniversary date of the
pre-construction background noise measurements, repeat the existing sound and vibration
environment measurements taken before the project approval.  Post-construction sound
level measurements shall be taken both with all WECSs running and with all WECSs off.
At the discretion of the County the Pre-construction background sound levels (L90) can be
substituted for the “all WECSs off” tests if a random sampling of 10% of the
pre-construction study sites shows that background L90 conditions have not changed
more than +/- 5 dB (A and C). Report post-construction measurements to the County
Board (available for public review) using the same format as used for the
pre-construction sound and vibration studies. Post construction noise studies shall be
conducted by a firm chosen by the County. Costs of these studies are to be reimbursed by
the Permittee.


c. Setbacks: The County Board may impose a setback that exceeds the other setbacks set
out in this ordinance if it deems that such greater setbacks are necessary to protect the
public health, safety, and welfare of the community.


d. Audible Sound Standard: The audible sound emitted by WECS operations shall not be
greater than 5 dBA above the background noise level (L90) for the quietest period of the
day measured during the pre-build noise study. Procedures are provided in Appendix. All
measurements must be taken using procedures meeting American National Standard
Institute Standards including: ANSI S12.18-1994 (R 2004) American National Standard
Procedures for Outdoor Measurement of Sound Pressure Level and (ANSI) S12.9-Parts
1-5:


Part 1: American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for Description and
Measurement of Environmental Sound.


Part 2: Measurement of Long-Term, Wide-Area Sound.


Part 3: Short-Term Measurements with an Observer Present.


Part 4: Noise Assessment and Prediction of Long-Term Community Response.


Part 5: Sound Level Descriptors for Determination of Compatible Land Use.
Measurements must be taken with qualified acoustical testing instruments meeting ANSI
Type 1 standards, and Class 1 filters. The windscreen recommended by the instrument’s
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manufacturer must be used and measurements conducted only when wind speeds are less
than 10 mph at the microphone. The microphone must be located at a height of 1.2 to 1.5
meters from the ground. 


e. Low Frequency Sound or Infrasound: No low frequency sound or infrasound from
WECS operations shall be created which causes the sound pressure level both within the
project boundary at any sensitive receptor and within a one-mile radius beyond the
project boundary to exceed the following limits:


Band No. 1/3 Octave Limits for 1/3 Octave Limits for 1/1 Octave


1 1.25 and below 65


2 1.6 65


3 2 65 70


4 2.5 65


5 3.15 65


6 4 65 70


7 5 65


8 6.3 65


9 8 65 70


10 10 65


11 12.5 61


12 16 61 65


13 20 61


14 25 60


15 31.5 58 63


16 40 58


17 50 58


18 63 55 61


19 80 53


20 100 52


21 125 50 55
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f. Measurements must be conducted in accordance with the ANSI standards and conditions
referenced in Rule 4 and the Appendix to this Section. 


g. Pure Tone Penalty: In the event audible noise due to WECS operations contains a steady
pure tone, such as a whine, screech, or hum, the standards for Audible Sound shall be
reduced by five (5) dB(A). A pure tone is defined to exist when: the one-third octave
band sound pressure level in the band, including the tone, exceeds the arithmetic average
of the sound pressure levels on the two (2) contiguous one-third octave bands by five (5)
dB(A) for center frequencies of 500 Hz and above, and eight (8) dB(A) for center
frequencies between 160 and 400 Hz, and by fifteen (15) dB(A) for center frequencies
less than or equal to 125 Hz. 


h. Repetitive, Impulsive Sound Penalty: In the event the audible noise due to WECS
operations contains repetitive impulsive sounds, the permitted sound pressure level for
Audible Sound (Rule 4) shall be reduced by five (5) dB.


i. Pure Tone and Repetitive, Impulsive Tone Penalty: In the event the audible noise due to
WECS operations contains both a pure tone and repetitive impulsive sounds, the
standards for Audible Noise (Rule 4) shall be reduced by a total of seven (7) dB.


j. Operations - Low Frequency Noise: A WECS that emits sound (or causes structural or
human body vibration) with strong low-frequency content where the time-average
C-weighted sound level exceeds the A-weighted sound level by at least 20 dB when
measured inside a structure and adversely affects the subjective habitability or use of any
existing dwelling unit, hospital, school, library, nursing home, or other sensitive noise
receptor shall be deemed unsafe and must be shut down immediately. Exceedances of any
of the limits of the Table in Section 79-19 (a)(5) will also be considered as proof that the
WECS is unsafe and must be shut down immediately.


k. Complaint Resolution:


(1) The owner/operator of the WECS shall respond within five (5) business days
after notified of a noise complaint by any property owner within the project
boundary and a one-mile radius beyond the project boundary.


(2) The tests shall be performed by a qualified independent acoustical consultant
acceptable to the complainant and the Ogle County.


(3) Testing shall commence within ten (10) working days of the request. If testing
cannot be initiated within ten (10) days, the WECS(s) in question shall be shut
down until the testing can be started.


(4) A copy of the test results shall be sent to the property owner and the Ogle County
Planning or Zoning Department within thirty (30) days of test completion.


(5) If a Complaint is made, the presumption shall be that it is reasonable. Ogle
County shall undertake an investigation of the alleged operational violation by a
qualified individual mutually acceptable to Ogle County.
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(A) The reasonable cost and fees incurred by Ogle County in retaining said
qualified individual shall be reimbursed by the owner of the WECS.


(B) Funds for this assessment shall be paid or put into an escrow account
prior to the study and payment shall be independent of the study
findings.


(6) After the investigation, if Ogle County reasonably concludes that operational
violations are shown to be caused by the WECS(s), the licensee/operator/owner
shall use reasonable efforts to mitigate such problems on a case-by-case basis
including such measures as not operating during the nighttime or other noise
sensitive period if such operation was the cause of the complaints.


2. Appendix


Ogle County Measurement Protocol for Sound and Vibration Assessment of Proposed and
Existing WECSs.


a. Introduction. 


The potential sound and vibration impact associated with the operation of wind powered
electric generators is often a primary concern for citizens living near proposed WECS.
This is especially true of projects located near homes, residential neighborhoods,
businesses, schools, and hospitals. Determining the likely sound and vibration impacts is
a highly technical undertaking and requires a serious effort in order to collect reliable and
meaningful data for both the public and decision makers. 


This protocol is based in part on criteria published in the Standard Guide for Selection of
Environmental Noise Measurements and Criteria.1 and the Public Service Commission of
Wisconsin publication Measurement Protocol for Sound and Vibration Assessment of
Proposed and Existing Electric Power Plants (November 2008)2.  It also includes by
reference the procedures of American National Standards S12.9 - Quantities and
Procedures for Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, and S12.18 and
S12.19, for the measurement of sound pressure level and impulse sound outdoors. 


The purpose is to first, establish a consistent and scientifically sound procedure of
evaluating existing background levels of audible sounds and Low Frequency Sound in a
WECS project area, and second to use the information provided by the Permittee in its
Application showing the predicted over-all sound pressure levels in terms of dBA, dBC
and dBZ (linear) over the frequency range from the Blade Passage Frequency through at
least 10,000 HZ and the corresponding 1/1 or 1/3 Octave Band sound pressure levels for
the same frequency range. These values shall be presented in graphic contours of the
iso-levels and in tabular form at sufficient sites to permit comparison of the baseline
results to the predicted levels. This comparison will use the level limits of (a)(4) and (5)
to determine the likely impact that operation of a new WECS project will have on the
existing environment. If the comparison demonstrates that the WECS project will not
exceed any of the level limits for over-all or 1/1 or 1/3 Octaves the project will be
considered to be within allowable limits for safety and health. If the Permittee submits
only partial information required for this comparison the burden to establish the operation
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as meeting safety and health limits will be on the Permittee. 


Third, if the project is approved, this Appendix covers the study needed to compare the
post-build sound levels to the predictions and the baseline study. The level limits in (a)(4)
and (5) apply to the post-build study. In addition, if there have been any complaints about
WECS sound or low frequency noise emissions by any resident of an occupied dwelling
that property will be included in the post-build study for evaluation against the rules of
(a). 


The characteristics of the proposed WECS project and the features of the surrounding
environment will influence the design of the sound and vibration study. Site layout, types
of WECS(s) selected and the existence of the significant local sound and low frequency
noise sources and sensitive receptors should be taken into consideration when designing a
sound and vibration study. It will be necessary to have a qualified independent consultant
conduct the pre-construction background and post-construction sound (and vibration)
studies.


b. Instrumentation.


All instruments and other tools used to measure audible sounds and low frequency noise
shall meet the requirements for ANSI Type 1 performance and accuracy. Measurements
shall be made with a manufacturer's approved wind screen protecting the microphone and
only when winds are less than 10 mph at the microphone that has been designed to
maintain the Type 1 accuracy requirements. The microphone shall be located at a height
of 1.2 to 1.5 meters for all tests unless circumstances require a different measurement
position. In that case the reasons shall be documented and include any adjustments
needed to make the results correspond to the preferred measurement location.


c. Measurement of the Existing Sound and Vibration Environment.


An assessment of the proposed WECS project areas existing sound and vibration
environment is necessary in order to predict the likely impact resulting from a proposed
project. The following guidelines must be used in developing a reasonable estimate of an
area's existing sound and vibration environment. All testing is to be performed by an
independent acoustical testing engineer or other qualified noise consultant approved by
the County Board. The WECS applicant may file objections detailing any concerns it
may have with the County Board’s selection. These concerns will be addressed in the
study. Objections must be filed prior to the start of the noise study. All measurements are
to be conducted with industry certified testing equipment4. All test results must be
reported to the County Board.


d. Sites with No Existing WECSs. 


(1) Sound level measurements shall be taken as follows:


(A) The results of the model showing the predicted worst case sound
emissions of the proposed WECS project will be overlaid on a map of
the project area. A grid comprised of one (1) mile boundaries (each grid
cell is one square mile) will be used to identify between five (5) to ten
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(10) measurement points. The grid shall extend to 2500 feet beyond the
perimeter of the project boundary. The measurement points will be
selected to represent the noise sensitive receptor sites that will be most
likely to be negatively affected by the WECS project’s sound emissions.
These sites may include sites adjacent to occupied dwellings or other
noise sensitive receptor sites and, if deemed appropriate by Ogle County,
the inside occupied structures. Sites shall be selected to represent the
locations where the background soundscapes reflect the quietest
locations of the sensitive receptor sites. Background sound levels and
sound pressure levels shall be obtained according to the definition
provided in Chapter 79 definitions and generally recognized acoustical
testing practice and standards.


(B) All properties within the proposed WECS project boundaries will be
considered for this study.5  


(C) One test shall be conducted during period defined by the months of April
through November with the preferred time being the months of June
through August. Unless directed otherwise by Ogle County the season
chosen for testing will represent the background soundscape for other
seasons. At the discretion of Ogle County, tests may be scheduled for
other seasons.


(D) All measurement points (MPs) shall be located in consultation with the
County staff and property owner(s) and such that no significant
obstruction (building, trees, etc.) blocks sound and vibration from the
nearest proposed WECS site.


(E) Duration of measurements shall be a minimum of ten continuous minutes
for each criterion at each location. The duration must include at least 6
minutes that are not affected by transient sounds from non-nature
sources. Longer durations such as 30 minutes or one (1) hour are
preferred to improve the reliability of the L90 values.


(F) The tests at each site selected for this study shall be taken during the
expected ‘quietest period of the day or night’ as appropriate for the site.
For the purpose of determining background sound characteristics the
preferred testing time is from 8pm until 4 am. If circumstances indicated
that a different time of the day should be sampled the test may be
conducted at the alternate time if approved by Ogle County. 


(G) Sound level measurements must be made on a weekday of a non-holiday
week.


(H) Measurements must be taken at 1.2 to 1.5 meters above the ground and at
least 15 feet from any reflective surface3. 


(I) For each Measurement Point and for each measurement period, provide
each of the following measurements:
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(aa) Un-weighted octave-band analysis (from Blade Passage
Frequency up to 16, 31.5, 63, 125, 250, 500, 1K, 2K,4K, and 8K
Hz and over-all linear or dBZ level)


i. LAeq, L10, L50, and L90, in dBA
ii. LCeq, L10, L50, and L90, in dBC
iii. LZeq, L10, L50, and L90, in dBLinear (sometimes referred


to as ‘Z’ weighting)


(bb) A narrative description of any intermittent sounds registered
during each measurement.


(cc) A narrative description of the steady sounds that form the
background soundscape.


(dd) Wind speed and direction at the Measurement point, humidity
and temperature at time of measurement will be included in the
documentation.


(J) Measurements taken when wind speeds exceed 5 mph at the microphone
location will not be considered valid for this study. A windscreen of the
type recommended by the monitoring instrument’s manufacturer meeting
Type 1 standards must be used for all data collection.


(2) Provide a map and/or diagram clearly showing:


(A) The layout of the project area, including topography, the project
boundary lines5, and property lines.


 
(B) The locations of the Measurement Points.


(C) The minimum and maximum distance between any Measurement Points.


(D) The location of significant local sound and vibration sources 


(E) The distance between all Measure Points and significant local sound
vibration and sources. 


(F) The location of all sensitive receptors including but not limited to:
schools, day-care centers, hospitals, residences, residential
neighborhoods, places of worship, and elderly care facilities. 


e. Sites with Existing WECSs.


(1) Two complete sets of sound level measurements must be taken as defined below: 


(A) One set of measurements with the wind generator(s) off unless Ogle
County elects to substitute the sound data collected for the background
sound study as permitted in Section (a)(2). 
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(B) One set of measurements with the wind generator(s) running with wind
speed at hub height sufficient to meet nominal power output or higher. 
Conditions should reflect the worst case sound emissions from the
WECS project. 


(2) Sound level measurements shall be taken as follows: 


(A) At all properties within the proposed WECS project boundaries that were
selected for the background sound study. Additional points may be added
at the discretion of Ogle County.5 


(B) One test shall be conducted during period defined by the months of April
through November with the preferred time being the months of June
through August. Unless directed otherwise by Ogle County the season
chosen for testing will represent the background soundscape for other
seasons. At the discretion of Ogle County, tests may be scheduled for
other seasons. 


(C) All measurement points (MPs) shall be located in consultation with Ogle
County and property owner(s) and such that no significant obstruction
(building, trees, etc.) blocks sound and vibration from the nearest
proposed WECS site. 


(D) Duration of measurements shall be a minimum of ten continuous minutes
for each criterion at each location. The duration must include at least 6
minutes that are not affected by transient sounds from non-nature
sources. Longer durations such as 30 minutes or one (1) are preferred to
improve the reliability of the L90 values.


(E) The tests at each site selected for this study shall be taken during the
expected worst-case WECS sound emissions as appropriate for the site.
For the purpose of determining sound characteristics when WECS are
operating, the preferred testing time is from 8pm until 4 am. If
circumstances indicated that a different time of the day should be
sampled the test may be conducted at the alternate time if approved by
Ogle County. 


(F) Sound level measurements must be made on a weekday of a non-holiday
week.


(G) Measurements must be taken at 1.2 to 1.5 meters above the ground and at
least 15 feet from any reflective surface3.


 
(3) For each Measurement Point and for each measurement period, provide each of


the following measurements:


(A) Un-weighted octave-band analysis (from Blade Passage Frequency up to
16, 31.5, 63, 125, 250, 500, 1K, 2K,4K, and 8K Hz and over-all linear or
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dBZ level)
 


aa. LAeq, L10, L50, and L90, in dBA 
bb. LCeq, L10, L50, and L90, in dBC 
cc. LZeq, L10, L50, and L90, in dBLinear (sometimes referred to as ‘Z’


weighting)


(B) A narrative description of any intermittent sounds registered during each
measurement.


(C) A narrative description of the steady sounds that form the ambient with
WECS operating soundscape.


(D) Wind speed and direction at the Measurement point, humidity and
temperature at time of measurement will be included in the
documentation.


(4) Measurements taken when wind speeds exceed 10 mph at the microphone
location will not be considered valid for this study. A windscreen of the type
recommended by the monitoring instrument’s manufacturer meeting Type 1
standards must be used for all data collection. If measurements must be
conducted with wind speeds in excess of 10 mph at the microphone to meet the
worst-case requirement for WECS sound emission, the method used to isolate the
microphone from the effects of wind and turbulence must be approved by Ogle
County and meet procedures generally recognized as appropriate by acoustical
standards for measurement under those conditions.


f. Provide a map and/or diagram clearly showing:


(1) The layout of the project area, including topography, the project boundary lines5,
and property lines;


(2) The locations of the Measurement Points;


(3) The minimum and maximum distance between any Measurement Points;


(4) The location of significant local sound and vibration sources;


(5) The distance between all MPs and significant local sound vibration and sources;


(6) The location of all sensitive receptors including but not limited to: schools,
day-care centers, hospitals, residences, residential neighborhoods, places of
worship, and elderly care facilities. 


g. Sound level Estimate for Proposed WECSs.


(1) In order to estimate the sound and vibration impact of the proposed WECS
project on the existing environment an estimate of the sound and vibration
produced by the proposed WECS(s) under worst-case conditions for producing
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sound emissions must be provided. This study may be conducted by a firm
chosen by the WECS operator with oversight provided by the County Board. The
qualifications of the firm should be presented along with details of the procedure
that will be used, software applications, and any limitations to the software or
prediction methods. 


(2) Provide the manufacturer's sound power level (Lw) characteristics for the
proposed WECSs operating at full load for Blade Passage Frequency up to 16,
31.5, 63, 125, 250, 500, 1K, 2K,4K, and 8K Hz and over-all linear or dBZ level.
Include an unweighted octave-band from Blade Passage Frequency up to 16,
31.5, 63, 125, 250, 500, 1K, 2K,4K, and 8K Hz and over-all linear or dBZ level.
Sound pressure levels predicted for the WECSs at full operation and at maximum
sound power output shall be provided for distances of 500, 1000, 1500, 2000,
2500 feet from the WECSs.


(3) Estimate the sound levels for the proposed WECSs in dBA, dBC and dBZ at
distances of 500, 1000, 1500, 2000, 2500 feet from the WECSs. For projects with
multiple WECSs, the combined sound level impact for all WECSs operating at
full load must be estimated. 


(4) The above two requirements should be presented in a table that includes the
impact of the WECS operations on all residential and other noise sensitive
receiving locations within the project boundary. To the extent possible, the tables
should include the sites tested in the background study. 


(5) Provide a contour map of the expected sound level from the new WECSs, using 5
dBA increments created by the proposed WECSs extending out to a distance of
2500 feet from the project boundary. 


(6) Determine the impact of the proposed sound and vibration from the WECS
project on the existing environment. The results should anticipate the receptor
sites that will be most negatively impacted by the WECS project and to the extent
possible provide data for each Measuring Point that are likely to be selected in
the background sound study (note the sensitive receptor Measuring Points): 


(A) Report expected changes to existing sound levels for LAeq, L10, L50, and
L90, in dBA 


(B) Report expected changes to existing sound levels for LCeq, L10, L50, and
L90, in dBC 


(C) Report expected changes to existing sound levels for LZeq, L10, L50, and
L90, in dBZ 


(D) Report the predicted sound pressure levels for each of the 1/1 or 1/3
octave bands in tabular form from 8 Hz to 10k Hz.


(E) Report all assumptions made in arriving at the estimate of impact, any
limitations that might cause the sound levels to exceed the values of the
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estimate, and any conclusions reached regarding the potential effects on
people living near the project area.


(F) Include an estimate of the number of hours of operation expected from
the proposed WECSs and under what conditions the WECSs would be
expected to run. Any differences from the information filed with the
Application should be addressed. 


h. Post-Construction Measurements. 


Post Construction Measurements should be conducted by a qualified noise consultant
selected by and under the direction of the County. The requirements of this Appendix for
Sites with Existing WECSs shall apply.


(1) Within twelve months of the date when the project is fully operational, and
within two weeks of the anniversary date of the Pre-construction ambient noise
measurements, repeat the existing sound and vibration environment
measurements taken before the project approval. Post-construction sound level
measurements shall be taken both with all WECSs running and with all WECSs
off except as provided in (a)(2). 


(2) Report post-construction measurements to the County Board using the same
format as used for the background sound (and vibration) study. 


1 Standard Guide for Selection of Environmental Noise Measurements and Criteria (Designation E 
1686-96). July 1996. American Society for Testing and Measurements. 
2 Measurement Protocol for Sound and Vibration Assessment of Proposed and Existing Electric 
Power Plants. February 2002. Public Service Commission of Wisconsin. 
3 Environmental Noise Guidelines: Wind Farms. (ISBN 1 876562 43 9). February 2003. 
Environment Protection Authority, Adelaide SA. 
4 The Public Service Commission of Wisconsin Staff acknowledges that few sound level meters are 
capable of measurement of the 16 Hz center frequency octave band. However, because noise 
complaints from the public most likely involve low frequency noise associate with proposed WIND 
ENERGY FACILITY [power plants], applicants are encouraged to pursue the collection of this 
important ambient noise data.
5 Project Boundary: A continuous line encompassing all WIND ENERGY FACILITIES and related 
equipment associated with the WIND ENERGY FACILITY project. 


REFERENCES 


• ANSI S12.9-1988/Part 1 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 1. 


• ANSI S12.9-1992/Part 2 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 2: Measurement of Long-Term,
Wide-Area Sound. 


• ANSI S12.9-1993/Part 3 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 3: Short-Term Measurements with
an Observer Present. 


• ANSI S12.9-2005/Part 4 American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for Description
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and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 4: Noise Assessment and Prediction of
Long-Term Community Response. 


• ANSI S12.9-1998/Part 5 (R 2003) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 5: Sound Level Descriptors for
Determination of Compatible Land Use. 


• ANSI S12.9-2000/Part 6 (R 2005) American National Standard Quantities and Procedures for
Description and Measurement of Environmental Sound, Part 6: Methods for Estimation of
Awakenings Associated with Aircraft Noise Events Heard in Homes. 


• ANSI S12.17-1996 (R 2006) American National Standard Impulse Sound Propagation for
Environmental Noise Assessment. 


• ANSI S12.18-1994 (R 2004) American National Standard Procedures for Outdoor Measurement
of Sound Pressure Level.







L. Noise. (Option “D”)


1. Audible noise or the sound pressure level from the operation of any WECS shall
not exceed fifty (50) dBA, or the ambient sound pressure level plus five (5) dBA,
whichever is greater, for more than ten percent (10%) of any hour, measured at
any residence, school, hospital, church or public library existing on the date of
approval of any Wind Energy Facility Site Permit. The applicant shall be able to
provide sound pressure level measurements from a reasonable number of
sampled locations at the perimeter and in the interior of the WECS Project to
demonstrate compliance with this standard.  


2. In the event audible noise from the operation of any WECS contains a steady
pure tone, the standards for audible noise set forth in subparagraph 1) of this
subsection shall be reduced by five (5) dBA. A pure tone is defined to exist if the
one-third (1/3) octave band sound pressure level in the band, including the tone,
exceeds the arithmetic average of the sound pressure levels of the two (2)
contiguous one-third (1/3) octave bands by five (5) dBA for center frequencies of
five hundred (500) Hz and above, by eight (8) dBA for center frequencies
between one hundred and sixty (160) Hz and four hundred (400) Hz, or by
fifteen (15) dBA for center frequencies less than or equal to one hundred and
twenty-five (125) Hz.


3. The ambient noise level shall be expressed in terms of the highest whole number
sound pressure level in dBA, which is exceeded for more than five (5) minutes
per hour. Ambient noise levels shall be measured at a building’s exterior of
potentially affected existing residences, schools, hospitals, churches and public
libraries. Ambient noise level measurement techniques shall employ all practical
means of reducing the effect of wind-generated noise at the microphone.
Ambient noise level measurements may be performed when wind velocities at
the proposed project site are sufficient to allow wind turbine operations, provided
that the wind velocity does not exceed thirty (30) mph at the ambient noise
measurement location.


4. Any noise level falling between two whole decibels shall be the lower of the two.


5. In the event the noise levels resulting from any WECS exceeds the criteria listed
above, a waiver to said levels may be approved provided that the following has
been accomplished:


a. Written consent from the affected property owner(s) has been obtained
stating that they are aware of the WECS Project and the noise limitations
imposed by these Performance Standards, and that consent is granted to
allow noise levels to exceed the maximum limits otherwise allowed; and


b. If the applicant wishes the waiver to apply to succeeding owners of the
property, a permanent noise impact easement must recorded in the Ogle
County Recorder’s office which describes the benefitted and burdened
properties and which advises all subsequent owners of the burdened
property that noise levels in excess of those otherwise permitted by the
ordinance may exist on or at the burdened property.







6. Complaints regarding WECS noise shall be address by the following procedure:


a. The owner/operator of the WECS shall respond within five (5) business
days after notified of a noise complaint by any non-participating property
owner within one (1) mile of a WECS.


b. The tests shall be performed by a qualified independent acoustical
consultant acceptable to the complainant and the Ogle County.  Sound
measurements shall be conducted in accordance with 35 Illinois
Administrative Code Part 910 (Measurement Procedures for the
Enforcement of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 900 & 901).


c. Testing shall commence within ten (10) working days of the request. If
testing cannot be initiated within ten (10) days, the WECS(s) in question
shall be shut down until the testing can be started.


d. A copy of the test results shall be sent to the property owner and the Ogle
County Planning or Zoning Department within thirty (30) days of test
completion.


e. If a Complaint is made, the presumption shall be that it is reasonable.
Ogle County shall undertake an investigation of the alleged operational
violation by a qualified individual mutually acceptable to Ogle County.


(1) The reasonable cost and fees incurred by Ogle County in
retaining said qualified individual shall be reimbursed by the
owner of the WECS.


(2) Funds for this assessment shall be paid or put into an escrow
account prior to the study and payment shall be independent of
the study findings.


f. After the investigation, if Ogle County reasonably concludes that
operational violations are shown to be caused by the WECS(s), the
licensee/operator/owner shall use reasonable efforts to mitigate such
problems on a case-by-case basis including such measures as not
operating during the nighttime or other noise sensitive period if such
operation was the cause of the complaints.
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El1 GUIDELINES AND RECOMMENDATIONS 


A simple measure is the orientation of noise-smsitive rooms on the quid: side of me 
dwdling. (this applies [0 road and rail no.£fic noise). 


Zoning is an instrument that may assist planni[lg authorities in ketping noise-sensi
tive land uses away from noisy areas. In the densely populated areas of the EU this 
solution must often comp.:tc, however, with other planning requiremems or a sim
ple lack of suitable space. 


5.6 RECOMMENDATIONS FOR HEALTH PROTECTION 
Sleep is an cssmrial part of healthy life and is recogniud as a EundamOlcal right under the 
Europe:an Convention on HUIfI3Il Rightsl(European Court of Human Rights, 2003). 
Based on the systc:matic rrn~ of mdcna: produced by epidemiological and orp:rimcn
tal studies, the relationship bc:twcm night noise exposure and health cHo:rs can be sum
marized as bdow. (Table 5.4) . 


Table 5.4 
ENlch of dIfferent levels of nlqht Roln on the popUlatIon's hulth l 


A~ragc night noise: Icvd	 Hcahh cffecu observed in we population 


over ~.r.CaT ~E,OII~ . 
Up (0 30 dB	 -J\1though·irullvidUal sensitiVIties and ciccumsrances may 


differ, it appears thar up to this IcVd no subuantia..l biolog
. ica1 ~e~ arc:.C?bservcd. hughr, ....Wde.of 30 dB is eqwn· 
·-Ieil.t to tbc NOEL for night noise: . 


30 [0 40 dB	 A number of Cffccu on sleep are observed from this range: 
body movemenU, awakening, selI·reported sleep distur


'bance, arousals. The intensity. of me effe:.ct dc~ds on the 
nature of me source md we number of evmts. Vulnerable 
groups (for example childccll, the chronically ill and me 
elderly) are more susceptible. However, e:ven in the worst 
cascs me· effectS seem modcst. hu&!l,.ouuide of 40 dB is 
equivalent to me LOAEL for night noise. 


40 to 55 dB	 Adverse health effects arc observed among the exposed 
population. Many people havc to adapt mor livC$ to cope 
with the noise at night. Vulnerable groups are more severe
ly oUfecrcd. 


Above 55 dB	 1111: sitWltion is considered inaeasingly dangerous for 
public bealth. Advase health effccu oa;v.c frc:qumdy, a 


. sizeable propOrOoll of the pOpulation is highly annoyed 
U1d'slccp-d.isturbed. There is evidence that the risk of car
diovascu..lar disease inaeucs. 


'-Arride 8:1. EVClJone h.... lbe,;,.hl rD rt::Ipcet for hil priv::ue 'nd f:unily lift, hu home 'nd hi< com:spondmc•.• 
AJIf>Dl.lP in the = og:::IiM: lbe Uniled Ki~lIdolll do. Cowt ruled rh,r rhe Uni'ed Kingdom GrTf'c:mm"",r wu 
nor guilry 01 the chug.., rh<: ri,.hr to undil=1>o:d ,r..,p w:u ruognizcd (rhe Court" (oru:idcr.lllion 9&1. 


1	 ~__01< in T~le J.4 and 5.5 iI doe ~r·rime r.oUc indiCIror l~,l of Di=tivc 2oo2l49IEC of 2S Jun. 
2002.: rho A-weiylled IDflg-tcrm ovenge .ound l~cJ .... dcflfled in ISO 1996-2.: 1987, dClClTninal OYCl' oU do. 
nighl periods of. ~ in which: lb. night it eight houri (uualfy 2.3.00- 07.00 loallimel. 0 r= i.o 0 relcY3I1r 
feu .... rqo.rdIlh. omiaiaD. of lOund:Lad 311 OYcr.llge yar ... regarda rho mercorologic;ll circum<Qna:l,lb. inci
d""'l 'Dund il (<N\Iidued, lb. _""I poUI! il die Ulne .... for lb. Sec Official J_m.:1 of u.~ Europc.:l" 
Com....."iria. 18.7.2002, for mole deuw. 
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GUIDELINES AND RECOMMENDATIONS" 


Below the level of 30 dB I..nj8tl1.ouaid~ no effects on sleep arc observed except for a
 
slight increase in the frequency of body moyements during sleep due to night noise.
 
There: is no sufficient evidence that the: biological effects obsuvcd at the lcvd below
 
40 dB I...n,&ht.OIllSid~ arc harmful to health. However, aclvasc health cffccc; are
 
observed at the levd above 40 dB~f,oul>idu such as sc:lf-r-=poncd sleep distur

banet, environmental insomnia, and increased usc of somnifacient drugs and seda

tives. Therefore:, 40 dB ~f,oullide is equivalent to the LOAEL for night naise.
 
Above 55 dB the cardiovascular effectS become: the major public health concern,
 
which arc Iikc:ly [0 be: less dCpu1clc.nr on the namrc: of Ute noise:. dosu examination
 
of the: precise impact will be necessary in [he range between 30 dB and 55 dB as
 
mucb will depend on the detailed circumstances of each case.
 


A number of instantaneous dfects arc connected [0 threshold Jevc:ls exprrned in
 
LAnw: (Table 5.1). The health relevance of these eHeas cannot be easily established.
 
Ir can be safely assumed, however, that an increase in the nwtlber of such events over
 
the baseline may eonstiNte a subelinieal adverse health effect by itself leading to sig

nificant clinical health outcomes.
 


Based on the cxposure-effeas relationship summarized in Table 5.4, the rught noise 
guideline values arc recommended fOt the proternclD of public health from night 
noise as below (Table 5.5). 


_'.Night noi~ guideline~{NNG) L",.......<10 = 40 dB Table S.S
 
Recommended nlQht noise 
quldellnes for Europe Intc:riIn target (11) L",pt.......lc = 55 dB-



For the primary prevention of subclinical adverse bealth eHeas relared ro night noise
 
in the population. ir is recommended that the population sbould not be exposed to
 
night noise levels greater than 40 dB Of~[,ouWdeduring the pan oEthe nighr when
 
most people are in bed. The LOAEL of night noise, 40 dB I...nigh[,ot1t:rid~ can be con

sidered a health-based limit value of the night nOise guidelines (NNG) neeessuy to
 
protect the public, includirJg most of the vulnerable groups such as children, the
 
chronically ill and the elderly, from the adverse health effectS of night noise.
 


AD interim target (IT) of 55 dB I..,.w,[,o"uide is recommended in the situations where
 
the achievement of NNG is not'Fcasible in the sbon run for various reasons. Ir
 
should be emphasized chat IT is not a health-based limit value by itself. Vulnerable
 
groups cannO[ be protected at this level. Therefore, IT should be considered on.Iy as
 
a feasibility-based mtennediate target which can be temporarily considered by
 
policy-makers for cxceptionallocal situations.
 


All Member States arc encouraged to gradually reduce the proportion of the popu

lation exposed to levels over the IT within the context of meeting wider sustainable
 
development objecrive6. It is highly recommended (0 C3.tT)' aut risk assessment and
 
management arnvities at local and national levels targeting the exposed population,
 
and aiming at reducing night noise to the level below IT or NNG. IT and NNG can
 
be used fat health impact assessmwt of new projectS (for example eonsttucrion of
 
roads, railways. aitports or new residential areas) even before the achievement of IT.
 
as well as for the risk assessment of the whole population. In the long run the NNG
 
would be best achieved by conuol measures aimed :It the sources along with other
 
eompreherlSive approaches.
 


"UCHT HOlSE CUIOELllltS fOR EUROPt 
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"?~y Vh.>-IS .... Ex. 


(~l World HealthgrOrganization 
Fatl sheet NOZ58 
Revi~ed February 2001 


Occupational and community n"ise 


The hubbub oflhe city - the phrase conveys the excitement, lhc hustle and bustle ofurban life, the throng of crowds and traffic, 
traders. shoppers, rowdy diversion and en~cnL In Wlcie:nI"Rome the CIIittCT cfiron whccl~ of wagOn:! on the swne pavements 
disturbed the sleep and so annoyed cilizelCl that Icgi9laJ:ion was enacted to control movement Some cities ofmediaeval Europe 
prohibited ho& Blld ~age IlBffic to prOloct !he sleep aCme inhllbitanls. 


The noise problems oflhe past are incomparable with those: plaguing modem society: the roar ofaircraft, the lhWlder of heavilY laden 
;	 lorries IlI1d the thump.'l and whines ofmdustry provide \l.lIOLsy baekgroW\d to our livcs. But. sulOh noi:le l;W) be Do!. only annoying but 


also damaging to the health, and is increasing willi to:)nomic developmenl 


Healtb impact 


The; recognition oCtile ooi.:lc lIS II serious bca.lth hazan1u opposed 10 II nuisance is an:cenl development IlIId the health effects oflhe 
hazardous noise cxposum are now considered 10 be an increasingly implltant public health problem. 


•	 Globally. some 120 million people are cstiIDaLcd to have disabling hearing difficulties. (ref. Guidelines pJe) 
• More than halfcitizens ofEurope live in noisy SW'l'Quodings; .lhird cxpcricnee le...elsofnoise at night that disturb sleep. (ref. 


Guidclina p.XlI) . 
•	 In the USA in 1990 about 30 million people were daily exposed to a daily occupational noise le...e1llbove 85 dB. compared with 


more than nine million people in 1981; these people mosLly in the production and manufacturing indUStriC3. (refNoise Sources 
p.85) 


•	 In Gc:many and oilier developed countries 8! many 8! 4 to 5 million,. that is 12-15% ofBJI employed people, arc CXP05ed to 
noise 1cYeb of 85 dB or more. In Germany, Bll acquim:l noise-related hearing impairment tluu results in 20% or more reduction 
in eBming ability is compcnsa1Bblc; in 1993, nearly 12500 new such cascs were registered.. (refNoise SoI1lU3 p.85 and p. 86) 


• Prolonged or tDCccssivc exposure tD noise. wbclbCl in \he community or III wolk, can C8ll3C: pamancnt medical conditions, such 
8! hypertension and ischaemic bc8rt disease. (n:f. GIlidelines p.XIT} 


• Noise can adversely affect perfonnance, for example: in readIng, attenti ...eness. problem solving and memory. Deficitll in 
pcrl'ormwu:e ClIlI lead to accldent3. (ret: Guidelines p.XII) 


• Noise above 80 dB may incn:asc llggl'CSSive behaviour. (re.£. Guidelines p'xIII) 
• A link bctwceo community noise and mcnta.l health problCll13 is suggested by thc demand for tranquilli.zers and sleeping pills, 


the incidence ofpsyctUatric symptoms and the nwnber ofadlllissions to mental hospitals. (ref. Guidelines p.XIT) 


Noise ClIlI cau.:>c: hcarlng impairment, interfere with communic:aJion. disturb sleep, Clll19C cardiovB5CU1ar and psycho-physiological 
effects, reduce performance, and provoke annoyance responses and changes itt social beha...iour. The main social conscqucnoc of 
hearing impairment is the inability to undcntand spcccb in normal amditions., which is consi~ 8. se'VctC social handicap. 


Whereas in the developed world hearing impairment is mosUy restricted to the worle ~ in cities in the developing worid thc 
problc:mll are worse. with inQ"C89ing bearing impairmCII.t due to colIllD.unity noise. 


Sound and the ear 


At birth the inner car is fully developed and has il5 full complement ofhair celli, llUpporting cclb Blld ncn'c fibres. Unlike mon other 
tissues in the body, mammalian hair cells and nCJ\'c fibres do not regenerate when damaged. (ref. Palhophysiology ofthc Ear p. 40) 


The respons~ ofthe human car to sound depends both on the: sound frequency (measured in Hcrtt. Hz) IllId lhe ~und pressure, 
measured in decibels (dB). A normal car in a healthy young person can detect solDJds with frequencies from 20 Hz to 20 000 Hz. (Ref. 
Guidelines p.lX). Speech frequency ranges from 100 to 6000 Hz. (ref Guidelines p.xI). 


Communi.if.lloise 


Noise-induced hearing impaillD-ent is by no meaos restricted to occuplLlional situations - noise le...els associaled with impainncnl are 
cxperienced at open-air conl:oerts, di!COthcqucs, moLor sports C:VeDl.$ etc. (ref: Guidelines p.XIV). 
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Such non·indllStrial noise is refaTed to as communiI)' noise, also known as environmental, residential or domestic noise. The main 
indoor sources arc ventilation syslems, office machines, home applilUlccs lUld neighboUf3. Other 1yp1ca.l SOUfCC'l ofneighbourhood 
noise inelude the C8lering trade (rcslauranlS, cafclerias etc.), live or recorded music, sJXIrt5, plBygrounds, car parks, barldng dogs. 


For most people, Iife-time's continuollS cxJXIsure to IYI environmental aVerBge noise level of70 dB will not calISe hearing impairmenl. 
An adull person's ear can tolerale an occasional noise level of up 10 140 dB, but for the childn:n such an cxJXIsure should never exceed 
120 dB. (ret: Guidelines p.XI). 


Continued growth in transJXIrt systems - highways, airports and railways - generale more noise. MlUlY countries have regulalions on 
communiI)' noise from mil, road, construction and industrial plants based on emission standanh, but few have any regulations on 
neighbourhood community noise, probably owing to difficulties with its defuUtion, measuremenl and control. This and the insufficient 
knowledge ofthe effects of noise on people handicap anemplSlo prevenllUld control the problem. 


Occupationsl noise 


OccupatioD81 sources of Doise 


The mWlY and varied sources ofnoise in industrial machinery and processes include: rotors, gears,lwbulcnt fiuid flow, imp&;t 
pro~, electrical mo.chines, imernal combustion engines, pneumatic equipment, drilling, crushing, bl&:lting, pWllpS and 
compressors. Furthermore, the cmitled sounds arc refleded from floors, ceiling and equipmenL Noise is 8 common occupational 
hllW'd in many workplaces. 


The major sources of noise that damages hearing arc impact processes, material handling and industrial jeis. (refNoise Sources p. 89) 


Air jCl.S - widely used, for ~plc, for el~ng, drying. JXIwcr tools lUld steam valves --can genemle sound levels of lOS dB.
 
(refNoise Sources p. 89)
 
Workers in a cigarette fBCIory in Brazil involved in compressed air eleaning wen: eP'posed to sound levels equivalent 10 92 dB
 
for 8 hoUf3. (ref. Noise Sourccs p.%)
 
In the woodworking industry the sound levels ofsaws can be as high as 106 dB. (refNoise Sowu:.s p. 95)
 
Average sound levels range between 92 and 96 dB in industries such as foundric::s, shipyards, breweries, weaving fat1ori~,
 


paper and saw mills. The recorded peak. values were between 117 and 1J6 dB. (refNoise Sources p. 100)
 
In most developing countries, industrialooise levels arc: higher than those in. developed countries.
 
Noise-induced hearing impainnCllt is the most common irreversible (and preventable) OCClJpaLional hazards world-wide.
 


Cheaper, more cost-effective production is 11 driving force in t1:Onomie developmenL However, new processes introduced on grounds 
of cost-effectiveness arc often noisier than previous ones. The associated rise in noise levels is often overlooked_ Thus, even though 
noise-reducing measures may have been incorponlted in the design ofmachincry, greater outp\.lt may gencru.te higher noise levels. For 
example, for every doubling of the speed of roULry mach.ines the noise emission rises by about 7 dB, of warp knitling looms - 12 dB, 
ofdie:sel engines - 9dB, ofpetrol engines - IS dB, and offans - between 18 to 24 dB. 


• ExJXIsure for more than 8 hows 8 day to sound in c:xcess of8S dB is JXItentially ha7Mdous.(ref. ExJXIsure criteria p. 78) 


Mer exposure to a Iypica! h82'lll'dous industrial sound around 90 dB for lUl 8-hour work: day, the ear tires and hearing is lempornrily 
impaircd.(rcfPathophysiology ofthe Ear pA2 


Industrial workers exposed 10 noise often twn the volume oftheir car radios up whenthcy leave work, bUI lurn il down in the
 
morning. because it is too loud. After a time, hearing recovery becomes 1e:t.S complete and impairmenl becomes pennanenL(ref
 
Pathophysiology of the Ear p.42) This can be noLiceable within &-12 months ofstarting ajob where levels of sound arc
 
hazardous.(refPathophysiology ofthe Ear pAS)
 
Transient linnitus (ringing in the ear) is a common OCCUpa1ional hearing condition, c:spccially in people CXJXIsed to impact noise.
 
II should be considered as a warning ofexcessive eP'JXIsure to sound and a trigger for appropria1c preventive action. (ref.
 
Pathophysiology of the Ear p.42)
 


Warning sounds: one sound can sometimes inlafere with the perception ofanother. Because lower frequency sounds can mask higher 
sounds, warning sounds should be pitched aLlower frequencies than the dominant industrial background noise. (refFundamcntals of 
Acoustics p.22) 


Occupatiooal expOsure limit! 


Occupational cxJXIs= limits spcx:i£y the maximvm sound pressure levels and cxJXIsure times to which nearly all workers may be 
repealedly exJXIscd without adverse effCCl on their ability to hear and undemand nonnal speech. An occupational eXJXIsure limit of8S 
dB for 8 hOUf3 should prolect most people against a pem100ent hearing impainnent induced by noise after 40 yC8l'S ofoccupational 
exposure.(p.6S, Exposure Criteria) 


Noise reductioD (ref Noise Sources plOO) 


Noise-induced hearing impainncnl is preventable. 
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Protection again.sl: hll2Bl"dous noiiiC ~posure should be included mlo overa.ll ha2m'd prevention and control programmes in 
workplllCC3.(p218) The dangers ofnoisc should be recognized before worker.l start complaining ofhtaring difficulties. 


Machine safety 


A European Union Directive requin:s that the machines are so designed and constructed thllL haznn:b from the noise emissions are 
minimized. Declaralions oflhe noise emissions OfDlSChines arc required, to allow potential buyers not only to select the leasl 
hllZlll'dous equipment but also to calculate the noise impact at workplaces and to help with noise-contro\ planning. (refNoisc SoIlICC5 
p.lOO -101) 


•	 It i.9 10 times less expensive (unit cost per decibel reduction) La make noise-generating processes quieter thllll to make 8 barrier 
to screen the noisc.(refEnginecring Noise Control p. 231) 


Noise Icveh can be lowered by the use ofnoise-control enclosures, absorbers, silencers and baffles IIIId by the use ofpersonal 
protective cquipmcnl, such as eIlIlDu.fU. Where teclmica1 melhods arc insufficient, noise aposure may be reduced by use of hearing 
protection and by administrative controls - such 63 limiting the lime spell in noisy environment and scheduling noisy operations 
outside nonnal shifts or at disumllOCll.li.ons. 


Essential eh:ments ofnoise control programmes lU'C education and training oflhe workm as well as regular hearing tests. (ref. Hazard 
Prevention and Control Programmes p.22t) 


WHO respoDse 


WHO bas responded in two main ways: by developing and promoting the concept ofnoise mo.nagemcnt. and by drawing up 
community noise guidelines. The field i:i marked by a scarcity oflitem1Urc, especially for developing countries. Some 20 years after its 
last publicaJ:i.on on noise, WHO hM is:iued Guidelines for Community Noise. This publiClllion, the outcOme ofa WHO expert task 
force mcetirlg in London in March 1999. includes guideline values for community noise (listing also critical health effects nmging 
from 8IU1oyance 10 bearing impainncnt), for example: (refOuidelines p. XVIII) 


Environment Critical bellltll efl'ecl Sound h~"o!l dB(A)* Time boul"! 


Owdoor living areas Annoyance 50 ~ 55 ,. 
Indoor dwelli.o.g:l Speech inteJligibility 35 I. 


B"""""" Sleep distw'bancc 30 8 


~ 


School classroom:i Disturbance of communication 3S During cl8S:i 


Industrial, commercial and traffic areas Hearing impainnent 70 24 


Music through earphones Hearing impairment 8S 1 


Ceremonies and entertainment Hearing impairment 100 4 


·11Ie ear has diffl:m1l sensitivities to different frequencies, being least sensitive lo c:nremely high and extremely low frequClJcies. (ref 
Fundamentals ofAcoustics p. 19) Bec81l3oC ofilia varied scmitivjty. the term "A weighting~ is used: all the different frequClJcies, that 
make up the sound, ~ IWC:SScd lo give a sound pre3llure level. The sound pressure level measured in dB is referrallo as "A-wcighted~ 


and expressed as dB(A). (refGuideli.oes p.IX and X). 


The guidelines also offer recommendations lo governments for implementation, such 63 extending (and enforcing) existing legislation 
and including community noise in environmental impact assessments. The role of WHO is lo provide leadership and leclmical suppon. 


For more informatiou conud: 


WHO Media centre 
Telephone: +41227912222 
Email: mcdiaingujries@who.int 
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One in five Europeans is regularly exposed to sound levels at night 
that could significantly damage health 


WHO intro4uces gUidelines to protect people's Further Information 
health from night noise pollution 
Copenhagen and Bonn, 8 October 2009 to	 Norse and health 


WHO/EuropeToday. the WHO RegIonal Office for Europe launches Its 
Night noise guIdelines for Europe. (1) The book provides 
ground-breaking evidence on how exposure to night ..	 Directive 2Q02/49/EC of the 


Eurooean Parliament and of thenoise can damage people's health, and recommends 
Councl! of 2S June 2002 relating gUideline levels to protect health. to the assessment and 
management of enylronmental


The new limIt Is an annual average night exposure not O2Ia-[external link) 
exceeding 40 decIbels (dB), corresponding to the sound 
from a quIet street In a residential area. Sleepers that to	 Guldellnes for communIty noIse 
are exposed to higher levels over the year can suffer [WHO headquarters] 
mild health effects, such as sleep dIsturbance and 
InsomnIa. long-tenn a....erage exposure to levels above ...	 Night noise auldellnes for Europe 
55 dB, slmllar'to the noise from a busy street, can 
trigger elevated blood pressure and heart attacks. One In 
five Europeans Is regularly exposed to such norse levels. 


"NoIse has emerged as the leading environmental n.ulsance In Europe, and excessive noise Is 
an IncreasIngly common public complaInt. The new guIdelines will help countrles to recognize 
and address the Issues surroundIng noIse and health." says Dr Srdan Matlc, Unit Head, 
Noncommunicable DIseases and Environment at the WHO RegIonal Office for Europe. "Based 
on a six-year expert evaluation of scientific eVidence In Europe, now governments have 
stronger Justifications for regulating exposure to night nOise, and clear gUidance on what these 
limits should be. to Thirty-five scientists from medical and acoustical disciplines, and key 
partners such as the European Commission, were Involved In developIng the guidelines. 


~ 
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Effects on health 


Recent research clearly links exposure to nIght noise with harm to health. Noise can aggravate 
serious health problems, beyond damage to hearing, partlculany through Its effects on sleep 
and the relations between sleep and health. When people are asleep, their ears, brains and 
bodies continue to react to sounds. Sleep disturbance and annoyance are the flrst effects of 
night noise and can lead to mental disorders. 


The effects of noIse can even trigger premature Illness and death. Night noIse from aircraft can 
Increase blood pressure, even If It does not wake people. Noise Is likely to be more harmful 
when people are trying to fall asleep and awaken. Recent studies show that aircraft noise In 
the early morning Is the most harmful In Increasing the heart rate. 


More vulnerable groups 


Some groups are more vulnerable to noise. As children spend more time In bed than adults, 
they are more exposed to night noise. Chronically III and eldeny people are more sensitive to 
disturbance. Shift workers are at Increased risk because their sleep structure Is under stress. 
In addition, the less affluent, who cannot afford to live In quiet residential areas or have, 
adequately Insulated homes, are likely to suffer disproportionately. NuIsance at night can lead 
to an Increase In medical vIsits and spending on sleepIng pills, which affects faml1les' budgets 
and countrIes' health expendIture. The gap between rich and poor Is likely to Increase If 
governments fall to address noise pollutIon. 


Noise limits and action by countries 


The new WHO book provides both evidence and recommendations that countries can easily 
use [n Introducing targeted noise lImIts. The guidelines complement the recent European Union 
environmental noise directive; (2) It requIres countries to map noise hotspots and reduce 
human exposure, but stops short of setting IIm[ts. 


Interventions combIning reductions In both noise events and sound levels are most effective In 
reducing exposure to excessive noIse. Zoning can assist planning authorities In keeping noise 
away from sensitive areas through, for example, routing traffic away from hospitals and 
schools and erecting noise barriers. Exposed areas could be good sites for offices, where no 
people would be present at nIght. Placing bedrooms on the qUiet side of a dwelling Is a simple 
measure. Sound InsulatIon of bedroom windows Is another option, but care must be taken to 
avoid reducing Indoor air quality. 


"Just like air pollution and toxic chemIcals, noise Is an environmental hazard to health. While 
almost everyone Is exposed to too much noIse, It has traditionally been dIsmissed as an 
Inevitable fact of urban life and has not been targeted and controlled as much as other risks," 
concludes Dr Rokho Kim ofthe WHO Regional Office for Europe, who managed the project to 
draw up the guidelines. "We hope that the new guidelines will create a culture of noise 
awareness, and prompt governments and local authorities to Invest effort and money In 
protecting health from this grOWing hazard, partlculeJll~~dltl't~t'tober 2009 I Printer-friendly yerslon 


, 
" 
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The Regional Office web site offers further Information on noise and health. 


For more informatIon, contact: 
TECHNICAL INFORMATION: 


Dr Rokho Kim 
Scientist, Noise and Housing Burden of Disease 
WHO RegIonal Office for Europe 
Hermann-Ehlers-Stra13e 10 0-53113 Bonn, Germany 
Tel.: +492288150400. Fax +49 228 815 0414 
E-mail: rkl@ecehbonn,euro,who,lnt 


PRESS INFORMATION; 


Ms Crlstlana Salvi 
Technical Officer, PartnershIp and CommunIcatIons 
WHO Regional Office for Europe 
Via Francesco Crlspl 10, 1-00187 Rome, Italy 
Tel.: +39 06 4877543; mobile: +39 348 0192305 
Fax.: +39064877599; Ewma\!: csa@ecr,eyro,who,lnt 
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• Noise has an adverse effect on pcIformance over and above its effects on spe«:h comprehension. The mosl 
strongly affected cognitive areas are reading, amntion. problem solving, and. memory. Children in school are 
adversely affected by Dobe, and ills the UDcontroUability of Doise, ratber tban U, inteo9ity. which i' 
most critical. The effort to tune out the noise comes at the price of increased levels of StreSS hormones and 
elevation of resting blood pressure. The adverse effects are larger in children with lower school 
achievernent.12 


• What ls cODlIDonly referred to as noise "annoyance" Is In fact a range of negative emotioDs, 
documented In people exposed to community Doise, including anger, dbappolnbnent, dissatisfaction, 
withdrawal, helpleune5s. depressioD, anxiety, dbtractioD, agUaUoD, and exbaunion.13 Nwnerous reports 
from neighbors of new industrial wind twbine ins1allations document these symptoms. The percenlage of 
highly annoyed people in a population starts to increase 8142 dB, and lhe percentage ofmodemtely annoyed at 
37 dB. 14 


Low~frequency sound is also sensed as pressure in the ears. It modulates the loudness of regular audible frequencies, 
and is sensed as a feeling or vibration in the chest and lhroat.15 Neighbors of industrial wind· t;urbines describe the 
distressing sensation of having to breathe in sync with the rhythmic lhumps of the turbine blades, especially at rught 
when trying to sleep. 


The participants in DObe studJes an: adected from the general population and are usually adults. Vulnerable 
grOUP! of people are underrepresented. Vulnerable group, Include people with decreased penonal abilities (old, 
ill, or depressed people), people with partleular diseases or medical probleDu, people (cbildren) dealing with 
complei: eogniti\'e tasks such as reading UquilJltlOD, people who are blind Qr beating impaired, fetuseJ, babies 
and young children, and the elderly. These people may be leM able to cope witb the Impactll of noise exposure 
and at greater risk for harmful effects than Is documented in rtudies. Attention needJ to be paid to them when 
developing regulations and selback requirements for indurtrial wind turbines and other sources of annoying and 
debilitating noise. 


Wind tuIbines also create moving visual disturbances, especially early and late in the day when the long shadows of 
moving blades sweep rhythmica1Iy over the landscape. Th.al portion of the population which is susceptible to vertigo, 
unsteadiness, or motion sickness (including many children and a large proportion of the elderly) will be vulnerable [0 


unsteadiness and nausea when subjected to this visual distuIbance. People with seizure disorders are susceptible to 
triggering ofseizures by the strobe effect ofseeing the SI1II through the moving blades. 


To proted the public health. it is critical that industrial wind turbines not be placed within a minimum 
of 1.5 mileS of human dwelliges (homes, hOspilals, residential scbools, nursing homes, prisons, etc.) or schools. In 
mountainoUs ternin the setback should be greater, espCcially in topography wilh long parallel ridges and vallCys as in 
the Appalachians. 


lSoysal, OA. 2005. Acoustic Noise Geacm.cd by Wmd Turbines. Presented to the Lycoming County, PA Zoning Eoard 11114/05.
 
osoysa1@frostburg.edu , 
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Opinions, Pennsylvania
 


Wind turbines and health problems 


Earlier this month, Dr. Michael A. Nissenbaum, a radiologist at the Northern Maine Medical Center, conducted 
interviews with 15 people living near the industrial wind energy facility in Mars Hill, Maine. 


Purpose of the interviews was to investigate and record the health effects on those living within 3,500 feet of 
industrial-scale turbines. 


On March 25, Dr. Nissenbaum presented his preliminary findings before the Maine Medical Association Pl. The 
data, which he characterized as alarming, suggest the residents are experiencing serious health problems related to 
shadow flicker and noise emissions from the turbines near their homes. 


The onset of symptoms - including sleep disturbance, headaches, dizziness, weight changes, possible increases in 
blood pressure, as well as increased prescription medication use - all appear to coincide with the time when the 
turbines were first turned on (December 2006). 


Every individual interviewed by Dr. Nissenbaum reported that his or her quality of life bad been negatively affected 
by the turbines. The residents all expressed new or increased feelings of stress, anger, irritability, depression, 
anxiety, and hopelessness. 


Quotes cited in the presenlation included, "Nobody will help us."; ''No one cares."; and, "It's very bard watching 
my child suffer." . 


While some deficiencies exist in the study (as Dr. Nissenbaum details in his presenlation), aspects of his findings 
stand out as being immediately significant 


Dr. Nissenbaum asserted, "The results for sleep disturbance, headaches, anger, feelings of hopelessness, and 
incidence of depression symptomatology in this group are so high that despite the small number, and the lack of a 
control and tests of statistical significance, they jump out at physicians as obviously being significant The sllltistical 
significance tests would just be confumatory in this case - gilding the lily. ifyou wilL" 


He added, "[ did not even getintn the issue of the 16 children who live there. Th. World Hcalth Organization bas
 
identified children, along with the elderly, as being particularly suscepbble. This would require a fair amount of
 
time, and special elt[lCrtise, as children manifest in many ways besides, or instead of, simple sleep disturbance
 
including disturbed learning, acting out, etc.
 


The medical staff ofNorthern Maine Medical Center released a statement in March calling for the careful siting of 
wind turbines. Dr. Nissenbaum included an excerpt from that statement in his presentation as follows: 


"Maine has a vast, unpopulated hinterland. There is little need to site industrial wind developments in proximity to
 
residential communities if there is a risk ofoegative health effects, Quality oflife, quality ofplace, and a healthful
 
environment should be the right of aU resideDlS of Maine, including those of the rural aorth."
 


April 4, 2009 
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(Save God's Country is a citizens group that formed in 2006 when plans to huild industrial wind turbines in the 
high-altitude agriculture region of northern Potter County were announced. The organization submits this editorial 
from Industrial Wind Action Group to bolster its argwnent that turbines built too close to residences are a health 
hazard.) 


URLs in this post: 
[I] presented his preliminary findings before the Maine Medical Association: bttp://www.wind
watch.orgldocumcntslmars-hill-wind-turbine-project-bealth-effects-preUmi nary-symptoms·survey~resultsJ 


This article is provided as a service ofNational Wind Watch, Inc.
 
http://www.wind-watch.org/news/
 


The use ofcopyrighted material is protected by Fair Use.
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Health concerns surround turbines 


T17ere are many people across Ontano who are being hanned by the simple fact they live 
too dose to wind turbines. ... T17e /ri1gedy Is. some families are being dn"ven from the 
homes they've lived In for decades andhave Incurred losses - financial, emotional, health 
and living conditJons. Many of these people welcomedgreen energy into their a:Jmmunlties 
In the (ann ofwind turbines in the beginning. 


5epteJrtJer 4 ZOO9ln New Hambwg Independenr 


There are many people across Ontario who are being harmed by the simple fact they live too dose to 
wind turbines. These are honest, harctNorking people with a moral code about right and wrong. They are 
typical rural people who have strong work ethics and connections to their nelghroul"S and community. 
They are good people who can't comprehend why our government is dOing nothing to help. 


The tragedy Is, some families are being driven from the homes tIley've lived In for decades and have 
Incurred losses - finandal, emotional, health and living conditions" Many of these people welcomed green 
energy Into their communIties In the Form of wInd turbines In the beginnIng. 


A community-based, self-reporting health survey Is being conducted In the areas where wind turbine 
complexes are operatlng. There are about 585 operating turbines across OntariO. WithIn six weeks, 76 
responses were received. Of tills, 53 vIctims reported that the turbInes disturbed their living conditions 
and resulted in adverse health effects. The survey results are posted on www.windconcemsontario.org. 


Dr. Robert McMurtry, Former Dean of Medicine at the University of Western Ontario, presented the health 
survey results at the Green Ene19Y Act Bill 150 Committee Hearings (Ontario). Examples of the adverse 
health effects Indude sleep deprivation whim leads to serious health problems, (this Is the number one 
problem) headadles, tlnnltus (ringIng In the ears), cognitive dysfunction and some serious cardIac effects 
such as irregular heart rhythm, palpitations and high blood pressures. 


Reports of health problems are stili almlng In. There are now over 100 respondents. The survey is 
ongoing and results will be u~ated perloolcaHy. 


This is not unique to Ontario. The reports of symptoms are conslst:ent with the work of Dr. Amanda Harry 
(2007), U. K., Dr. Nina Plerrxmt. U. S. A., and Dr. Michael Nisseubaum (Mar 2009),U. S. A. 


Dr. Amanda Harry studied 42 adults and found dIsturbed living condItions, a high number of subjects 
experiendng sleep deprivation, headaches and other adverse health effects from wind turbine 
complexes. 


Dr. Nina Pierrxmtfrom the U. S. A. has studied 10 families comprised of 38 people. EIght families have 
been Forced from their homes. The last: two would like to, but cannot afford It so they are trying to cope. 
Dr. Pierpont's peer revIew book Wind Turbine Syndrome ls ta19eted to physldans and Is due in about a 
month. In the meantime, she has publIshed excerpts drawn from her peer-reviewed book on her site 
WWN.wlndturblnesyndrome.com. 


More physldans are expressing serious concerns regarding adverse health effects with wind turbine 
complexes. In early 2009, the medical staff from the Rumford Health Center In Maine unanimously 
signed a resolution asking for a one -year moratorium on any wind turbIne Installation until proper 
studies are done. 


In late March 2009, Dr. Michael Nisseubaum from the Northern Maine Medical centre presented his 
findings of a study he conducted to the Maine Medical assodation. Dr. Nisseubaum Interviewed 15 
adults. The data, which he characterized as alarming, suggest the residents experlendng serious health 
problems related to shadow flicker-noIse emissions from the turbines near their homes. The onset of 
symptoms Indudlng sleep disturbance, headaches, dizziness, Weight manges, possible increases In blood 
pressure, as well as Increased prescription medication use, all appear to coIndde with the time when 
turtllnes were flrst turned on December 2006. 
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Note It has been established by at lea~ three peer review European studies 1:tIat sleep deprivation CKI:urs 
near wind turbine fadlitles In about 25 per cent of people living near wind turbines. The finding of sleep 
deprivation has been repnxluced In the studIes of Drs. Amanda Harry, Nina PierJX>flt, Mimael 
Nisseubaum and the Wind Concerns Ontario (WeO) heal1:tl study whIm Is now at 86 cases. 


The National InstiMes of Heal1:tl (NIH), a prestlQlous medIcal body has stated in an editorial "Wind 
energy will undoubtedly create noise, whlmlnaeases stress, whim In tum Increased the risk of 
cardiovaSOJlar disease and cancer.n (Environmental Heal1:tl Perspectives, Vol. 116, pg. A237-238, 2008.) 


The health survey results presented to the GEA Committee Hearings on Bill 150 by Dr. McMurtry are 
filling 1:tIe void for 1:tIe post market viQilance reqUired for the introduction of wind turbine complexes into 
1:tIe population. 


The OIltarto government allowed wlnd turbine complexes without doing its homework. It 1:tIen made a 
policy, again wi1:tlout doing Its homework. It continues to approve 1:tIe building of new ones and 
expanding existing complexes without doing Its homework. 


All of this says that there Is a problem. Our guidelines for setbacks and noise are not working. People are 
getting sick. Our setbacks are designed for economic and political reasons. We need setbacks for health 
1:tlat are based on proper authoritative epidemiological studies. The setbacks for heal1:tl camot be 
determined by opinion. 


Wind energy has been Implemented wi1:tlout proper epidemiological studies. Victims are suffering and 
being Ignored. It Is a shameful situation. Some are asking for a public inquIry. 


Examine the evidence. Health and safety issues for rural residents living dose to turbines have arisen in 
f!\Iery jurisdiction where they have been installed. A good govemment should be prudent with its public 
resources and answerable to the taxpayer instead of putting 1:tIe heal1:tl, 1:tle environment and quality of 
our lives at risk. 


Brian Nkidleton is a member ofthe Oxford Wind ActIon Group and wn"tes on behalfofEZT Wind 
Concerns and the Middlesex Wind Action Group. 


Web link: Brian Middleton" 
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Letter on Health effects 01 Industrial Wind Turbines 


This is a copy of the letter written and read by Dr. Herb Coussons before the Morrison town 
board a their Jan 12, 2010 meeting. It discusses various negative consequences of Industrial 
Wind Turbines sited too close to homes. 


January 8, 201 0 


RE: Proposed Ledge Wind project 


TO: The Town Boards of Wrightstown, Morrison, Holland and Ledgevlew 


I ar:n writing to summarize what I believe are real and previously unconsidered effects of 
building wind turbines among populated residential and farming areas. 


The current zoning standards do not take into consideration the growing evidence regarding 
.the adverse health risks of placing wind turbines closer than 1.5 miles from residences. 


Multiple studies and case reports are being published that systematically record a group of 
symptoms that seems to occur in about 10% of individuals wtlo live within 1.5 miles of wind 
turbines. These symptoms included but are not limited to: sJeep disturbances, chronic 
headaches, migraines, ringing in the ears, visceraJ vibratory vestibular disturbance, decreased 
abilities in memory and concentration, fatigue, irritability and upper respiratory ailments. Many 
of these symptoms were not present prior to individuals living in the vicinity of the wind turbines 
and resolved when the affected people were able to move away from the turbines. Most of the 
case reports show that the individuals have no emotional disturbances that would lead to 
anxiety and fear as a cause of their new symptoms. Children seem to be affected by the same 
symptoms only they are manifest In different ways such as nighbnares and bedwetting or 
decreased school performance and behavior problems. 


There are now many published reports in the US, Canada, England, Europe, and New Zealand 
that refer to this consistent cluster of symptoms as "Wind Turbine Syndrome.- There are also 
govemmental agencies 'and health organiz~t1ons that have spoken out on the topic, including: 
Health Canada, the NIH, the French National Academy of Medicine, The Maine Medical 
Association, the Minnesota' Deparbnent of Public Health. the Government of the State of 
Victoria Australia, the Japanese Minister of Environment, and the US National Research 
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Council. 


The symptoms experienced by humans may also be seen more seriously and widespread in 
animals leading to adverse consequences. Wild animals that have highly developed senses of 
hearing and vibration (bats, snakes, deer, tul1<ey, and birds) virtually disappear from large wind 
developments. Domestic farm animals such as chickens, goats, and caWe are all reported to 
display adverse behaviors, as well as reproduction abnormalities and even death. There are 
many case reports of decreased dairy production and egg production in fann animals that are 
reversed when the animals are moved away from wind tUrbines. 


Animal studies and human data are mounting that the adverse symptoms are related to several 
direct effects of the wind turbines. 1) Audible noise, 2) Low frequency noise, 3) Shadow 
flicker, and 4) Mixed sensojy input (confusing and unrelenting sensations that conflict in the 
brain). 


The audible noise above 30-3SdB (A-weighted measurements) is enough to disturb sleep. 
Chronic sleep disturbance can lead to fatigue, decreased memory and concentration, chronic 
headaches, weight gain, hypertension and cardiovascular deterioration. 30dS is the limit 
recommended by the World Health Organization as the maximum noise-level at nighttime 
outside of a home. Most of the local ordinances allow up to SOdB up to 10% of the time. and 
exclude measurements if the wind is blowing greater than 30mph. 


The Low frequency noIse (G-welghted measurements) is not always audible yet the body feels 
the vibration 'and it stimulates the hearing and balance parts of the inner ear. This type of 
noise may also resonate in body cavities leading to chest pressure and a sense of motion. The 
results are nausea, vomiting and motion sickness. In fact such low frequency noise is so 
unpleasant, it has been used in the Middle East as a weapon for crowd control. The 
recommended maximum intensity of C-weighted measurements is 20dB outside of a home. 
Most of the local ordinances do not mention C-weighted measurements despite the fact that 
most wind turbine noise is low frequency. 


Shadow-flicker triggers a reflexive response in animals that resuhs in a flight or flight response 
leading to an increased heart rate, muscle tension and a sense of movement. ShadOW-flicker 
and noise can be reduced by increasing the distance from the wind turbine. 
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These sensory inputs, audible noise, low frequency vibration/inaudible noise, and shadow 
flicker present conflicting sensations to the brain resulting in worsening symptoms of 
migraines, anxiety, nausea, vomiting. 


There are other practical risks as well. According to the Caithness Windfarm Information 
Forum, from 1999 through June 2008 there were over 500 accidents around the world, 
including North America, involving ice throws, blade disintegration, fire and tower failure from 
large wind turbines. If improperly sited, wind energy systems produce electro-magnetic 
radiation that can interfere with broadcast communications and signals. They even create 
signals on Doppler weather radar simulating severe weather thereby making any weather 
warnings in our area limited. There are dangers and restrictions in flight activity due to 
potentiaJ collisions with aircraft. This limitation has resulted in rescue helicopters not landing in 
wind farms. 


Much of this information has been understood as wind turbine developments grow across 
Europe, Canada, AustraJia and the US. As I have read the studies and case reports from 
across the US and the world, as well as listening to residents of the development around Fond 
du lac, Wisconsin, I have become convinced that the health and safety of those liVing closer 
than 2500 feet to wind turbines will be adversely effected. Some living within 1.5 miles may 
show severe signs of wind turbine syndrome. These facts were not well known or considered 
prior to 2007 when many of the ordinances were written. Now due to greater knowledge and 
more experience, we must consider the more recent conservative site requirements for 
example in the Town of Union in Rock County Wisconsin. http://www.tn.union.wi.gov/Docs by 


cat type.asp?doccatid-200&amp;locid",123 


I would recommend anyone to review their ordinance, which has extensive documentation on 
the rationale behind their more restrictive requirements when compared to the state of 
Wisconsin. Their diligence in research and enacting an ordinance based on the current 
evidence should be respected and imitated. 


If the current setbacks of 1000 feet and maximum audible noise measurements of SOdS are 
ut\Uzed, then I believe that up to 80% of people exposed to these levels of audible noise, low 
frequency noise and shadow flicker will feel some adverse health symptoms. Because of these 
conclusions. I would hope that Our local town boards will consider a moratorium on wind 
development until they can consider the evidence that shows the health and safety risks of 
wind developments such as the Ledge Wind Farm and provide the leadership by enacting 
ordinances that reflect the current understanding of these health and safety risks imposed by 
wind turbines sited close to residences and businesses in our communities. 
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Respec«ully, 


Herb Coussons, MD 


6649 Ledgelop Dr 


Greenleaf, WI 


920-639-lWJ4 


drC@wscare.com 


4/. 







rGt)c; 1 Ul J 


Home I About US I Contact Us I Wind News I How YOll Can Help 


Wind TurbIne Syndrome 


Testimony before the New York State leglslatLlre Energy Committee 


March 7, 2006 


Nina Pierpont, MD, PhD 


MD, The Johns Hopkins University SChool of Mediane, 1991
 
PhD, Population Biology, Princeton UnNersity, 1985
 
SA, Biology, Yale University, 1977
 
FellOW' of the American Academy of Pediabics
 


www.ninaplerpontcom 


I am here to talk to you today as a physlaall-ooentist about a dinic:al phenomenoo called Wind Turbine 
Syndrome. This is relevant to leday's hearing because iI aiticaJly affects impiementatiOll of the RPS 
(Renewable Portfolio Standard) In tenns of the siting of industrial wind tud:lines. Current siting practices 
(which are solaly industry-driven) disregard public health. The supervision of the legislabJre-of this 
committee----is needed to aeate siting standards to protect the dtizemy, all the citizenry, induding citizens 
who ere rural, old, ill, impaired, end very young. 


Federal agencies are trying to put the brakes on willy-nilly Wind bJrblne COnstrucl:iOll, citing, for instance. 
Wildlife issues. The GAO (Government Accountability Office) last rail told US Fish and Wildlife \0 gel 
involved. The National Academy of SCiences in April 2005 Initiated a 2Q.mooth sbJdy on environmental 
impacts whose final report is due In December this year. There also needs to be a rocus OIl human health, 
and the state needs 10 step up to the plate in tenns of regulation. 


lINe in FranlUin Coonty, the poorest In NY State. Two years ago, after passage oftha RPS, Wind energy 
companies showed up there in force, as they have In all the poor, rural parts of the state. They showed up 
with no controls whatsoever, unregulated by either the legislature or NYSEROA (New York state Energy 
Research & Development Authority). Our town boards, made up of farmers, tea~, COrrediOllS officers, 
etc., were told, "You guys handle this," by oor state representalives. I got involved as a responsible citizen 
and physidan. Over the last 1~ years I have done a lot of reading, research, and interviews. I have spoken 
at town board meetings and before tho St Lawnmce County Lagis.lature, and published alOIle or Wilh my 
husband (e retired university professor) numerous edil:orials and latters to the edttor in local newspapel1>. 
My focus has been hearth issues and to some degree wildlife, in whldll also have aedentials In my PhD. 


I get a lot or slander end abuse from the wind salesmen. TheIr favorttes are saying that my abundanUy 
referenced and footnoted srtides, like the one before yoo (note: a separate handout), have "no evidence: 
or that I think Wind turbines cause mad cow disease. The letter smear came from 8 town meeting in 
Ellenburg, NY, in October 2004, when I presented Information culled from the medical literature OIl possible 
effects of lOW' frequency noise. T1lis included a papor out ot the UK linking low frequency sound to prion 
di6eSses by a CClmplex and highly spea.dative mechanism. I was very dear heM' speculetive it was. but 
apparently the concept of something being speaJlative was over their heads, including over the heads of 
wind 6alesmen in the room. 
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I am not for or against the RPS. I'm an Intelligent person and I support renewable energy. I am not here to 
shoot down Wind energy, whidl probably has its place. though that place Is not near people's homes or 


. near schools, hosp(tclls, or other locations where people have to sleep or learn. 
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I would like to stress that these are not "farms." One doesn't 'farm" wind any more than one 'farms' water 
in a hydroelectric dam or 'farms' neutrons in an atomic plant These are large, indusbial installations. They 
make large-scale, industrial noise. "Jet engines" is the most common description' hear in surveying 
people-a jel engine that doesn't go away and which you can'l get used 10. 


A syndrome in medicine is a constellation of symptoms and findings whid1 is oonsistent from person to 
person. Defining a syndrome is the firsl slep in investigating any new disease. The symplom cluster has to 
make sense in terms of pathophysiology-there has to be a plaLlSible mechanism in terms of how the body 
and brain work. Defining a syndrome, and making that knowledge available 10 the medical community, lets 
other doctors go from scratching their heads over weird presentations of illness Which are oomtng through 
their offices, 10 being able 10 validate and name What is going on and start 10 do something about il. II also 
opens the door to epidemiologic studies to define prevalence and risk factors, whid1 wlll guide prevention 
and treatment 


Describing and documenting symptoms is the prOVince ofphysidans. So is researd1 on the causes of 
diseases. Deciding Whether people have significant symptoms is not 'Hflhin the expertise of engineers or 
specialists in acoustics, even when the symptoms appear to be ceUsed by noise. We physicians appreciate 
!he noise dala Which engineers provide, but Ihis data has nothing 10 do with Whether people have 
symptoms or not One British acoustics expert, Dr. Geoff teventhafl, is especially outrageous in this regard, 
insisting that people 'can'r have symptoms because turbines "don'l,' he says, produce low frequency 
noise. His fallbadc:, for which he is well paid by the indUStry, is that people make up their complaints. But 
he's nof trained to distinguish whether people are making up Illeir complaints. or to know about the range 
of physical, psychiabic, and neurological symptoms people might have. A related point the hallmark of a 
good doctor is one Who takes symptoms serioosty and pursues them until they are understood (and 
ameliorated). This indudes symptoms related to the brain, our most complex organ-symptoms which may 
be neurologic, psychiatric, or physical. 


Three doctors that I know of are studying the YVind Turbine Syndrome: myself, one in England, and one in 
Australia. We note the same sam of symptoms. The symptoms slart when local turbines go inlo operation 
and resolve when the turbines are off or when the person is out of the area. The symploms indude: 


1) Sleep problems: noise or physicai sensations or pulsalion or pressure make it hard 10 go 10 sleep and 
cause frequent awakening. 
2) Headaches which are increased in frequency or severity. 
3) Dizziness, unsteadinass, and nausea, 
4) Exhaustion, anxiety, anger, initability, and depression. 
5) Problems 'Nith concentration and learning. 
6) Tinnitus (ringing in the ears). 


Not everyone near turbines has these symptoms. This does nol mean people are making them up; it 
means there are differences among people in susceptibility. These differences are known as risk factors. 
Defining risk factOfS and the proportion of people Who get symplnms is the role of epidemiologic studies. 
These studies are undar way. Chronic sleep disturbance is the most common symptom. Exhaustion, mood 
problems, and problems with concentration and learning are natural outcomes of poor sleep. 
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Sensitivity to low frequency vibration is a risk factor. Contrary to assertions of the wind induslJy, some 
people feel disturbing amounts of vibration or pulsation from wind lurbines, and can count in their bodies, 
especialty their chests, the beats of the blades passing the towars, even when they can' hear or see them. 
Sensitivity to low fi"equency vibration in the body or ears is highly variable in people, and hence poor1y 
understood and the subject of much debate. 


Another risk factor is a preexisting migraine disorder. Migraine is not just a bad headache: it's a complex 
neurologic phenomenon which affects the visual. hearing, and balance systems, and cen even affect motor 
control and coosciousness itself. Many people with migraine disorder have increased sensitivity to noise 
and to motion-they get carsick as youngsters, and seasick, and very sick on carnival rides. Migraine
associated vertigo (Which is the spinning type of diZZiness, often with nausea) is a described medical entity. 
Migraine oca.Jrn in 12% or Americans. Ills a common, familial, inherited condition. 


To keep our balance and feel steady in space, we use three types of input from our eyes (seeing where 
we are in space), from stretch receptors in joints and musdes, and from balance organs in the inner ear. At 
least two of these systems have to be working, and agreeing, to maintain balance. It the systems don't 
agree, as in seasickness or vertigo, one feels both ill and unsteady. YVind lurbines impinge on this system 
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in two ways: by the visual disturbance of the moving blades and shadows, and by noise Of vibration 
impacting the inner ear. 


Other candidate risk fadors for susceptibility 10 VVind Turbine Syndrome are age-related changes in the 
inner ear. Five percent (5%) of othelWise healthy people from age.S! to 91 experience dizziness, and 24% 
experience tinnihJs Of ringing. Damage 10 the ears or hearing from other causes, such as noise exposure, 
is also a potential risk factor. Inner ear orgens are closely linked, by proven neurological connections, 10 
the brain systems which rontrol mood, anxiety, and one's sense of W€II-being. Disturbing the inner ear 
disturbs mood, not because a person is a whiner or doesn't like turbines, but because of neurology. 


Data from a number of studies and individual cases document that in rolling lena!n, disturbing symploms of 
the VVind Turbine Syndrome occur up to 1.2 miles from the dosest turbine. In long Appalad'lian valleys, 
with turbines on ridge-tops. disturbing symptoms occur up to 1.5 miles away. In New Zealand, which is 
more mountainous, disturbing symploms occur upto 1.9 miles away. In New YQl1( State, with its mixed 
terrain, I recommend a setback of 1.5 miles (8000 ft.) between ell industrial wind turbines and people's 
homes or sd'lools, hospitals, or similar institutions. This setback should be imposed immediately for 
turtlines not yet built The legislature might want to set up a panel of dinicians to review the data and 
medical information I refer to here, but until this happens, and as researd'l continues, a moratorium on all 
wind turbine construction within 1.5 miles of homes would be appropriate. 


To recapitulate, there is in fad 8 CCI1sislent cluster of symptoms, the Wind Turbine Syndrome, which 
occurs in 8 significant number of people in the vicinity of industrial wind turbines. There are specific risks 
fedors for this syndrome, and people with these risk fadors include 8 substantial portion of the popUlation. 
A setback of 1.5 miles from homes, schools, hospitals, and similar institutions will probably be adequate, in 
most NY state terrain, to protect people from the adverse health effects of industrial wind turtlines. 


See Dr. Pierponfs Credentials here. 
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Industrial scale wind turbines are a familiar part of the landscape in Europe, U.K. and other 
parts of the world. In the U.S., however, simiIar industrial scale wind energy. developments are 


. just beginning operation. The presence of industrial wind projects will increase dramatically 
over the next few years given the push by the Federal and state governments to promote 
renewable energy sources through tax incentives and other forms of economic and political 
support Stale3 and local gQvemments in the US. are promoting what appear to be lenient rules 
for how indus1rial wind farms can be located in communities, which are predominantly rural 
and often very quiet Studies already completed and currently in progress describe significant 
health effects associated with living in the vicinity of indU5trial grade wind turbines. This paper 
reviews sound studies conducted by consultants for governments, the wind turbine owner, or 
the local residents for a number of sites with known health OJ' annoyance problems. The purpose 
is to dete:rmi:n.e if a set of simple guidelines using dBA aru;l dBC sound levels can serve as the 
'safe' siting guidelines. Findings of the review and recommendations for sound limits will be 
presented. A discussion of how the proposed limits would have affected the etisting sites where 
people have demonstrated pathologies apparently related to wind turbine sound will also be 
presen""l. 


Background 
A relatively new source of community noise is spreading rapidly across the rural US. 
countlyside. Industrial grade wind twbines, a common Sight in many European counmes, are 


- now being promoted by Federal and state governments as the way to minUnize coal powered 
electrical energy and its effects on global warming. But, the initial developments using the 
newer 1.5 to 3 MWattwind turbines here in the US. hasaIso1ed to numerous complaints from 
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residents who find themselves no longer in the quiet rural communities they were living in 
before the wind turbine developments went on-line. Questions have been raised about whether 
the current siting guidelines being used in the US. are sufficiently protective for the people 
living closest to the developments. Research being conducted into the health issues using data 
from established wind turbine developments is beginning to appear that supports the possibility 
there is a basis for the health concerns. Other research into the computer modeling and other 
methods used for determining the layout of the industrial wind turbine developments and,the 
distances from residents in the adjacent communities are showing that the output of the mtxlels 
should not be considered accurate enough to be used as the sole basis for making the siting 
decisions. 


The authors have reviewed a number of noise studies conducted in response to community 
complaints for wind energy systems sited in Europe, Canada, and the US. to determine if 
additional criteria are needed for establishing safe limits for industrial wind turbine sound 
immissions in rural communities. In several cases, the residents who filed the complaints have 
been included in studies by medical researchers who are investigating the potential health risks 
associated with living near industrial grade wind turbines 36S days a year. These studies were 
also reviewed by the authors to help in identifying what factors need to be considered in setting 
criteria for 'safe' sound limits at receiving properties. Due to concerns about medical privacy, 
details of these studies are not discussed in this paper. Current standards used in the U.S. and in 
most other parts of the world rely on not-to-exceed dBA sound levels, such as 50 dBA, or on not
to-exceed limits based on the pre-consbuction backgroWld sound level plus an adder (e.g. "l...go" + 
5 dBA). 


Our review covered the community noise studies performed in response to complaints, research 
on health issues related to wind turbine noise, critiques of noise studies performed by 
consultants working for the wind developer, and research/technical papers on wind turbine 
sOWld immissions and related topics. The papers are listed in Tables 1-4. 


Table ]·Llst of StudIes Related to Complaints 


Resource Systems Engineering, SoWld Level Study - Ambient & Operations Sound Level 
Monitoring, Maine Department of Environmental Protection Order No. L-21635-26-A-N, June 2007 


ESS Group, Inc., Draft Environmental Impact Statement For The Dutch Hill Wind Power Project 
Town of Cohocton" NY, November 2006 


David M. Hessler, Environmental Sound Survey and Noise Impact Assessment - Noble 
Wethersfield Wind park - Towns of Wethersfield and Eagle NY For: Noble Environmental Power, 
LLC January 2007 


George Hessler, "Report Number 101006-1, Noise Assessment Jordanville Wind Power Project," 
October 2006 


HGC Engineering, HEnvironmentai Noise Assessment Pubnico Point Wind Farm, Nova Scotia, 
Natural Resources Canada Contract NRCAN-Q6-0046," August 23, 2006 


John I. Walker, SoWld Quality Monitoring, East Point, Prince Edward Island" by Jacques Whitford, 
Consultants for Prince Edward Island Energy Corporation, May 28, 2007 
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Table 2- List of Studies related to Health 


Nina Pierpont, "Wind Turbine Syndrome - Abstract" from draft article and personal 
conversations. www.ninapierpontcom 


Nina Pierpont, "Letter from Dr. Pierpont to a resident of Ontario, Canada, re: Wind Turbine 
Syndrome," Autumn 2007 


Amanda Harry, "Wind Turbine Noise and Health" (2007) 


Barbara J. Frey and Peter J. Hadden,. "Noise Radiation from Wind Turbines Installed Near 
Homes, Effects on Health" (2007) 


Eja Pedersen.. "Human response to wind twbine noise - Perception, annoyance and 
moderating factors, Occupational and Environmental Medicine," The Sahlgrenska Academy, 
Gotenborg 2007 


Robin Phipps, "In the Matter of Moturimu Wind Farm Application, Palmerston North, 
Australia," March 2007 


WHO European Centre for Environment and Health, Bonn Office, "Report on the third 
meeting on night noise guidelines," April 2005 


Table 3--Ust ofStudies that mint' SlUng Impact Stalemeut!! 


Richard H. Bolton, "Evaluation of Environmental Noise Analysis for 'Jordanville Wind 
Power Project:" December 14, 2006 Rev 3. 


Clifford P. Schneider, "Accuracy of Model Predictions and the Effects of Atmospheric 
Stability on Wind Turbine Noise at the Maple Ridge Wind Power Facility," Lowville, NY 
2007 


Table 4-L1s1 of Research aud Techuical papen lnduded in review pmuss 


Anthony L. Roger!l, James F. Manwell, Sally Wright. "Wind Turbine Acoustic Noise," 
Renewable Energy Research Laboratory, Dept of ME and IE, U of Mass, Amherst, amended 
)un02006 


ISO. 1996. Acoustics - Attenuation of sound during propagation outdoors - Part 2: General 
method of calculation. International Organization of StandardizatioIL ISO 9613-2. p. 18. 


G.P. van den Berg, "The Sounds of High Winds - the effect of atmospheric stability on wind 
turbine sound and microphone noise/' Ph.D. thesis,2oo6 


Fritz van den Berg, "Wind Profiles over Complex Terrain," Proceedings of Second 
International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, France, Sept 2007 


William K G. Palmer, "Uncloaking the Natwe of Wind Turbines-Using the Science of 
Meteorology," Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, 
France, Sept 2007 


Soren Vase Legarth, IIAuraIization and Assessment of Annoyance from Wind Turbines," 
Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, France, Sept 
2007 


Julian T. and Jane Davis, "Livinli!: with aerodun'''nic modulation, low freauencv vibration 
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and sleep deprivation - how wind turbines inappropriately placed can act collectively and 
destroy rural quietitude:' Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine 
Noise, Lyons, France, Sept. 2007 


James D. Barnes, "A Variety of Wind Turbine Noise Regulations in the United States ~ 2007," 
Proceedings of Second International Meeting on Wind Turbine Noise, Lyons, France, Sept 
2007 


M. Schwartz and D. Elliott Wind Shear Characteristics at Central Plains Tall Towers, NREL 
2006 


lEC 61400 "Wind turbine generator systems, Part 11: Acoustic noise measurement 
techniques/'.rev:2002 


Discussion 
After reviewing the materials in the tables; we have arrived at our current understanding of 
wind turbine noise and its impact on the host community and its residents. The review showed 
that some residents liVing as far as 3 km (two (2) miles) from a wind farm complain of sleep 
disturbance from the noise. Many residents living one-tenth this distance (300 m. or 1000 feet) 
from a wind farm are experiencing major sleep disruption and other serious medical problems 
from nighttime wind turbine noise. The peculiar acoustic characteristics of wind turbine noise 
immissions cause the sounds heard at the receiving properties to be more annoying and 
troublesome than the more familiar noise from traffic and industrial factories. Limits used for 
these other community noise sources do not appear to be appropriate for siting industrial wind 
turbines. The residents who are annoyed by wind turbine noise complain of the approximately 
one (1) second repetitive swoosh-boom-swoosh~boomsound of the turbine blades and "low 
frequency" noise. It is not apparent CO these authors whether the complaints that refer to "low 
frequency" noise are about the audible low frequency part of the swoosh-boom sound, the one 
hertz amplitude modulation of the swoosh-boom sound, or some combination of both acoustic 
phenomena. 


To assist in understanding the issues at hand, the authors developed the 'conceptual' graph for 
industrial wind turbine sound shown in Figure 1. TIris graph shows the data from one of the 
complaint sites plotted against the sound i.nunission spectra for a modem 2.5 MWatt wind 
turbine; Young's threshold of perception for the 10% most sensitive population (ISO 0266); and a 
spectrum obtained for a rural community during a three hour, 20 minute test from 11:45 pm 
unti13:05 am ona windless June evening in near Ubly, Michigan a quiet rural community 
located in central Huron County. (Also called: Michigan's "Thumb.") It is worth noting that this 
rural community demonstrates how quiet a rural community can be when located at a distance 
from industry, highways, and airport related noise emitters. 


During our review we posed a number of questions to owselves related to what we were 
learning. The questions (italics) and our answers are: 


Do National ar International ar 1000l community Noise Standards fur siting wind turbines near dwellings 
address'the low frequency portion o/the wind turbine's sound immissiuns?J2 No! State and Local 
governments are in the process of establishing wind farm noise limits and/or wind turbine 


32 Emissions refer to acoustic energy from the 'viewpoint' of the sound emitter, while immissioN refer to 
acoustic energy from the viewpoint of the receiver. 
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setbacks from nearby residents, but the standards incorrectly presume that limits based on dBA 
levels are sufficient to protect the residents. 


Do wind/ann developers have noise limit criteria and/ar wind turmne setback criteria thot apply to neQrby 
residents? Yes! But the Wind Industry recommended residential wind turbine noise levels 
(lypically 50-55 dBA) are too high for !.he quiet nature of the rural communities and may be 
unsafe for the nearest residents. An additional concern is that some of the methods for 
implementing pre-construction computer models may predict sound levels that are too low. 
These two (actors combined. can lead to post~onstruction complaints and health risks. 


Are all residents living near wind furms equally affected Uywind turmne nCJise? No, children, people 
with pre-existing medical conditions, especially sleep disorders, and the elderly are generally the 
most susceptible. Some people are unaffected while some nearby neighbors develop serious 
health effects caused by exposure to the same wind turbine noise. 


Haw does wind turlJine noise impact 1WIfUy residents? Initially, the most common problem is chronic 
sleep deprivation during nighttime. According to the medical research documents, this may 
develop into far more serious physical and psychological problems 


What are the tecJmica.J options far redudngwind turbine noise immissicm at residences? There are only 
two options: 1) increase the distance between sowce and receiver, and/or 2} reduce the source 
sound power immissioIL Either solution is incompatible with the objective of the wind farm 
developer to maximize the wind power electrical generation within the land available. 


WInd Turbine Noise Spectra 
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Is wbzd turlJine noise at a residence much mare annoying IJum traffic noise? Yes, researchet8 have 
found that "Wind turbine noise was perceived by about 85% of the respondents even when the 
calculated. A-weighted SPL were as low as 35.0-37.5 dB. This could be due to the presence of 
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amplitude modulation in the noise, making it easy to detect and difficult to mask by ambient 
noise." [JASA 116(6), December 2004, pgs 3460-3470, "Perception and annoyance due to wind 
turbine noise-a dose-relationship" Eja Pedersen and Kerstin Persson Waye, Dept of 
Environmental Medicine, Goterorg University, Sweden] 


Yv'hy do wind turmne noise immi$:;iuns 0/unly 35 dBA disturb sleep at night? This issue is now being 
studied by the medical profession. The affected residents complain of the middle to high 
frequency swooshing sounds of the rotating turbine blades ata constant repetitive rate of arout 
1 hertz plus low frequency noise. The amplitude modulation of the swooshing sound changes 
continuowly. The short time interval between the blade's swooshing sounds described by 
residents as sometimes having a thump or low frequency banging sound that varies in 
amplitude up to 10 dBA. This may be a result of phase changes between turbine emissions, 
rurbulence, or an operational mode.. The assumptions arout wall and window attenuation being 
15 dBA or more may not be sufficiently protective considering the relatively high amplitude of 
the wind turbine's low frequency immission spectra. 


lNhat are the typical windfarm noise immissian criteria ur standards? Limits are .notconsistent and 
may vary even within a particular country. Example criteria include: Australia-the lower of35 
dBA or L.!o + 5 dBA, De.runark-40 dBA, France L.!o + 3 (night) and L.!o + 5 (day), Gennany-40 dBA, 
HoUand-40 dBA, United IGngdom-4V dBA (day) and 43 dBA (night) 0' L" + 5 dBA, lllinois-55 
dBA (day) and 51 dBA (night), Wisconsin-50 dBA and Michigan-55 dBA. Note: Dlinois statewide 
limits are expressed only in nine contiguous octave frequency bands and no mention of A
weighting for the hourly kq limits. Typically, wind turbine noise just meeting the octave band 
limits would read 5 dB below the energy sum of the nine octave bands after applying A
weighting. So the Illinois limits are approximately 50 dBA (daytime 7 AM to 10 PM) and 46 dBA 
at night.. assuming a wind farm is a Class C Property Une Noise Source. 


lNhat is a reasono.blewindfarm sound immissiun limit to protect the henlth a/residences? We are 
proposing an immission limit of 35 dBA or L.!oA + 5 dBA whichever is lower and also a C
weighted criteria to address the impacted resident's complaint9 of wind turbine low frequency 
noise: For the proposed criteria the dOC sound level at a receiving property shall not exceed LwA 
+ ZOdB. In other words, the dOC operating immission limit shall not be more than 20 dB above 
the measured dBA ~) pre-construction nighttime background sound level. A maximum not~ 


to-exceed limit of 50 dOC is also proposed. 


Why should the dBC immission limit not be pennitted to be more than 20 dB abcroe the background 
I'IW1sured L!IOA? The World Health Organization and others have determined asound emitter's 
noise that results in a difference between the dOC and dBA value greater than 20 dB will be an 
annoying low frequency issue. 


Is not L9CJI\ the minimum tWA bodground noise level? This is not exactly correct The Lw is the 
statistical descriptor representing the quietest 10% of the time. It may be understood as the 
sounds one hears what there are no nearby or short-term sounds from man-made or natural 
sources. It excJudes sounds that are not part of the sound.scape during all seasons. It is very 
important to establish the 6tatistical average background noise environment outside a 
potentially impacted residence during the quietest (10 pm to 4 am) 61eeping hours of the night 
'This nighttime sleep disturbance has generated the majority of the wind farm noise complaint9 
throughout the world. The basis for a community's wind turbine sound immission limits would 
be the minimum 10 minute nighttime ~ plus 5 dB for the time period of 10 pm to 7 am. This 
would become the Nighttime Immission I1mits for the proposed wind farm. This can be 
accomplished with one or several ten (10) minute measurements during any night when the 
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atmosphere is classified stable with a light wind from the area of the proposed wind farm. The 
Daytime Limits (7 am to 7 pm) could be set 10 dB above the minimum nighttime kloA measured 
noise, but the nighttime criteria will always be the limiting sound levels. 


A nearby wind farm meeting these noise immission criteria will be clearly audible to the 
residents occasionally during nighttime and daytime. Compliance with this noise standard 
would be determined by repeating the initial nighttime minimum nighttime kloA tests and· 
adding the dBC~) noise measurement with the turbines on and off. U the nighttime 
background noise level (turbines off) was found to be slightly higher than the measured 
background prior to the wind farm installation, then the results with the turbines on must be 
corrected to determine compliance with the pre-turbine established sound limits. 


The common method used for establishing the background sound level at a proposed wind fann 
used in many of the studies in Table 1 was to use unattended noise monitors to record hundreds 
of ten (10) minute measurements to obtain a statistically significant sample over varying wind 
conditions or a period of weeks. The measured results for daytime and nighttime are combined 
to determine the statically average wind noise as a function of wind velocity measured at a 
height of ten (to) meters. This provides an enormous amount of data but the results have little 
relationship to the wind turbine sound immission or turbine noise impact in nearby residents. 
The purpose of this exhaustive exercise often only demonstrates how much noise is generated by 
the wind. In some cases it appears that the data is used to 'prove' that the wind noise masks the 
turbine's sound immissions. 


The most glaring failwe of this argument occurs during the frequent nighttime condition of a 
stable atmosphere. Then, the wind turbines operate at full or near full power and noise output 
while the wind at ground level is calm and the background noise level is low. TItis is the 
condition of maximum turbine noise impact on nearby residents. It is the condition which most 
directly causes cluonic sleep disruption. Furthermore, the measurement methodology is usually 
faulty, as much of the wind noise measured by unattended sound monitors is the pseudo-wind 
noise generated by failwe of the microphone's windscreen. TItis results in totally erroneous 
background sound levels being used. for permitting and siting dectsions. (See studies in Table 3, 
esp. Van den Berg) 


Are there additional noise data to be ret:ardedfur a pre-un'nd turlrine noise survey near seJet:ted dwellings? 
Yes, The measuring sound level meter{s) need document the L~, L,-.:lo, LASO and t..e., I 1.aQ, Lao 
sound levels plus start time & date for each 10 minute sample. The Ll0 results will be utilized to 
help validate that conditions were appropriate for measwing the l...go long term background 
sound levels. For example, on a quiet night one would expect 4:10 to be less than 10 dB higher 
than the LA901ong-term background sound level. On a windy night or day the difference may be 
more than 20 dB. There is a requirement for measurement of the wind velocity near the sound 
measurement microphone continuously tluoughout each ten (10) minute recorded noise sample. 
The ten (10) minute average of the wind speed near the mkrophone shall not exceed 2 m/s (4.5 
mph) and the maximum wind speed for operational tests shall not exceed 4 m/s (9 mph). It is 
strongly recommended that observed samples be used. for these tests. 


Is there a need to record weather data dun'ng the background noise recording survey? One weather 
monitor is required at the proposed wind fann on the side nearest the residents. The weather 
station sensors are at standard ten (1O) meter height above ground. It is critical the weather be 
recorded every ten (10) minutes synchronized with the clocks in the sound level recorders 
without ambiguity in the start and end time of each ten (10) minute period. The weather station 
should record wind speed and direction, temperature, humidity and rain. 
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.VVhy do Canada and some other countries base the pennittedwind turbine noise immissian limits an the 
operational wind velocity at the 10m height wind speed instead ofa maximum dBA or LA!KJ + 5 dBA 
immissian IerJel? First, it appears that the wind turbine industry will take advantage of every 
opportunity to elevate the maximum permitted noise immission level to reduce the setback 
distance from the nearby dwellings. Including wind as a masking source in the criteria is one 
method for elevating the permissible limits. Indeed the background noise level does increase 
with surface wind speed. When it does occur, it can be argued that the increased wind noise 
provides some masking of the wind farm turbine noise emission. However, in the middle of the 
night when. the atmosphere is defined as stable (no vertical flow from surface heat radiation) the 
layers of the lower atmosphere can separate and permit wind velocities at the turbine hubs to be 
2 to 4 times the wind velocity at the 10m high wind monitor but remain near calm at ground 
level. The result is the wind turbines can be operating at or dose to full capacity while it is very 
quiet outside the nearby dwellings. 


This is the heart of the wind turbine noise "problem" for residents within 3 km (approx. two 
miles) of a wind farm. When the turbines are producing the sound from operation it is quietest 
outside the surrounding homes. The PhD thesis of P.G. van den Berg "The Sounds of High 
Winds" is very enlightening on this issue. See also the letter by John Harrison in Ontario "On 
Wind Turbine Guidelines." 


VVhat sound manitor measurements would be neededfor enforcement of the wind turbine sound 
ordinance? A similar SOUJld and wind 10 minute series of measurements would be repeated at 
the pre-wind farm location nearest the resident registering the wind turbine noise complaint, 
with and without the operation of the wind turbines. An independent acoustics expert should 
be retained who reports to the County Board or other responsible governing body. This 
independent acoustics expert shall be responsible for all the acoustic measurements including 
instrumentation setup, calibration and interpretation of recorded results. An independent 
acoustical consultant shall also perform all pre-turbine background noise measurements and 
interpretation of results to establish the Nighttime (and Daytime if applicable) indtlStriaJ wind 
turbine sound immission limits. At present the acoustical consultants are retained by, and work 
directly for, the wind farm developer. 


This presents a serious problem with conflict of interest on the part of the consultant The wind 
farm developer wouJd like to show the Significant amount of wind noise that is present to mask 
the sounds of the wind turbine immissions. The wind farm impacted community would like to 
know that wind turbine noise will be only barely perceptible and then only occasionally during 
the night or daytime. 


Is frequency analysis required eithrr during pre-windJarm background mraey orfor compliance 
measurements? Normally one-third octave or narrower band analysis would only be required if 
there is a complaint of tones immission from the wind farm. 


Proposed Sound Limits 
The simple fact that so many residents complain of low frequency noise from wind turbines is 
clear evidence that the single A-weighted (dBA) noise descriptor used in most jUrisdictions for 
siting tiubines is not adequate. The only other simple audio frequency weighting that is 
standardized and available on all sound level meters is C-weighting or dBC. A standard sound 
level meter set to measure dBA is increasingly less sensitive to low frequency below 500 Hz (one 
octave above middJe-C). The same sound level meter set to measure dBC is equally sensitive to 
all frequencie> above 32 Hz (lowest note on grand piano). It is weU accepted that dOC readings 
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are more predictive of perceptual loudness than dBA readings if low frequency sounds are 
significant. 


We are proposing to use the commonly accepted dBA criteria that is based on the pre-existing 
background sound levels plus a 5 dB allowance for the wind turbine's immissions (e.g. LxtA +5) 
for the auch"ble sounds hom wind turbines. In addition, to address the lower hequencies that 
are not considered in A-weighted measurements we are proposing to add limits based on dBC. 
The Proposed Sound Limits are presented in the text box at the end of this paper. 


For the current indusbial grade wind turbines in the 1.5 to 3 MWatt range, the addition of the 
dBC requirement will result in an increased distance between wind turbines and the nearby 
residents. For the generalized graphs shown in Figure 1, the distances would need to be 
approximately double the current distance. TItis will result in setbacks in the range of 1 km or 
greater for the current generation of wind turbines if they are to be located in rural areas where 
the Lm background sound levels are 30 dBA or lower. When no man-made sounds are audible 
they can even be under 20 dBA. In areas with higher background sound levels, turbines could be 
located somewhat closer, but still at a distance greater than the 305 m (1000 ft.) or less setbacks 
commonly seen in U.s. based wind turbine standards set by many states arid used for wind 
turbine developments. 
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1. Establishing Long-Term Background NOise Level 
,.	 In:>trumentatlon: ANSI or IEC Type 1 Precision Integrating Sound level Meier plus meteorological 


in:>truments to measure wind velocity, temperature and humidity near the sound measuring microphone. 


Mea5urement procedures must meet ANSI SI2.9, Part 3. 


b.	 Measurement localion(s): Nearest property line(s) frOm proposed wind turbines representative of all non


participating residential property within 2.0 miles. 


,.	 Time of measurements and prevailing weather: The atmosphere must be c1aS!iined as stable with no vertical 
heat flow to cause ajr milling. Stable conditions occur in the evening and middle of the night with a clear sky 
and very little wind near the surface. Sound measurements are ontv valid when the measured wind speed at 


the microphone does not exceed 2 m/s (4.S mph). 


d.	 long-Term Background sound measurements: All data recording shall be a series of contiguous ten (l0) 
minute measurement5. The measurement objective is to determine the qUietest ten minute period at each 
location of interest. Nighttime test periods are prererred unless daytime conditions are quieter. The 
follOWing data shall be recorded simultaneously for each ten (101 minute measurement period: dBA data 
Includes; ~ 4.JQ< ~ and dBC data Includes Lao. lao. and L.c.,q. The maximum wind speed at the 
miaophone during the ten minutes, a single measurement of temperature and humidity at the microphone 
for each new location or each hour whichever is oftener shall also be recorded. A ten (10) minute 
measurement contains valid data provided: Both 4.JO minus lMl) and lao minus lao are not greater than 10 
dB and the maximum wInd speed at the microphone did not ellceed 2 m/s during the same ten (10) minute 
perlod as the acoustic data. 


~_ Wind Turbine Sound Immission Limits 
No wind turbine or group of turbines shall be located so as to cause wind turbine sound Immlssion at any 
location on non-participating property containing a residence in ellcess of the limits in the following table: 


Table of Not·To--Exceed Property Une Sound Immlssion Umlts 1 


Criteria Condition dBA dBC 


A 
Immission above pre-


construction background: 
~ =LA911 + 5 l.c.,.q='-Go+5 


B Maximum immission: """ 
55l.c.,.q for quiet rural environment 
60 Lc.. for rural-suburban environment 


Immission spectra 
C Lc.q (immission) minus (L.."o (background)+SI5 20 dBimbalance 
D Prominent tone penalty: 'dB 5dB 


Notes 


Each Test Is Independent and exceedances of any te:>t establishes non-compliance 
1 


Sound "Immlssion" is the wind turbine noise emission as received at a property 


A "Quiet rural environment'" is a location 2 miles from a state road or other major 
2 transportation artery without high traffic volume during otherwise quiet periods of the day or 


night. 


Prominent tone as defined in lEe 61400-11. This Standard is not to be used for any other
3 


purpose. 


Procedures provided in Section 7_ Measurement ProcedureslAppendix to Ordinance) Of the most recent version or ""The 
How To Guide To Siting Wind TurbInes To Prevent Health RI5b From Sound· by Kamperman and James apply to Ihis table. 


. Wind Farm Noise Compliance Testing 
All of the measurements outlined above In 1. Establishing the Long-Term Background Noise Level must be 


repeated to determIne compliance with 2. Wind Turbine Sound ImmiS!iion Umits. The compliance te:>t location is to 
be the pre-turbine background noise measurement locatIon nearest to the home of the complainant in line with th 
~Ind farm and nearer to the wind farm. The time 01 day for the testing and the wind farm operating conditions plus 
[wInd speed and direction must replicate the conditions that generated the complaint. Procedures of ANSI 512.9
Part 3 apply as amended. Instrumentation limits for wind and other factors must be recof/:nized and followed. 


!The autl'lOrs h;lVe based lhese criteria, procedures, and language on Illeircurrent unde~tilnding of wind Nrbine wulld emi55ioM, land-u5e 
fompatlbllity. ~nd tM effettl of ~und on health. Howe'l'er, IDe of the following, In part ortOla!. by a"", p.;Irty I. nrKltyYOluntilry and 1M user 
Fumes all risb. Pleal'e ~ek profeJ,slonal u.sisbroce In applvllli \hoe recornmenda\io"'l of lhis dOC\lment to any specific (ommunity or WES 
kseveloPn>enl. 







NOISE RADIATION FROM WIND TURBINES INSTALLED NEAR HOMES:
 
EFl'ECfS ON HEALTH
 


With aD BUAOtated review of the research aDd related issues 


By Barbara J Frey, SA, MA aDd Peter J HaddeD, SSe, FRIeS 


Feb.....ryl007
 
JUDe 2007
 


www.wiDdturbinenoi.gehealthhumanrlghts.com 







www.windturbinenoisehealthhumanrights.com 


SectioD 7.0 CONCLUSION 
The environmental noise pollution from wind turbines built too close to dwellings 
eauses serious discomfort, and often health injury, to families. Oftentimes those 
affected did not object to the construction, accepting the developer's assurances thai 
noise would not be problematic. 
Section 4 ofthis Review, Acoustics, explores the research on noise radiation from 
wind turbines. weating wind turbines elose to families demands a precision, 
aecuracy, and certainty of acoustie predietion and calculation that is just not available 
to the wind energy engineers and acoustieians. The ETSU-R-97 Noise Working 
Group (UK) concluded that it would be too restrietive on wind farm developments to 
provide the proteetion necessary [i.e., to prevent sleep deprivation]. 
The ehallenges in designing a predictive model for wind turbine noise are eomplex. 
Factors include the very nature of wind turbine design itself, e.g., the rotation of the 
blades lhrough the air, each passing the tower rhythmically, creating a eharacteristic 
pulsating sound as well as a vortex of air; moreover, there is an interaction among the 
turbines, so the placement of each turbine within an array can influence noise 
emission. Other factors include the constantly changing abnosphere and wind speed, 
temperature. and terrain. Noise, particularly low frequency noise, travels not only 
seismically but also airborne over terrain. On occasion., the local geography can act 
like a giant microphone. Thus, when wind turbines are located too elose to dwellings, 
their noise may have an adverse impact on residents, because the methods and models 
used to predict wind turbine noise bave distinct design limitations. 
The result is an adverse impact not only to quality of life, but those who live near 
mnd turbines may also suffer adverse health effects. Research links noise to adverse 
health effects, e.g., sleep deprivation and headache. Sleep deprivarion itself may lead 
to physiologic affects, such as a rise in cortisol levels, a sign of physiologic stress, as 
well as headache, mood changes, and inability to concentrate. Initial researcb into the 
health impaet of wind turbine noise (including the 'visual noise' of shadow flicker) 
reveals similar findings. Indeed., while many studies in work environments or 
laboratory simulations confinn these responses, those living near wind turbines 
endure continuous, long-teno exposure. 
Thus, the personal and media reports,' emerging clinical evidence, and published 
research cOmbine to offer urgent and compelling reasons for Government to 
reconsider policy on wind turbine developments. Several reports offer guidance. 
including the World Health Organisation Guidelines for Community Noise /999; the 
UK Noise Association's report, Location, Location, Location (2006); and the 
stalenleD' by the Freneh National Academy of Medicine (2006). 
These are also compelling reasons for the Government to seek expert independent 
medical advice and epidemiologic research to assess the health impacts in order to 
prevent additional injury and to redress the injury lo those already affected. Indeed, to 
express this more forcefully: The question the Government must address is whether 
they - the Government - are prepared to knowingly SUbject its people to substandard 
conditions when these could easily have been avoided, e.g., by following the level of 
health protection advised by the World Health Organisation Guidelinesfor 
Community Noise /999. 


Although the Government may conclude that they must wait for the scientific 
evidenee to unfold, this approach ignores those many families - and those who will 
unfortunately and inevitably follow - who are experieneing genuine distress, and 
whose predieament could so easily have been avoided. 
As this is a matter of public health poliey, proceeding with wind turbine developments 
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and applications that violate the public's health may also be a violation of the Human 
Rights Act by the landowners, the wind turbine developers, and the State, 
The Review addresses the issue ofHuman Rights in Section 6, Although European 
States have 'Bylaws' or 'Guidances' and the United States has 'Ordinances' that 
provide guidance to Planning decision makers, in the final analysis it is contended that 
the responsibility of the decision maker is not merely to seek compliance with a 
Bylaw/Guidance/Ordinance in arithmetical terms, but also to establish beyond 
reasonable doubt that the families' right to respect for their homes and their private 
lives is not violated. Ifthe State decides that the public interest in building wind 
turbines is greater than the individual private interest, then the violation is not 
proportionate without compensation for the individual (86.34). 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
o The Government would be prudent to institute an 
immediate and mandatory minimum buffer of2km 
between a dwelling and an industrial wind turbine, and 
with greater separation from a dwelling for a wind turbine 
with greater than 2MW installed capacity, 
o There is a need for a multidisciplinary team ofexperts 
independent of the wind energy industry -to assess clinically and 
to investigate epidemiologically, the health impacts on people 
where industrial wind turbines have been located too close to their 
dwellings, 
o Governments are appealing to the social and ethical conscience of 
commerce to become carbon neutral and mitigate the effects of 
global warming, In an appeal to the ethical and social conscience 
of bankers and investment institutions, we recommend that before 
providing ftnance to wind turbine developments that are near 
family homes, the Investors should demand from the developers a 
Guarantee Bond that unreservedly guarantees that the operation of 
the wind turbines will not violate the families' right to respect for 
their homes and private lives. 1bis would be a prudent caution to 
take in order to lessen the risk ofpotential environmental and 
medical claims at some future time, 
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1.	 Introduction 


1.1	 The author 


1.1.1.	 My name is Dr Christopher Hanning, Honorary Consultant in Sleep 


Disorders Medicine to the University Hospitals of Leicester NHS Trust, 


based at Leicester General Hospital, having retired in September 2007 as 


Consultant in Sleep Disorders Medicine. In 1969, I obtained a First class 


Honours BSc in Physiology and, in 1972, qualffied in medicine, MB, BS, 


MRCP, LRCP from St Bartholomew's Hospital Medical School. After initial 


training in anaesthesia, I became a Fellow of the Royal College of 


Anaesthetists by examination in 1976 and was awarded a doctorate from 


the University of Leicester in 1996. I was appointed Senior Lecturer in 


Anaesthesia and Honorary Consultant Anaesthetist to Leicester General 


Hospital in 1981. In 1996, I was appointed Consultant Anaesthetist with a 


special interest in Sleep Medicine to Leicester General Hospital and 


Honorary Senior Lecturer to the University of Leicester. 


1.1.2.	 My interest in sleep and its disorders began nearly 30 years ago and has 


grown ever since. I founded and ran the Leicester Sleep Disorders Service, 


one of the longest standing and largest services in the country, until 


retirement. The University Hospitals of Leicester NHS Trust named the 


Sleep Laboratory after me as a mark of its esteem. I was a founder member 


and President of the British Sleep Society and its honorary secretary for four 


years and have written and lectured extensively on sleep and its disorders 


and continue an active research programm.e. My expertise in this field has 


been accepted by the civil, criminal and family courts. I chair the Advisory 


panel of the SOMNIA study, a major project investigating sleep quality in the 


elderly, and sit on Advisory panels for several companies with interests in 


sleep medicine. 


1.1.3. I live in Ashby Magna, Leicestershire which is SUbject to an application by 


Broadview Energy for a wind farm at Lower Spinney. 
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1.2.	 Brief from SSWFAG 


1.2.1.	 My brief from SSWFAG was to review the potential consequences of wind 


turbine noise and, in particular, its effect on sleep and health and to make 


recommendations with regard to the proposed setback distances. 


1.3.	 Scope of report 


1.3.1. This report centres on the effects of indu·sb'ial wind turbine noise on sleep as 


this is the particular area of expertise of the author. Other areas of health 


concern related to low frequency noise emissions and vibro-acoustic 


disease will be left to others. 


1.4.	 Source malerial 


1.4.1. A full list of the publications reviewed and other source material is given in 


Section 7 and are cited in the text. 


2.	 Background 


2.1.	 IntroducUon 


2.1.1. There can be no doubt that groups of industrial wind turbines ("wind farms") 


generate sufficient noise to disturb the sleep and impair the health of those 


living nearby. Section 5.1.1 of the draft New Zealand standard on wind fann 


noise, 2009,_ slales: -Limrts for wind fann noise are required to prOVide 


protection against sleep disturbance and maintain reasonable residential 


amenity.- Reports from many different locations and different countries have 


a common set of symptoms and have been documented by Frey and 


Hadden (2007). New cases are documented regula~y on the Intemel. The 


symptoms indude sleep disturbance, fatigue, headaches, dizziness, 


nausea, changes in mood and inability to concentrate and have been 


named "wind turbine syndrome" by Dr Nina Pierpont (2006), one of the 
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principal researchers in this field. The experiences of the Davis (2008) and 


Rashlergh (2008) families from Lincolnshire whose homes were around 


900m from wind turbines make salutary reading. The noise, sleep 


disturbance and ill health eventually drove them from their homes. Similar 


stories have been reported tram around the wortd, in anecdotal form but in 


large numbers. 


2.2. Sleep, sleep physiology and the effects of noise 


2.2.1. Sleep is a universal phenomenon. Every living organism contains, within its 


DNA, genes tor a body clock which regulates an activity-inactivity cycle. In 


mammals, including humans, this is expressed as one or more sleep 


periods per 24 hours. Sleep was previously thought to be a period of 


withdrawal from the wortd designed to allow the body to recuperate and 


repair itself. However, modem research has shown that sleep is primarily by 


the brain and for the brain. The major purpose of sleep seems to be the 


proper laying down and storage of memories, hence the need for adequate 


sleep in children to facilitate learning and the poor memory and cognitive 


function in adults with impaired sleep from whatever cause. 


2.2.2. Inadequate sleep has been associated not just with fatigue, sleepiness and 


cognitive impairment but also with an increased risk of obesity, impaired 


glucose tolerance (risk of diabetes), high blood pressure, heart disease, 


cancer and depression. Sleepy people have an increased risk of road traffic 


accidents. 


2.2.3 Humans have two types of sleep, slow wave (SWS) and rapid eye movement 


(REM). SWS is the deep sleep which occurs earty in the night while REM or 


dreaming sleep occurs mostly in the second half of the night. Sleep is 


arranged in a succession of cycles, each lasting about 90 minutes. We 


commonly wake between cycles, particularly between the second and third, 


third and fourth and fourth and fifth cycles. Awakenings are not remembered 


if they are less than 30 seconds in duration. As we age, awakenings 


become more likely and longer so we start to remember them. 
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but also with physiological changes, an increase in heart rate and blood 


pressure, which are thought to be responsible for the increase in 


cardiovascular risk. Arousals occur naturally during sleep and increase with 


age (Boselli 1996) which may make the elder1y more vulnerable to wind 


turbine noise. Arousals may be caused by sound events as loW as 32 dBA 


and awakenings with events of 42dBA (Muzet and Miedema 2005), well 


within the measured noise levels of current "wind farmsft and the levels 


permitted by ETSU-R-97 . Arousals in SWS may trigger a parasomnia 


(sleep walking, nigtlt terrors etc.). Pierpont (2009 and personal 


communication) notes that parasomnias developed in some of the children 


in her study group when exposed to turbine noise. 


2.2.7. Arousals are caused by aircraft, railway and traffic noise. In	 one study of 


aircraft noise, arousals were four times more likely to result than awakenings 


(Basner 2006a&b). Freight trains are more likely to cause arousals than 


passenger trains, presumably because they are slower, generating more 


low frequency noise and taking longer to pass (Saremi 2008). The noise of 


wind turbines has been likened to a "passing train that never passes~ which 


may explain why wind turbine noise is prone to cause sleep disruption. 


2.2.8.	 It is often claimed that continual exposure to a noise results in habituation, 


i.e. one gets used to the noise. There is little research to confirm this 


assertion and a recent small study (Pirrera et al. 2009) looking at the effects 


of traffic noise on sleep efficiency suggests that it is not so. 


2.2.9. Sleep disturbance and impairment of the ability to return to sleep is not trivial 


as almost all of us can testify. In the short term, the resulting deprivation of 


sleep results in daytime fatigue and sleepiness, poor concentration and 


memory function. Accident risks increase. In the longer term, sleep 


deprivation is linked to depression, weight gain, diabetes, high blood 


pressure and heart disease. There is a very large body of literature but 


please see Meerto et al., 2006, Harding and Feldman, 2008 and Hart et at, 


2006 for recent worK on this subject. A more general review can found on 


Wikipedia: http://en.wikipedia.orqlwiki/Sleep deprivation 
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3.	 Wind turbine noise, sleep and health 


3.1.	 Introduction 


3.1.1. The evidence above demonstrates that it	 is entirely plausible that wind 


turbine noise has the potential to cause arousals, sleep fragmentation and 


sleep deprivation. As noted above, the draft New Zealand standard on wind 


farm noise (2009) acknowledges that sleep disturbance is the major 


consequence of wind rurbine noise. 


3.1.2 Unfortunately all government and industry sponsored research	 in this area 


has used reported awakenings from sleep as an index of the effects of 


turbine noise and dismisses the subjective symptoms. Because most of the 


sleep disturbance is not recalled, this approach seriously underestimates 


the effects of wind tUrbine noise on sleep. 


3.2.	 Early research. 


3.2.1. Surveys of residents living in the vicinity of industrial wind turbines show high 


levels of distUrbance to sleep and annoyance. A 2005 survey of 200 


residents living within 1km of a 6 turbine, 9MW installation in France showed 


that 27% found the noise distUrbing at night (Butre 2005). A similar US 


survey in 2001 (Kabes 2001) of a "wind farm" in Kewaunee County, 


Wisconsin reported that 52% of those living within 400-800 metres found the 


noise to be a problem, 32% of those living within 800-1600 metres and 4% 


of those within 1600 and 3200 metres. 67% of those living within 250 to 400 


metres and 35% of those wrthin 400-800 metres reported being awoken by 


the sound in the previous year. The principal health problem reported by the 


223 respondents was sleep loss. The landscape of Kewaunee County is 


described as ·undulating to gently rolling-, not dissimilar to South 


Leicestershire. All of these studies were of smaller turbines than proposed 


by Nuon. Pedersen and Waye (2004) reported that "16% (n=20, 95%Ci: 


11%-20%) of the 128 respondents living at sound exposure above 35.0 


dBA stated that they were disturbed in their sleep by wind turbine noise.







3.2.2. Phipps and others (2007) surveyed 1100 New Zealand residents living up to 


3.5 km from a wind fann, 604 responded. 75% of all respondents reported 


being able to hear the noise. Two separate developments have placed over 


100 turbines with capacities from 600kW to 1.65MW in this hilly to 


mountainous area. It has been suggested that mountainous areas may 


allow low frequency noise to travel further which may explaIn the long 


distance over which the turbines were heard. Van den Berg (2004) found 


that residents up to 1900 m from a wind farm expressed annoyance with the 


noise, a finding replicated in his more recent study reported below. Dr 


Amanda Harry (2007), a UK GP, conducted surveys of a number of 


residents living near several different tUrbine siteS and reported a similar 


constellation of symptoms from all sites. A study of 42 respondents showed 


that 81% felt their hearth had been affected, in 76% it was sufficiently severe 


to consult a doctor and 73% felt their life quality had been adversely 


impacted. This study is open to criticism for its design which invited 


symptom reporting and was not controlled. While the proportion of those 


affected may be questioned it nevertheless indicates strongly that some 


subjects are severely affected by wind turbine noise at distances thought by 


the industry to be safe. 


3.3.	 Project WINDFARMperceplion 


3.3.1.	 van den Berg and colleagues (2008) from the University of Groningen in lhe 


Netherfands have recently pUblished a major questionnaire study of 


residents living within 2.5km from wind turbines, Project 


W1NDFARMperception. A random selection of 725 residents were sent a 


similar questionnaire to that used by Pedersen in her studies in Sweden 


(2003, 2004, 2007 and 2008), questions on health, based on the validated 


General Heath Questionnaire (GHQ), were added. 37% replied which is 


good for a survey of this type but, nevertheless is a weakness. Questions on 


wind turbine noise were interspersed with questions on other environmental 


factors to avoid bias. The sound level at the residents' dwellings was 


calculated, knowing the tUrbine type and distance and the calculated 
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ambient noise. derived from an environmental sound map of the 


Netherlands, according to the international ISO standard for sound 


propagation, the almost identical Dutch legal model and a simple (non 


spectral) calculation model. The indicative sound level used was the sound 


level when the wind turbines operate at 6 m/s in daytime -that is: at high, but 


not maximum power. Noise exposure ranged between 24 and 54dBA. It is 


worth noling that the industry was approached for assistance in the research 


but refused. Complaints such as annoyance. waking from sleep, drtficulty in 


returning to sleep and other health complaints were related to the calculated 


noise levels. Relevant conclusions include. "Sound was the most annoying 


aspect of wind tUrbines" and was more of an annoyance at night. Interrupted 


sleep and drtficulty in returning to sleep increased with calculated noise level 


as did annoyance, both indoors and outdoors. Even at the lowest noise 


levels, 20% of respondents reported disturbed sleep at least one night per 


month. At a calculated noise level of 30-35dBA, 10% were rather or very 


annoyed at wind tumine sound, 20% at 35-40dBA and 25% at 4Q-43dBA 


(the permitted ETSU-R-97 nighttime level). 


3.3.2.	 Project WINDFARMperception further found that "Three out of four 


participants declare that swishing or lashing is a correct descn"ption of the 


sound from wind tUrbines. Perhaps the character of the sound is the cause 


of the relatively high degree of annoyance. Another possible cause is that 


the sound of modem wind turbines on average does not decrease at night, 


but rather becomes louder, whereas most other sources are less noisy at 


nighf. At the highesf sound levels in this study (45 decibel or higher) there is 


also a higher prevalence of sleep disturbance." The lack of a control group 


prevents this group from making finner conclusions about tumine noise and 


sleep disturbance but it is clear that as ETSU-R-97 pennits an exterior night 


time noise level of 43dB, relying on its calculations will guarantee disturbed 


sleep for those Jiving nearby. 


3.3.3. van den Berg concluded also that, contrary to industry belief, road noise 


does not adequately mask turbine noise and reduce annoyance and 


disturbance. In addition, they compared their results with studies by 
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Miedema on the annoyance from road, rail and air related noise. Wind 


turbine noise was several times more annoying than the other noise sources 


for equivalent noise levels (Fig 1). Similar data is given by Pedersen (2004) 


(Fig 2) - see end of text . 


3.3.4 With regard	 to health it was concluded that -There is no indication that the 


sound from wind turbines had an effect on respondents' health, except for 


the interruption of sleep. At high levels of wind turbine sound (more than 45 


dBA) inlerruption ofsleep was more likely than allow levels. Higher levels of 


background sound from road traffic also increased the odds for interrupted 


sleep. Annoyance from wind tUrbine sound was relaled to difficulties with 


falling asleep and to higher stress scamS. From this study. it cannot be 


concluded whether these health effects are caused by annoyance or vice 


versa or whether both are related to another factor. ~ The conclusions 


regarding health are not justified from the data for the reasons given below 


and must be disregarded. 


3.3.5. Project WINDFARMperception is currently the largest study in this field but 


the study is not without considerable flaws. The study may be criticised for 


using calculated noise levels and for not having a control group (residents 


not Jiving near turbines). While several of the contributors have expertise in 


the investigation of health matters none has specific expertise in the 


physiology and pathophysiology of sleep. The purpose of the study, as its 


title suggested. was the public perception of wind turbines and their noise. 


Health questions were added but were of a very general nature. The small 


number of respondents suggests that any conclusions as to the apparent 


lack of an effect on health must be regarded as tentative. 


3.3.6. The analysis of reported sleep interruption and wind turbine sound levels is 


flawed by the use of subjects exposed to calculated external sound levels of 


<30dBA (p53) as the ·controls·. It has been noted by several studies that 


calculated turbine noise is often less than measured noise and that levels as 


low as 30dBA can cause annoyance (Pedersen 2007). Examination of the 


odds ratio for different calculated sound levels (Table 7.42) shows thai it 
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increases progressively with increasing sound levels starting at 3G-35dBA 


and becomes statistically significant for levels >45dBA. If, as is not 


impossible, the ·control- group had its sleep disturbed by wind turbine noise 


then the actual effect would be considerably underestimated. 


3.3.7. The major objection to the conclusions on health is that the study is grossly 


under-powered (insufficient subjects were studied for any degree of 


statistical confidence). Wind turbine syndrome, to the degree reported by 


Pierpont (2009), does not seem to be common even amongst those 


exposed to high noise levels. The study was designed to detect chronic 


disease with the GHQ, which is a fairly ·crude instrument. Assuming that 


wind turbine syndrome affects 1% of those exposed to calculated sound 


levels >45dBA and that 25% of the general population suffer from chronic 


disease (p47) then at least 30,000 subjects would need to be studied in 


each group (<45dBA v >30dBA) to be able to prove a difference with 95% 


certainty. Even if a prevalence of wind turbine syndrome of 5% of those 


exposed to >45dBA is assumed, then there must be at least 1250 subjects 


in each group. This study therefore can not conclude that wind turbines do 


not cause ill health of any degree, it can not even make conclusions about 


severe ill health. 


3.4. Pierpont studies 


3.4.1. Pierpont (2009 and personal communication) has recently completed a very 


detailed, peer-reviewed case-control study of 10 families around the world 


who have been so affected by wind turbine noise that they have had to 


leave their homes, nine pf them permanently. The turbines ranged from 1.5 


to 3MW capacitY at distances between 305 to 1500m. The group comprised 


21 adults, 7 teenagers and 10 children of whom 23 were interviewed. While 


this is a highly selected group, the ability to examine symptoms before, 


during and after exposure to turbine noise gives it a strength rarely found in 


similar case-control studies. The subjects described the symptoms of wind 


turbine syndrome outlined above and confirmed that they were not present 


before the tUrbines started operation and resolved once exposure ceased. 







C/IfI$\oph~ HaMltlg, MD ·Sleep Dlstuibance and Wind Turbine Noise" (June 2009) Page 13 or 33 


There was a clear relationship between the symptoms, even in children, and 


the noise exposure. She reports also that aU adutt subjects reported -reeling 


jittery inside- or -internal quivering", often accompanied by anxiety, 


fearfulness, sleep disturbance and irritability. Pierpont offers compelling 


evidence that these symptoms are related to low frequency sound and 


suggests very plausible physiological mechanisms to explain the link 


between turbine exposure and the symptoms. 


3.4.2. Of particular concern were the observed effects on children, include toddlers 


and smool and college aged children. Changes in sleep pattern, behaviour 


and academic performance were noted. 7 of 10 children had a decline in 


their school performance while exposed to wind turbine. noise Which 


recovered after exposure ceased. In total, 20 of 34 study sUbjects reported 


problems with concentration or memory. 


3.4.3. Pierpont's study mostly addresses the mechanism for the health problems 


associated with exposure to wind turbine noise rather than the likelihood of 


an individual developing symptoms. Nevertheless. it convincingly shows that 


wind turbine noIse does cause the symptoms of Wind turbine 


syndrome, including sleep disturbance. She concludes by calling for further 


research, particularly in children, and a 2km setback distance. 


3.4.4. A recent paper (Todd et ai, 2008) has shown that the vestibular system in 


the human ear, the part concemed with detection of movement and balance. 


is exquisitely sensitive to vibration at frequencies of around 100Hz. While 


this must be regarded as preliminary data, it does offer further evidence in 


support of Dr Pierponrs findings and theories. 
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3.5. 011 report 


3.5.1. Nuon is likely to refer to a 011 repo" by the Hayes McKenzie Pa"nership 


published in 2006 which investigated low frequency noise at three UK wind 


farms. Hayes McKenzie have a long tenn relationship with the wind turbine 


industry, are noise engineers with no medical or physiological expertise so 


their suitabilrty to undertake the work must be questioned. They took sound 


measurements at three of five sites where complaints had been recorded 


over periods from 1-2 months. Communication with residents other than 


those who complained was minimal. However, they did confirm that ·some 


wind farms clearly result in modulation af night which is greafer than thet 


assumed with the ETSU-R·97 guidelines", Measured "intema,' noise levels 


were insufficient to wake up residents at these three sites. However, once 


awoken, this noise can result in difficulties in returning to sleep.• The lack of 


physiological expertise in the investigators in not recognising that noise can 


disturb sleep without actual recalled awakening is a major methodological 


flaw rendering the conclusions unreliable, as is the short recording period. It 


is well recognised also that not every resident affected by a nuisance such 


as noise will actually register a complaint. Many will not be sufficiently 


literate or confident so to do and others may wish to avoid draWing attention 


to the problem to protect property prices. They may assume also that protest 


is futile, which seems to be the experience of many with wind turbine noise. 


Recorded complaints are thus the tip of the iceberg. 


3.5.2. It will be claimed also that only 5 of 126 wind energy developments at the 


time of the study had attracted complaints of noise and thus the matter is 


mvial. This assertion is, to say the least, disingenuous. Many of the 


developments at that time were of small turbines set in isolated areas of the 


countryside, well away from habitation, In addition, as noted above, the 


proportion of those affected by wind turbine noise who actually complain is 


very small. It must be emphasised that research into wind farm noise and 


health issues in the UK is virtually n?n-existent and of poor qualrty. To 


suggest that there is "no problem" when faced with the large body of 


evidence presented here is perverse. The conclusion is also contradicted by 


Moorhouse's study· (vide intra) which showed a complaint rate of 20%. 
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3.6.	 Salford study 


3.6.1. Nuon is likely to refer .also	 to a report by Moorhouse and others of the 


University of Satforo, commissioned by DEFRA into Aerodynamic 


Modulation of Wind Turbine Noise published in 2007. A survey was made of 


the local authorities responsible for wind fanns in, or adjacent to, their area. 


133 wind tanns were identified of which 27 (20%) had attracted complaints. 


An attempt was made to correlate complaint logs with recorded wind speed 


and direction. Once again the methodology is fundamentally flawed. 


Complaints were solicited from local authorities and not from residents. The 


review was entirely theoretical with no communication with residents. The 


conclusions were lhat AM was such a minor problem that no further 


research was warranted. 


3.6.2. The Editor of Noise Bulletin greeted the pUblication of the report thus: 


··New report eases concems over wind tUrbine noise' trompets the 
Government press release, then saying aerodynamic modulation is 'not an 
issue for the UK's wind farm fleet'. This conclusion is not justified based on 
the report, and by hafting further research work without transparently 
monitoring the wind fanns subject to complaints will inflame, not ease 
concem of objectors ... Only when the public can trost the Govemment and 
wind fann developers on noise issues will there be a chance that the public 
will accept them without a fight ...• 
(Pease J. Noise Bulletin. Issue 15, Aug/Sept. 2007 page 5). 


3.6.3. On 2 August 2007, Dick: BaWdIer, an acoustician and member of the Noise 


Working Group which commissioned the report, resigned from the NWG. 


This highly unusual step was taken because, as his letter states: 


'" have read the Salford Report and the Government Statement. As a result 
I fee' obliged to resign from the Noise Working Group. 
The Safford Reporl says that the aims of this study are to ascerlain the 
prevalence of AM from UK wind fann sites,. to tly (0 gain a better 
understanding of the likely cause, and to establish whether further research 
into AM is required. This bears little relation to what we asked for which 
clearly set out in the minutes of the meeting in August 2006. We al/ knew 
tf}en (as was recorded in the anginal notes of the meeting) that complaints 
concerning wind fann noise are currently the exception rather than the role. 
The whole reason for needing the research was that 'The trend for larger 
more sophisticated turbines C()uld lead to an increase in noise from AM'. 
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It was not the intended putpose of the study to establish whether more 
research was required. We all agreed at the August 2006 meeting that such 
research was needed. That was precisely the outcome of the meeting. The 
prime putpose of what eventually became the Safford Report was to identify 
up to 10 potential sites which could be used to carry out objective noise 
measurements. The brief for the Safford report, which was never circulated 
to the NWG, completefy ignored the NWG Views. 
Additionally. I find it entirely unacceptable that we are not to be told the 
names of the wind farms listed in the Salford report. So the only part of the 
report of any value to assist future research is inaccessible to those of us 
who would like to progress matters further. 
Looking at the Govemment Statemant it is clear that the views of the NWG 
(that research is needed into AM to assist the sustainable design of wind 
farms in the future) have never been transmitted to government and so the 
Statement is based on misleading information". 
(Noise Buifetin, Issue 15, AugiSepl. 2007 page 5) 


3.6.4. If both a leading commentator in the field and a leading member of the 


Government's own wol1<:ing group have no faith in the study then its 


conclusions may safely be dismissed. 


3.7. Kamperman comments 


3.7.1. George Kamperman, (2008 personal communication) a distinguished US 


noise engineer, is quoted in Pierpont's book as saying, "'After the first day of 


digging into the wind tUrbine noise impact problems in different countries, it 


became clear the health impact on persons living within about two miles 


from 'wind farms' al1 had similar complaints and health problems. I have 


never seen this type of phenomenon [in] over fifty plus years of consulting 


on industrial noise problems. The magnitUde of the impact is far above 


anything I have seen before at such relatively low sound levels. I can see 


the devastating health impact from wind tUrbine noise but I can only 


comment on the physical noise exposure. From my viewpoint we 


desperately need noise exposure level criteria. .. Kamperman's 


recommended setback of at least 1km (Kamperman & James 2008) has 


changed to at least 2km as a result of Dr Pierpont's evidence (Kamperman 


2008 personal communication). He has recently published a more detailed 


set of recommendaUons to determine setback distances (Kamperman & 


James 2008b). 
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3.8. Conclusions 


3.8.1. The quality of the research in this area is low. Most are surveys using self


completed questionnaires. Response rates have generally been quite good 


for this type of enquiry, which may reflect the public interest and concern 


that wind turbines generate. Nevertheless, it is inevitable that it is more likely 


that those who feel they have been affected will respond rather than those 


who have not. The questionnaires themselves have not always have been 


well drafted. Most do not have a control group, a separate group not 


exposed to turbine noise with whom to make comparisons. The studies are 


all post hoc, inruated after the turbines have been operating and generally in 


response to complaints. The lack of pre-exposure data weakens the studies 


but does not invalidate them totally. Many of the authors have been 


criticised for their presumed lack of expertise in this area. The poor quality of 


the research is not surprising as government and industry have refused 


funding and co-operation and individuals conducting research have had to 


rely on their own resources. 


3.8_2. In weighing the evidence, I find that. on the one hand there is a large number 


of reported cases of sleep disturbance and, in some cases, ill health, as a 


result of exposure to noise from wind turbines supported by a number of 


research reports that tend to confirm the validity of the anecdotal reports 


and provide a reasonable basis for the complaints. On the other, we have 


badly designed industry and government reports which seek to show that 


there is no problem. I find the latter unconvincing. 


3.8.3. In my expert opinion, from my knowledge of sleep physiology and a 


review of the available research, I have no doubt that wind turbine 


noise emissions cause sleep disturbance and ill health. 







4.	 Preventing sleep disturbance from wind turbine noise. 


4.1	 Background 


4.1.1. Developers	 of noisy industrial processes, including wind turbines, seek to 


mitigate the disturbance by siting them in areas of high ambient noise, such 


as close to major roads. In the case of wind turbines, it is assumed 'that 


rising wind speed will not only increase turbine noise but ambient noise also. 


This is, of course, not the case if you are sheltered from the wind in your 


bedroom. Motorway noise diminishes at night as the volume of traffic 


decreases. In addition, it is cammon for wind speeds to diminish at ground 


level as night falls while being maintained at turbine hub level, wind shear 


(Pedersen E and Persson Waye K. 2003, Schneider 2007). In both cases, 


the turbine noise will be much more audible as ambient noise decreases 


and explains why complaints of nocturnal noise and disturbed sleep are 


common. The importance of wind shear has been acknowledged in a recent 


technical contribution to Acoustics Bulletin (March April 2009) from some 


members of the NWG calling for all noise levels to be referenced to wind 


speed at turbine hub height. 


4.1.2. Schneider found that night time turbine nolse was between 3 and 7dBA 


greater than predicted and, during periods of atmospheric stability, turbine 


noise was 18.9 to 22.6dBA above ambient. In addrtion, as noted above, the 


characteristics of wind turbine noise are such that it can be heard despite 


road noise. It should be noted that as the decibel scale is logarithmic, a 6dB 


increase is eqUivalent to a doubling in sound pressure level and a 12dB 


change is a quadrupling. 


4.1.3. van den Berg, in a paper presented at Euronoise 2003, investigated the 


relationship between calculated noise generated by wind turbines and that 


actually measured. He confirmed that the turbines were more audible at 


night principally due to amplitude modulation. To quote his paper: "As 


measured immission levels near the wind park Rhede show, the 
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discrepancy may be vel}' large: sound levels are up to 15 dB (!) higher than 


expected at 400 m from the wind park. At a distance Df 1500 m actual sound 


levels are 18 dB higher than expected. 15 dB Df this because of the higher 


sound emissiDn and 3 dB because sDund attenuatiDn is less than predicted 


by the sDund propagation model." An 18dB increase is equivalent to an 8 


fold Increase in sound pressure and a 15dB change is a 6 fold increase. 


An 18dB increase is a close to a three fold increase in perceived loudness. 


Calculated measures of wind turbine noIse are woefully inadequate. 


4.2.	 Mitigation of wind turbine noise 


4.2.1. Bowdler (2008) has recently reviewed the causation of the swishing	 and 


thumping noises associated with wind turbines. He concludes that, while 


there are several theories, no definitive mechanism can be established. It 


follows that industry claims to mitigate turbine noise by changing blade 


shape and tUrbine spacing should be treated with scepticism until definitive 


evidence of their efficacy are presented. 


4.2.2. It follows that attempts to reduce wind turbine noise immissions after plant 


becomes operational are unlikely to be successful. Blade feathering will 


reduce power output, which will be opposed by the operators. The 


importance of assuring residents that noise limits are capable of being met 


before construction was emphasised by Mr Lavender, Inspector at the 


Thackson's Well Inquiry (APP/E2530JAl08J2073384) who stated: ·securing 


compliance with noise limit controls at wind farms, in the event of a breach, 


is not as straightforward as with most other fDrms of noise generating 


development. This is because noise from turbines is affected primarily by 


external factors such as topography and wind strength, a characteristic that 


distinguishes them from many other sources of noise, such as internal 


combustion engines or amplified music, which can be more directly and 


immediately influenced by silencing equipment, insulation or operator 


control.- It follows that application of the precautionary principle is essential 


where there is any possibility of noise disturbance from wind turbines. 
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4.2.3. Thus, the	 only mitigation for wind turbine noise is to place a sufficient 


distance between the turbines and places of human habitation. PPS22 


advises that ETSU-R·97 should (author's italics) be used to estimate noise 


levels around turbines which taken with measurements of ambient noise 


can, in theory, predict noise disturbance in adjacent properties. Many expert 


acousticians have severely criticised ETSU-R-97, not least Mr Dick Bawdier 


(2007), a member of the Govemmenfs Noise Working Group considering 


ETSU-R-97. Its major flaws include the use of averaged noise levels over 


too long a time period and using a best fit curve, thus ignoring the louder 


transient noise of AM which cause awakenings and arousals. It ignores also 


the property of low frequency noise to be audible over greater distances 


than higher frequency noise. By concentrating on sound pressure alone, it 


ignores the increased annoyance of particular noises, especially that 


associated with AM. It is also the only guidance anywhere in the wor1d which 


permits a higher sound level at night than during the day, completely 


contrary to common sense, noise pollution legislation and WHO guidelines. 


4.2.4. Stigwood (2009) has shown lhallarge turbines (hUb heights 50-100m) are 


more likely than smaller turbines (hub height 30m) to cause excessive 


amplitude modulation, increased likelihood of low frequency noise and 


greater disturbance inside buildings. Internal noise can modUlate over 15


20dB, changes which are easily perceived. This is probably due to different 


wind speeds and atmospheric conditions at these heights. He concludes 


that ETSU-R-97, which was developed for smaller turbines is inappropriate 


for large turbines. 


4.2.5. Bullmore (2009) concluded that measuring wind speed	 at a single, low 


height, as required by ETSU-R-97, does not permit an accurate calculation 


of turbine and ambient noise. 


4.2.6. Despite, or because of, ETSU-R-97, complaints of noise disturbance tram 


industrial wind turbines continue and it is clear that ETSU-R-97 can not be 


relied upon to prevent sleep disturbance in those living near wind tUrbines. 







Chrl$lOphef Hannlog, MD "Sleep 0Isturbance and YMd Turt*1e NoIse" (June.2009) Page 21 ot33 


To quote Mr Peter Hadden in evidence to the House of Lords Economic 


Affairs Committee: 


"There is material evidence available to show that ETSU R 97 has failed to 
provide a reasonable level of protection to family homes from unbearnble 
noise pollution where Wind turbines are located too close to homes. 
Symptoms include sleep disturbances and deprivation, sometimes so 
severe that families are forced to evacuate their homes in order to stabilise 
welf-being and to resume nonnal family life. This is a worldwide 
phenomenon where wind turbines are located too close to homes. " 


4.2.7. Planners should note also that ftle application of ETSU-R-97 is advisory in 


PPS22, not mandatory (should not must). It is also subordinate to the 


precautionary principle set out in PPS 23 (see below). Rather than rely on a 


provenly inadequate set of theoretical ca[culations to determine setback 


distance j( is logical to look at the real world and the relationship between 


setback and noise complaints from existing sites. Human senses and 


opinion are used to judge visual impact. [t is therefore consistent and logical 


to rely on human senses and opinion in respect of noise impact. Many of 


these sites causing problems have been in place for several years. The 


application by Nuon is for larger turbines than have been previously erected 


in the UK and thus allowance must be made for their additional noise in 


determining setback. 


4.2.8.	 While it may be possible to produce a reasonable acoustically based 


theoretical approach to calculating set back distances (Kamperman and 


James 2008b), it makes more sense to rely on recommendations from 


obselVations of the effects on real people at established wind farms. 







4.3.	 Swinford 


4.3.1. The prevailing wind in South Leicestershire is from the south west and the 


village of Swinford is thus up wind of the proposed turbines. However, for 


about 20% of the year, the wind is from the north east. Under these 


conditions, the background noise in the village diminishes markedly as the 


M1/A14 and Catthorpe interchange is now down wind. Stable wind 


conditions with increased wind shear is equally likely to occur in any wind 


direction and occur to a level greater than that allowed for in ETSU-R-97. 


4.3.2. Under the conditions of a norUl easter1y wind and stable wind conditions, the 


residents of the village of Swinford which is onfy 800-1000 meters from the 


proposed turbines will be at much greater risk of sleep disturbance from 


lower than average background noise levels and greater than predicted 


turbine noise levels. 


4.4.	 Conclusions 


4.4.1. Table 1 (see end of text) shows recommendations for setback distance by a 


number of authorities. References can be found in the Bibliography. In 


general, noise engineers recommend lesser setback distances than 


physicians. The fanner rely more on measured and/or calculated sound 


pressures and the latter on clinical reports. It is logical to prefer the actual 


reports of the humans sUbjected to the noise rather than abstract 


calculations, even if the latter accurately measure ambient noise and allow 


for the low h"equency components of wind turbine noise. Calculations can 


not measure annoyance and sleep disturbance, only humans can do 


so. 


4.4.2.	 A setback distance of at least 1.5km is necessary to ensure, with a 


reasonable degree of confidence, that the wind turbine noise will not disturb 


the sleep of those living in proximity to the proposed Swinford development. 
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5.	 Planning considerations 


5.1.	 PPS22 


5.1.1. PPS22 was promulgated subsequent to ETSU-R-97 and should therefore 


take precedence. Section 41 states: "Development proposals should 


demonstrate any environmental, eronomic and social benefits as well as 


how any environmental and social impacts have been minimised through 


careful consideration of location, scale, design and other measures." and 


"Local planning authorities should ensure that renewable energy 


developments have been located and designed in such a way to minimise 


increases in ambient noise levels. " 


5.1.2. Proposals that seek	 to place turbines within 1.5km of habitation have not 


sought to minimise environmental and social impact by wind turbine noise 


and its effects on sleep and health. They are therefore in contravention of 


PPS22. 


5.1.3. The Companion Guide	 to PPS22 stales "RE 3 describes Factors to be 


considered in Planning for Wind Farms. These include: residential amenUy 


(on noise and visual grounds); safe separation distances;" and "Wel/


specmed and welf.-designed wind farms should be located so that increases 


in ambient noise levels around noise-sensitive developments are kept to 


acceptable levels with relation to existing background noise.• 


5.1.4. Proposals that site wind turbines within 1.5km of habitation	 will not keep 


wind turbine noise to an acceptable level and are therefore in contravention 


of PPS22. 
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5.2.	 PPS7 


5.2.1. PPS7 slales: 


5.2.2. -ensuring people have decent places to live	 by improving the quality and 


sustainability oflocal environments and neighbourhoods" 


5.2.3. "All development in rural areas should be well designed and inclusive, in 


keeping end scale with its location, and sensitive to the character of the 


countryside and local distinctiveness" 


5.2.4.	 "have regard to the amenity of any nearby residents or other rural 


businesses that may be adversely affected by new types of on-farm 


development" . 


5.2.5.	 seCUon 15 states: "Planning authorities should continue to ensure that the 


quality and character of the wider countryside is protected and, where 


possible, enhanced." 


5.2.6. Proposals which site wind turbines within 1.5km of residential dwellings can 


not be said to enhance the quality of th<:J countryside nor have regard to the 


amenity of local residents and must be rejected. 


5.3.	 PPS23 


5.3.1. PPS23 slales: 


5.3.2.	 "the precautionary principle should be invoked When: 


•	 there is good reason to believe that harmful effects may occur to human, 


animal orplant health, or to the environment 


•	 the level ofscientific uncertainty about the consequences or likelihood of the 


risk is such that best available scientific advice cannot assess the risk wfth 


sufficient confidence to inform decision-making. " 
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5.3.3.	 Application of ETSU R 97 is subordinate to the commitment to the 


Precautionary Principle outlined in PPS23. The objections to ETSU R 97 are 


so fundamental and the concerns regarding its validity so great, as is the 


evidence of human harm, that the precautionary principle must be invoked 


and consequently PPS 23 and EV123 applied and permission refused on 


that account. 


5.4	 East Midlands Regional Spatial Strategy (RSS8) 


5.4.1.	 Policy 41 states: "In establishing criten·a for onshore. wind energy 


Development Plans and future Loeal Development Frameworks, should give 


particular consideration to: the effect on the built environment (including 


noise intrusion). " 


5.4.2. Proposals that site wind turbines within 1.5km of residential dwellings do not 


give sufficient consideration to the noise effects on the built environment 


and are therefore in contravention of RSSB. 


5.5.	 Harborough District Local Plan 


5.5.1. Harborough District Local Plan states that: 


5.5.2. -the district council	 wlH grant planning permission for the development of 


renewable energy schemes provided that they do not have an unacceptable 


impact on the landscape, features of historic and archaeological interest, 


nearby land use, residential amenity.. ......• 


5.5.3.	 ~..proposals should not adversely affect the established character of the 


surrounding area in terms of scale, space around buildings, densffy, design, 


colourand texture ofmaterials" 
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5.5.4.	 ". ..new development should not adversely affect the amenities of 


neighboun·ng users..... 


5.5.5. Policy EV/5 states: "The district council will refuse planning permission for 


development proposals in the countryside unless the following cn"teria are 
met: 


•	 The development does not adversely affect the clJaract9r and appearance 


of the countryside 


•	 The development does not adversely affect the amenities of the residents of 


the area 


•	 Any new bUildings are sited in a position that minimises their impact on the 


landscape and on important views into and out of viflages" 


5.5.6.	 Cleany, any development which places wind turbines within 1.5km of 


residential dwellings will adversely affect the amenity of the residents and 


must be rejected. 


5.5.7. Policy EV123 state.: "the District Council will impose condffions on planning 


permissions to ensure that the development does not have an adverse 


effect on the character of its ~unoundings or harm the amenities of nearby 


users, through noise..." the District Council is not satisfied that these 


adverse effects would be overcome by the imposition of conditions, planning 


permission will not be granterr 


5.5.8.	 The evidence presented in this paper prOVides incontrovertible proof that 


wind tl./l'Dines emit levels of noise harmful to human health and wellbeing. 


ETSU R 97 does not provide sufficient protection for residents as has been 


amply demonstrated by sevaralleading researchers. 
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5.6	 Leicestershire, Leicester and RuUand Structure Plan 1996·2016 


Resource Management Policy 1 


5.6.1. LLRSP 1996-2016 states:	 -All new development will minimise or avoid air, 


noise, water, land and light poffution" 


5.6.2. Developments within 1.5km of residential dwellings engender several types 


of pollution: noise. light (the likelihood of avialion lights) and shadow flicker, 


and wilt certainly not be minimised. 


6.	 Overall Conclusions 


7.1.	 The only mitigation of sleep disturbance from industrial wind turbine noise is 


a setback of at least 1.5km and probably greater. This estimate is based on 


data from present installations, many of which have a much smaller rated 


capacity than those proposed by Nuon. Most of the village of Swinford as 


well as outlying properties are within 1-1.5km of the proposed site and there 


is therefore a very high risk that a large proportion of residents would be 


adversely affected. The application must be rejected. 


CD Hanning 


14th June 2009 
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Figure 1. Sound level and annoyance for different noise sources (van den 
Berg 2008) 


100 


80 


u 


'" j 60 


.E:
~ 
:I 40 
II! 


20 


- 0 


...-Q-wt's no bcncfit +95% CI I 
-o-wt~aIJ I 


i 
-x-air MicdclIJl i 
- road Miedcma I , 
-+- rail Miedcma 0 


, 
o , 
i 
; 
0 
0 


! 
! 


~~ :.....-x,/ 


Figure 8.1: relation 


between sound level 
Lden and percentage 


highly annuyed 
residenJs exposed to 
11w1 sound, for three 


mmsponation noise 
sources andfor wind 
turbines; 1M relalion 
is given for all 


respondellls andfor 


Ihbse lhal have IW 


ecolWmical ~Mfit 


from a wind ~rbIM. 


a 
30 3S 


I aI I 


40 45 50 
Lden in dB(A) 


+ 


55 6C 
Bars deIWle 95% 
confidence inJerval. 
for lIOn-~MfUlu;S. 


Figure 2. Sound level and annoyance for different noise sources (Pedersen E 
and Persson Waye, 2004) 


A1raaft 


Road tJaIfIc 


Railways 


Wind turbines 


Sound exposwe is for wind turbines calculated A-weighted L., 
for • hypothetical time period and for transportation DNL. 







CMeloplm HIII\f\\nil. MO "Sleep Disturbance and 'Mr.c' Turbine NoIse" (June 2009) Page 33 or33 


Table 1. Recommendations for setback of residential properties from Industrial wind turbines 


Note 1. The 2km llmlt from edges ot towns and \ll1Ieges seems to ha\le been set more for \lisual then noise reasons 


Authority Year Notes Recommendation 


Mlle. Kilometres 


Frey & Hadden 2007 Scientists. Turbines >2MW >1.24 >2 


Frey & Hadden 2007 Scientists. Turbines <2MW 1.24 2 


Harry 2007 UK Physician 1.5 2.4 


Pierpont 2008 US Physician 1.5 2.4 


Welsh Affairs Select Committee 1994 Recommendation for smaller turbines 0.93 1.5 


Scottish Executive 2007 See note 1. 1.24 2 


Adams 2008 US La~er 1.55 2.5 


Bawdier 2007 UK Noise engineer 1.24 2 


French National Academy of Medicine 2006 French physicIans 0.93 1.5 


The Noise Association 2006 UK scientists 1 1.6 


Kamperman & James 2008 US Noise engineers >.62 >1 


Kamperman 2008 US Noise engineer >1,24 >2 


Bennett 2008 NZ Scientist >0.93 >1.5 


Acoustic Ecology Institute 2009 US Noise engineers 0.93 1.5 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 


Authorities and politicians in Ontario have been repeatedly warned that industrial wind turbines are 
having an adverse effect on the health of those living nearby. 


Health complaints are not peculiar to this province but are consistent throughout the world 
wherever large industrial wind turbines have been installed. 


Contraf)' to the claims of the Industry, there is a growing body of peer-reviewed research 
substantiating these health cl3ims. This report attempts 10 catalogue'the most· recent. 


A generally acknowledged major ooncem about wind turbine disturbance centres around the low 
frequency noise projected from this heavy industrial machinef)'. Until recently measurements of this 
type of noise have seldom been carried out near wind turbines. 


There is already ample scientific evidence thai low frequency noise is a cause of sleep disturbance 
in humans. The evidence also suggests that long term exposure normally leads to serious health 
problems. 


Reinforcing this body of knowledge is the research that has been conducted on animals. Long term 
studies by European biologists indicate that habitat disturbance and abandonment takes place 
around wind turbine developments. Further research on animals indicates that basic survival 
functions such as hunting, self protection and reproduction are interrupted by low frequency noise 
exposure. 


The only effective mitigation is to adequately separate wind turbine developments from sensitive 
wildlife habitats and human dwellings. 


It should be no great surprise to policy makers that failure to do so exposes the rural population to 
a serious health threat The only mystery is why public health authorities, Members of Provincial 
Parliament and the wind indusby have not yet accepted their responsibility to exercise due 
diligence in protecting human heatth and already done this. 


This report is intended to bring together the most recently published literature so that decision 
makers can now go forward and act p18ventative/y before any further human suffering needlessly 
occurs. 


1.1. Background 


It is often claimed that there are health benefits in developing industrial wind energy contained in its 
ability to curtail excessive C02 emissions, eliminate unacceptable pollution from coal fired 
electricity generating plants, provide inexpensive, renewable electricity and avert the crisis of global 
warming. 


Indeed, such arguments have been used by the Ontario Ministries of Energy and Infrastructure, 
Environment, and Natural Resources as well as the commercial wind indusby in an attempt to 
counter public health concerns. However, even a superficial investigation of the reality of 
commercial wind power soon challenges the acceptability of such assertions. 


1.2. Public Cost 


International experience to date has demonstrated that industrial wind power is unviable without 
heavy government subsidies and inflated feed-in tariffs. In addition it relies on massive taxpayer 
funding for the necessary back-Up support which has to be added to existing infrastructure. $5 
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billion is eslimated as the cost of new transmission lines needed to facilitate wind power in Ontario 
and $1.2 billion for each additional back-up gas plant. 


1.3. Corporate Profits 


The beneficiaries of this pUblic largess are the wind developers which, in Ontario, include large 
multinational oil and gas producers (Suncor, Trans·Alta and Enbridge). Developments are also 
being proposed by foreign energy corporations including Florida Power and Light (successors to 
Enron). Equipment suppliers are also foreign multinationals: (Siemens, General Electric and 
Vesta). 


1.4. PoliUcallnfluence 


Wind turbine developers have long exerted considerable influence over govemment decision 
making through well funded lobbying of politicians. The wind energy industry enjoys crose ties with 
the Liberal Party. 


1.5. Feasibility 


In every country where wind turbines have been installed, they have failed to demonstrate 
economic feasibility, viability as a solution to global warming, significant C02 reduction, efficienl 
electricity production or protection of the environment. 


In countries where industrial wind power has been added to the grid in any volume, consumer 
electricity costs have skyrocketed. The two countries with the highest number of installed 
commercial wind tUrbines, Germany and Denmark, now have the highest electricity rates in 
Europe. In Ontario, one MPP has estimated the needed additional transmission lines will add 30% 
to every electricity bill. Ontarians, however, are already paying more than double the mar1<et price 
for electricity produced by wind turbines even when it is not required and electricity rates will be 
even higher still once additional gas plants are built. 


But most aiamlingty, health issues have already arisen for many rural Ontario residents living near 
wind power installations. 


2.0 THE SCOPE AND NATURE OF DISSENT WORLDWIDE 


An increasingly well·informed public has questioned their governments' policies in promoting the 
rapid installation of wind turbines in the United States, Great Britain, Europe, Australia, New 
Zealand, and most recently Japan. 


A number of professional reports, based on actual operating experience, have challenged the 
raison d'~tre of the wind turbine enterprise. 


•	 As early as 2005, the German electJicity supplier E-ON Netz Report warned: "Wind energy 
is only able to replace traditional power stations to a limited extent. Their dependence on 
the prevailing wind conditions means that wind power has a limited load factor even when 
technically available. It is nol possible to guarantee its use for the continual cover of 
electricity consumption. Cooseq~entiy, traditional powerstetiO(1s .with-Capacities equal to 
90% of the installed wind poweiciJpacity must be permanentiy.online in order to guarantee 
powersupply at ell times!. 


•	 The Tallinn Report from the Tallinn Technical University of Estonia challenged the C02 
reductions that were claimed by the industry: 
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"Participation of theliTlal power plants in the compensation of fluctuating 
production of windmills eliminates the major part of the expected positive effect 
of wind energy.... In some cases the environmental gain from the wind energy 
use was lost almost totally.... It seems reasonable to ask why wind-power is 
the beneficiary ofsuch extensive support if it not only tails to achieve the C02 
reductions required, but also causes cost increases in backup, meintenance 
and transmission, while at the sama time discouraging investment in clean. firm 
generation capacity.• 1 


•	 Der Spiegal reported in 2008 that despite all the wind turbines in Germany (more than 
20,000) "German C02 emissions haven't been reduced by even a single gram- and even 
the Green Party has recognized the problem. 2 Additional coal burning facilities have been 
built in Germany to support wind power. 


•	 In the United Kingdom the introduction of destabilizing wind energy to the grid has meant 
extensive resort to gas burning facilities and greatly increased consumption of gas so that 
its price in the UK has lisen dramatically over the last few years.3 


•	 Energy Minister Smithennan has indicated that the construction of new gas plants in 
Ontario will be necessary 10 back up renewable energy.4 But partiCUlate waste from new 
gas plants will make a new and substantial contribution to smog pollution in Ontario. 
Running these plants on stand-by mode will decrease their effiCiency and increase C02 
emissions.s 


2.1. Economic Feasibility 


The economic feasibility ofindustliaJ wind power has been questioned on a wide scale. 


In Denmark electricity costs are now the highest in Europe. The Danish expelience suggests wind 
energy is expensive, inefficient and most importanUy not even particularty green. Jytle Kaad 
Jensen, chief economist for ElTRA, Denmark's biggest electricity distributor laments: -In just a few 
yea~.we've ~one from some of the cheapest electricity in Europe to some of the most costty.· And 
the Danish Membar ofParliament, Aase Madsen who chaired energy policy admits: -For our 
indtistry it has been e terribty expensive disaster". 


Contrary to North American wind industry spin, the Danish people have not accepted wind energy 
enthusiastically. Danish wind developers are now obligated under law to compensate nearby 
property owners for loss of real estate value. And now the Danish people have been so adamant in 


I A tech1lical paper presented by the Tallinn Technical University of Estonia at the 
Intemationel Energy Worbhop at Laxenburg, Austria in 2003. EsJimaoon of (9al emissions roducti()ll caused by 
wind generators. O. Uik, R. Oidram, M. Keel Tallinn Tedmica! 
University, 5 Ehitajale tee, Tallinn 19086, EstOllia. 
2 Anselm Waldemann. "Wind Turbines in Europe Do Nothing for Emissions-Reduction Goals". Der Spiegel. Feb 11 
2009. htlp:/lwww.spiegeJ.de/inlemaIiOllallbusinessJO,1518,606763.00.hlmLca 
3 The Well Street Journal explained in 5eptember 2008 that in order to cover the inCOl'1sistencies of the wind power 
now on the German 9rid, "G&nnany's g89 consumption for power generation more than doubled between 1990 and 
2007: Edgar Gartner. 'VVind Fuels Gas". Well Slre6t Journal. 11 september 2008. In the UK. the newly installed 
wind technology Is also badtecl up by g8S. Figures released in November by the OECD indicate that "in the pas! 
year alone, prices for electricity and nalUralgas in the UK have risen twice as fast as Ihe European Union 
average". 
, Minister Smitherman's remark was made on the Focus Ontario television show. 
S "Thermal power stations constantly have (0 keep additional spinning [standby) reserve caP8City equal 10 the 
maximum lofal power ofv.indmills (e.g. for the case when too high wind speed etops full power operating v.indmills). 
This makes the thermal plants run inefficiently and increases fuel consumption (emissions)". (Tallinn Report. Op, 
at.) 
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their objections to any further onshore wind developments that the govemment is going to restrict it 
to off-shore projects. 


In Spain, a recenUy published economic study from Juan Carios University has laid the blame for 
Spain's worsening economic crisis (reported to be in serious depression) at the doorstep of the 
govemment for its policy of subsidizing the wind industry. It points out that as a result of the 
unparalleled rise in electricity prices that resulted from the introduction of wind energy onto the grid, 
most intensive energy consuming manufacturers have left the country. 


2.2. Quotes From Electricity Goneration Experts 


-Electricity differs from oOler fonns of energy, and cannot be stored direcUy on an industrial scale. 
Any calculation of the C02 emissions reduction from wind must take into acco.unl the quantity of 
~n~~ijonal genel3ting ca~iW ~t has to be in the grid... In fact, Cl:na'.~~rs, '9f ~~ta min the UK, 
~~"ntp~, Ireland, Gen.nany.snd ·the USA shows that a sUbstantial part of:U1:~·th'eore,tical C02 
sa.vlnl;Vdoes not accrue in praCtIce. In some circumstances there may be only minimal benefit. The 
evidence shows that as the level of wind capacity increases, the C02 emissions actually increase 
as a direct result of having to cope with the variation of wind-power output" 


- UX energy expert, David lMlite: Reduction in Carbon Dioxide Emissions: Estimating the 
Potentiel Contribution from Wind Power, published in December 2004 by the Renewable Energy 
Foundation in the U.K 


-It·has.been estimated that the·entire benefit of reduced emissions from the renewables 
proQrBmme has been negatecf"tiy the increased emissions from part I~~ed plant" 


- From a peper givsn at the British Institution ofMechanical Engineers, by David Tolley. 


"The tax breaks and subsidies for the wind industry are at Ole expense of ordinary taxpayers and
 
electricity customers whose interests are not well represented in government circles. The practical
 
effects of the tax breaks and subsidies are to:
 


•	 "Misdirect hundreds of ml1lions of investment dollars into energy projects that proouce only 
small amounts of low valul;. low quality elecbicity. 


•	 -Transfer substantial wealth from ordinaty taxpayers and electricity customers to "wind 
fann~ ownelS by shifting tax burden from "wind fann- owners to ordinaty tax payers, and 
passing along the high priced electricity from "wind farms" to electricity customers: 


-From: -Big Mone~ Discovers the Huge Tax Breaks end Subsidies for -wind Energy- While 
Taxpayers and B9Ctric Customers Pick lip the Tab. 2004, by Glenn R Schleede (a graduate of 
Harvard Business School's Advanced Management Program. and fonner Vice President of New 
England Electric System (NEES) fonner Associate Director (Energy and Science) of the lMlite 
House Domestic Council). 


2,3. Grass Roots Public ActMsm And Online Document Sources 


The last two years has seen phenomenal growth in pUblic dissent on the basis of all these 
objections as well as adverse health effects. INherever industrial wind turbines have been 
introduced, citizens' groups have been fonned to fight them. 


"I have not seen anything like this before,~ says Chris Forrest, vice president of 
communications and marketing at the Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA). 
-Groups are coordinating fully orchestrated media campaigns with a ferocity and an 
intensity that has really taken us by surprise,- he says. 
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Local groups all over the wor1d have formed coalitions with others to create national and 
international organizations. 


2.3.1 The European Platfonn Against Wlndfanns (EPAW) h1tP:/Iwww.epaw.orgJ now has 364 
signatory organizations in 19 different European countries. Recently the second annual march on 
the Elysee Palace took place in Paris, and public protests are on the increase throughout Europe 
Health Issues and economic concerns are among the most important objections raised by these 
groups. They insist: 


•	 that hundreds of associations, local initiatives and other groups are totally dissatisfied 
with wind farms; 


•	 that intermittent, uncontrollable energy does not sotve any of humanity's problems, 
even in part; 


•	 that the only thing wind turbines do is cause considerable harm to people, the economy, 
national budgets and the environment. 


2.3.2 Country Guardian Is a UK-wide conservation group'which h~$ wamed.'abo.ur.Wincl·tul'bines 
for MartY 20 years, since the first UK wind developments appeared in the Lake District. Initially it 
campaigned mainly aboullandscape damage, but it soon became clear that a).the technology of 
wind tUrbines was seriously flawed and b) the environmental damage extended far beyond the 
landscape. The group provides one of the most useful web sites for research and documentation: 
www.countrvguardian.net 


2.3.3 In the United States, there are three major coalitions, each maintaining highly respected 
sources of information through their web sites: 


•	 Industrial Wind Action Group !:lUp:/Iwww.windadion.org/; 


•	 National Wind Watch http://www,wind-watch.org/ 


•	 Industrlal Wind Energy OpposlUon http:/twww.aweo.org/ 


2.3.4 In Ontario, Wind Concem. Ontario has grown at an impressive rate over the last year, 
largely out of a feeling of injustice and loss of local democratic input on planning decisions 
legislated by the Green Energy Act and outrage at govemment indifference to those suffering 
adverse health effects from the turbines. It is now comprised of 39CiUl:et;i&,:.,g~Up$;$1.(i~s.to 
26:~iitles and dIabicts thrQ~Lit Ontario. The web site is an invaluable source of informatlon on 
the Ontario situation. http://windconcernsontario.wordpress.coml 


Familiefity with these sites is essential to undersmnding the depth and extent of opposition fo 
industn"al wind development and the degf89 of concern overheellh issues. 


It shOUld however, be added that while North Americans seem to consider the aesthetic 
appearance in the landscape of wind turbine developments as a matter of indiVidual judgment, 
older European societies still value the importance of beauty, architecture, and unspoiled nature as 
their CUltural heritag&--part of the value of a viable tourism resource.ll 


6 One of the public protests currently underway In France is to save Mont Ste. Michel from an adjacent wir'ld turbine 
development There, 8ttists 8nJ IooIted to for aesthetic judgments based on their training and oxperience. Artists 
from around the woIid opposed to defacing the rurellandscape with wind turbines have oonlriboted to a web site 
based in England: 
htto:llwww.artistsagainstwindfalTTl8.bloasoot.ooml; htIP;llwww.artistsagainstwilldfal1Tls,comloinboard.hlml. 
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3.0 THE HEALTH ISSUE 


3.1. Available Research On Adverse Health Effects 


Legislators in Ontario were wamed of emerging health problem as early as April 22, 2009 by one of 
the province's most prominent physicians, Or Robert McMurtry, M.D.• F.R.C.S (C), FAC.S, is a 
former Dean of Medicine at the University of Western Ontario and in 1999, he became the first 
Cameron Visiting Chair at Health Canada - a post canyrng the responsibility for providing policy 
advice to the Deputy Minister and Minister of Health for Canada. In December 2003, he was 
appointed to the Heatth Council of Canada and is Chair of the Wait TImes and Accessibility Work 
Group. Dr. McMurby is the founding Assistant Deputy Minister of the Population and Public Health 
Branch of Health Canada. He was appointed to Roy Romanow's Commission on the Future of 
Health Care in Canada in 2002 as a Special Advisor to Commissioner Romanow. 


In his Deputation to the Standing Commrttee on General Government Regarding Bill C-150
 
presented at the Ontario Legislature, Dr. McMurtry stated:
 


"There have been many reports of adverse health events. At the outset iI must be made 
clear that there has not been any systematic epidemiological field study. that could yield 
authoritative guidelines for the srting of wind tUrbines. Secondly no epidemiological study 
has been conducted that establishes either the safety or harmfulness of Industrial Wind 
Turbines. In short there is an absence of evidence. Accordingly until more authoritative 
information is available it Is important to consider the groWing number of reports of cases 
and case series of adverse health effects that are emerging." 


~~urtJy report has disclosed that the number of people'in Ontario reporting ,~d'fe_rse'healt~ 


~~ue 10 jndusjtil!l,wlnd tu!f>i""'l .C<l!'tinu"!,,lD risI;l. Th.:,",!",lQJ<!I illrpf.~Jll!>giMf.~~, 7!Jj)9is 
n~,~which Is a disturbing 85%increas:a tTOril'53 as reported ea"t1ier,this year. 'SOme'lamilies 
have'been driven from their homes. See www.windconcemsontario.org 


It has to be emphasized that as with all public health issues, precautionary regulation are
 
preferable to allowing an avoidable health risk to spread. In the words of Dr. McMurtry. "When
 
uncertainty exists end the health and welf-being ofpeople ara potentielly at n·sk, essuradly it is
 
appropriate to invoka the precautionary pn·ncipfe. ~
 


It also has to be underlined that there is no credible research to back up industry claims that wind
 
turbines do not threaten human health.
 


The wind industry often states that 'here is no peer·reviewed scientific evidence indicating wind
 
turbines have an adverse impact on human health ... (This statement is taken directly from actual
 
applications for approval to build industrial wind tUrbines).
 


Health Canada disagrees. In a letter dated August 6, 2009 from Health Canada Safe Environments 
Program (Halifax), Allison Denning, Regional Environmental Assessment Coordinator Health 
Canada, Atlantic Region pointed out 


"'Health Canada advises that this statement be ravised to indicate that there ara p9Br reviewed sclen,ifjc artfCles)odica1iniithat wjnd turbin9S may hava ao adverse (mpecf on human"heiJlth. In 
fact, there are peer reviewed scientific art/cfes indicating that wind turbines may heve en 
adverse impact on human health. 


For example, Keith at. a/. (2008), identified annoyance as an adverse impact on human health that 
,can be related to high levels of wind turbine noise. In addition, there are several articles by 
Pedersen (and others) related to wind turbine annoyance (as referenced below). The relationship 
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between noise annoyance and adverse effects on human health is also further investigated in the 
manuscript by Michaud et. al (200ar. 7 


Like the wind industry today, the tobacco industry denied for many years that there were any 
adverse health effects from their products. Corporate denial of a health problem is generally a 
delaying tactic not in the best interest of the public. 


3.2. Serious Warnings Already Issued By Credible Institutions 


A number of cautions have already been provided by some of the most eminent medical authorities 
around the world. These should aleri decision makers at once to their responsibility: 


3.3. The National Institutes Of Health (NIH)
 


In 200a the NIH (part of the US Department of Health and Human Services) warned:
 


'Wind energy will undoubtedly create noise, which increases stress, which In·tum increases'the 
risk of cardiovascular disease and -canCer.' (Environmentsl Health Perspectives, volume 116, 
pg A237 - 238, 2008). 


3.4. French NaUonal Academy Of Medicine
 


In 2006, the French National Academy of Medicine issued a report that concludes:
 


3.5. The Maine Medical AssoclaUon 


On September 12, 2009. the Maine Medical Association passed a Resolution to 'work with health 
organizations and regUlatory agencies to provide scientific information of ica 
con en find; enti 0 ',al;'- ····~·'::'··,-··B',h-.. '. ~e:'evi- nt' 


and to 'work with other stakeholders to encourage parfonnance of studies on health effects of wind 
tUrbine generation by independent qualified researchers at qualified research institutions'; and to 
'ensure that physicians and patiants alike are informed of evidence-based research results.' 


3.6. Minnesota Deparbnent of Health 


1 References listed by Heelth canada include:
 
Keith, S, E., D. S. Michaud, and S. H. P. Bly. 2008. A proposal ror Bllaluating !he potential health effects of wind
 
tUlbine noise ror projects under the Canadian Enllironmental Assessment Ad.. Joumal of Low Frequency Noise,
 
Vibration and Active Control, 27 (4):253-265,
 
Michaud. D,; S.H.P. Sly, and S.E. Keith. 2008. Using a change in percentage highly annoyed with noise as a
 
potential health effect measure fof' projects under the Canadian Environmental Assessment Ad.. Genadlan
 
Acoustic9, 36(2): 13-28.
 
Pedersen E. and Halmstad, H,1. 2003. Noise annoyance from Wil"ld turbines - a review,
 
swedish Environmentel Protection Agency, Report 5308,
 
Heallh Canada's response 10 tho Digby Wind Power Project Addendum,
 
Digby, Nova Scotia, AuthQr; Safe Enllironments prooram, Regions and Proorams Branch, Health Canada
 


8 Chouard, e-H. Le relentissement du funtionnement des eoliennes sur ta sanle de I'homme, (Repercussions of
 
wind tubine oporations on human health). Panorama du Medecln, 20 Marth 2006.
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On May 22, 2009, the Minnesota Department of Health released a report evaluating the health
 
impacts from wind turbine noise and low frequency vibrations. The conclusions noted that wind
 
tUrbines generate a broad spectrum of low-intensity noise. The low frequency maY a"tfect some
 
people in their homes, especially at night:
 


MThe most common complaint in various studies of wind tUrbine effects on people is the impact on 
quality of life. Sleeplessness and headache are the most common health complaints and are highly 
correlated (but not perfectly correlated) with annoyance complaints. Complaints are more likely 
When turbines are visible or when shadow flicker occurs. Most available evidence suggests thai 
reported health effects are related to audible low frequency and with increasing outside noise levels 
above 35 dB(Ar. 


"Low frequency noise from a wind lurbine is generally not easily perceived beyond X: mile. 
However, if a turbine is sUbject 10 aerodynamic modulation because of shear caused by terrain 
(mountains. trees, buildings) or different wind conditions through the rotor plane, turbine noise may 
be heard al greater distances". 


"Unlike low frequency noise, shadow flicker can affect individuals outdoors as well as indoors, and 
may be noticeable inside any building". 


3.7. Government of The State Of Victoria, Australia 


In Australia, the Government of the State of Victoria has now committed to investigating (he health 
concerns of Victorians who live near wind farms. Some landholders near the Waubra wind farm. 
west of Ballarat, say a low frequency hum from the tUrbines is making them sick. An investigation 
will now be conducted by WorkSafe, the Department of Human Services and the Environment 
Protection Authority. 


4.0 A BRIEF SURVEY OF EVIDENCE BASED LITERATURE 


The June 2009 report on Sleep disturtJance and wind turtJine noise by the British physician 
Christopher Hanning, BSc, MS, BS, MRCS, LRCP, FRCA, MD provides a useful survey of up·to
date evidence-based literature by a physician who is more qualified than most to carry out this peer 
review. The report can be seen in pdf form at hup:/Iwww.windaction.org/documentsJ22602 


Dr. Hanning's credentials and experience are beyond dispute. He is one of the world's foremost 
specialists on noise, sleep disturbance and its consequent effect on health. Dr. Hanning founded 
and ran the Leicester Sleep Disorders Service, one of the longest standing and largest services in 
the United Kingdom. The University Hospitals of Leicester NHS Trust named the Sleep Laboratory 
after him as a mark of its esteem. 9 


His report concludes: 


"In weighing the eVidence, I find that, on the one hand, there is a large number of reported 
cases ofsleep disturtJance and, in some cases, ill health as a result ofexposure to noise 
from wind turtJinas, supported by a number of research reports that tend to confinn the 


9Trained at SI. Bartholomew's Hospilal Medical SdlOOI in London England and a Fellow of the Royal College or 
Anaesthetisls. he is honorary Consultant in Sleep Disorden; Medicine to the Univen;ity Hospitals of leicester NHS 
Trust. (England) based at leicester General Hospital having retired in September 2007 as Consultant in Sleep 
Disorden; Medicine, In 1996. he was appointed ConsullantAnaesthelist with a special interest in Sleep Medicine (0 
leicester General Hospital and Honorary Senior lecturer 10 the University of leicester. 
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validity of the anecdotaf reporls and provide a reasonable basis for the compfaints. On the 
other, we have badly designed industry and government reporls which seek to show that 
there is no problem. I find the latter unconvincing. 


Ufn mv experl opinion. from mv knowledge ofsleep physioloay and a review of the available 
research. f have no doubt that wind turbine noise emissions cause sleep disturbance and ill 
health. U 


Dr. Hanning has also stated: 'There can be no doubt that groups of industrial wind turbines 
(Uwind farms") generate sufficient noise to disturb the sleep and impair the health of those 
Jiving nearby. ~ 


He noted Ihat ~milies whose homes were around 9DOm from wind turbines found the 
noiSfl. sleep disturbance and ill heallh eventually drove them from their homes, ~ 


Hanning emphasizes thaI Minadeguate sleep has been associated not lust with fatigue, 
sleepiness and cognitive imoainnent but also with an increased risk of obesity. impaired 
glucose tolerance (risk of diabetes), high blood pressure, heart disease, cancer and 
depression. Sleepy people have an increased risk of road traffic accidents.~ 


His report is examined in detail below because it represents one of the most professional reviews 
of the available literature. Hanning also analyzes and disputes the acceptability of several industry 
sponsored studies because of flawed melhodologies and researchers working outside their area of 
competence. 


CLINICAL EVIDENCE 


4.1. England 


Throughout the history of public health, our initial awareness of health threats has always come 
from clinicians working with patients in the field. One of the first MDs 10 report on wind turbine 
difficulties was Dr. Amanda Harry in England. Those who would dismiss the work of Dr Harry as 
·anecdotal~ and of no significance do not understand the role played by the clinician in our 
understanding of pathology. (Harry, Amanda. February 2007. Wind turbines, noise, and health. 32 
pp. htlp:J/www.windturbinenoiseheallhhumanriqhts.com 


Dr. Hanning points out: "Dr Amanda Harry (2007), a UK GP, conducted surveys of a number of 
residents riving near several different turbine sites and reported a similar constellation of symptoms 
from all sites. A study of 42 respondents showed that 81 % felt their health had been affected, in 
76% it was sufficiently severe to consult a doctor and 73% felt their life quality had been adversely 
impacted. This study is open to criticism for its design which invited symptom reporting and was nOl 
controlled. While the proportion of those affected may be questioned it neverlheless indicates 
strongly that some subjects are severely affected by wind turbine nDise at distances thought by the 
industry tD be safe." 


4,2. United States 


Another physician with actual clinical experience dealing with patients affected by wind turbines is 
Nina Pierpont in the United States. (Nina Pierpont, MD, PhD, Wind Turbine Syndrome: A Reporl on 
a Natura' Expen"ment. 2009. www.windturbinesyndrome.com) 


According to Dr. Hanning, her work is "a very detailed, peer-reviewed case-eontrol study of 10 
families around the world who have been so affecled by wind turbine noise thai they have had to 
leave their homes, nine of them pennanently. The turbines ranged from 1.5 to 3MW capacity at 
distances be!'Neen 305 to 1500m. The group comprised 21 adults, 7 teenagers and 10 children of 
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whom 23 were interviewed. While this is a highly selected group, the ability to examine symptoms 
before, during and after exposure to turbine noise gives it a strength rarely found in similar case
control studies. The subjects described the symptoms of wind turbine syndrome outlined above and 
confirmed that they were not present before the tUrbines started operation and resolved once 
exposure ceased." 


"There was a clear relationship between the symptoms, even in children, and the noise exposure. 
She reports also that all adult subjects reported 'feeling jittery inside' or 'internaf quivering'; often 
accompanied by anxiety, fearfulness, sleep disturbance and irritability. Pierpont offers compelling 
evidence that these symptoms are related to low frequency sound and suggests very plausible 
physiological mechanisms to explain the link between turbine exposure and the symptoms." 


"Of particular concern were the observed effects on children, including toddlers and school and 
college aged children, Changes in sleep pattem, behaviour and academic performance were noled. 
7 of 10 children had a decline in their school performance while exposed to wind turtJine noise 
which recovered after exposure ceased. In total, 20 of 34 study sUbjects reported problems with 
concentration or memory.


"Pierpont's study mostly addresses the mechanism for the heallh problems associated with 
exposure to wind turtJine noise rather than the likelihood of an individual developing symptoms. 
Nevertheless, it convincingly shows thai wind tUrbine noise does cause· the symptoms of wind 
turbine syndrome, including sieep disturbance. She concludes by calling for further research, 
particularly in children, and a 2km setback distance.


A recently published paper on low-frequency vibration further elucidates Pierpont's work: Research 
from Neuroscience Letters 444 (2008) 36-41 by medical researchers McAngus Todd. Sally M. 
Rosengren, James G. Colebatch. demonstrates Dr. Pierpont's contention that low frequency noise 
and infrasound can harm the vestibular apparatus of the inner ear. The research illustrates the 
premise that what you cannot hear can harm you. 


4.3. Dr. Michael Nissenbaum (USA) 


Another group of clinicians in the USA who halle studied symptoms experienced by their patients 
filling near wind turbines have called for a moratorium on wind turbine installation until proper 
studies are completed. In March 2009, Or. Michael Nissenbaum of the Northem Maine Medical 
Center presented his findings to the Maine Medical Association. His study, which he characterized 
as "alarming", suggests that his patients are experiencing serious health problems related to 
shadow flicker and noise emissions from the turbines near their homes. The onset of symptoms 
(including sleep disturbance, headaches, dizziness, weight changes, possible increases in blood 
pressure, as well as inCfeased prescription medicalion use), all appear 10 coincide with the time 
when the tUrbines were first tumed on in December 2006. 


Dr. Nissenbaum has written: "There are many issues thai need 10 be worked out. A moratorium is 
logical, unless we quickly move to adopt more stringent European and Australian standards. 
Olh9rwise, the stale's failure to act responsibly on this issue is the equivalent ofabandoning its 
responsibility to protect public heal/h, which would leave the people with few options other than 
seeking remedy and redress through the courts". 


4.4. Japan 


In Japan. in February, 2009, 70 cases of adverse health efJec!s from wind turbines were reported. 
The Japanese call this ~Wind TurtJine Disease". Their Minister of Environment fears a public health 
issue and is investigaUng low frequency sound as being of concern . 
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The ministry is Concerned that reports of ill health could spread as more wind turbines are built near 
residential areas. Bouts of dizziness and inability to sleep properly were reported. When victims 
spent time away from the house, the symptoms qUickly dissipated. But as soon as they returned. 
'hey would flare up again. 10 


So far, more than 70 people living near wind turbines have reported ill health. They include 
residents in lkata, Ehime Prefecture; Higashi-Izu. Shizuoka Prefecture; Toyohashi, Aichi 
Prefecture; and Minami-Awaji, Hyogo Prefecture. 


4.5. Ontario 


Researchers and viclims in Ontario have reported altered living conditions and ill health. Sleep 
disturbance is the most common complaint. Other symptoms include inner ear problems, cardiac 
concerns such as arrhythmias and palpitations, headaches and cognitive and mood disturbances. 
Several suffered acute hypertensive episodes which are most concerning. Some have had to leave 
their homes in order to protect their health", These reports are consistent internalionally. 


There are unanswered questions about infants, children, and the unborn whose mothers are 
exposed, family members and workers such as farmers and technicians who live and work in close 
proximity to the wind turbines. 


The reports of symptoms are consistent with the work of Or. Amanda Harry, U.K., Or. Nina 
Pierpont, U.SA and are remarkably similar to olher work quoted above and 10 the just released 
study by Or. Michael Nissenbaum in Maine who reports on 15 further cases. 


Virtually always the commonest complaint is sleep disturbance. The number of sleep disturbances 
with the September survey results is 67 of 98 victims. Already thirty-nine individuals indicate Ihat 
their heallh has been affected as a consequence of what they are experiencing. The number is 81 
of 98 with affected heallh. One person has had to be admitted 10 hospital with an acute 
hypertensive episode, another experienced a cardiac arrhythmia (alrial fibrillation), 30 of 98 
experienced heart palpitations. Reports of health problems are still coming in. The survey wJII be 
ongoing and results will be updated periodically. 


In his literature search, Low Frequency Noise and Infrasound (Some possible causes and effects 
upon land-based animals and freshwatercreBtures): A literary comment; 2006, Ivan Buxton notes: 


•	 "There are a great number of articles Iha( include reference to the effects of intrasound and 
vibration upon humans. It is evident from these papers that the effect of low frequency 
noise on humans goes much deeper than subiective "annoyance" as has been asserted by 
wind proponents. On the contrary. it has already been demonstrated that cardiovascular 
risks and chronic endocrine effects including increased cortisol production. (As indicated by 
Harlow et a1. (1987), chronically elevated blood cortisol may adversely impact the efficiency 
of animal production by reducing weight gain and otherwise affecting anImals in captivity 
(Van Mourik and Stelmasiak 1984, Van Mourik et al. 1985) and decreasing antibody 
"roduction, thereby inhibiting or suppressing the body's ability to resist disease [Roth 1984, 
Jensen and Rasmussen 1970, Huber and Douglas 1971, Revillard 1971, Paape el al.1973, 
Hartman et al. 1976, Stein et al. 1976)". 


10 Something in Ihewind as mystery illnesses rise BYTSUYOSHI TAKEDA ASAHI SHIMBUN SENIOR STAFF 
WRITER 2009/216 hl1p:/Iwww.asahicomlenglishlHerald.asahiITKY200902060054.hlml 
11 Canadian Hydro Developers who operated the wind tUrbine facility in Melandhon Township near Shelbume 
appear to have taciUy recognized the seriousness of these symptoms and their legal implicab'ons by purchasing six 
homes from those unable 10 remain in them. However. In order to sell and gel away. the beleaguered owners had 10 
sign agreements not to speak publldy of the transactions. 
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•	 -These impacts, particularly if chronic, can result in: increased sickness, disease, and 
death; a decrease in animal productivity (Knight and Cole 1991, Anderson and Keith 1960); 
and Ultimately result in population declines [in wild animal populations] (Anderson and Keith 
1980)·, 


These investigations offer an axp/anation of the reason for the symptoms that have been obseNed 
among those suffering from wind turbine effects. 12 


It should also be emphasized that there is widespread agreement on the fact that wind turbines 
creale intrusive noise and there are many existing peer reviewed studies on the adverse health 
effects of noise. For example, World Health Organization, Noise and Sound, Bergland et al, 2000: 
Health Council of the Netherlands (HCN). 2004 The Influence of NighHime Noise on Sleep and 
Health. The Hague: Health Council of the Netherlands, 2004: pUblication no. 2004/14E: Human 
Rights section 9 EU June 2007 www.windturbinenoisehealthhumanrights.com 


According to Buxton, "the frequency ranges are recorded in many of these studies and the overall 
result always appears to depend upon the exposure time when coupled with the dB and Hz levels. 
A few seconds is all it takes at very low Hz and high dB levels before severe problems arise". 


"Very low frequency sound can travel long distances, penetrate buildings and vehicles and does 
nol significantly diminish its properties when it changes mediums such as from air to tissue. This is 
because unlike ultrnsound it travels 'in band' more effectively due to the propensity of low 
frequency sound waves to travel in a straight line-. 


5.0 EFFECTS OF WIND TURBINES ON WILDLIFE, LIVESTOCK ANO DOMESTIC ANIMALS 


Animal studies are an important tool used in modern medicine to determine harm to human health. 
Reports of adverse effects on animals are considered to be cautionary. 


There is grOWing evidence that animals are affected even more severely Ulan humans by the low 
frequency noise and vibrations from industrial wind turbines. This has serious implications for our 
treaty obligations to protect endangered and threatened species which depend on ever shrinking 
sensitive natural habitats. It also reinforces and provides further caution on the human health 
issues already listed above. 


5.1. Heightened Sensitivities Of The Animal Kingdom 


'l i) ·selected Haalth risks caused by long lann, whofe body vibraIKNI"_by Seidel H. Federallnst. Of Ocx;upalional 
Health. Benin. (Am J. Med. 1993 Apr. 23(4); 589 - 604.) 
ii) "Characten'sing the affects ofairlJoma vibration on human body vibration rasponse
by Smith S.D. Air Form Researdllab., Wright - Patterson AFB, USA. (AViation. Space Environment Med. 2002 
Jan; 73 (1); 36 -45 
iii) 'Low frequency noise enhances cortisol among nois6 ssnsitive subjects dun"ng wof1( perfonnance"_by Kerstin 
person-Waye. J Bengfsson, R. Rylander, F. Hucklebridge. P. Evans, A. crow. (Dept Environ. Medicine, Univ. of 
Gothenburg. {Life Science 2002 Jan 4; 10m 745 - 56.. [See also by same team "Effects of night time LFN on the 
cortisol response (0 awakening and subjet:l:ive sleep quality) 
iV) "Noiss induced Endoaioo Effects & CorrJiovascufar Risks" by H. Ising, W Babisch, 8. Kruppa, Federal Environ 
Agency, InsL Of Water, Soil & Air Hygiene, Benin.(Noise Health 1999; 1 (4); 37 - 46. 
v) ·Coping with sUess; Nauroendocn"na RaaCfions & Implications lor Health- by U. Lundberg, Dept of psycchorogy, 
Stockholm. (Noise Health 1999; 1 (4); 67 - 74 
vi) ·Possible health effects of noise indUC9fJ corlisol inctease" by M. Spreng. Dept Physiology, Univ. Enangen. 
Germany (Noise Health 2000; 2(7): 59 - 64 
vii) "Acute and chronic endocrine effecl.s ofnoise":. Review of the research. conducted at the Ins!. For Water. Soil & 
Air Hygiene. Benin. H. Ising, C. Braun {Noise Health 2000:2(7)7 - 24. 
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It appears that animals are even more susceptible to low frequency noise than humans. The animal 
kingdom relies upon a wide range of sound frequencies inaudible to humans. It has to be 
remembered (hat within these sensitive habitats where almosl no background noise is experienced, 
the low frequency noise and vibralion projected (and transmitted through the earth) by industrial 
wind lurbine operation is most certainly threalening or confusing to wildlife. The hearing and 
vibration sensitivity of most creatures in the wild is far more acute than human sound perception. 


Confusion by sound emanations can lead to the failure of hunting success, self defense and 
ultimately sUlVival. Snakes, for example, which rely extensively upon their perception of vibration, 
are particularly sensitive to habitat disturbance from industrial developments. The noise pollution at 
higher frequencies may explain the catastrophic effect wind turbines are having on bats, a 
significant keystone species within the balance of nature. Permeating a large area of natural habitat 
with extraneous noise pollution will have obVious repercussions for the sUlVival of species 
dependent on the special Characteristics of fhese unique refuges and, as has been observed by 
biologists, lead fo permanent abandonment. 


5.2. Shadow Flicker Concerns 


Similarly the shadow flicker with its Widespread emanations is another phenomenon that alerts the 
wild creature to danger. Confusion and avoidance are caused by both these disturbances and they 
may contribute to abandonment of the habitat thus affected. When such disturbance affecls an 
already threatened species forcing it to abandon one of the last remaining suitable specialized 
habitats, the consequences can be catastrophic. But it has to be remembered that the ecology 
within any Natural Heritage System is completely inter-related and seemingly insignificant effects 
have major repercussions because of the interdependency of all the species within the system. 


Buxton concluded: "there is a case to answer when land based animals and freshwater creatures 
are exposed to noise at low Hz levels. Because of the limitations of our hearing it would be easy to 
suppose that noises beyond our receiVing range do not exist and should therefore be of no concern 
to us. Yet both very high and extremely low inaudible sounds may be harmful to us and other 
animals with similar but not identical ranges of hearing-. 


gOther creatures have lower acceptance levels, as their sUlVival is more reliant upon instinct and 
interpretation of unusual sounds as a soorce of danger. 
A few seconds is all it takes at very low Hz and high dB levels before severe problems arise. There 
is reason to suppose that similar effects would also occur with wild animals if exposed to the 
sounds for long enough periods. The presumption must be that as soon as they felt uncomfortable 
they would move r;May from the zone of discomfort- term more proper1y described as, disturbance 
and displacement, which in the case of protected species would be contrary to appropriate 
legislation~. 


-Laboratory studies upon anImals have been reviewed with quite chilling results, as it clear that 
deformities, damage and impairment occur to the subjects with regularity. Admittedly the animals 
were contained and subjected to exposure times of several hours per day at moderate to hi9tl 
intensity levels of LFN and infrasound. Yet fish and aquatic creatures contained in ponds and lakes 
would certainly be unable to escape Whatever the level of sound intensity or duration of exposure". 


Buxton cites as examples of the effect of noise on animals: the reduction of egg laying by domestic 
poultry; injury and loss involving livestock; goats with reduced milk production; pigs with excessive 
hormonal secretion as well as water and sodium retention; sheep and lambs with increased heart 
rates, respiratory changes and reduction in feeding. 


~There is clear1y a cause for concern because of the likely effects upon wildlife and current 
protective measures seem inadequate". 
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5.3. Habitat Loss: European Studies 


There is a growing body of evidence from European biologists who have now completed decade
long studies of the effect of wind turbines on wildlife. 


Scientists have concluded that wind turbinE! de\{e/9PfPants, placed-near ~~ant wiJd~ife areas 
have along term, i@vgrsible·dC!§tru,ctive e@ct-in?pn these -habitSts. The effect is cumUlative, and 
increases the longer the wind tWbloes remain'io·maCe. 


Many European studies have documented habitat degradation and avian collision mortality. The 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service gUidelines were based on peer-revieWed scienlific avian studies 
written by biologists. Important studies include Orloff and Flannery 1992, Leddy et al. 1999, 
Woodward et al. 2001, Braun elal. 2002, Hunt2002 as well as studies of bats: Keeley et af. 2001, 
Johnson et a1. 2002, Johnson el at 2003, Manes et al. 2002, and Manville 2003. 


Biologists are concemed not only with collision mortality which seems to be critical when tUrbines 
are sited on migratory flyways (and takes a greater toll on raptors, waterfowl and songbirds), but 
even more with long·term habitat disturbance, degradation and abandonment. 


5.4. Livestock 


Farmers in Ontario have observed health problems with their livestock which began shortly after 
the wind turbines were installed. Awareness of the research ciled by Buxton (above) indicating 
endocrine and cardiovascular effects from noise Would certainly support the symptoms observed by 
Ontario farmer Ro$S Brindley who'Jiyes near Die Kirigsbridg,p,'Wind tL,rPlne;development near 
Goderich. f\cco~inp to a report in the Decer:nber ?ooa a.~ttar Farm!~q M.?~azin~, his_ 
exIl"~ed • reOSM>and.m.tic-beh'lViour nn~n """.Ii~';"",nl:neW..clI>_'-· "'I. se<f 
birtAing, we~ght,rO$;~~'lij',rertiiiiY, ahjgh·;inCide~C:'~iiri~~~'iiejng.~7ifM~afbirth 
and a high incidenc:e:ofstilJbirtJis.~ After being driven out of business as a result of problems 
suffered by his beef cattle herd, Brindley is suing Hydro One Networks Inc. and Edmonton Power 
Corporation (EPCOR). 


5.5. Goats 


In the same context, Die BBC recently reported that 400 goats in Taiwan had died after eight wind 
tUrbines were installed close to their graiing land. "The goals looked skinny and Diey weren't 
eating. One night I went out and Die goats were all standing up; they weren't sleeping", the farmer 
reported. The Council of Agriculture suspects that noise may have caused Die goals' demise 
through lack of sleep. The power company, Taipower has offered to pay part of the cost of building 
a new farmhouse elsewhere. 


6.0 EVALUATING WIND TURBINE NOISE 


Hanning disputes the Claim that continual exposure to noise results in habituation. 


"It is often claimed that continual exposure to a noise results in habituation, Le. one gets used to 
the noise. There is little research to confirm this assertion and a recenl small stUdy (Pirrera et at 
2009) rooking at the effects of traffic noise on sleep deficiency suggests that it is not so.•1J 


He points out the flaws of using averaged noise levels, or measuring wind speed at a single low 
height. 


13 Hanning 2.2.8. 
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Hanning notes that ~sleep disturbance has been experienced by people living within 1km to 1600 
km of wind turbines, . , . The experiences of the Davis (2008) and Rashleigh (2008) families from 
Lincolnshire whose homes were around 900m from wind turbines make salutary reading, The 
noise, sleep disturbance and ill health eventually drove them from their homes·, 


"Surveys of residents living in the vicinity of industrial wind tUrbines show high levels of disturbance 
to sleep and annoyance. A 2005 survey of 200 residents living within 1km of a 6 turbine, 9MW 
installation in France showed that 27% found the noise disturbing at night (Sutre 2005'-. 


The-Ontario WindVOiCe health survey found that 61 of 98 report their h~alth affected'. The 
dis~ni;:es for survey results range up to 5k (2 respondents) with most under 1000m. This 
el1lP.hilsizes the need for more 3rt! party, multi-disciplinary, health studies including that of 
epidemiology'. 


Buxton advises: the measurement methods should be reviewed to embrace 'C' Weighting and 'G' 
Weighting as well as the usual 'A' Weighting so that a proper appreciation of the extent of LFN and 
infrasound is achieved before, during and after the noise source is installed. 


Dr. McMurtry points out that "Quite simply national regulations do not exist in Canada. According 
to a November 2008 letter from Morel Oprisan, (Deputy Director S&T, Renewable Energy 
Technologies, Government of Canada) in an electronic mail to Professor John Harrison (Queens 
University) he stated: 


·As yoo correctly noted in your letter, the issue of the wind turbine set-back from a residence, is 
regulated locally (municipally or provincially).· 


·'As part of the work done by the federal government in this area, we have worked together 
with CSA and, Internationally wiUlIEC, to bring international standards to Canada. 
However, these standards, at this time, are not mandatory and their use is voluntary.'· 


70 add to my concern regarding this regulatory uncertainty is the facl that this Provincial 
Ministry of the Environment has regulations with many flaws. One of these is the failure to 
meesure for low frequency noise (LFN), Instead reguletions . .. measure in A Weighted 
decibefs ordBA only_ To measure for LFN it is necessary to screen with C Weighted 
decibels or dBC. It is not possible to de'l8fop euthoritative guidelines for set-backs end 
monitoring of industrial wind turbines specificefly ifLFN is not taken into accounr. 


For example, "the wind developer IPC Energy contracted Avalon Consulting to do Environmental 
Screening, I contacted Avalon who indicated to me on 2 occasions that it is 'not necessary' to 
monitor for LFN. The wind industry at large agrees as they also deny the need to monitOr for LFN. 
The Ministry of the Environment of Ontario concurs as all its regulations are based on dBA 
(Decibels with A weighting) which is relatively insensitive to lFN. dBA however is adequate for 
higher frequency noises such as the characteristic 'swoosh, swoosh, swoosh' of turbine blades 
which are in the mid~frequency range". 


"How important is LFN? The World Health Organization in a 2000 publication ("Community Noise" 
by 6erglund el el) made the following observations: 


•	 "Since A-weighting underestimates the sound pressure level of noise with low frequency 
components, a better assessment of health effects would be to use C~weighting"'. 


•	 "It should be noted that a large proportion of low frequency components in a noise may 
increase considerably the advefSe effects on health"'. 
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•	 ''The evidence on low frequency noise is sufficienUy strong to warrant immediate concern'''. 


•	 "Styles at 81 observed that there is '... clear evidence that wind lurbines generate low 
frequency sound (infrasound) and acoustic signals which can be detected at considerable 
distances (many kilometres) from wind farms on infrasound detectors and low-frequency 
microphones.'· 


In Jury, 2008, U.S. acousticians Kamperman and James introduced a set of proposed sound limits 
to prevent hea,lth risks from wind turbines. They emphasized that 1h!1! simple fact tI1?t ~ many 
r~l,g~n,ts complain of Ic"'''''req~nCy noise..tro~ Wind t,urbines is c1~ ~~d~nCE! that th~ _si~91.e A
W~1ihl\!d(dBA) noise desCl1p.tQr u5e:d'in rqOstjuiisQl~ons;for siting wr1;iines,is not acfequ~fQ. The 
Q'nlY'Qtf.1er simple audio h:~iJ~09Y weighting that is standardiZed and available on all sound level 
mete~ is the C-weighting or daC.- They proposed the following limits: 


·Proposed Wind Turbine Siting Sound Limits· 


1. Audible Sound Limit 


a.	 No Wind Turbine or group of turbines shall be located so as to cause an exceeclance of the 
pre-constructionloperation background sound levels by more than 5 dBA. 


b.	 The background sound levels shall be the L90A sound descriptor measured during a pre
construction noise stUdy during the quietest time of evening or nighl All data recordIng 
shall be a series of contiguous ten (10) minute measurements. L90A results are valid when 
L10A results are no more than 15 dBA above L90A for the same time period. Noise 
sensitive sites are to be selected based on wind development's predicted worst-case sound 
emissions (in LeqA and LeqC) which are to be provided by the developer. 


c.	 Test sites are to be located along the property line(s) of the receiving nonparticipating 
property(s). 


d.	 A 5 dB penalty is applied for tones as defined in IEC 61400-11. 


2. Low Frequency Sound Limit 


a. The LeqC and L90C sound levels from the wind turbine at the receiving property shall not 
exceed the 1000er of either. 


1)	 LeqC·L90A greater than 20 dB outside any occupied structure, or 
2)	 A maximum not-to-exceed sound level of 50 dBC (L90C) from the wind turbines 


without other ambient sounds for properties located at one mile or more from State 
Highways or other major roads or 55 dBC (L90C) for properties closer than one 
mile. 


b.	 These limits shall be assessed using the same night time and wind/Weather conditions 
required in 1.a. Turbine operating sound emissions (LeqA and 


c.	 leqC) shall represent worst case sound emissions for stable nighttime conditions with low 
winds at ground level and winds sufficient for tull operating capacity at the hub. 


3. General Clause 


a.	 Not to exceed 35 dBA within 30 m. (approx. 100 feet) of any occupied structure. 


4. Requirements 


a.	 All instruments must meet ANSI or IEC Precision integrating sound level meter
 
performance specifications.
 


b.	 Procedures must meet ANSI S12.9 and other applicable ANSI standards. 
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c.	 Measurements must be made when ground level winds are 2m/s (4.5 mph) or less. Wind 
shear in the evening and night often results in low ground level wind speed and nominal 
operating wind speeds at wind turbine hub heights. 


d.	 IEC 61400-11 procedures are not suitable for enforcement of these requirements except for 
the presence of tones·. 


6.1. WHO Guidelines 


The World Health (WHO) 2007 reference recommends a night time limit outside a 
home(Lnight,oulside) of 30 dBA. 


The 2007 WHO guidelines state: 


'Therefore, Lnight, outside 3D dB is the ultimate target of Night Noise Guideline (NNGL) to 
protect the public, including the most vulnerable groups such as children, the chronically ill and 
the elderly, from the adverse health effects of night noise." 


The full report can downloaded at 
hHp:llec.europa.eu/health/ph projects/2003/action3/docs/2003 DB frep en.pdf 


7.0 LOW FREQUENCY NOISE AS A WEAPON 


Those engaged ;n political torture have/ong been aware that low frequency noise is a powerful 
"weapon" with devastating effects upon human beings. 


The:lsraeli army used the sound weapon to disperse a crowd by causing dizziness and nausea. 


·Professor Hillel Pratt, a neurobiologist specializing in human auditory response at Israel's 
'Technion Institute', says 'It doesn', necessarily have to be a loud sound. The combination of low 
frequencies at high intensities, for example, can create discrepancies in the input to the brain.' 
Later he explained, 'that by stimulating the inner ear, which houses the auditory and vestibular 
(equilibrium) sensory organs with high intensity acoustic signals that are below the audible 
frequencies «20Hz), the vestibular organ can be stimulated and create a discrepancy between 
inputs from the visual system and somatosensory system (that report stability of the body relative to 
the surroundings) and the vestibular organ that will erroneously report acceleration (because of the 
low-frequency inaudible sound). This will create a sensation similar to sea or molion sickness. Such 
cases have been reported and a famous example is workers in a basement with a new air
conditioning system that all gol sick because of low frequency noise from the new system."" 


8.0 FLAWED PUBLIC CONSULTATION PROCESS IN ONTARIO 


The government of Ontario has been advised of health problems being experienced in Ontario and 
has not responded to widespread requests to slop building more wind ~rbines LII:aW tile 3m 
party evidence based health stLldtes "are conduded in order to determine ~uthoritative noise levels. 
Many requests have also been made for realistic costlbenefit accounting but the Government has 
not disclosed the real cost or actual benefit of wind power. 


There have been SUbstantial sums invested in extensive social marketing and lobbying in order to: 
•	 enable rapid policy action in favour of the industry 
•	 convince the public of the benefits of industrial wind turbines while ignoring the health risks 


and cosUbenefits 


'" Toronto Star, 6 June, 2005. 
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,
 


•	 stereotype as NIMBYs those concerned about the serious oonsequences of industrial-scale 
wind turbines sa thai people who have fallen victim to the technology are invalidated at the 
outset. 


Public input critical of Bill 150, the Green Energy Act has been almost entirely disregarded.
 
Hundreds of submissions to the EBR and MOE have never been made public nor have those on
 
the proposed regulations.
 


Of the 300 applications to present infonnalion 10 the Standing Committee on Government Affairs 
reviewing the legislation, less than half were allowed to speak. Selection of speakers was carefully 
manipulated by the Government to allow mostly those in support of the bill. Some of those opposed 
were invited to present their concerns at Sault Ste. Marie, a journey of 8-1 0 hours for people living 
in Southern Ontario. 


Facilitation notes on MOE workshops have never been produced. Requested corrections of policy 
have not been implemented. 


Elevation requests for full environmental screening for all 19 existing wind turbine projects currently 
installed in Ontario have been categorically denied. A host of project approvals. has been passed 
during the interim between the passing of the GEA and the establishment of new regulations. 
Detailed public requests for review of these proposals have similarly been denied. 


An application to install a wind turbine at the Canadian Auloworkers Centre in Port Elgin has
 
recently been allowed even though it is well within the new regulation 550 metre setback-by a
 
·special amendmenr of the regulations.
 


In short, Bill 150, the Green Energy Act, designed to facilitate rapid installation of industrial wind
 
turbines across Ontario was railroaded throu9h the legislature in so short a period of time that no
 
meaningful public discussion was allowed to take place-an unprecedented situation for a bill that
 
amended so many other acts and removed democratic rights from local communities.
 


8.1. InRevlew 


1. Evidence-based health studies were not conducted prior to tile iroplementation of the provincial 
policy to determine authoritative' setbacks' and noise levels for installation of industrial wind 
turbines. 


2. Provision for vigilance monitor1ng was not provided. 


3. Provision for long term post-market surveillance was not provided to monitor adverse health 
effects and post-traumatfc stress consequences. 


4. The Green Energy Act, Bill 150 removes rights of Ontarians including the ability to protect their 
health. 


5. There are many flaws and inadequacies regarding the approval process. 


6. The govemment of Ontario has been advised of these issues and has continued development 
at a rapid pace. 


7. Indications are there is no authoritative oversight or detailed review of the health information 
cited in the community response. 


On November 24, 2004, the Ontario Government announced the res.ults of ils Request for 
Proposals for 300 megawatts of renewable energy. Noise guidelines were developed from the 
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suggestions of the wind energy industry; haNever, there were no authoritative guidelines 
determined for setbacks. 


In a May 2004 Jetter to the Onlario Government, the Canadian Wind Energy Association (CanWEA) 
lobbied for higher noise limits ·as noise regulations can have a significant impact on wind turbine 
spacing, and therefore the cost of wind generated electricity.· 


Prior to June 2004 wind turbine noise may have been limited to 40 dBA In June 2004 the limit was 
increased to 53 dBA. In October 2008 the limit was reduced to 51 dBA for n,w projects possibly in 
response to ongoing problems. less than 9 months later, on Tuesday June 9, 2009 the Ministry of 
the Environment (MOE) released new draft setback regulations which according to the Minister Mr 
Gerretsen ~ ... best protect the health and safety of Ontarians·. The MOE's draft setback 
regulations propose a wind turbine noise limit of 40 dBA This reduction is very significant as a 10 
dBA increase is sUbjectively heard by the human ear as an approximate doubling in loudness. 


The new draft setback regulations had provisions to monitor and address low frequency noise, 
which has been known for many decades in the medical and health care community as causing 
adverse health effects. 


The proposed regulations contained a matrix for setbacks with respect to multiple IWTs (Industrial 
Wind Turbines). If these proposed setbacks wera applied to existing Ontario wind turbine projects 
some IWTs may have been set back up to three times further Ulan they currently are. Under the 
proposed setback matrix one of the victims in Ontario would likely have the closest wind turbine at 
about 1.5 km as opposed to slightly more than 450 m. 


Researchers are stating it is important to ensure sufficient set-backs. Some set~backs of up to 1.5 
mites (about 2.5 km) are being proposed in the references dealing with health risks. In New 
Zealand, suggestions are that set-backs should be 1.9 miles (3.1 km) in order to reduce the impact 
on people. Dr. Pierpont says it could be 2 to 3.5 km based on recent studies. It is important that 
the set-backs do not overiap property lines so that property owners who do not have turbines can 
still enjoy their property to the full area that they own. 


Time is needed for the researchers and clinicians to study the effects of wind generation on people. 
Time is needed for the declsion-makers and the public to understand the consequences of 
introducing these industrial complexes into areas where people live. 


Once these giant tUrbines are built, they will be here for a long time so great care needs to be 
exercised in order to protect the health and quality of life of our population. 


ff 1* c/oarth8t tho "nat "IRul8~0fl!j flC'I :Wr llI1eqU8r~,to 1!!lI/!l#/Jlla!M~/lb, ~~\lOns are 
naltouoded on evidenoo-ba&edrnodicares<lllrilheiiif8ilj,1l1ilIili\g,elu ,IjjlJ1lllpilrlll. T!lay'1I!!' 
~ on conservative computer-moclellng which in other parts of the wOl1cUs lised"ooly Inwohle 
case scenarios. 


A growing number of health care professionals and many organizations and rural Ontario families 
ara urging that independent evidence-based studies (epidemiology) be conducted to determine 
authoritative set backs and noi&e levels, including that of low frequencylinfrasound. 


The final Regulations which stele they ere 'unofficial'U WBre released September 24, 2009. 
Refe19nces to the promised 4Q dBA noiSB limits for wind turbines and low frequency I infrasound 
monitoring 8m/BCking. Solar energy will limit noise to 40 dBA. 


., They are not Gazetted yel and until they are, they are unofficial. 
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While i! is obviously unproduclive even to speculate on a setback that would satisfy 100% of Ihose 
who are complaining of adverse health effects from wind turbines, it is certainty not impossible to 
delermine ways to protect a significant number of those affected. 


9.0 MITIGATION 


"The only mitigation for-winq lurbine noise is to place a sufficient distance between the turbines and 
places of human habitation: - Dr Christopher Hanning 


10.0 CONCLUSION 


10.1 There is widespread consensus thai wind tUrbines cause noise pollution which frequently 
leads to sleep disturbance for Ihose living nearby. 


10.2 There is growing documentation from medical professionals abOul the related adverse health 
effects on humans and animals living within affected areas. 


10.3 The Ontario Agency for Heallh Prolection and Promotion has an obligation under its mandale 
for Health promotion, chronic disease prevention, and injury prevention to thoroughly invesligate 
the growing number of complaints being received from people in Ontario living near wind turbines. 
Elected members of the legislalure have a responsibility to exercise due diligence to proteclthe 
health or rural Ontarians. 


10.4 Researchers are slating it is important 10 ensure sufficient set-backs. Some set-backs of up 10 
1,5 miles (about 2.5 km) are being proposed in the references dealing with health risks. 


To repeat Dr- Nissenbaum's warning: 


"Th~r.e<:lre:}llapy-i_~_~ lJ;I?lne¢to~ wOJk~ out. Amoratprium is !Q9ical, unless we 
q~\d:dYri}~v~¥·t9:~aq~fm~rir·str1nge;['J,EufO~n Otherwise, theand AUSltJ:alian Sf9_l'J.q~rds-
s.tf3.t@!.~:,ftf!;I~I.9;aJ?N'!?!!ilBpW/JIY :~n.::tp}s, ~¥.ije~ W.tJW- ~q(JiVi1lenf:pf-;tJP~o.acming its 
~.~ppn$Jb.~?tY·tQ:pp'fir;_'Il.u~hp.h~a/tlj,--:wblch ,woul4l~ave the people WIth few options other 
than seeking nim6dy and tedress through ths courts·. 
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Letter from Nina Pierpont against siting wind turbines near
 
homes 


Author: Pierpont, Nina 


I am told that wind developers are proposing to build industrial-scale wind turbines 
as close as 270 meters from people's homes. This is a reckless and violent act. The 
evidence for turbines producing substantial low frequency noise and, worse, 
infrasound, is no longer in dispute. The clinical evidence is unambiguous that low 
frequency noise and infrasound profoundly disturb the body's organs of balance, 
motion, and position sense. The case studies performed by me and other medical 
doctors have demonstrated unequivocally that people living within 2 Ian of 
turbines are made seriously ill, often to the point ofabandoning their homes. There 
is no doubt among otolaryngologists and neuro-otologists who have studied the 
evidence that wind turbine low frequency noise and infrasound are seriously 
disrupting the body's vestibular organs, resulting in the constellation of illness I 
have called Wind Turbine Syndrome. 


The cure for Wind Turbine Syndrome is simple: Move away from the turbines or 
shut off the turbines. The prevention of Wind Turbine Syndrome is even simpler: 
Don't build these low frequencyfinfrasound-generating machines within 2 Ian of 
people's homes. Governments and corporations who violate this principle are 
guilty of gross clinical harm. Such governments and corporations should be taken 
before whatever level ofcourt is necessary to stop this outrage. 


I realize these are strong words. They are carefully chosen. They are strong 
because governments and the wind industry stubbomly-I would add, 
criminally-refuse to acknowledge that they are deliberately and aggressively 
harming people. This must stop. The evidence is overwhelming. I repeat, this must 
stop. 


Nina Pierpont, MD, PhD 


Fellow of the American Academy ofPediatrics 
Former Clinical Assistant Professor ofPediatrics, College ofPhysicians & 
Surgeons, Columbia University, New York 
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Noise and health 


•	 Home 


•	 Health effects of noIse 


•	 WHO Night noise guldeUnes 
for Europe 


•	 News and events 


•	 Publications 


•	 Environment and health at 
WHO/Europe 


•	 Related links 


•	 Contact us 


WHO Night noise guidelines for Europe 


Noise has emerged as the leadIng 
'':..jenvironmental nuisance In Europe, and "ii".....-.. 


excessive noIse Is an increasingly common ",cHT NOISE: 
- GUlgl'L'H~$


public complaint. rou "".o~( 


WHO/Europe developed guidelines for '\"
 
night noise to help countries recognize and •il 


" 


"i'
 
address noise and health Issues. Based on
 
a six-year expert evaluation of scientIfic V'
 
evIdence, they Involved thirty-five
 
scientists from medIcal and acoustIcal dIsciplines, and key
 
partners such as the European CommIssion.
 


The guidelines present ground-breaking eVidence of the
 
damage exposure to night noIse can have on people's
 
health: one In five Europeans Is regularly exposed to sound
 
levels at night that could significantly damage theIr health.
 


They also provide recommendations to countries for
 
IntroducIng night noise limits, thus supporting the
 
ImplementatIon of the 2002 European Union Directive on
 
EnvIronmental NoIse which requires countries to map
 
hotspots of noise and reduce exposure, but does not set
 
any limit values.
 


- ------.,.~---


Search 


...	 One in five Europeans Is regularlv 
exposed to sound leyels at night 
that could signlfIcantlv damage 
hoa!l!J 
8 October 2009: WHO/Europe 
releases guidelines to protect 
people'S health from night noise 
pollution 


,.	 WHO NIght NQlse GuIdelines for 
Europe C2GG9} [Ddt, 2MB] 


,.	 European Union· Directive on 
enVlronmeotal noise 2QQ2149/EC 
L2Q.Q2.l [external link] 


Assessment and management of 
enVironmental noise 


,.	 Project partners and reDorts 


The guIdelines are the final product of a project funded by the European Commission, DIrectorate 
General Health and Consumers (DG Sanco), which reviewed the evIdence of the effects of nIght 
tIme noise on health and estimated the magnitude of the associated health risks. 
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l'E6G.Y V:h.CI~.., 6./fIi)1"! 


November S, 2009
 


Health, Noise. Ontario, Wildlife
 


Wind turbine placement must consider vibration effect on animals 
Armstrong, Kay 


When researehing the impact the impacts of industrial wind turbines on migration of birds and bats, please 
consider the following: 


I live in close proximity to a wind faml on the north shore of Lake Erie, the closest turbine being 460 
meters from my property of2.4 acres. 


This wind fann is located in Clear Creek, Ontario and is comprised of 18 - 1.65 MW Vestas V82' s. 


It is an extension of the Erie Shores Wind Fann in Port Burwell Ontario, a wind fann that is comprised of 
66 - 1.5 MW GE sle turbines. 


I am relating my personal experiences to you so that you might have a background on the consequenees of 
this wind farm. 


My home is now virtually uninhabitable beeause of the infrasound and low frequency noise emanating 
from these turbines. We (the locals) also believe the turbines/substation is generating stray voltage, a 
matter we are having trouble in finding a government body for which to be held aeeountable. 1 do still live 
here, but only because I cannot afford the financial burden of an additional mortgage and property taxes. 


Upon eommission of the Clear Creek wind fann I started to exhibit many symptoms that eould be
 
identified with Wind Turbine Syndrome. Because ofa layoff this past summer, [now spend eaeh and
 
every day at home. The ensuing constant, prolonged exposure, has caused my health to deeline rapidly.
 


The following is an aeeount of a particularly bad night: 


I live in Clear Creek adjaeent to the wind farm. Once again, I've been woken up by the turbines. I can hear 
the deep humming sound and I can feel the vibrations through my entire house. Both are even more 
detectable when I lay my head down to sleep. I ean hear and feel them through my pillow. 


I can also hear the sound of killdeer outside, and it occurs to me that this isn't the first time I've heard 
them at strange hours of the night. They seem especially agitated right now, and it strikes me that they, 
these birds that roost on the ground, are feeling what I'm feeling, perhaps to an even larger degree sinee 
they have direct contact to the ground. The vibrations have woken them up as well and they are flying 
around throughout the night in order to eseapc them. In fact, thcse poor creatures have it even worse than I 
do because they have to keep flying and expend energy in order to be free of the vibrations that are 
disturbing what they had deemed home for the night. These birds are going to be exhausted before 
migration even starts. With industrial wind fanns from northern Ontario down through the States, where 
will these birds ever find a resting spot? 


Another thing. There are no frogs in my pond this year. It takes 150 paecs to circle my pond. It used to be 
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with eaeh step or so I eould hear one jump into the water. I don't believe they could see me earning for all 
the bulrushes aroWld the edges and with banks 5 to 20 feet high. They were able to deteet my footsteps as I 
approaehed. It would be my guess that these vibrations are intolerable to them as welL Either that or the 
vibrations have stopped the eggs from developing. But they're not there anymore. Not one. 


It's now past 3 AM; 4 hours later and the killdeer are still disturbed. If they don't sleep now and have to 
sleep in the day to eompensate for it, how do they find time to gather the food they need? 


This 10w-frequency/infrasoWld is making me dizzy, and the vibrations can be physically felt when I lay 
my head down. A couple of weeks ago, desperate for sleep, I actually went out to my truck at 4.30 AM, 
thinking the rubber tires would eliminate the vibrations. This actually worked, although you could still 
hear the hum and I was still dizzy. Tonight, the killdeer are up in the trees, ealling to each other. I think in 
an attempt to do the same thing. 


If this 'noise' ean make a human skull resonate, make me dizzy, what does it do to the skulls of these 
killdeer and other small-framed animals? What does it do to their internal organs? 


Three times I have traveled 20 Ian away on bad nights to escape these vibrations. On those nights I could 
still hear and feel the vibrations through the coueh I slept on - 20 Ian away. I could tell they were from the 
wind farm beeause of their eyelic rhythm. 


Although the impaet of industrial wind farms on migration is neeessary and commendable, it is my
 
eoneern that not nearly enough attention is being paid to the seismic vibrations generated by these wind
 
fanns.
 


In addition to the above aeeount, I have noted killdeer eggs in my driveway that never hatehed. 


There are alanning reports of fewer snakes in our area. 


This in eonjunction with reports of stillborn seals in the vicinity of offshore turbines, reports ofpregnant 
women being hurriedly bought-out, sileneed and gagged. 


Having experienced these vibrations for myself, I really worry about the impaet of industrial wind farms
 
on the eggs of all creatures that reside on the ground, in the water; the impaet on the environment as a
 
whole.
 


Vibrations felt from 20 km away. 


This article is provided as a service ofNational Wind Wateh, Inc.
 
http://www.wind-watch.org!documents/
 


The usc of copyrighted material is protected by Fair Use.
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Michael Reibel 


Dr,le County Planning tlnd Zoning Adminimator 


911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, Il61061 


Mr. Reibel, 


This letter is in regards to the proposed industrial wind development ordinance being (onsid(!red by the 


planning and zoning committee. An appropriate ordinance to limit neaative impacts to wildlife would include 


at least <J two mile setback from tile boundary lines of natural areas such as those owned by The Nature 


Conservancy, IlONR, and Byron Forest Preserve, and sites. within two miles of an Illinois Natural Are<l 


Inventory site. 


The Rock River Valley conlain~ some of lhe best 11i'llUral <Jrea~ ill Illinois: Franklin Creek N<nur,,1 Area, Nachus.a 


Grasslands, Lowden Miller State Forest, Byron Forest Preserve and others. The investments of lime and 


money in protecting and manaflinfl these natural areas are siflilificant. A prudent and cautious ordinilnce 


would not risk impacts to wildlife from poor siling of turbines and their associated infrastructure. 


The Nat\Jre Conservancy has been working [0 create Nachus<l Gr<lssl"nds. for almost 25 years. We have 


always paid property taxes, we have a lot of volunteers who work on our preserve. we have a huntinfl 


program. and we are open to the public free of charge every day. 


I enclose a DVD with a nine minute long slide show s.et to " public rildio program done Or\ Nachusa 


Grasslands. Il can plaY on a DVD or <J computer. 


Sincerely, 


;;;:.,/~ 
Bill Kleiman Cody Considine 


Projett Director Nachusil Grasslands Restoration Ecologist Nachusa Grasslands 


815·456·2340. bklerlTl,lrl@lnUHl! cconsidine [nJ tIlC.orr; 


Cc: Ogle County board 


Enclosure: DVD of Nachusa Grilsslands 
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lllinois Nature Preserves ~ Commission 


One Natural Resources Way 
Springfield, IL 62702-1271 
217n85-8686 


Marob 4, 2010 


• 
Mr. MicbaeJ'Reibel 
Ogle County Plaoning and Zoning Administrator 
911 W. Pines Road 
Oregon, IL 61061 


Dear Mr. Reibel, 


The llIinois Nature Preserves Commission (lNPC) commends Ogle County on its work toward a 
comprehensive county wind ordinance that will balance energy development with the protection 
of the high quality naturaJ resources that make the County such an important part of lliinois. 


The INPC bas been actively engaged in reviewing county wind development projects by 
considering the impacts to high quality natural areas which may require special protections to 
ensure their sustainability. This note is intended to provide you with background on how we 
review projects in regard to naturBI areas, particularly Ibose in INPC programs. Ogle County bas 
24 bigh quality siles on Ibe Dlinois NaturBI Areas Inventory (INA!) totaling 6,041 acres. Of 
those, 8 llIinois nature preserves and 1 land and waJer reserve totaling 1392.45 acres are 
protected under INPC programs. Another notable nlJtural feature of statewide significance in 
Ogle County, ofwbicb I am sure you are aware, is Nacbusa Grassland.. This nearly 3,000-acre 
INAI site, owned by The Nature Conservancy, is a haven for many State-listed threatened and 
endangered species. The INPC certainly recognizes this extraordinary natural area as one that is 
wortby ofproleCtion and will bopefully one day be enrolled in our programs. It is Ibe staMory 
obligation oflbe INPC to protect, defend and steward Ibose irreplaceable natunll treasures. 


The INPC recommends Ibat all wind developers consult wilb Ibe Dlinoi. Department ofNatunII 
Resources (IDNR) when engaged in plaoning. The IDNR can Iben infonn developers of 
sensitive natural resources in the vicinity oftheir project. Early review can prevent problems 
from bappening and enable appropriale coexistence ofwind projects and natunll areas. The 
IDNR's review might include threatened or endangered species records, natural areas protected 
under INPC programs, and areas identified as bigh quality in lbeDlinois Natunli Areas Inventory 
as described above. Our mission is to preserve these exceptional areas in perpetuity. Through 
the IDNR consultation process, the INPC gains the opportunity to review wind projects and offer 
siting recommendations to ensure no adverse impacts to any neighboring natural area, 
particularly Ibose Ibat are a part of INPC programs. Potential impacts such as wildlife 







Mr. Michael Reibel 
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interactions, noise, vibration, electromagnetic frequency. and the lesser known concerns of 
shadow flicker are currently being reviewed. Shadow flicker is the alternating shadow and light 
caused when the blades pass in front oithe sun. Shadow flicker may cause wildlife to disperse 
from these sites or avoid them altogether. Such avoidance might be evidence of an adverse 
modification to a site, which INPC is required by statute to protect against. To prevent adverse 
impacts the INPC is not agreeing to any shadow flicker on sites legally protected in our programs 
until we can prove otherwise. 


The INPC reSpectfully requests that Ogle County balance the statewide impor1llnce of its wealth 
ofhigh quality natural areas and rare resources,with its development ofwind resources through 
the County's new ordinance. Please contact me directly with any questions or comments. 


Thank you for your attention. 


Sincerely, 


Jenny Skufca 
Natural Areas Defeo'e Specialist 
217-782-0953 


Ce:	 Deborah Stone, Randy Heidorn, John Nelson - INPC 
Don McFall, Ed Anderson., Karen Miller, Keith Shank - IDNR 
Bill Kleiman - TNC 
Jerry Paulson - NLI 
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McCann Appraisal, LLC 


December 14, 2009 


Mr. Ben Hoen 
Ernest Orlando Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory 


Re:	 The Impacl of Wind Power Projects on Residential Property 
Values in lhe Uniled Slales: A Multi-Sile Hedonic Analysis 


Dear Mr. Hoen: 


I have prepared this follow up Certified Review letter after reading your group's 
published study (Report). Perhaps the LBNL research leam will be doing supplemental 
or ongoing work that will incorporate corrections, additions and shift the focus to reflect 
proportionate relevance, and these review comments and concerns can be given due 
consideration. 


With all due respect, the final Report falls short of being a truly objeclive and reliable 
real estate value study of the issue at hand, in my professional opinion, the reasons for 
which I will begin to describe in this follow up review. 


Intended Users of Report 
As I predicted in a prior communication with you, your final Report would get a lot of 
exposure and probably be .cited as justification for zoning and land use application 
approval requests for wind energy projects, on a far reaching scale. 


For that reason, an abundance of caution should have been utilized to emphasize any 
reasonable and logical inlerprelalion of the "nearby property" study data, even when 
that is contrary to, or significantly differs from, the thrust of the general conclusion that is 
based on lhe 5-mile and beyond data. 


In this day and age of questionable "science" being applied regarding predictions of 
global warming, any appearance of omitting relevant data or painting "targets around 
bullet holes" does little to solve controversies or facilitate sound, well informed planning 
and decision making. With that preface, my review comments are, as follows: 


500 North Michigan Avenue, Suite 300 Chicago. Illinois' 60611 
PHONE: (312) 644-0621 FAX: 1312) 644-9244 


, 







liliiii McCann Appraisal, LLC 


Turbine Height
 
First, I direct your attention to Report Table 2, which cites study locations and the "hub"
 
height of tUrbines. This is misleading to a typical reader, as zoning standards usually 
include the height as fully extended by the turbine blades. The height of the structures 
does not peak at the "hub" and there is obviously a greater height, often approximately 
400 feet and current projects proposed up to 500 feet; by any objective measure more 
significant than the lower hub height. 


First McCann Review of LBNL Draft report 
The Report omitted the fact that in the written review of the Draft Report, I cited to you in 
particular as my opinion basis for value impact 40 sales that demonstrate on their face a 
25% lower value of homes in close proximity to the Mendota Hills turbines. 


The two (2) "sales" you DO attribute to McCann (Report Table 1, page 9) as my opinion 
basis are, in reality, (pre-draft Report) examples I provided of inordinately long and on
going marketing times, at otherwise market-based asking prices. 


The deterrent to sale of the homes directly attributable to the wind farm project is well 
understood by the local Realtor who had the listings and who, at the time of my 
communication with you, had reported to me the consistent rejection rationale of over 
100 otherwise interested would-be buyers and their agents. Interest that evaporated 
once potential buyers visited the properties and saw the nearby and surrounding 
tUrbines. 


The Report also misstated an important fact: The two (2) homes never actually sold, 
although the text of the Report implies it was just a long marketing time BEFORE they 
sold. (See Report page 7, 2"d paragraph) Clearly, this error distorts the market reaction 
indicated by the actual facts. 


Such a stigma deterrent to the sale of homes, while not perhaps statistically significant 
or measurable via the methodology employed and data utilized in your study, is entirely 
significant to an owner unable to reasonably convert their home eqUity to cash. That 
real-world experience is virtually mute and is mischaracterized in the Report. 


As demonstrated by the two (2) homes, if one was unable to seil their home or even 
elicit an offer at any price, despite reducing the asking price by 10%, 20% or more from 
the going in basis and/or current market rates, and if the reason for the loss of 
reasonable liquidity is isolated as a single factor or influence, then that impact is many 
things, but Uinsignificanf is not the phrase that comes to mind. 


And while marketing experience for the two (2) homes is only part of the basis for 
opinions I have developed thus far, the Report is inaccurate since I disclosed the 40 
recorded, closed sale basis to you (see McCann review letter) and that Is not mentioned 
in the Report on Table 1, where other such outside input is shown. 


2 :
 







.. McCann Appraisal, LLC
 


I suspect I will need to go on the record at some point to clarify that Report mistake, 
given the opposite direction of the indication of both the Mendota Hills sale and 
separate unsold listing data to the Report findings. 


On balance, I acknowiedge that the Report gave some limited comment to the 
"possibilitY' that some properties "maY' have had negative effects from proximity to 
turbines. 


However, based on the size of the < 1 mile data sample, I am surprised that the Report 
does not unequivocally state that nearby properties "have shown a discernible and 
measurably lower" sale price than the base line data located > 5 miles from the 
projects studied. 


While the qualifying words in the Report may have been intended by the authors to 
reflect the somewhat lower mathematical certainty of drawing the indicated adverse 
conclusion, vis a vis the much larger database of sales in the 5+ mile distance, the 
framing of the comments minimizes the real and significant impacts shown in the Report 
for the nearest properties said. 


In fact, the Report Executive Summary states: u ••••neither the view of the wind facilities 
nor the distance of the home to those facilities is found to have any consistent, 
measurable, and statistically significant effect on home sales prices". This claim simply 
does not comport with the data resuits. 


Report Results - Actual Impact 
Contrary to the study conclusions, the Report charts and data are in fact supportive of a 
distinctiy MEASUREABLE reduction in value, on the order of 5.3% to 5.5%, for homes 
up to 1 mile away from the nearest turbine(s) (Report Figure ES-l). 


The data within the 1 mile distance included 125 saies, compared to 870 baseline sales 
that were greater than 5 miles in distance. As I understand basic statistical analysis, 
data in excess of 50 measuring points is generally accepted and deemed statistically 
"significanf'. 


In the Report, however, this difference is dismissed as "statistically insignificant". The 
minimization and dismissal of these facts leads the reader to the incorrect belief that 
wind farms do not reduce nearby property values. Further, the Report Executive 
Summary (page ix) emphasizes the word "possible", rather than draw attention to the 
factual basis of actual negative impact measured at the nearest properties. 


Similarly, your report (Figure ES-2) reveals that 310 sales with a vista rated as poor 
compared to 2,857 sales with an average vista, sold for 21% lower than the average 
view properties. 
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The poor vista measurement in the Report, however, is perfectly consistent with the 
Mendota Hills data I ciled to you and the 25% value loss indicated. It follows then, 
under circumstance whereby the property in question possesses an above average 
vista and attendant higher than average value (>10%, per Report), and will end up with 
a below average or poor vista post-turbine development, a value loss of 25% may very 
well understate the damages in those instances. 


While the rating of any vista has some subjective elements to it, it is well established 
that the subjective rating of turbine views is disproportionately negative by residents of 
immediate project areas who have no turbine lease agreement or financial interest in 
the project(s). Again, the Report conclusions are contrary to data contained within. 


While the vista or view from a given property is a well recognized value influencing 
factor, the Report conciusions fail to proportionately refiect the findings contained in 
Figures ES-1 and ES-2. 


Literature Review - Hedonic Analysis 
A true peer reviewed articie (supporting data available for peer review) written by Dr. 
Sandy Bond, (acknowledged in the Report), found an even lower impact on residential 
property value from cell towers in Florida than the 5% indicated in the Report, and the 
Appraisai Journai indeed published those findings as being statistically significant. A 
different detenninant standard of significance must be the explanation for these contrary 
conclusions. 


I would also suggest that a single cell tower with a height of 80 t0150 feet is far iess 
likely to impact neighboring property use, enjoyment and value than dozens of 400 foot 
tall turbines with spinning blades, noise, flicker effect, etc. 


Thus, the Report conclusions are completely inconsistent with an existing published 
study, and which was peer reviewed by the "leading real estate valuation journal. At a 
minimum, this important conclusion difference establishes that there was some 
subjective determination as to what constitutes statistical significance. 


Again, with all due respect, the leading real estate valuation journal must be considered 
as more reliable regarding property value issues than an academic study conducted by 
researchers untrained in professional real estate evaluation issues. At any level, an 
appraisal must accurately reflect the market, and any opinion related to value 
constitutes an appraisal opinion. 


Report Findings - Applied 
In this review, I have applied the measured proximate Report study area loss of 
(rounded) 5% into a generic (Illinois) projectarea, encompassing thousands of acres of 
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land. Using simple projections, Report conclusions may not stand a reasonable test of 
what is or isn't significant, in the context of a zoning standard being met or failing to 
satisfy the legal requirement of no substantial impact on "neighboring" property value. 


Please note that neighboring values are the relevant baseline in all zoning standards 
addressing this issue....not the value of homes 5 or 10 miles distant from a proposed 
project. Simpiy put, the homes located in the footprints of these projects are the real 
"ground zero" on this issue, and what is mathematically measured at distances beyond 
1 mile, etc, is inapplicable as a basis for detennining ground zero impacts. 


Applying a (rounded) 5% reduction of value to a "typical" residential market vaiue of 
$175,000 to homes within one (1) mile of a project footprint, and 25% impact Within the 
project footprint, and projecting the rural housing density on the basis of 1 house per 40 
acres and a 6,000 acre footprint, (10,240 acres within 1 mile) value loss of $8.8 million 
is indicated for a typical Illinois project. (See attached McCann illustration; PROJECTED 
TYPICAL IMPACT) 


The actual Report measured loss of 5% includes data up to 1 mile distant but appears 
to be silent as far as measured value loss for the typical ground zero (footprint) 
residence. The direction of impact must be logically concluded as greater than 5% in the 
footprint. 


Thus, if the Mendota data indication of 25% value loss is applied to the preceding 
example (as also supported by poor vista lower values in Report Figure ES-2), the 
impact is $8.8 million of diminished home eqUity. If this is repeated for 10 new projects 
in rural residential areas, $88 million in losses can be reasonably forecast. 


I suggest that no one could reasonably conclude the collapse of an $88 million office 
tower or shopping mall and complete destruction of its value would be "insignificant", 
even with no loss of life. J also suggest that rural residential property is no less 
deserving of a fair characterization of actual value loss. 


As a professional appraiser, it boggles the mind to consider the total property value 
losses that will result if the renewable energy policy goals are completed via 
development of utility scale wind energy projects, in rural residential areas. 


This magnitude of loss is significant on so many levels that the term "statistically 
insignificane is misleading because it ignores "the harsh, localized reality, When the 
projects are developed surrounding and interspersed with homes in rural residential 
areas. 


In these "overlaid" locations, turbine views are not just on the distant horizon, as with 
the greatest majority of Report data locations and distant proximity to turb"ines upon 
which the Report conclusions focus. 
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Hole in the Doughnut 
The most impacted properties are simply not proportionately refiected in the Report, the 
importance of which is contrary to the Report claim that the number is again, 
"statistically insignificant". The "hole in the doughnut"!,) of the Report database and 
stated conclusions is, in my opinion, the most important indication, and it is 
disproportionately minimized or even misleading via the terminology used. 


Any reduction of equity (value) beyond normal negotiation of price and sale 
commissions must be considered significant, from a land use and zoning standard 
perspective. Further, since the Report will be utliized for exacily that purpose rather 
than as an academic exercise in statistical analysis techniques, I do firmly believe more 
care should have been given to understanding the members of the public that the 
Report would be advising, influencing and affecting. 


Properly Value Guarantee (PVG) 
Given the actual value loss to nearby properties shown in the Report, I must question 
why the Report did not even mention the prudence of ProperlY Value Guarantees. 


Such guarantees are used sometimes in high profile and controversial zoning matters 
such as iandfills, quames and indeed, other wind farms (See DeKalb, /IIino/s record, et 
al) and are certainly appropriate when value impacts are measurable and predictable 
with a high degree of certainty, as shown in the Report. 


The Report modestly mentions homes bought out by wind farm owners/developers. And 
while this may be driven by health impact liability reasons, health issues are beyond the 
scope of the Report, this review and the reyiewer's expertise. This area of neighboring 
owners reported experience, concern and the publicized controversy, however, has a 
stigma effect that is an appropriate property value issue to be considered even if the 
stigma effect is not measurably isolated between view and health concerns, or other 
nUisance-type issues. 


With all the other policy and non-mathematical commentary and background cited in the 
Report, the Ustatistically insignificant" cost of implementing a property value guarantee, 
as measured against the huge cost of these projects, would have been a balanced and 
objective recommendation. 


Industry may not embrace that idea nor the funding sponsor of the Report. However, 
there is no down-side to either of them if the tlno measurable impact on value" Report 
conclusion proves out to be applicable at ground zero properties. 


(1) A graphic depiction of this type of dete Udoughnut hole" is contained in the 2006 Impacts of Windmifl 
Visibility on Property Velues in Medison County. New York end attached to this review. The Lee County. 
Illinois study Area Map contained in the Report (Figure A-6) is another such example. 
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PVG Costs are Insignificant 
In the generic Illinois project example, value 1055 of homes located In the project 
footprint and within one (1) mile equates to $8.8 million in property vaiue ioss 
compensation, via a legitimate PVG. In proportion to a cost for a 100 turbine 
deveiopment at $3 million per turbine, a cost of 2.9% could easily be absorbed as a cost 
of doing business, or a simple contingency line item on the development financial pro
fonna. 


If 5% value 1055 experienced by nearby homes can be concluded in the Report as 
"statistically insignificant", then certainly 2.3% additional project costs is far from 
onerous as to the financial feasibility of wind farm development. 


From a policy and planning perspective, which is apparently the intended advisory 
purpose of the Report, an Insignificant PVG cost of that magnitude to protect property 
values should not have been ignored, since residential values are the fundamental issue 
and question at hand. The report conclusions within 1 mile and the ~doughnut holen lack 
of data fully warrant such a recommendation. 


Marketing Time 
Finally, and with some limited acknowledgement by Report authors of further study 
being needed, the Report Is completely irrelevant to the issue of marketing times. This 
qvariableft is well understood in all real estate professions as a value-related and value
influencing issue, and the opportunity to collect such data was apparently missed during 
the multi-year research period while LBNL was conducting the study. 


The Report also does not state data I provided regarding 800+ day marketing time of a 
ground zero home, which commenced in the most dynamic residential market of the 
modem era. Other examples of ongoing marketing times beyond 2 years were omitted 
as well. 


Beyond a property getting ~stale" on the market thereby motivating inordinate price 
reductions, the time-value of money is easily understood, Le., one dollar ($1) to be 
received in 3 months has a higher present worth (value) than $1 to be received in 3 
years. 


The adverse impact on marketability is only mentioned in passing in the Report as a 
~possibmty" rather than a historic fact or trend, notwithstanding that such experience is 
clear and documented. Future potential research of this issue is suggested as an 
apparent afterthought. 


The report data is not accepted under objective appraisal review as being ~rich·, since it 
is i,"!complete on such an important point. 
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Focus of Report 
In closing, and [f you will forgive my analogy, if one wishes to learn the "price of tea in 
China", then that is where one must look. To apply the analogy, it follows that one is not 
likely to find the true answer to the question of ground zero impacts if focusing on 
greater distances. 


I suggest that the Report reflects exactly that imbalanced focus, yet leads the reader to 
apply the findings pretly generically to all properties, whether or not located at "ground 
zeron 


• 


As a statistical analyst and researcher, I hope you find the focused real estate review 
useful to any updated Report you may ultimately prepare, and which I believe is still 
warranted. 


J trust that you will take my review comments in the intended spirit; that of seeking the 
truth for this important issue, regardless of the position or agenda of concerned parties 
on either side of this issue. 


Respectfully submitted, 


McCANN APPRAISAL, LLC 


Michael S. McCann, eRA 
State Certified General Reaf Estate ArJCJraiser 
License No. 553.001252 (Exnires 9130i2011 
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PROJECTED TYPICAL IMPACT 


Combined Nearby Impact Zone 


I1TYT3T4Ts 
r16T1--I2T3T6 
r1sT"4TsT6T7 
114T7rsT-g18
l13112111110[9 


9 = square miles in 6000 acre footprint
 
16 = square miles or 10,240 acres within 1 mile of footprint
 


Generic Wind Farm Land Area Impacted 
Footprint: 6,OOO-acres 1640 acres per square mile = 9.375 square miles 


(Rounded to 9 square miles) 


Within 1 Mile: 16 square miles X 640 acres per square mile = 10,240 acres 


Wind Farm Neighboring Homes 
Footprint =150 homes at 40 acres per home rural density (6,000 140 =150) 
Within 1 Mile = 256 homes at 40 acres per home rurai density (10,240 140 = 256) 


Value Baseline 
Footprint = 150 homes X average value of $175,000 = $26,250,000 
Within 1 Mile = 256 homes X average value of $175,000 = $44,800,000 


Projected Value Impact 
Footprint: $26,250,000 X (1)25% value loss = $6,562,500 
Within 1 Mile: $44,800,000 X (2) 5% value loss = $2,240,000 
Neighboring Properties; Total Impact = $6,602,500 


(1) Per Mendota Hills data & as supported by Poor ViewVlsla, Report figure ES-2 
(2) Per Report Figure E5-1 


Property Value Guarantee - Significance to Wind Farm Project Costs 
ThUS, if a typical 6,000 acre wind fann project with 100 turbines at cost of $3 million 
each, and has totai project cost of $300 million, the collateral damage impact to property 
values of $8.8 million is equal to 2.9% of total project costs. 
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Fenner Windfarm Study Area 
Arm'& Lsnglh Aesidetlliel S.18$ 8elw8lIn Jilnuary 1996· June 2005 
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A 


'Housessofd• 
FennerWindmm. -, ~. __ ....-' 


Data SDur'c9~-Madisbii'Counfy Tax'Ollice, 
Prepared by: Bo'rl'Hcien 
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A.S ILLC Study Area: Lee County (Illinois) 
Figure A - 6: Map of ILLC Study Area 
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REVIEW CERTIFICATION 


PROJECT DESCRIPTION:	 Wind Fann Developments in general 


EFFECTIVE DATE OF REVIEW: December 14, 2009 


The undersigned, representing McCANN APPRAISAL, LLC, do hereby certify to the best of my kno'NIedge 
and belief that 


FIRST:	 The statements of fact contained in this review report are true and correct. 


SECOND:	 The reported analyses. opinions and conclusions are limited only by the reported 
assumptions and limiting conditions and represents the personal, impartial and unbiased 
professional analyses, opinions. and conclusions of the undersigned. 


THIRD:	 I have no present or prospective interest in the property that is the subject of this report and 
no personal interest with respect to any or the parties involved. 


FOURTH:	 I have no bias with respect to the property that is the subject of this report or to the parties 
involved with this aSSignment 


FIFTH:	 My engagement in this assignment was not con~ngent upon developing or reporting 
predetermined results. 


SIXTH:	 My compensation for compleling this aSSignment is not contingent upon the development or 
reporting of a predetennined value or direction in value that favors the cause of the client, the 
amount of the value opinion, the attainment of a slipulaled result, or the occurrence of a 
subsequent even! directly related \0 the intended use of this review report. 


SEVENTH:	 My analysis, opinions, and conclusions were developed, and this report has been prepared in 
confonnity with the Unifonn Standards of Professional Appraisal Practice. 


EIGHTH: The following person has made an exterior inspection of the public areas of the Mendota Hills 
project that is part of the basis for the opinions expressed in this report 


Michael S. McCann has inspected the Mendota Hills wind farm,
 
Twin Groves, and other wind farm projects
 


on various dates begInning In 2005
 


NINTH:	 No one other than the undersigned provided significant real property appraisal review 
assistance to the persons signing this certification. 


IN WITNESS WHEREOF, THE UNDERSIGNED has caused these statements to be signed and attested to. 


~a~-~~e.-
State Certified General Real Estate Appraiser
 
Ucense No.553.001252 (Expires 9/3012011)
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The following disclaimer was copied from the LBNL Report, and is considered to be 
relevant to the author's ratification of the data, methodology and opinions expressed in 
the Report. 


Disclaimer 
This document was prepared as an account of work sponsored by the United States 
Government. While this document is believed to contain correct information, neither .the 
United Slates Government nor any agency thereof, nor The Regents of the University of 
Califorriia, nor any of their employees, makes any warranty. -ex'press or implied,:or 
assumes any legal responsibility for the accuracy, completeness, or usefulness of any 
information, apparatus, product, or process disclosed, or represents that its use would 
not infringe privately owned rights. Reference herein to any specific commercial 
product, process, or service by its trade name, trademark, manufacturer, or otherwise, 
does not necessarily constitute or imply its endorsement, recommendation, or favoring 
by the United States Government or any agency thereof, or The Regenls of the 
University of California. The views and opinions of authors expressed herein do not 
necessarily state or reflect those of the United States Govemment or any agency 
thereof, or The Regents of the University of California. 


Ernest Orlando Lawrence Berkeley National Laboratory is an equal opportunity 
employer. 
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Professional Profile of 
Albert R. Wilson, eRE 
(as of April 15, 2009) 


Education 
Bachelor of Science in Science Engineering, Northwestern University, Evanston, 
Illinois (See Educational Background below for an explanation of the BSSE) 


Master of Business Administration, Bowling Green State University, Bowling 
Green, Ohio 


Professional Experience 
1970-1982: 


Various staff and operating management positions with PepsiCo (Division 
Consultant-Systems, Operations and Risk Management), Rentar Industries 
(Executive Vice President-Operations), and Home Window Company (Part 
Owner, President). 


1982-Present: 
A. R. Wilson, LLC specializing in environmental financial risk management and 
impaired value analysis. During the period 1990 through 1994, acted as 
President of Environmental Analysis & Valuation, Inc., a consortium of 
environmental and appraisal experts focused on the development of value impact 
opinions for litigation support. 


Professional Accomplishments 
One of the primary developers of the theory, application and language of 
environmental impairment analysis. Primary strength has been in the 
development of a unified valuation impact opinion incorporating the expert 
opinions of appraisers, attorneys, accountants, historians, civil and geotechnical 
engineers, hydrogeologists, and other specialized professionals. These unified 
opinions have been highly successful in the courtroom and negotiated 
settlements. 


Regularly lecture, testify, and write on the subject of environmental impacts on 
business enterprise and real property value. Published numerous articles in such 
forums as The Appraisal Journal, Journal of Property Tax Management, and 
Environmental Watch. Author of Environmental Risk: Identification and 
Management which has become a text in several university level courses 
throughout the country. 


Developed the Engineering Impaired Value Model for the analysis of impacts on 
business enterprise and real property values. This model provides the 
quantitative information necessary to support disclosures under SAB 92, and 
evaluate the financial impacts of alternative tax treatments under IRS Revenue 
Ruling 94-38. 


Reviewer 
Reviewer of environmental articles for The Appraisal Journal, The Appraisal 
Institute, Chicago, Illinois. 







Special Honors 
Member Df ASTM Task Group on Land Use RestrictiDns (Brownfields) 
Chainnan, Appraisal Institute Task Group on Standards for the Application Df 
Statistical and Survey Techniques to the Valuation of Impaired Property. 


Lecturer 
Appraisal practices and procedures for environmentally impaired property for members 
of the Appraisal Institute. 


•	 January 1989; AIREA LDuisiana Chapter, New Orleans, Louisiana 
•	 November 1989; AIREA Annual Fall Meeting, Dallas, Texas 
•	 September 1990; AIREA Weslem Regional Conferences, Reno, Nevada 
•	 July 1992; Appraisal Institute National Meeting, Symposium on Impaired 


Property Valuation 


Registered Environmental Property Assessor and Registered Environmental Lending 
Analyst designation courses for the National Registry of Environmental Professionals. 


Environmentally Impaired Property Valuation, Hazardous Waste, Liability and Real 
Estate Seminar, University of California, San Diego. 


Toward the Quantitative Measurement of Stigma, Conference on Valuation and 
Evaluation, Society of Real Estate Appraisers, Dr. \Mlliam Kinnard, Chainnan. 


Environmentally Encumbered Value Opinion Development, Real Estate Counseling 
Group of AmericaNaluation Network, Inc., Joint Meeting, Ortando, Florida, February 
1991. 


Right-of-Way Environmental Valuation, International Right of Way Association, 
International Meeting, Cha~otte, North Carolina, June 1992. 


Presentations to Federal Deposit Insurance Corporation regional offices on impact of 
environmental impairments on FDIC policy: 


•	 August 1990; Costa Mesa, California office 
•	 February 1991; Dallas, Texas office 


Valuation of Environmentally Impaired Properties, Seminar for The Appraisal Institute, 
Colorado Chapter 22, May 1991. 


Environmental Risk Evaluation, Seminar for the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, 
Cincinnati, Ohio, July 1991. 


Environmental Risk Finance, Seminar for Farm Credit Services of Southern Michigan, 
Lansing, Michigan, September 25-26, 1991. 


EnVironmentally Impaired Valuation: A Team Approach to a Balance Sheet 
Presentation, Appraisal Institute Symposium, Philadelphia, PA, October 2-5, 1991. 


An Approach to the Impact on Value Analysis of Environmentally Impaired Properties: 
An Environmental Balance Sheel, PresentatiDn at NACORE Institute for Corporate Real 
Estate Seminar, Washington, D.C., October 8-9, 1991. 


Case Studies of the Appraisal of Contaminated Properties, Presentation at the 26th 







Annual Professional Seminar, International Association of Assessing Officers, Phoenix, 
Arizona, October 20, 1991. 


Impact on Ad Valorem Value of Environmental Impairments, Presentation to the 
Minnesota State Bar Association, Continuing Legal Education, Minnesota Property Tax 
Practice, February 1991. 


Environmentally (mpaired Properly Valuation; Appraisal Institute Video Training Series: 
editor, contributor and participant. 


Ad Valorem Taxation and Environmental Devaluation, Seminar organizer and 
moderator, EAV, January 1993. 


Eminent Domain and Environmental Devaluation, Seminar organizer and moderator, 
EAV, February 1993. 


Lending and Environmental Devaluation, Seminar organizer and moderator, EAV, 
March 1993. 


Eminent Domain and Environmental Devaluation, Seminar for the American Association 
of State Hi9hway and Transportation Officiais (AASHTO) National Meeting, sponsored 
by Federai Highway Administration, Austin, Texas, April 21, 1993. 


Impact of Environmental Liability and Appraisal ReqUirements upon Lending Practices, 
presentor, Illinois Bankers Association, Lisle, Illinois, April 28, 1994. 


Emerging Approaches to Impaired Property Valuation, New Jersey Association of 
Property Tax Appeals Boards, September 22, 1994. 


Appeals of Rateable Values, National Association of Railroad and Public Utility Tax 
Representatives, San Antonio, November 2, 1994. 


Impaired Properly Valuation: A Review of Theory and Techniques; The Association of 
Municipal Assessors of New Jersey, Rutgers University, June 18, 1995. 


Selected Publications 
FOCUS. Editor and publisher of a periodic journal of hazardous materials impacts on 
property and business values. 


Model Asbestos in Schools Inspection Report and Management Plan, HazardOUS 
Materials Institute, Inc. (HMI), Columbus, Ohio, 1987. 


Model Asbestos Building Inspection and Management Planning Standards, HMI, 1988. 


Topovalue Mapping: A Visual-Analytical Approach to Real Estate Evaluation, HMI, 
1989. 


Probable Financial Effect of Asbestos Removal on Real Estate, The Appraisal Journal, 
American Institute of Real Estate Appraisers, Chicago, Illinois, July 1989. 


An Objective Asbestos Project Selection and Prioritization Method, HMI monograph, 
July 1989. 







Environmental Risk: Identification and Management, Lewis Publishers, Inc., Chelsea, 
Michigan, May 1991. 


Environmentally Impaired Property: Valuation Considerations, Topical paper presented 
to the International Right of Way Association, International Meeting, Cha~otte, No~h 
Carolina, June 1992. 


The Environmental Opinion: Basis for an Impaired Value Opinion, Topical paper 
presented 10 the Appraisal Institute National Meeting, Symposium on Impaired Properly 
Valuation, Boston, Massachusetts, August 1992. 


Investment Risk and Retum, The Appraisal Journal, The Appraisal Institute, Chicago, 
Illinois, October 1992, with Mr. Gene Dilmore, MAl. 


Environmentally Impaired Valuation: A Team Approach to a Balance Sheet 
Presentation, Measurinq the Effects of Hazardous Materials Contamination on Real 
Estate Values: Techniques and Applications, Appraisal Institute Technical Reports, The 
Appraisallnstitule, Chicago, Illinois, October 1992. 


Ad Valorem Taxation of Environmentally Impaired Properties, Environmental Watch, 
December 1992, The Appraisallnslitule, Chicago, Illinois. 


Valuation of Impaired Property: A Team Approach, The Appraisal Journal, The 
Appraisallnstitule, Chicago, Illinois, 1993. 


Preparing an Assessed Value Appeal tor Environmentally Impaired Property, Real 
Estate Valuation Magazine, NAFFA, Inc., New Haven, Connecticut, Winter 1993. 


Ad Valorem Taxation and Environmental Devaluation, w·lth Maxwell O. Ramsland, Jr., 
MAl; Thomas Wilhelmy, Esq.; and Roger Groves, Esq.; Journal of Properly Tax 
Management, Summer and Fall Quarter Issues, 1993. 


The Environmental Opinion: Basis for an Impaired Value Opinion, The Appraisal 
Joumal, The Appraisal Institute, Chicago, Illinois, July, 1994. 


Abstracts of works have been cited in several publications including Environmental Site 
Assessments and Their Impact on Property Value: The Appraiser's Role, published by 
The Appraisal Institute, 1995 and Lessons from America: Appraisal and Lender Liability 
Issues in Contaminated Real Estate published by The College of Estate Management, 
Whiteknights, Reading, Berkshire, England, 1995. 


Emerging Approaches to Impaired Property Valuation, The Appraisal Journal, April, 
1996. 


Deflning Environmentally Impaired Market Value of Real Property, The Journal of 
Environmental Law and Practice, MaylJune, 1996. 


Measun·ng Environmental Property Value Damages.' A Discussion of Damage 
Measurement and "Brownfields", Journal of Environmental Law and Practice, 
MarchfApril 1997. 







Lender Attitudes Toward Souree and Nonsouree Impaired Property Mortgages, The 
Appraisal Journal, October, 1997, with Arthur Alarcon, SRA 


The Scienlific Validity of Hedonic Modeling, Mealey's Underground Storage Tank 
Litigation Conference, 1998. 


The Questionable Reliability of 'Peer Reviewed' Real Estate Literature, Bureau of 
National Affairs Expert Evidence Report, Volume 4, Number 1, January 5, 2004. 


Proximity Stigma: Testing the Hypothesis, The Appraisal Journal, Summer 2004. 


Damage to Value and Locationsl Premiums, Peter D. Bowes, Douglas C. Brown, Albert 
R. Wilson, Real Estate Issues, Volume 29, Number 4, Winter 2004-2005. 


Conlingent Valua(ion: Nof an Appropriate Valualion Tool, The Appraisal Journal, Winter, 
2006. 


Right-of-Way and Neighboring Property Values: The Problem of Faulty Analyses, Right 
of Way, January/February, 2006. 


Real Property Damages and Rubber Rulers, Real Estate Issues, Summer, 2006. Ballard 
Award winning paper as most significant article of 2006. 


Expert Designations
 
Environmental impacts on value before the:
 


Supenor Court, County of San Diego, California
 
Colorado Board of Assessment Appeals
 
Circuit Court, Broward County, Flonda
 
Federal District Court, Western Division, Southern Ohio District 
Montgomery County Circuit Court, Maryland 
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Professional Organizations 
The Counselors of Real Estate 
American Real Estate Society
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WIND FARMS, RESIDENTIAL PROPERTY VALUES, AND RUBBER RULERS©
 
by
 


Albert R. Wilson
 


I recently examined a document pUblished by the Department of Energy's Lawrence 
Berkeley National Laboratory titled "The Impact of Wind Power Projects on Residential 
Property Vaiues in the United States: A Multi- Site Hedonic Analysis· (heneafter "Report'')' 
I express no opinion concerning the impact of wind power projects on residential property 
values and instead focus on the underlying methods used in the deveiopment of the 
Report, and the resulting serious questions concerning the credibility of the results. 


As stated in the title the primary bases forthe conclusions drawn in the Report are hedonic 
analyses of residential real estate sales data. A hedonic analysis in tum is based on the 
assumption that the coefficients of certain explanatory variables in a regression represent 
accurately the marginal contribution of those variables to the sale price of a property. 


Regression 


A regression is a statistical process that attempts to quantify a" hypothetical relationship 
between certain factors (explanatory variables) and the value of an outcome (dependent 
variable). The explanatory variables are related to the dependent variable through a 
mathematical formula generally referred to as a regression model. In real estate the 
explanatory variables are usually such things as size (square feet), number of bedrooms 
and bathrooms, garage space, presence of basement, location, and the like. The 
dependent variable is sales price. In the Report the authors are basing their analysis 
primarily on a set of regression models with the inclusion of variables that attempt to 
estimate the possible impact of distance from and view of turbines. 


The mathematics of regression are executed through a computer program that assigns 
numeric values to the multipliers (coefficients) of the explanatory variables in such a way 
that when the estimates of the sales prices computed by the regression model are 
compared to the actual sales prices of the properties upon which the regression is based, 
the difference is at a mathematical minimum based on some measure (e.g. R2 or R
squared, the coefficient of determination). This process is accomplish through the computer 
program by continually changing the coefficients of the explanatory variables, recalculating 
all of the estimated sales prices using the new coefficients, comparing the estimated to the 
actual sales prices and repeating the process until the minimum difference given the data 
and the regression model is achieved. 


Using the hedonic analysts' favorite measure of R2
, the usual hedonic interpretation is that 


if R2 = 1 then the regression model explains all of the differences between the estimated 
and actual sales prices. If R2 = 0 then none of the differences are explained and the 
regression model is a failure. If the underlying regression is not explanatory of the actual 
data then the dependent hedonic analysis cannot be explanatory. 
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There are literally thousands of possible real estate regression models. The literature in the 
hedonic field generally exhibits little agreement on a model's mathematical form or the 
explanatory variables that should be included.' Absent published and recognized standards 
on the validation of data, model development and testing, and calibration of the model 
against the real wond market, a regression may be nothing more than a rubber ruler that 
can be stretched to provide a desired result.2 


Standards 


However, a well-developed and tested set of standards do exist. Those standards are 
published and maintained by the International Association ofAssessing Officers (IMO) and 
are explicitly for the accurate and reliable estimation of sales prices using regressions, not 
simply for appraisal purposes as some allege. 3 These standards are employed many 
hundreds of times a day and are continually tested against the market. 


For comparison purposes it should be noted that the usual hedonic regression model has 
an R2 from 10% to more than 60% less than an acceptable regression under IAAO 
standards (IMO R'better than 0.90' versus the best R' cited in the Report of 0.78-13% 
less-for example). No satisfactory scientific explanation ofwhy a regression with a smaller 
R' will provide more accurate and reliable hedonic results has been provided. 


There is no evidence whatever that the Report employed any standards. While the authors 
refer to the literature as support for their method this is little comfort as there is no evidence 
that any recognized standards were applied to the work reported in that literature. Further, 
the literature contains a significant number of papers illustrating some of the problems 
associated with hedonic studies ranging from an absence of proper validation of the 
undenying data, to models deliberately manipulated to magnify the desired impact, to 
improper use of indicator variables, to a failure to check the results of the models against 
the market to determine if the proclaimed results actually represent market behavior.5 


A common problem with the lack of adherence to standards is that the apparent magnitude 
and statistical significance of the coefficients of interest may be increased by simply not 
including important explanatory variables in the regression, generally known as the "omitted 


1 Atkinson, Scott E.: Thomas D. CrOcXer, "A Bayesain Approach to Assessing the Robustness of 
Hedonic Property Value StUdies," Journal of Applied Econometrics, Vol. 2, 27-45 (1987). 


2 Wilson, Albert; "Real Property Damages and Rubber Rulers," Real Estate Issues, Summer, 2006 


3 Standards on Valuation Models, IAAO.ORG 


4 Gloudemans, Robert J., "Mass Appraisal of Real Property', International Association of 
Assessing Officers, 1999-0ne of the basic IAAO training manuals. 


D SEE FOR EXAMPLE Rogers, Warren, "Errors in HedOllic Modeling Regressions: Compound 
Indicator Variables and Omitted Variables," The Appraisal Journal, April, 2000 
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variabJed problem.6 This omission may be the result of a lack of understanding of residential 
sales price behavior or from other considerations but the result is the same, skewed 
coefficient values. There is strong evidence of an omitted variable issue in the Report. 


Another method of increasing the apparent importance of a coefficient is to aggregate data 
into increasingly more expansive variable definitions. This procedure was used in the 
Report and is acknowledged by its authors. "The Base Model described by equation (1) has 
variables that are pooled, and the coefficients for these variables therefore represent the 
average across all study areas (after accounting for area fixed effects). An alternative (and 
arguably superior) approach would be to estimate coefficients at the level of each study 
area, thereby allowing coefficient values to vary among study areas.d7 


The consequence of this aggregation is to distort the quantitative meaning of the 
coefficients. Possible situations in the Report include sales prices in areas of declining 
population and therefore decreasing demand-a majority of the areas examined-are not 
directly comparable to sales prices in areas of increasing population and therefore 
increasing demand, but these markets were combined in the Report. Also in the Report is 
the aggregation of markets such as those in Washington-used as the base for comparison 
to all other areas by the Report-where the urban marketof Kennewickwas aggregated with 
the rural market of Milton-Freewater 42 miles distant. The failure to recognize and account 
for the need for homogeneity of markets is a common failing of hedonics. 


One of the major issues concerning the hedonic approach on a nationwide basis in ignoring 
local market homogeneity is addressed by the 2009 Coldwell Banker Home Price 
Comparison Index.sIt makes the point that local markets are critical. For example a house 
in Grayling, Michigan sells for $122,675 while in La Jolla, California the same house sells 
for $2,125,000. Creating an average sales price representing houses from nine states and 
at least 20 different markets-as the Report did-is a gross oversimplification that cannot 
provide for the specificity required to answer a micro-question such as an influence on 
sales price from a highly localized condition-distance to or view of a wind energy project. 


This problem becomes critical when it is recognized that less than 10% of the sales 
transactions in the Report had any view of turbines, and that only 2.1 % had a view rated 
greater than minor. The study is dominated by transactions where no influence is 
reasonably likely. The argument that the report is "data rich" may in fact be an 
overstatement of the situation because of this issue. 


It is worth noting that IAAO standards discourage the use of regression for the analysis of 


6 Rogers ibid. 


7 Report page 134 


8 "2009 Coldwell Banker Home Price Comparison Index: as cited In CNNMoney.com 'Same 4
bedroom house - Wildly different prices·, September 23,2009. 
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the impact of a proximate condition on value precisely because of the small number of 
potentially influenced sales available for analysis by regression. Instead the use of the 
classic three approaches to value (sales comparison, income and cost) is encouraged as 
more reliable under these circumstances.9 


A major issue pointed to in the literature is the influence of errors in the data. A recent 
article reported that, using an IAAO certified regression, as few as 15 erroneous sales 
skewed the estimated sales prices by at least $500 for all but 43 of the 20,000 saies 
estimated.10 In another instance a single error in the age of a property out of some 18,000 
data elements skewed the results of the regression from a finding of an influence on sales 
price to no influence on sales price. Absent access to the Report data these and similar 
issues cannot be evaluated. There is no evidence in the Report that any sales confirmation 
wor1< that might have revealed these issues was undertaken. 


Peer Review 


The authors of the Report claim it has been peer reviewed and the method and results are 
supported by the peer reviewed literature. Unfortunately this claim means far less than it 
seems. Peer review in the context of this Report and·the referenced literature consists of 
the reading of the report by several presumably knowledgeable individuais and the 
provision of comments to the authors based on that reading, nothing more.'" 12, 13 The 
authors mayor may not have addressed all of the issues raised by the comments. 


9 ·Standard on the Valuation of Properties Affected by Environmental Contamination·, IMO,ORG 


10 Cholvin, Brooke, Danielle Simpson, 'Assessing Mortgage Fraud,· Fair & Equitable, IMO, 
August, 2009 


11 Chan, Effie J., ·The 'Brave New World' of Daubert: True Peer Review, Editorial Peer Review 
and Scientific Validity,' New York University Law Review, April, 1995, 70, N.Y,U.L Rev 100. ALSO, 
Haack, Susan, ·Peer Review and Publication: Lessons for LaVl/Yers: Stetson Law Review, Vol. 36, 2007. 


12 'The Editor reads each_submitted manuscript to decide if its topic and content of the paper fits 
the objectives of JRER. Manuscripts that are appropriate are assigned anonymously by the Editor to one 
member of the Editorial Board and at least one other reviewer.... The referee presents a critique to the 
Editor who forwards it to the author. Each author should be encouraged to resubmit the manuscript for 
pUblication consideration. The Editor makes the final decision regarding re-submissions....• Editorial 
Policy and Submission Guidelines, Journal of Real Estate Research, American Real Estate Society, 
Volume 31, Number 2, 2009. 


13 'The mistake, of course, is to have thought that peer review was any more than a crude means 
of discovering the acceptability-;1ot the validity-of a new finding, Editors and scientists alike insist on the 
pivotal importance of peer review. We portray peer review to the pUblic as a quasi-sacred process that 
helps to make science our most objective truth teller. But we all know that the system of peer review Is 
biased, unjust, unaccountable, incomplete, easily fixed, often insulting, usually ignorant, occasionally 
foolish, and frequently wrong.· 'Genetically modilied foods: "absurd· concern or \Yelcome dialog?· Richard 
Horton, editor of Lancet, 1999; 354: 1314-1315 
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VVhat is missing from this process is any semblance of testing for the scientific validity of 
the results, a testing rendered impossible by the refusal of the Report's authors to provide 
the underlying data. Absent the data it is not possible to independently validate the 
accuracy or reliability of the data, replicate the analyses, test alternative regression models 
(say modeis that meet IAAO standards), or calibrate the results against the real world 
market. Absent such sdentific testing we have nothing more than opinion upon which to 
base an estimate of the credibility and applicability of the results. 


At best a peer review-as that phrase is commonly used in this field-with respect to both 
the Report and the literature addresses only the acceptability of the paper for publication 
but does not in any meaningful way address the validity of the underlying work. 


Hedonic Analysis 


Hedonic analysis depends entirely on the accuracy and reliability of the underlying 
regression. If the regression does not conform to recognized standards then we have no 


I,independent assurance of that accuracy or reliability, as in this case. 


Hedonic analysis also adds a new requirement, specifically that the coefficients of the 
explanatory variables of interest are quantitatively accurate and represent only the marginal 
contribution of that explanatory variable to the sales price. This is not a requirement of 
regression. In this case there is some doubt that the hedonic reqUirement has been met. 


First, computer regression programs are mindless, they simply follow a set of instructions 
until they are fulfilled and then print the results. It is a simple matter to demonstrate that 
omitting or adding an explanatory variable will frequently influence both the magnitude and 
statistical significance of the other explanatory variable coefficients. It is also possible to 
include a totally meaningless explanatory variable and achieve statistical significance for 
its coefficient, making itappearmeaningfuJ. Absent the application of standards regressions 
may easily meet the needs of junk science. 


Second the accuracy and validity of the coefficients of hedonic interest (in the Report the 
coefficients associated with View and Distance) must be separately tested to determine if 
they comply with the hedonic requirement of accurately and only representing the 
explanatory variables. 


In the literature-as in the Report-the usual test employed is that of the statistical 
significance of the coefficient. Unfortunately all this test may tell us is that the coefficient 
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is statistically unlikely to be zero.14.15 Knowing that a number is not likely equal to zero does 
not tell us anything about what it does represent or its importance to an analysis. 


To determine if the coefficient has any hedonic value the test must be for the economic 
significance of the coefficient. Specifically a proof that the coefficient accurately and only 
represents the marginal contribution to sales price for that explanatory variable, and that 
it is of sufficient magnitude to provide a significant impact on sales price. There is no 
evidence of such testing in the Report, or indeed in the referenced supporting literature. 


In Conculsion 


Vv'hile I have other issues with the Report and again reiterate that J have no opinion on the 
influence of wind farms on residential sales prices, the concerns I have addressed here 
lead to the conclusion that the Report should not be given serious consideration for any 
policy purpose. The underlying analytical methods cannot be shown to be reliable or 
accurate. 


The reasons for the conclusion may be summarized as: 


1) t.ack of access to the underlying data prevents the independent validation of the 
data, replication of the analysis, testing of altemative analyses, or testing of the 
conclusions against the real market. 


2) The peer review process used for both the literature and the Report can only 
determine the acceptability olthe papers for publication. Itcannot reveal the validity, 
accuracy or reliability of the work behind the papers. 
Given the peer review actually conducted the fact that no published and recognized 
standards forthe development of an accurate and reliable regression on sales price 


J~ were used render the Report of highly uncertain value for any purpose. 
4) The exclusive use of a test of statistical significance only indicates that the 


coefficients for Distance and View variables are not conclusive. VVnat we do not 
know is what those coefficients actually represent. Only tests of economic 
significance would provide an answer, and none has been conducted. 


5) Low explanatory power, 13% less than an acceptable minimum for an accurate 
regression on sales price. 


14 Although difficult to read the following covers both statistical and economic (scientific) 
significance in some detail, Ziliak, Stephen T., Deirdre N. McCloskey, "The Cult of Statistical Significance", 
The University of Michigan Press, Series: Economics, Cognition, and Society, Ann Arbor, MI and 
particularly the reference materials cited. 


15 NOTE that the null and alternative hypotheses in a test of significance are required to be 
mutually exclusive and collectively exhaustive. The lest of significance for a coefficient uses the null 
hypothesis of equality to zero but the alternative hypothesis is rarely stated. It appears that the hedonic 
analyst uses the Idea that if the null can be rejected, then the coefficient must represent the margInal 
contribution of that variable to the sales price. The correct alternative hypothesis Is that the coefficient Is 
simply not equal to zero and nothing more can be said. 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS


COUNTY OF OGLE )


ORDINANCE NO.                                  


AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 11215 W. IL ROUTE 64


WHEREAS, Kenneth L. Clayton, 512 Ash Ave., Forreston, IL has filed a petition for a
Special Use Permit in the AG-1 Agricultural District (Petition No. 01-10SU) to allow a portable
toilet storage facility on property located at 11215 W. IL Route 64 in Lincoln Township and
legally described as shown in Exhibit “A” attached hereto; and


WHEREAS, following due and proper notice by publication in the Ogle County Life at
least fifteen (15) days prior thereto, and by mailing notice to all owners of property abutting the
subject property at least fifteen (15) days prior thereto, the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals
conducted a public hearing on March 25, 2010, at which the petitioner presented evidence,
testimony, and exhibits in support of the requested Special Use Permit, and no member(s) of the
public spoke in support of or against the petition; and


WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals, having considered the evidence, testimony and
exhibits presented has made its findings of fact and recommended that the requested Special Use
Permit be granted as set forth in the Findings of Fact and Recommendation of the Ogle County
Zoning Board of Appeals dated March 25, 2010, a copy of which is appended hereto as Exhibit
“B”; and


WHEREAS, the Planning and Zoning Committee of the Ogle County Board has reviewed
the testimony and exhibits presented at the public hearing and has considered the findings of fact
and recommendation of the Zoning Board of Appeals, and has forwarded a recommendation to the
Ogle County Board that the requested Special Use Permit be granted; and


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Board has considered the findings of fact and
recommendation of the Zoning Board of Appeals and the recommendation of the Planning and
Zoning Committee, and has determined that granting the Special Use Permit to allow a portable
toilet storage facility in the AG-1 Agricultural District would be consistent with the requirements
established by Section 9.08(C) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance;


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


SECTION ONE:  The report of the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals, Exhibit “B”
attached hereto, is hereby accepted and the findings set forth therein are hereby adopted as the
findings of fact and conclusions of the Ogle County Board.


SECTION TWO:  Based on the findings of fact set forth above, the request of Kenneth L.
Clayton, 512 Ash Ave., Forreston, IL for a Special Use Permit to allow a portable toilet storage
facility in the AG-1 Agricultural District on property located at 11215 W. IL Route 64 in Lincoln
Township and legally described as shown in Exhibit “A” attached hereto, is hereby approved.
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SECTION THREE:  This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon its adoption by
the County Board of Ogle County, Illinois and attestation by the Ogle County Clerk.


SECTION FOUR:  Failure of the owners or other party in interest or a subsequent owner or
other party in interest to comply with the terms of this Ordinance, after execution of such
Ordinance, shall subject the owners or party in interest to the penalties set forth in Section 9.10 of
the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance.


PASSED BY THE COUNTY BOARD THIS 20TH DAY OF APRIL 2010 A.D.


                                                                               
W. Ed Rice, Chairman of the Ogle County Board


ATTEST:


                                                                               
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk and
Ex Officio Clerk of the Ogle County Board







EXHIBIT “A”


LEGAL DESCRIPTION


Part of the East Half of the Southeast Quarter of Section Twenty-seven (27), Township Twenty-
four (24) North, Range Eight (8) East of the Fourth Principal Meridian, Ogle County, Illinois,
described as follows, to wit: 


Commencing at the Northwest corner of the East Half of the Southeast Quarter of said Section 27;
thence South 00 degrees 41 minutes 03 seconds East, along the West line thereof, a distance of
56.19 feet to a point on the Southerly right of way line of F.A. Route 17 (US Route 64); thence
North 88 degrees 43 minutes 23 seconds East, along said Southerly right of way line, a distance of
91.69 feet; thence South 89 degrees 50 minutes 42 seconds East, along said Southerly right of way
line, a distance of 400.12 feet; thence North 85 degrees 51 minutes 38 seconds East, along said
Southerly right of way line, a distance of 21.95 feet to the Point of Beginning of the following
described parcel; thence South 01 degrees 32 minutes 34 seconds East, a distance of 280.27 feet;
thence North 85 degrees 50 minutes 11 seconds East, a distance of 327.53 feet; thence North 01
degrees 25 minutes 06 seconds West, a distance of 280.16 feet to a point on said Southerly right of
way line; thence South 85 degrees 51 minutes 38 seconds West, along said Southerly right of way
line, a distance of 328.14 feet to the Point of Beginning; situated in the County of Ogle and the
State of Illinois.


Property Identification Number 07-27-400-006
Common Location: 11215 W. IL Route 64







EXHIBIT “B”


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION
OF THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS







Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals 
911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 
815.732.1190 


Fax: 815.732.2229 
-


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDATION
 
OF THE OGLE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
 


This is the findings offact and the recommendation ofthe Ogle County Zoning Board ofAppeals concerning 
an application ofKenneth L. Clayton, 512 Ash Ave., Forreston, IL, in case #01-10SU. The applicant is 
requesting a Special Use Permit to permit a portable toilet storage facility in the AG-l Agricultural District 
on Parcel Identification No. 07-27-400-006, a 2.07 acre parcel which is part of Section 27, Township 24N, 
Range 8E ofthe 4th Principal Meridian and is located in Lincoln Township at 11215 W. IL Route 64. 


After due notice, as required by law, the Zoning Board ofAppeals held a public hearing in this case on 
March 25,2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, Illinois and hereby report their 
findings offact and their recommendation as follows: 


SITE INFORMATION: See StaffReport (attached herewith). 


ANALYSIS OF SEVEN STANDARDS: After considering all the evidence and testimony presented at the 
public hearing, this Board makes the following analysis ofthe six standards listed in Section 9.08(C) 
(Standards for Special Use Permits) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance that must all be 
found in the affirmative prior to recommending granting ofthe petition. 


1.	 That the proposed special use will not be unreasonably detrimental to the value of other property in 
the neighborhood in which it is to be located or the public health, safety, morals, comfort or general 
welfare at large. The proposed special use will not be unreasonably detrimental to the value of 
other property in the neighborhood in which it is to be located or the public health, safety, 
morals, comfort or general welfare, as the proposed use is in a rural area on a State highway, 
with only two other dwellings within 1/4 mile ofthe site. STANDARD MET. 


2.	 That the location and size of the special use, the nature and intensity ofthe operation involved in or 
conducted in connection with it, and the location ofthe site with respect to streets giving access to it 
are such that the special use will not dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to prevent 
development and use ofneighboring property in accordance with the applicable zoning district 
regulations. In determining whether the special use will so dominate the immediate neighborhood, 
consideration shall be given to: 


a.	 The location, nature and height ofbuilding, structures, walls and fences on the site; and, 


b.	 The nature and extent ofproposed landscaping and screening on the proposed site. 


The location and size of the special use, the nature and intensity of the operation involved in or 
conducted in connection with it, and the location of the site with respect to streets giving 
access to it are such that the special use will not dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to 
prevent development and use of neighboring property in accordance with the AG-l zoning 
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district regulations, as the proposed use will utilize a small portion of a 2.07 acre site, it is 
located on a State highway, and there are few other dwellings in the immediate v~cinity. 


STANDARD MET. 


3.	 That off-street parking and loading areas will be provided in accordance with the standards set forth 
in these regulations. The site has adequate off-street parking and loading areas. STANDARD 
MET. 


4.	 That adequate utilities, ingress/egress to the site, access roads, drainage and other such necessary 
facilities have been or will be provided. Adequate utilities, ingress/egress to the site from IL 
Route 64, access roads, drainage and other such necessary facilities have been or will be 
provided. STANDARD MET. 


5.	 That the proposed use can be operated in a manner that is not detrimental to the permitted 
developments and uses in the zoning district; can be developed and operated in a manner that is 
visually compatible with the permitted uses in the surrounding area; and is deemed essential or 
desirable to preserve and promote the public health, safety and general welfare of Ogle County. 
The proposed use can be operated in a manner that is not detrimental to the permitted 
developments and uses in the AG-l zoning district; can be developed and operated in a 
manner that is visually compatible with the permitted uses in the surrounding area; and is 
deemed essential or desirable to preserve and promote the public health, safety and general 
welfare of Ogle County. STANDARD MET. 


6.	 That the proposed special use complies with all provisions of the applicable district regulations. 
The proposed special use appears to comply with all provisions of the AG-l district 
regulations. STANDARD MET. 


, 


REC6MMENDATION: After considering all the evidence and testimony presented, this Board finds that 
the application meets all the standards as found in Section 9.08(C) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning 
Ordinance. 


Therefore, the Zoning Board of Appeals hereby recommends that a Special Use Permit be granted to allow a 
portable toilet storage facility in the AG-l Agricultural District. 


ROLL CALL VOTE: The roll call vote was 5 members for the motion to recommend granting, 0 opposed. 


Respectfully submitted this 25 th day of March 2010 by the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals. 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 
Maurice Bronkema 
Jason Sword 
Randall Anderson 
Curtis Freeberg 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 


k	 . 0 . "'),TTEST: 


~~f~ 
Michael Reibel, Secretary 
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 ORDINANCE 2010-_______ 


 


 AN ORDINANCE ESTABLISHING 


 A MORATORIUM ON WIND TOWER APPROVALS 


 


WHEREAS, no application for Special Use Permit or other zoning approval is currently 


pending before the Planning and Zoning Committee of the Ogle County Board, the Ogle County 


Planning and Zoning Department, or the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals relating to the 


construction of commercial electricity-generating wind towers; and 


 


WHEREAS, information obtained by the Ogle County Board from public hearings in other 


counties and from other public sources related to wind farms have raised questions specific to the 


potential impacts of wind towers, including but not limited to: amount and reliability of electricity 


generated; effect on the value of surrounding properties; effect on the visual aesthetics of the area 


where wind towers are constructed; effect of “shadow flicker” associated with spinning blades; effect 


of noise associated with wind towers; the possibility of stray voltage; effect of aviation lighting on the 


towers; effects on birds; effects on television and radio reception; health effects on people living near 


wind towers, and impacts to public roads used by construction traffic associated with wind towers; 


and 


 


WHEREAS, certain questions have arisen with respect to whether the Ogle County Zoning 


Ordinance should be amended to enhance the regulation of commercial wind towers in the County for 


the purpose of promoting the health, safety and welfare of the citizens of this County; and 


 


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Board finds it to be in the interest of the public health, safety 


and welfare to establish a period of time for an assessment of the actual impacts of commercial wind 


towers and for evaluation and action on issues related to interpretation and administration of the 


County Zoning Ordinance, including the evaluation of proposed amendments to the County Zoning 


Ordinance relating to the regulation of commercial wind towers, during which time County staff shall 


not process, nor the County Board act upon, any application for a Special Use Permit for commercial 


wind towers. 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


 


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT ORDAINED BY THE COUNTY BOARD OF OGLE 


COUNTY, ILLINOIS, as follows: 


 


SECTION ONE:  The above recitals are hereby specifically incorporated into the terms of this 


Ordinance as if fully set forth in this Section One.  Based on these recitals, the Ogle County Board 


hereby establishes a moratorium on action on all Special Use Permit applications for the construction 


and operation of commercial electricity-generating wind towers within unincorporated Ogle County, 
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said moratorium to conclude the earlier of December 31, 2010 or upon the enactment by the Ogle 


County Board of an ordinance relating to the regulation of commercial electricity-generating wind 


towers or an amendment to the Ogle County Zoning Ordinance relating to the same. 


 


SECTION TWO:  This Ordinance hereby repeals and supersedes, for the time the moratorium 


described herein remains in effect, any Ordinance and any section, article or provision of the Ogle 


County Code to the extent that such Ordinance and any section, article or provision of the Ogle 


County Code is in conflict with any provision of this Ordinance. Any such Ordinance and any section, 


article or provision of the Ogle County Code so in conflict with any provision of this Ordinance shall 


however remain in full force and effect as the same might relate to any other application or request 


other than for the approval of commercial electricity-generating wind towers. 


 


SECTION THREE: This Ordinance shall be in full force and effect upon its adoption by the 


County Board of Ogle County, Illinois. 


 


ADOPTED BY THE OGLE COUNTY BOARD THIS _____DAY OF ____________, 


2010. 


 


 


 


      ____________________________________ 


      W. Ed Rice – Ogle County Board Chairman  


ATTEST: 


 


 


___________________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk  


 


  


 












General Fund Budget Performance
Ogle County


Fiscal Year To Date: 3/31/2010


Friday, April 09, 2010Pages 1 of 14user: John Coffman


3218 Public Defender Reimbursement $30,000.00 $0.00 $30,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $30,000.00 0% $8,164.18


Department: 06 Judiciary & Jury


3310 Copies $8,000.00 $0.00 $8,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1.10 $7,998.90 0% $29.00


Department: 03 Treasurer totals: $8,000.00 $0.00 $8,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1.10 $7,998.90 0% $29.00


Department: 03 Treasurer


3999 Other Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3605 HAVA Grant $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $2,459.75


3542 County Licenses $2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $1,550.00 $0.00 $1,650.00 $850.00 66% $575.00


3530 Liquor License $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 0% $0.00


3460 Maps & Plat Books $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


Department: 01 County Clerk/Recorder 
totals:


$27,500.00 $0.00 $27,500.00 $1,550.00 $0.00 $1,650.00 $25,850.00 6% $3,034.75


Department: 01 County Clerk/Recorder


3999 Other Revenue $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $75.00 $0.00 $2,275.00 $7,725.00 23% $3,060.00


3900 Interfund Transfer In $1,400,000.00 $0.00 $1,400,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,400,000.00 $0.00 100% $1,500,000.00


3380 Restitution $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $20.00 $0.00 $1,053.60 $446.40 70% $0.00


3372 Administrative Court Fee $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3330 Cable TV Franchise Fees $56,000.00 $0.00 $56,000.00 $46,484.71 $0.00 $52,445.37 $3,554.63 94% $50,728.62


3160 Inheritance Tax Reimbursement $17,500.00 $0.00 $17,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $17,226.06 $273.94 98% $12,842.58


3127 PILOT  Payment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3126 Mobile Home Tax $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 0% $0.00


3125 Property Tax $4,033,200.00 $0.00 $4,033,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,033,200.00 0% $0.00


3120-30 Sales Tax - Local Use Tax $325,000.00 $0.00 $325,000.00 $31,839.60 $0.00 $92,491.95 $232,508.05 28% $148,764.99


3120-20 Sales Tax - 1% Portion $450,000.00 $0.00 $450,000.00 $50,585.02 $0.00 $171,088.02 $278,911.98 38% $191,037.77


3120 Sales Tax $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3120-10 Sales Tax - $.0025 Portion $765,000.00 $0.00 $765,000.00 $65,780.51 $0.00 $253,256.91 $511,743.09 33% $279,790.34


Rollup Account 3120 Sales Tax totals: $1,540,000.00 $0.00 $1,540,000.00 $148,205.13 $0.00 $516,836.88 $1,023,163.12 34% $619,593.10


3110 State Income Tax $1,850,000.00 $0.00 $1,850,000.00 $121,495.73 $0.00 $387,395.43 $1,462,604.57 21% $810,178.72


3099 Fund Revenue Budget $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


Department: 00 Non-Departmental totals: $8,913,200.00 $0.00 $8,913,200.00 $316,280.57 $0.00 $2,377,232.34 $6,535,967.66 27% $2,996,403.02


Department: 00 Non-Departmental
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3233 Inmate Medical Reimbursement $2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $69.79 $0.00 $823.39 $1,676.61 33% $781.33


3230 Sheriff's Department 
Reimbursements


$60,000.00 $0.00 $60,000.00 $130.00 $0.00 $940.32 $59,059.68 2% $4,192.60


Department: 12 Sheriff


3599 Other Licenses & Permits $50,000.00 $0.00 $50,000.00 $2,312.70 $0.00 $5,824.46 $44,175.54 12% $5,385.56


3460 Maps & Plat Books $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3310 Copies $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


Department: 11 Zoning totals: $50,000.00 $0.00 $50,000.00 $2,312.70 $0.00 $5,824.46 $44,175.54 12% $5,385.56


Department: 11 Zoning


3460 Maps & Plat Books $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $9.00


3310 Copies $4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00 $1,587.70 $0.00 $1,752.70 $2,247.30 44% $1,815.25


3220 Assessor's Salary Reimbursement $32,500.00 $0.00 $32,500.00 $13,541.65 $0.00 $13,541.65 $18,958.35 42% $10,625.00


Department: 10 Assessment totals: $36,500.00 $0.00 $36,500.00 $15,129.35 $0.00 $15,294.35 $21,205.65 42% $12,449.25


Department: 10 Assessment


3900 Interfund Transfer In $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $6,332.00 $0.00 $6,332.00 $18,668.00 25% $0.00


Department: 09 Focus House totals: $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $6,332.00 $0.00 $6,332.00 $18,668.00 25% $0.00


Department: 09 Focus House


3900 Interfund Transfer In $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,332.00 $0.00 $6,332.00 ($6,332.00) +++ $0.00


3215 Probation Salary Reimbursements $175,000.00 $0.00 $175,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $49,379.81 $125,620.19 28% $143,018.11


Department: 08 Probation totals: $175,000.00 $0.00 $175,000.00 $6,332.00 $0.00 $55,711.81 $119,288.19 32% $143,018.11


Department: 08 Probation


3900 Interfund Transfer In $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 0% $0.00


3396 County Fee -(Traffic) $144,000.00 $0.00 $144,000.00 $11,272.72 $0.00 $44,287.26 $99,712.74 31% $43,187.84


3395 Traffic Fines $332,000.00 $0.00 $332,000.00 $31,587.24 $0.00 $109,361.44 $222,638.56 33% $106,911.76


3390 Criminal Fines $128,000.00 $0.00 $128,000.00 $12,160.02 $0.00 $37,940.09 $90,059.91 30% $40,719.44


3385 Street Value Drugs $4,500.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 $279.25 $0.00 $816.42 $3,683.58 18% $1,612.64


3375 Public Defender $2,400.00 $0.00 $2,400.00 $198.00 $0.00 $576.00 $1,824.00 24% $1,005.00


3362 Police Vehicle Fee $4,400.00 $0.00 $4,400.00 $475.00 $0.00 $1,735.00 $2,665.00 39% $1,257.00


3357 Bailiff Fee $118,000.00 $0.00 $118,000.00 $9,548.00 $0.00 $36,242.80 $81,757.20 31% $40,069.77


Department: 07 Circuit Clerk totals: $758,300.00 $0.00 $758,300.00 $65,520.23 $0.00 $230,959.01 $527,340.99 30% $234,763.45


Department: 07 Circuit Clerk


3900 Interfund Transfer In $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 0% $0.00


Department: 06 Judiciary & Jury totals: $40,000.00 $0.00 $40,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $40,000.00 0% $8,164.18
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3999 Other Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $418.75 ($418.75) +++ $0.00


3310 Copies $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3210 Victim Witness Advocate 
Reimbursement


$30,000.00 $0.00 $30,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $11,281.06 $18,718.94 38% $15,526.00


3205 State's Attorney Salary 
Reimbursement


$152,500.00 $0.00 $152,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $152,500.00 0% $96,451.36


Department: 14 State's Attorney totals: $182,500.00 $0.00 $182,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $11,699.81 $170,800.19 6% $111,977.36


Department: 14 State's Attorney


3999 Other Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3599 Other Licenses & Permits $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $40.00 $0.00 $140.00 $860.00 14% $280.00


3310 Copies $250.00 $0.00 $250.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $250.00 0% $110.00


Department: 13 Coroner totals: $1,250.00 $0.00 $1,250.00 $40.00 $0.00 $140.00 $1,110.00 11% $390.00


Department: 13 Coroner


3900 Interfund Transfer In $135,500.00 $0.00 $135,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $135,500.00 0% $0.00


Sub-Department: 62 Emergency 
Communications totals:


$135,500.00 $0.00 $135,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $135,500.00 0% $0.00


Sub-Department: 62 Emergency Communications


3900 Interfund Transfer In $40,000.00 $0.00 $40,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $40,000.00 0% $0.00


Sub-Department: 60 OEMA totals: $40,000.00 $0.00 $40,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $40,000.00 0% $0.00


Sub-Department: 60 OEMA


3999 Other Revenue $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3900 Interfund Transfer In $20,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 0% $0.00


3610 Grants $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 0% $0.00


3608 Sold Property $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 0% $34,501.00


3445 Work Release $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $1,386.00 $0.00 $3,745.35 $6,254.65 37% $2,013.24


3440 Tower Rent $15,000.00 $0.00 $15,000.00 $1,458.34 $0.00 $6,041.70 $8,958.30 40% $5,833.36


3425 Jail Boarding $1,000,000.00 $0.00 $1,000,000.00 $59,202.60 $0.00 $277,303.90 $722,696.10 28% $331,796.85


3420 Hirebacks $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


3415 Fingerprinting $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $74.25 ($74.25) +++ $121.25


3410 Computer Rent $3,600.00 $0.00 $3,600.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,800.00 $1,800.00 50% $0.00


3310 Copies $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3.25 ($3.25) +++ $0.00


Department: 12 Sheriff totals: $1,316,600.00 $0.00 $1,316,600.00 $62,246.73 $0.00 $290,732.16 $1,025,867.84 22% $379,239.63


Revenue Totals $11,533,850.00 $0.00 $11,533,850.00 $475,743.58 $0.00 $2,995,577.04 $8,538,272.96 26% $3,894,854.31
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4214 Gas (Heating) $102,075.00 $0.00 $102,075.00 $9,479.72 $0.00 $27,219.44 $74,855.56 27% $33,622.64


4212 Electricity $208,045.00 $0.00 $208,045.00 $20,602.89 $0.00 $83,258.21 $124,786.79 40% $75,048.23


4210 Disposal Service $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $905.00 $0.00 $4,525.00 $5,475.00 45% $3,514.15


4140 Holiday Pay $1,696.00 $0.00 $1,696.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,696.00 0% $98.45


4130 Overtime $12,000.00 $0.00 $12,000.00 $341.77 $0.00 $2,822.60 $9,177.40 24% $3,859.54


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $336,039.00 $0.00 $336,039.00 $27,840.44 $0.00 $116,277.83 $219,761.17 35% $121,741.03


Department: 02 Building & Grounds


4742 Election Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4714 Software Maintenance $26,880.00 $0.00 $26,880.00 $0.00 $0.00 $28,060.87 ($1,180.87) 104% $16,414.74


4528 Voter Registration Supplies $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,138.69 $7,861.31 21% $0.00


4525 Election Supplies $66,500.00 $0.00 $66,500.00 $18,719.62 $0.00 $33,529.22 $32,970.78 50% $17,319.93


4412 Official Publications $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $56.00 $0.00 $6,773.23 $3,226.77 68% $121.30


4100 Salaries- Departmental $76,265.00 $0.00 $76,265.00 $160.00 $0.00 $28,002.20 $48,262.80 37% $0.00


Sub-Department: 10 Elections totals: $189,645.00 $0.00 $189,645.00 $18,935.62 $0.00 $98,504.21 $91,140.79 52% $33,855.97


Sub-Department: 10 Elections


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 ($345.72) $1,845.72 -23% $155.00


4720 Office Equipment $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 0% $0.00


4714 Software Maintenance $17,500.00 $0.00 $17,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,062.50 $14,437.50 18% $0.00


4510 Office Supplies $12,000.00 $0.00 $12,000.00 $84.07 $0.00 $5,015.93 $6,984.07 42% $1,954.36


4460 Registrar Births & Deaths $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00 $125.00 $0.00 $754.75 $3,245.25 19% $822.78


4410 Microfilming & Indexing $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 0% $292.89


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $8,500.00 $0.00 $8,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,452.50 $7,047.50 17% $1,750.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $289,446.00 $0.00 $289,446.00 $24,016.12 $0.00 $96,064.48 $193,381.52 33% $93,088.40


Department: 01 County Clerk/Recorder 
totals:


$526,091.00 $0.00 $526,091.00 $43,160.81 $0.00 $204,508.65 $321,582.35 39% $131,919.40


Department: 01 County Clerk/Recorder


4900 Interfund Transfer Out $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4899 Other Expenses $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


Department: 00 Non-Departmental totals: $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


Department: 00 Non-Departmental
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4510 Office Supplies $24,500.00 $0.00 $24,500.00 $144.25 $0.00 $1,208.76 $23,291.24 5% $928.00


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$2,750.00 $0.00 $2,750.00 $571.90 $0.00 $766.60 $1,983.40 28% $500.41


4412 Official Publications $1,800.00 $0.00 $1,800.00 $0.00 $0.00 $562.80 $1,237.20 31% $462.30


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $2,115.50 $0.00 $8,017.50 $16,982.50 32% $8,274.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $115,650.00 $0.00 $115,650.00 $8,591.66 $0.00 $34,366.64 $81,283.36 30% $33,709.32


Department: 03 Treasurer


4890 Grant Expense $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $10,775.25


4770-30 Capital Improvements - - Weld 
Park


$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4755 Vehicle Purchase $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4740 Postage Meter & Rental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4730 Equipment - New & Used $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $780.48 $9,219.52 8% $0.00


4720 Office Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4715 Computer Maintenance $43,500.00 $0.00 $43,500.00 $146.25 $0.00 $20,995.25 $22,504.75 48% $4,671.27


4710 Computer Hardware & Software $1,110.00 $0.00 $1,110.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,110.00 0% $0.00


4585 Vehicle Maintenance $7,802.00 $0.00 $7,802.00 $91.32 $0.00 $442.53 $7,359.47 6% $1,181.36


4570 Uniforms $2,700.00 $0.00 $2,700.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,700.00 $0.00 100% $2,525.00


4545-10 Petroleum Products - - 
Gasoline


$8,010.00 $0.00 $8,010.00 $762.54 $0.00 $2,884.41 $5,125.59 36% $1,348.65


4540-30 Repairs & Maint - Facilities - 
Weld Park


$6,500.00 $0.00 $6,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,500.00 0% $3,003.75


4540-10 Repairs & Maint - Facilities $90,000.00 $0.00 $90,000.00 $4,101.48 $0.00 $27,433.38 $62,566.62 30% $66,486.33


Rollup Account 4540 Repairs & Maint - 
Facilities totals:


$96,500.00 $0.00 $96,500.00 $4,101.48 $0.00 $27,433.38 $69,066.62 28% $69,490.08


4520 Janitorial Supplies $25,000.00 $0.00 $25,000.00 $2,136.34 $0.00 $6,581.71 $18,418.29 26% $8,367.35


4512 Copy Paper $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4490 Contingencies $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4420 Training Expenses $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4220 Rent $3,600.00 $0.00 $3,600.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,600.00 $0.00 100% $3,600.00


4218 Water $20,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $666.13 $0.00 $3,591.42 $16,408.58 18% $11,169.21


4216-30 Telephone - Cell Phones & 
Pagers


$30,000.00 $0.00 $30,000.00 $2,264.97 $0.00 $8,414.33 $21,585.67 28% $11,618.25


4216 Telephone $65,000.00 $0.00 $65,000.00 $4,219.72 $0.00 $18,832.57 $46,167.43 29% $21,376.07


Rollup Account 4216 Telephone totals: $95,000.00 $0.00 $95,000.00 $6,484.69 $0.00 $27,246.90 $67,753.10 29% $32,994.32


Department: 02 Building & Grounds totals: $983,077.00 $0.00 $983,077.00 $73,558.57 $0.00 $330,359.16 $652,717.84 34% $384,006.53
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4510 Office Supplies $6,500.00 $0.00 $6,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $592.67 $5,907.33 9% $522.24


4465 Jurors - Circuit Court $29,173.00 $0.00 $29,173.00 $1,075.00 $0.00 $3,207.60 $25,965.40 11% $3,418.63


4442 Psychiatric Services $7,000.00 $0.00 $7,000.00 $1,550.00 $0.00 $2,319.50 $4,680.50 33% $925.00


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$6,000.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $1,188.41 $0.00 $1,244.96 $4,755.04 21% ($605.32)


4345 Interpreter $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $756.00 $0.00 $3,993.85 $1,006.15 80% $3,952.50


4335 Expert Witnesses $6,000.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $324.00 $5,676.00 5% $484.89


4324 Appointed Attorneys $35,000.00 $0.00 $35,000.00 $1,590.90 $0.00 $12,330.78 $22,669.22 35% $18,499.30


4274 CASA $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 100% $5,000.00


4112 Judges Reimbursement $2,320.00 $0.00 $2,320.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,332.42 ($12.42) 101% $2,331.24


4106 Salaries- Public Defenders $149,880.00 $0.00 $149,880.00 $12,490.02 $0.00 $47,878.41 $102,001.59 32% $55,015.49


4100 Salaries- Departmental $36,136.00 $0.00 $36,136.00 $3,011.34 $0.00 $14,127.03 $22,008.97 39% $12,045.36


Department: 06 Judiciary & Jury


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 100% $500.00


4510 Office Supplies $975.00 $0.00 $975.00 $366.57 $0.00 $541.28 $433.72 56% $499.23


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$4,800.00 $0.00 $4,800.00 $337.70 $0.00 $1,195.90 $3,604.10 25% $2,368.36


4314 Contractual Services $5,118.00 $0.00 $5,118.00 $353.26 $0.00 $2,019.78 $3,098.22 39% $1,544.03


4220 Rent $16,500.00 $0.00 $16,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16,500.00 0% $4,125.00


4216 Telephone $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $125.00 $0.00 $500.00 $1,000.00 33% $500.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $27,319.00 $0.00 $27,319.00 $2,276.58 $0.00 $9,106.32 $18,212.68 33% $9,106.32


Sub-Department: 20 Regional Supt of 
Schools totals:


$56,712.00 $0.00 $56,712.00 $3,959.11 $0.00 $13,863.28 $42,848.72 24% $18,642.94


Sub-Department: 20 Regional Supt of Schools


4250-40 Agency Allotments - Soil & 
Water Conservation


$25,717.00 $0.00 $25,717.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,717.00 $0.00 100% $0.00


4250-20 Agency Allotments - Board of 
Health


$84,000.00 $0.00 $84,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $84,000.00 0% $0.00


Rollup Account 4250 Agency Allotments - 
Board of Health totals:


$109,717.00 $0.00 $109,717.00 $0.00 $0.00 $25,717.00 $84,000.00 23% $0.00


Department: 04 HEW totals: $166,429.00 $0.00 $166,429.00 $3,959.11 $0.00 $39,580.28 $126,848.72 24% $18,642.94


Department: 04 HEW


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $750.00 $0.00 $750.00 $76.50 $0.00 $251.19 $498.81 33% $141.03


4720 Office Equipment $100.00 $0.00 $100.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $100.00 0% $0.00


4714 Software Maintenance $12,250.00 $0.00 $12,250.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,062.50 $9,187.50 25% $3,062.50


Department: 03 Treasurer totals: $182,800.00 $0.00 $182,800.00 $11,499.81 $0.00 $48,235.99 $134,564.01 26% $47,077.56
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4216 Telephone $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4140 Holiday Pay $20,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $176.69 $0.00 $3,421.12 $16,578.88 17% $0.00


4130 Overtime $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,347.48 $0.00 $3,073.35 ($3,073.35) +++ $0.00


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $120,000.00 $0.00 $120,000.00 $10,849.41 $0.00 $40,053.39 $79,946.61 33% $77,263.12


4100 Salaries- Departmental $732,768.00 $0.00 $732,768.00 $66,991.68 $0.00 $251,242.26 $481,525.74 34% $267,553.73


Department: 09 Focus House


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4720 Office Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4510 Office Supplies $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4438 Juvenile Detention Fees $30,000.00 $0.00 $30,000.00 $2,500.00 $0.00 $6,685.00 $23,315.00 22% $19,053.86


4250-70 Agency Allotments - Youth 
Service Bureau


$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4216 Telephone $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $12,000.00 $0.00 $12,000.00 $1,772.58 $0.00 $8,126.89 $3,873.11 68% $11,479.75


4100 Salaries- Departmental $640,924.00 $0.00 $640,924.00 $50,910.85 $0.00 $211,788.51 $429,135.49 33% $225,465.36


Department: 08 Probation totals: $682,924.00 $0.00 $682,924.00 $55,183.43 $0.00 $226,600.40 $456,323.60 33% $255,998.97


Department: 08 Probation


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $1,200.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 0% $0.00


4720 Office Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4516 Postage $18,500.00 $0.00 $18,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $18,500.00 0% $4,000.00


4510 Office Supplies $20,500.00 $0.00 $20,500.00 $883.14 $0.00 $883.14 $19,616.86 4% $5,015.86


4509 Jury Supplies $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 0% $6,462.56


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$1,200.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 $187.00 $0.00 $319.30 $880.70 27% $1,457.12


4412 Official Publications $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $422.10 $577.90 42% $201.00


4312 Auditing $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $26,000.00 $0.00 $26,000.00 $1,485.00 $0.00 $5,073.63 $20,926.37 20% $1,992.13


4100 Salaries- Departmental $504,000.00 $0.00 $504,000.00 $46,133.94 $0.00 $184,535.76 $319,464.24 37% $176,950.53


Department: 07 Circuit Clerk totals: $582,400.00 $0.00 $582,400.00 $48,689.08 $0.00 $191,233.93 $391,166.07 33% $196,079.20


Department: 07 Circuit Clerk


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $3,500.00 $0.00 $3,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,981.72 $1,518.28 57% $1,954.45


4720 Office Equipment $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 0% $853.00


4535 Law Library Materials $13,000.00 $0.00 $13,000.00 $2,528.82 $0.00 $8,486.66 $4,513.34 65% $8,820.81


Department: 06 Judiciary & Jury totals: $309,509.00 $0.00 $309,509.00 $24,190.49 $0.00 $103,819.60 $205,689.40 34% $113,217.59
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4720 Office Equipment $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $589.00


4585 Vehicle Maintenance $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $61.50 $0.00 $278.18 $1,721.82 14% $143.06


4510 Office Supplies $8,000.00 $0.00 $8,000.00 $208.08 $0.00 $1,041.65 $6,958.35 13% $1,397.79


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$5,800.00 $0.00 $5,800.00 $390.60 $0.00 $1,363.45 $4,436.55 24% $984.87


4412 Official Publications $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $295.85 $0.00 $724.25 ($224.25) 145% $680.74


4146 Regional Planning Commission $3,300.00 $0.00 $3,300.00 $320.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 $2,100.00 36% $485.00


4145 Board of Appeals $3,900.00 $0.00 $3,900.00 $533.83 $0.00 $1,433.83 $2,466.17 37% $683.85


4100 Salaries- Departmental $135,468.00 $0.00 $135,468.00 $10,652.52 $0.00 $43,197.18 $92,270.82 32% $44,250.87


Department: 11 Zoning


4510 Office Supplies $3,000.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,462.99 $537.01 82% $1,762.41


4412 Official Publications $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $334.40 $0.00 $334.40 $1,165.60 22% $1,029.70


4100 Salaries- Departmental $14,500.00 $0.00 $14,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $13,937.50 $562.50 96% $13,531.00


Sub-Department: 40 Board of Review 
totals:


$19,000.00 $0.00 $19,000.00 $334.40 $0.00 $16,734.89 $2,265.11 88% $16,323.11


Sub-Department: 40 Board of Review


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $68.74 $931.26 7% $31.00


4720 Office Equipment $3,000.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $425.00 $0.00 $1,709.33 $1,290.67 57% $1,700.00


4714 Software Maintenance $12,250.00 $0.00 $12,250.00 $0.00 $0.00 $3,062.50 $9,187.50 25% $3,062.50


4530 Mapping $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $7,500.00 25% $2,500.00


4510 Office Supplies $10,000.00 $0.00 $10,000.00 $65.47 $0.00 $1,677.99 $8,322.01 17% $2,187.60


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $130.00 $0.00 $239.15 $1,760.85 12% $86.58


4420 Training Expenses $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 0% $0.00


4412 Official Publications $6,000.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 0% $13.40


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $184,385.00 $0.00 $184,385.00 $15,625.00 $0.00 $62,500.00 $121,885.00 34% $62,500.00


Department: 10 Assessment totals: $249,635.00 $0.00 $249,635.00 $16,579.87 $0.00 $88,492.60 $161,142.40 35% $88,404.19


Department: 10 Assessment


4555 Animal Expenses $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4510 Office Supplies $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $314.37 $0.00 $1,735.41 $3,264.59 35% $1,103.34


4444 Medical Expense $2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $10.01 $0.00 $185.44 $1,814.56 9% $119.33


4440 Personal Care & Hygiene $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $80.24 $0.00 $510.32 $489.68 51% $387.48


4435 Transportation of Detainees $13,000.00 $0.00 $13,000.00 $341.47 $0.00 $3,749.39 $9,250.61 29% $6,020.82


Department: 09 Focus House totals: $893,768.00 $0.00 $893,768.00 $80,111.35 $0.00 $303,970.68 $589,797.32 34% $352,447.82
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4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 0% $119.48


4216 Telephone $14,000.00 $0.00 $14,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,873.65 $12,126.35 13% $4,669.01


4216-30 Telephone - Cell Phones & 
Pagers


$2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $1,064.00 $0.00 $1,400.70 $1,099.30 56% $881.07


Rollup Account 4216 Telephone totals: $16,500.00 $0.00 $16,500.00 $1,064.00 $0.00 $3,274.35 $13,225.65 20% $5,550.08


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $198.75


4100 Salaries- Departmental $58,364.00 $0.00 $58,364.00 $4,840.16 $0.00 $19,360.64 $39,003.36 33% $19,360.64


Sub-Department: 60 OEMA


4755 Vehicle Purchase $35,658.00 $0.00 $35,658.00 $0.00 $0.00 $32,658.15 $2,999.85 92% $185,237.14


4737 Maintainence of Radios $12,500.00 $0.00 $12,500.00 $210.00 $0.00 $420.00 $12,080.00 3% $80.00


4730-30 Equipment - New & Used - - 
Radio Equipment


$71,571.00 $0.00 $71,571.00 $61,397.22 $0.00 $61,397.22 $10,173.78 86% $60,860.78


4726 Furniture $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $8,500.00 $0.00 $8,500.00 $572.04 $0.00 $2,395.77 $6,104.23 28% $2,272.36


4720 Office Equipment $2,220.00 $0.00 $2,220.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,220.00 0% $745.75


4715 Computer Maintenance $26,739.00 $0.00 $26,739.00 $4,858.50 $0.00 $6,120.70 $20,618.30 23% $28,351.13


4710 Computer Hardware & Software $1,136.00 $0.00 $1,136.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,136.00 0% $17,331.38


4585 Vehicle Maintenance $135,872.00 $0.00 $135,872.00 $3,889.19 $0.00 $21,416.62 $114,455.38 16% $59,670.68


4575 Weapons & Ammunition $14,760.00 $0.00 $14,760.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $14,760.00 0% $14,420.72


4570 Uniforms $23,224.00 $0.00 $23,224.00 $883.66 $0.00 $3,773.78 $19,450.22 16% $7,743.98


4545-10 Petroleum Products - - 
Gasoline


$112,280.00 $0.00 $112,280.00 $1,681.78 $0.00 $18,843.00 $93,437.00 17% $46,047.78


4510 Office Supplies $26,500.00 $0.00 $26,500.00 $439.54 $0.00 $3,351.41 $23,148.59 13% $9,430.46


4424 Out-of-State Travel $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $333.20


4420 Training Expenses $8,525.00 $0.00 $8,525.00 $220.02 $0.00 $1,748.76 $6,776.24 21% $14,951.64


4140 Holiday Pay $100,000.00 $0.00 $100,000.00 $4,217.46 $0.00 $31,445.69 $68,554.31 31% $41,912.52


4130 Overtime $145,854.00 $0.00 $145,854.00 $6,453.04 $0.00 $19,802.85 $126,051.15 14% $51,724.15


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,277.75 ($1,277.75) +++ $6,808.50


4111 Salaries- Merit Commission $1,640.00 $0.00 $1,640.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,640.00 0% $1,226.62


4108 Salaries- Bailiffs $162,236.00 $0.00 $162,236.00 $13,201.02 $0.00 $53,244.23 $108,991.77 33% $71,520.18


4100 Salaries- Departmental $1,789,056.00 $0.00 $1,789,056.00 $158,922.59 $0.00 $646,560.71 $1,142,495.29 36% $678,003.56


Department: 12 Sheriff


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 0% $157.40


Department: 11 Zoning totals: $159,968.00 $0.00 $159,968.00 $12,462.38 $0.00 $49,238.54 $110,729.46 31% $49,372.58


Account Number Adopted Budget
Budget 


Amendments Amended Budget
Current Month 


Transactions
YTD 


Encumbrances YTD Transactions
Budget - YTD 
Transactions


% Used/ 
Rec'd Prior Year YTD







General Fund Budget Performance
Ogle County


Fiscal Year To Date: 3/31/2010


Friday, April 09, 2010Pages 10 of 14user: John Coffman


4420 Training Expenses $2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $70.00 $2,430.00 3% $188.25


4355 Autopsy Fees $32,800.00 $0.00 $32,800.00 $2,239.46 $0.00 $6,570.14 $26,229.86 20% $9,758.64


4216 Telephone $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $37,014.00 $0.00 $37,014.00 $3,580.36 $0.00 $14,321.44 $22,692.56 39% $12,995.89


4100 Salaries- Departmental $80,739.00 $0.00 $80,739.00 $6,728.28 $0.00 $26,913.12 $53,825.88 33% $26,922.03


Department: 13 Coroner


4737 Maintainence of Radios $63,894.00 $0.00 $63,894.00 $0.00 $0.00 $11,531.96 $52,362.04 18% $38,682.36


4726 Furniture $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 0% $509.29


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 0% $0.00


4715 Computer Maintenance $14,167.00 $0.00 $14,167.00 $2,198.01 $0.00 $6,140.71 $8,026.29 43% $8,040.00


4710 Computer Hardware & Software $43,087.00 $0.00 $43,087.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,330.67 $40,756.33 5% $11,456.78


4570 Uniforms $2,880.00 $0.00 $2,880.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,880.00 0% $50.50


4500 Supplies $1,875.00 $0.00 $1,875.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,833.99 $41.01 98% $372.05


4424 Out-of-State Travel $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4420 Training Expenses $1,115.00 $0.00 $1,115.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,115.00 0% $0.00


4140 Holiday Pay $29,000.00 $0.00 $29,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $8,932.52 $20,067.48 31% $11,418.26


4130 Overtime $46,000.00 $0.00 $46,000.00 $1,797.90 $0.00 $8,187.17 $37,812.83 18% $14,240.32


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $527,867.00 $0.00 $527,867.00 $40,896.62 $0.00 $163,474.92 $364,392.08 31% $173,377.64


Sub-Department: 62 Emergency 
Communications totals:


$731,385.00 $0.00 $731,385.00 $44,892.53 $0.00 $202,431.94 $528,953.06 28% $258,147.20


Sub-Department: 62 Emergency Communications


4755 Vehicle Purchase $8,000.00 $0.00 $8,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,574.44 $3,425.56 57% $8,000.00


4737 Maintainence of Radios $1,514.00 $0.00 $1,514.00 $54.00 $0.00 $266.00 $1,248.00 18% $270.00


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $2,750.00 $0.00 $2,750.00 $172.86 $0.00 $691.44 $2,058.56 25% $899.70


4720 Office Equipment $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 0% $0.00


4710 Computer Hardware & Software $7,765.00 $0.00 $7,765.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,765.00 0% $0.00


4585 Vehicle Maintenance $1,034.00 $0.00 $1,034.00 $0.00 $0.00 $43.35 $990.65 4% $22.63


4570 Uniforms $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $452.86


4545-10 Petroleum Products - - 
Gasoline


$2,700.00 $0.00 $2,700.00 $1.50 $0.00 $986.25 $1,713.75 37% $1,073.35


4510 Office Supplies $800.00 $0.00 $800.00 $0.00 $0.00 $365.12 $434.88 46% $177.35


Sub-Department: 60 OEMA totals: $100,427.00 $0.00 $100,427.00 $6,132.52 $0.00 $29,561.59 $70,865.41 29% $36,124.84


Department: 12 Sheriff totals: $3,510,083.00 $0.00 $3,510,083.00 $307,971.11 $0.00 $1,136,450.17 $2,373,632.83 32% $1,592,944.57
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4159 Workman's Compensation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4157 Unemployment Compensation $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4155 Health Insurance $1,457,500.00 $0.00 $1,457,500.00 $116,183.02 $0.00 $471,599.84 $985,900.16 32% $467,192.78


4150 Blanket Insurance $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


Department: 15 Insurance totals: $1,457,500.00 $0.00 $1,457,500.00 $116,183.02 $0.00 $471,599.84 $985,900.16 32% $467,192.78


Department: 15 Insurance


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 0% $562.87


4720 Office Equipment $1,000.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,000.00 0% $0.00


4538 Legal Materials & Books $13,000.00 $0.00 $13,000.00 $1,301.64 $0.00 $3,302.48 $9,697.52 25% $4,356.51


4510 Office Supplies $9,500.00 $0.00 $9,500.00 $610.42 $0.00 $4,444.53 $5,055.47 47% $2,265.50


4450 Investigation Expense $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $277.28 $222.72 55% $260.73


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$6,000.00 $0.00 $6,000.00 $515.76 $0.00 $2,967.86 $3,032.14 49% $4,667.10


4415-10 Printing - Appeals & 
Transcripts


$8,000.00 $0.00 $8,000.00 $831.00 $0.00 $1,100.30 $6,899.70 14% $5,023.66


4340 IL Appellate Prosecutor $15,000.00 $0.00 $15,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $15,000.00 $0.00 100% $15,000.00


4335 Expert Witnesses $4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,800.00 $2,200.00 45% $0.00


4274 CASA $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4216-30 Telephone - Cell Phones & 
Pagers


$0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $7,200.00 $0.00 $7,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,200.00 0% $920.50


4107 Salaries-Victim Witness Advocate $34,257.00 $0.00 $34,257.00 $2,611.58 $0.00 $10,446.32 $23,810.68 30% $10,147.36


4100 Salaries- Departmental $566,924.00 $0.00 $566,924.00 $46,990.26 $0.00 $187,961.04 $378,962.96 33% $190,539.38


Department: 14 State's Attorney totals: $666,881.00 $0.00 $666,881.00 $52,860.66 $0.00 $227,299.81 $439,581.19 34% $233,743.61


Department: 14 State's Attorney


4755 Vehicle Purchase $4,782.00 $0.00 $4,782.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,845.46 ($63.46) 101% $4,781.07


4720 Office Equipment $1,200.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 0% $980.90


4585 Vehicle Maintenance $2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $23.24 $0.00 $339.84 $2,160.16 14% $1,083.37


4545-10 Petroleum Products - - 
Gasoline


$3,500.00 $0.00 $3,500.00 $160.64 $0.00 $768.73 $2,731.27 22% $596.29


4510 Office Supplies $4,500.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $143.77 $4,356.23 3% $1,269.51


4458 Coroner Lab Fees $8,868.00 $0.00 $8,868.00 $360.00 $0.00 $1,440.00 $7,428.00 16% $2,674.98


4455 Coroner Jurors $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 0% $2,712.60


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$2,000.00 $0.00 $2,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $350.00 $1,650.00 18% $375.00


Department: 13 Coroner totals: $181,903.00 $0.00 $181,903.00 $13,091.98 $0.00 $55,762.50 $126,140.50 31% $64,338.53
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4162 IMRF $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4160 FICA/ Medicare $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4155 Health Insurance $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4142 IT/ Network Administration $35,000.00 $0.00 $35,000.00 $2,275.00 $0.00 $23,209.24 $11,790.76 66% $15,522.50


4100 Salaries- Departmental $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $7,072.64


Sub-Department: 35 Information Technology


4740 Postage Meter & Rental $4,000.00 $0.00 $4,000.00 $135.98 $0.00 $837.98 $3,162.02 21% $837.98


4512 Copy Paper $12,000.00 $0.00 $12,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,569.95 $9,430.05 21% $4,264.68


4510 Office Supplies $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $113.66 $0.00 $257.90 $242.10 52% $0.00


4490 Contingencies $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $481.28 $18.72 96% $440.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $80,000.00 $0.00 $80,000.00 $6,666.66 $0.00 $26,666.64 $53,333.36 33% $4,000.00


Sub-Department: 30 County 
Administrator totals:


$97,000.00 $0.00 $97,000.00 $6,916.30 $0.00 $30,813.75 $66,186.25 32% $9,542.66


Sub-Department: 30 County Administrator


4770-20 Capital Improvements - - Ogle 
County Fair Assn


$2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 0% $0.00


4710 Computer Hardware & Software $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4510 Office Supplies $1,500.00 $0.00 $1,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $555.46 $944.54 37% $502.40


4490 Contingencies $100,000.00 $0.00 $100,000.00 $1,923.96 $0.00 $6,687.90 $93,312.10 7% $8,547.90


4422 Travel Expenses, Dues & 
Seminars


$3,000.00 $0.00 $3,000.00 $749.71 $0.00 $1,547.17 $1,452.83 52% $5,829.06


4415-20 Printing - County Ordinances $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $71.00 $429.00 14% $0.00


4412 Official Publications $300.00 $0.00 $300.00 $0.00 $0.00 $91.43 $208.57 30% $264.60


4312 Auditing $45,500.00 $0.00 $45,500.00 $12,000.00 $0.00 $20,500.00 $25,000.00 45% $51,000.00


4250-30 Agency Allotments - Economic 
Development Dist. Dues


$10,179.00 $0.00 $10,179.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,089.32 $4,089.68 60% $6,089.32


4250-60 Agency Allotments - NW IL 
Criminal Justice


$2,500.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,500.00 0% $0.00


Rollup Account 4250 Agency Allotments - 
Economic Development Dist. Dues totals:


$12,679.00 $0.00 $12,679.00 $0.00 $0.00 $6,089.32 $6,589.68 48% $6,089.32


4148 Administrative Hearing Officer $5,000.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $5,000.00 0% $0.00


4144 Pay Grade Study $4,500.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $4,500.00 0% $0.00


4142 IT/ Network Administration $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 +++ $0.00


4100 Salaries- Departmental $70,000.00 $0.00 $70,000.00 $5,850.00 $0.00 $21,400.00 $48,600.00 31% $22,950.00


Department: 16 Finance
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4737 Maintainence of Radios $475.00 $0.00 $475.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $475.00 0% $0.00


4730-30 Equipment - New & Used - - 
Radio Equipment


$1,200.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,200.00 0% $0.00


4726 Furniture $350.00 $0.00 $350.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $350.00 0% $0.00


4724 Office Equipment Maintenance $2,750.00 $0.00 $2,750.00 $300.50 $0.00 $1,234.90 $1,515.10 45% $1,169.10


4720 Office Equipment $500.00 $0.00 $500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $500.00 0% $0.00


4715 Computer Maintenance $27,467.00 $0.00 $27,467.00 $770.00 $0.00 $8,494.00 $18,973.00 31% $14,287.00


4710 Computer Hardware & Software $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $396.08 ($396.08) +++ $418.00


4585 Vehicle Maintenance $2,872.00 $0.00 $2,872.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $2,872.00 0% $39.48


4575 Weapons & Ammunition $1,313.00 $0.00 $1,313.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,313.00 0% $815.35


4570 Uniforms $2,700.00 $0.00 $2,700.00 $153.30 $0.00 $707.79 $1,992.21 26% $5,983.48


4550 Food for County Prisoners $139,475.00 $0.00 $139,475.00 $10,929.47 $0.00 $43,488.55 $95,986.45 31% $55,597.99


4545-10 Petroleum Products - - 
Gasoline


$2,335.00 $0.00 $2,335.00 $64.26 $0.00 $242.94 $2,092.06 10% $207.80


4510 Office Supplies $32,500.00 $0.00 $32,500.00 $2,838.08 $0.00 $9,486.25 $23,013.75 29% $11,602.96


4446 Prisoner Mental Health $16,125.00 $0.00 $16,125.00 $0.00 $0.00 $7,500.00 $8,625.00 47% $7,500.00


4444 Medical Expense $79,275.00 $0.00 $79,275.00 $5,843.49 $0.00 $25,018.26 $54,256.74 32% $26,483.31


4424 Out-of-State Travel $7,500.00 $0.00 $7,500.00 $0.00 $0.00 $915.20 $6,584.80 12% $1,734.84


4420 Training Expenses $850.00 $0.00 $850.00 $95.00 $0.00 $397.90 $452.10 47% $5,613.03


4140 Holiday Pay $36,794.00 $0.00 $36,794.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16,096.72 $20,697.28 44% $19,445.69


4130 Overtime $140,000.00 $0.00 $140,000.00 $5,819.48 $0.00 $29,956.68 $110,043.32 21% $43,609.89


4120 Part Time/ Extra Time $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $0.00 $1,483.31 ($1,483.31) +++ $7,960.66


4100 Salaries- Departmental $1,089,914.00 $0.00 $1,089,914.00 $96,786.30 $0.00 $394,826.61 $695,087.39 36% $358,435.74


Department: 22 Corrections totals: $1,584,395.00 $0.00 $1,584,395.00 $123,599.88 $0.00 $540,245.19 $1,044,149.81 34% $560,904.32


Department: 22 Corrections


4710 Computer Hardware & Software $20,000.00 $0.00 $20,000.00 $0.00 $0.00 $16,598.11 $3,401.89 83% $20,358.81


Sub-Department: 35 Information 
Technology totals:


$55,000.00 $0.00 $55,000.00 $2,275.00 $0.00 $39,807.35 $15,192.65 72% $42,953.95


Department: 16 Finance totals: $397,479.00 $0.00 $397,479.00 $29,714.97 $0.00 $127,563.38 $269,915.62 32% $147,679.89


Expenditure Totals: $12,534,842.00 $0.00 $12,534,842.00 $1,012,816.52 $0.00 $4,144,960.72 $8,389,881.28 33% $4,703,970.48


Revenue Totals: $11,533,850.00 $0.00 $11,533,850.00 $475,743.58 $0.00 $2,995,577.04 $8,538,272.96 26% $3,894,854.31


Fund Totals: General Fund ($1,000,992.00) $0.00 ($1,000,992.00) ($537,072.94) $0.00 ($1,149,383.68) $148,391.68 ($809,116.17)


Expenditure Grand Totals: $12,534,842.00 $0.00 $12,534,842.00 $1,012,816.52 $0.00 $4,144,960.72 $8,389,881.28 33% $4,703,970.48


Revenue Grand Totals: $11,533,850.00 $0.00 $11,533,850.00 $475,743.58 $0.00 $2,995,577.04 $8,538,272.96 26% $3,894,854.31
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Grand Totals: ($1,000,992.00) $0.00 ($1,000,992.00) ($537,072.94) $0.00 ($1,149,383.68) $148,391.68 ($809,116.17)







1000.002 Cash - AB - Solid Waste 503,243.06 582,089.35 24,077.57 1,061,254.84
1000.004 Cash - AB - County Highway 800,496.53 114,671.27 198,598.40 716,569.40
1000.006 Cash - AB - Treasurer 100,450.34 19.26 0.00 100,469.60
1000.010 Cash - BB - Insurance Reserve 68,598.09 29.07 84.00 68,543.16
1000.011 Cash - BB - Bond Fund 40,864.91 14.78 0.00 40,879.69
1000.012 Cash - BB - Probation Service Fee 46,481.26 12,514.63 13,643.88 45,352.01
1000.014 Cash - BB - County Bridge 738,668.04 393,704.87 7,965.50 1,124,407.41
1000.016 Cash - - BB - Document Storage 121,957.06 6,047.49 510.00 127,494.55
1000.018 Cash - BB - Long Range Planning 1,469,902.17 1,170,884.28 1,239,586.57 1,401,199.88
1000.020 Cash - FSB - TB Checking 12,342.44 202.00 3,064.36 9,480.08
1000.022 Cash - FSB - TB Money Market 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1000.024 Cash - FSB - 911 500,897.88 165,738.77 124,088.66 542,547.99
1000.030 Cash - HSB - Federal Aid Matching 85,218.93 87,125.68 114,026.79 58,317.82
1000.032 Cash - HSB - War Veterans Assistance 51,866.93 0.00 4,928.52 46,938.41
1000.034 Cash - HSB - Solid Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1000.040 Cash - NBR - Treasurer 1,041,254.06 717,553.02 1,237,549.03 521,258.05
1000.042 Cash - NBR - Township MFT 870,698.52 90,176.99 101,097.43 859,778.08
1000.044 Cash - NBR - Engineering 23,338.26 5.39 0.00 23,343.65
1000.046 Cash - NBR - Vital Records 81,248.11 916.06 2,569.24 79,594.93
1000.048 Cash - NBR - GIS Fee Fund 112,663.77 9,360.70 3,625.56 118,398.91
1000.050 Cash - NBR - Marriage Fund 3,593.98 71.13 0.00 3,665.11
1000.055 Cash - Polo - Dependent Children's 137,014.34 44,256.38 53,597.48 127,673.24
1000.060 Cash - RRB - Animal Control 157,504.61 18,982.92 11,649.78 164,837.75
1000.062 Cash - RRB - Public Health 196,329.12 46,344.20 84,109.40 158,563.92
1000.064 Cash - RRB - Payroll Clearing 45.72 1,189,120.49 1,189,166.21 0.00
1000.066 Cash - RRB - County MFT 70,986.58 117,931.30 115,765.91 73,151.97
1000.068 Cash - RRB - GIS Committee Fund 85,265.08 927.77 71,288.96 14,903.89
1000.070 Cash - RRB - County Orders 0.00 1,014,432.47 1,014,432.47 0.00
1000.072 Cash - RRB - A/P Clearing 0.00 1,458,982.54 1,458,982.54 0.00
1000.074 Cash - - RRB - County Indemnity 47,582.98 0.00 0.00 47,582.98
1000.076 Cash - RRB - Social Security 160,652.28 694.59 64,198.27 97,148.60
1000.078 Cash - RRB - Treasurer 360,436.21 74,651.90 11,000.00 424,088.11
1000.080 Cash - SV - Mental Health 243,752.22 83.04 67,108.17 176,727.09
1000.082 Cash - SV - Township Bridge 19,767.00 4.20 0.00 19,771.20
1000.084 Cash - SV - IMRF 500,759.32 155,453.57 261,028.87 395,184.02
1000.086 Cash - SV - County Automation 133,524.40 6,235.59 32.50 139,727.49
1000.088 Cash - SV - Recorder's Resolution 91,447.65 3,005.33 7,633.20 86,819.78
1000.090 Cash SV - Health Claims 0.00 170,954.94 170,954.94 0.00
1000.091 Cash - SV - Flex Spending 6,410.70 2,587.32 3,610.21 5,387.81
1000.099 Cash - Treasurer's Cash 1,909.63 0.00 0.00 1,909.63
1002.002 Investments - RRB Insurance Reserve 347,043.76 0.00 0.00 347,043.76
1002.004 Investments - Insurance Reserve 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.006 Investments - RRB County MFT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.007 Investments - SV Township Bridge 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


Ogle County


Bank Balances
From Date: 03/01/2010 - To Date: 03/31/2010


Summary Listing


Account Account Description Beginning Balance Total Debits Total Credits Ending Balance


.


User: John Coffman Pages: 1 of 2 4/9/2010 11:22:22 AM







1002.008 Investments - HSB -FAM 425,000.00 350,000.00 425,000.00 350,000.00
1002.009 Investments - BB -Thorpe Road


Overpass
276,633.00 0.00 0.00 276,633.00


1002.010 Investments - NBR Township MFT 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.012 Investments - NBR Engineering 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.013 Investments - RRB- GIS Committee 70,000.00 100,000.00 70,000.00 100,000.00
1002.014 Investments - Storm Water


Management
45,127.31 0.00 0.00 45,127.31


1002.015 Investments - NBR - FAM 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.016 Investments - FSB -911 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.017 Investments - Polo - 911 900,000.00 0.00 0.00 900,000.00
1002.018 Investments - RRB -911 1,145,199.43 0.00 0.00 1,145,199.43
1002.020 Investments - RRB Indemnity 226,226.22 0.00 0.00 226,226.22
1002.021 Investments - FSB-Solid Waste 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.022 Investments - HSB Solid Waste 800,000.00 0.00 0.00 800,000.00
1002.024 Investments - LSB Solid Waste 1,189,554.64 0.00 0.00 1,189,554.64
1002.026 Investments - NBB Solid Waste 1,056,619.06 15,937.92 572,556.98 500,000.00
1002.027 Investments - Polo - Solid Waste 405,010.88 0.00 0.00 405,010.88
1002.028 Investments - HSB Long Range Capital


Imp
2,689,452.49 0.00 0.00 2,689,452.49


1002.029 Investments - FSB - Long Range
Capital Improve


0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00


1002.030 Investments - Long Range Capital Imp 0.00 500,000.00 0.00 500,000.00
1002.031 Investments - NBR County General 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.032 Investments - BB Long Range Capital


Imp
1,705,705.59 724,542.22 704,782.90 1,725,464.91


1002.033 Investments - SV - Long Range Capital 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.034 Investments - TB 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.036 Investments - Public Health 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.038 Investments - FSB Treasurer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.040 Investments - Polo Treasurer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.042 Investments - HSB - Treasurer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.043 Investments - RRB - Treasurer 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1002.049 Investments - SF- GIS Committee 201,416.20 0.00 0.00 201,416.20
1002.068 Investments - Polo - Long Range


Capital
533,248.16 2,670.01 535,918.17 0.00


1002.069 Investments - NBR- Long Range
Capital


630,550.97 3,382.16 633,933.13 0.00


1002.079 Investments - BB- Bond Fund 1,142,000.00 0.00 0.00 1,142,000.00
1004 Postage 7,238.40 5,000.00 0.00 12,238.40
1010 Municipal Bond 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1100 Accounts Receivable 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1101 Due From 0.00 2,647,700.25 2,647,700.25 0.00


Grand Total: 80 Account(s) $22,683,198.29 $12,005,005.85 $13,249,865.85 $21,438,338.29
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100 General Fund 100 General Fund (1,186,530.98) 1,506,624.55 2,043,697.49 (1,723,603.92)
120 AP Clearing 120 AP Clearing 0.00 2,917,965.08 2,917,965.08 0.00
130 County Payroll Clearing 130 County Payroll Clearing 45.72 2,377,838.20 2,377,883.92 0.00
140 County OfficersFund 120 AP Clearing 410,519.84 54,213.10 0.00 464,732.94
150 Social Security 120 AP Clearing 160,652.28 694.59 64,198.27 97,148.60
160 IMRF 120 AP Clearing 500,759.32 155,453.57 261,028.87 395,184.02
170 Capital Improvement Fund 120 AP Clearing 43.87 0.00 0.00 43.87
180 Long Range Capital Improvemnt 120 AP Clearing 7,028,859.38 2,401,478.67 3,114,220.77 6,316,117.28
182 Judicial Facility Project Fund 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
183 Justice Project Fund II 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
185 Bond Fund 120 AP Clearing 1,182,864.91 14.78 0.00 1,182,879.69
200 County Highway 120 AP Clearing 800,496.53 114,671.27 198,598.40 716,569.40
210 County Bridge Fund 120 AP Clearing 738,668.04 393,704.87 7,965.50 1,124,407.41
212 Thorpe Road Overpass 120 AP Clearing 276,633.00 0.00 0.00 276,633.00
220 County Motor Fuel Tax Fund 120 AP Clearing 70,986.58 117,931.30 115,765.91 73,151.97
230 County Highway Engineering 120 AP Clearing 23,338.26 5.39 0.00 23,343.65
240 Federal Aid Matching 120 AP Clearing 510,218.93 437,125.68 539,026.79 408,317.82
250 Township Roads - Motor Fuel Tax 120 AP Clearing 870,698.52 90,176.99 101,097.43 859,778.08
260 Township Bridge Fund 120 AP Clearing 19,767.00 4.20 0.00 19,771.20
270 GIS Committee Fund 120 AP Clearing 356,681.28 100,927.77 141,288.96 316,320.09
280 Storm Water Management 120 AP Clearing 45,127.31 0.00 0.00 45,127.31
300 Insurance - Hospital & Medical 120 AP Clearing 1,691,075.44 413,318.33 379,275.69 1,725,118.08
310 Insurance Premium Levy 120 AP Clearing 364,487.77 0.00 349.46 364,138.31
320 Self Insurance Reserve 120 AP Clearing 415,641.85 29.07 84.00 415,586.92
350 County Ordinance 120 AP Clearing 50,217.92 3,409.47 700.50 52,926.89
360 Marriage Fund 120 AP Clearing 3,593.98 71.13 0.00 3,665.11
370 Law Library 120 AP Clearing 18,271.47 1,340.00 0.00 19,611.47
400 Public Health 120 AP Clearing 196,329.12 46,344.20 84,109.40 158,563.92
410 TB Fund 120 AP Clearing 12,342.44 202.00 3,064.36 9,480.08
420 Animal Control 120 AP Clearing 117,365.97 16,672.92 8,829.18 125,209.71
425 Pet Population Control 120 AP Clearing 40,138.64 2,310.00 2,820.60 39,628.04
430 Solid Waste 120 AP Clearing 3,954,427.64 598,027.27 596,634.55 3,955,820.36
450 Inheritance Tax Fund 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
455 Trust Deposits 120 AP Clearing 1,956.72 0.00 0.00 1,956.72
460 Condemnation Fund 120 AP Clearing 1,000.00 0.00 0.00 1,000.00
465 Hotel/ MotelTax 120 AP Clearing 5,620.84 433.26 5,620.84 433.26
470 Cooperative Extension Service 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
475 Mental Health 120 AP Clearing 243,752.22 83.04 67,108.17 176,727.09
480 Senior Social Services 120 AP Clearing 688.58 0.00 0.00 688.58
485 War Veterans Assisstance 120 AP Clearing 51,866.93 0.00 4,928.52 46,938.41
500 Recorder's Automation 120 AP Clearing 91,447.65 3,005.33 7,633.20 86,819.78
510 GIS Fee Fund 120 AP Clearing 112,663.77 9,360.70 3,625.56 118,398.91
520 Recorder's GIS Fund 120 AP Clearing 72,512.47 697.00 1,829.24 71,380.23
530 Vital Records 120 AP Clearing 8,735.64 219.06 740.00 8,214.70
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550 Document Storage Fee Fund 120 AP Clearing 121,957.06 6,047.49 510.00 127,494.55
555 County Automation -Circuit Clerk 120 AP Clearing 133,524.40 6,235.59 32.50 139,727.49
560 Dependant Children 120 AP Clearing 131,560.01 41,619.18 52,103.92 121,075.27
565 Dependant Children Medicaid 120 AP Clearing 99.21 0.00 0.00 99.21
570 Probation Services 120 AP Clearing 46,481.26 12,514.63 13,643.88 45,352.01
572 Victim Impact 120 AP Clearing 1,731.00 60.00 0.00 1,791.00
575 Juvenile Restitution Fund 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
580 Alts to Detention IPCSA/IJJ 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
585 JAIBG Equipment #59087 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
590 ICJIC Probation Grant 500053 120 AP Clearing 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
595 Juvenile Diversion 120 AP Clearing 5,355.12 2,637.20 1,493.56 6,498.76
600 Drug Assistance Forfeiture 120 AP Clearing 13,987.96 0.00 1,100.00 12,887.96
605 Bad Check Restitution 120 AP Clearing 6,014.66 0.00 0.00 6,014.66
610 OEMA 120 AP Clearing 38,935.24 0.00 687.83 38,247.41
611 EOC 120 AP Clearing 25,000.00 0.00 0.00 25,000.00
615 Take Bond Fee 120 AP Clearing 3,847.30 1,050.00 0.00 4,897.30
620 Sheriff's Petty Cash 120 AP Clearing 6,943.78 0.00 0.00 6,943.78
625 DUI Equipment 120 AP Clearing 5,669.34 285.00 0.00 5,954.34
630 Arrestee's Medical Cost 120 AP Clearing 8,133.11 1,142.00 6,114.84 3,160.27
635 Drug Traffic Prevention 120 AP Clearing 5,545.82 264.00 0.00 5,809.82
640 911 Emergency 120 AP Clearing 990,049.24 42,656.05 13,872.93 1,018,832.36
644 911 Next Generation 120 AP Clearing 886,324.00 100,000.00 1,146.12 985,177.88
645 911 Wireless 120 AP Clearing 669,724.07 23,082.72 109,069.61 583,737.18
650 Out of County Medical 120 AP Clearing 6,345.80 0.00 0.00 6,345.80
660 Federal/ State Grants 120 AP Clearing (878.42) 0.00 0.00 (878.42)
665 Fed/State Reimb/Overtime 120 AP Clearing 12,048.16 3,059.20 0.00 15,107.36
700 Tax Sale Automation 120 AP Clearing 27,024.12 0.00 0.00 27,024.12
710 Indemnity Cost Fund 120 AP Clearing 273,809.20 0.00 0.00 273,809.20


Grand Total: 72 Fund(s) $22,683,198.29 $12,005,005.85 $13,249,865.85 $21,438,338.29
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STATE OF ILLINOIS )
) SS


COUNTY OF OGLE )
ORDINANCE NO.                        


AN ORDINANCE APPROVING AN 
AMENDMENT TO THE TEXT OF THE OGLE COUNTY AMENDATORY ZONING ORDINANCE


WHEREAS, Michael Reibel, under the direction of the Planning & Zoning Committee of the
Ogle County Board, has filed a petition for an Amendment to the Text of the Ogle County Amendatory
Zoning Ordinance  (Petition No. 01-10AM), as indicated in Exhibit “A” appended hereto, in accordance
with the applicable requirements of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance and the laws of the
State of Illinois; and,


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Regional Planning Commission, at its February 18, 2010 monthly
meeting, recommended that the requested Text Amendment by adopted; and,


WHEREAS, following due and proper notice by publication in the Ogle County Life, Rochelle
News-Leader, Ogle County News, Dixon/Sterling Telegraph, and Tempo, newspapers of general
circulation within the County of Ogle, at least fifteen (15) days prior thereto, and by mailing notice to all
municipalities within the County of Ogle, and by mailing notice to all Township Supervisors and
Township Planning Commissions within the County of Ogle, the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals
conducted a public hearing as required by law on February 25, 2010; and,


WHEREAS, the Zoning Board of Appeals, having considered the evidence, testimony and
exhibits presented has made its report and findings of fact, and has recommended that the requested Text
Amendment be adopted in part as set forth in the Findings of Fact and Recommendation of the Ogle
County Zoning Board of Appeals, dated February 25, 2010, a copy of which is appended hereto as
Exhibit “B”; and,


WHEREAS, the Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County Board has reviewed the testimony
presented at the aforestated public hearing and has considered the findings of fact and recommendation of
the Zoning Board of Appeals, and has forwarded a recommendation to the Ogle County Board that the
proposed amendments to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance numbered 1, 2, 5, 6,
and 8-17 per Exhibit “A” attached hereto, be adopted by the Ogle County Board with the proposed
amendments to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance numbered 17 being modified
by striking the subparagraph 9 therein; and that the proposed amendments numbered 3, 4 and 7 be
stricken from the proposed amendments and not adopted by the Ogle County Board.


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Board has considered the report and findings of fact and recommendation
of the Zoning Board of Appeals and the recommendation of the Planning & Zoning Committee, and has
determined that adoption of the requested Text Amendment is consistent with the public interest and is in
the best interests of the citizens of the County of Ogle subject to the proposed amendments to the text of
the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance numbered 17 being modified by striking the
subparagraph 9 therein, and striking from the proposed amendments the proposed amendments numbered
3, 4 and 7 as indicated in Exhibit “A” attached hereto;


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


SECTION ONE: The Findings of Fact and Recommendation of the Ogle County Zoning Board
of Appeals, Exhibit “B” appended hereto, is hereby accepted, and the finding of fact set forth above are
hereby adopted as the findings of fact and conclusions of the Ogle County Board.


SECTION TWO: The proposed amendments to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning
Ordinance numbered 1, 2, 5, 6, and 8-16 per Exhibit “A” attached hereto, are hereby adopted by the Ogle
County Board.



laura

Typewritten Text

2010-0402







Page -2-


SECTION THREE: The proposed amendment to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning
Ordinance numbered 17 per Exhibit “A” attached hereto, is hereby adopted by the Ogle County Board,
but modified by striking the subparagraph 9 therein.


SECTION FOUR: The proposed amendments numbered 3, 4 and 7 per Exhibit “A” attached
hereto are hereby stricken from the proposed amendments and are not adopted by the Ogle County Board. 


SECTION FIVE: This amendment to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance,
shall be in full force and effect upon its adoption and passage by the County Board of Ogle County,
Illinois.


PASSED BY THE OGLE COUNTY BOARD THIS              DAY OF                                           A.D.


                                                                            
W. Ed Rice


Chairman, Ogle County Board


ATTEST:


                                                                            
Rebecca Huntley
Ogle County Clerk and 
Ex Officio Clerk of the Ogle County Board
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EXHIBIT “A”
PROPOSED AMENDMENTS TO THE


OGLE COUNTY AMENDATORY ZONING ORDINANCE
JANUARY 2010


NOTE: “RED-LINED TEXT” INDICATES NEW TEXT TO BE ADDED; “STRIKE-OUT TEXT”
INDICATES TEXT TO BE DELETED.


1) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.01 “AG-1" Agricultural District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


The purpose and intent of the AG-1 Agricultural District is to help implement the goals and objectives of the
Ogle County Amendatory Comprehensive Plan. The long-range goal for agricultural land use in the County is
to preserve the most valuable of natural resources, that of fertile land, for agricultural pursuits and to protect
the land best suited for farming from premature urbanization and the encroachment of  incompatible land
uses which would hinder farm operations and irretrievably deplete agricultural lands.  The agricultural district
regulations are, therefore, designed to regulate the use of land and buildings within areas of the County
where soil and topographic conditions are best adapted to the pursuit of agricultural land uses.  It is essential
that scattered, indiscriminate urban development within areas best suited for agriculture be precluded and
that orderly urban development be facilitated.  It hereby declared the legislative intent and purpose of the
AG-1 district that land in the County which is productive should remain in productivity until such time as the
natural growth of municipalities precludes preservation thereof.


2) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.01 “AG-1" Agricultural District
Paragraph C.  Special Uses.


Amend the above as follows:


Commercial kennels, provided no building or pen housing any animals shall be located nearer than one-
thousand (1,000) feet to any residence district, or to an incorporated area, or to a dwelling other than the
dwelling of the lessee or the owner of the site.  Where a commercial kennel is conducted exclusively from
within a completely enclosed building that is designed and constructed (or altered) so as to minimize animal
noise escaping from the interior of the structure to the outside, and no outside kennels or animal runs will be
provided, then said commercial kennel building may be located not less than five hundred feet (500') to any
residence district, or to an incorporated area, or to a dwelling other than the dwelling of the lessee or owner
of the site, provided animals are, at all times, kept within said completely enclosed building except when in
transit to and/or from the commercial kennel facility, or during brief periods of time for cleaning and/or
maintenance of said building.


3) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.01 “AG-1" Agricultural District
Paragraph C.  Special Uses.


Amend the above by deleting the following listed Special Use:


Single-family dwelling, when constructed on a lot divided and set aside from a farm as defined herein. Lot
area shall be not less than one (1) acre and the lot width shall be not less than one hundred fifty (150) feet. 
At least one of the following criteria must be met prior to issuance of a special use permit for a single-family
dwelling in an AG-1 Agricultural District:


1. Existence of man-made or natural physical features which serve as barriers to agricultural
use on a majority of the property;


2. Tree cover (mature), either covering the majority of the property or the location of which
serves as the barrier to agricultural use on the property;


3. Topography and slope unconducive to agricultural use even under conservation practices;
4. Such single-family dwelling is initially intended for and occupied by a son or daughter,


parent or spouse of the owner of the original agricultural tract from which such lot is set
aside for residential purposes.
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In addition to the above, all applicants requesting a special use permit for a single-family dwelling
must certify by affidavit (see Appendix III) that they have read the preamble to the AG-1 Agricultural
District regulations, and if said application is approved by the County Board, record with the
property deed said affidavit.  Proof of recordation will be required prior to a zoning certificate being
issued by the Zoning Administrator.


4) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.01 “AG-1" Agricultural District
Paragraph C.  Special Uses.


Amend the above by adding the following Special Uses:


Single-family dwelling, when constructed on a single lot/parcel divided and set aside from an existing parcel
of at least ten (10) acres in area. Lot area shall be not less than one (1) acre exclusive of public road right-of-
way (unless a greater area is required to accommodate a well and sewage disposal system) and the lot
width shall be not less than one hundred fifty (150) feet.  At least one of the following criteria must be met
prior to issuance of a special use permit for a single-family dwelling in the AG-1 Agricultural District pursuant
to this provision:


1. Existence of man-made or natural physical features which serve as barriers to agricultural
use on a majority of the property;


2. Tree cover (mature), either covering the majority of the property or the location of which
serves as the barrier to agricultural use on the property;


3. Topography and slope unconducive to agricultural use even under conservation practices.
4. The proposed parcel yields a Land Evaluation/Site Assessment (LESA) score of 199 or


lower;
5. The proposed parcel yields a Land Evaluation (LE) score of 74 or lower;


In addition to the above, all applicants requesting a special use permit for a single-family dwelling
must certify by affidavit (see Appendix III) that they have read the preamble to the AG-1 Agricultural
District regulations, and if said application is approved by the County Board, record with the
property deed said affidavit.  Proof of recordation will be required prior to a zoning certificate being
issued by the Zoning Administrator.


Single-family dwelling, when constructed on a single lot/parcel divided and set aside from a farm as defined
herein, provided said original farm parcel is not reduced to below 40 acres after such division. Lot area shall
be not less than one (1) acre exclusive of public road right-of-way (unless a greater area is required to
accommodate a well and sewage disposal system) and the lot width shall be not less than one hundred fifty
(150) feet.  At least one of the following criteria must be met prior to issuance of a special use permit for a
single-family dwelling in the AG-1 Agricultural District pursuant to this provision:


1. Such single-family dwelling is initially intended for and occupied by the owner of the
original agricultural tract (“farm” as defined herein) from which such lot is set aside for
residential purposes;


2. Such single-family dwelling is initially intended for and occupied by a son, daughter or
parent of the owner of the original agricultural tract (“farm” as defined herein) from which
such lot is set aside for residential purposes.


In addition to the above, all applicants requesting a special use permit for a single-family dwelling
must certify by affidavit (see Appendix III) that they have read the preamble to the AG-1 Agricultural
District regulations, and if said application is approved by the County Board, record with the
property deed said affidavit.  Proof of recordation will be required prior to a zoning certificate being
issued by the Zoning Administrator.


Division/subdivision of a parcel of 10 acres or less in area in existence and of record with the Ogle County
Recorder on or prior to (the effective date of amendment) that contains a single family dwelling into no more
than three parcels/lots, resulting in not more than two additional vacant parcels/lots upon which not more
than one (1) single-family dwelling may be constructed upon each additional vacant parcel/lot.  A parcel
existing on or prior to (effective date of amendment) shall be eligible for no more than one (1) Special Use
Permit pursuant to this provision.  The following requirements shall be met:


1. Any resulting parcel(s) shall not be less than 1.0 acre exclusive of public road right-of-way
(unless a greater area is required to accommodate a well and sewage disposal system),
and the minimum width not less than 150';
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2. All applicable requirements of the Ogle County Land Subdivision Regulations shall be
complied with; or, if the approved division is exempt from the Ogle County Land
Subdivision Regulations, a plat of survey shall be required to be submitted to the Zoning
Administrator for review and approval.


 3 . All applicants requesting a special use permit under this provision, and any subsequent
owners and applicants for Zoning Certificate to construct a single family dwelling on any
resulting parcel/lot, must certify by affidavit (see Appendix III) that they have read the
preamble to the AG-1 Agricultural District regulations, and record with the property deed
said affidavit.  Proof of recordation will be required prior to a zoning certificate being issued
by the Zoning Administrator.


5) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.02 “IA" Intermediate Agricultural District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


This district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is established to preserve the integrity of the “AG-1" district by clearly indicating
that, in the “AG-1" district, agriculture is the primary use of the land.  Agriculture in the “IA” district, while
important, is not regarded as necessarily the primary use.  The “IA” district is intended to be an intermediate
zoning district between the “AG-1" district and the “R-1" Rural Residential District.


It is the intent that this district be designed so that land less suited for agricultural use (but which still
represents a valuable economic base), that otherwise might remain idle or unused out of “spot zoning”
consideration,  may be utilized for residential purposes.  All activities within this district shall be compatible
with surrounding agricultural operations, and shall maintain, preserve and enhance agricultural land. 
Agricultural activities are allowed in this district; however, the raising of livestock shall be in compliance with
the Ogle County Health Code and all Illinois Environmental Protection Agency requirements regarding
agriculture related pollution.


6) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.02 “IA" Intermediate Agricultural District
Paragraph B.  Permitted Uses.


Amend the above by deleting the permitted use of “Dwelling unit, non-farm” and adding the
permitted use of “Single Family Dwelling”.


7) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.02 “IA" Intermediate Agricultural District
Paragraph C.  Special Uses.


Amend the above by amending the following listed Special Use as indicated below:


Any special use listed in the “AG-1" Agricultural District with the exception of the following:


1) Conversion of an existing single-family farm dwelling into a two-family dwelling when not
less than one (1) dwelling unit will continue to be occupied by a person and the family
thereof, owning, operating or employed full-time in farming operations on the premises;


2) Single-family dwelling, when constructed on a lot divided and set aside from a tract of land,
the principal use of which is agriculture as defined herein.  Lot area shall be not less than
one (1) acre and the lot width shall be not less than one hundred fifty (150) feet.


Single-family dwelling, when constructed on a single lot/parcel divided and set aside from
an existing parcel of at least ten (10) acres in area. Lot area shall be not less than one (1)
acre exclusive of public road right-of-way (unless a greater area is required to
accommodate a well and sewage disposal system) and the lot width shall be not less than
one hundred fifty (150) feet.  At least one of the following criteria must be met prior to
issuance of a special use permit for a single-family dwelling in the AG-1 Agricultural
District pursuant to this provision:


1. Existence of man-made or natural physical features which serve as
barriers to agricultural use on a majority of the property;







-4-


2. Tree cover (mature), either covering the majority of the property or the
location of which serves as the barrier to agricultural use on the
property;


3. Topography and slope unconducive to agricultural use even under
conservation practices.


4. The proposed parcel yields a Land Evaluation/Site Assessment (LESA)
score of 199 or lower;


5. The proposed parcel yields a Land Evaluation (LE) score of 74 or lower;


In addition to the above, all applicants requesting a special use permit for a
single-family dwelling must certify by affidavit (see Appendix III) that they have
read the preamble to the AG-1 Agricultural District regulations, and if said
application is approved by the County Board, record with the property deed said
affidavit.  Proof of recordation will be required prior to a zoning certificate being
issued by the Zoning Administrator.


3) Single-family dwelling, when constructed on a single lot/parcel divided and set aside from
a farm as defined herein, provided said original farm parcel is not reduced to below 40
acres after such division. Lot area shall be not less than one (1) acre exclusive of public
road right-of-way (unless a greater area is required to accommodate a well and sewage
disposal system) and the lot width shall be not less than one hundred fifty (150) feet.  At
least one of the following criteria must be met prior to issuance of a special use permit for
a single-family dwelling in the AG-1 Agricultural District pursuant to this provision:


1. Such single-family dwelling is initially intended for and occupied by the
owner of the original agricultural tract (“farm” as defined herein) from
which such lot is set aside for residential purposes;


2. Such single-family dwelling is initially intended for and occupied by a
son, daughter or parent of the owner of the original agricultural tract
(“farm” as defined herein) from which such lot is set aside for residential
purposes.


In addition to the above, all applicants requesting a special use permit for a
single-family dwelling must certify by affidavit (see Appendix III) that they have
read the preamble to the AG-1 Agricultural District regulations, and if said
application is approved by the County Board, record with the property deed said
affidavit.  Proof of recordation will be required prior to a zoning certificate being
issued by the Zoning Administrator.


4) Division/subdivision of a parcel of 10 acres or less in area in existence and of record with
the Ogle County Recorder on or prior to (the effective date of amendment) that contains a
single family dwelling into no more than three parcels/lots, resulting in not more than two
additional vacant parcels/lots upon which not more than one (1) single-family dwelling may
be constructed upon each additional vacant parcel/lot.  A parcel existing on or prior to
(effective date of amendment) shall be eligible for no more than one (1) Special Use
Permit pursuant to this provision.  The following requirements shall be met:


1. Any resulting parcel(s) shall not be less than 1.0 acre exclusive of public
road right-of-way (unless a greater area is required to accommodate a
well and sewage disposal system), and the minimum width not less than
150';


2. All applicable requirements of the Ogle County Land Subdivision
Regulations shall be complied with; or, if the approved division is
exempt from the Ogle County Land Subdivision Regulations, a plat of
survey shall be required to be submitted to the Zoning Administrator for
review and approval.


 3 . All applicants requesting a special use permit under this provision, and
any subsequent owners and applicants for Zoning Certificate to
construct a single family dwelling on any resulting parcel/lot, must certify
by affidavit (see Appendix III) that they have read the preamble to the
AG-1 Agricultural District regulations, and record with the property deed
said affidavit.  Proof of recordation will be required prior to a zoning
certificate being issued by the Zoning Administrator.


8) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.03 “R-1" Rural Residence District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:
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The “R-1" district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is established for low-density residential uses.  It is designed for areas with few or
no public improvements and where general conditions are not conducive to other than low-density
development.


9) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.04 “R-2" Single Family Residence District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


This district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is established to provide low-density areas in which the principal use of the land is
for single-family dwellings.  In this district public or private water supply and sewer facilities, essential to
public health, may be available or become available in the foreseeable future must should be available
and/or provided for at the time of development.


Furthermore, it is the intent of this Ordinance that the “R-2" Single-Family Residence District be located
within the one and one-half (1.5) mile area surrounding incorporated cities and villages in order that public
facilities may be utilized, and on land that is less suitable for agricultural use and better suited for residential
use due to factors such as, but not necessarily limited to, the following:


• Suitability of the land for agricultural use (as indicated by the Land Evaluation and Site Assessment
[LESA] System);


• Trend(s) of development;
• Need for additional residential land;
• Consistency with County and municipal land use plans;
• Availability of adequate public facilities and infrastructure;
• Impact on existing public facilities and infrastructure.


10) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.05 “R-3" Mobile Home Subdivision District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


This district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is established for permanent mobile homes located in a residence setting
providing for open space and other amenities conducive to other low-density development.


11) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.06 “R-4" Mobile Home Park District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


This district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is established to provide a location for the long-term parking of mobile homes in an
area where service and facilities and open space is provided in a residential setting.


12) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.07 “B-1" Business District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


The “B-1" Local Business District is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County
Amendatory Comprehensive Plan and is intended to provide areas for general retail, service and repair
businesses which serve the surrounding area.  This district is provided to permit the development of these
business activities, to protect adjacent areas against encroachment by incompatible uses, and to lessen
congestion on public roads.  To these ends, certain uses which would interfere with the operation of these
business activities and the purpose of this district, have been excluded.
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13) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.08 “B-2" Business Recreation District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


This district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is intended to provide areas for recreational business type of uses.


14) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.09 “B-3" Restricted Interstate Highway Area Business District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


This district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is established to encourage the most orderly development combining highway
oriented uses through advance planning to assure adequate compatibility and prevent any adverse effect
upon the living environment, and thus promote the general welfare of the County.  In addition, all of the
interchanges in the County shall be developed in complete compliance with the Ogle County Land
Subdivision Regulations Ordinance.


15) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.10  “I-1" Industrial District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


This district is intended to help implement the goals and objectives of the Ogle County Amendatory
Comprehensive Plan and is established to provide for industrial uses in areas whose principal use is or
ought to be manufacturing, warehousing, and other limited industrial uses.  Uses in this district shall create a
minimum of noise, glare, odor, dust, vibration, air and water pollutants, fire, explosive, radioactive and other
hazardous, harmful or obnoxious matter.  This district is provided to permit the development of these
industrial uses, to protect adjacent areas against encroachment by incompatible uses, and to lessen
congestion on public roads.


16) Division 5 Schedule of Zoning District Regulations
Section 5.11  “PD" Planned Development District
Paragraph A.  Purpose and Intent.


Amend the above as follows:


The purpose of the Planned Development District is to: provide an opportunity for unique, well-Planned
Development on property in unincorporated Ogle County that cannot be annexed to a municipality but is
otherwise in accordance with the recommendations of the Ogle County Comprehensive Plan and considered
desirable by the County Board; provide a means of achieving greater flexibility in development of land in a
manner not possible in conventional zones; to encourage a more imaginative and innovative design of
projects; to promote a more desirable community environment; and to retain maximum control over both the
structure and future operation of the development.; and, create the possibility of non-agricultural uses
occurring only in appropriate locations as designated by the Comprehensive Plan.  The Planned
Development regulations are intended to encourage imaginative site planning that integrates the
development proposal with existing topography and other natural environmental assets of the land while
conserving the County’s rural character.  Clustering of units is encouraged to provide common open space. 
Under this procedure, well-planned residential, industrial, commercial and other types of land use,
individually or in combination, may be developed in accordance with the standards contained herein.


17) Division 6 Supplementary District Regulations
Section 6.06 Accessory Buildings, Structures and Uses
Paragraph G.  (Private Swimming Pools)


Amend the above as follows:
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Private Swimming Pools: Private swimming pools shall be a permitted residential accessory use in any
Residence District, provided it conforms with the regulations of this Ordinance and other applicable
ordinance of Ogle County.  Any swimming pool with a design capacity of more than 5,000 gallons shall
obtain a zoning certificate and have a continuous barrier of building and/or protective fence and/or wall of at
least five (5) feet in height.  There shall be at least one (1) gate with a self-closing latch.  shall be provided
with a barrier (meaning a fence, a wall, a building wall or a combination thereof which completely surrounds
the swimming pool and obstructs access to the swimming pool) which complies with the following:


1. The top of the barrier shall be at least 48 inches above grade measured on the side of the barrier
which faces away from the swimming pool. The maximum vertical clearance between grade and the
bottom of the barrier shall be 4 inches measured on the side of the barrier which faces away from
the swimming pool.  Where the top of the pool structure is above grade, such as an aboveground
pool, the barrier may be at ground level, such as the pool structure, or mounted on top of the pool
structure. Where the barrier is mounted on top of the pool structure, the maximum vertical
clearance between the top of the pool structure and the bottom of the barrier shall be 4 inches. 


2. Openings in the barrier shall not allow passage of a 4-inch diameter sphere.


3. Solid barriers, which do not have openings, such as a masonry or stone wall, shall not contain
indentations or protrusions except for normal construction tolerances and tooled masonry joints.


4. Where the barrier is composed of horizontal and vertical members and the distance between the
tops of the horizontal members is less than 45 inches, the horizontal members should be located on
the swimming pool side of the fence. Spacing between vertical members should not exceed 1-3/4
inches in width. Where there are decorative cutouts, spacing within the cutouts should not exceed
1-3/4 inches in width.


5. Where the barrier is composed of horizontal and vertical members and the distance between the
tops of the horizontal members is 45 inches or more, spacing between vertical members shall not
exceed 4 inches. Where there are decorative cutouts, spacing within the cutouts shall not exceed 1-
3/4 inches in width.


6. Maximum mesh size for chain link fences shall not exceed 1-3/4 inch square unless the fence is
provided with slats fastened at the top or the bottom which reduce the openings to no more than 1-
3/4 inches.


7. Where the barrier is composed of diagonal members, such as a lattice fence, the maximum
opening formed by the diagonal members shall be no more than 1-3/4 inches.


8. Access gates to the pool shall comply with Paragraphs 1 through 7 above, and shall be equipped to
accommodate a locking device. Pedestrian access gates shall open outward, away from the pool,
and shall be self-closing and have a self-latching device. Gates other than pedestrian access gates
shall have a self-latching device. Where the release mechanism of the self-latching device is
located less than 54 inches from the bottom of the gate, (a) the release mechanism shall be located
on the pool side of the gate at least 3 inches below the top of the gate and (b) the gate and barrier
shall have no opening greater than ½ inch within 18 inches of the release mechanism.


9. Where a wall of a dwelling serves as part of the barrier, it is recommended that at least one of the
following safety measures be utilized:


(a) All doors with direct access to the pool through that wall should be equipped with an alarm
which produces an audible warning when the door and its screen, if present, are opened. The alarm
should sound continuously for a minimum of 30 seconds within 7 seconds after the door is opened.
Alarms should meet the requirements of UL 2017 (General-Purpose Signaling Devices and
Systems, Section 77). The alarm should have a minimum sound pressure rating of 85 dBA at 10
feet and the sound of the alarm should be distinctive from other household sounds, such as smoke
alarms, telephones, and door bells. The alarm should automatically reset under all conditions. The
alarm should be equipped with manual means, such as touch pads or switches, to temporarily
deactivate the alarm for a single opening of the door from either direction. Such deactivation should
last for no more than 15 seconds. The deactivation touchpads or switches should be located at
least 54 inches above the threshold of the door.


(b) The pool should be equipped with a power safety cover which complies with ASTM F1346-91
(Standard Performance Specifications for Safety Covers and Labeling Requirements for All Covers
for Swimming Pools, Spas and Hot Tubs).


(c) Other means of protection, such as self-closing doors with self-latching devices, are acceptable
so long as the degree of protection afforded is not less than the protection afforded by (a) or (b)
described above.
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10) Where an above-ground pool structure is used as a barrier or where the barrier is mounted on top
of the pool structure, and the means of access is a ladder or steps, then (a) the ladder to the pool
or steps shall be capable of being secured, locked or removed to prevent access, or (b) the ladder
or steps shall be surrounded by a barrier which meets Paragraphs 1 through 9 above. When the
ladder or steps are secured, locked, or removed, any opening created shall not allow the passage
of a 4-inch diameter sphere.


Barriers shall be located so as to prohibit permanent structures, equipment or similar objects from being
used to climb the barriers.
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Ogle. County Zoning Board of Appeals 
911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 - (815) 732-1190 
Fax: (815) 732-2229 


FINDINGS OF FACT AND RECOMMENDAnON
 
OF THE OGLE COUNTY ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS
 


This is the findings of fact and the recommendation of the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals 
concerning an application of Michael Reibel, Ogle County Planning & Zoning Administrator, 911 w. 
Pines Rd., Oregon, IL, under the direction of the Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County 
Board, in case #01-10 AM. The applicant is proposing to amend the text of the Ogle County Amendatory 
Zoning Ordinance as indicated in Exhibit "A" attached hereto. 


After due notice, as required by law, the Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing in this case on 
February 25, 2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, Illinois and hereby report 
their findings and recommendation as follows: 


FINDINGS: The Zoning Board of Appeals hereby finds that the amendments to the text of the Ogle 
County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance, Exhibit "A" attached hereto, are consistent with the public 
interest, and are in the best interests of the citizens of the Ogle County, Illinois subject to the striking 
from the proposed amendments the proposed amendments numbered 3, 4 and 7 as indicated in Exhibit 
"A" attached hereto. 


RECOMMENDATION: The Zoning Board of Appeals hereby recommends that the proposed 
amendments to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance numbered 1,2,5,6, and 8-17 
per EXhibit "A" attached hereto, be adopted by the Ogle County Board, and that the proposed 
amendments numbered 3, 4 and 7 be stricken from the proposed amendments and not adopted by the 
Ogle County Board. 


ROLL CALL VOTE: The roll call vote was 5 members for the motion to recommend adoption of the 
proposed amendments to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance, 0 opposed. 


Respectfully submitted this 25 th day ofFebruary 2010 by the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals. 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 
Maurice Bronkema 
Randall Anderson 
Curtis Freeberg 
Jason Sword 


~ • fl. _A_T_T-nEST: 


~\~ 
Michael Reibel, Secretary 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS   )
                    )
COUNTY OF OGLE      )


In the Matter of the Petition
              of
Ronald Rockwood, Grand Detour Township
Ogle County, Illinois


               Testimony of Witnesses
               Produced, Sworn and
               Examined on this 25th day
               of March 2010
               before the Ogle County
               Zoning Board of Appeals


Present:
Maurice Bronkema
Randall Anderson
Curtis Freeberg
Jason Sword
Bruce McKinney, Chairman
Michael Reibel, Zoning Administrator
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Next order of business?
2           MR. REIBEL:  Next order of business is to
3      consider the request filed February 17th, 2010
4      of Ronald Rockwood, 3948 West Cedar Street,
5      Grand Detour in Dixon, Illinois for a Variation
6      to allow a dwelling addition to be constructed
7      11 feet, 8 inches from a side lot line in lieu
8      of 25 feet and 6.45 feet from a front lot line
9      in lieu of the average setback of existing


10      structures in the same block on the same side of
11      the street pursuant to the Ogle County
12      Amendatory Zoning Ordinance on property
13      described as follows and owned by the
14      Petitioner:
15           Lots 14 & 15, E1/2 Vac. Alley NW and


          adjacent, S1/2 Vac. Alley NE and adjacent,
16           Block 3 Southern Addition to Grand Detour,


          part of the E1/2 NE1/4 Section 14 Grand
17           Detour Township 22N, R9E of the 4th P.M.


          Property Identification Number:
18           21-14-279-008.  Common Location:  3948 W.


          Cedar St. (Grand Detour), Dixon, IL.
19
20           For the record, a sign was posted along
21      the frontage of the premises indicating that a
22      public hearing is to be held.  All adjoining
23      property owners to the petition have been
24      notified by certified mail of the specifics of
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1      the petition and the hearing this evening and a
2      legal notice was published in the March 1st
3      issue of the Ogle County Life, again, notifying
4      the public of the hearing this evening and the
5      specifics of the petition.
6           In the staff report I'll point out that
7      the site is located on the north side of West
8      Cedar Street beginning approximately 372 feet
9      northwest of South Green Street.  Size:  The


10      parcel is approximately 0.46 acres in area.
11      Existing land use of the site is residential.
12      Surrounding Land Use and Zoning:  The site is
13      located within a residential area.  The site and
14      all surrounding land is zoned R-2, Single-Family
15      Residence District.  Zoning History:  The site
16      and surrounding area were zoned R-2
17      Single-Family Residence District in 1965 upon
18      adoption of the first Ogle County Zoning
19      Ordinance.  Special Information, Public
20      Utilities:  None.  The dwelling on the site is
21      served by a private well and on-site septic
22      system.  Transportation:  West Cedar Street is
23      a seal-coat surfaced, township-maintained road.
24      Physical Characteristics:  The site is nearly
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1      level and well-drained.
2           According to the Digital Soil Survey of
3      the Ogle County, the soil type on the site is
4      570A - Martinsville silt loam.  This soil is not
5      subject to ponding or flooding.  It is
6      classified as prime farmland.  It is rated as
7      being somewhat limited for septic systems due to
8      slow water movement.
9           And that's all I have.


10           MR. McKINNEY:  This is a public hearing,
11      so I'll entertain a motion to go back into a
12      public hearing.
13           MR. SWORD:  So moved.
14           MR. FREEBERG:  Second.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
16      seconded to go into a public hearing.  All those
17      in favor signify by saying aye.
18                     (All those simultaneously
19                     responded.)
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
21      Motion passed.  Petitioner?
22                    RONAL ROCKWOOD,
23      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Give her your name and
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1      lot line rather than the 15 feet that's allowed.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  And your neighbor's actual
3      house is about how far away from the lot line?
4           MR. ROCKWOOD:  There's a barn that sits --
5      from the lot line there's a barn that sits about
6      50 to 60 feet and the actual house is probably
7      more like 170 feet.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  So this shouldn't be a
9      detrimental problem for your neighbor?


10           MR. ROCKWOOD:  He doesn't even know I'm
11      there.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  The reason why you need to
13      build on, is the family expanding or just
14      because the house is small?
15           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Expansion, put another
16      bathroom, another bedroom, living room,
17      basement.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  This is kind of
19      unique because the way the house was built.  Did
20      you build this house?
21           MR. ROCKWOOD:  No.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  So you didn't cause the
23      problem with this lot line being so close to --
24           MR. ROCKWOOD:  No, I didn't.
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1      address.
2           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Ronald Lee Rockwood,
3      R-O-C-K-W-O-O-D, 3948 West Cedar Street, Grand
4      Detour, Illinois.
5           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your
6      petition.
7           MR. ROCKWOOD:  I applied for it last year
8      and you guys granted it last year and I was able
9      to build the garage onto my house and I didn't


10      have the time or the money to build the other
11      half onto my house.  So I'm just pretty much
12      here to renew it.  I'm going to start it this
13      spring and hopefully have it done in August.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Just get it done
15      before the timeline -- we just have to go
16      through some of the questions just to get it on
17      the record.  Property -- what type of particular
18      hardship -- why do you need to get this
19      Variance?
20           MR. ROCKWOOD:  The living room is about 7
21      and a half feet wide and I'd like to make it 20
22      feet wide and in order for me to be able to do
23      that I have to add 15 feet onto my home which
24      puts me at 11 foot, 8 inches from my neighbor's
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1           MR. FREEBERG:  Looks like your neighbor is
2      spread out over about five lots.
3           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Rich?  He owns all the way
4      from Green Street to my house.  He owns the
5      house on the corner also.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  You're not putting on this
7      addition just to turn around and sell the house,
8      are you?
9           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Not immediately, no.  Over


10      time possibly, yes, but not any time soon.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  The sole purpose for
12      building is not for reselling it?
13           MR. ROCKWOOD:  No.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  Does anybody else have any
15      other questions?
16           MR. BRONKEMA:  I would say about 70
17      percent of the places in that town are probably
18      in the same boat.  They're all too close to the
19      line, but then they were all built before we
20      were.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?  Okay.
22      Your plans -- they really -- is there any change
23      in this addition from what was presented to us
24      last year?
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1           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Nope, exact same thing,
2      just a different clock.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?
4           MR. SWORD:  Nope.
5           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  You can sit down.
6      Is there anybody here that wishes to testify in
7      favor of this petition?
8           MR. REIBEL:  Mr. Chairman, I do have a
9      letter on file from Keith and Francis Robinson


10      at 3945 West Cedar Street that states they have
11      no objection.  And I did receive a phone call
12      today from Francis Drew, the township
13      supervisor, who said he couldn't be here
14      tonight, but the township has no objection.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Thank you.  Anybody
16      else -- is there anybody that wishes to testify
17      in favor?  Anybody that wishes to testify
18      opposing the petition?  Seeing none, we'll
19      entertain a motion to go back into open session.
20           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there a second?
22           MR. ANDERSON:  I'll second.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury moved, Randy seconded
24      to go back into open session.  All those in
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1      other property within the same zoning
2      classification.
3           MR. FREEBERG:  The conditions upon which
4      the petition for a Variation are based are
5      unique and are not applicable generally to other
6      property within the R-2 Family Residence
7      District due to the existing house design and
8      location and the location of the well and septic
9      system and the fact that this whole neighborhood


10      I think was laid out before zoning ever came
11      into being, so I think the standard is met.
12                     (All those agreed.)
13           MR. REIBEL:  C)  The purpose of the
14      Variation is not based exclusively upon a desire
15      to obtain a higher financial return on the
16      property.
17           MR. SWORD:  Evidence indicates that the
18      purpose of the Variation is not based
19      exclusively upon a desire to obtain a higher
20      financial return on the property, but rather to
21      provide additional living space for the occupant
22      of the dwelling.  I feel that standard is met.
23                     (All those agreed.)
24           MR. REIBEL:  D)  The alleged difficulty or
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1      favor signify by saying aye.
2                     (All those simultaneously
3                     responded.)
4           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
5      Motion passed.  We'll go through the finding of
6      facts.
7           MR. REIBEL:  Variation Standard A)  That
8      the particular physical surrounding, shape or
9      topographical condition of the specific property


10      involved would result in a particular hardship
11      upon the owner as distinguished from a mere
12      inconvenience if the strict letter of the
13      regulations were carried out.
14           MR. SWORD:  The location and configuration
15      of the existing house is such that it is not
16      possible for the Petitioner to construct an
17      addition as proposed that conforms with the
18      required side yard of 25 feet.  He stated the
19      house was built many years ago, so it is what it
20      is.  So I feel that standard is met.
21                     (All those agreed.)
22           MR. REIBEL:  B)  The conditions upon which
23      the petition for a Variation are based are
24      unique and would not be applicable generally to
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1      hardship has not been created by any person
2      presently having an interest in the property.
3           MR. BRONKEMA:  The alleged difficulty or
4      hardship has not been created by Mr. Rockwood as
5      he has recently purchased the property and is
6      attempting to improve the property.  I feel the
7      standard is met.
8                     (All those agreed.)
9           MR. REIBEL:  E)  The granting of the


10      Variation will not be materially detrimental to
11      the public welfare or injurious to other
12      property or improvements in the neighborhood in
13      which the property is located.
14           MR. ANDERSON:  No evidence has been
15      submitted that would indicate that the granting
16      of the Variation will be materially detrimental
17      to the public welfare or injurious to other
18      property or improvements in the neighborhood in
19      which the proposed property is located.  I feel
20      that standard is met.
21                     (All those agreed.)
22           MR. REIBEL:  F)  The proposed Variation
23      will not impair an adequate supply of light and
24      air to adjacent property or substantially
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1      increase the congestion in the public streets or
2      increase the danger of fire or endanger the
3      public safety or substantially diminish or
4      impair property values within the neighborhood.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  No evidence has been
6      submitted that would indicate the Variation will
7      impair an adequate supply of light and air to
8      adjacent property or substantially increase the
9      congestion in the public streets or increase the


10      danger of fire or endanger the public safety or
11      substantially diminish or impair property values
12      within the neighborhood.  I feel the standard is
13      met.
14                     (All those agreed.)
15           MR. REIBEL:  And the Zoning Board of
16      Appeals shall not vary the regulations of this
17      ordinance unless it shall make findings based
18      upon the evidence presented to it in each
19      specific case that, A, the plight of the owner
20      is due to unique circumstances.
21           MR. SWORD:  The circumstances are unique
22      to the location and design of the existing
23      dwelling on the site as well as the location of
24      the existing well and septic.  I feel that
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1           MR. REIBEL:  Freeberg?
2           MR. FREEBERG:  Yes.
3           MR. REIBEL:  Bronkema?
4           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
5           MR. REIBEL:  Sword?
6           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
7           MR. REIBEL:  Anderson?
8           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
9           MR. REIBEL:  McKinney?


10           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
11                     (By voice vote five ayes.)
12           MR. REIBEL:  Five voted yes.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passes.  You can
14      come in and see Mr. Reibel before the end of the
15      year -- or before your year ends.
16           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Do I just come to you to
17      get the permit then?
18           MR. REIBEL:  Yeah, just stop in our
19      office.
20           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Am I free to go?
21           MR. REIBEL:  Yeah.
22           MR. ROCKWOOD:  Thank you.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other business?
24           MR. REIBEL:  No further business.


Page 14


1      standard is met.
2                     (All those agreed.)
3           MR. REIBEL:  B)  The Variation, if
4      granted, will not alter the essential character
5      of the locality.
6           MR. BRONKEMA:  The Variation will not
7      alter the essential character of the location as
8      there is an adequate buffer between the proposed
9      addition and the adjacent dwelling.  Also there


10      is other dwellings in the general vicinity with
11      substantial side yards.  Standard met.
12                     (All those agreed.)
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Going through the finding
14      of facts we have found that all standards have
15      been met.  I will entertain a motion.
16           MR. ANDERSON:  I'll make a motion that we
17      grant Variance No. 3-10 for Ronald Rockwood
18      finding that all the standards have been met.
19           MR. SWORD:  I'll second that.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Randy has moved and Jason
21      has seconded to approve Variation No. 3-10 for
22      Ronald Rockwell -- Rockwood.  I'm sorry.
23           MR. ROCKWOOD:  It happens all the time.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Roll call?
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  We are adjourned.
2                    (The hearing was concluded at
3                     7:30 p.m.)
4
5
6
7
8
9


10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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1           Now on this 25th day of March 2010, I do
2 signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3 before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
5
6
7


               Bruce McKinney, Chairman
8
9


10
11
12


               Michael Reibel,
13                Zoning Administrator
14
15
16
17


               Julie K. Edeus
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               IL License No. 084-003820
19                P.O. Box 381


               Dixon, Illinois  61021
20
21
22
23
24
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STATE OF ILLINOIS   )
                    )
COUNTY OF OGLE      )


In the Matter of the Petition
              of
Kenneth L. Clayton, Lincoln Township
Ogle County, Illinois


               Testimony of Witnesses
               Produced, Sworn and
               Examined on this 25th day
               of March 2010
               before the Ogle County
               Zoning Board of Appeals


Present:
Maurice Bronkema
Randall Anderson
Curtis Freeberg
Jason Sword
Bruce McKinney, Chairman
Michael Reibel, Zoning Administrator
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  I call this meeting of the
2      Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals for March
3      25th, 2010 to order.  Please stand and join us
4      in the Pledge of Allegiance.
5                     (WHEREUPON the Pledge of
6                     Allegiance was recited.)
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Mr. Reibel, roll call,
8      please.
9                     (Roll call was taken and all


10                     were present.)
11           MR. REIBEL:  Five present.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  We have a quorum.  The
13      verbatim transcripts serving as minutes from the
14      last meeting is on file and will not be read at
15      this time.  I'll entertain a motion to approve
16      the minutes of the last ZBA meeting.
17           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
18           MR. SWORD:  Second.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  It's been moved and
20      seconded to approve the minutes.  All those in
21      favor signify by saying aye.
22                     (All those simultaneously
23                     responded.)
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
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1      Motion passed.  All testimony will be taken
2      under oath.  Please come forward to testify and
3      state your name and address to the recording
4      secretary.  Please spell your last name.  When
5      testifying please speak clearly and loud enough
6      to be heard.  This hearing is the only
7      opportunity to place testimony and evidence on
8      the record.  There will not be another
9      opportunity beyond tonight's hearing to submit


10      additional evidence or testimony for
11      consideration.  Please turn off all cell phones,
12      pagers and any other electronic devices.  The
13      procedures on hearings that will be followed
14      tonight is as found in the ZBA Rules of
15      Procedure and The Citizen's Guide to the Zoning
16      Board of Appeals.  Mr. Lloyd Funk is also
17      present tonight, the chairman of the Ogle County
18      Planning Commission, if any Board member has
19      questions on their action on any of the
20      petitions.  Again, if anybody has any trouble
21      hearing please let me know.
22           Mr. Reibel, first order of business?
23           MR. REIBEL:  First order of business is to
24      consider the request filed February 12th, 2010
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1      of Kenneth L. Clayton, 512 Ash Avenue,
2      Forreston, Illinois for a Special Use Permit in
3      the AG-1 Agricultural District to allow a
4      portable toilet storage facility on property
5      described as follows and owned by the
6      Petitioner:
7           Part of the NE1/4 of the SE 1/4 Section 27


          Lincoln Township 24N, R8E of the 4th P.M.,
8           Ogle County, IL, 2.07 acres, more or less.


          Property Identification Number:
9           07-27-400-006.


          Common Location: 11215 W. IL Rte. 64.
10
11           For the record, a sign was posted along
12      the frontage of the premises indicating that a
13      Zoning hearing is to be held.  All adjoining
14      property owners to the petition have been
15      notified by certified mail of the hearing this
16      evening and the specifics of the petition.  And
17      a legal notice was published in the Monday,
18      March 1st issue of the Ogle County Life, again,
19      notifying the public of a hearing this evening
20      and the specifics of the petition.
21           Under the staff report which is on file
22      and the Board members have received, I will
23      point out under general information the site is
24      located on the south side of West Illinois Route
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1      on the site.
2           According to the Ogle County Digital Soil
3      Survey, the soil types on the site are 51A -
4      Muscatine silt loam; and 86B - Osco silt loam.
5      These soils are rated as prime farmland that are
6      not subject to ponding or flooding.  The 51A
7      soil series is rated as being very limited for
8      septic systems.  The 86B soil series is rated as
9      somewhat limited.  The LESA score of     208.1


10      indicates a Medium rating for protection.
11      Land Evaluation                           97.1.
12      Site Assessment                          111.
13           At the March 18th, 2010 meeting of the
14      Ogle County Regional Planning Commission,
15      Mr. Ocken made a motion to recommend approval of
16      Petition 1-10 Special Use, seconded by Mr. Conn.
17      Roll call vote was seven yes and zero no, so the
18      motion carried.
19           I have a letter on file from the Illinois
20      Department of Transportation which states that
21      there are no future roadway construction plans
22      for this area in the near future, so as far as
23      the Department of Transportation is concerned
24      our department does not have a problem with the
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1      64 beginning approximately 472 feet west of the
2      intersection of West Illinois Route 64 and North
3      Marilyn Road.  Existing land use of the site is
4      residential.  It's a former farmstead containing
5      a single-family dwelling, detached garage, corn
6      crib, barn and grain bin.  Surrounding Land Use
7      and Zoning:  All land surrounding the site is in
8      agricultural use and is zoned AG-1 Agricultural
9      District.  It's a planned site.  It's not


10      located within a mile and a half from an
11      incorporated city or village.  Lincoln Township
12      does not have a township planning commission.
13      The Amendatory Comprehensive Plan for Ogle
14      County designates the site and surrounding area
15      for continued agricultural use.  No previous
16      zoning history on the site.  Special
17      Information, Public Utilities:  None.  The site
18      is served by a private well and septic system.
19      Transportation:  Illinois Route 64 is a
20      state-maintained highway.  Physical
21      Characteristics:  The site is located in an area
22      of generally gently rolling topography.  The
23      slopes on-site can range from zero to 2 to 2 to
24      5 percent.  There are no floodplains or wetlands
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1      Special Use Permit.  Petitioners must apply to
2      this office for an access permit for a new
3      entrance or a modification to an existing
4      entrance onto a state-maintained road.
5      Sincerely, George F. Ryan, PE, Deputy Director
6      of Highways, Region 2 Engineer by J.P. Howell,
7      acting engineer of program development.
8           And according to the Illinois Department
9      of Natural Resources, the Illinois Natural


10      Heritage database contains no record of
11      state-listed threatened or endangered species,
12      Illinois Natural Area Inventory sites, dedicated
13      Illinois nature preserves or registered land and
14      water reserves in the vicinity of the project
15      location and the consultation process has been
16      terminated.  That's all I have.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  This is a public hearing,
18      so is there a motion to go into a public
19      hearing?
20           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there a second?
22           MR. FREEBERG:  Second.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury has moved, Curt has
24      seconded to go into a public hearing.  All those
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1      in favor signify by saying aye.
2                     (All those simultaneously
3                     responded.)
4           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
5      Motion passed.  Will the Petitioner come
6      forward.
7           MR. CLAYTON:  My name is Kenneth L.
8      Clayton.
9                 KENNETH L. CLAYTON,


10      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Give her your name and
12      address.
13           MR. CLAYTON:  Kenneth L. Clayton, 512 Ash
14      Avenue, Forreston, Illinois.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your
16      petition.
17           MR. CLAYTON:  I own five acres at the
18      corner of Marilyn Road and Route 64.  On the
19      east -- east side of the corncrib there's a nice
20      cement slab and I would like to put some --
21      store some portable toilets on the cement slab.
22      I used to work right across the street for 23
23      years and then they moved to town and sold the
24      business and now I work out at HA and this would
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1      which you might in the future build a building,
2      would that be to store the porta-potties inside?
3           MR. CLAYTON:  No, probably more for like a
4      truck or something.  Right now my truck is
5      inside a building in Forreston.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  You don't live at
7      that house?
8           MR. CLAYTON:  No, no.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Does somebody live there?


10           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes, yes, they do.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Have you got special --
12      have you got lighting on the outside?
13           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes, there is one yard
14      light.  There is nothing in the back, but I
15      really don't plan on doing anything at night,
16      but you know, maybe later on down the line I
17      might put one out there.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  The buildings that you've
19      got there now, are you going to be using those
20      for storage?  I think I saw one or two --
21           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes, yes.  Whatever --
22      whatever I can store in there I probably will
23      inside the corncrib and in the little garage my
24      boat is in there.
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1      be more of like a side business and I would say
2      the most that would probably be out there would
3      be right around a hundred, but hopefully 75 of
4      those would be out, but like I say, I just
5      wanted, you know, to keep them on the nice
6      cement slab and they'll be surrounded by some
7      trees and the corncrib and it's tucked back in.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Just so we can get this all
9      on the record, cleaning out the porta-potties


10      will be done where?
11           MR. CLAYTON:  On the site on the --
12      wherever they're at.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  And the waste will be
14      dumped at?
15           MR. CLAYTON:  Either in Lanark, Dixon or
16      DeKalb sewer plants.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  And you are required to
18      have a special license for hauling waste, aren't
19      you?
20           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes, I am and yes, I do have
21      it.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Most of your porta-potties
23      will be out and not stored on-site.  You
24      mentioned something at the Planning Commission
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  You heard Mr. Reibel
2      mention about IDOT with your ingress/egress.
3      You're not -- are you planning on just using the
4      driveway that's there?
5           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes, yes.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  You're not planning on
7      putting in another one?
8           MR. CLAYTON:  No, no.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Any questions?


10           MR. BRONKEMA:  Don't look like parking is
11      a problem, you got a lot of area there.
12           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes.
13           MR. BRONKEMA:  You could actually make
14      more area if you wanted to with a few loads of
15      gravel.
16           MR. CLAYTON:  I actually plan on just that
17      little area.  It's probably I guess a quarter of
18      an acre maybe.  Just so I got that nice cement
19      slab.  I had Bocker (phonetic) Excavating and do
20      a little cleaning up around there and --
21           MR. BRONKEMA:  Like repair -- if you have
22      to make a repair now is no problem, but in the
23      wintertime you'd almost have to have a building.
24           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes.  Actually I'm right now
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1      in Forreston and I probably could do a little
2      built in there.  It's a nice, big area.
3           MR. BRONKEMA:  Everything breaks.
4           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes, it does.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  Do you own the house?
6           MR. CLAYTON:  Yes, I do.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Are you looking for in a
8      few years to expand?
9           MR. CLAYTON:  As far as number of


10      porta-potties I would say -- I would say the
11      very most I would ever really want is 200,
12      because like I said, I got this other job out
13      here and this is just a side business and it
14      would -- it would probably hold up to 200 in
15      that little area because they're actually pretty
16      compact, but right now that's -- that's a long
17      ways down the road.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Any other questions?
19           MR. SWORD:  Nope.
20           MR. BRONKEMA:  I guess the safety factor
21      is all right.  It's pretty wide open both ways,
22      no hills in and out.  It's a pretty open area.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  If you haven't got
24      anything else --
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1      value of other properties in the neighborhood in
2      which it is to be located or in the public
3      health, safety, morals, comfort or general
4      welfare as the proposed use is in a rural area
5      on the state highway with only two other
6      dwellings within a quarter of a mile of the
7      site, so I feel that standard is met.
8                     (All those agreed.)
9           MR. REIBEL:  2)  That the location and


10      size of the Special Use and the nature and
11      intensity of the operation involved in it or
12      conducted in connection with it and the location
13      of the site with respect to streets giving
14      access to it are such that the Special Use will
15      not dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to
16      prevent development and use of neighboring
17      property in accordance with the applicable
18      Zoning District Regulations.  In determining
19      whether the Special Use will so dominate the
20      immediate neighborhood consideration should be
21      given to:  A)  The location, nature and height
22      of buildings, structures, walls and fences on
23      the site.  And B)  The nature and extent of
24      proposed landscaping and screening on the site.
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1           MR. CLAYTON:  All right.  Thank you.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there anybody here that
3      wishes to testify in favor of this petition?
4      Anybody here that wishes to testify opposing the
5      petition?  Seeing none, I'll ask for a motion to
6      close the public hearing.
7           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
8           MR. ANDERSON:  Second.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury moved, Randy seconded


10      to close the public hearing.  All those in favor
11      signify by saying aye.
12                     (All those simultaneously
13                     responded.)
14           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
15      Motion passed.  We're back into open session.
16      Shall we go through the findings of facts.
17           MR. REIBEL:  Special Use Standard No. 1)
18      That proposed Special Use will not be
19      unreasonably detrimental to the value of other
20      property in the neighborhood in which it is to
21      be located or the public health, safety, morals,
22      comfort or general welfare at large.
23           MR. BRONKEMA:  Well, the proposed Special
24      Use will not be unreasonably detrimental to the
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1           MR. ANDERSON:  The location and size of
2      the Special Use, the nature and intensity of the
3      operation involved in or conducted in connection
4      with it and the location of the site with
5      respect to streets giving access to it are such
6      that the Special Use will not dominate the
7      immediate neighborhood so as to prevent
8      development and use of neighboring property in
9      accordance with the AG-1 Zoning District


10      Regulations as the proposed use will utilize a
11      small portion of a 2.7 acre site, is located on
12      a state highway and there are a few other
13      buildings in the immediate vicinity.  I feel
14      that standard is met.
15                     (All those agreed.)
16           MR. REIBEL:  Standard 3)  That off-street
17      parking and loading areas will be provided in
18      accordance with the standards set forth in the
19      regulations.
20           MR. SWORD:  The site has adequate
21      off-street parking and loading areas.  The
22      standard is met.
23                     (All those agreed.)
24           MR. REIBEL:  4)  That adequate utilities,







(815) 453-2260
In Totidem Verbis, LLC (ITV)


5 (Pages 17 to 20)


Page 17


1      ingress/egress to the site, access roads,
2      drainage and other such necessary facilities
3      have been or will be provided.
4           MR. FREEBERG:  Adequate utilities,
5      ingress/egress to the site from Illinois Route
6      64, access roads, drainage and other such
7      necessary facilities have been or will be
8      provided.  Standard is met.
9                     (All those agreed.)


10           MR. REIBEL:  5)  That the proposed use can
11      be operated in a manner that is not detrimental
12      to the permitted developments and uses in the
13      Zoning District and can be developed and
14      operated in a manner that is visually compatible
15      with the permitted uses in the surrounding area
16      and is deemed essential or desirable to preserve
17      and promote the public health, safety and
18      general welfare of Ogle County.
19           MR. BRONKEMA:  The proposed use can be
20      used to be -- operated in a manner that is not
21      detrimental to the permitted development and use
22      of the AG-1 Zoning District and can be developed
23      and operated in a manner that is visually
24      compatible with the permitted use in the
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1      seconded to recommend to the Ogle County Board
2      to approve Special Use No. 01-10.  Roll call.
3           MR. REIBEL:  Sword?
4           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
5           MR. REIBEL:  Anderson?
6           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
7           MR. REIBEL:  Freeberg?
8           MR. FREEBERG:  Yes.
9           MR. REIBEL:  Bronkema?


10           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
11           MR. REIBEL:  McKinney?
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
13                     (By voice vote five ayes.)
14           MR. REIBEL:  Five voted yes.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passed.
16           MR. REIBEL:  This is scheduled to go
17      before the Planning and Zoning Committee of the
18      County Board on April 14th at 1 o'clock in the
19      afternoon and that's down at the sheriff's
20      training room at the sheriff's department.
21           MR. HOPKINS:  Let's see, is that going to
22      be here?  It's going to be here because there's
23      something going on down there.
24           MR. REIBEL:  Oh, I better make a note of
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1      surrounding area.  And it is deemed essential or
2      desirable to preserve and promote the public
3      health, safety and general welfare of Ogle
4      County.  Standard is met.
5                     (All those agreed.)
6           MR. REIBEL:  6)  That the proposed special
7      use complies with all the provisions of the
8      applicable district regulations.
9           MR. SWORD:  The proposed Special Use


10      appears to comply with all the provisions of the
11      AG-1 District regulations.  Standard is met.
12                     (All those agreed.)
13           MR. McKINNEY:  In going through the
14      finding of facts we have found that all
15      standards have been met.  So I'll entertain a
16      motion.
17           MR. BRONKEMA:  I'll make a motion that we
18      grant the Special Use Permit in the AG-1
19      Agricultural District for Kenneth L. Clayton of
20      Forreston, Illinois with all the -- what do I
21      want to say -- standards being met on No.
22      1-10SU.
23           MR. FREEBERG:  I'll second.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury has moved, Curt has
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1      that.
2           MR. HOPKINS:  Yeah, so you show up at the
3      right place, yeah.  There's something that's
4      been prescheduled quite a while ago, a training
5      session or something.
6           MR. REIBEL:  So 1 o'clock right here on
7      April 14th and the County Board decision will be
8      on April 20th, that's 5:30 in the evening and
9      that's right here too.


10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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1           Now on this 25th day of March 2010, I do
2      signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3      before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
5
6
7


               Bruce McKinney, Chairman
8
9


10
11
12


               Michael Reibel,
13                Zoning Administrator
14
15
16
17


               Julie K. Edeus
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               IL License No. 084-003820
19                P.O. Box 381


               Dixon, Illinois  61021
20
21
22
23
24
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RESOLUTION 2010-0401 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


WHEREAS, the appointment to the Dixon Fire Protection District by the 


Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


Rodney J. Fetterolf 
7261 S Ridge Rd 
Dixon, IL 61021 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends 


April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and assed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












RESOLUTION 2010-0402 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Forreston Fire Protection 


District by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


Adam W. Drinkall 
14651 W. Montague Rd 
Baileyville, IL 61007 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for n unexpired term 


that ends April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












RESOLUTION 2010-0404 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Leaf River Fire Protection 


District by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


Dan E. Zellers 


302 E Second St 


Leaf River, IL 61047 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends 


April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












RESOLUTION 2010-0407 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Lost Nation/New Landing 


River Conservancy District by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, 


the name of  


Lisa A. Stocksdale 


101 Mississippi Dr 


Dixon, IL 61021 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term which ends 


April 30, 2015. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












RESOLUTION 2010-0405 
and 


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 
 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Lynn-Scott-Rock Fire 


Protection District by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the 


name of  


Curtis W. Fruit 


2652 Lynnville Court 


Lindenwood, IL 61049 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends 


April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












 


RESOLUTION 2009-0411 
and 


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 
WHEREAS, the appointment to the Ogle County Mental Health 708 Board 


by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


    Seth D. McCanse 
    607 S 6th Street 


Oregon, IL 61061 
 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board for 


approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends 


December 31, 2011. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


 


    ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












RESOLUTION 2010-0406 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Oregon Fire Protection 


District by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


    James. M. Egyed 


502 S 9th St  


Oregon, IL 61061 
 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends  


April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












RESOLUTION 2009-0408 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Ogle County Planning 


Commission by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


    Wayne P. Reising 


    168 Terrace View 


    Oregon, IL 61061 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends 


April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












RESOLUTION 2009-0409 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Ogle County Planning 


Commission by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


    Thomas K. Smith 


    780 South Route 251 


    Rochelle, IL 61068 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board 


for approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that ends 


April 30, 2013. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


   
 ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












 
 


Report to Sponsors 
 
Following is the latest news from Blackhawk Hills RC&D: 
 
Annual Meeting – Everyone is invited to the Blackhawk Hills Annual Dinner Meeting on April 16, 2010 
at 6:00 PM at the White Pines Inn in Mt. Morris, IL.  Dale Hoppe will speak on the Black Hawk Statue.  
Come learn about our accomplishments for the year, celebrate the achievements of our program and 
connect with our partners and friends.  For more information or to register for our Annual Dinner 
Meeting, please contact Julie Jacobs at the RC&D Office. 
 
Connecting the Green Dots Beyond the River – Blackhawk Hills RC&D will be hosting the Driftless 
Area Initiative’s Earth Day Event which will commemorate the 40th Anniversary of Earth Day and the 
75th Anniversary of the USDA, Natural Resources Conservation Service.  The Celebration will be held 
on April 23, 2010 at 9:30 AM at Chestnut Mountain Resort.  The Secretary of Ag Tom Vilsack has been 
invited to be the keynote speaker.   
 
Economic Development Workshop Series – Blackhawk Hills has started a series of workshops.  The 
first workshop, “CEDS Leadership Training: What Are the Roles and Responsibilities” was held on 
March 24th.  The workshop’s presentation can be viewed by visiting our website at 
www.blackhawkhills.com and click on the Publication link.  The second workshop, “Bracing for Impact? 
True Experiences from the Florence, CO Federal SuperMax Facility” will be held on May 5th at Buck’s 
Barn in Thomson, IL.  The final workshop, “What Are They Really Looking For and Are You Ready?” 
will be held on June 30th location to be determined.  For more information on the workshops, call the 
RC&D Office at 815-625-3854. 
 


Blackhawk Hills Broadband Project – The Illinois Broadband Opportunities Partnership Northwest 
(IBOP-NW), an 8-county (Carroll, Jo Daviess, Lee, Ogle, Stephenson, Whiteside, Winnebago and 
LaSalle) made a $67M grant application with more than $9M in non-federal matching funds, to the 
federal Stimulus Plan.  In addition, IBOP-NM has $14M in State match.  This project is a significant 
upgrade of the Blackhawk Hills RC&D’s broadband infrastructure that will meet the broadband demand 
and provide ongoing and long-term benefits to area schools, communities, enhance public safety, 
provide disaster recovery capabilities, improve service delivery to citizens and businesses and serve as 
an economic stimulus, expanding infrastructure and creating local jobs.  


  
Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grants (EECBG) – Blackhawk Hills is getting closer to 
having access to $759,460 in EECBG funds for the six-county area to reduce fossil fuel emissions, 
reduce total energy consumption levels and/or generally improve overall energy efficiency.  The RC&D 
staff will attend a training session on April 19th and is hoping to be able to offer the funds to our local 
governments shortly there after. 
 
Prevailing Wage Workshop – Blackhawk Hills RC&D is hosting a Prevailing Wage Workshop on April 
29th at 9:30 AM at the US Bank building in Rock Falls.  Tom Whalen, IL Department of Labor, will speak 
on the new Prevailing Wage laws and what impact it will have on communities.  Three new bills went 
into effect on January 1, 2010.    
 


April 2010 
 


102 East Route 30, Suite 3  Rock Falls, IL 61071  Phone: 815-625-3854 Ext. 2  Fax: 815-625-3831  URL: www.blackhawkhills.com 








Blackhawk Waterways Convention & Visitor’s Bureau 
Promoting Tourism in Carroll, Lee, Ogle and Whiteside Counties 


Diane Bausman, Executive Director  
Report for Month of March 2010 


 
• Mar 4 – Northern Illinois Quilt Festival meeting in Union  
• Mar 9 – Carroll Co. Hotel/Motel meeting 
• Mar 11 – Tri-State Tourism Council Annual Conference at Chestnut Mountain Lodge 
• Mar 13 – Lincoln Highway National Conference planning meeting in Dixon 
• Mar 16 – Illinois Lincoln Highway Coalition meeting in DeKalb 
• Mar 23 – BWCVB Board meeting 
• March 24 – Rochelle Tourism meeting 
• Mar  30 – Whiteside County Barn Tour meeting 
 
Web Site Update: 
• Unique visitors to the website have gone up 17.03% in the last month 
• We had 2,558 unique visitors and of those visitors 700 came via keywords (the top 3 were Illinois vacation, Illinois 


getaway and Illinois vacations) and 1,277 came via Adwords.  Of those that came via Adwords, 92.52% were new 
visitors to bwcvb.com, and they looked at an average of 4 pages per visit and spent an average of 3.13 minutes.   


 
Bulk Mailing Update: 
• We sent out 605 packets of information in February and March  
 
Public Relations: 
• I sent copies of our new 2010 Visitor Guide to all our legislators & all the CVB’s in the state 
• We provided a Chocolate Trail basket for the silent auction at the Tri-State Tourism Conference on March 11th  
• We provided a Chocolate Trail basket for the silent auction at the Oregon Chamber Annual Dinner on March 17th  
• Julie is assisting with the planning for the Galena Trail & Coach Road annual meeting & luncheon on April 17th  
 
Updates & Information: 
• Our FY 2011 CVB re-certification paperwork went in March 31st and I am pleased to announce that all of our 


contributing partners committed to funding us at the same level as they did in FY 2010. The state of Illinois bases its 
LTCB funding formula on these commitments so that’s why it’s so important to have this local funding.   This support 
enables us to continue with our aggressive Adwords marketing campaign which in the last year proved very successful 
with a 118% increase in unique visits to bwcvb.com.  Another advantage of this direction is that it gives us a more 
effective way of measuring ad performance. 


• We have launched our new Adwords feature which serves as an added benefit to our contributing partners.  We have a 
general Getaway Like it Used to Be landing page which on a rotating basis, directs visitors to landing pages which 
spotlights one of our contributing partners.  This is yet another way to gauge where visitors to the site are going once 
they click on the Adwords, and also serves as a way to show our contributing partners the value of BWCVB. 


• We have become a participating partner in the Travel Mississippi River initiative which is a regional marketing effort 
to promote the area along the Mississippi River from Quincy to Dubuque as a tourism destination.  This promotion 
will launch April 12th with a ceremony at the Figge Art Museum in Davenport.  It will focus on Group Tour itineraries 
that cover history & heritage, girlfriend getaways, outdoor recreation and culinary tourism.  We will promote the 
Travel Mississippi River initiative through a website, travelmississippiriver.org, rack cards and partnering up and 
down the river.   


• Our ad in the Midwest Living Best of the Midwest edition came out March 10th and we have rec’d 25 requests for 
information from the website where they listed MW Living as their source.    


• As of today we have received 72 requests for information from our ad in the 2010 Illinois Travel Guide  
 
Dates to Remember: 
• April 19-23 – BWCVB Brochure Distribution Week.   
• April 24-25 – Grand Opening of Fulton Windmill Cultural Center 
• June 22-26 – Lincoln Highway Assoc. National Convention in Dixon 
 
We appreciate the support we receive from you and if you would like me to give a brief presentation at your county board 
meeting on how Blackhawk Waterways CVB promotes tourism in Carroll, Lee, Ogle and Whiteside Counties, call me at  
800-678-2108 or contact me via e-mail at dbausman@bwcvb.com 
 


Blackhawk Waterways CVB Mission Statement 
To increase the economic impact to the four counties represented through promotions, 


advertising and providing information to potential visitors. 



mailto:dbausman@bwcvb.com






RESOLUTION 2009-0410 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Zoning Board of Appeals as a 


Regular Member by the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


Jason E. Sword 


16923 W Centerhill Rd 


Forreston, IL 61030 


 


who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board for 


approval of appointment,  


BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for a term that will end 


April 30, 2015.  


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 


 


     
    ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












MEMORANDUM


To: Ogle County Board


From: ASA Scott P. Robinson


Date: 4/13/10


Subject: Alteration of manner of selecting County Board chairman


Members of the Ogle County Board:


I have been asked to advise the County Board regarding the manner or manners in which


the selection process of the County Board Chairman may be altered.  The County Board Chairman


is currently appointed to that position by the County Board, but the question has arisen as to how


the County Board may choose to allow for the direct election of the County Board Chairman by the


voters and what the ramifications of doing so might be.


There are a few ways in which the County Board may alter the selection of the County


Board Chairman from an  appointed to an elected position.  First, under the provisions of 55 ILCS


5/2-3007, the County Board may simply decide, when it reapportions the County (as it must every


10 years), that the Chairman is to be elected.  This would be determined as part of the


reapportionment process.  The statute provides that the Chairman can be elected either as a County


Board member, or as one who is the Chairman of the County Board, but not also a County Board


member.  In the case of the Chairman who is also a County Board member, the Chairman's term is


two years.  In the case of a Chairman who is not a member of the County Board, the term is four


years.


A second way in which the County Board Chairman position might be changed to an


elected position is by referendum.  See 10 ILCS 5/28-7 and Article 7, Section 4 of the Illinois


Constitution.  As with any referendum submitting a public question to the voters of the County,


there are two ways of placing the question on the ballot: by resolution of the County Board, or by


petition signed by 10% or more of the number of registered voters in the County.  Such a


referendum asking the voters whether the County Board Chairman shall be elected would be


binding as opposed to advisory.  It is not entirely clear, but it appears from the Illinois Constitution


that the default term of a County Board Chairman elected by the voters subsequent to the passage


of a referendum calling for such an election would be four years unless the referendum specified


otherwise.  It would also appear that, subsequent to such an election, the voters could alter the term


of office by referendum or the County Board could alter the term by ordinance.  Of course, such an


alteration in the term would not affect someone who had been elected County Board Chairman, but


would only affect future elections.


I believe that the County Board also has the authority, under Article 7, Section 4 of the


Illinois Constitution, to pass an ordinance providing that the County Board Chairman shall be


elected rather than appointed.  Again, if the ordinance does not specify, the default term is four







years.  The County Board could alter the term by ordinance if it chose.  The term of a future


elected County Board Chairman could also be modified by referendum, presumably even if the


County Board Chairman were to be elected by virtue of the County Board having passed an


ordinance (as opposed to the voters having passed a referendum) calling for the election of the


County Board Chairman.


Because of the timing of general elections of County Board members coinciding with the


term of appointment for the County Board Chairman position under the current Chairman selection


process, it is unlikely that an issue of “overlapping” terms will arise.  In other words, the


commencement of a term of an elected County Board Chairman is unlikely to interrupt the term of


a previously appointed Chairman, because of the election cycle.  If this situation did arise,


however, it is my opinion that the elected Chairman would take the office from the appointed


Chairman.


As far as the pay and duties of an elected County Board Chairman go, the law does not


provide for any difference between an elected and an appointed County Board Chairman.  The


County Board has the ability to change the pay, powers, and duties of an elected Chairman in the


same manner as an appointed Chairman.  If the County Board wished, it could establish the


Chairman as a full-time position, but this does not automatically occur simply by virtue of the


election of a Chairman as opposed to appointment.


I think this summarizes our answers to the questions raised about this issue.  Please let me


know if there is anything else our office can do to assist in this matter.


–Scott P. Robinson


Assistant State's Attorney








 
OGLE COUNTY BOARD RESOLUTION 2010-0413 


 
A Resolution for Copyright Authorization  


 
WHEREAS, in 1976 the Ogle County Board published “Bicentennial History of Ogle County” 


and retained the Copyright to the publication; 
 


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Clerk’s Office has received a request from: 
Ron Schramm - 7061 N Ridge – Chicago, IL 60645 – 773-973-0246 


 
WHEREAS, the request made is regarding the use of pages 29 – 32 pertaining to the history, date 


of construction, architect, etc of the Ogle County Courthouse;  
 


WHEREAS, this request has been presented before the Ogle County Executive Committee for 
recommendation to the full Ogle County Board; 
 


NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ogle County Board grants permission for the 
above said person to obtain this information from the Ogle County Clerk’s Office. 


 
 


 
Presented and Approved by the Ogle County Board on April 20, 2010. 
 
 
Attest: 


 
 


_____________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk 


 
 


_____________________________ 
        W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
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This meeting will be taped  
Ogle County Board Meeting Agenda     


 
Tuesday, April 20, 2010 at 5:30 p.m. 


 
Ogle County Farm Bureau Bldg., 421 W Pines Rd, Oregon 


 
Call to Order:   
Roll Call:   
Invocation & Pledge of Allegiance: Messer 
 


• Motion to approve the March 16, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting minutes 
• Motion to accept monthly reports of the Ogle County Clerk/Recorder, Treasurer and Circuit Clerk  
 


Presentation –  
 


• Juvenile Justice Council – Ben Roe – Greg Martin and Sherri Egan 
• Proclamation regarding Juvenile Justice Week in Ogle County (R-2010-0418) 
 


Appointments – 
• Dixon Fire Protection District – Rodney J. Fetterolf (R-2010-0401) 
• Forreston Fire Protection District – Adam W. Drinkall (R-2010-0402) 
• Franklin Grove Fire Protection District (R-2010-0403) 
• Leaf River Fire Protection District – Dan E. Zellers (R-2010-0404) 
• Lynn-Scott-Rock Fire Protection District- Curtis W. Fruit (R-2010-0405) 
• Oregon Fire Protection District – James M. Egyed (R-2010-0406) 
• Lost Nation / New Landing River Conservancy District (R-2010-0407) 
• Planning Commission - Wayne P. Reising  (R-2010-0408) 
• Planning Commission – Thomas K .Smith (R-2010-0409) 
• Zoning Board of Appeals – Jason E. Sword (R-2010-0410) 
• Mental Health “708” Board – Seth McCanse(R-2010-0411) 
 


Vacancies –  
 


• Board of Health – 2 vacancies 
• Board of Review – 1 vacancy (Democrat must apply) 
 


Application deadline for this vacancy will be  
Friday, April 30, 2010 at 4:30 p.m. in the County Clerk’s Office  


located at 122 S. Wesley Ave, Mt Morris 
 


• Ogle County Civic Center Authority Board – 1 unexpired term  
• 9-1-1 ETSB – 5 vacancies 
• Byron Museum District – 1 vacancy 
 


Application deadline for this vacancy will be  
Friday, May 28, 2010 at 4:30 p.m. in the County Clerk’s Office  


located at 122 S. Wesley Ave, Mt Morris 
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Zoning –   
 


#1-10 TEXT AMENDMENT – Ordinance 2010-0402 
Michael Reibel, Planning & Zoning Administrator, Ogle County Planning & Zoning Department, 911 W. 
Pines, Rd., Oregon, IL under the direction of the Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle County 
Board, for an Amendment to the text of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance, involving the 
following: 


 
Division 5, Section 5.01 AG-1 Agricultural District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.02 IA Intermediate Agricultural District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.02 IA Intermediate Agricultural District; Paragraph B. (Permitted Uses); 
Division 5, Section 5.02 IA Intermediate Agricultural District; Paragraph C. (Special Uses); 
Division 5, Section 5.03 R-1 Rural Residence District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.04 R-2 Single-Family Residence District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.05 R-3 Mobile Home Subdivision District; Paragraph A.  (Purpose and 
Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.06 R-4 Mobile Home Park District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.07 B-1 Business District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.08 B-2 Business Recreation District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.09 B-3 Restricted Interstate Highway Area Business District; Paragraph A. 
(Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.10 I-1 Industrial District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
Division 5, Section 5.11 PD Planned Development District; Paragraph A. (Purpose and Intent); 
 


 
#1-10 SPECIAL USE – Ordinance 2010-0403 


Kenneth L. Clayton, 512 Ash Ave., Forreston, IL for a Special Use Permit in the AG-1 Agricultural 
District to allow a portable toilet storage facility on property described as follows and owned by 
petitioner: 


Part of the NE1/4 of the SE1/4 Section 27 Lincoln Township 24N, R8E of the 4th P.M., 
Ogle County, IL, 2.07 acres, more or less 
Property Identification Number: 07-27-400-006 
Common Location: 11215 W. IL Rte. 64 


 
Ordinance 2010-0404 


Ordinance Establishing a Moratorium on Wind Tower Approvals 
 


Public Comment –  
 
Road & Bridge –  


 
• Section 2010 Backup Generator, Award and Appropriation - $59,500 from County Highway Fund 


(R-2010-0414) 
• Section 2010 Office Flooring, Award and Appropriation -$5,200 from County Highway Fund  


(R-2010-0415)  
• Section 10-00000-02-GM County Seal Coat, Award and Appropriation - $94,000 from Motor Fuel 


Tax Fund - $94,000 from Federal Aid Matching Fund (R-2010-0416) 
• Resolution authorizing the County Board Chairman to execute a Mutual Aid Emergency Highway 


Operations System Agreement with Ogle County Highway Agencies (R-2010-0417) 
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Ogle County Claims – Clerk reads the claims:  
 


• Payments in Vacation – March 2010 -  $40,934.03 
• County Board Payments -  April 20, 2010 -  $127,694.92 
• County Highway Fund – $361,795.58 
 


o Motion to approve claims as presented  
 
Committee Reports –  


 
• Personnel & Salary Committee: 


o Update 
 


• Finance Committee: 
o Opposing Reduction of Local Government Distributive Fund  (R-2010-0419) 
o Update – Staffing Plans 
o Elected Official Salaries (R-2010-0420) 
o Non-Union, Non-Exempt Job Classification Plan (R-2010-0421) 
 


• LRP – Courthouse Renovation Committee: 
o Project Update 
o Approve Long Range Planning Invoices (R-2010-0412) 
 


• Liquor Commission: 
o Ordinance - Change of Sunday Hours for Ogle County Liquor Licenses - (O-2010-0401) 
 


• Executive Committee: 
o Copyright Authorization Request – Ron Schramm (R-2010-0413) 
o LOTS (R-2010-0422) 
o 2010 Census Partner Proclamation (R-2010-0423) 
 


• Chairman Comments: 
 


• Administrator Comments:  
 


Unfinished Business – 
 
New Business –  
 
Communications –  


o Sales Tax for December 2008 was $59,786.04 and $68,388.94 
o Sales Tax for December 2009 was $50,585.02 and $65,780.51 
o Sales Tax for January 2009 was $38,762.01 and $59,448.81 
o Sales Tax for January 2010 was $32,061.24 and $51,874.02 


 
 


Motion to adjourn until Tuesday, May 18, 2010 at 5:30 p.m.  
 


Agenda is posted at the following locations: 
 


122 S. Wesley Ave, Mt Morris (Watt Bldg)  
Ogle County Farm Bureau Bldg., 421 W Pines Rd, Oregon 


 www.oglecounty.org 



http://www.oglecounty.org/






Resolution – 2010-0419 
 


A RESOLUTION OPPOSING 
REDUCTION OF LOCAL GOVERNMENT DISTRIBUTIVE FUND 


 
 


WHEREAS, Illinois counties are currently experiencing a tremendous decline in revenues 


during this great recession; and 


WHEREAS, counties are in fiscal turmoil and unable to provide vital services to citizens 


including police, courts, record processing, road maintenance; and 


WHEREAS, Illinois taxpayers live in counties throughout the state and contribute income tax 


of which 90% goes to the state and 10% goes to local government services; and 


WHEREAS, Governor Quinn proposed in his March 10, 2010 budget address to withhold 30% 


of this shared revenue keeping $300 million of that for the state budget; and  


WHEREAS, this proposed withholding of county revenue will cost local governments $23.10 


per resident, which could be used to provide services the local taxpayer needs; and  


WHEREAS, this reduction compounds on the state’s late payments of Local Government 


Distributive Fund amounts to counties causing shortfalls in meeting county bills; and 


WHEREAS, local taxpayers deserve to have these tax dollars returned to their communities to 


pay for local community employees, to provide local community services and to not see local tax 


increases; 


NOW THEREFORE BE IT RESOLVED AS FOLLOWS:  
 


SECTION 1:  The County of Ogle, Illinois strongly opposes any reduction of the Local Government 


Distributive Fund due counties and demands the 10% be kept whole. 


SECTION 2:  The County of Ogle, Illinois requests every Senator and Representative to reject this 


diminution of desperately needed revenue due counties. 







SECTION 3:  The County of Ogle, Illinois will be financially impacted by an estimated $1,270,500 


($23.10 x Ogle County population of 55,000) and will be forced to make local budget cuts and 


reductions of services. 


SECTION 4:  The Clerk is hereby directed to send copies of this Resolution to Governor Quinn, the 


legislative leaders of both chambers of the Illinois General Assembly and members representing this 


county. 


 


AYES: 


NAYS: 


ABSENT: 


APPROVED this 20th day of April, 2010. 


 


 


      __________________________________________ 
        Chairman of the Board 





