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This meeting will be taped  
Ogle County Board Meeting Agenda     


 
Tuesday, February 16, 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: Kenney 
 


• Motion to approve the January 19, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting minutes 
• Motion to accept monthly reports of the Ogle County Clerk/Recorder, Treasurer and Circuit Clerk  
 


Presentation –  
• GIS – Kris Gilbert 
 


Resignation – 
 


Appointments – 
• Board of Health – Thomas A. Cline, DDS (R-2010-0201) 


 
Vacancies –  


• Mental Health “708” Board – unexpired term ends 12/31/2011 
• Ogle County Civic Center Authority Board – 1 unexpired term  
• Forreston Fire Protection District – 1 unexpired term ends 04/30/2011 
 


Application deadline for this vacancy will be  
Friday, February 26, 2010 at 4:30 p.m. in the County Clerk’s Office  


located at 122, S Wesley Ave, Mt Morris 
 


Zoning –   
#4-09 SPECIAL USE – Keith E. Wilson – Ordinance 2010-0201 


 
Keith E. Wilson, 6931 N. Alcott, Chicago, IL by Attorney Deborah S. Mass, Smith, Hahn, Morrow & 
Floski P.C., 129 S. 4th St., PO Box 10, Oregon, IL for a Special Use permit to allow a heliport in the AG-
1 Agricultural District on property described as follows and owned by the petitioner: 
 


Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 and part of the SE1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 32 Oregon-Nashua 
Township 23N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 32.70 acres, more or less 
Property Identification Number: 16-32-400-004 
Common Location: 1255 W. Star Rd., Oregon, IL 


 
Public Comment –  
 
Road & Bridge –  
 


• 2009 County Motor Fuel Tax Supplemental Resolution - Appropriate expenditure of $506,095.11 
for Section 09-00000-0X-GM, General Maintenance (R-2010-0202) 


• Award & Appropriation Resolution Section 2010 County Pipe Supply; $19,500.00 from County 
Aid to Bridge Fund (R-2010-0203) 
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Ogle County Claims – Clerk reads the claims:  
 


• Payments in Vacation – January 2010 -  $50,925.20 
• County Board Payments -  February 2010 – $137,842.64 
• County Highway Fund – $144,078.78 
 


o Motion to approve claims as presented  
 
Committee Reports –  
 


• Executive Committee: 
o Home of Hope Raffle Resolution (R-2010-0204) 


 
• H.E.W. Committee: 


o Pet Population Program Restrictions (R-2010-0205) 
 


• LRP – Courthouse Renovation Committee: 
o Project Update 
o Approve Long Range Planning Invoices (R-2010-0206) 
o Board Room Audio/Visual Equipment - Change Order #50R1 (R-2010-0207) 
o Board Room Audio/Visual Equipment Alternate - Change Order #50R1 (R-2010-0208) 
o Window Extensions, Floor Fill and Sill Replacements – Change Order #55 (R-2010-0210) 
 


• Chairman Comments: 
 


• Administrator Comments:  
 


Unfinished Business – 
 
New Business –  
 
Communications –  


o Sales Tax for November 2009 was $53,953.59 and $67,359.82 
o Sales Tax for November 2008 was $50,293.11 and $67,526.54 
o Animal Control Annual Report 2009 
o AGA CPAG Research Series: Report No. 23 


 
Motion to adjourn until Tuesday, March 16, 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/






Ogle County Executive & State’s Attorney Committee Meeting Agenda 
Wednesday, February 10, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Rice at 4:03 
 Members present: Rice, Huntley, Stahl, Hopkins, Kenney, Saunders, Bauer 
 Members absent: Nye, Horner 
 Also present: Barnes, Kilker, Heuer, Welty, Coffman, McKinley, Roe, O’Brien,  Rypkema, Typer, 


Don Conn, Kevin Unziger 
 


2. Approval of Minutes: January 13, 2010 Meeting Minutes  
 Motion by Huntley 
 2nd by Kenney 
 Motion carried 


  
3. Public Comment – none 


 
4. Sheriff & Coroner / Buildings & Grounds Committee Report – Hopkins reported there is nothing for the 


Board agenda from this committee.  He noted the committee spent time reviewing progress of the IT 
project and moved to rebid the project with a more narrow scope, giving 30 days for respondents to reply.    
 


5.    Road & Bridge Committee Report – Committee Chairman Huntley reported there will be two resolutions 
for the Board agenda.  He also thanked Nathan Schwartz for identifying a potential $11,000 in savings if 
workers comp classifications changes are approved for certain Highway employees.       


           
6. Personnel Salary & County Clerk Committee Report – Committee Chairman Kenney reported there is 


nothing for the Board agenda from this committee.  He noted the committee continues working on the EA 
wages study, and that recent FMLA training was held, which will drive changes in the County Personnel 
Policy Manual.     


 
7. Executive Committee – Chairman Rice noted that Bob Prusator, Football Coach of the Meridian School 


District, asked Mr. Rice to present the County’s recent resolution at the school board meeting this Thursday 
night recognizing the district for their championship and accomplishments.  Rice has asked Dan Janes to 
join.   


 
8. Zoning Committee Report – Committee Chairman Hopkins reported there will be a resolution for the Board 


agenda recommending approval of a heliport in Lost Nation.  He also reported an amendment will be sent 
to the planning commission for review regarding who has jurisdiction of land over Rte 39, which is not 
contiguous.  The committee will also be reviewing set backs for wind farms.  Rice provided an update 
regarding the Hearing Officer, which will hear zoning and other violations.  A job description has been 
written, and the job will be advertised through the Bar Association.  See McKinley for a copy of the job 
requirements.     


 
9. HEW & Solid Waste Committee Report – Committee Chairman Bauer reported there will be a resolution 


for the Board regarding restrictions to the Pet Population fund and a recommendation to appoint Dr. 
Thomas Cline, DDS to the Board of Health.  The committee had a lively discussion regarding opportunities 
to share services between senior services and that representatives from most centers were present.  The 
committee invited agency heads to a half day meeting in the spring to inventory services and discuss 
opportunities to share any possible administrative costs.     
       


10. Finance & Insurance Committee Report – Committee Chairman Hopkins reported there is nothing for the 
Board agenda.  The committee reviewed an inmate claim settlement, current financials, and the IT project.   
Rice said we’re starting to look at new programs for group health.      


 
11. Judiciary Committee Report – Committee Vice Chair Stahl reported there is nothing for the Board agenda.    


         
12.    Long Range Committee Report –  







 Presentation and Approval of LRP bills in the amount of $947,232.91, which includes a reduction 
to the RJC payment approved at the last LRP meeting due to a 2/9/10 lien filed by Big Joe the 
Plumber.   


o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $947,232.91 by Stahl 
o 2nd by Hopkins 
o Motion carried 


 Project Update – Rice reported Tony Kartsonas has started on the 3rd floor conference room walls 
and will be contacting Becky Huntley to get the book containing the original listing of names for 
comparison purposes.  He reported the windows are going in nicely and that RJC is leaving 
windows covered until everything is done to protect them.  The building has been primed, the air 
handling system will be installed next week, the heating system should be operational by the 1st 
week of March, they are patching floors, bathrooms are done, wiring is in progress, and elevator 
upgrades will begin in March.  Stahl reported the LRP committee worked with Jim Barnes and 
Dennis Williams to reduce the furniture purchase order to an amount not to exceed $231,797.20. 
The Historical group gave ideas on how to reuse existing chairs.  The Board agenda will include 
resolutions with two options for selecting the A/V equipment (one with audio and visual for 
$89,582 and one with just with audio for $63,601), the storm sewer change order for $70,250, and 
a change order for T&M not to exceed $38,794 for adding window jams and 11 missing window 
sills.  Other change orders approved at the LRP committee include $787 for an open site drain in 
the break room, $1,321 for plugged exhaust fan and grill refinishing in attic, and $2,388 for a gas 
regulator.  The committee denied a change order for $535 to install freeze less wall hydrants, and 
asked for more documentation from RJC to support their $4,000 per week delay fee due to the 4 
week furniture and A/V schedule delay, which will be reviewed and voted on at the next LRP 
committee meeting.  Stahl reported Carol Ubben was also present to provide options and quotes for 
her to replicate the cannon mural that was covered by the electrical closet on the 3rd floor.  
McKinley will arrange time for her to tour the building to recommend placement and sizing.  RJC 
also escalated the issue of crumbling sandstone decorative pieces on the outside of the courthouse, 
which are likely to have contributed to the 3rd floor water damage RJC found upon demolition.  The 
committee is concerned about the danger these pose should they fall to the ground below.  RJC will 
present options to address this problem at the next LRP committee meeting.     


 
13. Appointments & Resignations – Board of Health Applicant (Dentist) – Dr. Tom Cline, DDS 
 
14. States Attorney Report - 


 Approval of Bills 
 Motion to approve $1,020.79 by Stahl.   
 2nd by Kenney 
 Motion carried 


 Home of Hope Raffle License – Roe reported on a recommended resolution to authorize certain 
raffles to benefit the Home of Hope Cancer Wellness Center.  By statute, the County Board must 
approve raffles within the county.  Next month, Roe will present suggestions for passing a raffle 
ordinance for the County.  Motion to approve the Home of Hope Cancer Wellness Center raffle 
request by Bauer.  2nd by Hopkins.  Motion carried.  Rice mentioned that maybe the Liquor 
Commission could adopt the role of approving the raffle requests.   


 
15. New Business – none 


 
16. Old Business –  


 Hearing Officer – Bauer wants to ensure that for zoning, there is a property owner’s bill of rights 
because he believes the current process is broken in terms of investigating a complaint.  He 
recommends 1) no unsigned complaint allowed any more 2) 10 day notice prior to investigation 
telling them you’ll be on the property on a specific day and possible time 3)  limit investigation to 
what they are actually looking for.  Bauer would like to develop this process and put it in place 
with the hearing officer appointment.  O’Brien confirms the hearing officer will cover Animal 
Control, Solid Waste, and the Health Department and would want to see this as an ordinance to 
change the operational processes, not something tied to the hearing officer.  Rypkema said the 
current process allows judgment to be applied in determining whether or not there is a violation, 
which is usually done by observing conditions from the road or knocking on the owner’s door.  
Rypkema is concerned Bauer’s recommended changes would be too cumbersome for the 
departments and that any violations observed from the road are required to be addressed, whether 







they were the specific complaint item or not.  Bauer says he wants this limited just to Zoning, and 
asked Zoning chairman Hopkins to put this on the Zoning Committee agenda to be discussed next 
month.     


 Administrator Review- Hopkins and Rice are working together to create the evaluation form, based 
on samples provided by Springstead and Dawn Peters of  NIU.  Every county board member will 
fill the form out and the Executive Committee will assemble the feedback for presentation to 
McKinley.      


 
17. Adjournment -  


 Motion by Huntley  
 2nd by Saunders 
 Motion carried at  5:10 


 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 
 


W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
 


Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 








**SPECIAL JOINT MEETING**  
 


Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee  
AND 


 Ogle County Judiciary & Circuit Clerk & Juvenile & Probation Committee 
Special Meeting Tentative Minutes 


Wednesday February 3, 2010  
 


 
1. Call to Order by Personnel Committee Chairman Skip Kenney at 3:03 


• Members present: DeArvil, Gronewold, Rice, Hopkins, Kenney, White, Messer, Stahl, 
Saunders , Gouker, Colbert 


• Members Absent: Nye, Diehl 
• Others Present: Eric Morrow, Don Kenn, Nancy Williams, Debbie Billman, Mike Dale, 


Greg Martin, Marcia Heuer, Lynn Kilker, John Coffman, Meggon McKinley, Vinde Wells 
 


2. Public Comment - none 
 


3. Focus House Foundation Land Purchase & Facility Needs Assessment  
• Meggon McKinley stated the purpose of the meeting is to open a new dialogue between 


the County Board and the Focus House Foundation regarding the Foundation’s plans to 
purchase land and examine future facility needs.  Due to the economic down turn, we want 
to revisit the long range plan set in motion years ago by the County Board with open lines 
of communication regarding needs, timing, and funding options to ensure we work 
towards common objectives and outcomes.     


• Eric Morrow distributed the 2003 objectives of the County’s long term planning for Focus 
House, which included forming the 501c3, non-profit foundation and purchasing 
additional land for expansion. At the time, the hand shake agreement was for purchasing 
up to 10 acres adjacent to the current location.  The Foundation would like to begin joint 
discussions on this topic again, exploring options for the Foundation to purchase land and 
the county to fund a new facility in the future.  Other items to consider include things like 
applying proceeds from the sale of current dormitories to a building project and having the 
Foundation hold the property until building a new facility, then deeding it all to the 
county.  


• Greg Martin reported a recent appraisal of the current dormitories took out roughly $100k-
200k in repairs, noting the value could be higher in the future.  White asked what type of 
savings would be anticipated by moving to one location and Dale noted there would be 
some anticipated staffing, maintenance, and utilities reductions, although specific numbers 
have not been run yet.  Messer noted there might be a zoning change away from the 
current special use upon the sale, which could impact the appraisal.  Martin reported 
Probation & Focus House are still responsible for the current loan balance of $108,000, 
spread over another 5 years, and that he doesn’t want any new debt added.  The 
Foundation has $70,000 for land purchase at this time.   


• Rice asked if the drive for new space is due to any current space crises or operational 
needs, to which Dale responded no.  The primary focus is to create a facility that allows 
for better supervising of the youth placed there.  The current facilities require many extra 
steps and processes to properly supervise since everything is laid out in a home-type 
environment.  A new facility would be constructed to create both a homey atmosphere for 
the year and better line of sight supervision, allowing fewer staff to supervise more kids.  
Dale also reported they could increase funding options to the program if they could 







become licensed through the state, which would require a new facility.  The current 
operation is grand fathered in, and does not require licensing like other programs of this 
magnitude.  Martin also noted transporting kids back and forth on 251 would be 
eliminated, and that while there is no crisis today, the life span of these older homes and 
their maintenance costs will become an issue in the future.  Martin’s desire is to set a 
strategy for 5 or more years out that plan for crossing this bridge before it’s a crisis. He 
confirmed the mission remains focused on serving Ogle County youth, however, housing 
out of county youth remains a successful model for covering many expenses that would 
fall to the county if there were no out of county revenues coming in.     


• Martin reported that land purchase is likely within the year, but understands a building 
project would be years off.  White stated that with revenues staying flat and current 
reserves depleted, the County Board would have to see a detailed business plan projecting 
all anticipated costs and savings of the project based on various scenarios of occupancy.  
Martin confirmed the size would be slightly bigger, but the population capacity of 40 
would remain the same (current occupancy is low with 15 Ogle County kids and 7 out of 
county kids; the high has been 39; the average is 27-30 depending on juvenile crime rates, 
treatment philosophies, and out of county placement budgets.)  Programs would remain 
the same, but the facility would be designed to better manage the current programs.  A 
small wing would be added segregate the younger kids a little better than is possible now 
to help preserve their younger life style currently lost when blended with older Focus 
House kids.  Separate space for the more troubled kids would also better support their 
unique needs.   


• Morrow said the Foundation is confident they could fund the land purchase after talking 
with lenders, and while they don’t expect a commitment from the County Board today, 
they request continued communication to ensure common goals.  The Foundation 
confirmed the land would be bought at no cost to the County.  Gouker agreed buying 
contiguous land is always good for future expansion, but stated there is no way to say 
whether the board would or wouldn’t build a new facility.  Colbert asks if there would be 
further expansion ideas on the land beyond just one facility.  Martin says the one new 
main facility is the focus, although it would be a large enough spot for something like a 
recreational center also.   


• Kenney asked what happens in the worst case scenario of revenues, e.g. what if Focus 
House folds?  Martin reported that because the county will never get out of placing kids, 
the county would have to create a placement budget based on average program rates of 
$300-$400 per kid per day.  With Focus House we can control costs (avg cost is $100 per 
kid per day) and generate revenues for the programs.  Dale also noted with a pure 
placement budget, school districts get hit with fees too, which doesn’t happen in Ogle 
County today with Focus House.   


• Next Steps – Gronewold states he cannot support anything new that will cost the county 
more money, and needs more details.  Saunders and White confirm they find it reasonable 
to assume the sale of the dormitories could be reallocated back to a Focus House capital 
project.  White asked for a presentation answering detailed questions of costs and savings 
as the next steps.  He would also like to see a detailed revenue projection from the Solid 
Waste department.  McKinley suggested bringing the business plan to the County LRP 
committee and including this, as well as other building project considerations, in updating 
the County’s current long range facilities plan.  Rice states he’d like to see this happen 
under the County’s new leadership structure that will take place December 2010. 
 


4. Adjournment by Chairman Kenney 4:20 
 







 
 
 


Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 


 
 


Lyle Hopkins – Finance Committee Chairman 
Maggie Nye – Probation Committee Chairman 


Kim Stahl – Probation Committee Vice Chairman 
 


 
Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 
 
 







Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee Meeting  
Wednesday February 10, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Hopkins at 2:30 
 Members present: Hopkins, Saunders, Rice, White, Kenney 
 Members absent: Gronewold, Diehl 
 Others present: McKinley, Coffman, Don Conn, Heuer, DeArvil, Boes, Colson, Welty, 


Barnes, Kilker, Steve Rypkema, Doreen O’Brien, Marty Typer, Kevin Unzicker.    
 


2. Approval of Minutes: January 13, 2010  
 Motion to approve by Kenney 
 2nd by Rice 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Approval of Bills -  


 Treasurer- Motion to approve bills in the amount of $874.25 by Rice  2nd by White.  
Motion carried. 


 Finance & Administrator - Motion to approve bills in the amount of $18, 941.67 by 
Kenney. 2nd by White.  Coffman said RCD billing of $5,589.32 was the first half of their 
payment, and when the remaining fees come in, we need to confirm where it will be paid 
since it will be over budget.  The committee recalls approving the remaining amount to 
come from LRP, and McKinley will confirm for next meeting.  Motion carried. 


 
4. Public Comment - none 
 
5. Insurance Report –  


 Property/Liability – Query reported a settlement from 3/15/06 inmate claim.  $2,000 paid 
out, but $19,600 in defense costs.  This is officially closed, and goes against the Traveler’s 
policy.  Also, Rice, Brett Webb, and Query met last week regarding preliminary ideas on 
group health renewal, which will happen in August.  We should have some information 
ready for the next meeting.  White asked how often we review with the department heads 
what the employee insurance classifications would be because Highway found $10,000 
savings because employees were not properly classified.  He suggests a review of all 
departments and employees to see if there are other savings opportunities. Rice said this is 
usually done during the audit, and we don’t always win when we challenge the 
classifications. Coffman said, for example, Probation is charged law enforcement rates, 
and we’ve lost that appeal every time even though they don’t carry guns.   


 Health Insurance- none to report  
 
6. Finance Report –  


 Coffman commented that as an elected official, he has concerns about the Long Range 
courthouse project that he wants to bring to the attention of the Finance Committee.  He 
distributed and discussed a summary of his concerns regarding the recent furniture bid 
controversy.  He stated that this board is more polarized than any board he’s experienced 
in his 12 years at the county level.  He stated his support of the Board’s authority and 
responsibility to ask questions and challenge status quo, stating he knows not all decisions 
will be easy or popular, but he questions the motives behind some of these issues because 
it appears to have more to do with who is in charge and not what’s in the best interest of 







the board. He thanked the committee for their time.  Hopkins stated in LRP, he felt like we 
were recreating the wheel by bringing up all these things that had been previously voted 
on.  Hopkins stated the project has been slowed down and that the cost of doing so is 
evident.  He would like the project to move forward, acknowledging that no project in the 
world is perfect, but wanting the main objective to remain the success of the total project.   
Kenney stated his appreciation for Coffman’s time in putting this information together.  
Kenney stated he believes this project is going better than the Judicial Center, which is 
hard for him to say since he was against the renovation project to begin with, but has 
chosen to support it once the decision was made.     


 White said Coffman’s term “polarization” of the board is a key issue.  He’d like to 
consider for 2012 a November referendum on the ballot asking for the Board Chairman to 
be elected believing this might take care of some of the polarization.  He has talked with 
board members and some think this might work well, and others do not, but White would 
like to see it discussed.  He stated it takes majority of board to put it on the ballot and must 
be filed mid-August, or you can go out and collect signatures.  White would like to discuss 
this at the next Executive Committee meeting.   


 Hopkins reviewed the financials stating 16% of revenue appears good.  He asked why 
labor costs in County Clerk are $1,500 higher this year.  Kenney stated Huntley reported 
to the Personnel Committee in the morning that she did give raises because a committee 
member had said if she had the money she should give the raises.  Discussion followed.  
White says dept heads are doing good job holding this budget, but we have seen lagging in 
the revenue.  Coffman says the state is slow at paying and doesn’t see any vast 
improvement any time soon.  McKinley expressed concern that she wasn’t copied on the 
County Clerk salary increases and asked the committee what the implications are to a 
department head who doesn’t do what they say they will do during the budget planning 
process. McKinley stated this type of thing is very demoralizing to those department heads 
who held raises at $0 and did what they said they’d do for the benefit of the county budget.  
Rice says our hands are tied until next year, unless we want to start amending budgets, 
which the committee agreed we don’t.  White said in the long run, this may come around 
and force reductions if revenues remain down.  Saunders expressed concern that one 
committee member would say such a thing to imply individual authorization of a raise.     


 White said he has not felt comfortable with budgeting since it has run through the 
Administrator, whether it was Mielke or McKinley because it provides only 4 eyes on the 
process instead of many.  White stated he doesn’t want to go back to the old days of how 
Bill Spencer ran the budget process, but he liked the budget hearings with the department 
heads that allowed the committee to be more familiar with each budget line item.  He’d 
like to suggest this process for the coming year, with budget meetings with each 
department head, the Finance Committee, and the administrator.  The department heads 
and the administrator would then finalize the budget together after the initial hearing.  
White acknowledged this would be more expensive because of the extra meetings.  Rice 
agreed it has been a learning experience because the county has only had an administrator 
for 3 years.  Rice says the last budget meeting when we sat for 4 hours and banged the 
budget out was one of the best budget meetings and the best outcomes he’s seen since 
being on the board.  He agrees with White that a next step to continue improving the 
process may be these joint meetings to give more input and fact finding and less rumor at 
the beginning of the process.  Hopkins agrees.  Saunders suggests a one day budget 
meeting or work shop, but reminds the committee that the administrator brings 
consistency in approach, which has been the goal since the board members rotate.  
McKinley says anything to bring more communication, support, and understanding for 
everyone to get on the same page early on would be welcomed to better serve the board 







and the department heads.  Saunders suggests looking at the state report done years ago 
about how to approach budgeting with the administrator.   


                            
7. Administrator Report – 


 Long Range Planning Fund Reports – McKinley notes her monthly budget spreadsheet 
shows a $50,000 overstated amount and will be revised for the board meeting.  John 
Coffman runs concurrent reports to help ensure the numbers are accurate, and he identified 
this duplication based on the way McKinley reported plaster repair work done in the 
historic renovation project allowance line.  This entry was duplicated with amounts paid in 
RJC payments.  


 Kenney asked about project completion dates, and McKinley reported the current 
projection is June 30.  She also noted the storm sewer project could be delayed if we have 
a wet spring, but RJC said they could work on it outside even when employees have 
moved back in.  Rice reported that some outside building sand stone is fragile and 
crumbling and may have caused the water damage on the 3rd and 4th floors.      


 White asked for clarification on the Oregon police department CIS licenses and Rice said 
this was from when we negotiated the lease for the tower.  We don’t get charged for the 
land the tower sits on and we agreed to fund the CIS access to us for our radio system in 
exchange. The Sheriff will explain this at the Board meeting.  McKinley will check with 
County Clerk’s office to get a copy of the agreement.  White also asked for clarification on 
the CAD expenses, which McKinley explained was the last payment due against the 
approved budget for the whole Sheriff’s department data conversion project to CIS.   


 
8. New Business – 


 Focus House Foundation Meeting Update – Hopkins reported on the joint Probation 
Committee, Finance Committee, and Focus House Foundation meeting to review the 
Foundation’s opportunity to purchase land.  The Foundation explained that in the future 
they would like to build dormitories on the property and sell the two homes in town to 
consolidate the Focus House location to one place.  The goal is to save on mileage, 
insurance, upkeep, travel, staffing, and provide overall more efficient, effective 
supervision of the youth there.  The Foundation would like to know if the County would 
some day be able to help put a building up on the property, and then deed it back to the 
county. The Foundation would also like to know if when the properties are sold in town, 
they could have the funds allocated back to the capital project.  Coffman said typically it 
goes back into the fund that purchased it.  Saunders said the goal is open communication 
so everyone is aware of the plans.  White stated we asked them for a detailed business plan 
to identify what we will be spending and saving in order to justify the initiative.   


 IT/Network Cost Assessment- McKinley recapped the information she shared at the 
Sheriff/Buildings & Grounds/IT committee meeting in the morning focusing on the 
timeline to date and possible cost savings of changing how we provide email, internet 
security, and anti-virus software management.  With internal IT resources inserted into the 
picture, we have significant cost savings opportunities.  The committee agreed the recent 
project should rebid because the first proposal’s scope was too broad for an apples-to-
apples comparison of the responses, and not all items requested are actually needed upon 
further review.  White asked about security if Microsoft is chosen.  McKinley clarifies this 
is something we should ask the vendors to address in their presentations. Hopkins 
confirmed the committee moved to rebid the project, will allow 30 days for responses, will 
open the bids in an open meeting setting, then hold meetings to qualify and select the 
vendor.   


 
9. Old Business – 







 Tools for 2011 Budget Planning 
i. Staffing Plans 


ii. Service Levels 
iii. Job Levels 
iv. Market Data 
v. Salary Administration Policies 


McKinley reported all these items are in process and handed out an informative 
brochure from the AGA regarding the successful implementation of metrics and 
measurements to improve state and local government services.  She encouraged the 
committee to read through this as a reference for what is being done nationwide on 
this topic.  She will also distribute it to all board members.  Kenney reported we are 
working on EA data for support on how to set salary budgets for 2011. Saunders 
asked if the whole finance committee needs to join in on the review, and Kenney 
indicated he’d follow up with Saunders on this subject.  Kenney also reported on the 
recent FMLA training session to help manage risk and costs.    


 Early Retirement / Buy Out Strategies – McKinley passed out a sample program from the 
Kane County website noting how they’ve chosen to hold all retired positions open for 6 
months as part of the program requirement in saving money.   


 
10. Possible Closed Session - Collective Negotiating Matters (5 ILCS 120/2 (c) (2)) – No data to 


review in closed session today.     
 
11. Adjournment by Chairman Hopkins at 4:02 


 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 


 
 


Lyle Hopkins – Chairman 
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		February 10, 2010 Meeting







H.E.W. and Solid Waste Committee Meeting 
Tuesday, February 9, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Bauer at 4:00 
 Members present:  Kilker, Janes, Barnes, Horner, Bauer, Bowers 
 Members absent: Williams 
 Others present: DeArvil, Colbert, O’Brien, McKinley, Rypkema, Typer, Vinde Wells, Chris 


Johnson, members of senior services agencies and members of the public  
 


2. Approve Committee Minutes: January 12, 2010 meeting  
 Motion by Bowers 
 2nd by Horner 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Regional Office of Education 


 Bills for Approval – Motion to approve bills in the amount of $991.28 by Bowers.  2nd by Janes.  
Motion carried.   


 Monthly Update - none 
 


4.  Health Department 
 Monthly Reports- O’Brien distributed the monthly report stating we are looking good in the budget 


due to the H1N1 funding.  Distributed the current H1N1 clinic schedule. Cases are very quiet, but 
expected to pick up in March and April again.  20% national vaccination rate.  We are close to the 
20% mark in Ogle County with 50% of 5-18 year olds having received it.  Updated progress on 
replacing the Director of Environmental Health and will be talking with the Health Board to 
structure new approach to this position with other counties.  This person could work full time for 
another county, but would work ½ time for Ogle and we’d reimburse the other county for the hours 
he works.  We are still contracting the services for one day per week.  Contractors aren’t happy 
with our level of service because instead of 24 hour turn around response, we are at 2-3 days, which 
isn’t bad, but not the level they are used to.  Also provided update on the number of sewer permits, 
which is a significant drop since no one is building these days.  Also reported on the Heart Smart 
for Women program, which is a 12 week program focusing on behavior change and becoming 
aware of own health and knowledge of heart disease funded by a grant.     


 
5. Solid Waste Department  


 Bills for Approval – Motion to approve bills in the amount of $52,335.56 by Bowers.  2nd by Kilker.  
Motion carried.   


 Grant Applications- none this month   
 Department Updates- 


o Host Fees, Rochelle Landfill – Rypkema noted the landfill made an error in the 3Q 
payment, then corrected it and made an error in the correction, which was corrected in 4Q.  
This is the first full year of fees from Rochelle, so we don’t have reference as to whether 
fees are up or down.  Totals are the total of $216,547.27 for the graduated quarterly host 
fees to Ogle County plus $51,945.75 for the Ogle county Portion of Flat Host Fees. 
Rypkema distributed the Veolia Orchard Hills Fee report, which is down from 2009.  Steve 
will be updating the CPI and sending out letters to the landfills letting them know what it is, 
because per unit host fees are tied to the CPI.  Veolia can go down if CPI goes down; 
Rochelle cannot go down.   


o Audit of Landfills – Rypkema and McKinley are drafting a request for proposal to get audit 
bids on this.  This audit will be new to whoever we work with because we aren’t aware of 
this being done before after making calls to other counties.  We once thought we needed an 
engineering firm, then decided we needed a numbers cruncher, not a procedures expert and 
so we are focusing on the financial audit end of things.         







o Odor issues – Rypkema reported on a meeting with IEPA office in January to coordinate 
efforts in responding to citizen complaints. What the landfills proposed to do doesn’t 
appear to be enough.  The Illinois EPA provided a fact sheet, which Steve distributed 
stating it’s going to take time to address these issues.  They have put some things in motion, 
and we will continue to work with EPA to ensure proper outcomes.  He reported on 
receiving a copy of air emission violations at both the Ogle County and Winnebago County 
landfills stating Solid Waste and Air will be working together to help these land fills get 
these odors under control.  New wells and collection systems need to be put in place, with 
monitoring to ensure solutions are effective.     


o BUD update – Rypkema reported a meeting was held January 27 with the Senator from 
Lake County (Garrett) on Beneficial Use Determination Law dealing with how waste is 
determined to be waste or not.  County officials and construction recyclers were 
encouraged to meet together to make amendatory language to the bill.  We didn’t come up 
with any solutions at the January 27 meeting, and we have been encouraged to continue 
working together, which we are doing.  Rypkema will continue to update the committee as 
progress is made.   


o Other - Excelon notice was received stating they will be paying $7,000 to the Ogle County 
Solid Waste Department to help fund the school programs the Solid Waste department 
supports as part of the settlement for the tritium leak of a few years ago.   


o Kilker asked if Rypkema would present Solid Waste information to the county board.  This 
will be scheduled when the annual report is ready.  They board should hear about the 
changes in the Solid Waste fees structure and important issues.  Target April.   


 
6. Animal Control –  


 Annual Report distributed by Animal Control and will be included in the County Board packets.   
 Bills for Approval – Motion to approve bills in the amount of $10,172.56 by Bowers.  2nd by Kilker.  


Motion carried.  Motion to approve the Pet Population fund bills in the amount of $4,252.80 by 
Bowers.  2nd by Horner.  Motion carried.   


 Pet Population Fund Resolution – McKinley distributed language approved by the States Attorney’s 
office for this month’s board meeting.   


 
7. Interview & Recommendation –  


 Board of Health Applicant (Dentist) – Dr. Tom Cline, DDS.  Interview discussion followed.   
 Move by Barnes to recommend Dr. Cline to the Board of Health.  2nd by Janes.  Motion carried.   


 
8. New Business –  


 Soil & Water 2010 Funding Allocation Request – Motion to approve 2010 funding allocation of 
$25,717 by Bowers.  2nd  Horner.  0% increase from last year approved in the budget.  Kilker 
abstained.  Motion Carried.     
 


9. Public Comment – Bauer stated he will move the public comment section to the end of the agenda 
 
10. Old Business –  


 Consolidation of Senior Services- Bauer reported we wanted to see if we have any duplication of 
services and see if there is a different way to provide services.  Ideas were generated last month 
regarding centralizing financial provision, and Kilker suggested looking at other counties for what 
they do.  Bauer clarified this is a fact finding exercise and no decisions are planned for today.  He 
asked the committee for updates since their last meeting. Discussion recap as follows: 


i. Barnes - talked with seniors who want to keep their center there if nothing more for 
social gatherings because it gets the seniors out.   


ii. Bauer – goal is not to shut down services, rather, provide effective services, identify 
opportunities to eliminate duplication of services if possible 


iii. Janes – wants to get feedback from the large group of people here so they can give 
suggestions since they are the experts and may even identify new needs we should 
address 







iv. Kilker- invite agency heads to a half day meeting to identify what we could do to better 
work together, keep committee more educated on issues & law changes, identify 
opportunities for better financial management among agencies currently having a hard 
time with this, ensuring that staff has proper certification for their roles, get tools in 
place so at hearings we can compare apples to apples.   


v. Bauer – agrees off site meeting idea is a good one and recommends May stating we’ve 
made great progress, we’re moving in the right direction with more accountability and 
very good organizations, but we need more standardized reporting and ensure we 
provide the best service at the best price.   


vi. McKinley – recapped agencies she contacted, landing at NW Regional Agency on 
Aging who says they are not aware of case studies or examples of others who have 
reviewed what we’re trying to review.   


vii. Agency Input  
1. Karen Copeland said we need local connection points and wants to work 


together for win win situations and stated the issues we face in Ogle County are 
not unique.  Copeland served on the State Council level and is familiar with a 
2006 study that shows how diverse senior centers really are.  She cautioned the 
committee to remember there is a difference between state and federal funded 
service providers like Lifescape, LSSI, Tri County, and the smaller, unfunded 
agencies.  Discussion followed with Copeland referencing a current survey 
being done to assess the impact of state dollars being lost.  She asked the 
committee to come tour the Mt. Morris center and partner with a case worker 
for a day to see what they do as part of the committee’s process.  Copeland 
referenced a regional plan showing prioritized services for our seniors in the 9 
county region (Region 1). Bowers- asked Copeland if she sees a duplication of 
services and Copeland says some times yes.  McKinley suggested creating a 
visual chart at the working session to map all the touch points and services 
provided to the various audiences so we can visualize services and overlaps.  
Discussion followed. 


2. Dave Eckhardt from Rock River Center Board and Hub City Board said senior 
centers each operates independently and aren’t duplicating, but they are 
experiencing shortfalls particularly since the transportation shortfall almost put 
most out of business.  Part of the extra money we have to make it comes from 
the County so it’s important to understand that all the centers raise money to 
keep our centers going and duplication of services don’t exist at this level.  
Discussion followed with Eckhardt reminding the committee that they 
represent all of Ogle County, but specific centers need to keep their unique 
identity.   


3. Sheldon Williams of Mt. Morris read a prepared statement focusing on how the 
local centers in Ogle County provide effective and efficient services to people 
within a certain radius, which can’t be accomplished if the centers themselves 
are consolidated.   He stated that clinics are placed where the needs are and 
communities with no local centers feel shorted because they don’t have one. 
With the aging population in communities we are seeing more needs, not less 
and the distance there between those who need the services is a serious 
handicap and a disservice to the seniors.  He reminded the committee that the 
tax levy was established with overwhelming support of the community based 
on county-wide needs.   


4. Richard Jackson of Polo agreed with Williams and asked why the Board id 
trying to consolidate services?  Bauer clarified that consolidation of services is 
a broad term, and we want to focus on business end of this first, possibly 
programs too.  He explained the County, through the HEW Committee has 
responsibility for accountability and oversight.  McKinley clarified the purpose 
is to ensure financial efficiency of spending tax payer money, starting by 
looking at the administrative side of things.  McKinley expressed concern that 
economic conditions are likely to continue such that there is likely pressure to 







keep increasing taxes.  County’s responsibility is to identify ways to provide 
services for less so we don’t have to just keep raising taxes.  More discussion 
followed.   


5. Connie Daugherty asks why we’d want to create more redundancy in the 
governance structure when these centers have boards they report to. 


viii. Bauer – suggested dropping the word consolidation and instead use combining or 
streamlining since this word is confusing the issue.  Bauer said we tried to buy Quick 
Books in the past for all centers, and the training and licensing was too expensive.  
Bauer said his constituents want this committee to have oversight and keep the tax 
pressure low.  McKinley says gone are the days where we can just spend money 
without evaluating how efficiently we deliver these services.  She stated if things are 
being done efficiently and without problems, then great.  But if not, let’s figure out how 
to make changes.  Bauer states we may not find anything to change, but we won’t know 
if we don’t look.  Bauer concluded using the word “sharing” services and the people 
that provide the services might be a better approach.  He recapped by stating the goal of 
the meeting would be a document that maps the services being provided by whom, and 
to whom, as well as the other objectives stated above.  We’d like each group to provide 
a summary of what they do. He noted the committee will identify the form that we’d 
like each agency to fill out in preparation of this exercise.     


 
11. Adjournment by Chairman Bauer at 6:00  


 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


Jason Bauer – Chairman 
































































**SPECIAL JOINT MEETING**  
 


Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee  
AND 


 Ogle County Judiciary & Circuit Clerk & Juvenile & Probation Committee 
Special Meeting Tentative Minutes 


Wednesday February 3, 2010  
 


 
1. Call to Order by Personnel Committee Chairman Skip Kenney at 3:03 


• Members present: DeArvil, Gronewold, Rice, Hopkins, Kenney, White, Messer, Stahl, 
Saunders , Gouker, Colbert 


• Members Absent: Nye, Diehl 
• Others Present: Eric Morrow, Don Kenn, Nancy Williams, Debbie Billman, Mike Dale, 


Greg Martin, Marcia Heuer, Lynn Kilker, John Coffman, Meggon McKinley, Vinde Wells 
 


2. Public Comment - none 
 


3. Focus House Foundation Land Purchase & Facility Needs Assessment  
• Meggon McKinley stated the purpose of the meeting is to open a new dialogue between 


the County Board and the Focus House Foundation regarding the Foundation’s plans to 
purchase land and examine future facility needs.  Due to the economic down turn, we want 
to revisit the long range plan set in motion years ago by the County Board with open lines 
of communication regarding needs, timing, and funding options to ensure we work 
towards common objectives and outcomes.     


• Eric Morrow distributed the 2003 objectives of the County’s long term planning for Focus 
House, which included forming the 501c3, non-profit foundation and purchasing 
additional land for expansion. At the time, the hand shake agreement was for purchasing 
up to 10 acres adjacent to the current location.  The Foundation would like to begin joint 
discussions on this topic again, exploring options for the Foundation to purchase land and 
the county to fund a new facility in the future.  Other items to consider include things like 
applying proceeds from the sale of current dormitories to a building project and having the 
Foundation hold the property until building a new facility, then deeding it all to the 
county.  


• Greg Martin reported a recent appraisal of the current dormitories took out roughly $100k-
200k in repairs, noting the value could be higher in the future.  White asked what type of 
savings would be anticipated by moving to one location and Dale noted there would be 
some anticipated staffing, maintenance, and utilities reductions, although specific numbers 
have not been run yet.  Messer noted there might be a zoning change away from the 
current special use upon the sale, which could impact the appraisal.  Martin reported 
Probation & Focus House are still responsible for the current loan balance of $108,000, 
spread over another 5 years, and that he doesn’t want any new debt added.  The 
Foundation has $70,000 for land purchase at this time.   


• Rice asked if the drive for new space is due to any current space crises or operational 
needs, to which Dale responded no.  The primary focus is to create a facility that allows 
for better supervising of the youth placed there.  The current facilities require many extra 
steps and processes to properly supervise since everything is laid out in a home-type 
environment.  A new facility would be constructed to create both a homey atmosphere for 
the year and better line of sight supervision, allowing fewer staff to supervise more kids.  
Dale also reported they could increase funding options to the program if they could 







become licensed through the state, which would require a new facility.  The current 
operation is grand fathered in, and does not require licensing like other programs of this 
magnitude.  Martin also noted transporting kids back and forth on 251 would be 
eliminated, and that while there is no crisis today, the life span of these older homes and 
their maintenance costs will become an issue in the future.  Martin’s desire is to set a 
strategy for 5 or more years out that plan for crossing this bridge before it’s a crisis. He 
confirmed the mission remains focused on serving Ogle County youth, however, housing 
out of county youth remains a successful model for covering many expenses that would 
fall to the county if there were no out of county revenues coming in.     


• Martin reported that land purchase is likely within the year, but understands a building 
project would be years off.  White stated that with revenues staying flat and current 
reserves depleted, the County Board would have to see a detailed business plan projecting 
all anticipated costs and savings of the project based on various scenarios of occupancy.  
Martin confirmed the size would be slightly bigger, but the population capacity of 40 
would remain the same (current occupancy is low with 15 Ogle County kids and 7 out of 
county kids; the high has been 39; the average is 27-30 depending on juvenile crime rates, 
treatment philosophies, and out of county placement budgets.)  Programs would remain 
the same, but the facility would be designed to better manage the current programs.  A 
small wing would be added segregate the younger kids a little better than is possible now 
to help preserve their younger life style currently lost when blended with older Focus 
House kids.  Separate space for the more troubled kids would also better support their 
unique needs.   


• Morrow said the Foundation is confident they could fund the land purchase after talking 
with lenders, and while they don’t expect a commitment from the County Board today, 
they request continued communication to ensure common goals.  The Foundation 
confirmed the land would be bought at no cost to the County.  Gouker agreed buying 
contiguous land is always good for future expansion, but stated there is no way to say 
whether the board would or wouldn’t build a new facility.  Colbert asks if there would be 
further expansion ideas on the land beyond just one facility.  Martin says the one new 
main facility is the focus, although it would be a large enough spot for something like a 
recreational center also.   


• Kenney asked what happens in the worst case scenario of revenues, e.g. what if Focus 
House folds?  Martin reported that because the county will never get out of placing kids, 
the county would have to create a placement budget based on average program rates of 
$300-$400 per kid per day.  With Focus House we can control costs (avg cost is $100 per 
kid per day) and generate revenues for the programs.  Dale also noted with a pure 
placement budget, school districts get hit with fees too, which doesn’t happen in Ogle 
County today with Focus House.   


• Next Steps – Gronewold states he cannot support anything new that will cost the county 
more money, and needs more details.  Saunders and White confirm they find it reasonable 
to assume the sale of the dormitories could be reallocated back to a Focus House capital 
project.  White asked for a presentation answering detailed questions of costs and savings 
as the next steps.  He would also like to see a detailed revenue projection from the Solid 
Waste department.  McKinley suggested bringing the business plan to the County LRP 
committee and including this, as well as other building project considerations, in updating 
the County’s current long range facilities plan.  Rice states he’d like to see this happen 
under the County’s new leadership structure that will take place December 2010. 
 


4. Adjournment by Chairman Kenney 4:20 
 







 
 
 


Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 


 
 


Lyle Hopkins – Finance Committee Chairman 
Maggie Nye – Probation Committee Chairman 


Kim Stahl – Probation Committee Vice Chairman 
 


 
Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 
 
 







Judiciary & Circuit Clerk & Juvenile & Probation  
Committee Tentative Minutes 


Tuesday, February 9, 2010 at 3:00 p.m. 
 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Vice Chair Stahl at 3:02 
o Members present: Stahl, Kenney, DeArvil, Colbert 
o Members absent: Nye, Gouker, Messer 
o Others present: Mike Dale, Meggon McKinley, Lynne Kilker, Don Conn, Jason Bauer, 


members of the public 
 


2. Approval of Minutes: January 12, 2010 
o Motion by Kenney 
o 2nd by Colbert 
o Motion carried 


 
3. Public Comment - none 


 
4. Consideration of Monthly Invoices: 


 Focus House 
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $1,156.21 by DeArvil. 
o 2nd by Kenney 
o Motion carried 


 Probation 
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $1,610.00 by DeArvil 
o 2nd by Colbert 
o Motion carried 


 Circuit Clerk 
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $464.10 by Colbert 
o 2nd by Kenney 
o Motion carried 


 Judiciary 
o Motion by Kenney to approve bills in the amount of $9,593.31 
o 2nd by DeArvil 
o Motion carried 


 
5. Department Reports: 


 Probation – none to report 
 Focus House – Distributed monthly report.  Numbers have stayed the same.  2 more youth 


from Ogle County.   
 Ogle County Reporting Center – Dale read a thank you letter from Rich Harvey, Assist 


Principal in Rochelle giving them credit for an the outstanding job they do for the kids, noting 
one child had a break through based on the work provided at the Reporting Center.     


 Circuit Clerk – Martin reported they received their first FOIA under the new law, looking for 
a listing of all the judges, list of the cases, and the disposition of the cases.  He referred them 
to the online database for them to do their own review and research.  Typer reminded the 
committee the courts are under the Local Records Act and all their records are open unless a 
judge has sealed the information.  This is consistent in all courts in Illinois.  Typer also shared 







the preliminary annual report reviewing each line item and stating a finalized report will be 
compiled and then distributed to the full county board soon.  Discussion followed.   
 


6. New Business – none 
 


7. Old Business –  
o Focus House Facility Needs & Options – McKinley recapped the meeting between this 


committee, the Finance Committee, and the Focus House Foundation stating it was very 
productive.  Next steps include asking Greg Martin to spearhead a business plan for the 
County Board presenting details of the expected costs and savings of various building 
scenarios.   


o Other - Typer reported he is glad the IT project is on hold.  McKinley corrected him that 
the IT project is not on hold.  Typer said at the last board meeting Rice said the project is 
on hold.  McKinley said he did not say that, rather, he agreed no decisions are being 
made on the project until more department head meetings take place.  Typer then said he 
is concerned things are happening behind his back, which McKinley said is not true 
reminding him that she had called him to arrange a meeting and instead of setting time 
with her, he screamed at her and hung up on her.  Typer clarified he said he is waiting for 
the Sheriff to meet with him first.  McKinley said she met with all department heads 
except Huntley and Typer and that the department heads are comfortable with proposed 
changes to email, internet security, and anti-virus software management.  He asked what 
Martin said and McKinley clarified he is fine with any change.  Stahl asked that this 
discussion be moved to another time as the public is coming in for the next meeting.   


 
      8.  Adjournment by Vice Chair Stahl at 3:40 


    
Maggie Nye - Chairman 


 
Sheriff’s Department Training Room 
103 Jefferson St in Oregon, Illinois 


Public Entrance – gated entrance off Jefferson Street – use East door of building 
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Ogle County 
Long Range Planning – Courthouse Renovation Committee  


February 4, 2010 3:00 
Tentative Minutes 


 
 
 
1. Call to Order by Chairman Stahl at 3:05 


• Members present: Stahl, Nye, Gouker, Gronewold, Hopkins, Rice, Messer.  (Rice left at 4:40, 
Nye left at 4:50, Gouker left at 5:00)  


• Members absent: none 
• Others present: Jim Barnes, Dennis Williams, Lynne Kilker, Bob DeArvil, Meggon 


McKinley, John Coffman, Becky Huntley, Scott Robinson, Jim Harrison, Dr. Champley, 
Sharon DeArvil, Larry Callant, Don Conn, Jim Dobyns, Tom Lassin, Andrea Caputo, 
Business Office Systems personnel, Bonnie Hendrickson, Carol Ubben, Sheryl Hopkins, 
members of the public.    


 
1.  Approval of Minutes: January 5,2010  


• Motion by Nye 
• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried 


 
2. Courthouse Renovation Project- Review & Possible Action: 


a. Project Update 
i. Mechanics lien – 3rd to date under Joe the Plumber dispute.  States Attorney’s office 


and RJC continue to manage this.  Robinson talked with the RJC attorney and they 
expect it to be resolved amicably soon.  Lien rights are 90 days from the last day 
worked.   


b. Courthouse Budget & Timeline 
i. Budget summary distributed – good news showing still within budget plans. Over 


budget in Watt Building improvement.  Large change order items today include 
storm sewer, A/V equipment, and unforeseen condition with windows needing 
additional trim and plaster work. 


ii. Timeline and expense of delays – Furniture delay has caused 4 week overall project 
schedule delay, at $4,000 per week for a total of $16,000 extended cost plus $5,800 
per month of additional rent at the Watt Building.  A/V is tied to the furniture choice 
because it was specified according to board room table configuration.  If U shaped 
board room table is not chosen today, A/V will be delayed at a cost of $4,000 per 
week delay plus Watt Building $5,800 rent.  Williams wants RJC to produce 
evidence of the critical path for events, changes, float, original schedule, new 
schedule, predecessors, etc. to show what’s changing and justify the $4,000 per week.  
Motion to extend our lease agreement at the Watt Building to June 2010 by Hopkins.  
2nd by Messer.  Gouker confirms we can keep extending as needed.  Motion carried.     


c. Furniture Bids – Stahl reported we are here to bring the costs down as much as we can but 
that the original focus was to allow the department heads to specify work space needs.  All 
bids came in much lower than expected.  Business Office Systems is here with us today.  
Caputo reported a $9,000 reduction by swapping manufacturer of audience and board chairs 
and a $2,000 reduction in data ports and plug ins at the U shaped desk.  Gouker confirmed 3-
5 people can sit in each pew, and suggested lower priced chairs to fill in around the pews.  
Rice stated the original plan was to bring the historic look back to the building and have 







instructed the architect in this manner including the pews, carpet, stenciling, chairs, etc.  He 
said we can gut the historic pieces now if we want, but the committee didn’t want to lose the 
historic nature of the board room, in particular.  Stahl said 2 years ago we wanted large 
seating and the look of the chairs fit into the room.  Nye said we wanted things historically 
replicated.  Hopkins said we’ve planned this, we’ve voted, and now we’re throwing it out?  
We wanted a professional meeting place and chose renovation and restoration.  If you put in 
cheap things then you have a cheap looking building, which is not good for the people.  
Williams asked for a compromise.  Hopkins asked if the $11,000 Holabird & Root reduction 
is a compromise.  Barnes presented suggestions based on his research.  He did not bother any 
employee work stations, chairs, or tables.  He checked pricing on board room chairs, and 
refinishing old desks and chairs in the board room asking why we’d put in new chairs if we 
want an old look.  Barnes proposed using our old solid oak desks and replacing with new 
leather tops.  Caputo said the only way to fit them, which was considered originally, is to line 
them up with backs to the audience, which the board said was not an option because then no 
one can hear each other.  Even in a U shape or square, they won’t allow the wide clearances 
required.  Barnes recommended giving these parts of the bid to local dealers.  Scott Robinson 
stated doing so is not legal and encouraged the committee to remember the legal lesson 
learned from the EVS debacle.  Business Office Systems said they expect to contract the 
wood refinisher out of Sterling.  Hopkins said he originally wanted the old desks and the 
board voted no and that he has worked to honor the wishes of the majority.  He wants to 
know why we doing this again.  Stahl reminded the committee of the requirement for people 
to be able to see and hear each other.  Robinson says it’s legal to deal with the chosen vendor 
on pricing, but it’s not legal to go out and buy the items from another contractor.  Holabird & 
Root said they have followed our instructions and drafted the specs based on department 
heads and county board direction.  They will give us cheaper chairs if we want cheaper 
chairs.  Williams said because the economy has changed, we have to be more choosey on 
these items.  Stahl is in favor of taking chairs out of the board room and changing conference 
room chairs, except for the 3rd floor conference room.  Robinson says it is not legal to change 
the bid specs at this point of the process.  McKinley said it is very expensive to make all these 
changes at the last minute and that the board is spending money to save money, which 
doesn’t make sense. With the cost of delays and the extra rent, there is little to no net savings, 
and it may even cost us more in the end than if we had gone with the bid selection in 
December as scheduled.  More savings suggestions were discussed, such as eliminating lunch 
room chairs, using the old board room chairs that connect to the desk in the 3rd floor 
conference room, going from 32 chairs in the bid down to 22 and negotiating $18,000 in BOS 
chair fees. Huntley asked the committee to ensure people in the community feel welcomed 
into a professional board room and asked to leave things as planned with the pews and the 
chairs that match the period of the room.  Hopkins moved to approve the furniture purchase 
order at a maximum of $231,797.20 without disturbing any employee work stations and by 
saving on chairs as discussed, where possible.  Messer 2nd.  Rice said we could lower the 
price further, and BOS agrees to working with Jim Barnes on identifying a local refinisher for 
the pews.  Role call vote taken: Rice yes, Messer yes, Hopkins yes, Gouker no, Gronewold 
yes, Nye yes, Stahl yes. Motion carried.    
 


d. A/V Equipment Change Orders 
i. MM explained the configuration of the A/V specifications at the U table again with 


microphones on every desk, one at the podium, two overhead projectors, and two 
screens each retracting back into the ceiling when not being used.  One change order 
for $89,582.00 includes all audio and visual.  The alternate change order includes just 
the audio (no visual) for $63,601. Pricing includes the electrical and labor to cut 
everything in.  Gronewold asked what the original $25,000 A/V budget line item was 







to cover, and McKinley said when she inherited the budget, it was actually set at only 
$10,000.  Both budgets were set too low.  Rice stated we want a good sound system 
so it works and everyone can hear what’s going on. Williams questioned the $11,000 
labor for installing the visual in the ceiling.  Motion by Messer to recommend to the 
County Board the A/V change order of $63,601 without the visual.  2nd by Hopkins.  
Motion carried.     


e. Change Orders  
i. #32 – Site drain trap primer for $787.  Hopkins moved to approve, noted as 


unforeseen condition.  2nd by Messer. Motion carried with one nay vote by 
Gronewold.   


ii. #36 – Storm Sewer solution for $70,250.  Gronewold asked RJC to confirm this 
belongs to the city, and not IDOT.  RJC said yes and confirmed the building permit 
was waived too.   Williams asked why this is higher than the $40,000 estimate he 
recalls.  McKinley will provide details for the County Board meeting.  Messer moved 
to recommend this change order to the county board by reason of owner initiated.  2nd 
by Hopkins.  Motion carried.   


iii. #49 – Refinish existing grills that are plugged with debris from East side of building.  
To remove and replace the grills would be $3,500.  Holabird & Root approves of 
refinishing the existing grills and leaving the exhaust fans in place for $1,321.  
Hopkins moves to approve refinishing the grills and leaving the exhaust fans in place 
for $1,321 by reason of owner initiated.  Nye 2nd.  Motion carried. 


iv. #55 – Install window extensions for $38,794.  Ringland Johnson explained that the 
original custom design placed the windows very far back from the face brick of the 
windows and that upon demoing the windows, they needed to move the windows 
further to the exterior of the window than planned to hold them in place.  This 
requires putting in jamb extensions on the inside of the building.  With the radius 
tops, all that wood has to be bent and formed.  11 window sills were also missing.  
RJC proposes doing this work on a T&M basis not to exceed $38,794 and noted there 
is no delay to the project for this item.  Hopkins moves to approve T&M not to 
exceed $38,794 by reason of unforeseen condition.  2nd by messer.  Motion carried. 


v. #57 – Nicor gas regulator for $2,388.  RJC explained the gas coming to building was 
high pressure and the drawings didn’t state it needed to move to low pressure.  They 
have 2 options; put in one single regulator at the meter for $2,388 or do it at every 
piece of equipment that requires gas, which is much more expensive.  Motion to 
approve this change order by Messer with reason of omission by architect & 
contractor.  Motion carried.   


vi. #58 – Ringland Johnson and Holabird & Root agreed to eliminate this change order.    
vii. #59 – Freeze less wall hydrants in lieu of specked hose bibs for $535.  Discussion 


followed with the committee concluding maintenance has been managing this issue 
successfully all these years without the specked hose bibs.  Messer moved to deny 
this change order.  2nd by hopkins.  Dearvil said it will cost more than $535 if 
something goes wrong and the committee should approve it.  Motion to deny the 
change order carred.   


f. Additional Scope Items 
i. Art work proposal – Carol Ubben, a local artist offering to recreate a painting of the 


mural that was covered up by the electrical paneling, presented a number of options 
based on the size of the painting desired.  Discussion followed, and the committee 
asked Ubben to come to the court house and recommend both placement and size for 
the next LRP committee meeting.  McKinley will arrange a time for her to come 
walk through the courthouse.   


 







3. Approval of LRP Bills    
• Motion by Hopkins to approve LRP bills in the amount of $1,060,800.91.  2nd by Messer.  


Motion carried.  McKinley will ask Sheriff Beitel to explain the CIS license agreement with 
the Oregon Police Department to the County Board. 


 
4. New Business - none 


 
5. Public Comment - Don Conn stated that years back, the committee voted for the Judicial Center 


contract and they didn’t do their homework, but we on the board didn’t give them a hard time.  He 
said now that these board members aren’t in control of this project, they become detractors and it 
would be nice to leave the dissenters out of the project so we could move it forward.  Dobyns showed 
the committee pictures of deteriorating columns that will need to be fixed.  He’ll bring information to 
the next meeting, stating they are filling the leaks with expansion foam, which you’ll see from the 
ground.  Stahl thanks Barnes and Dennis for coming to the meeting.   


 
6. Next Meeting Date – March 2, 2010, 10:30 
 
7. Adjournment by Chairman Stahl at 5:12.   
 
 
Respectfully Submitted,  
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


 
Kim Stahl – Chairman 


 







Long Range Observations 
 
 
Actions are inconsistent with stated objectives.  What is the goal? 
 
Furniture controversy 
 
 December:  Issue cited for not passing was bid specs (Prevailing Wage & Sales Taxes) 
 January:  Bid specs were addressed.  Now cost was the focus.  Some members wanted to 


change to a vendor that didn’t meet the specs for some items.  The cost of the Board table was 
the next objection.  Board wanted to reconsider amount of furniture to be purchased despite 
being told that delays would create additional expense.    


 February LRP:  $17,749 in savings identified through changes in chairs and connections.  U-
shaped table vs. old desks was again raised (revisiting issue closed previously).  This option 
does not meet the desired layout and the lack of a decision on this matter is the major reason 
for the delay costs. 


 
Financials of delay: 
 
Furniture Allowance  $337,200.00  
  
Furniture Bid  $249,546.62  
Reduced Amount  $231,797.20  
Proposed Savings  $  17,749.42  
  
Cost of Savings  
RJC (1month)  $  16,300.00  
Rent (1 month)  $    5,800.00  
Utilities Est.  $    1,200.00  
Mileage Est.  $    1,000.00  
Architect/ Other ????  
Increased Cost  $  24,300.00  
  
Net Loss  $   (6,550.58) 
  


 
Stated objective is to save money.  However, delays are actually costing more than is saved. 
 
Also, moving target on issues identified creates impression that the real objective is to delay the 
project and make it appear to have been unsuccessful. 
 







Revisionist history in comparisons with the Judicial Center project? 
 
Contrast the management of Judicial Project versus current expectations: 
 
Financials 
 Project Manager was paid $922,672.  This figure included time and mileage to attend most 


meetings. 
 Contingencies were built into most subcontracts as part of the bid instructions.  The amount 


totaled between $787,500 to $811,000 depending upon which source is referenced (Project 
Manual vs. Bid Packet B).  Costs for additional materials and temporary work spaces were 
built in on top of those numbers for certain contracts. 


 There was an overall contingency of more than $900,000 built into the budget on top of 
contingencies in each of the subcontracts. 
 


Administration 
 Meeting minutes were only in Board packets about half the time. 
 Additional bills and change orders were regularly presented at County Board meetings with 


no prior discussion because quick action was necessary. 
 Of the 69 change orders found in the meeting minutes, only 12 had been filed with the 


County Clerk when I reviewed this documentation in late 2006 or early 2007 at the request of 
a Board member.  The building was occupied as of December 2005. 


 
Accountability 
There are issues with every building project and the Judicial Center was no exception.  However, 
there was less emphasis on holding the construction manager, architect, or contractor 
accountable for these flaws and oversights. 
 
 
Given these facts, it appears that the Courthouse renovation project is actually being run every 
bit as efficiently if not more effectively than the Judicial Center project was, which is not how it 
is being portrayed. 
 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
 
John H. Coffman 
Ogle County Treasurer 







Long Range Expenses


2010 Annual 
Budget


YTD Through 
1/31/10 % Spent


Multi-Year Project 
Budget LTD Expense


LTD % 
Spent


Courthouse Budget 6,689,557.00 1,185,733.54 17.7% 7,500,000.00$                  3,568,245.80$              47.6%


Salaries- Committee Meetings & Mileage             7,000.00 600.00 8.6%
Travel             1,000.00 4.16 0.4%


Total Meeting Expense             8,000.00                 604.16 7.6%


CAD/ Records Management System          119,234.00 0.0% 625,000.00 491,766.00 78.7%
Oregon Police Dept CIS Access           22,500.00 0.0%
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


Transfer to Bond Fund 1,151,200.00 0.0%
YTD Total Ependitures 8,490,491.00 1,186,337.70 14.0%


2/11/2010
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Personnel & Salary – County Clerk & Recorder 
Committee Meeting  


Wednesday, February 10, 2010  
Tentative Minutes 


 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Kenney at 10:06 
o Members present: Kenney,  Bowers, Boes, Saunders, Colbert, Heuer 
o Members absent: Gouker 
o Others present: Rice, Kilker, DeArvil, McKinley, Huntley, Typer, Rypkema, Horner, 


Coffman, Don Conn 
 


2. Approval of Minutes: January 13, 2010 meeting minutes 
o Motion by Bowers 
o 2nd by Colbert 
o Motion carried 


 
3. Approval of Bills in the amount of $17,438.88 


o Motion by Bowers 
o 2nd by Boes 
o Motion carried 


 
4. County Clerk & Recorder Report – Huntley thanked people for the election running so smoothly.  


Thanks to Doreen O’Brien, through H1N1 grant provided hand sanitizer at each polling place, 
Jim McBride in ensuring the Watt Building elevator was working properly and plowing snow, 
Curtis Cook for loaning his projector, Ron Kern for the training room, all Township Supervisors 
who pick up all the election materials and take them to the townships and do lots of extra work, 
Joe Peters of Rochelle for use of his utility van to bring back Flagg precinct results in one van, 
Lyle Hopkins, Tom Johnston, Don Huntley and Kim Huntley for offering to be on call to pick up 
election supplies after the polls closed, Don & Norma Huntley for bringing food to the 
department, and all election judges because they put in a long day and make our elections what 
they are.  Saunders asked for clarification about how far signs have to be from the polling place 
door. Huntley explained 100 feet, enforced by the election judges. If there are problems, contact 
Huntley when it happens.  Colbert asked if Huntley knows where the county conventions in 
March will be held, which Huntley does not.  Brief discussion followed. Kenney asked Huntley 
why there is an increase $1,488.04 in salaries over last year.  Huntley reported that she had 
understood after the last committee meeting that if she had money in her budget she could give 
raises. Huntley also stated she received a statutorily required raise, reflected in this number.     


 
5. Public Comment - Rice and Kenney also thanked Huntley and her department for a smooth 


election this year, noting comments from Rochelle have been very complimentary.     
 


6. New Business -   
o FMLA Training Update-  McKinley recapped highlights of the recent FMLA training 


from EA/AAIM which was designed to talk about recent changes in the law, many of 
which are designed to help employers better manage the process.  A key focus was on 
aspects of intermittent leave like for migraines, diabetes, etc. and determining whether or 
not the employee is managing their condition (if not, FMLA is not required.)  EA is 
researching implications of dropping an employee for not paying their premiums as 
required while on FMLA.  The issue of when the 12 month time frame is set for each new 







year of FMLA qualification was discussed and is to be set by employer policy.   
McKinley also reported that if managers don’t suggest FMLA time up front, you can’t go 
back and institute it for those days if it’s needed it later.  FMLA now extends benefits to 
military not on active duty, but in National Guard and Reserves for certain situations.  
McKinley noted that employees are to sign a HIPPA release form at their doctor’s office 
so we can clarify questions about the employee’s FMLA request with the doctor.  If the 
HIPPA release is not signed, we do not have to provide FMLA.  HR is to be the one to 
talk with the employee’s doctor, not the direct supervisor or manager of the employee.  
McKinley noted EA/AAIM will be sending suggested language for the County Policy 
Manual, and Kenney indicated the Personnel Committee will be reviewing it and setting 
appropriate policies for the department heads to then discuss with their employees.  
Saunders suggested getting this information into the union contracts, and it was 
confirmed the Circuit Clerk’s contract doesn’t include any FMLA language.  County 
Policy is to apply if not mentioned in the contracts.  McKinley confirmed she will work 
with the Personnel Committee will generate a list of issues during this process to suggest 
for all union negotiations this year.     


o Market Data Update – McKinley distributed a suggested format for comparing market 
data in surrounding counties.  The committee agreed to this format noting they would 
work to add the EA wage ranges, current Ogle County pay, and surrounding county data 
that is not currently contained in any market data we have.  McKinley confirmed counties 
have indicated a rule of thumb for percent of salaries against the general fund is 
approximately 75%.  Boes said with 2010 and contracts, we’ll be approaching the high 
end of that scale for salaries.  Heuer noted we have to be careful in comparing UCCI 
market data because we don’t know if the hourly rates are based on 35 or 40 hours per 
week.  Boes indicated he wanted the UCCI study to indicate whether or not we are 
paying our Ogle County employees fairly, and it appears we actually paying on the high 
end of the pay scale for many positions.  McKinley will request missing data from 
surrounding counties in the form of a FOIA request to the County Clerk offices and 
clarify hours per week.  Committee members will assist McKinley by inputting the 
current EA data and Ogle County salaries into two new columns.  Heuer will work to 
identify the range of lowest salary and highest salary paid hourly across Ogle employees.  
Skip noted he will be out the last week of February.  McKinley noted she is working to 
negotiate with EA to get free ‘09 market data and the scoring approach to the job levels.  
Bowers noted she’d like to get rid of the EA study, not in its entirety, but it the 
ambiguous parts of the ranges.  She is concerned the level scoring was designed for 
manufacturing, not services.  She would like to see it simplified so there is a cleaner 
break in the level salary ranges and perhaps plan for year of service increases.  Kenney 
pointed out the EA study has not allowed for years of service increases, rather promotion 
based on expertise so that employees know certain job classes won’t allow any more 
growth if they hit the max salary allowed, unless they become more valuable to the 
county and advance to a higher level job earning higher level pay.  Rypkema said the 
range must be looked at annually, which the committee agreed.  Boes expressed concern 
that the 6 job levels drives wages higher and suggested the county would be better served 
in looking at establishing low, mid, and high salary ranges per job description to avoid 
the overlap contained in the EA levels.  Discussion followed.  Kenney asked them to 
work through their ideas and present some suggestions on how to address this at the next 
committee meeting.  It was noted that years of service is the issue that is difficult to 
address when working with the unions.  Kilker asked if the goal is to get away from the 
across the board increases, and Kenney said yes, plus wanting the dept heads to be 
empowered to administer pay.  The goal is also to set a starting wage per job level, not 
just a starting wage for the entire county which is how we got so much inequity in the 







first place.  Once data is assembled, Kenney and McKinley will schedule a meeting to 
review results and implications with the Finance Committee.  It could be a special 
meeting the first week of March to prepare for the regularly scheduled March meetings.   
 


7. Old Business  
o EA Study – Implementing Job Levels and Pay Ranges – in process 
o Personnel Manual & Review Process – in process 
o Saunders asked that we add the subject of salary review for elected officials at the next 
meeting   


 
8. Adjournment by Chairman Kenney at 11:30 


 
 
 
Respecfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 


 
 
 


John “Skip” Kenney – Chairman 
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REGIONAL PLANNING COMMISSION REPORT
JANUARY 21, 2010


The regular monthly meeting of the Ogle County Regional Planning Commission was held on
Thursday, January 21, 2010 at 7:00 P.M. 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 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,
Paul White, Ron Colson, Wayne Reising, Randy Ocken, Don Conn and David Poole. 


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF DECEMBER 17, 2009 AS MINUTES.


Chairman Funk asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the December 17,
2009 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)


There was no unfinished business for consideration.


4. NEW BUSINESS


A. DECISIONS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#4-09 SPECIAL USE -- Keith E. Wilson, 6931 N. Olcott, Chicago, IL by
Attorney Deborah S. Maas, Smith, Hahn, Morrow & Floski P.C., 129 S. 4th
St., PO Box 10, Oregon, IL for a Special Use permit to allow a heliport in the
AG-1 Agricultural District on property described as follows and owned by the
petitioner:


Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 and part of the SE1/4 of the SW1/4 Section
32 Oregon-Nashua Township 23N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County,
IL, 32.70 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 16-32-400-004
Common Location: 1255 W. Star Rd., Oregon, IL


Mr. Reibel read the staff report.  The Natural Resources Review by IDNR
contains 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.


Attorney Deborah Maas and Keith Wilson were present.  Attorney Maas
explained that Mr. Wilson owns the property and is proposing to use the existing
concrete pad on the site as a helipad.  She further explained that there will be no
further alterations or construction on the property.  Attorney Maas stated that
permits will have to be approved for a private helipad by IDOT and the FAA after
approval of the special use permit at the county level.  
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Mr. Wilson explained that he works for a Chicago Fire Department and would like
for his site to be available for any search and rescue or emergency services in
the county.  He stated that the property is currently used for hunting and
cropland.  He stated that the use will continue and remain consistent with the
rural use and no acreage will be taken out of production.  Mr. Wilson stated that
he anticipates using the helipad about twelve times a year.  He further explained
that his long term goal would be to retire in five to ten years and teach flying
lessons out of the Rockford Airport.  He explained that he would not use the site
for his lessons but would fly in and out of the property to teach in Rockford or a
surrounding airport.  Mr. Wilson described the helicopter he owns and the noise
that it makes.  He presented charts printed from the Internet and information from
the manufacturer of his helicopter regarding noise decibels.  He stated that his
helicopters noise level is comparable to that of a chain saw and less than a
combine.  


Attorney Maas referred to the recommendations for the special use permit
restricting the number landings/take-offs at the site.  She stated that she feels it
should be an even number.  It was clarified later that the recommendation of
fifteen means a take-off and a landing combined as one of the fifteen trips.


Attorney Maas stated that through her research of the Comprehensive Plan this
use is a compatible one.


Mr. Funk asked if their would be any storage of fuel on the property.  Mr. Wilson
responded that eventually he may get an above ground fuel take on the property.


Attorney Maas stated that the helicopter will be stored in the barn.  Mr. Wilson
stated that he would not want the helicopter stored outside.


It was clarified that the helicopters would only be operated during daylight hours
and no lights would be installed on the property.


Mr. Conn asked Mr. Reibel the reason for limiting the landings/take-offs on the
permit.  Mr. Reibel responded that he included the condition to minimize the
impact on the adjoining property owners.  Mr. Conn stated that he would like to
see the condition removed.


Mr. Reising asked if Mr. Wilson would return in the future to ask for more
landings/take-offs.  Mr. Wilson responded that at the next meeting he had
planned to bring a sectional chart which is a map for pilots of safe landing areas
to use in case of emergencies.  He stated that there are many landing areas
being utilized in the county and they should not impact the neighbors if they are
used in a respectable manner.  He stated that the use of his helicopter is no
greater of a disturbance than his neighbors shooting their guns.  He explained
that it is too expensive to operate his helicopter in a disrespectful manner.  


Mr. Colson asked if this heliport would be in any sort of data base with the
Sheriffs Department.  Mr. Wilson responded that his heliport would be included
on the sectional chart for that reason.


Mr. Funk asked how big the pad will be.  Mr. Wilson responded that he will use
the existing pad that is about 15' x 15'.  Mr. Funk asked if that is big enough for
use of a larger helicopter in an emergency.  Mr. Wilson stated that his pad is
thick enough for any helicopter to land.  Discussion ensued.


Mr. White asked how the helicopter might affect livestock in the area.  Discussion
ensued and it was clarified that the helicopter should have no impact on any
livestock.
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Mr. Conn asked if a motion would need to be made prior to an approval motion to
remove condition number two and three.  He continued that he sees no reason to
limit the landings/take-offs and that this would be regulated by the FAA.


Discussion ensued regarding the use and permits through IDOT and the FAA.


Discussion ensued regarding the condition limiting the landings/take-offs.


Mr. White stated that since this use is permitted by a special use permit if
complaints arise it can be looked at again.


Attorney Maas stated that the county will receive copies of the permits from the
FAA and IDOT and those can be made available to the adjoining landowners.


Discussion ensued regarding the noise level of the helicopter.


Mr. Conn made a motion to recommend approval of Petition No. 4-09 Special
Use minus items two and three under the staff recommendations; seconded by
Mr. Ocken.  Mr. Colson asked if condition number three should be retained.  Mr.
Conn responded that the condition will be covered under the permits from the
FAA.  Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote; the motion carried unanimously by roll
call vote.


5. OTHER BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


PLANNING PREFERENCE SURVEY RESULTS


Mr. Reibel passed out the survey results for the Committee to review.  


Mr. Reibel stated that the results could be incorporated into the Comprehensive Plan as
an addendum.


Mr. Colson stated that it might be useful for the information to be put into a power point
presentation for the County Board and other local service groups.  He stated that the
County Board often ends up voting by opinion and emotion and seeing the response
from several hundred people may be useful to them.  Discussion ensued.


Mr. Reibel stated that he is waiting for the information to be added to the County
Website and when it is he will submit a press release to the papers.


ANNUAL REVIEW OF OGLE COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN


Mr. Reibel stated that each year an annual review of the comprehensive plan is on the
agenda.  He continued that he sees no need for a change at this time.  He asked for the
members to review it and bring any concerns to the next meeting.


Discussion ensued regarding the forty acre requirement for dwellings in the agricultural
district.


Discussion ensued regarding the definition of a large farm operation in this area.


Mr. Funk stated that he still has concerns of subdivisions being contiguous to
municipalities.  Discussion ensued.


Discussion ensued regarding wind farms, complaints and progress of the Baileyville
Farm.
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6. PUBLIC COMMENT


There was no public comment.


7. ADJOURN


Chairman Funk declared the January meeting of the Ogle County Regional Planning
Commission adjourned at 7:55 P.M.  The next meeting of the Ogle County Regional
Planning Commission is scheduled for February 28, 2010, 7:00 P.M. at the Ogle County
Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator







Ogle County Planning & Zoning Department 
911 W. Pines Road 


Oregon, IL 61061 - 815-732-1190 
Fax: 815·732·2229 


Calendar Year 2009 Statistics
 
Compiled by the Ogle County Planning & Zoning Department
 


TABLE: 2009 Township Dwelling Starts and Percent ofTotal- Unincorporated Ogle County 


MAP: Dwelling Starts In Calendar Year 2009, Ogle County, IL (Unincorporated) 


TABLE: Zoning Certificates Issued 1970-2009 ­ Unincorporated Ogle County 


CHART: Zoning Certificates Issued 1970-2009 - Unincorporated Ogle County 


CHART: Dwelling Starts 1970-2009 - Unincorporated Ogle County 


Miscellaneous Statistical Infonnation: 


~ Total Number ofZoning Certificates Issued: 349 (Non-Agricultural = 291; Agricultural = 58) 


~ Estimated Value ofDwelling Starts: $6,004,500. 


~ Average Estimated Value per Dwelling: $187,641. 


~ Number ofMap Amendment Petitions Filed: 10 


~ Number of Special Use Pennit Petitions Filed: 4 


~ Number ofVariation Petitions Filed: 16 


~ Number ofZoning Ordinance Violation Notices Issued: 29 


Subdivisions Approved: 


No subdivisions were approved in 2009 







2009 Township Dwelling Starts and Percent of Total 
Unincorporated Ogle County 


Township Dwelling Starts % of Total 


Flagg 5 15.6% 


Byron 4 12.5% 


Oregon-Nashua 4 12.5% 


Rockvale 4 12.5% 


Leaf River 3 9.4% 


Marion 3 9.4% 


Pine Creek 3 9.4% 


Taylor 2 6.3% 


Brookville 1 3.1% 


Grand Detour 1 3.1% 


Pine Rock 1 3.1% 


Scott 1 3.1% 
I 


Buffalo 0 0% 


Dement 0 0% 


Eagle Point 0 0% 


Forreston 0 0% 


Lafayette 0 0% 


Lincoln 0 0% 


Lynnville 0 0% 


Maryland 0 0% 


Monroe 0 0% 


Mt. Morris 0 0% 


White Rock 0 0% 


Woosung 0 0% 


Total: 32 100% 
Source: Ogle County Planning & Zomng Department 
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ZONING CERTIFICATESISSUED 1970-2009 
.UNINCORPORATEDOGLE·COUNTY.. 


Year Non-Agricultural Agricultural Dwelling. 


1970 221 227 104 


1971 299 212 142 


1972 229 270 146 


1973 209 282 152 


1974 189 217 126 


1975 226 190 154 


1976 262 224 209 


1977 256 249 201 


1978 228 246 206 


1979 213 139 106 


1980 135 102 63 


1981 127 151 49 


1982 138 84 40 


1983 162 71 58 


1984 169 49 51 


1985 189 46 63 


1986 198 72 63 


1987 231 66 94 


. 1988 296 69 127 


1989 , 309 83 121 


1990 347 110 169 


1991 344 71 145 


1992 476 105 217 


1993 440 80 168 


1994 526 83 208 


1995 585 109 208 


1996 526 96 157 


1997 461 88 130 


1998 485 96 145 


1999 491 84 146 


2000 524 91 117 


2001 468 80 124 


2002 491 68 122 


2003 521 52 116 


2004 468 33 100 


2005 491 26 132 


2006 457 54 122 


2007 421 44 85 


2008 287 52 50 


2009 291 58 32 


Source: Ogle County Planmng & Zonmg Department 
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Ogle County Planning Preference Survey


1. Which one term would you select to describe Ogle County, as you want to see it, 25 years from now?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Rural, agricultural community 31.2% 87


Residential community 2.5% 7


Mixed agricultural/residential 55.9% 156


Mixed residential/business 10.4% 29


  answered question 279


  skipped question 6


2. Between 1990 and 2007, Ogle County’s population increased from 45,957 to 55,167 (est.), an increase of 20.0%. 


Would you like to see Ogle County’s population:


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Continue to increase at its present 


rate
31.9% 90


Increase at a slower rate 24.5% 69


Increase at a faster rate 3.2% 9


Stabilize 35.8% 101


Decrease 4.6% 13


  answered question 282


  skipped question 3
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3. Should development be encouraged or discouraged in Ogle County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Encouraged 47.1% 132


Allowed by not encouraged 33.6% 94


Discouraged 16.8% 47


No opinion 2.5% 7


  answered question 280


  skipped question 5
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4. If you believe Ogle County should grow/develop, what kind(s) of growth/development would you like to see? 


(Choose any or all that apply)


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Single family residential 64.0% 169


Multi-family residential 13.3% 35


Rural residential 36.7% 97


Condominiums 11.0% 29


Hobby farms 42.0% 111


Family farms 75.8% 200


Large corporate farms 7.6% 20


Tourist-related business 51.1% 135


Office-type business 39.4% 104


Convenience stores and services 32.2% 85


Large retail outlets/centers 31.1% 82


Light industry 70.8% 187


Heavy industry 25.0% 66


  answered question 264


  skipped question 21
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5. Do you agree or disagree that preservation of farmland in Ogle County is important?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 62.9% 175


Agree 24.8% 69


Neutral 5.0% 14


Disagree 5.4% 15


Strongly disagree 1.8% 5


  answered question 278


  skipped question 7


6. Do you agree or disagree that Ogle County government should set agricultural land preservation as a priority 


goal and implement policies to achieve it?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 50.5% 140


Agree 26.0% 72


Neutral 11.6% 32


Disagree 7.9% 22


Strongly disagree 4.0% 11


  answered question 277


  skipped question 8
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7. The current lot size for building a house in the County agricultural zoning district is forty (40) acres. This 


standard should be:


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Maintained 53.1% 147


Eliminated 9.0% 25


Decreased 31.4% 87


Increased 6.5% 18


 If your answer was "Increased", increased to what acreage? 23


  answered question 277


  skipped question 8


8. In your opinion, is the continued existence of Ogle County's remaining family farms important to the County’s 


future?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Very important 76.3% 212


Somewhat important 18.0% 50


Not important 5.0% 14


No opinion 0.7% 2


  answered question 278


  skipped question 7
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9. Where should new housing development be located in Ogle County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Urban areas 48.2% 132


Rural areas 1.5% 4


Both urban and rural areas 37.6% 103


Disfavor new housing 12.8% 35


  answered question 274


  skipped question 11


10. What types of housing should be provided in urban areas? (Choose any or all that apply) 


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Single family 87.6% 240


Duplexes 46.4% 127


Multi-family 34.3% 94


Mobile home parks 2.6% 7


Condominiums 38.7% 106


Senior housing complexes 56.6% 155


Retirement home complexes 51.5% 141


Low-moderate income housing 24.8% 68


Disfavor new housing 8.4% 23


  answered question 274


  skipped question 11
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11. Other than farm residences, what types of housing should be provided in rural areas? (Choose any or all that 


apply)


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Single family 67.2% 182


Duplexes 6.6% 18


Multi-family 4.4% 12


Mobile home parks 2.6% 7


Condominiums 5.5% 15


Senior housing complexes 12.5% 34


Retirement home complexes 14.8% 40


Low-moderate income housing 5.5% 15


Disfavor non-farm housing in rural 


areas
28.8% 78


  answered question 271


  skipped question 14


12. What should be the minimum lot size requirement for rural land which is not considered to be prime (Class I 


or II) farmland?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


One dwelling unit per acre 26.9% 72


One dwelling unit per 2-3 acres 23.5% 63


One dwelling unit per 5 acres 20.5% 55


One dwelling unit per 10 acres 6.7% 18


One dwelling unit per 20 acres 3.7% 10


One dwelling unit per 40 acres 18.7% 50


  answered question 268


  skipped question 17
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13. Would you agree or disagree with the County guiding new residential development through use of 


conservation/open space/cluster subdivisions? These subdivisions may permit smaller lots on suitable portions 


of affected land parcels, but then preserve open space on the remainder of such parcels.


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 15.6% 42


Agree 31.9% 86


Neutral 19.3% 52


Disagree 15.2% 41


Strongly disagree 18.1% 49


  answered question 270


  skipped question 15


14. Do you agree or disagree that there is a shortage of affordable housing in Ogle County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 8.5% 23


Agree 21.0% 57


Neutral 25.7% 70


Disagree 32.4% 88


Strongly disagree 12.5% 34


  answered question 272


  skipped question 13
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15. Do you agree or disagree that there is a shortage of housing for senior citizens in Ogle County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 10.7% 29


Agree 33.8% 92


Neutral 36.0% 98


Disagree 15.1% 41


Strongly disagree 4.4% 12


  answered question 272


  skipped question 13


16. Should commercial and industrial development be encouraged or discouraged in Ogle County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Encouraged 63.9% 172


Allowed by not encouraged 25.7% 69


Discouraged 8.6% 23


No opinion 1.9% 5


  answered question 269


  skipped question 16
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17. If you feel that commercial and industrial development should be either encouraged or allowed in Ogle 


County, what type of business growth would you like to occur? (Choose any or all that apply) NOTE: IF YOU 


ANSWERED "DISCOURAGED" OR "NO OPINION" TO QUESTION 1 ABOVE, PLEASE SKIP TO QUESTION 3 BELOW.


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Services 61.7% 153


Office parks 41.9% 104


Shopping centers 37.5% 93


Other retail 41.5% 103


Light industry 82.3% 204


Heavy industry 33.1% 82


Agricultural related 64.9% 161


No preference 8.1% 20


  answered question 248


  skipped question 37


18. Should business be concentrated in a few areas or dispersed throughout the County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Concentrated 47.4% 127


Dispersed 43.3% 116


No opinion 9.3% 25


  answered question 268


  skipped question 17
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19. If you feel that businesses should be concentrated in a few areas of Ogle County, where should the 


concentration(s) occur? NOTE: IF YOU ANSWERED "DISPERSED" OR "NO OPINION" TO QUESTION 3 ABOVE, 


PLEASE SKIP THIS QUESTION.


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


In currently zoned commercial 


and industrial areas
35.5% 50


In cities and villages 25.5% 36


Where public sewer service is 


available
18.4% 26


Near or adjacent to existing 


development
14.2% 20


They can be concentrated in any 


location
6.4% 9


  answered question 141


  skipped question 144
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20. Should Ogle County actively pursue the protection of any of the following? (Choose any or all that apply)


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Woodlands 74.9% 197


Steep slopes 37.6% 99


Floodplains 54.8% 144


Unique geologic features 66.2% 174


Wetlands 65.0% 171


Open spaces 52.5% 138


Significant groundwater recharge 


areas, which replenish well water
69.2% 182


Endangered species habitat 53.6% 141


Park land, existing and future 71.9% 189


Historic sites 78.7% 207


None, the County should not 


pursue the protection of any of 


these


8.0% 21


  answered question 263


  skipped question 22
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21. Which one of the following best describes your opinion on the issues of domestic (household) sewage 


disposal in rural areas of Ogle County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Each property owner should 


install and maintain their own 


septic system


50.6% 132


Large-scale septic systems serving 


multiple homes should be allowed to 


address this issue


7.3% 19


Residents should connect to 


municipal sanitary sewer systems 


if nearby and available


29.9% 78


Non-sewered development should 


not be allowed
12.3% 32


  answered question 261


  skipped question 24


22. To address future development, Ogle County’s existing zoning ordinance - which governs unincorporated 


areas, but not cities and villages - should be:


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Completely re-done 15.0% 38


Slightly revised 24.0% 61


Maintained as is 19.7% 50


Eliminated 3.9% 10


No opinion 5.9% 15


Not familiar with the ordinance 31.5% 80


  answered question 254


  skipped question 31
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23. Should the requirements and enforcement of the following existing County ordinances be more strict, relaxed, 


maintained as is, or eliminated?


  More strict Relaxed
Maintained as 


is
Eliminated


Response


Count


Zoning 35.6% (85) 20.9% (50) 38.9% (93) 4.6% (11) 239


Land subdivision control 49.8% (119) 14.6% (35) 31.8% (76) 3.8% (9) 239


Sanitation (septic system/sewage 


disposal)
37.9% (89) 9.8% (23) 50.2% (118) 2.1% (5) 235


  answered question 243


  skipped question 42


24. Do you agree or disagree that the use of private land should be based on owner’ preferences rather than 


being restricted by zoning?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 16.0% 41


Agree 15.6% 40


Neutral 18.8% 48


Disagree 27.7% 71


Strongly disagree 21.9% 56


  answered question 256


  skipped question 29
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25. Do you agree or disagree that local units of government have the responsibility to protect property owners 


and the community by regulating land use?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 25.4% 65


Agree 46.9% 120


Neutral 12.9% 33


Disagree 9.8% 25


Strongly disagree 5.1% 13


  answered question 256


  skipped question 29


26. Do you agree or disagree that the use of zoning regulations are beneficial?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Strongly agree 31.0% 79


Agree 47.5% 121


Neutral 14.5% 37


Disagree 3.5% 9


Strongly disagree 3.5% 9


  answered question 255


  skipped question 30
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27. How satisfied are you with Ogle County as to quality of life?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Completely satisfied 19.8% 50


Satisfied 56.9% 144


Neutral 14.6% 37


Dissatisfied 5.5% 14


Completely dissatisfied 3.2% 8


  answered question 253


  skipped question 32


28. What effect has the population increase had on the quality of life in Ogle County?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Very positive 3.1% 8


Positive 36.6% 93


No effect 21.7% 55


Negative 23.2% 59


Very negative 5.5% 14


No opinion 9.8% 25


  answered question 254


  skipped question 31
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29. A variety of local characteristics influence a person’s choice of where to live. How important is each of the 


following in influencing your decision to live, locate or invest in Ogle County?


 
Very 


Important


Somewhat 


Important


Not So 


Important


Not At All 


Important


Response


Count


Educational system 73.9% (187) 18.6% (47) 3.2% (8) 4.3% (11) 253


Employment opportunities 58.2% (146) 31.1% (78) 7.6% (19) 3.2% (8) 251


Friendly communities 62.5% (157) 32.3% (81) 4.0% (10) 1.2% (3) 251


Good place to raise a family 79.8% (201) 17.1% (43) 0.8% (2) 2.4% (6) 252


Government services 22.9% (58) 53.0% (134) 18.6% (47) 5.5% (14) 253


Historic features 20.3% (51) 35.1% (88) 33.9% (85) 10.8% (27) 251


Rock River 25.4% (64) 33.7% (85) 29.4% (74) 11.5% (29) 252


Low crime rate 72.6% (183) 24.2% (61) 2.8% (7) 0.4% (1) 252


Natural environment 53.8% (136) 34.0% (86) 9.9% (25) 2.4% (6) 253


Pace of life 38.4% (96) 46.4% (116) 12.8% (32) 2.4% (6) 250


Proximity to family 31.9% (80) 40.6% (102) 20.7% (52) 6.8% (17) 251


Proximity to Chicagoland 8.8% (22) 24.8% (62) 30.8% (77) 35.6% (89) 250


Recreational opportunities 19.1% (48) 55.8% (140) 19.5% (49) 5.6% (14) 251


Rural atmosphere 53.2% (133) 37.2% (93) 8.4% (21) 1.2% (3) 250


Suitable residence found 44.8% (112) 47.2% (118) 6.4% (16) 1.6% (4) 250


Utilities available 34.8% (87) 50.0% (125) 12.8% (32) 2.4% (6) 250


  answered question 253


  skipped question 32
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30. Please rate the following qualities of Ogle County (1=Very Poor and 5=Very Good)


  1 2 3 4 5
Rating


Average


Response


Count


Quality of Environment 4.4% (11) 7.6% (19)
18.7% 


(47)
41.0% 


(103)


28.3% 


(71)
3.81 251


Recreational Opportunities 


(exercise, arts, sports, etc.)
4.8% (12)


13.1% 


(33)


28.3% 


(71)
37.8% 


(95)


15.9% 


(40)
3.47 251


Educational Opportunities 5.6% (14)
13.1% 


(33)


25.9% 


(65)
41.8% 


(105)


13.5% 


(34)
3.45 251


Access to Goods and Services
10.0% 


(25)


20.3% 


(51)
33.9% 


(85)


32.3% 


(81)
3.6% (9) 2.99 251


Economic Opportunities
13.9% 


(35)


25.1% 


(63)
37.8% 


(95)


20.3% 


(51)
2.8% (7) 2.73 251


  answered question 252


  skipped question 33







19 of 22


31. Please rate the following public services provide in Ogle County (1=Very Poor and 5=Very Good)


  1 2 3 4 5
Rating


Average


Response


Count


Fire Protection 5.2% (13) 6.4% (16)
19.1% 


(48)


32.7% 


(82)
36.7% 


(92)
3.89 251


School Facilities 4.7% (12) 8.7% (22)
21.7% 


(55)
41.1% 


(104)


23.7% 


(60)
3.70 253


County Government Facilities 4.0% (10)
12.7% 


(32)


29.8% 


(75)
35.7% 


(90)


17.9% 


(45)
3.51 252


Public Recreational Lands 4.0% (10) 5.6% (14)
25.4% 


(64)
39.7% 


(100)


25.4% 


(64)
3.77 252


Medical Services Availability 5.6% (14)
16.3% 


(41)
38.9% 


(98)


29.8% 


(75)
9.5% (24) 3.21 252


Libraries 6.7% (17)
13.1% 


(33)


29.8% 


(75)
32.1% 


(81)


18.3% 


(46)
3.42 252


Law Enforcement 6.7% (17) 9.1% (23)
25.3% 


(64)
37.5% 


(95)


21.3% 


(54)
3.58 253


Maintenance/Condition of Roads 9.9% (25)
17.5% 


(44)
36.5% 


(92)


30.6% 


(77)
5.6% (14) 3.04 252


Garbage/Recycling 7.5% (19)
12.3% 


(31)
33.2% 


(84)


33.2% 


(84)


13.8% 


(35)
3.34 253


Adult Education Opportunities 7.6% (19)
18.0% 


(45)
45.6% 


(114)


22.4% 


(56)
6.4% (16) 3.02 250


  answered question 253


  skipped question 32
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32. Identify three aspects of Ogle County that you value the most:


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


 One 100.0% 197


 Two 93.9% 185


 Three 79.2% 156


  answered question 197


  skipped question 88


33. List problems or concerns you may have relative to Ogle County:


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


 One 100.0% 193


 Two 88.6% 171


 Three 72.5% 140


 Four 49.2% 95


 Five 34.2% 66


 Six 22.3% 43


  answered question 193


  skipped question 92
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34. In what township do you reside?


 
Response


Percent


Response


Count


Brookville 0.4% 1


Buffalo 1.2% 3


Byron 17.9% 45


Dement 0.8% 2


Eagle Point 0.4% 1


Flagg 11.6% 29


Forreston 2.0% 5


Grand Detour   0.0% 0


Lafayette   0.0% 0


Leaf River 1.2% 3


Lincoln 2.0% 5


Lynnville   0.0% 0


Marion 11.2% 28


Maryland 0.4% 1


Monroe 3.6% 9


Mt. Morris 7.2% 18


Oregon-Nashua 17.1% 43


Pine Creek 1.6% 4


Pine Rock 8.0% 20


Rockvale 5.2% 13


Scott 3.2% 8


Taylor 1.2% 3


White Rock 2.0% 5


Woosung   0.0% 0
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I do not reside in Ogle County. 2.0% 5


  answered question 251


  skipped question 34







Identify three aspects of ogle County that you value the most:
 


Respondents Response Date One Two Three
 


1 06/22/2009 openess family cleanliness 
2 07/01/2009 Quality of life Natural beauty/par1<s lower cost of living 
3 07/01/2009 historical sites, par1<s relaxing pace proximity to rockford, steriing, freeport, etc. 
4 07/02/2009 rural character par1<s and recreation lands good local govemment 
5 07/15/2009 Rural Community Freindly People Multiple Churches 
6 07/24/2009 natural beauty proximity to Chicago & Rockford overall quality of life 
7 07/24/2009 5malllDwns Good schools Good place lD raise family 
8 07/25/2009 rural atmosphere par1<s, city and state rod< river 
9 07/25/2009 safety schools proximity to larger cities (DeKalb, Rockford, Chicago) 
W 07/27/2009 safe neighborhoods qUiet neighborhoods nearby parks 


" 07/27/2009 location 
U 07/27/2009 Agricultural base Good schools Controlled development 
U 07/27/2009 Rural Lifestyle Cost of Uving Rochelle SChool Districts 
M 07/27/2009 Ultle traffic Clean air Close to shopping 
e 07/28/2009 5malllDwns and rural agriculture .' good schools close to Freeport, Dixon, Rockford 
~ 07/28/2009 Rural nature Type of people living In the oounty Employees of oounty and city which serves me 
V 07/28/2009 Quality of Life Scenic Beauty Friendly People 
~ 07/28/2009 Rural atmosphere but still close lD major cities two interstates Near oollege that kids can oommute 
6 07/28/2009 natural environment my job circle of friends 
m 07/28/2009 keeping roads free of Ice & snow. 
n 07/29/2009 Rural atmosphere 
n
n 


07/29/2009 Rural Close proximity to a larger oommunity (shopping) Geographic beauty 
07/29/2009 atmosphere friendliness protected grounds 
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~ 
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~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


~ 


M 
~ 
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07/29/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/03/2009 
08/03/2009 
08/03/2009 
08/05/2009 
08/05/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/10/2009 
08/"/2009 
08/"/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/12/2009 


Great Par1<s & scenic Area 
Rural environment 
rual atmosphere 
Rural, mostly ag 
Rural atmosphere. 
Country Uvlng 
Small oommunlties 
Small oommunity lifestyle 
rural setting 
Rural atmosphere 
law-enforcement 
quality of life 
Quality of Life 
rural atmosphere 
Iowertme 
rural setting 
rural 
Rural living 
low crime rate 
rural atmosphere 
Open spaces and fannland - rural atmosphere 
rural atmosphere 
Fannland 
Rurallifestvle 
Trees 
rural living 
Quality of Life 
type of people living here 
Quality Of Life 
Rural living 
recreational sttes 
Oose Proximity lD Rockford 
5malllDwns wtth abilities to have oonviences dose lD home 
Agricultural 
quality of life 
Rural atmosphere 
scenic beauty of land 
good place to raise a family 
Low ertme rate 
rural atmosphere 


Great place to raise a family
 
low traffic / congestion
 
low taxes
 
Good SChools
 
Friendly, hard working people.
 


Good school systems
 
Rock river
 
popluations size
 
par1<s and recreation
 
local govemment
 
scenic beauty
 
safe environment
 
natural habitat preservation
 
rural
 
recreational
 
ecology - preservation of native lands
 
Good schools 
good educational services 
good place lD raise a family 
Wooded and wildlife areas 
wonderful nighbors 
Quality of Ufe 
safe oommunity 
Country 
people 


property values 
Proximity lD transportation 
Proximity lD more populated areas 
low crime rates 


SChools 
natural beauty of the land 
open spaces 
quality of life 
safe (compared to other places) 


Close lD metro areas 
quality of environment 
goods / services availability 
economically affordable 
Exelent air quality. 


family dose by 
Proximity lD Rockford 
oountry feel wtth moral! low crime 
river 
education 
proximity lD major markets/airports 
Public serves 
education and services 
par1<s 
low taxes 
par1<s 
Are/EMS protection 
friendly oommunity 
affordable housing (Used lD be better) 
Rural atmosphere 
good acoess lD county government 
Eoonomlc Opportunity 
Clean air, water, and soil 
Friends 
community 


1-39 


Open Spaces 


somewhat family friendly 


relatively good school system 











131 09/29/2009 fliendly police officers in mtmorris roads are getting much better gas sIilUons 
132 09/30/2009 Rural setting Not much industrial polluUon Water w/ Rock River and Plivate lake 
133 10/01/2009 Quality of IWe scenic beauty (especially Rock River) LocaUon relaUve to Chicago & Rockford 
134 10/03/2009 Rural life less development potenUal for conservaUon/open spaee-recreaUon 
135 10/03/2009 beauty of the region Independant, family farmers - not factory the farmers who are encroaching Independant men:hants 
136 10/03/2009 Beauty Clean Schools 
137 10/03/2009 Natural Areas and parks preserved and available Community Involvment/ AOParade Energy Fair Progressive Juvenile JuSUce Policies and PrevenUon 
138 10/03/2009 Natural areas Rural atmosphere clean air and water In most places 
139 10/06/2009 Rural Community Proximity to Rockford - Jobs Small - Mldslzed Communities 
140 10/11/2009 Rock River and State Parks Oregon Park Olstrict Family fliendly 
141 10/14/2009 scenic beauty, especially Rock River Quality of IWe 1-39 &1-88 
142 10/15/2009 Natural beauty of land Good people (mostly) Quality oflWe 
143 10/21/2009 Agliculture Open Space Low Clime 
144 10/22/2009 Wide open spaces Par1cs,preserves,etc. 
145 10/23/2009 I like the diversity of the county safety quality of IWe 
146 10/26/2009 Low cost of liVing Close proximity to Interstates 
147 10/26/2009 Rural, uncongested climate Quality educaUonal facilities safe and fliendly community environment 
148 10/27/2009 scenic Schools locaUon 
149 10/28/2009 Low Clime. .. Clean Environment. Fliendly Atmosphere. 
150 10/28/2009 Open Space Good Agliculturalland Small Communities with limited congesUon 
151 10/28/2009 Rural Environment Proximity 
152 10/29/2009 low traffic low clime rate rural 
153 10/29/2009 People Quiet View 
154 10/29/2009 my sunsets and sunlises 
155 10/29/2009 agliculture rural living ordeliy growth 
156 10/29/2009 Rural living Dependable Close to larger city 
157 10/30/2009 Low traffic Clean air and water beauUful scenery and farmland 
158 10/30/2009 ag communUy low clime sIilbility 
159 10/31/2009 open farmland large tracts of uninhabitated woodlands relaUvely low populaUon 
160 11/02/2009 RURAL ATMOSPHERE SAFElY GOOD SCHOOLS 
161 11/02/2009 maintain rural/community feeling protect woodland as well as farmland keep development near towns, less spot zoning 
162 11/02/2009 family rural setUng parks 
163 11/03/2009 Rural Community Developement in exiSUng urtJan areas ConservaUon of agliculture and woodland areas 
164 11/03/2009 Keeping taxes low blinglng more businesses to the area more updated computer/internet systems 
165 11/04/2009 quality of IWe scenic beauty access (but not too close) to Rockford & Chicago 
166 11/05/2009 The qUiet rural setting The close proximity to Chicago The sIilte parks 
167 11/07/2009 rurallWe ability to hunt and fish tranqUil, fliendly area 
168 11/08/2009 LOCAl AND COUNTY GOVERMENT PERSERVATION OF FARMLANO 
169 11/09/2009 Rural setUngs Slow pace Great State Parks 
170 11/11/2009 agliculturalland neighbors/community low populaUon density in rural areas 
171 11/11/2009 open spaces parks people 
172 11/12/2009 rural setUng quIet country enviroment 
173 11/15/2009 PARKS , RECREATION FRlENDLY PEOPLE 
174 11/16/2009 non-urtJan setUng few restricUons in unincorporated areas beauty...livers, Woods, plains, etc. 
175 11/17/2009 pace of IWe parks (slilte parks) and open rual areas 
176 11/17/2009 Sheriff's Office Rock River Quality of LWe 
177 11/18/2009 FliendlY,small community atmosphere quiet slower pace than large communities 
178 11/21/2009 proximity to rckfrd and chicago safe place to live edueauonal opportunities 
179 11/24/2009 rural environment proximity to family seculity 
180 11/24/2009 State Parks Rural atmosphere 
181 11/24/2009 natural landscape wlldlWe Histolical PreservaUon 
182 11/24/2009 environment low clime rate 
183 11/24/2009 rural atmosphere rock liver 
184 11/24/2009 rural small town atsmosphere 
185 11/24/2009 Forest and Woodland areas Parks and Bike Paths Outdoor AcUvlUes 
186 11/24/2009 rural qUiet atmosphere fliendllness of people beauty, hlstolic sites 
187 11/25/2009 The rural environment The fliendly people The low clime rate 
188 11/26/2009 None None None 
189 11/26/2009 small towns rural sIilteparks 
190 11/26/2009 quiet areas small towns state parks 
191 11/26/2009 safe neighborhoods walking paths in natural settings low traffic 
192 11/26/2009 Rock River Natural and public lands Wooded rural atmosphere 
193 11/27/2009 Quiet rural atmosphere Very fliendly populace dose to all major city economics 
194 11/27/2009 Three State Parks Rock River Oregon Park District 
195 11/28/2009 Lack of traffic Quiet, rural area Proximity to Rockford, Chicago, Milwaukee 
196 11/29/2009 fliendly access to basic needs (grocery, DR. Ere.) 
197 11/30/2009 scenic beauty farm land fliendlyness 







List problems or concerns you may have relative to Ogle County: 


Respondents Response Date One 


1 06/22/2009 low income properties on main roads 
2
3 


07/01/2009 Poor planning in incorporated cities 
07/01/2009 "dollar" stores decrease quality of life 


4 07/02/2009 prime farmlan'd being changed to residential and industrial use 
5
6
7
8
9 


07/15/2009 Taxes To High 
07/24/2009 Poor condition of roads/infrastructure 
07/25/2009 County Board 
07/25/2009 chicago moving this way 
07/25/2009 Government services 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 


07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/03/2009 


road conditions, esp. Rte. 2 
SChool funding 
Need more businesses & people to thrive 
Planned Growth Only 
High Real Estate Taxes 
county chair thinks he's king - not public servant 
Housing development in rural areas without sewer 
Employment Opportunities 
No public transportation to Chicago or Rockford. 
land use is going to housing 
No decent paying jobs. 
County board admits they can't agree 
Not enough affordable housing 
low availablity of jobs 
Real Estate Taxes are way too high 
Uncontrolled development 
uncontrolled urban developement 
Potential for outside investors to develop where not needed 
Rampant population growth of Byron. 
businesses closing 
Poor winter maintenance of county roads. 
Overpopulation will crowd infastructure 
the growth direction 
sharp increase in real estate Tax 
wasting tax dollars by restoring the old court house 
Cost controls 
random building in rural places 
too much growth 
too many sub divisions popping up on farm land 
crime 
Sub divisions that are more than 50 houses 
subdivision w/imbeded commercial sprawl 
Too many subdivisions in the country 
rising taxes 
Uncontrolled Growth 
Doesn't enforce their own zoining ordinances 
Needs someone to push Economic Development 







47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
B4 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 


08/03/2009 
08/05/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/10/2009 
08/11/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/13/2009 
08/14/2009 
08/14/2009 
08/14/2009 
08/16/2009 
08/17/2009 
08/19/2009 
08/19/2009 
08/20/2009 
08/20/2009 
08/21/2009 
08/22/2009 
08/22/2009 
08/24/2009 
08/25/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/30/2009 
08/31/2009 
08/31/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/02/2009 
09/02/2009 
09/02/2009 
09/03/2009 
09/04/2009 
09/07/2009 
09/07/2009 
09/08/2009 
09/09/2009 
09/11/2009 
09/17/2009 


roads 
lack of law enforcement in unincorporated areas--NO prevention practiced 
Property Taxes Makes ,Homes Much Less Affordable 
not enough industry 
Lack of Industry throughout the County 
Lack of employement opportunites so children often do not return to Ogle County 
Employement opportunities 
nothing serious 
property taxes are too high 
tax increases 
Political zoning decsions based on who you know not what is in the best interest of the property owner 
Not enough industry 
need more retail 
have to go to rockford to shop 
current financial management of county government 
Dysfunctional County Board 
jobs 
county spends recklessly (i.e. payoff to contractor) 
Financial problems of county government 
Four wheelers in the rural areas 
Rural 5ubdivisions 
tax to high 
suburban sprawl 
zoning not uniformly applies 
zoning needs to be more strict and evenly enforced 
real estate taxes and over assessments 
Poorly maintained roads 
zoning 
Development of light manufacturing 
High Taxes 
Development 
Job opportunities 
Ineffective Law Enforcement 
limited diversity of jobs available 
subdivison development 
Poor law enforcement 
lack of jobs 
Property taxes 
Lack of Jobs 
Job Opportunities 
No 24 hr ER in Byron (I have small children) 
my company is moving to Florida 
illegal immigrants..no dis, no ins, no regstristration 
industrialized ag (CAFOs) too close to residences 
quality of and safety of equipment at playgrounds 
roads; snow/ice removal 
Not enough law enforcement in the county. 
lack of afforable housing 
current county budgetary problems 
age and experience of County Board members 







,.
 


97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 


09/17/2009 Nuclear plant/dependence on nuclear plant for our economy 
09/17/2009 Weak County Government 
09/17/2009 county spending 
09/17/2009 to many new homes 
09/17/2009 high property taxes/assessments 
09/17/2009 Lack of retail services 
09/17/2009 Zoning regulations 
09/17/2009 No enforcing the zoning codes and giving out permits that DO NOT meet the requirements, This do not protect our tax payers 
09/17/2009 Umited industrial base 
09/17/2009 Special Education Concerns 
09/17/2009 More transportation choices 
09/18/2009 Lack of a "wealthy" population hampers community 
09/18/2009 No regulation to protect property owners against nuisance neighbors 
09/18/2009 road surfaces 
09/18/2009 Hospital Locations 
09/20/2009 solving any problem (like lack of shopping) stands the potential to negate the small town atmosphere, so I have to say "none." 
09/20/2009 Crime rate increasing 
09/20/2009 EPA's approach to livestock and agriculture 
09/21/2009 Road Conditions poor and not propertly maintained 
09/21/2009 Limited employment options 
09/21/2009 Lower income subdivisions w/increasing crime in OJ 
09/21/2009 SPending by government 
09/21/2009 County Board allowing subdivisions in rural areas 
09/21/2009 County Board - needs to be redistricted 
09/23/2009 influx of undesirable people 
09/24/2009 Politicsl"Old boys network" 
09/24/2009 Lack of trust with Ogle County authorities (employee)A employee should not have the power to override ZBA & allowed to get c 
09/25/2009 Too much residential growth 
09/25/2009 Poor leadership of County Board 
09/25/2009 residential growth to fast 
09/28/2009 Chicago garbage 
09/29/2009 lack of patrol in mt.morris 
09/30/2009 Lack of salt and road maintenance in winter 
10/01/2009 Financial mismanagement (current budget crisis) 
10/03/2009 Future direction concerning development increase 
10/03/2009 increase in welfare recipient residents 
10/03/2009 Building huge homes that are not selling 
10/03/2009 allowing development to benefit to the developer 
10/06/2009 Availability of Jobs in the surrounding area not incl Rochelle 
10/11/2009 job availability 
10/14/2009 Shortage of jobs 
10/15/2009 Financial management of county government (bad) 
10/21/2009 Too much Government intervention 
10/22/2009 Condition of roads 
10/23/2009 rising taxes 
10/26/2009 Extremely limited shopping/commercial 
10/26/2009 Wind farm development 
10/27/2009 High taxes 
10/28/2009 Turn into a police state with too much concern on DUI's 
10/28/2009 Sprall of subdivisions into rural areas 







147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
193 


10/28/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/30/2009 
10/30/2009 
10/31/2009 
11/02/2009 
11/02/2009 
11/03/2009 
11/03/2009 
11/04/2009 
11/05/2009 
11/07/2009 
11/08/2009 
11/09/2009 
11/09/2009 
11/11/2009 
11/11/2009 
11/12/2009 
11/15/2009 
11/16/2009 
11/17/2009 
11/17/2009 
11/18/2009 
11/19/2009 
11/21/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/25/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/27/2009 
11/27/2009 
11/28/2009 
11/29/2009 
11/30/2009 


Local Politics- Cities and Villages 
property tax inequities 
NIMPA's Eagle View Wind Project NO Please NO 
wind farms location and taxes to county from them 
needs manufacturing jobs 
county board needs to be reevaluated 
City moving to county 
Negative effects of urban sprawl on the east side of the county 
increased random subdivision placement 
subdivisions sprouting up in rural areas instead of next to municipality 
A DESIRE TO BE THE LANDFILL CAPITOL OF IL 
need to protect woodland as well as farmland 
Developement outside of urban areas 
Taxes go up 
condition of IL Rt 2 South of Byron 
Industrial Wind Turbines 
subdivisions 
ALLOWING WINDMILL FARMS IN 
Why do we need a County Administrator? 
Would be great to encourage more industry 
county board does not reflect the desire of the people 
lack of concern of county oddicials for violations 
Four wheeler on roads 
BACKWARD THINKING 
number of "urban" problems arising..GANGS in Rochelle!?? 
quality of Rte. 2 (state road) 
Ogle County Board misuses and miss spends tax payer money. 
Increased traffic on State and County roads 
Over spending by the County Board on useless items 
too many negative (CAVE) people-citzns agin virtually evrthing 
school system 
Rise in crime 
unfriendly and clanish 
quality employment opportunities 
senior affordable housing 
no retail 
Pollution to the Rock River 
law enforcement 
haVing to drive 30 miles to large hospital 
None 
zoning 
Diminishing law enforcement 
Constant debt load the county board imposes 
Lack of businesses 
losing farm lands to development 
population changes/growth 
lOOTs interference with the highways thru county 







Ust problems or concerns you may have relative to Ogle County:
 


Respondents Response Date Two
 


1
2
3 


06/22/2009 
07/01/2009 Need for recreation trail system 
07/01/2009 random subdivisions create problems both in them and in the city proper 


4 07/02/2009 residential growth with lack of good jobs 
5
6
7
8
9 


07/15/2009 Growth pushing west from Chicago Suburbs 
07/24/2009 Development pressures from Rockford and Chicagoland 
07/25/2009 County Goverment 
07/25/2009 need bigger library, Oregon 
07/25/2009 Access to public recreation 


10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 


07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/03/2009 


local law enforcement (favoritism of certain families) 
Property tax 
Schools need to raise the bar for college prep focus 
Protect the Farming Business-Animal/Grain 
Excessive spending by governing bodies 
underfunded libraries 
No attempt to make this a bike friendly county 
Easy access to sufficient retail 


lack of artistic and cultural activities 
Since there are no jobs, children leave to other areas 
Lack of representation when needed 
Lack of grocery stores 
decreased shopping choices 
Real Estate Taxes may not allow me to stay in area 
Lack infrastructure for development 
stand alone subdivisions 
Property Tax increase without Power Plant funding 
Rising crime rate. 
unable to govern propety conditions 


Adopt strickter standards by which developers must adhere 
disappearing of farm land 
Assessment of properties higher than actual value 
county board believing rochelle is more important than the west side of the county 
County Government 
no path system for bikers and hikers although the scenery is inspiring 
family farms being turned into housing developments 
too easy for land developers to do what they want 
elected officials not representing the voters 
Unfair taxing area's Exelon base should be spread out 
lack of concern for the people who already live here & their needs 
Failure to enforce one house per 40 acres 
rural subdivisions 
Development in Rural Areas 
County Board doesn't understand Comprehensive plan 
Infrastructure in cities not amenable to new business 







47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 


08/03/2009 
08/05/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/08/2009 
08/10/2009 
08/11/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/12/2009 
08/13/2009 
08/14/2009 
08/14/2009 
08/14/2009 
08/16/2009 
08/17/2009 
08/19/2009 
08/19/2009 
08/20/2009 
08/20/2009 
08/21/2009 
08/22/2009 
08/22/2009 
08/24/2009 
08/25/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/27/2009 
08/30/2009 
08/31/2009 
08/31/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/01/2009 
09/02/2009 
09/02/2009 
09/02/2009 
09/03/2009 
09/04/2009 
09/07/2009 
09/07/2009 
09/08/2009 
09/09/2009 
09/11/2009 
09/17/2009 


losing farm land 
lack of zoning enforcement in unincorporated areas 


not enough shopping 
Overregualtion by all governments bodies 
Property Tax rates are climbing quickly 
Poor river development 


property assessments are too high 
fear of government increase in life 
Keeping services in the county as is if not decreasing the amount of services offered. 
Not enough stores 
not enough recreation 
limited housing 


Waste of tax payers money 
high cost of living 


Zoning changes for rural homes 
Too manyTaxing Bodies 
to many people getting free-bees 
illegal immigrants 
zoning requests depend on who you are and who you know 
realtors have too much influence 
Byron and Oregons need for retail development 
Taxes 


Housing devlelopments be contiguios to towns 
High Taxes 
Loss of farm land to development 
high real estate tax 
Corrupt County Government 
available technology lagging behind large urban areas 
loss of farmland 
Lack of democracy 
no utility competition 
School districting; let's study a county system 
Rural Residential Development 
Shopping - groceries, basics 
No 24 hr pharmacy in Byron 
lack of jobs 
illegal drug distribution / gangs 
Truck traffic from Rochelle HUB using country roads 
safety of school children on buses/no seatbelts 
variety of retail stores 
Villages in the county without their own police. 
lack of small business and light industry 


law enforcement budget 







97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 


09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/20/2009 
09/20/2009 
09/20/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/23/2009 
09/24/2009 
09/24/2009 
09/25/2009 
09/25/2009 
09/25/2009 
09/28/2009 
09/29/2009 
09/30/2009 
10/01/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/06/2009 
10/11/2009 
10/14/2009 
10/15/2009 
10/21/2009 
10/22/2009 
10/23/2009 
10/26/2009 
10/26/2009 
10/27/2009 
10/28/2009 
10/28/2009 


lack of auto safety on Rte. 2 due to roads and adequate road safety measures/plan of action 
Proliferation of guns 
not much employmenJ; 
local police write to many tickets(byron) 


lack of businesses and light industry 


Limited high paying job opportunities 
Special Education Services 
Lower Taxes 
projects and social endeavors who depend on public 
No ordinance enforcement 


Main Road Access to Major Cities 


Sub Divisions popping up willie nillie-no planning 
Time and expense involved with zoning and permits 
Concerned with quality of education in our school district and not hiring most qualified candidates 


large DJ subdivisions causing overcrowding in SV schools 
unresponive government 
County Board spending and new buildings that cannot afford to maintain 
County Board - reduce the numbers of members 
government regulation 
Low government support 
lack of protective ordinances, even when Ogle County employee makes mistakes & WON'T try to 


County's financial position 
taxes maybe geting to high 
uncontrolled residential growth in rural areas 
CITY OF MTMORRIS TAKES FOREVER TO PICK UP ROADSIDE BRUSHES,tree limbs etc... 
don't see much police presence in rural areas 
Condition of Rt 2 
More residential house being built in the country 
increase in urban home owners - those from the suburbs or Chicagoland area 
Deterioration of older homes 
while harming neighbors 
Availability of Public Transportation - I.e. Busing 
excessive spending by County 
County bUdget woes 
Cost of county government, especially law enforcement 
Too much special interest 
Plowing snow on Rural roads 
loss of freedom 
No weekend activities (except minor Park Dist. events) 
Poor contracts with resendential developers 
High taxes again 
Not enough geo-thermal, Wind, or solar energy envisioned. 
Higher land values and farm rent due to the above 







147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
193 


10/28/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/30/2009 
10/30/2009 
10/31/2009 
11/02/2009 
11/02/2009 
11/03/2009 
11/03/2009 
11/04/2009 
11/05/2009 
11/07/2009 
11/08/2009 
11/09/2009 
11/09/2009 
11/11/2009 
11/11/2009 
11/12/2009 
11/15/2009 
11/16/2009 
11/17/2009 
11/17/2009 
11/18/2009 
11/19/2009 
11/21/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/25/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/27/2009 
11/27/2009 
11/28/2009 
11/29/2009 
11/30/2009 


Degrading Quality of life 
high property taxes 


need to support livestock growth 
less wanton to be a suburb 
Sufficient educational value 
increasing negative attitude toward animal agriculture 
increased developer influence on county board decisions 
road conditions could use improvement 


less spot zoning 
Appropriate use of taxpayer funds 
lack of dinning places ' 
fiscal mismanagement of county 
The smell from the two mega dumps 
increasing population 
SCATTERED SUBDIVISIONS IN RURAL AREAS 
Why didn't taxpayers have chance to elect the Administrator? 
Need a variety of retail available 
excessive amount of landfills/truck traffic 
mishandling of "tip" funds for courthouse! 
subdivisions outside city limits 
ZONING OVERLY RESTRICTIVE 
condition of some roads (many of which are STATE roads) 
Ogle County is not a large tourist area, quit spending money to attract tourist to buildings that no 
Why are we spending so much money to refurbish the courthouse? 
Increasing crime 
Not funding the Sheriff's Office properly 
don't really have that many 
library 
Loss of county law enforcement officers 
lack of jobs 
awareness of need for college education 
high property taxes 
need bike paths 
Fish Kill in the Rock River 
job opportunities 
lack of senior assisted liVing condos 
None 


Rampant housing growth in rural areas 
tax's should be reduced along w/ home value 
Health Assitance 


Pop changes bringing negative elements, (crime, vandlism) 
County Board should not hire someone to do their job 







Ust problems or concerns you may have relative to Ogle County:
 


Respondents Response Date Three
 


1
2 
3
4 
5
6 
7 
8
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 


06/22/2009 
07/01/2009 
07/01/2009 
07/02/2009 
07/15/2009 
07/24/2009 
07/25/2009 
07/25/2009 
07/25/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/27/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/28/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/29/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/30/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
07/31/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/01/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/02/2009 
08/03/2009 


tax abatements/incentives given to developers 
Keeping unwanted commercial development out 


landowners should be informed before cellphone towers built, too late for me! 
property taxes 


Property tax 
Need high speed internet options in rural areas 
Need all county cohesiveness and planning 
People in local government should be replaced often 
lack of mental health professionals 
No formal conservation program at any level of govt. 


poor restaurants 
Must drive far in order to find good shops 


"Good old boy" system in most communities 


Some roads are in bad need of repair in the county 
Lack of pUblic hunting and fishing opportunities 
lack of commercial tax base 
Lack of retail commerce: Have to travel to Rockford 
School systems that do not teach traditional values. 
not alot of decent housing for low income families 


Preserving Rock River water front 
too many rural subdivisions 
Jobs 
court system needs to be over hauled / judges never seem to be at work always gone or day off 
Roads 
poor information system and coordination of parks (see Winnebago Counties' great maps and pro 
county board always voting in groups 


elected officials allow developers to disproportionately impact their decisions 
Homes built in flood plains 
high property taxes for unwanted park district bUilding 
Encroachment of city people who do not understand rural life 
lack of tax producing industries 
Lack of Municipal Planning 
County Board doesn't enforce Comprehensive plan 
County Board is too large 







47 08/03/2009 
48 08/05/2009 
49 08/08/2009 
50 08/08/2009 
51 08/08/2009 
52 08/08/2009 
53 08/08/2009 
54 08/10/2009 
55 08/11/2009 
56 08/12/2009 
57 08/12/2009 
58 08/12/2009 
59 08/13/2009 
60 08/14/2009 
61 08/14/2009 
62 08/14/2009 
63 08/16/2009 
64 08/17/2009 
65 08/19/2009 
66 08/19/2009 
67 08/20/2009 
68 08/20/2009 
69 08/21/2009 
70 08/22/2009 
71 08/22/2009 
72 08/24/2009 
73 08/25/2009 
74 08/27/2009 
75 08/27/2009 
76 08/27/2009 
77 08/27/2009 
78 08/27/2009 
79 08/30/2009 
80 08/31/2009 
81 08/31/2009 
82 09/01/2009 
83 09/01/2009 
84 09/01/2009 
85 09/01/2009 
86 09/02/2009 
87 09/02/2009 
88 09/02/2009 
89 09/03/2009 
90 09/04/2009 
91 09/07/2009 
92 09/07/2009 
93 09/08/2009 
94 09/09/2009 
95 09/11/2009 
96 09/17/2009 


urban growth 
absolutely out of control property taxes, and very spotty assessments issued 


growing too fast without a plan especially where related to education 
Low quality of educational instruction 
Too much government involvement in personal lives 
Road Maintenance 


have to leave the county to buy a pair of decent shoes 
not enough retail 


too many unsewered communities 
limited jobs 


County road maint. in the winter 


Litter in the counrty side 9ditches) 
Lack of medical facilities 
county spending money like drunkin salor 
inconsistent zoning rules 
deep pocketed developers get their way with zoning 
county board needs to call a truce 
Roads 
No building codes 


Transportation (puplic) be studied 
More High Taxes 
Politics on the County Board that allows 1 and 2 


Corrupt Sheriff's Department 
feeling forgotten in terms of job growth 
loss of natural areas 
One party dominance in politics 
not enough attention to seniors 
Seeming division of the county by the river 
Resistance to change 


No ethic resturants in Byron 


protection of ground water/flood protection 
Ogle Co. Board omnipotent/selective use of rules 
need of convenient locations of grocery stores and big brand stores for elderly 
increase of apartment buildings 
Too many miles and too few deputies. 
higher taxes every year 


Ogle County Board is dismissive of their app. committees 







97 
98 
99 
100 
101 
102 
103 
104 
105 
106 
107 
108 
109 
110 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 
144 
145 
146 


09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/17/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/18/2009 
09/20/2009 
09/20/2009 
09/20/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/21/2009 
09/23/2009 
09/24/2009 
09/24/2009 
09/25/2009 
09/25/2009 
09/25/2009 
09/28/2009 
09/29/2009 
09/30/2009 
10/01/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/03/2009 
10/06/2009 
10/11/2009 
10/14/2009 
10/15/2009 
10/21/2009 
10/22/2009 
10/23/2009 
10/26/2009 
10/26/2009 
10/27/2009 
10/28/2009 
10/28/2009 


Lack of racial diversity/implied racism aimed at Rockford 
Noise pollution from auto and motorcycle racing 
not being able to have, volenteer deputies 
local business dying 


lack of political clout 


Minimal access to healthcare providers 
The lack of neighborhoods 
Small Businesses closing 
contributions. 
Zoning board is very weak. can not enforce the code. 


More choices in Schools (where you can attend) 


County and municipal budgets and taxes 
Conservative minded and racial individuals residing in the County 


taxes 
Depending on tourism instead of industry for income 
Ogle County Zoning - inadequate zoning rules 
to many zoning regulations 
Poor employment opportunities 
system failed to follow rules & allowed mistakes to harm homeowners 


ag land disapearing 
existing roads not effectively handling increased traffic 
mt.morris needs more jobs 
no natural gas in rural areas 


Conservation/open space is not a priority 
lack of cooperation between those in power - there has been no real direction for YEARS! 
Byron Schools opting out of the Cooperative 
allowing waste of resources (ex: water) 
Availability of Assisted Uving for Not Elderly 
academic standards at Oregon Schools 


Need better Hospital facilities 
Assisted living for seniors 
lack of job opportunities - especially for youth 
Residential Flooding 
City of Rochelle dictating County policy 
hard to build/zoning 
Not enough care about the quality of environment and farmland. 







147 
148 
149 
150 
151 
152 
153 
154 
155 
156 
157 
158 
159 
160 
161 
162 
163 
164 
165 
166 
167 
168 
169 
170 
171 
172 
173 
174 
175 
176 
177 
178 
179 
180 
181 
182 
183 
184 
185 
186 
187 
188 
189 
190 
191 
192 
193 


10/28/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/29/2009 
10/30/2009 
10/30/2009 
10/31/2009 
11/02/2009 
11/02/2009 
11/03/2009 
11/03/2009 
11/04/2009 
11/05/2009 
11/07/2009 
11/08/2009 
11/09/2009 
11/09/2009 
11/11/2009 
11/11/2009 
11/12/2009 
11/15/2009 
11/16/2009 
11/17/2009 
11/17/2009 
11/18/2009 
11/19/2009 
11/21/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/24/2009 
11/25/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/26/2009 
11/27/2009 
11/27/2009 
11/28/2009 
11/29/2009 
11/30/2009 


no building code 


needs to stop indiscriminate growth 


Outside area dumping 
reliance on taxes from Exelon to maintain roads and services 
not enough businesses to maintain low tax rate 
land values out of proportion to use due development pressures in rural areas because of rezonin! 


look at the rv ordiance a land owner should not have to pay to utilize a rv on their own property 
Ability to keep and atract new business 
Lack of shopping places, 
pollution of Rock River 
The truck traffic from the intermodal facility 
crime 


Why isn't the Sheriff's Department doing more to trim its Budget? 
More low income housing 
continued approval of scattered subdivisions by county 
inept people on county board! 
increase of public aid/low income families 
NOT GOING AFTER NEW BUSINESS'S 
that we'll become a Rockford "satellite" and its problems will seep in here 
To much money is spent on new buildings and structures, not on services to the tax payers. 
Why are they laying off employees yet are spending at least 7 million dollars on courthouse? 
Loss of farmland 


roads 


no retail to speak of 
2-lane road safety 


need to attract tourism 
Water being contaminated 


crumbling roads 
None 


Inability of the county to work effectively in partnership with communities toward a common goal 
No new government Bldgs until current ones are payed off 
Help for Senior Citizens 


farmland disapearing 












Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount


BALANCE 12/31/2009 119,308.02


1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74249     ... Pat  Abbas Contractural Staff -831.25
Travel -116.60


1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74250     ... Heather Bonnell Contractural Staff -50.00
HINI Travel -27.50
WIC/HK Travel -38.50


1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74251 Grant Bullock December 2009 Contractural Staff -200.00
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74252 Sharon Bullock December 2009 Contractural Staff -85.25
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74253     ... Carol Buonavolanto Contractural Staff -46.75


Travel -6.05
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74254 Carol Erickson December 2009 Travel -145.20
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74255     ... Diane Frison Contractural Staff -656.25


Travel -26.40
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74256 Cynthia Gehrke December 2009 Contractural Staff -916.50
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74257 Sandy Greenfield December 2009 Contractural Staff -137.50
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74258     ... Wendy Hagen Contractural Staff -422.75


Travel -36.30
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74259 Donna Harriett December 2009 Contractual Staff -330.00
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74260     ... Kelly Henert HINI Contractural Staff -137.50


HINI Travel -67.65
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74261 Linda  Jackson December 2009 HI... Travel -112.75
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74262     ... Sandy Janssen Contractural Staff -468.75


HINI Travel -37.12
Travel -217.80


1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74263     ... Kathy Johnson Contractural Staff -479.25
Travel -18.48


1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74264 Kathy Lee December 2009 Travel -89.65
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74265     ... Linda Long Travel -13.20


PER DIEM -7.00
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74266     ... Rose Modler Contractural Staff -396.00


Travel -15.40
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74267 Edna Nava Dec 16-31, 2009 Interpretor -300.00
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74268     ... Penny Picken Contractural Staff -88.00


Travel -125.95
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74269 Linda Poole December 2009 Travel -28.60
1/4/2010 Budget 20... 74270 Diana Speck December 2009 Contractural Staff -612.50
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74300 AT & T 732-7687 TELECOMMUN -150.04
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74301 AT & T 732-7458 TELECOMMUN -77.64
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74302 AT & T 562-8743 TELECOMMUN -33.51
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74303 AT & T 562-6976 TELECOMMUN -77.49
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74304 City  Of Dixon Water Dep... water tests PROFESSIONAL -85.00
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74305 FFF Enterprises Flu Vaccine VACCINE -1,000.00
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74306 Federal Express mailing water sam... POSTAGE -114.62
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74307 Gerry Hough December 2009 Rochelle Maintenance -250.00
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74308 Mailing Equipment Servi... cleaning postage ... CONTRACTUAL SER -127.50
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74309 Doreen O'Brien Rochelle office POSTAGE -44.00
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74310 Physician Sales & Service syringes MEDICAL SUP. -345.39
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74311 Quill office supplie Office SUPPLIES -147.81
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74312 Rk Dixon Rochelle copier OFFICE EQUIP -2,263.29
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74313 Rochelle Community  Ho... lab MED. CONTRACT -106.60
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74314 Sanofi Pasteur Inc tubersol MEDICAL SUP. -832.73
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74315 United States Postmaster December 2009 POSTAGE -1,000.00
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74316 Verizon 732-3201 TELECOMMUN -273.33
1/8/2010 Budget 20... 74317 Verizon 12/28/09-01/27/10 TELECOMMUN -389.08
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74410 DPS January 2010 Rent -3,260.00
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74411 Ecowater bottled water Office SUPPLIES -19.62
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74412 Carol Erickson grant  mailing POSTAGE -18.30
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74413 Illinois Association Board... membership for 20... SUBSCRPTS,DUES -700.00
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74414 Illinois Mosquito & Vector... annual  membership SUBSCRPTS,DUES -15.00
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74415 Nicor 12/02/09-01/05/10 UTILITIES -399.54
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74416 Oregon Super Valu paper towels, SUPPLIES -7.59
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74417 Rk Dixon copier COPIER MAINT -124.20


Register Report
1/1/2010 Through 1/31/2010
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Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74418 Rochelle Disposal Service December 2009 Rochelle Maintenance -47.40
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74419 Stericycle Medical waste MED. CONTRACT -378.00
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74420 United States Postmaster January 2010 POSTAGE -500.00
1/19/2... Budget 20... 74421 Verizon Wireless Jan 2010 CELL PHONEPAGER -138.70
1/19/2... Budget 20... 73865 VERSAPHARM , pyrodoxine MEDICAL SUP. -87.14
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74476 BYRON DRAGWAY stop smoking sign Ads -400.00
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74477     ... Cardmember Services POSTAGE -97.75


Office SUPPLIES -303.16
REGISTRATIONS -40.00
FUEL -42.15
Ads -219.00


1/26/2... Budget 20... 74478 Dolphin Capital Corp postage machine CONTRACTUAL SER -275.00
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74479 Federal Express January 2010 POSTAGE -87.08
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74480 Fischer's office supplies Office SUPPLIES -3.35
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74481 LEHP Management Inc Bill Hatfield Contractural Staff -780.00
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74482 Edna Nava Jan 1-15, 2010 Interpretor -327.00
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74483 Rk Dixon copier COPIER MAINT -66.78
1/26/2... Budget 20... 74484 Rochelle Municipal Utilties 12/09/09-01/12/10 UTILITIES -350.20
1/31/2... Budget 20... Health Insurance January 2010 BENEFITS -11,388.00
1/31/2... Budget 20... Payroll January 2010 SALARIES -49,259.23
1/31/2... Budget 20... Fee Income January 2010 Fee Income 167,334.91
1/31/2... Budget 20... Interest January 2010 Interest 31.85


TOTAL 1/1/2010 - 1/31/2... 83,426.14


BALANCE 1/31/2010 202,734.16


TOTAL INFLOWS 167,366.76
TOTAL OUTFLOWS -83,940.62


NET TOTAL 83,426.14


Register Report
1/1/2010 Through 1/31/2010
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Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount


BALANCE 12/31/2009 17,801.86


1/22/2... TB 2010 74474 Ogle County Health Dept December 2009 PROFESSIONAL -368.82
1/31/2... TB 2010 Payroll January 2010 SALARIES -2,114.22
1/31/2... TB 2010 Fee Income January 2010 Fee Income 498.00


TOTAL 1/1/2010 - 1/31/2... -1,985.04


BALANCE 1/31/2010 15,816.82


TOTAL INFLOWS 498.00
TOTAL OUTFLOWS -2,483.04


NET TOTAL -1,985.04


Register Report
1/1/2010 Through 1/31/2010


2/9/2010 Page 1


































Local Share State-Co Sales Tax


2007


Date: Sep-06 Oct-06 Nov-06 Dec-06 Jan-07 Feb-07 Mar-07 Apr-07 May-07 Jun-07 Jul-07 Aug-07
1% 32,492.10 37,919.68 41,699.07 47,825.63 31,126.16 41,339.13 32,613.67 34,773.62 35,994.87 48,312.48 33,486.44 46,269.09


0.25% 68,828.13 69,023.15 72,641.11 73,368.44 58,533.28 63,564.06 67,736.07 72,969.75 80,540.11 79,372.20 67,306.79 77,933.64
Date Received 12/13/06 01/17/07 02/15/07 03/12/07 04/13/07 05/09/07 06/11/07 07/12/07 08/08/07 09/10/07 10/11/2007 11/8/2007


2008


Date: Sep-07 Oct-07 Nov-07 Dec-07 Jan-08 Feb-08 Mar-08 Apr-08 May-08 Jun-08 Jul-08 Aug-08
1% 41,049.88 41,923.89 36,698.20 48,029.84 24,002.05 38,331.51 34,929.95 29,538.65 28,720.82 36,784.23 33,093.76 33,321.62


0.25% 74,044.74 77,446.68 72,573.09 78,898.37 64,434.00 65,484.72 73,229.56 71,467.75 77,300.87 79,683.53 78,949.86 78,491.82
Date Received 12/12/07 01/17/08 02/15/08 03/14/08 04/16/08 05/15/08 06/13/08 07/16/08 08/14/08 09/12/08 10/09/08 11/17/08


2009


Date: Sep-08 Oct-08 Nov-08 Dec-08 Jan-09 Feb-09 Mar-09 Apr-09 May-09 Jun-09 Jul-09 Aug-09
1% 29,306.46 51,652.16 50,293.11 59,786.04 38,762.01 29,326.22 25,162.70 27,202.61 19,928.67 34,607.88 25,081.97 24,717.72


0.25% 71,505.89 72,368.97 67,526.54 68,388.94 59,448.81 49,403.83 57,204.48 56,476.63 60,457.90 65,699.01 57,432.22 58,221.75
Date Received 12/17/08 01/12/09 02/13/09 03/12/09 04/08/09 05/11/09 06/12/09 07/13/09 08/10/09 09/11/09 10/15/09 11/12/09


2010


Date: Sep-09 Oct-09 Nov-09 Dec-09 Jan-10 Feb-10 Mar-10 Apr-10 May-10 Jun-10 Jul-10 Aug-10
1% 33,875.78 32,673.63 53,953.59


0.25% 62,174.13 57,942.45 67,359.82
Date Received 12/14/09 01/13/10 02/11/10
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RESOLUTION 2010-0208 
 


Ringland Johnson Change Order # 50 R1 Alternate 1– Board Room A/V Equipment 
 
 
WHEREAS, the Long Range Planning Committee held their regular meeting February 4, 2010 with 
Ringland Johnson and Holabird & Root to review project progress and change order requests; 
 
WHEREAS, the Long Range Planning Committee is recommending Ringland Johnson Change Order #50 
R1 Alternate 1 be presented to the full County Board for approval; 
 
NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved the County Board approve Ringland-Johnson Change Order #50 R1 
Alternate 1 as presented to furnish the Audio Visual system per Holabird & Root Proposal Request #016 
Revision 1 dated December 13, 2009 with the visual system deleted for a total of $63,601 broken down as 
follows: 
 


Applied Communications $55,292 
RJC Labor & Materials   $ 1,135 


$56,427 
RJC G.C. & Fee   $ 7,174 
 
TOTAL    $63,601 
 
 
 
Presented and adopted at the February 16, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
__________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk  
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 


 
 
 








 
OGLE COUNTY BOARD RESOLUTION 2010-0204 


 
A Resolution to Authorize Certain Raffles to benefit Home of Hope Cancer Wellness Center 


 
WHEREAS, Home of Hope Cancer Wellness Center (AHome of Hope@) is a bona fide nonprofit 


charitable organization whose purpose is to help and support those whose lives are impacted by cancer; 
and, 
 


WHEREAS, Home of Hope has been in existence for more than 5 years, and has locations in 
Oregon, Rochelle, and Dixon; and, 
 


WHEREAS, Home of Hope has organized a fundraiser called ARun for the Roses, Faces of Hope@ 
to be held April 30, 2010 at Maxson Riverboat and Restaurant in Ogle County; and, 
 


WHEREAS, as part of its fundraiser, Home of Hope wishes to carry on raffles in which chances 
to win will be sold, and the proceeds thereof not distributed as prize money will be retained by the Home 
of Hope to further its mission; and, 
 


WHEREAS, 230 ILCS 15/1 et seq. provides for the licensing of raffles by the County Board; 
and,  
 


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Board finds Home of Hope to be eligible for a raffle license; and, 
 
WHEREAS, the Ogle County Board finds it is in the best interest of the citizens of the County to 


grant a license to Home of Hope to hold raffles on April 30, 2010 to further the worthwhile cause of its 
organization. 
 


NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ogle County Board grants a license to Home 
of Hope to operate raffles on April 30, 2010, all upon the terms, conditions and limitations as set forth in 
the Appendix to this resolution.  Only raffles operated according to the terms, conditions and limitations 
as set forth in the Appendix shall fall within the scope of this license, and no other raffle shall 
 


Presented and Adopted by the Ogle County Board on February 16, 2010. 
 
 
Attest: 


 
 


_____________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk 


 
 


_____________________________ 
        W. Ed Rice, Chairman 







APPENDIX AA,@ TERMS, CONDITIONS AND LIMITATIONS OF RAFFLE LICENSE 
GRANTED TO HOME OF HOPE CANCER WELLNESS CENTER 


 
1.  Home of Hope is licensed to operate raffles on April 30, 2010 between the hours of 


5:30 p.m. and 10:00 p.m. at Maxson Riverboat and Restaurant, 1469 N Il Route 2, Oregon, Ogle 
County, Illinois. 
 


2.  The maximum price for each raffle chance sold shall be $10.00.  However, there shall 
be no limit placed upon the number of chances that may be sold. 
 


3.  Home of Hope is allowed to operate various types of raffles during the time period 
covered by this license, but each type of raffle shall be a A50/50" format, in which one half of the 
raffle proceeds shall be distributed to prize winners and one half shall be retained by Home for 
Hope. 
 


4.  The entire net proceeds of the raffles shall be exclusively devoted to the lawful 
purposes of the Home of Hope. 
 


5.  The raffles licensed hereunder shall be managed by Kip Aitken, Development/ 
Marketing Manager of Home of Hope. 
 


6.  No person may receive any remuneration or profit for participating in the management 
or operation of the raffles. 
 


7.  No person under the age of 18 may participate in the raffles without the permission of 
a parent or guardian.  No person under the age of 18 may be within an area where raffles are 
being held unless accompanied by a parent or guardian. 
 


8.  The requirement of the posting of a fidelity bond by Home of Hope is waived by Ogle 
County. 


 
 
 








Resolution 2010-0205 


Pet Population Program Restrictions 


 


WHEREAS, there exists within Ogle County a fund called the Pet Population Fund; and 


WHEREAS, Pet Population Funds are to be used to (i) spay, neuter, or sterilize adopted dogs or 
cats or (ii) spay or neuter dogs or cats owned by low income county residents who are eligible 
for the Food Stamp Program; and 


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Animal Control Department supervises and administers the Pet 
Population program; and 


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Animal Control Department has observed abuses of the program 
by people that may not actually be qualified for the program; and 


WHEREAS, the Ogle County Animal Control Department wishes to take reasonable measures to 
ensure funds remain available to those who qualify;   


THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the County hereby places the following limitations and 
restrictions upon the Pet Population program: 


a.   Low income pet owners who qualify for the program shall be allowed to have no 
more than 3 pets spayed or neutered over the course of any 8 year period. 


b.  Only those pet owners who provide proof to the County of having received aid from 
the Food Stamp Program or from Social Security in the 30 days prior to the date on which 
services are sought shall qualify for services from the Pet Population program. 


c.  No dog over the age of 9 months shall be spayed or neutered under the Pet Population 
program unless the owner provides proof that the dog is current on its rabies vaccination.  The 
owner shall be responsible for the costs of such vaccination. 


 
Presented and Adopted at the February 16, 2010 County Board Meeting. 


 


Attest: 


 


_____________________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk  


 


     
 ____________________________________________ 


      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 








 
 
 


RESOLUTION 2010-0210 
 


Ringland Johnson Change Order # 55 – Window Extensions, Floor Fill, Sill Replacements 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Long Range Planning Committee held their regular meeting February 4, 2010 
with Ringland Johnson and Holabird & Root to review project progress and change order requests; 
 
 WHEREAS, the Long Range Planning Committee is recommending Ringland Johnson Change 
Order #55 be presented to the full County Board for approval; 
 
 WHEREAS, This unforeseen condition could not be detected until an original window was 
removed and once removed, the existing conditions required placement of the windows further to the 
exterior than originally planned, creating the need for window extensions on the interior; including the 
half round windows, and replacement of 11 missing window sills removed in previous remodels in lieu of 
building over them. 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved the County Board approve Ringland-Johnson Change Order 
#55 as presented to furnish and install window extensions, fill in the floor between 2nd and 3rd floor at 
each window, and install 11 missing window sills on a Time and Materials basis not to exceed $38,794.   
 


 
 
 
Presented and adopted at the February 16, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
__________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk  
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 


 
 
 








 
 
 


RESOLUTION 2010-0207 
 


Ringland Johnson Change Order # 50 R1 – Board Room A/V Equipment 
 
 
 WHEREAS, the Long Range Planning Committee held their regular meeting February 4, 2010 
with Ringland Johnson and Holabird & Root to review project progress and change order requests; 
 
 WHEREAS, the Long Range Planning Committee is recommending Ringland Johnson Change 
Order #50 R1 be presented to the full County Board for approval; 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, be it resolved the County Board approve Ringland-Johnson Change Order 
#50 R1 as presented to furnish the Audio Visual system per Holabird & Root Proposal Request #016 
Revision 1 dated December 13, 2009 for a total of $89,582 broken down as follows: 
 


Applied Communications $69,794 
RJC Labor & Materials   $11,644 


$81,438 
RJC G.C. & Fee   $ 8,144 
 
TOTAL    $89,582 
 
 
 
Presented and adopted at the February 16, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
__________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk  
 
 
 
      ________________________________ 
      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 


 
 
 








RESOLUTION 2010-0201 
and  


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 
 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Board of Health by the Ogle County 


Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


Thomas A. Cline, DDS 


701 W Mason St 


Polo, IL 61064 


 


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  


November 30, 2013 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on February 16, 2010. 


 


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












Resolution 2010-0206 
Resolution to Authorize Long Range Planning Invoices     


 
WHEREAS, on February 4, 2010, the Ogle County Executive Committee reviewed a summary of 


proposed Long Range Planning expenses, in the amount of $619,498.88 and, 
 
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ogle County Board authorizes payment of Long 


Range invoices totaling $947,232.91 for the following: 
 


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


     


Holabird & Root, LLC Professional Services for Dec. 2009  


       & Reimbursable Expenses  


     


Ringland-Johnson Inc.  Courthouse Construction-Remodel – App #7 $       892,719.41 


     


Ringland-Johnson Inc. 2/09/2010 Big Joe Plumber Lien #2 $      (113,568.00) 


     


Computer Info. Systems Inc. Add'l RMS Licenses $         22,599.00 


     


Computer Info. Systems Inc. Invoice #22834 - Services $       111,858.00 


     


Dixon Ottawa Communications Installed T-C Switches for Fiber $              949.50 


     


Historic Surfaces Interior Finish Restoration of $         26,875.00 


     Board Room & Conference Room  


     


  TOTAL: $       947,232.91 
 
 
Presented and Approved at the February 16, 2010, Ogle County Board Meeting. 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk 
                                                                                         ______________________ 
                                                                                          W. Ed Rice, Chairman 








 
 


 
 


Phone: 815-732-2851              E-mail: highwaydept@oglecounty.org              Fax: 815-732-9094 
 


    
Ogle County Highway Department  
Road & Bridge Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


February 9, 2010 
 
I. Meeting called to order at 10:00 AM by Chairman Huntley. 


Members present: Don Huntley, Ron Colson, Jim Barnes, Lynne Kilker, & Paul White. 
Guests present:  Bob DeArvil, Meggon McKinley 


 
II. Received Bids 
 A. 2010 Township Pipe Culverts 


1. Concurrence on low bids by Road Commissioners 
2. Motion to award bid to low bidders by – Jim Barnes 
3. Motion Seconded by – Paul White 
4. Vote - All in Favor 


B. 2010 County Pipe Supply 
1. Motion to award bid to low bidder by – Lynne Kilker 
2. Motion Seconded by – Paul White 
3. Vote - All in Favor 


 C. 2010 Township Aggregate 
1. Concurrence on low bids by Road Commissioners 
2. Motion to award bid to low bidders by – Paul White 
3. Motion Seconded by – Jim Barnes 
4. Vote - All in Favor 


 D. 2010 Township Calcium Chloride 
1. Concurrence on low bids by Road Commissioners 
2. Motion to award bid to low bidders by – Lynne Kilker 
3. Motion Seconded by – Paul White 
4. Vote - All in Favor 


 
III. Reviewed January 12, 2010 Minutes. 
 A. Motion to approve minutes by – Jim Barnes 
 B. Motion seconded by – Lynne Kilker 
 C. Vote - All in Favor 
 
IV. Reviewed Bills and Payroll  
 A. Motion to approve by – Paul White 
 B. Motion seconded by – Jim Barnes 
 C.  Vote - All in Favor 
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V. Petitions and Resolutions 
A. 2009 County Motor Fuel Tax Supplemental Resolution, Appropriate 


expenditure of $506,095.11 for Section 09-00000-0X-GM, General  
Maintenance 
1. Motion to approve by – Lynne Kilker 
2. Motion Seconded by – Paul White 
3. Vote - All in Favor 


B. Award & Appropriation Resolution Section 2010 County Pipe Supply 
$ 19,500.00  from County Aid to Bridge Fund 


 1. Motion to approve resolution by – Ron Colson 
 2. Motion seconded by – Jim Barnes 
 3. Vote - All in Favor 


 
VI.  Business & Communications 
 A. Unfinished Business 
  1.  Creation of the Departmental Electronic Communication Devices policy is  
   complete. 


2. No word yet on the TIGER grant application for the SW Rochelle Truck 
 Loop. 
3. The County Engineer reminded the Committee that the road grader bids  
 from last month were all thrown out because each one did not meet the  
 specifications in one manner or another. The County Engineer then  
 purchased a road grader from the State bid for $188,558.50 (less than the  
 locally bid prices from last month). 


 B. New Business 
1. I.A.C.E. Legislative Committee – Nothing new. 
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 March 9, 2010, @ 10:00 AM, 
    Lettings: 2010 County Spraying 


2010 County Striping 
2010 County & Twp Patching 
West Grove Road bridge 
Lowell Park Road culvert extension 
Flagg Road box culvert  
Ridge Road curb & gutter 
Woosung Road bridge 
Back up Generator (?) 
Office Flooring (April) 


4. 2010 Project Status Report: 
    Steward Road Overpass -65% complete, shut down for winter 
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  5. As a part of updating the Department’s annual reimbursement pay rates,  
   Nathan Schwartz found that Workman’s Compensation had possibly mis- 
   classified four Department employees resulting in a potential savings of  
   several thousand dollars per year to the County. Good job Nathan! 
 
    
VII. Public Comment 
 There was no public comment at this time. 
 
VIII. Meeting adjourned at 11:46 A.M. by Chairman Huntley. 
  
Minutes submitted by Curtis D. Cook, PE 
 
 








Printed 2/1/2010 BLR 14220 (Rev. 11/06) 


 
 Supplemental County Maintenance Resolution


 
RESOLVED, by the County board of Ogle County, that  $506,095.11
is appropriated from the Motor Fuel Tax allotment for the maintenance on county or State highways and meeting the 
requirements of the Illinois Highway Code, and be it further
 
RESOLVED, that maintenance sections or patrols be maintained under the provision of said Illinois Highway Code 
beginning January 1, 2009 and ending December 1, 2009 , and be it further 
 
RESOLVED, that the County Engineer/County Superintendent of Highways shall, as soon as practicable after the close of 
the period as given above, submit to the Department of Transportation, on forms furnished by said Department, a certified 
statement showing expenditures from and balances remaining in funds authorized for expenditure by said Department 
under this appropriation, and be it further 
 
RESOLVED , that the County Clerk is hereby directed to transmit two certified copies of this resolution to the district office 
of the Department of Transportation. 


 
 
 


Approved  STATE OF ILLINOIS 


Ogle 


 


County, } 
 


ss. 


  
 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 


  


Date  Ogle County, at its regular
  


 meeting held at Oregon
   


 on February 16, 2010  
  Date  


Department of Transportation       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 16th day of February A.D. 2010
Regional Engineer  


     (SEAL) County Clerk.
 


RESOLUTION 2010-0202












Fund: 200 - County Highway
Department: 17 - Highway


Account: 4180 - Medical Exams/ Drug Testing
1386 - KSB KSBHWY0110 CH Fund - drug testing Paid by Check # 74361 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 120.00


Account Total: Medical Exams/ Drug Testing 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $120.00


Account: 4212 - Electricity
1156 - COMED COMHWY1001a CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 74442 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 1,999.16


Account Total: Electricity 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,999.16


Account: 4214 - Gas (Heating)
1898 - NICOR NICHWY1001 CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 74445 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 1,461.57


Account Total: Gas (Heating) 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,461.57


Account: 4216.10 - Telephone
1265 - VERIZON VERHWY1001a CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 74452 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 35.91
1265 - VERIZON VERHWY1001b CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 74451 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 201.75
1773 - MCI MCIHWY1001 CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 74444 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 54.90


Account Total: Telephone 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $292.56


Account: 4316 - Engineering Services
1965 - WILLETT, HOFMANN & 
ASSOCIATES, INC.


14615 CH fund - over weight permit services Paid by Check # 74571 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 861.06


Account Total: Engineering Services 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $861.06


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


193762 CH Fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 74368 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 45.00


1876 - ROCHELLE WASTE 
DISPOSAL, LLC


194424 CH Fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 74447 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 60.00


1876 - ROCHELLE WASTE 
DISPOSAL, LLC


195001 CH fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 74567 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 45.00


Account Total: Deer Expense 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $150.00


Account: 4510 - Office Supplies
1246 - FISCHER'S 0631929-001 CH Fund - office supplies Paid by Check # 74359 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 2.82
1565 - QUILL CORPORATION 3196983 CH fund - office supplies Paid by Check # 74565 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 110.83
1565 - QUILL CORPORATION 3192946 CH fund - office supplies Paid by Check # 74565 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 37.94


Account Total: Office Supplies 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $151.59


Account: 4540 - Repairs & Maint - Facilities
1873 - GRAINGER 9162383070 CH Fund - fan part Paid by Check # 74490 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 61.47
1873 - GRAINGER 9162383062 CH Fund - fan for shop Paid by Check # 74490 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 207.68
1873 - GRAINGER 9162383054 CH Fund - fan part Paid by Check # 74490 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 97.92
1434 - MENARDS 4677 CH Fund - wiring material Paid by Check # 74494 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 21.93
1434 - MENARDS 14521 CH fund - lights for bldg Paid by Check # 74562 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 119.97


Account Total: Repairs & Maint - Facilities 5 Invoice Transaction(s) $508.97


Ogle County


Accounts Payable by G/L Distribution Report 
From Date: 01/12/2010 - To Date: 02/08/2010


Vendor Invoice No. Invoice Description Status
Held 
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Payment 
Date G/L Date Invoice Amount
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Account: 4545.10 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0427144-IN CH Fund - gas Paid by Check # 74360 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 2,385.85


1896 - SHELL FLEET PLUS SHEHWY1001 CH Fund - gas Paid by Check # 74496 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 22.00
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0430136-IN CH fund - gas Paid by Check # 74561 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 2,179.89


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $4,587.74


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


0427145-IN CH Fund - diesel fuel Paid by Check # 74360 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 15,477.79


1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0430137-IN CH fund - diesel Paid by Check # 74561 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 11,364.17


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $26,841.96


Account: 4545.40 - Petroleum Products -
1924 - KELLEY WILLIAMSON 
COMPANY


0428607-IN CH Fund - grease Paid by Check # 74443 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 461.23


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $461.23


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


0427114-IN CH Fund - kerosene Paid by Check # 74360 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 167.16


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $167.16


Account: 4610 - Maint of Roads & Bridges
3538 - NORTH AMERICAN SALT 
COMPANY


70465773 CH fund - salt Paid by Check # 74564 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 19,929.15


3538 - NORTH AMERICAN SALT 
COMPANY


70471755 CH fund - salt Paid by Check # 74564 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 7,562.29


3538 - NORTH AMERICAN SALT 
COMPANY


70472650 CH fund - salt Paid by Check # 74564 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 9,399.43


3538 - NORTH AMERICAN SALT 
COMPANY


70461394 CH fund - salt Paid by Check # 74564 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 25,077.43


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges 4 Invoice Transaction(s) $61,968.30


Account: 4610.90 - Maint of Roads & Bridges
2503 - ADESTA, LLC 60010871 CH Fund - julie locates Paid by Check # 74439 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 277.41


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $277.41


Account: 4610.99 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
3932 - TRACTOR SUPPLY CO. TRAHWY0110 CH Fund - fence material Paid by Check # 74370 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 237.87
4011 - PINEROCK TREE INC. PINHWY1001 CH Fund - tree removal Paid by Check # 74495 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 1,300.00


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,537.87


Account: 4620.10 - Repair Parts -
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-495437 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 184.56
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-495522 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 3.19
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-495566 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 9.47


Ogle County
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1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-495652 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 92.28
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 389.07 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 389.07
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-495989 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 155.24
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-496067 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 44.61
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-496740 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 13.86
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-497123 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 29.58
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-497242 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 156.86
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-497322 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 29.25
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-497558 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74364 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 96.69
2027 - TRANSAM TRUCK & TRAILER 
PARTS, INC.


568562 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74371 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 7.26


2289 - ERIC J. GUSTAFSON CO. 0167462-IN CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74489 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 11.70
1676 - TERMINAL SUPPLY CO 32458-00 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74569 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 262.76
2027 - TRANSAM TRUCK & TRAILER 
PARTS, INC.


569523 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74570 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 34.49


2027 - TRANSAM TRUCK & TRAILER 
PARTS, INC.


570102 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74570 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 289.43


1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-497997 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 70.34
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-498052 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 83.97
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-498328 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 184.56
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-499202 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 2.17
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-499756 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 82.29
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-499827 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 3.18
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-499923 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 32.43
1463 - NAPA AUTO PARTS 464-500569 CH fund - truck part Paid by Check # 74563 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 89.96


Account Total: Repair Parts - 25 Invoice Transaction(s) $2,359.20


Account: 4620.20 - Repair Parts -
1862 - MILLER-BRADFORD & 
RISBERG, INC.


IK89222 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74363 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 152.48


1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES R19385 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74373 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 918.80
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114046716 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 507.47


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114046545 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 182.82


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114046634 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 36.22


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114046692 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 523.94


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114045447 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 56.94


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


417077 CH Fund - heavy equipment repairs Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 201.40


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


417114 CH Fund - heavy equipment repairs Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 533.96


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


417199 CH Fund - heavy equipment repairs Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 1,193.97


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 417219 CH Fund - heavy equipment repairs Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 230.08
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TRUCK
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


417177 CH Fund - heavy equipment repairs Paid by Check # 74358 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 8,108.09


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114047143 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74441 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 226.10


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114046774 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74441 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 523.94


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114047102 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74441 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 732.26


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114047129 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74441 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 57.80


2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114047106 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74441 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 28.81


1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES R19539 CH Fund - credit/heavy equipment 
part


Paid by Check # 74453 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 (58.50)


1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES R19541 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74453 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 150.03
1869 - WEST SIDE TRACTOR SALES R19540 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74453 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 277.56
2230 - PATTEN INDUSTRIES, INC. P52C0097343 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74446 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 24.98
2230 - PATTEN INDUSTRIES, INC. P52C0097326 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74446 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 578.46
2049 - IDEAL METAL FAB., INC. IDEHWY1001 CH Fund - heavy equipment repairs Paid by Check # 74492 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 150.40
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114047673 CH fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74559 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 389.29


1878 - HEAVY EQUIPMENT 
SERVICES, INC.


T163844 CH fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 74560 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 208.92


Account Total: Repair Parts - 25 Invoice Transaction(s) $15,936.22


Account: 4620.50 - Repair Parts -
1100 - BONNELL INDUSTRIES 0125212-IN CH Fund - snow blades Paid by Check # 74488 01/26/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 01/27/2010 1,512.00


Account Total: Repair Parts - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,512.00


Account: 4630.20 - De-Icing Material -
1963 - SICALCO LTD. 54217 CH Fund - calcium chloride Paid by Check # 74449 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 4,610.45
1963 - SICALCO LTD. 54217-ADD CH fund - calcium chloride Paid by Check # 74568 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 2,299.70


Account Total: De-Icing Material - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $6,910.15


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


9275 CH Fund - ice abrasives Paid by Check # 74450 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 3,791.32


Account Total: De-Icing Material - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $3,791.32


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


ROCHWY0110 CH Fund - security light fee for1 yr. Paid by Check # 74367 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 111.00


1156 - COMED COMHWY1001b CH Fund - street & traffic lighting Paid by Check # 74442 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 40.65


Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $151.65


Account: 4640.20 - Sign & Striping Material -
2875 - VULCAN, INC. 179361 CH Fund - signs Paid by Check # 74372 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 10,775.05
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Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $10,775.05


Account: 4650.10 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 1612844001 CH fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 74557 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 94.10


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $94.10


Account: 4650.20 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
1093 - BLACKHAWK LUMBER INC 10061080 CH Fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74357 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 12.10
2073 - R. J. BOWERS 
DISTRIBUTORS, INC.


232136 CH Fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74365 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 265.00


1434 - MENARDS 7281 CH Fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74362 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 78.21
1603 - ROCKFORD INDUSTRIAL 
WELDING


02494645 CH Fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74369 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 39.24


1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21244 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74558 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 15.98
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21362 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74558 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 12.47
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21397 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74558 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 4.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21417 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74558 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 1.76
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21421 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74558 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 34.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21422 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74558 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 3.99
1078 - BASLER'S ACE HARDWARE 21432 CH fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 74558 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 10.68


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 11 Invoice Transaction(s) $479.41


Account: 4650.40 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
4004 - RBG SUPPLY 100402 CH Fund - janitor supplies Paid by Check # 74366 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 39.95
4004 - RBG SUPPLY 100385 CH Fund - janitor supplies Paid by Check # 74366 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 42.16
4004 - RBG SUPPLY 100470 CH fund - janitor supplies Paid by Check # 74566 02/04/2010 02/04/2010 02/05/2010 02/04/2010 93.07


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $175.18


Account: 4660 - Tires & Tubes
2251 - WINGFOOT COMMERICAL 
TIRE SYSTEM, LLC


146-1053464 CH Fund - tire suppiles Paid by Check # 74374 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 45.00


2251 - WINGFOOT COMMERICAL 
TIRE SYSTEM, LLC


146-1053458 CH Fund - tire Paid by Check # 74375 01/13/2010 01/13/2010 01/14/2010 01/13/2010 123.67


Account Total: Tires & Tubes 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $168.67


Account: 4710 - Computer Hardware & Software
1846 - BUSINESS CARD BUSHWY1001 CH Fund - computer parts Paid by Check # 74440 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 117.18


Account Total: Computer Hardware & Software 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $117.18


Account: 4748 - Engineering Equipment & Supplies
2441 - NATHAN SCHWARTZ NATHWY1001 CH Fund - reimburse for engr 


equipment
Paid by Check # 74448 01/20/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 01/21/2010 222.07


Account Total: Engineering Equipment & Supplies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $222.07


Department Total: Highway 108 Invoice Transaction(s) $144,078.78


Fund Total: County Highway 108 Invoice Transaction(s) $144,078.78


Grand Total: 108 Invoice Transaction(s) $144,078.78
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R E S O L U T I O N 
 


FOR COUNTY BRIDGE CONSTRUCTION 
 


BE IT RESOLVED by the County Board of Ogle County, Illinois, that the following 
County Section for Bridges be constructed: 
 
 2010 County Pipe  Various Roads  
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the County share be made from 
County Aid to Bridge Fund (CAB); 
 
WHEREAS, bids were received at the office of the County Engineer of Ogle County on  


February 9, 2010 at 10:00 AM for the above project; 
 
WHEREAS, the following low bid was submitted by: 
 


Contech Construction Products  $19,134.10  
 
WHEREAS, the Road & Bridge Committee of Ogle County reviewed the bids and 
recommends its approval; 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that there is hereby appropriated the sum of $19,500.00 
for the County portion of said project. 
 
BE IT FURTHER RESOLVED that the above low bid 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 February 16 , 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 16th day of February , A.D. 20 10 . 
 
 
  


County Clerk (SEAL)
 


RESOLUTION - 2010-0203
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SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND PLANNING &
ZONING COMMITTEE


of the
OGLE COUNTY BOARD


SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMITTEE REPORT


FEBRUARY 10, 2010


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee of
the Ogle County Board was held on February 10, 2010 in the Ogle County Sheriff Department,
Training Room, 103 Jefferson St., 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 1:00 P.M.  Roll call indicated six
members of the Committee were present; Chairman Hopkins, Mel Messer, Jim Barnes,  Larry
Boes, Marcia Heuer, and Dennis Williams.  Mr. Diehl was absent.  Mr. Hopkins declared a
quorum present.


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF JANUARY 13, 2010 MEETING AS MINUTES


Mrs. Heuer made a motion to approve the report of January 13, 2010 as minutes; seconded
by Mr. Messer. 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 $1,243.66.   Mrs. Heuer made a motion to approve the
payment of the bills in the amount of $1,243.66; seconded by Mr. Boes.  The motion carried
by a voice vote.


4. OLD BUSINESS


Discussion took place regarding assessment appeals and hearings held by the Board of
Review.  Mr. Harrison reported there were 59 hearings on 99 properties.  The Board of
Review had hired Dennis Riley to act as hearing officer for the Orchard Hills landfill hearing. 
Discussion ensued regarding the Property Tax Appeal Board decision on the 2003 value of
the Orchard Hills landfill.  That decision is being appealed to the appellate court.


5. NEW BUSINESS


Mr. Harrison stated the tax cycle is on schedule and Board of Review should conclude its
business by the end of February.
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PLANNING & ZONING PORTION OF MEETING:


6. UNFINISHED BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


There was no unfinished business for consideration.


7. NEW BUSINESS


A. DECISIONS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


#4-09 SPECIAL USE -- Keith E. Wilson, 6931 N. Alcott, Chicago, IL by Attorney
Deborah S. Mass, Smith, Hahn, Morrow & Floski P.C., 129 S. 4th St., PO Box 10,
Oregon, IL for a Special Use permit to allow a heliport in the AG-1 Agricultural District
on property described as follows and owned by the petitioner:


Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 and part of the SE1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 32
Oregon-Nashua Township 23N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 32.70
acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 16-32-400-004
Common Location: 1255 W. Star Rd., Oregon, IL


Mr. Messer asked does Mr. Wilson do crop dusting.  Mr. Hopkins answered no, he
works for the City of Chicago.  Mr. Messer made a motion to approve #4-09 Special
Use; seconded by Mr. Boes.  


Mrs. Heuer added this petition was approved unanimously by the Regional Planning
Commission and 4 to 1 by the Zoning Board of Appeals.  I would also like to state that
I was appalled by how this petitioner was treated by the adjoining property owners at
the Zoning Board of Appeals meeting.  I do not want what happened at that meeting
to be a reflection on the rest of the County government. Mr. Messer asked what was
their main objection?  Mr. DeArvil answered hunting.  The neighbors are worried that
Mr. Wilson will be hunting on his own property.  The neighbors hunt on their property
but do not want Mr. Wilson to be able to hunt on his. 


The motion carried unanimously by a roll call vote of 6-0.


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 $774.66.  Mr. Boes made a motion to approve the payment of
the bills in the amount of $774.66; seconded by Mr. Messer.  The motion carried by a voice
vote.


10. REFERRAL OF NEW PETITIONS TO THE ZONING BOARD OF APPEALS FOR PUBLIC
HEARING


#1-10 VARIATION -- Donna Martin, 2369 S. Lowden Rd., Oregon, IL for a Variation to
allow the construction of an additional accessory building to exceed the maximum allowable
accessory building area due to parcel size pursuant to the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning
Ordinance on property described as follows and owned by the petitioner:


Lot 5 Davis Subdivision and adjacent 1.01 acre, part of the W1/2 of the SW1/4
Section 4 Oregon-Nashua Township 23N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL
Property Identification Number: 16-14-302-001 & -002  
Common Location: 2369 S. Lowden Rd.
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#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)


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


11. OTHER BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


Committee discussion and possible action regarding procedural policy for request
from municipalities for granting governmental jurisdiction with regards to
land/property located more than 1.5 miles from a municipal boundary and subject to an
annexation agreement 


Mr. Reibel stated the Village of Davis Junction is considering entering into an annexation
agreement involving land that is outside their 1.5 mile jurisdiction.  They want to extend
sanitary sewer and water service to facilitate development in this area and that could be of
benefit to the County.  Last year, the County Board passed an ordinance stating that Ogle
County will retain authority over any area outside a municipality’s 1.5 mile jurisdiction.  In
order to proceed, Davis Junction will need to come before the County and ask to have
jurisdiction over this area.   My question to the Committee is, when a request is submitted,
should it be heard by the Regional Planning Commission first and then by the Planning &
Zoning Committee, or should the petition go directly to the Planning & Zoning Committee for
a recommendation to the County Board?  Mr. Williams stated as they review a petition’s effect
on the Comprehensive Plan, this should go before the Regional Planning Commission for
consideration before the Planning & Zoning Committee considers it.  Mr. Boes agreed. 
Discussion ensued regarding the location to Monroe Center and overlapping mile and half
area.


The consensus was that when an annexation petition is submitted, it will go before the
Regional Planning Commission for consideration and a recommendation prior to being placed
on the agenda of the Planning & Zoning Committee.  Notice will be given to all adjoining
property owners and any other affected municipalities about the Regional Planning
Commission meeting.  Mr. Reibel stated the petition would not need to be heard by the
Zoning Board of Appeals.
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Mrs. Heuer made a motion that requests from municipalities for granting governmental
jurisdiction with regards to land/property located more than 1.5 miles from a municipal
boundary and subject to an annexation agreement will first be presented to the Regional
Planning Commission and then the Planning & Zoning Committee prior to County Board
consideration; provided, all property owners adjoining the parcels proposed for annexation
agreement and affected municipalities receive notice of the Regional Planning Commission
meeting; seconded by Mr. Messer.  The motion carried by a voice vote.


Discussion - Wind Farms (ordinance, procedure and policy)


Mr. Reibel stated that in light of the recent meeting held in Kings, there have been some
statements made implying that Ogle County is not prepared for a wind farm petition as we do
not have any current ordinances in place.  We have addressed wind farms in the zoning
ordinance; however, it may be appropriate to re-visit the issue. The zoning ordinance does
not contain standards or performance requirements for wind farms.  I provide wind farm
companies with a copy of the conditions that were adopted for the Baileyville Wind Farm
petition, and inform them that they can expect a very similar set of conditions to be applied to
any future wind farm application.  The wind companies would like to have something more
specific in an ordinance.  A major issue is sound/noise created by the turbines and the
possible effect it can have on the people living near the turbine, both audible and inaudible, or
“low frequency” noise.  While there is no conclusive evidence, there are legitimate concerns
regarding the low frequency component of sound.  While the sound is inaudible, the
vibrations created can be felt thru structures and have been known to effect some people. 
These occurrences happen most often in the evening and during certain weather or
atmospheric conditions.


Mr. Messer stated there was this same concern regarding residences being located near
power lines.  Mr. Barnes asked what is the current setback?  Mr. Reibel answered that the
special use permit conditions applied to the Baileyville wind farm required a setback of 1000'
from a non-participating residence.  Discussion ensued regarding the setback requirements in
DeKalb county and how only 1000' from a residence could limit how a non-participating land
owner can to use their property.   Mr. Reibel added that the required setback from property
lines, road right-of-way lines, etc. is 1.1 times the turbine height.  


Mr. Messer asked what happens if the turbines are abandoned.?  Mr. Reibel answered as
part of the Special Use conditions, if the turbine is abandoned for over 12 months, it must be
removed. A decommissioning plan is part of the process and would be guaranteed through a
financial assurance. 


Discussion continued regarding noise effects, set back requirements and application fees.  


The consensus of the Committee is for Mr. Reibel to draft a wind farm ordinance for the
Committee to review next month.


12. PUBLIC COMMENT
   


Mr. Williams stated the Byron Township Board of Trustees wants to adopt a Comprehensive
Plan for the City of Byron and will be contacting Mr. Reibel for assistance.


13. ADJOURN


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning
Committee of the Ogle County Board adjourned at 1:59 P.M.  The next meeting of the
Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee is scheduled for Wednesday,
March 10, 2010 at 1:00 P.M.


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator

















































STATE OF ILLINOIS ) 
) SS 


COUNTY OF OGLE ) 
ORDINANCE NO. _ 


AN ORDINANCE APPROVING A SPECIAL USE PERMIT 
ON PROPERTY LOCATED AT 1255 W. STAR ROAD 


WHEREAS, Keith E. Wilson, 6931 N. Olcott, Chicago, IL by Attorney Deborah S. Maas of Smith, 
Hahn, Morrow & Floski, P.C., 129 S. 4th St., P.O. Box 10, Oregon, IL has filed a petition for a Special Use 
Permit in the AG-l Agricultural District (Petition No. 04-09SU) to allow a heliport on property located at 
1255 W. Star Road in Oregon-Nashua 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 
January 28, 2010, at which the petitioner presented evidence, testimony, and exhibits in support of the 
requested Special Use Permit, and three members of the public spoke 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 
with the condition as set forth in the Findings ofFact and Recommendation ofthe Ogle County Zoning 
Board ofAppeals dated January 28,2010, 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 heliport AG-l 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 Keith E. Wilson, 
6931 N. Olcott, Chicago, IL by Attorney Deborah S. Maas of Smith, Hahn, Morrow & Floski, P.C., 129 S. 
4th St., P.O. Box 10, Oregon, IL for a Special Use Permit to allow a heliport in the AG-l Agricultural . 
District on property located at 1255 W. Star Road in Oregon-Nashua Township and legally described as 
shown in Exhibit "A" attached hereto, is hereby approved. 


SECTION THREE: This approval of a Special Use Permit is subject to the following condition: 


1.	 Proof of any and all required State and/or Federal permits for the operation of the heliport 
shall be provided to the Ogle County Planning & Zoning Department prior to placing said 
heliport into service. 
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SECTION FOUR: 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 FIVE: 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 16TH DAY OF FEBRUARY 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
 


Tract "A" 


Part of the East Half (E ~) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) and part of the West Half (W~) of 
the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) of Section Thirty-two (32), Township Twenty-three (23) North, 
Range Ten (10) East of the Fourth (4th) Principal Meridian, Ogle County, Illinois, described as 
follows, to wit: 


Beginning at a point on the West line of said East Half (E ~) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) 
of Section Thirty-three (33), said point being 495.00 feet (30 rods) North of the Southwest corner 
of said East Half (E ~), thence Easterly, parallel with the South line of said Southwest Quarter 
(SW 1/4), a distance of 1357.18 feet; thence Northerly, at an angle of 104 degrees 23 minutes 29 
seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 264.58 feet; thence 
Northwesterly, at an angle of 106 degrees 29 minutes 20 seconds as measured clockwise from 
the last described course, a distance of 97.45 feet; thence Southwesterly at an angle of 125 
degrees 37 minutes 33 seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a 
distance of 245.40 feet; thence Northwesterly at an angle of 86 degrees 17 minutes 27 seconds 
as measured counterclockwise from the last described course, a distance of 128.51 feet; thence 
Westerly parallel with said South line of Section Thirty-three (33), a distance of 1059.75 feet to 
said West line of the East Half (E ~) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4); thence Southerly, along 
said West line, at an angle of 91 degrees 54 minutes 43 seconds as measured clockwise from 
the last described course, a distance of 329.57 feet to the Point of Beginning. 


Tract "B" 


Part of the East Half (E ~) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section Thirty-Two (32), 
Township Twenty-Three (23) North, Range Ten (10) East of the Fourth (4th) Principal Meridian, 
Ogle County, Illinois, described as follows, to wit: Commencing at a point on the West line of said 
East Half (E ~) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section Thirty-Three (33), said point being 
495.00 feet (30 rods) North of the Southwest corner of said East Half (E ~); thence Northerly, 
along said West line, a distance of 329.57 feet to the Point of Beginning of the following 
described tract; thence Easterly, parallel with the South line of said Section Thirty-Three (33), at 
an angle of 91 degrees 54 minutes 43 seconds as measured counterclockwise from the last 
described course, a distance of 1059.75 feet; thence Northwesterly, at an angle of 70 degrees 12 
minutes 55 seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 22.84 
feet; thence Northwesterly, at an angle of 134 degrees 28 minutes 26 seconds as measured 
clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 369.30 feet; thence Northwesterly at an 
angle of 173 degrees 06 minutes 22 seconds as measured clockwise from the last described 
course, a distance of 37.4.71 feet; thence Westerly, at an angle of 152 degrees 12 minutes 17 
seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 350.00 feet, ·to the 
West line of said East Half (E ~) of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section Thirty-Three (33); 
thence Southerly, along said West line, at an angle of 91 degrees 54 minutes 43 seconds as 
measured clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 290.43 feet to the Point of 
Beginning, containing 5.035 acres, more or less. 


Tract "C" 


Part of the West Half (W 1/21 of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4) and part of the East Half (E 1/21 
of the Southwest Quarter (SW 1/4) of Section Thirty-two (32), Township Twenty-three (23) North, 
Range Ten (10) East of the Fourth (4th) Principal Meridian, Ogle County, Illinois, described as 
follows, to wit: 


Beginning at the Northeast corner of the West Half (W 1/21 of the Southeast Quarter (SE 1/41 of 
said Section Thirty-two (32); thence Southerly, along the East line of the West Half (W 1/21 of 
said Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4), a distance of 2144.98 feet to a point deeded as being 30 rods 







North of the South line of said West Half (W 1/21, thence Easterly, parallel with said South line, 
at an angle of 92 degrees 33 minutes 55 seconds as measured counterclockwise from the last 
described course, a distance of 1270.74 feet to the Southeast corner of an existing 10.000 acre 
tract; thence Northeasterly, along the Easterly line thereof, at an angle of 75 degrees 36 minutes 
31 seconds as measured counterclockwise from the last described course, a distance of 264.58 
feet; thence Northwesterly, along said Easterly line, at an angle of 106 degrees 29 minutes 20 
seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 97.45 feet; thence 
Southwesterly, along said Easterly line, at an angle of 125 degrees 37 minutes 33 seconds as 
measured clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 245.40 feet; thence 
Northwesterly along said Easterly line, at an angle of 86 degrees 17 minutes 27 seconds as 
measured counterclockwise from the last described course, a distance of 128.51 feet co the 
Northeasterly corner of said 10.000 acre tract, said point also being the Southeasterly corner of 
an existing 5.035 acre tract thence continuing Northwesterly along the Easterly line of said 5.035 
acre tract on an extension of the last described course, a distance of 22.84 feet to the Northeast 
corner of said tract; thence Northwesterly, along the Northeasterly. line thereof, at an angle of 
134 degrees 28 minutes 26 seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a 
distance of 369.30 feet; thence Northwesterly along said Northeasterly line, at an angle of 173 
degrees 06 minutes 22 seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a 
distance of 374.7: feet to a point 350.00 feet East of the Northwest corner of said existing tract; 
thence Easterly, along an Easterly projection of the North line of said existing tract, at an angle of 
17 degrees 47 minutes 43 seconds as measured counterclockwise from the last described 
course, a distance of 1789.81 feet; thence Northerly, at an angle of 89 degrees 43 minutes 32 
seconds as measured clockwise from the last described course, a distance of 1524.87 feet to a 
point on the North line of said Southeast Quarter (SE 1/4); thence Easterly, along said North line, 
at an angle of 89 degrees 33 minutes 25 seconds as measured counterclockwise from the last 
described course, a distance of 570.73 feet to the point of Beginning, containing 41.046 acres, 
more or less. 


Property Identification Number 16-32-400-004 
Common Location: 1255 W. Star Road 
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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 ofAppeals concerning 
an application of Keith E. Wilson, 6931 N. Olcott, Chicago, IL by Attorney Deborah S. Maas of Smith, Hahn, 
Morrow & Floski, P.C., 129 S. 4th St., P.O. Box 10, Oregon, IL, in case #04-09SU. The applicant is 
requesting a Special Use Permit to permit a heliport in the AG-l Agricultural District on Parcel Identification 
No. 16-32-400-004, a 56.02 acre parcel which is part of Section 32, Township 23N, Range lOE of the 4th 


Principal Meridian and is located in Oregon-Nashua Township at 1255 W. Star Rd. 


After due notice, as required by law, the Zoning Board of Appeals held a public hearing in this case on January 
28,2010 at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, Illinois and hereby report their findings 
of fact 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 of the six standards listed in Section 9.08© (Standards 
for Special Use Permits) of the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance that must all be found in the 
affirmative prior to recommending granting of the 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 whicb it is to be located or the public health, safety, 
morals, comfort or general welfare, as the proposed use is in a predominately rural area, is 
located on a large farm parcel, and tbe intensity of the proposed use is relatively low. 
STANDARD MET. 


2.	 That 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 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 of building, structures, walls and fences on the site; and, 


b.	 The nature and extent of proposed 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 tbe AG-l zoning district 
regulations, as the proposed use will be located within and will utilize a small portion of a 56 
acre farm site, and the proposed use is sporadic in nature. STANDARD MET. 
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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 Star 
Road, 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, provided 
the proposed use will be operated in conformance to the recommended conditions of the Special 
Use Permit. 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 ofthe AG-l district regulations. 
STANDARD MET. 


RECOMMENDAnON: 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 
heliport in the AG-I Agricultural subject to the following condition: 


1.	 Proof of any and all required State and/or Federal permits for the operation of the heliport shall be 
provided to the Ogle County Planning & Zoning Department prior to placing said heliport into service. 


ROLL CALL VOTE: The roll call vote was 4 members for the motion to recommend granting, 1 opposed. 


Respectfully submitted this 28th day of January 2010 by the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals. 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 
Maurice Bronkema 
Jason Sword 
Randall Anderson 
Curtis Freeberg 


Bruce McKinney, Chairman 


Michael Reibel, Secretary 
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STATE OF ILLINOIS   )
                    )SS
COUNTY OF OGLE      )


In the Matter of the Petition
              of
BP Pipelines North America, Inc., Oregon-Nashua
Township


Ogle County, Illinois


               Testimony of Witnesses
               Produced, Sworn and
               Examined on this 28th day
               of January A.D. 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:  Call this meeting of the
2      Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals meeting for
3      January 2010 to order.  Please stand for the
4      Pledge of Allegiance.
5                    (The Pledge of Allegiance was
6                     recited.)
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Roll call.
8                    (Roll call was taken and all were
9                     present.)


10           MR. REIBEL:  Five present.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  We do have a quorum.
12           The verbatim transcripts serving as
13      minutes from the last meeting are on file and
14      will not be read at this time.
15           I'll entertain a motion to approve the
16      minutes of the last ZBA meeting.
17           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
18           MR. FREEBERG:  Seconded.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury moved, Curt second.
20      All those in favor signify by saying aye.
21                    (All those simultaneously
22                     responded.)
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
24      Motion passed.
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1           All testimony will be taken under oath.
2      Please come forward to testify and state your
3      name and address to the recording secretary.
4      Please spell your last name.  When testifying
5      please speak clearly and loud enough to be
6      heard.  This hearing is the only opportunity to
7      place testimony and evidence on the record.
8      There will not be another opportunity beyond
9      tonight's hearing to submit additional evidence


10      or testimony for consideration.  Please turn off
11      all cell phones and pagers.
12           The procedure on hearings will be followed
13      tonight is as found in the ZBA Rules of
14      Procedures or the Citizen's Guide to Zoning
15      Board of Appeals, which are available near the
16      door in the back of the room.
17           Mr. Lloyd Funk is also present tonight
18      representing the Ogle County Planning
19      Commission, if any board member has any question
20      on their action on petitions.
21           If anyone has trouble hearing please let
22      me know.
23           Mr. Reibel, what's the first order of
24      business.
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1           MR. REIBEL:  First order of business is to
2      consider the request filed December 21st, 2009
3      of BP Pipelines North America, Inc., 28100 Torch
4      Parkway, Sixth Floor, Warrenville, Illinois for
5      a Variation to allow a building to be
6      constructed 18 feet from a side lot line in lieu
7      of 25 feet as required pursuant to the Ogle
8      County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance on property
9      described as follows and owned by the


10      Petitioners:
11           Part of the E1/2 of G.L. 5 in the NE1/4


          Fractional Section 01 Oregon-Nashua
12           Township 23N, R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle


          County, IL, 3.50 acres, more or less.
13           Property Identification Number:


          16-01-226-001.
14           Common Location:  980 North German Church


          Road.
15           For the record, a legal notice was
16      published in the Monday, January 4th edition of
17      the Ogle County Life notifying the public of the
18      specifics of the petition and the hearing this
19      evening.  A sign was posted along the frontage
20      of the premises indicating that a zoning hearing
21      is to be held, and all adjoining property owners
22      to the petition have been notified by certified
23      mail of the specifics of the petition and the
24      hearing this evening.
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1      terrain.  The site is well drained to moderately
2      well drained.  There are no mapped wetlands or
3      floodplain on the site.  According to the Ogle
4      County Digital Soil Survey, soil types on the
5      site are:  86B - Osco silt loam and 171B -
6      Catlin silt loam.  The soils on the site are
7      rated as being 'Prime Farmland'.  The 86B soil
8      series is rated as being 'Somewhat Limited' for
9      septic fields and the 171B soil series is rated


10      as being 'Very Limited' for septic fields due to
11      depth to saturated zone and slow water movement.
12           That's all I have.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  This will be a
14      public hearing, so I'll entertain a motion to go
15      into a public hearing.
16           MR. SWORD:  I'll so move.
17           MR. ANDERSON:  Second.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  Jason has moved, Randy has
19      seconded.  All those in favor signify by saying
20      aye.
21                    (All those simultaneously
22                     responded.)
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
24      Motion passed, we're in a public hearing.
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1           Under the Staff Report, a copy of which is
2      on file and the board members have received, I
3      will point out under general information that
4      the location of the site is on the west side of
5      North German Church Road beginning approximately
6      one-half mile north of East Brick Road and
7      approximately 300 feet southwest of East
8      Limerick Road.
9           The existing land use of the site is a gas


10      pipeline valve and maintenance facility.
11           Surrounding land use, the site is zoned
12      AG-1, and all surrounding land is in
13      agricultural use and is zoned AG-1.
14           Zoning history, the use of the site is
15      lawful, non-conforming, as it was established
16      prior to the adoption of the first Ogle County
17      Zoning Ordinance in 1965.
18           Special Information:  Public utilities,
19      none.  The site is served with a private,
20      on-site well and septic system.
21           Transportation, North German Church Road
22      is a hot mix surfaced Ogle County Highway.
23           Physical characteristics, the site is
24      located in an upland area of gently rolling


Page 8


1           Will the Petitioner or Petitioners please
2      come forward.
3                     BRAD KRABEL,
4      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
5           MR. KRABEL:  My name is Brad Krabel, last
6      name is spelled K-R-A-B-E-L, with BP Pipelines,
7      2800 Torch Parkway, in Warrenville, Illinois,
8      60555.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your


10      petition.
11           MR. KRABEL:  Sir, what we're asking for
12      is, as was stated, a Variation to the current
13      setback.  Uhm, the current setback is 25 feet.
14      We'd ask that the setback of the new building of
15      18 feet be granted.  The existing building is
16      actually 19 feet setback, so the setback
17      difference between our new and existing would
18      just be 1 foot.
19           Along the side of the property that is at
20      issue there is already an existing structure on
21      the property at 17 and a half foot setback.  So
22      the allowance of this Variation would not be
23      closer than an existing Variation has been
24      allowed at some point in time.
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1           We have spoken -- a representative from BP
2      has spoken to the adjoining landowners to answer
3      any questions they would have about our project
4      and to listen and hopefully address any concerns
5      they had; none were expressed.
6           We feel like the current configuration of
7      the property, due in part to the existing
8      pipelines and the facilities, really limit our
9      ability to build this structure in other


10      locations within the developed area of the
11      property.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  So you couldn't add onto
13      the building to the west side of the building?
14           MR. KRABEL:  We're actual -- uhm, correct.
15      We -- even if we go west we're still -- we still
16      would not meet the zoning setback.  We're trying
17      to replace an existing building that has severe
18      flood issues with as minimal costs possible, of
19      course, and utilize the existing foundation in
20      some of our buildings.  So that's -- we're
21      building around the existing location is one
22      reason why the current configuration.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Flood issues, not -- is it
24      because you're in a flood zone?
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1      wishes to testify opposing this petition?
2           Seeing none, I'll ask for a motion to go
3      back into open session.
4           MR. ANDERSON:  I'll make a motion.
5           MR. McKINNEY:  Randy's moved.
6           MR. BRONKEMA:  Second.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury has seconded.
8           Back into open session, all those in favor
9      signify by saying aye.


10                    (All those simultaneously
11                     responded.)
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
13      Motion passed, we're back into open session and
14      we'll go through the finding of facts.
15           MR. REIBEL:  Variation Standard A)  That
16      the particular physical surroundings, shape or
17      topographical condition of the specific property
18      involved would result in a particular hardship
19      upon the owner as distinguished from a mere
20      inconvenience if the strict letter of the
21      regulations were carried out.
22           MR. BRONKEMA:  The location design and the
23      existing structure and facilities on the site
24      create a hardship to the construction of the new
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1           MR. KRABEL:  No, it's due to what I guess
2      is shotty construction originally, but there's
3      no indications by any of our engineers or the
4      builder that we have selected to build this
5      small facility that there's any flood issues
6      with the property itself.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Does anybody have
8      any other questions?
9           MR. BRONKEMA:  Not really.  Like he says,


10      I don't think he really has anywhere else to put
11      it.  It's a small area they got there, but then
12      the good part is it's back off of the road.
13           MR. SWORD:  Doesn't really affect anybody.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  Nobody filed a letter of
15      appearance?
16           MR. REIBEL:  No.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Not for this one?
18           MR. REIBEL:  None.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.
20           MR. KRABEL:  Thank you.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  There's no letters of
22      appearance that have been field, so at this time
23      I will ask is there anybody that wishes to
24      testify in favor of this petition?  Anybody
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1      office building that meets the requirements of
2      the side yard of 25 feet.  That Standard is met.
3                    (All those simultaneously
4                     agreed.)
5           MR. REIBEL:  Standard B) The conditions
6      upon which the petition for a Variation are
7      based are unique and would not be applicable
8      generally to other property within the same
9      zoning classification.


10           MR. ANDERSON:  The conditions upon which
11      the petition for Variation are based are unique
12      and are not applicable generally to other
13      property within the AG-1 agricultural district
14      due to the location of the site and the existing
15      facilities on the site.  I feel that Standard's
16      met.
17                    (All those simultaneously
18                     agreed.)
19           MR. REIBEL:  Standard C) The purpose of
20      the Variation is not based exclusively on a
21      desire to obtain a higher financial return on
22      the property.
23           MR. SWORD:  Evidence indicates that the
24      purpose of the variation is not based
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1      exclusively upon a desire to obtain a higher
2      financial return on the property but rather to
3      provide an updated office facility for an
4      existing gas pipeline facility.  I feel that
5      Standard is met.
6                    (All those simultaneously
7                     agreed.)
8           MR. REIBEL:  Standard D) The alleged
9      difficulty or hardship has not been created by


10      any person presently having an interest in the
11      property.
12           MR. FREEBERG:  The alleged difficulty or
13      hardship has not been created by BP Pipelines of
14      North America, Incorporated because the site was
15      developed prior to the establishment of the
16      County Zoning Ordinance and the existing
17      structures and facilities on the site prohibit
18      placement of the proposed building's location to
19      conforms to current yard area requirements.
20      Standard's met.
21                    (All those simultaneously
22                     agreed.)
23           MR. REIBEL:  Standard E) The granting of
24      the variation will not be materially detrimental
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1      the danger of fire or endanger the public safety
2      or substantially diminish or impair property
3      values within the neighborhood.  I feel that
4      Standard's met.
5                    (All those simultaneously
6                     agreed.)
7           MR. REIBEL:  And the Zoning Board of
8      Appeals should not vary the regulations of the
9      ordinance unless it shall make findings based


10      upon the evidence presented to it in each
11      specific case that, A) The plight of the owner
12      is due to unique circumstances.
13           MR. SWORD:  The circumstances are unique
14      due to the design and location of the gas
15      pipeline site existing structures and
16      facilities.  I feel that Standard's met.
17                    (All those simultaneously
18                     agreed.)
19           MR. REIBEL:  B) The Variation, if granted,
20      will not alter the essential character of the
21      locality.
22           MR. FREEBERG:  The Variation will not
23      alter the essential character of the locality in
24      that it is a current pipeline facility; the
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1      to the public welfare or injurious to other
2      property or improvements in the neighborhood in
3      which the property is located.
4           MR. BRONKEMA:  No evidence has been
5      submitted that would indicate the granting of
6      the variance will be materially detrimental to
7      the public welfare or injurious to other
8      property or improvements in the neighborhood in
9      which the property is located.  Standard's met.


10                    (All those simultaneously
11                     agreed.)
12           MR. REIBEL:  Standard F) The proposed
13      variation will not impair an adequate supply of
14      light and air to adjacent property or
15      substantially increase the congestion in the
16      public streets or increase the danger of fire or
17      endanger the public safety or substantially
18      diminish or impair property values within the
19      neighborhood.
20           MR. ANDERSON:  No evidence has been
21      submitted that would indicate that the variation
22      will impair an adequate supply of light and air
23      to adjacent property or substantially increase
24      the congestion in the public streets or increase
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1      proposed building will replace an existing
2      office building; there are other existing
3      structures on the site that are similar distance
4      from the lot lines as the proposed building; the
5      site is for an agricultural area surrounded by
6      cropland; and the proposed building will be in
7      character with the existing facilities.
8      Standard's met.
9                    (All those simultaneously


10                     agreed.)
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Going through the finding
12      of facts, we have found that all Standards have
13      been met.  I will entertain a motion.
14           MR. BRONKEMA:  I'll make a motion that we
15      grant the variance to the pipeline company for a
16      new building 18 feet in lieu of 25 feet with all
17      the Standards being met.
18           MR. FREEBERG:  I'll second it.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Been moved and seconded to
20      grant the Variation No. 16-09 for BP Products
21      North America, Inc.
22           Roll call.
23           MR. REIBEL:  Anderson?
24           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
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1           MR. REIBEL:  Sword?
2           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
3           MR. REIBEL:  Freeberg?
4           MR. FREEBERG:  Yes.
5           MR. REIBEL:  Bronkema?
6           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
7           MR. REIBEL:  McKinney?
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
9                    (By voice vote five ayes.)


10           MR. REIBEL:  Five voted yes.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion passed.
12                    (The hearing was concluded at
13                     7:16 p.m.)
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
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1      Now on this 28th day of January, A.D. 2010, I
2 do 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


               Callie S. Bodmer
18                Certified Shorthand Reporter


               Registered Professional Reporter
19                IL License No. 084-004489


               P.O. Box 381
20                Dixon, Illinois  61021
21
22
23
24
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  If anybody in the back
2      row's having trouble hearing, you can move up to
3      the -- to this row if you want.
4           AUDIENCE MEMBER:  Thank you.
5           MR. McKINNEY:  I kind of noticed him
6      whispering to you.
7           MR. BRONKEMA:  This is not church, you can
8      sit in the front row.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  Give you a second here to


10      get situated.
11           Next order of business.
12           MR. REIBEL:  The next order of business is
13      to consider the request filed December 22nd,
14      2009 of Keith E. Wilson, 6931 North Olcott,
15      Chicago, Illinois, by Attorney Deborah S. Maas,
16      Smith, Hahn, Morrow & Floski, P.C., 129 South
17      Fourth Street, P.O. Box 10, Oregon, Illinois for
18      a Special Use Permit to allow a heliport in the
19      AG-1 Agricultural District on property described
20      as follows and owned by the Petitioner:
21           Part of the W1/2 of the SE1/4 and part of


          the SE1/4 of the SW1/4 Section 32
22           Oregon-Nashua Township 23N, R10E of the


     4th
23           P.M., Ogle County, IL, 32.70 acres, more


          or less and -- correct that, it's actually
24           56.02 acres is the entire parcel.


          Property Identification Number:
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1           16-32-400-004.
          Common Location is:  1255 West Star Road.


2           For the record, a sign has been posted
3      along the frontage of the premises indicating
4      that a zoning hearing is to be held.  All
5      adjoining property owners to the petition have
6      been notified by certified mail of the hearing
7      this evening and the specifics of the petition.
8      And a legal notice was published in the Monday,
9      January 4th edition of the Ogle County Life


10      again notifying the public of the hearing this
11      evening and the specifics of the petition.
12           At the January 21st, 2010 meeting of the
13      Ogle County Regional Planning Commission
14      Mr. Conn made a motion to recommend approval of
15      the Petition No. 4-09 Special Use minus Items 2
16      and 3 under the Staff Recommendations for
17      conditions.  Seconded by Mr. Ocken.  Mr. Colson
18      asked if Condition No. 3 should be retained;
19      Mr. Conn responded that the Condition will be
20      covered under the permits from the FAA.
21      Mr. Funk called for a roll call vote and the
22      motion carried unanimously by roll call vote.
23           Under the Staff Report as revised January
24      27th, 2010, a copy of this is on file and the
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1      board members have received, I will point out
2      that the size of the site is 56.02 acres.
3           The existing land use of the site is
4      agriculture.  Approximately 32.2 acres of
5      tillable land, approximately 22.6 acres in
6      timber, remainder in access drive and storage
7      building sites.
8           Surrounding land use and zoning, the site
9      is located within a predominately agricultural


10      area.  The site is adjoined on the south by two
11      residential use parcels that are 15 acres in
12      area each.  The site is adjoined on the extreme
13      west by Lowden-Miller State Forest.  All other
14      adjoining land is in agricultural use.  All
15      adjoining land is zoned AG-1.
16           No previous zoning history on the site.
17           Special information:  Public utilities,
18      none.  Transportation, West Star Road is a
19      gravel surfaced road under the jurisdiction of
20      Oregon-Nashua Township.
21            Physical Characteristics, the site is
22      located in an upland area with slopes on the
23      site ranging from nearly level to very steep.
24      The site is well drained to excessively drained.
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1      Heritage Database shows the following protected
2      resources may be in the vicinity of the project
3      location, the Lowden-Miller Forest INIA site,
4      the black sandshell, blandings turtle, Queen of
5      the Prairie.  IDNR has evaluated the information
6      submitted and concluded that adverse affects are
7      unlikely, therefore consultation with IDNR has
8      been terminated.
9           That's all I have, Mr. Chairman.


10           MR. McKINNEY:  This is a public hearing,
11      so entertain a motion to go into a public
12      hearing.
13           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
14           MR. SWORD:  I'll second.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury's moved, Jason's
16      seconded.  All those in favor signify by saying
17      aye.
18                    (All those simultaneously
19                     responded.)
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say nay.
21           Motion passed, we're in a public hearing.
22           Petitioner, whoever's going to be speaking
23      or everybody that's going to be speaking raise
24      your right hand.
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1      There are no mapped wetlands or floodplains on
2      the site.  According to the Ogle County Digital
3      Soil Survey, the soil types present on the site
4      are:  280B - Fayette silt loam, 397D - Boone
5      loamy fine sand, 570A - Martinsville silt loam,
6      and 761D - Eleva fine sandy loam.  Of the soils
7      identified on the site, 9.4 percent are
8      classified as 'Prime Farmland'; 28.7 percent as
9      'Farmland of Statewide Importance'; and 17.8


10      percent as 'Not Prime Farmland'.
11           Under the LESA program, the LESA score of
12      196.7 indicates a Low rating for protection.
13      Land evaluation is
14      64.7.  Site assessment
15      132.
16           The following are recommended conditions
17      for approval of this Special Use Permit:  Proof
18      of any and all required State and/or Federal
19      permits for the operation of the heliport shall
20      be provided to the Ogle County Planning & Zoning
21      Department prior to placing said heliport into
22      service.
23           The Illinois Department of Natural
24      Resources reports that the Illinois Natural
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1            DEBORAH MAAS and KEITH WILSON,
2      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Give her your names and
4      addresses.
5           MS. MAAS:  My name is Deborah,
6      D-E-B-O-R-A-H, Maas, M-A-A-S.  I'm with Smith,
7      Hahn, Morrow & Floski, P.C., 129 South Fourth
8      Street, Oregon, Illinois, 61061.  And my client
9      is Mr. Keith Wilson.


10           MR. WILSON:  Keith, K-E-I-T-H, Wilson,
11      W-I-L-S-O-N, 6931 North Olcott, that's
12      O-L-C-O-T-T, Chicago, 60631.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Tell us about your
14      petition.
15           MS. MAAS:  Well, Mr. Reibel gave a good
16      background for you.  Mr. Wilson is a helicopter
17      pilot for the Chicago Fire Department.  He has
18      in recent years acquired this property in Ogle
19      County, though he has been coming to this
20      particular location since he was a young boy.
21      Currently the property is being used for
22      farmland and also there is a certain amount of
23      woodland on the property that is being used for
24      hunting purposes.
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1           Mr. Wilson would like to use the property
2      for a heliport, which is essentially a place for
3      landing and take off of a helicopter.  He does
4      own his own helicopter and I have -- I will have
5      him testify and provide additional information.
6      But essentially his request is to be able to use
7      an existing concrete pad for the heliport.
8      There's no additional construction that's
9      anticipated, and this would be for his own


10      personal and private use.
11           Having summarized that for you in terms of
12      the idea here, I'll have Mr. Wilson answer some
13      questions.
14                    EXAMINATION
15      BY MS. MAAS:
16 Q.   Mr. Wilson, how many years have you been a
17      pilot?
18 A.   I have been flying since 1991, so 20 years
19      about.
20 Q.   And that's for the Chicago Fire Department.
21      How long have you been with them?
22 A.   That's correct, I'm a helicopter pilot
23      instructor for the Fire Department in Chicago,
24      and then I instruct and fly commercial
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1      heliport be for teaching purposes?
2 A.   No, I generally -- I mean, no one's going to
3      drive to that location and be taught from that
4      location.  I want to be able to, if I wanted to,
5      store it there or land there or come there on
6      occasion, be able to put it inside rather than
7      have it sit outside.  But if I did reside there,
8      if I do reside there and store it there, that if
9      once a week or twice a week I needed to fly to


10      Rockford to meet a student to teach out of
11      Rockford or the Dixon Airport or the Rochelle
12      Airport or any of the adjoining airports that
13      are in the area I would be able to take the
14      aircraft, meet a student, perform the mission,
15      and then come back, land and put it away.
16 Q.   And is it correct that the present uses of the
17      land include both farming and hunting?
18 A.   That's correct.
19 Q.   And the farming consists of crop production?
20 A.   Yes.
21 Q.   Someone else farms the ground for you?
22 A.   Correct.
23 Q.   Would either of those activities be precluded
24      with the addition of a helipad?
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1      operations in the Chicagoland, Rockford and --
2      areas as well, photo work with different
3      photographers, pipeline inspections with
4      different pipeline companies.  And then the
5      aircraft is stored and operated out of the
6      Schaumburg Airport, which is seven miles west of
7      O'Hare Airport, because the majority of my work
8      is in that area and for the cost that it takes
9      to fly it needs to be close to the operation.


10 Q.   Okay, and the nature of your work with the
11      Chicago Fire Department?
12 A.   With the Chicago Fire Department I fly a rescue
13      helicopter.  Generally most of our work is water
14      rescue on Lake Michigan, search and recovery
15      type operations.
16 Q.   Is it contemplated in the short-term future
17      that you may ultimately retire to this area?
18 A.   That's my long-term goal is to hopefully, if
19      not build on that property, live in the area but
20      that probably won't happen for maybe five to
21      seven years from now, after my kids are done
22      with school.
23 Q.   Okay.  If you are allowed a Special Use Permit
24      for your request, would any of the usage as a
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1 A.   No, it wouldn't change from the use at all.
2 Q.   So no acres would be taken out of crop
3      production?
4 A.   Correct.
5 Q.   You could continue to hunt on the property?
6 A.   Yes.
7 Q.   And as far as the usage of the heliport, the
8      intention here is that it would be for your own
9      personal recreation?


10 A.   That's correct.
11 Q.   Okay.  You, as part of your petition, have by
12      and through our office made contact with the
13      adjacent landowners?
14 A.   Correct.
15 Q.   And certain of the landowners have, in fact,
16      executed a consent or an indication that they
17      don't have any objection to your request for a
18      Special Use Permit?
19 A.   That's correct.
20 Q.   Okay, and I have marked and identified those
21      landowners who don't have any objection to the
22      proposed use as Petitioner's Exhibit 1?
23 A.   Right.
24           MS. HAAS:  Okay.  Mr. Chairman, if I could
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1      hand that to you.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Mark this as Petitioner's
3      Exhibit 1.
4                    (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 1
5                     marked for identification.)
6 Q.   (BY MS. MAAS) And then in terms of the siting
7      for the heliport, you would be using the
8      existing concrete pad that's on the land
9      already?


10 A.   Yes.
11 Q.   And there's also a barn on your property?
12 A.   That's correct.
13 Q.   And that could be used for the storing of the
14      helicopter?
15 A.   If I wanted to put it inside there's adequate
16      room to put it inside.
17 Q.   Okay, so is any further construction
18      anticipated?
19 A.   No, there wouldn't be any further construction.
20      The aircraft is a very small -- it's a very
21      small two-seater.  It's called a three-seater
22      but they would have to be maybe a husband, wife
23      and child maybe.
24 Q.   Okay, and in fact, you have brought with you
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1      aircrafts that you fly by, which you'll hear
2      them at a substantial distance.  The aircraft
3      very possibly would barely be able to be heard
4      landing where I'm landing with the people that
5      live around there.
6                    (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 3
7                     marked for identification.)
8 Q.   And, in fact, the documents that you had at the
9      Regional Planning Meeting, I have marked and


10      identified those as Petitioner's Exhibit 3; is
11      that correct?
12 A.   That's correct, and that information came right
13      from the Enstrom manufacturer.
14 Q.   You're referring to Page 1 of Petitioner's
15      Exhibit 3?
16 A.   Correct.
17 Q.   And on that it shows the decibel level for the
18      helicopter as being I believe here it's
19      68 decibels?
20 A.   Correct.
21 Q.   Okay, and on -- can you just go through it, on
22      the exhibit here, what are some --
23 A.   Well --
24 Q.   -- comparable items in terms of their noise
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1      tonight a photograph of the helicopter that you
2      own?
3 A.   Yes.
4                    (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 4
5                     marked for identification.)
6 Q.   And I have marked that as Petitioner's
7      Exhibit 4.
8 A.   Okay.
9 Q.   And can you describe for the --


10 A.   The aircraft.
11 Q.   What type of helicopter it is?
12 A.   It's made -- it's an Enstrom aircraft,
13      E-N-S-T-R-O-M.  It's manufactured in Menomonee,
14      Wisconsin.  They're very well made.  It's a good
15      little training aircraft or photo work aircraft,
16      but you can fly it with doors on or off.  It's
17      powered by a Lycoming engine, which is a
18      reciprocating engine similar to a car engine
19      with pistons.
20           The noise level is very low.  I turned in
21      the information for that, that the noise level
22      is much lower than normal traffic as far as the
23      engine production of noise.  It's not a turbine
24      engine aircraft similar to the Lifeline
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1      levels comparative to the helicopter?
2 A.   As we mentioned, the decibel level is 65 or 68
3      for the helicopter running, and that's a
4      consistent noise, it doesn't change, where they
5      show gunshots are at an area way over 85 which
6      is a common level; chainsaws look to be about
7      115; a combine running runs at close to about a
8      hundred; a table saw is close to a hundred;
9      tractor without a cab is about a hundred;


10      circular saw looks to be about 115; chainsaw
11      maybe 115.  So it's much lower than any of the
12      equipment or activities that are happening in
13      that area on a regular basis.
14 Q.   And then the remaining pages in this exhibit
15      also identify other types of noise and their
16      comparable decibel levels?
17 A.   That's correct.  I thought it would be helpful
18      for the people to be educated on what the
19      aircraft is.
20 Q.   And in terms of noise levels with the existing
21      uses, is it -- does it occur where you have
22      gunshot levels at your location?
23 A.   It's in the same area, yes.
24 Q.   Just by virtue of there being hunting or
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1      practicing?
2 A.   Hunting or people with weapons -- or not
3      weapons, but firearms that like to practice or
4      shoot as either a sport or pastime.
5 Q.   As well as tractors and the combines --
6 A.   Correct.
7 Q.   -- because of the nature of the farming?
8           Okay.  Is the aircraft, is that something
9      that you can move yourself into the barn for


10      storage?
11 A.   Yes, it's light and it has wheels that it sits
12      on, and one individual can just pull it by the
13      tail right inside or push it out by himself.
14 Q.   And is the aircraft fully insured?
15 A.   It is fully insured.  I have a regular --
16      because I use it commercially, it has a
17      commercial policy with a $1 million limit
18      liability.
19 Q.   In terms of the siting of the heliport, is it
20      anticipated that there would be any alteration
21      to the topography or the soils surrounding the
22      concrete pad?
23 A.   None whatsoever.
24 Q.   And in terms of the flight path for approach
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1      zoning is all taken care of prior.
2 Q.   Okay, and so you are planning on making those
3      applications and complying with their
4      regulations?
5 A.   Everything will be done by the FAA regulations,
6      correct.
7 Q.   Okay, and when you make application to the FAA,
8      what -- can you explain for us what are the
9      different types of heliports in terms of their


10      classifications?
11 A.   As far as the heliport classification, when you
12      apply you could apply for a public use heliport
13      which aircraft can fly in and out all the time
14      or you can request a private use heliport.  And
15      that's the category that I would be applying
16      for, just for private use that if I wanted to
17      come there and land, wash the helicopter, clean
18      the helicopter, fly around the area, give
19      someone in the area maybe a ride that I could
20      land there and do so.
21           And if there were an emergency, I have
22      spoken to the Department of Natural Resources,
23      they talked to me at one time about even hiring
24      me to assist in deer counts in the area.
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1      and takeoffs, have you identified those on your
2      concept plan?
3 A.   Yes, I did, and there's no reason for -- no
4      matter which wind direction, to even take off
5      into the wind, there's no reason that I would
6      have to fly over anybody else's property prior
7      to being maybe 1,000 feet above, which
8      1,000 feet above is -- the noise would be no
9      different than a Cessna, because it's the same


10      engine as a small Piper Cub Cessna aircraft.
11      The engines are identical, just turned around
12      backwards.
13 Q.   Are any night operations anticipated?
14 A.   Not expected to be any night operation, because
15      you would need special lighting and things like
16      that.
17 Q.   Okay, and your understanding also is that even
18      if the Special Use Permit is granted that you
19      then have to apply for permitting and licensing
20      through the Federal Aviation Authority?
21 A.   Correct.
22 Q.   And also through the Illinois Department of
23      Transportation?
24 A.   Yes, they recommended to make sure that the
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1      There's a lot of operations with helicopters
2      where they use it for livestock locating when
3      livestock have escaped and any search and
4      rescue.  We have a lot of -- there's Boy Scout,
5      Girl Scout camps in the area, there's the
6      2500-acre area where hunters are that if I'm in
7      the immediate area and someone was missing,
8      whether a hunter or something, and they were
9      looking for them it would be a great asset for


10      that purpose if the sheriff in the area knew
11      that there was that possibility.
12 Q.   Have you had personal experience in our area
13      with search and rescue?
14 A.   I think about one year ago I was the pilot on
15      duty at Chicago and we received a MABIS call
16      from Ogle County requesting -- they requested
17      from the Coast Guard because there were people
18      stranded on the ice on the Rock River and they
19      were trying to help their -- or support their
20      houseboat and it broke loose and -- the boat
21      that they were on, and they were floating down
22      the ice flow.  And the Coast Guard could not
23      assist, so through MABIS we in Chicago got the
24      response.  And I think from the time we got the
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1      response to the time that I was here in
2      helicopter was 41 minutes.
3           And when I was here looking at the people
4      on the ice where they were, because they were
5      just taken off right before I got here, I could
6      see my barn right in my vision a quarter of a
7      mile away.  Yet where I was operating over the
8      state forest area, Castle Rock area really a
9      helicopter, other than an open field, had no


10      improved area to go other than maybe the road.
11      And I thought -- that's what generated my
12      thought that maybe I would see about registering
13      it as a heliport.
14 Q.   Would the -- one of the advantages to having a
15      heliport at your site be that in some sort of an
16      emergency situation it provides access, a
17      through road for emergency vehicles such as
18      ambulances or to assist in the rescue as opposed
19      to the alternative if a hel -- if there were no
20      heliport, the helicopter would have to land in a
21      field?
22 A.   That's correct.
23 Q.   Which may or may not have road access?
24 A.   Correct.  And in different conditions, when
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1      operators, whether it be a hospital or myself or
2      someone else that was brought in by the
3      sheriff's department to utilize it, the
4      helicopter service, it would all be done through
5      GPS and latitude and longitude they could find
6      the location.
7 Q.   Can you also describe what the secular (sic)
8      chart is?
9 A.   Yeah, a sectional chart --


10 Q.   Sectional chart.
11 A.   -- can also place the landing areas for the
12      purpose of pilots to locate the areas.  I just
13      made a photocopy of the immediate area
14      surrounding Oregon.  This is just out of a piece
15      that -- of paper that would be about 12 or 15
16      times the size of this paper.  These black rings
17      you see here are the radar areas that surround
18      Rockford.
19           MS. MAAS:  I just want to reflect for the
20      record he's pointing to the top center of the
21      page.
22 A.   And from the Rockford area to where my finger
23      is now is Dixon, so Oregon falls right here
24      (indicating).  And all of these circles that you
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1      it's mud or soft soil, an ambulance or emergency
2      vehicle could have a difficult time getting to
3      the helicopter if it wasn't an improved surface,
4      where here it would not be the case.
5 Q.   Does the heliport also provide versatility in
6      terms of access when road transportation is
7      blocked?
8 A.   If there was storms and conditions where --
9      whether it be snow or trees down and there was


10      an emergency in that area, that allows the
11      possibility once it's registered and it's shown
12      that there is a heliport in that area and the
13      emergency people learn that it's there, they
14      would be able to utilize it for that purpose.  I
15      would not oppose that use for the sheriff's
16      department or the hospitals or anyone if there
17      were conditions that the roads were unpassable.
18 Q.   And when you -- I think your words were shown
19      for the use.  How does another pilot know that
20      there is a heliport in the area?
21 A.   Through preplanning.  The emergency response
22      teams, if that was -- if it was registered as a
23      heliport through preplanning they would learn
24      where the location is.  As far as the helicopter
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1      see, the -- what they term as magenta circles
2      with Rs in them are private use airports in
3      fields of farmers that own an aircraft or
4      someone they know owns an aircraft.  The circled
5      dark magenta ones are airports that are operated
6      by either Dixon, Whiteside, Rochelle, hard
7      surfaced runways.
8           So as you can see, just to the southeast
9      of our area there's quite a few airport --


10      runway airports in the area.  And the area that
11      we would be would be just below south of Oregon
12      is where the property is located.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Now, that's for --
14           MR. WILSON:  Pilots --
15           MR. McKINNEY:  I mean that map, is that --
16      you're saying is circled, that's for like
17      airplanes with runways?
18           MR. WILSON:  Correct, and there's no --
19      but those run -- I mean a helicopter could land
20      at a -- the only thing is is the airport that's
21      closest to that area, being Ogle County, is a
22      soft-surfaced airfield which is limited use
23      depending on the time of the year.
24           MR. REIBEL:  If you are successful in
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1      getting an approved heliport on your property it
2      will show up on that sectional chart?
3           MR. WILSON:  On a sectional chart it might
4      not show, but the lat and long will be in the
5      books showing where the heliports are in the
6      state.  There's other charts as well that are
7      called helicopter route charts where they would
8      show, but generally those are surrounding bigger
9      cities and bigger areas of heavier


10      concentration.
11           MS. MAAS:  Just for the record, I marked
12      that as Petitioner's 5, the document that
13      Mr. Wilson was just referencing.
14                    (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 5
15                     marked for identification.)
16 Q.   (BY MS. MAAS) So just to summarize, Mr. Wilson,
17      your intention here is that the heliport would
18      be primarily for your own personal use but
19      you're not opposed in assisting other public
20      entities, such as the sheriff's office,
21      etcetera, with assistance in -- with search or
22      rescue or other emergency type situations?
23 A.   Correct.  It would be by my use, unless there
24      was an emergency in the area that somebody
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1      restricting anyone not to be there but they have
2      to sort out permission.
3           MR. REIBEL:  Okay.
4 Q.   (BY MS. MAAS) Mr. Wilson, do you believe that
5      your property is suitable for using -- use as a
6      heliport?
7 A.   I did that research prior to and feel that it's
8      a very good location and there's no hazard to my
9      property or any adjoining properties, and I


10      believe it would be able to be done.  The
11      activity for going in and out of there would be
12      very minimal and the impact to the area would be
13      very, very minimal, much less impact than
14      anybody that clears their area with a lawnmower,
15      chainsaw or any operating motorized equipment.
16 Q.   And in terms of using the site for a heliport,
17      again, as we discussed earlier, it's compatible
18      with the existing uses, there wouldn't be any
19      ground taken out of crop production, hunting
20      could still occur?
21 A.   There would be no --
22 Q.   It's not going to interfere with any of those
23      uses?
24 A.   There would be no alterations to the area, and
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1      needed assistance, whether it be by me or by the
2      sheriff contacting someone else through MABIS
3      that needed a place to land to assist someone,
4      whether it be a neighbor in that immediate area
5      or a hunter or a child that was hiking or
6      whatever is lost.
7                    (Petitioner's Exhibit No. 2
8                     marked for identification.)
9 Q.   And then what I have marked and identified as


10      Petitioner's Exhibit 2 is just a document from
11      the FAA website that at the bottom here
12      identifies the two different types of heliports,
13      the public use and the private use?
14 A.   That's correct, that's the two that we talked
15      about.
16           MR. REIBEL:  Would this be a -- as far as
17      private use heliport, there are private use and
18      then there's a restricted landing area.  Would
19      you be applying for a restricted landing area
20      heliport?
21           MR. WILSON:  No, it's just -- private use
22      falls under -- under that category falls under
23      that someone that wants to land there other than
24      me would have to have permission.  I'm not
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1      I would be sure that I operated in a good
2      neighborly way and made sure that I was not a
3      nuisance to anybody in the area.
4           MS. MAAS:  I don't have anything further
5      right now.
6           MR. ANDERSON:  Were you going to store any
7      fuel on the property?
8           MR. WILSON:  That question came up, that's
9      a very good question.  As I mentioned before, at


10      the last meeting that question came up, and
11      ideally if I was to live there and want to be
12      able to fly in and out it would be ideal for me
13      to be able to purchase a small aboveground tank,
14      and I think they mentioned -- I said a hundred
15      gallons and the one farmer mentioned generally
16      they're 250 where you could store some fuel
17      there for the purpose of topping off prior to
18      leaving rather than having to take off there,
19      fly to an airport, stop, land, get fuel and then
20      take off to go to your destination.  So if I was
21      living there or to be there more often than not,
22      that would be some consideration for having some
23      fuel.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there special
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1      regulations for helicopter fuel for storage
2      versus, you know, like a farmer just having a
3      gas or diesel tank for his farm equipment?
4           MR. WILSON:  It would fall under the same
5      restrictions.  The -- whatever aviation fuel
6      you're using has to be the proper fuel for the
7      aircraft and it has to pass through a filter and
8      the aircraft has what they call a sump on it and
9      these sumps are -- you drop a little sample and


10      check it for any moisture prior to any flight,
11      it's part of your pre-flight.
12           MR. BRONKEMA:  My question is say you were
13      a bad neighbor out there, you would probably
14      lose your license for Chicago, right?
15           MR. WILSON:  Oh, there's no question if I
16      was operating in an unsafe manner or creating a
17      hazard to the people then my license would be
18      suspended and that's -- I'm not going to let
19      that happen.  And I -- like I said, I would want
20      to maintain a good neighborly relationship
21      and/or utilize this position to build on the
22      neighborly relationship, because some of the
23      neighbors that are there and some of the
24      neighbors that have moved there in the last
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1      noise.
2           MR. WILSON:  Well, depending on the
3      aircraft, they're noisier than what we have, but
4      I'm not looking at doing it but I'd love to
5      learn about it.
6           MR. FREEBERG:  Have you talked to the Ogle
7      County Airport at all about using that at all?
8      I mean, you say it's a dry airport but putting a
9      helicopter pad there, I mean, all the stuff


10      you're talking about, emergency vehicles getting
11      there, that being right off a highway it's an
12      area designated for things to fly, to come in
13      and leave, it would seem like it would be a lot
14      more easier than to use than the remote area
15      that you're at.  Have you talked to the airport
16      at all about working something out?
17           MR. WILSON:  I have not, because primarily
18      I'm not looking to do this primarily for that
19      purpose.  I'm primarily looking to do this for
20      my own private purpose.  But I do want to offer
21      or be able to allow to offer my service or them
22      to use it if they chose or needed to for that
23      immediate area, the people that live that in
24      immediate area or the people that are using that
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1      maybe 10 years, I know them, but I have really
2      never had that much opportunity to talk to them
3      other than minimally, so.
4           MR. FREEBERG:  None of the uses you talked
5      about so far have anything to do with
6      agricultural, right?  You're not spraying crops
7      or anything like that?
8           MR. WILSON:  I'm not spraying crops, but I
9      would love the opportunity to investigate that


10      for the farmers in the immediate area because
11      I'm sure -- and I have seen helicopter
12      operations in the area in the past out spraying
13      in the -- and --
14           MR. FREEBERG:  But if you were to do that
15      you wouldn't be doing that with the helicopter
16      you got now.
17           MR. WILSON:  You would have to have a
18      similar size helicopter but a tank aircraft.  A
19      lot of times they use the old Bell 47G from
20      M.A.S.H., we can all relate to M.A.S.H.
21           MR. BRONKEMA:  That's something with a
22      little more zoop to it.
23           MR. FREEBERG:  I spent quite a bit of time
24      around one of those and they make quite a bit of
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1      2500-acre piece of property that the State has
2      out there for hiking and the trails if someone
3      was to get hurt.
4           MR. FREEBERG:  Do you know other people
5      that own a helicopter?
6           MR. WILSON:  I have students in the
7      Chicagoland area that I teach in their own
8      aircraft, yes.
9           MR. FREEBERG:  Okay, so as I read the


10      definition of the private heliport, you can give
11      permission to anybody you want to to use it?
12           MR. WILSON:  Oh sure, you could, yes, but
13      there's -- none of my students would be flying
14      their aircraft out here, it's a little too
15      costly at 15 gallons of fuel an hour.
16           MR. FREEBERG:  You're talking about --
17      where do you live at now?
18           MR. WILSON:  I live in Chicago.  I have to
19      live inside Chicago.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  So you're talking about
21      storing the thing out there?
22           MR. WILSON:  Pardon me?
23           MR. FREEBERG:  You're talking about
24      storing that out there?
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1           MR. WILSON:  If I was to reside in the
2      area, if I move out in five years, if I move to
3      the Ogle County, Oregon area, I'd like to be
4      able to keep it there rather than keep it in
5      Schaumburg.
6           MR. FREEBERG:  The noise things you went
7      through, this thing here (indicating) --
8           MR. WILSON:  Yes.
9           MR. FREEBERG:  -- I have a little


10      experience with that myself.  When you give
11      decibel readings it makes a big difference how
12      close you're standing to it.
13           MR. WILSON:  Of course.
14           MR. FREEBERG:  And what it's saying is the
15      helicopter is at 500 feet and you're comparing
16      it to like a combine but that was measured at
17      10 feet.  And we can go back here, and the
18      quietest thing back here is an orbiting sander
19      is 90 decibels, and you're going to tell me
20      that's noisier than your helicopter?
21           MR. WILSON:  The helicopter is a very
22      quiet helicopter in the manner that it's a
23      reciprocating engine, it's not a turbine
24      aircraft.
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1      various information used for factory noise
2      training and that kind of stuff.  I mean, I have
3      seen it before.  But just taking stuff that's
4      measured at 10 feet, comparing it to something
5      that's measured at 500 feet is sort of apples
6      and oranges.
7           When you're flying around -- I grew up on
8      a farm, I got some neighbors that raise horses.
9      Aircrafts and that will come down, they want to


10      land, animals start running.  I guess this being
11      an area -- there's a couple things we're
12      supposed to look at, but one is wildlife.  I
13      don't know if anybody is here to speak for the
14      deer in the forest preserve or not, but I'm sure
15      they're not used to helicopters.
16           MS. MAAS:  I guess on that I would note
17      that the DNR concluded their investigation and
18      found that there were no significant adverse
19      effects and also that Grant Affenblow (phonetic)
20      -- I'm not sure if I'm saying his last name
21      correctly -- that he indicated that he didn't
22      have any objection to the use of the site for a
23      heliport, and that was in our petition, Exhibit
24      No. 1.
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1           MR. FREEBERG:  But it's quieter than a
2      belt sander?
3           MR. WILSON:  Pardon me?
4           MR. FREEBERG:  But it's quieter than a
5      belt sander?
6           MR. WILSON:  The helicopter is?
7           MR. FREEBERG:  Yeah.
8           MR. WILSON:  Well, if you were standing
9      next to the helicopter in flight at 10 feet it


10      would be very loud.  But again, you wouldn't fly
11      over personnel at 10 feet, you would fly over
12      personnel maybe at 600 feet.
13           MR. FREEBERG:  That's just a point I
14      wanted to make on your comparisons on noise
15      levels.
16           MR. WILSON:  I took it off the internet.
17           MR. FREEBERG:  That makes a big
18      difference, they're not all measured
19      consistently.  So it's pretty much nonuseful
20      information.
21           MR. WILSON:  I think it's just general
22      information.
23           MS. MAAS:  It's just meant to give ranges.
24           MR. FREEBERG:  It's taken off of probably
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1           MR. WILSON:  I have done a number of
2      flights for Argon National Lab, deer counts, and
3      the DNR in different areas and the Cook County
4      Forest Preserves, and I can tell you that if a
5      deer is laying on -- in the snow and I pass over
6      it slow at 300 feet, when I leave the deer is
7      still laying in the same spot at 300 feet.
8           MR. FREEBERG:  I have seen cattle and
9      horses that don't do that.


10           MR. WILSON:  On the pipeline that I
11      inspect I fly over a lot of areas that have
12      cattle and horses, I go right by a racetrack.
13      And again, depending on the altitude in which
14      you're flying and the purpose in which you're
15      flying, but the pipeline I have to fly a little
16      bit lower, and the impact on any animal the only
17      animal I have ever seen is a horse in a corral
18      will tend to trot around a little bit.
19           MR. McKINNEY:  Have you ever witnessed
20      flying over cattle or horses starting to
21      stampede because of --
22           MR. WILSON:  No, not at all, not at all.
23      But then again, there's no one that's going to
24      be flying at an altitude -- if you took the
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1      aircraft and went down to 50 feet I'm sure
2      you'll startle the livestock, but there's no
3      livestock other than Noon's (phonetic) livestock
4      which is --
5           MS. MAAS:  To the north, correct?
6           MR. WILSON:  Correct.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  That's to the northeast --
8      or northwest, I mean.
9           MR. WILSON:  Correct.  A standard


10      approach, you intercept your approach angle,
11      you're at 300 feet and 60 knots descending and
12      decelerating, terminate at the surface or at
13      zero air speed and 3 foot hover, that's a safe
14      approach, and there is no hazards to any
15      livestock in that area.
16           MS. MAAS:  And just to clarify, Arnold
17      Noon is the only adjacent landowner who has
18      cattle in the area?
19           MR. WILSON:  That's correct.
20           MS. MAAS:  Are there any horses in the
21      area that you know of?
22           MR. WILSON:  There is -- no.
23           MS. MAAS:  And then Mr. Noon also executed
24      the consent that indicated he didn't have any
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1      areas with no restrictions on how many times
2      they can take off or land their Piper Cub, which
3      falls under the same noise level, I would have
4      to question the reason that the denial would be
5      there in the first place.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  I have got some
7      restrictions I guess from the FAA for private
8      use heliports.  A couple non -- or application
9      of deicing agent, would you be using that?


10           MR. WILSON:  The aircraft in which I fly
11      cannot be flown in any icy conditions.  It's
12      more for combat type vehicles, flying vehicles
13      that would fly during, or larger airplanes.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  What's through the fence
15      operations?
16           MR. WILSON:  What did they title it?
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Through the fence
18      operations.
19           MR. WILSON:  I'm not sure exactly what
20      you're --
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  For private use it's
22      not applicable but I didn't know, I was kind of
23      curious.
24           Flight path, from where the pad is you
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1      objection to your using the site as a heliport?
2           MR. WILSON:  That's correct.
3           MR. SWORD:  In regards to the conditions,
4      you're not going to have any more than 15, you
5      know, landings or takeoffs per year, are you,
6      correct?
7           MS. MAAS:  That was stricken at the PCR
8      meeting.
9           MR. SWORD:  Oh, it was.  Okay.


10           MR. FREEBERG:  I forget what you said.
11      Review for me once again why the Ogle County
12      airport that's next to a highway is not suitable
13      for your purposes.
14           MR. WILSON:  Just strictly for the purpose
15      that if I'm -- if I was to put it somewhere I'd
16      like to put it on my own property.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Would it be a hardship if
18      we didn't allow this and you had to be landing
19      and taking off from -- what is it.  Mt. Morris
20      or Ogle County Airport?
21           MR. WILSON:  Hardship?  I think I would
22      more question, as I show you the sectional, the
23      probably 30 other airports, private use where
24      they're landing and taking off over similar type
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1      would have to either take off going northwest --
2           MR. WILSON:  Correct.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  -- or going southwest?
4           MR. WILSON:  Southwest, it would be
5      more -- it's drawn that way because the FAA
6      likes to see that you have areas of 90 degrees
7      difference, but primarily you would take off
8      straight west or northwest.  A helicopter,
9      different than an airplane, can take off with a


10      90 degree crosswind without any effect
11      whatsoever.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  What height -- on a normal
13      takeoff what height would you be at?  If you had
14      to go northwest over that farm or southwest over
15      the two farms directly to your south, how high
16      would you be by the time you got over those?
17           MR. WILSON:  Well over 600 feet.  And the
18      cell tower that's just directly to the north of
19      me is 300 feet.  So 600 feet is very high.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay, and that would be
21      acceptable under the FAA regulations for --
22           MR. WILSON:  Correct.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.
24           MR. WILSON:  The Cessnas that are flying
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1      in the immediate area are flying much lower than
2      that.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  How long do you have to
4      idle a helicopter once -- let's say just kind of
5      starting it up cold, how long does it have to
6      sit on the ground warming up before you take
7      off?
8           MR. WILSON:  Two to three minutes is good
9      to allow your cylinders to expand and so you


10      don't cause damage to your equipment, but at
11      idle it's very quiet.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  So idling, you're not going
13      to be idling for a half hour or so?
14           MR. WILSON:  No.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  You did mention you got
16      some friends that are also pilots.  They
17      probably wouldn't be flying out that way, but
18      let's say they came to you and said, hey, I want
19      to go -- can I go hunting on your land and fly
20      in, would there ever be a time that there's more
21      than one helicopter there?
22           MR. WILSON:  No.  And I mentioned that I
23      have students that own aircrafts that I teach,
24      and I became friendly with them but they're
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1      the helicopter there, so what's -- I mean, how
2      do you anticipate -- you were talking about if
3      you're not living there, for instance, you were
4      talking about some kind of an ice rescue.  Well,
5      if your lane's full of snow, I mean you can fly
6      somebody off the river and land them over there
7      but you're not going to get an ambulance to
8      them.
9           MR. WILSON:  I keep the -- well, depending


10      -- I'm out here at least every two weeks, and
11      when the lane gets full of snow I remove the
12      snow.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  It wasn't removed tonight.
14           MR. FREEBERG:  I guess it would be
15      convenient if any river emergency coincided with
16      your plowing schedule.
17           MR. WILSON:  Right, but like I said,
18      that's just --
19           MR. McKINNEY:  That's not really part of
20      the petition.
21           MR. WILSON:  -- secondary to what my true
22      idea would be.
23           MR. BRONKEMA:  Say the sheriff's
24      department has a -- what do I want to say, a


Page 42


1      basically students that own aircrafts in the
2      Chicago area that I teach.
3           MR. FREEBERG:  Now, if I remember what you
4      said, you think you might live there some day or
5      somewhere near there but as of now you don't
6      have any concrete plans?
7           MR. WILSON:  I would have plans but I have
8      a wife that has plans too.
9           MR. FREEBERG:  So right now your family


10      has no concrete plans?
11           MR. WILSON:  My wife is not sure if she --
12           MR. SWORD:  Wants to live in the boonies.
13           MR. WILSON:  -- wants to be out here.
14           MR. FREEBERG:  Okay, so for immediate need
15      for this, you're not going to store the
16      helicopter there unless you live there, which
17      doesn't seem like it's going to happen in the
18      foreseeable future?
19           MR. WILSON:  That's true.
20           MR. FREEBERG:  So what exactly is this
21      going to be used for?
22           MR. WILSON:  What exactly is what going to
23      be used for?
24           MR. FREEBERG:  You're not going to store


Page 44


1      list, they keep a list of guys that got
2      bulldozers, loaders --
3           MR. WILSON:  That's correct.
4           MR. BRONKEMA:  -- any piece of equipment
5      that could be used during a natural disaster,
6      these people on that list would be called --
7           MR. WILSON:  That's correct.
8           MR. BRONKEMA:  -- in whatever area that's
9      in, but that's for the whole Ogle County.


10           MR. WILSON:  And I want to be able to put
11      myself and the aircraft on that list, but I
12      don't want to do it unless I know that I have an
13      approval to -- I can go there and land the
14      aircraft legally now.  As long as I don't exceed
15      too many landings, it's legal to land.  I can
16      land -- I mean, if Linda invited me in for lunch
17      I can legally go and land in Linda's driveway.
18      There's no restriction for me to do that.
19           The only reason I'm applying for this is I
20      want it to be legal.  And if I did come and go
21      once in awhile no one can -- no one would not
22      know why I'm there and it's not a shock if
23      someone sees the aircraft there, because if I go
24      there and land someone might call the sheriff's
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1      department and say I think a helicopter just
2      crashed, I seen them go down lower than the
3      trees.  So I figured education to the people
4      that live in the immediate area, put out my
5      thoughts and what I'm thinking about doing, let
6      them know up front and that it would be more
7      acceptable.
8           MR. BRONKEMA:  We have a helicopter in our
9      town land in the high school parking lot and,


10      you know, it's -- there's lights and stuff
11      there, they just come down there probably a
12      dozen times a year.
13           MR. WILSON:  How far away were you from
14      the helicopter when it happened?
15           MR. BRONKEMA:  This is Lifeline.
16           MR. WILSON:  Well, even that aircraft the
17      noise level is there but it's not deafening, and
18      that's a turbine aircraft.
19           MR. BRONKEMA:  It blows your hat off is
20      all.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?
22           Okay.  At this time I believe we have two
23      people that have filed letters of appearance.
24           MR. REIBEL:  Want me to read the names?
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1           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.  You're not aware of
2      the cattle on Hay Road going down Hay Road?
3           MR. WILSON:  Oh, I know where you're
4      talking, but he was talking the adjacent
5      properties to the property.  The Hay Road,
6      you're talking on the other side of Nashua Road
7      where it T's into Hay Road.
8           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Then you're not -- are you
9      aware of the horses that Mrs. Fellows owns


10      that's on Hay Road on the other side of Hay Road
11      that she does for Pegasus?
12           MR. WILSON:  Yes, I know, but I wouldn't
13      be in that area.  I'm not looking to operate the
14      helicopter in that area.
15           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Were you on your property
16      with your helicopter last night?
17           MR. WILSON:  No.
18           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  About 9:15?
19           MR. WILSON:  No, I was at the fire house
20      last night.
21           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.  Because there
22      was -- have you landed on your property prior to
23      you petitioning for this?
24           MR. WILSON:  A year ago, yes.
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1           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
2           MR. REIBEL:  Linda Ryckeghem and Pat
3      Lessner.
4           MS. MAAS:  Can I ask what is the date on
5      Linda Ryckeghem's appearance?
6           MR. REIBEL:  Filed January 21st.
7           MR. McKINNEY:  At this time I'll give you
8      the opportunity to ask questions.  All you can
9      do is ask questions, you can't do any


10      testifying; that will come later.  Do you
11      understand?
12           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Yes.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  You're Linda?
14           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Yes, I am.
15           MR. McKINNEY:  Have you got some questions
16      for the Petitioner?
17           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  I grew up in a one engine
18      Cessna, okay, my father was the director of
19      aeronautics for the State of Wisconsin, and I
20      will tell you that flying above 500 feet deer
21      run like hell.
22           MR. ANDERSON:  Bruce, is this a question
23      or testifying?
24           MR. McKINNEY:  That's testimony.
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1           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  It's very loud.
2           MR. WILSON:  I don't think, Linda, that if
3      I landed there you heard me.
4           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Oh, yes, I heard you,
5      count on the fact that I heard you.
6           Are you -- I asked the conservation police
7      if you are an outfitter and he wouldn't -- he
8      wouldn't answer me.  So I'm asking you, are you
9      an outfitter for hunting?


10           MR. WILSON:  No, I hunt strictly with me,
11      my father and my two sons.
12           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  And your friends.
13           MR. WILSON:  On their property that they
14      own they hunt on, as I mentioned to you.  They
15      own the property that adjoins my property in
16      which I'm a quarter owner of.  But they do not
17      hunt on the property that touches your immediate
18      property.  As I told you the first year that I
19      met you that no one would hunt on that property
20      other than me, my father and my two sons.
21           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  And why did we have that
22      conversation to begin with?
23           MR. WILSON:  Only because I introduced and
24      mentioned that I hunt there and I have hunted
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1      there for years.
2           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  No, why did we have that
3      conversation about you not hunting relatively
4      close to our house?
5           MS. MAAS:  Can I object on relevance?
6           MR. ANDERSON:  We don't need to know about
7      the hunting.
8           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.  Well, it's --
9      it's --


10           MR. McKINNEY:  Yeah, hunting has really
11      nothing to do with the petition.
12           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  All right.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Why he wants to come to his
14      property, that's a different story, but that's
15      not really --
16           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Relevant to here, okay.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  -- what we can judge if a
18      helipad can go in there or not.
19           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.  All right, sir.
20      Then I'll do that when I --
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Testify.
22           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  -- speak, yes.
23           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Do you have any
24      questions of her?
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1      tomorrow, if I'd like to do that I'd like to
2      have the opportunity that I could do that and
3      not do it just because the FAA says that I can
4      do it X amount of times a year but do it because
5      I have went through the process to let you know,
6      Linda know, Bob know and the immediate people
7      that I'm doing it and I'm trying to do it
8      correctly, and that's why I'm doing it now.
9           MR. LESSNER:  Is it more expensive to fly


10      out here than to drive?
11           MR. WILSON:  It's a little bit more
12      expensive, yeah, definitely.
13           MR. LESSNER:  What would it cost to fly
14      out?
15           MR. WILSON:  With that aircraft it would
16      probably cost me probably a hundred dollars.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Is that one way or round
18      trip.
19           MR. WILSON:  No, round trip I think.
20      Where gas, if I did it with my truck, would
21      probably cost half of that, right?
22           MR. FREEBERG:  How long does it take?
23           MR. WILSON:  To what, drive?
24           MR. FREEBERG:  One way.  To fly.
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1           MR. WILSON:  No.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Pat Lessner.
3           MR. LESSNER:  Why are you applying for
4      this variance now and not wait until you are
5      going to move out here, maybe six months before
6      actually moving into the area?
7           MR. WILSON:  I felt -- I mean, it's not
8      like I'm looking to build, anything, Pat.  I own
9      the building there already, I have adequate


10      space there, and if I chose to or wanted to for
11      a purpose to fly out, spend the night and fly
12      back if it was nice with my two boys, uhm, or,
13      you know, one of my sons at a time, I would like
14      to have the opportunity to do that once in
15      awhile.
16           Uhm, I worked hard for -- I'm going to be
17      50 years old this year, and I have worked hard,
18      and if I own a helicopter that I use pretty much
19      just for the purpose of working it, and I
20      thought it would be nice if I had the
21      opportunity if I was with my 14-year-old son,
22      because they grow up quick, my youngest is now
23      14, and said, hey, do you want to go out and fly
24      out there and spend the evening and come back
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1           MR. WILSON:  Oh, to fly?  I do it in about
2      40 minutes versus an hour and 40 minutes, but
3      that's 40 minutes from Schaumburg instead of 40
4      minutes from my house.  It's just a -- you enjoy
5      shooting and you enjoy hunting.  Uhm, I enjoy
6      hunting, I don't really shoot just to shoot much
7      but I enjoy hunting, I enjoy archery hunting the
8      most, but I enjoy flying and I would enjoy to be
9      able to fly for fun a little bit rather than


10      just fly for work.  And I thought it would be
11      nice if I could fly to my own place, spend the
12      night or even spend the weekend and then go
13      back.
14           MR. BRONKEMA:  Same reason people buy
15      four-wheelers.
16           MR. WILSON:  Correct.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  When you -- now, before you
18      build a house if you fly out for the weekend
19      what are you planning on doing, camping out?
20           MR. WILSON:  No, I can -- my parents live
21      here.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Oh, okay.
23           MR. WILSON:  I have the barn there where I
24      can work on -- I like old cars, I like to work
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1      on them.  I have an old tractor that I bought,
2      one that I am tinkering, rebuilding.  I got it
3      apart, we'll see if I can get it back together,
4      but I met some elder farmers here that I drink
5      coffee with at Shell Station at 4:30 in the
6      morning, so I've recruited some help.  They're
7      going to show me how to put it back together.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  Do you have some more
9      questions?


10           MR. LESSNER:  No, that's fine.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Sorry if I interrupted you.
12           MR. LESSNER:  That's fine.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Do you have any questions
14      for this gentleman?
15           MR. WILSON:  I don't have any questions
16      for Pat.  I have spoken to Pat a couple times
17      trying to be neighborly and all -- I can make a
18      statement?  I don't know if I'm supposed to make
19      a statement.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  We'll let you after we have
21      people either for or against, then we'll let you
22      have final rebuttal.
23           At this time is there anybody here that
24      wishes to testify in favor of this petition?
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1      things cleaned up and as -- as much as possible
2      the clearing of the property around us.  And we
3      sit about 225 feet, our property is 500 feet --
4                    (Whereupon, Mr. Freeberg
5                     indicates on the map.)
6           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Thank you.
7           MR. SWORD:  Where are you?
8           MR. FREEBERG:  Which one is it?  Down
9      here?


10           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  The farthest one.
11           MR. SWORD:  To the west or east?  I can't
12      see where you're pointing.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  To the west.
14           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  To the west.
15           MR. SWORD:  Okay.  The white square?
16           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Yes.  We have a pond.
17      Well, anyways, the property is set way back on
18      the -- the house is set way back, and we're
19      about less than a hundred feet from his -- his
20      fence line, and we talked about the fact that we
21      didn't want hunting done.  There's a 300 yard
22      situation with hunting.  And the first day of
23      hunting my husband and I are having breakfast
24      and I'm looking out the window and there's two
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1           Is there anybody that wishes to testify


2      opposing this petition?


3           Let me swear you all three in at one time


4      and then we'll just go right down the line.


5    BOB RYCKEGHEM, LINDA RYCKEGHEM and PAT LESSNER,


6      being first duly sworn, testified as follows:


7           MR. McKINNEY:  Each one of you if you give


8      her your names and addresses.


9           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Linda Ryckeghem,


10      R-Y-C-K-E-G-H-E-M, 1744 West Hay Road, Oregon.


11           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  Bob Ryckeghem, R-Y -- you


12      got this -- C-K-E-G-H-E-M, same address, 1744


13      West Hay Road.


14           MR. LESSNER:  I'm Pat Lessner,


15      L-E-S-S-N-E-R, 1544 Hay Road.


16           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Let you start.


17           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  When I met Keith we bought


18      the property from the lady who had owned it for


19      40 years and she used it as a -- as a seasonal,


20      she had a cabin, septic, electricity, the whole


21      works.  And he introduced himself and he knew


22      that we were going to use it as a permanent


23      residence.  And we had gotten it all finished


24      and the addition and the road we had done and


Page 56


1      orange guys within 75 feet of the house and
2      boom, there goes the gun, and he came over and
3      he missed the -- he shot the deer but he needed
4      to trail it because it came back on our
5      property.  Well, we had already told him about
6      not hunting near our house because we had read
7      about the 300 yard shooting.  And he was -- he
8      was concerned about it because he sent us
9      tickets that -- for food at a local restaurant


10      and he was concerned and apologized but he did
11      it anyways.
12           Uhm, so that is my first introduction to
13      Keith, okay, so it concerned me.  Since then he
14      is hunting but he's still within 300 yards.  He
15      only has nine and a half acres that separates us
16      from his building.  Okay, it's probably a little
17      bit more -- what would you say, to the
18      helicopter port?
19           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  Oh, I don't know.
20           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Anyways, growing up with
21      one engine Cessnas, they're loud and they do
22      scare the deer.  And we do have horses and
23      cattle around the area, and just because the
24      adjacent property is going to be affected and we
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1      are full-time residents and all our money is
2      spent within the local area and we have made
3      this home an -- as a retirement area for my
4      husband based on three things.  One, we like the
5      city of Oregon, we like how the City of Oregon
6      has kept a very historic presence.  I have a
7      history degree.  I'm fascinated by the buildings
8      when you come in and to.  When the highway come
9      in and said that they wanted to destroy the


10      section of town, you know, it would have -- it
11      would have minimized the quality of the square
12      that you have kept by keeping the old
13      courthouse.  That's how I feel about this
14      heliport.
15           We bought this property because, number
16      one, it's quiet.  I realize that Keith says that
17      it's minimal noise level and stuff.  It isn't.
18      It's intrusive, very intrusive.  When we bought
19      the property we knew that we were going to deal
20      with certain things, hunting and combining,
21      that's why you live out in the country because
22      you already know what you're dealing with.
23           Now, if I was living in a city or if I
24      decided to buy property and I knew that there
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1      training there, it's 17 miles, people who live
2      in Oregon go there to go to the hospital.  I
3      don't see a big inconvenience because he doesn't
4      want to travel the extra hour.
5           As far as the hunting is concerned, Ogle
6      County has the people in Oregon use the -- use
7      the Section 6 which is on Hay Road as for
8      hunting for their deer because this is one of
9      the few places that is available for them to


10      hunt.  So if this -- if Keith comes in the day
11      before, he's already disturbed the deer.
12           So I mean, as -- as the helicopter what is
13      he going to do, go straight up to 500 feet and
14      zoom out?  No, he's going to be going up so far,
15      he's going to go off the land and then he's
16      going to elevate.  And all that is going to
17      disturb people.  So if he's here 12 times,
18      that's 24, all right.
19           I talked to the FAA in DeKalb, once he
20      follows -- once he gets his -- his private
21      heliport you're absolutely right, he can give
22      permission to anybody he wants to.  And who's
23      going to -- who's going to -- who's going to be
24      accountable to the FAA?  They don't care.  He
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1      was going to be an airport nearby, I would have
2      already had the ability to realize and couldn't
3      complain about the airport because it was
4      already there.  But this is recreation for
5      Keith.  This isn't living there day after day
6      using our money for taxes and our salaries and
7      Social Security for living and being part of the
8      community.  He's coming in for some fun.  I
9      mean, it's very nice that his dad lives here,


10      but he lives in Chicago.  As this gentleman,
11      Mr. Freeberg says, he's in Chicago.  What are
12      you going to do, dial his number while he's
13      working to get him to do some emergency work for
14      you?  He works for the City of Chicago.  My
15      husband for eight years drove into the city
16      every day and he drove back home so we could
17      have the property that we have.
18           And this area is -- he gave you that map
19      of all of the -- all the airports that are
20      nearby.  15 minutes.  I mean, if he wants to --
21      if he wants to rent a building at Mt. Morris, he
22      can, they have it.  He could leave his truck
23      there.  Rochelle, I called the Rochelle Airport,
24      they have -- they have gas, he can do his school
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1      can file flight plans on a computer, did you
2      know that?  So I just -- I find it supercilious.
3           It must be really nice for a man to own a
4      helicopter, you know, I can't deny him that
5      pleasure.  But I find it the ultimate luxury to
6      be able to get his own heliport to fly in and
7      fly out as a -- as a leisure thing.  And yet
8      when he flies in and flies out the people who
9      live here, the people who are a part of his


10      flight plan, the animals who have not been used
11      to the noise and everything have to deal with
12      his luxury.  And that's what he has, a luxury.
13      And that luxury is going to disturb the one
14      thing that people do when they move out to the
15      country, is not to have the noise.  You plow
16      during the summer, you plow during the fall, you
17      know, that's -- that's it.  Uhm, if you run a
18      chain saw it's because you need to cut a tree.
19      There's reasons for the noise level that he's
20      indicated.  There is not a reason for the noise
21      level for a helicopter.
22           He can land anyplace within 15 minutes and
23      get to his home.  He can store it, he can fuel
24      it, he can fix it.  You know, and I think it's
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1      very nice that he's an emergency -- he would,
2      you know, do it for an emergency but he lives
3      on -- he lives on a -- on a gravel road and it
4      would be so much easier to be able to get to an
5      emergency thing on a plowed highway.  I say no.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Just a question, and I
7      realize hunting really has nothing to do with
8      this petition because he can drive from Chicago
9      and go hunting on his own land, but do either


10      you or your husband own guns?
11           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  We do not -- yes, we do.
12           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  We have guns.
13           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Yes, we have guns.  The
14      reason we have guns, sir, is because when we
15      moved in there was a gentleman who was
16      bludgeoned on our road.  It's one of your first
17      murders in a long time.  And to be very frank
18      with you, I'm 62 years old and I have a -- I
19      have a private property sign, no trespassing,
20      but for some odd reason people around here don't
21      believe in that sign and it -- you know, I -- I
22      carry it for protection, I have it in my house
23      for protection.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Anybody else have a
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1      no reason to go over the top of the -- of any of
2      our buildings and stuff right here.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  There may --
4           MR. WILSON:  Never.
5           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  In or out?
6           MR. WILSON:  Never.  I would never have to
7      go over your property.
8           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  And another thing too,
9      them guys were talking about fuel, is there


10      going to be fuel storage out there on that?
11           MR. WILSON:  I mentioned, Bob, that if I
12      was living there that it would be nice to be
13      able to have like a farmer tank they have on the
14      legs to have fuel there but not -- I mean, if I
15      did anything it would be strictly within the
16      legal guidelines of having any fuel storage, the
17      same as the farmer does for his tractor.
18           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  You have to put
19      containment and all that around it?
20           MR. WILSON:  No, I think generally the
21      farmers they just have that above area thing and
22      it's minimal gallons.  The retainment doesn't
23      start until after a certain amount of gallons.
24      I'm not an expert on it, but I would only do it
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1      question?
2           MR. ANDERSON:  Before you bought the
3      property where did you originally live?
4           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Cary, Illinois.
5           MR. SWORD:  And how long have you been out
6      there where you're at now?
7           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Eight years.
8           MR. SWORD:  Eight years, okay.
9           MR. McKINNEY:  If there's no other


10      questions --
11           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  I'm fine.  I can only hear
12      about half of what's going on, but I did have a
13      couple questions and I got part of it.  This
14      flight path thing over, did he say northwest is
15      where he would go which would be, what, this way
16      (indicating)?
17           MR. LESSNER:  Kind of like this way
18      (indicating).
19           MR. McKINNEY:  You're to the southwest.
20           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  Southwest.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Your property is to the
22      southwest, so he would go in the opposite
23      direction.
24           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  Well, then there would be
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1      if it was legal.
2           MR. BRONKEMA:  He's only talking 200
3      gallons.
4           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  Pardon?
5           MR. BRONKEMA:  He's only talking 200
6      gallons, it's not a big thing.
7           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  That's not big for
8      containment in case a ruptured tank?
9           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Or EPA standards or


10      anything like that?
11           MR. BRONKEMA:  Not for that.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Sir.
13           MR. LESSNER:  I have been out at the 1544
14      Hay Road for 10 years now and --
15           MR. SWORD:  Are you the other place here?
16           MR. LESSNER:  Yes, I'm the other place,
17      the 15 acres there just to the south of Keith.
18      And the reason I moved out there, I had been
19      looking probably 25 years before.  Before I used
20      to go hunting when I was a child with my father
21      out there and it used to be called the Buck Deer
22      Ranch, now Meiners (phonetic) own that property
23      over there, but it used to be called the Buck
24      Deer Ranch.  And I always wanted to be in this
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1      area.  And I had grown up with three other
2      brothers, and my dad had always taken us
3      hunting.  Well, I had looked for many years
4      trying to find something in the area conducive
5      to what I would want to use for hunting and
6      retire.
7           I was a high school teacher at Dixon for
8      33 years and retired from there in 2003, and
9      also a financial advisor for 25 years as well.


10      But I had wanted to find something, and I
11      finally did.  And the reason I moved out there
12      was not only just to get away from the city,
13      city being Dixon, that's where I lived when I
14      taught at Dixon High School.  And the reasons
15      were, and I listed them here, that the forest
16      solitude.  When you go out into the woods when I
17      go out to my place, when I take my mother out to
18      my place, it's like going into another world.
19      It's quiet.  I can -- when my friends come out
20      they remark about what an aesthetic affect it
21      has on them.  When they come off of the tar and
22      chip road on Hay Road and hit the gravel road
23      they're entering into another world and
24      dimension.  It's -- that's -- they're getting
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1      even there, I would hate to have anything
2      happen.  I said, if you're over here again I
3      will have you arrested.
4           It has not been a neighborly concern with
5      Keith and his friends with regard to my
6      property.  It has been infringed upon.  A reason
7      why I wanted to get away out into the country so
8      as not to have that.
9           As far as noise and things like that, I


10      was on the computer, I have got articles here
11      about helicopter noise.  I brought this for you
12      gentlemen to look at and to look at as well.
13           And if you have had a chance of having a
14      helicopter fly over, I don't care how high up,
15      it's still an annoyance.  And there's an article
16      about that as well.  And it's an unwanted sound
17      that when I moved out into the country I was to
18      get away from, not be infringed upon by a
19      helicopter coming down and landing just to the
20      north of where I live.
21           Again, that -- I got away, moved away from
22      the city, even though Dixon's not a big city,
23      Oregon's not a big city, but to me it's still
24      the city.  So go to the country to have that
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1      away from the noise.  I was a high school
2      teacher, it was noisy all the time.  When I
3      would get into my own truck I wouldn't turn the
4      radio on, I just liked the solitude.  A reason I
5      moved out into the forest.
6           I built a home out there and I live out
7      there for the beauty that nature has provided
8      out in that area.  I have improved the area in
9      that area.  I love watching the habitat, the


10      natural wildlife.  And a reason why I moved out
11      there was to not be infringed upon by my
12      neighbors.
13           Since I had lived out there probably the
14      first five, six years I was infringed upon by
15      Keith and his father and his friends.  I had to
16      keep on reminding them that where they were
17      hunting was on my property.  Finally I had to
18      put up no trespassing signs and still I found
19      his father on my property and I said, look, you
20      know, this is the sixth time I think I have
21      caught you here, I do not want you on this
22      property anymore.  You know, I am concerned, I
23      hunt out here, I have two other friends that
24      hunt out here as well.  We don't know you're
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1      feeling of no noise except for the plowing of
2      the crops or the plowing of the fields.  And I
3      really find that as an infringement of coming
4      out here.
5           It's not as though Keith lives a long ways
6      away that he cannot come out, fly into a
7      neighboring airport and have his father pick him
8      up, which is 15 minutes away.  I visit my mother
9      in Grand Detour daily and that's 15, 20 minutes


10      away.  It's not bad.  It's not a long drive.  So
11      if that's the case, he wants to fly his
12      helicopter out, he can still do that, fly it to
13      an airport, get a hangar for it.  It has the
14      fuel right there so he doesn't have to worry
15      about that.  He's not going to use it right
16      away.  I don't see what the hurry is.  I know if
17      he wants to, go to an airport close by.
18           I don't like the idea of knowing that when
19      I come out here if this is allowed that Keith
20      will come out anytime.  There's no governance as
21      to when he can -- who he wants to have come out.
22      There's no one to monitor any of that.
23           And as I said, I'll leave these with you
24      as well, some of the things that had to do with
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1      the effects of the helicopter noise on rural
2      residents.  There's another article on noise and
3      human impacts.  Animals also suffer from loud
4      noise.  There's also studies done that has
5      nesting birds, they leave their nests because of
6      the noise.
7           Stop the Helipad.  You know, property
8      values drop significantly.  I don't want my
9      property to drop.  If I ever sell my property I


10      would have to disclose that there is a helipad
11      close buy, that will detract from the property
12      value.
13           I'll leave these here for you guys when
14      you are discussing all that to look at your
15      leisure as well.
16           Also, I believe Henry Dixon wanted to come
17      tonight as well and but he couldn't, had a prior
18      commitment that he couldn't get out of.  He's
19      leaving -- so he sent a letter that he too is
20      not in favor of that.  He owns property at the
21      edge of Lost Nation Road and Hay Road.  And so
22      he sent a letter saying that he does not
23      appreciate that either.  Thank you.
24           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Let's say you decide in
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1           MR. WILSON:  That would be driving.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.
3           MR. WILSON:  The truth of the matter is I
4      might not come out but once a year.  I just want
5      to be legal and the people that live in the area
6      to be educated on the possibilities and the
7      legalization of it if it was to happen.
8           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  But how as -- let's say
9      everything is given and so on and so forth, and


10      then once the FAA gives this they're done, okay,
11      he's got a private helicopter port, he can give
12      anybody permission to land.  He's account --
13      he's not accountable to the FAA, he's not
14      accountable to the Department of Transportation.
15      The only people he's accountable to is you, all
16      right, but we receive the impact.  So how do
17      we -- how do you and I -- we, as landowners
18      paying taxes, and I'm not saying Keith doesn't
19      pay taxes, but because of the development of our
20      land we went from $1600 to almost $6,000 in
21      eight years.  I mean that's -- that's
22      development of your land, that's development --
23      you know, that's -- that's resources that you
24      have from one property.  Ag gets certain


Page 70


1      favor of this, I was told by the Planning Board
2      or one of the gentlemen that I called and he
3      said that you can do restrictions on this.  He
4      also stated that if it -- if it was a Special
5      Use if it isn't used for one year it's
6      discontinued; is that correct?
7           MR. REIBEL:  A Special Use Permit that's
8      inactive for a period of 12 months or more
9      becomes -- goes away, it's discontinued,


10      correct.
11           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.  How is it
12      monitored?  Keith has given testimony that he's
13      going to use it 12 times -- actually it's, you
14      know, 12 times is 24 -- 24 ins and outs, you
15      know, how do we -- how do we monitor this?  I
16      mean how do you monitor it?
17           MR. BRONKEMA:  I don't think he testified
18      12 times.  I think it was just in here they
19      suggested 12 times.
20           MR. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay, suggested 12 times.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  In his testimony he said he
22      might be out here every two weeks.
23           MR. WILSON:  That's driving.
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Pardon?
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1      write-offs, so on and so forth.
2           But what I'm asking is if he -- if things
3      go along and we get a little lax in things and,
4      you know, how -- do I come and complain to you
5      that it's more than 24 times?  Do I come and
6      complain that it's getting to the point where
7      the noise level is way beyond, you know that it
8      is a detraction, that it is -- you know, that it
9      is jeopardizing our property values?  I mean,


10      where's the accountability?  I would like to
11      know that.
12           MR. REIBEL:  Yes, I can't sit out there
13      and --
14           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Right.
15           MR. REIBEL:  -- watch him and count the
16      number of takeoffs and landings.
17           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Right.  Right.
18           MR. REIBEL:  So yes, we would rely on you
19      to be our eyes and ears in the field.
20           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.
21           MR. McKINNEY:  We could also go to the FAA
22      records to find out how many times he filed any
23      flight plans -- flight plans to fly in and out.
24           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.
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1                    (Lessner Exhibit Nos. 1 through 6
2                     marked for identification.)
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Just to get this cleaned up
4      first, Mr. Lessner has got some exhibits here.
5      So Exhibit Lessner Exhibit No. 1 is a zoning
6      variance, Lessner Exhibit No. 2 is the Effect of
7      Helicopter Noise on Rural Residences, Exhibit
8      No. 3 Lessner is titled Noise, Exhibit No. 4 is
9      Stop the Helipad, and Exhibit 5 is Helicopter


10      Noise Probe Concludes, and No. 6 is a letter
11      from a Henry S. Dixon.
12           You had -- and I just got to thinking
13      about it, when you had your questions of
14      Mr. Wilson you were asking him because there was
15      a loud noise last night about him flying in last
16      night?
17           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Right.
18           MR. McKINNEY:  He stated he wasn't -- he
19      was on duty in Chicago.  Do you have a lot of
20      noise around your area, like from farming
21      operations?
22           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  There -- no, actually Pat
23      testified that once you -- Hay Road is Number 6
24      entrance to -- it goes down to the river.  Okay.
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1      setting.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Any board member have any
3      more questions of these three?
4           MR. ANDERSON:  I have one other question.
5      Can either of your residences see his building?
6           MR. LESSNER:  Uh-huh, I can.
7           MR. ANDERSON:  You can see it through the
8      woods?
9           MR. LESSNER:  Yes.


10           MR. ANDERSON:  That's all I have.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  At this time you got your
12      chance for closing or rebuttal to any statements
13      that were made.
14           MS. MAAS:  Opportunity like a closing
15      statement or just final questions?
16           MR. REIBEL:  You have an opportunity to
17      ask your questions now of these three.
18           MS. MAAS:  I think I only had maybe one
19      question for you, Linda.  I just wanted to
20      confirm that my understanding is that you and
21      your husband do not own livestock yourself,
22      correct?
23           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Two dogs.
24           MS. MAAS:  Okay.  No cows, no horses?
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1      We have a lot of eagles in the area, that was
2      the other thing I was going to tell you.  The
3      majority of the land -- we live in a hollow and
4      the majority of the farmland is up on the flats.
5      Can you appreciate that?
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Yup.
7           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Okay.  We really don't
8      hear the tractors.  The only thing we do hear
9      are guns, and that's because of the Meiners'


10      property.  Once you get on to gravel road, not
11      counting Star Road and the other road, but once
12      you go down into the area that is a drainage for
13      the Rock River, it's totally wooded.  I mean, we
14      have a tree every foot, it's that wooded.  And
15      the only place that isn't wooded is -- is our --
16      the drainage pond that we have.  It's -- but,
17      uhm, I heard something last night that I was
18      letting the dogs out that was very loud and --
19           MR. McKINNEY:  You have no idea what it
20      was?
21           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  No, I don't.  But one of
22      the things that does happen in -- down in this
23      hollow area is that the sound is magnified and
24      it's -- it's kind of like an amphitheater
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1           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  No, none whatsoever.
2           MS. MAAS:  All right.
3           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Lots of deer, they come
4      down to drink at the pond.
5           MR. LESSNER:  Turkeys.
6           MS. MAAS:  I didn't have anything else for
7      them.
8           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  Lots of turkeys too.
9           MR. WILSON:  When I made my statement that


10      I can fly over deer laying in the snow at
11      300 feet and they lay there, that's factual.  I
12      don't think I need to bring in a video to prove
13      that.  The helicopter, different than a Cessna,
14      the helicopter has a muffler on it.  Noise is
15      even less than a Cessna.
16           I don't think I came down here about
17      hunting, so I really don't think there's much
18      for me to say about hunting other than --
19           MR. McKINNEY:  It's not really a part of
20      the petition either.
21           MR. WILSON:  -- other than the only people
22      as I agreed that would hunt on that property
23      that touches their property, Linda and Bob, is
24      me, my sons and my father.  And I understand the
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1      concern and I spoke to them about that when they
2      first lived there.  But they have hunters that
3      come in and hunt on their property as well, so I
4      don't think really hunting is an issue.
5           And Pat Lessner stated himself that he
6      hunts and has individual friends that come out
7      and hunt on the property as well.  And the
8      property that I own and the property that I own
9      that touches that property with three other


10      people are the only people that hunt on that
11      immediate property.  So as far as the noise that
12      we're creating, it's across the board.
13           I think -- and I think, as I see where
14      this is going, that you gentlemen and Mike and
15      the people that live here or that will take
16      complaints will hear -- and I can understand
17      why, but you'll get a complaint every time
18      Lifeflight comes by, even if I am at the fire
19      house because they're going to think now that it
20      would be me but it's not going to be me.
21      They're not going to hear that helicopter, in my
22      operation that I would be coming in there once
23      in awhile would not be a nuisance.
24           So probably what you heard last night
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1      reviewed annually where you have compliance
2      issues on an annual basis to maintain your
3      license?
4           MR. WILSON:  Yeah, I have to answer to the
5      FAA and I have to have a medical physical
6      annually.  And like I mentioned, I teach it as
7      well and the students that I teach I teach them
8      good piloting skills as well as appreciation to
9      the people that live in an area that you're


10      flying, so.
11           MS. MAAS:  I have nothing further.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Are you licensed to fly by
13      radar or visual, or does helicopters even have
14      --
15           MR. WILSON:  I have an instrument
16      helicopter rating.  The helicopter that I have
17      does not have instruments on it where you can do
18      a flight plan.  And as far as the mention that
19      you can file a flight plan, any pilot can file a
20      fight plan; you don't need to file a flight
21      plan.  And if you were flying in and out of that
22      area you wouldn't be filing a flight plan.  A
23      flight plan is more from when you're going into
24      a radar controlled area or if you need flight
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1      would be more of a nuisance than I would ever
2      be.  But I guess that's yet to be seen.
3           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?
4           MS. MAAS:  Not for them.  I only had three
5      points if clarification for Keith.
6           Keith, on your -- what we marked as
7      Petitioner's Exhibit 5, which I believe was a
8      portion of the sectional chart, does it show any
9      heliports in close proximity to the river?


10           MR. WILSON:  No.  That sectional has not
11      got any heliports marked on it, which would be
12      an M.  They could be a heliport but an R would
13      be restricted.
14           MS. MAAS:  Let me rephrase that then.  To
15      your knowledge are there any heliports existing
16      now that are in close proximity to the river?
17           MR. WILSON:  No.  No.
18           MS. MAAS:  How far is your site from the
19      river?
20           MR. WILSON:  I would say if you had to
21      walk straight to the river, maybe a quarter of a
22      mile.
23           MS. MAAS:  And in terms of your licensing
24      for your pilot, is that something that's
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1      following for some purpose or another.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  One more question
3      then I have got.  You're not in the flight path
4      for Rockford Airport, correct?
5           MR. WILSON:  Oh, you -- no.
6           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  Closing statements?
7           MS. MAAS:  I believe that the -- one of
8      the functions of the Board tonight is to review
9      the LaSalle Factors, the request for the Special


10      Use Permit in light of those.
11           And just to briefly summarize those for
12      you that, first that we believe that the request
13      for the Special Use Permit by Mr. Wilson is
14      compatible with the existing uses in the zoning.
15      There would be no change in the zoning that's
16      sought.  There's no further construction that's
17      anticipated.  The existing definitions of AG-1
18      zoning allows for helipads and heliports
19      pursuant to a Special Use Permit.  I believe
20      that the existing Zoning Ordinance would address
21      concerns raised by the three interested parties
22      tonight wherein they're referencing a change in
23      the character of the -- of the existing zoning
24      or use of the property.  However, I think that
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1      the Zoning Ordinance puts the public on notice
2      that that potential use is considered acceptable
3      under the existing Zoning Ordinance.
4           Under the second factor, at this point in
5      time there's no public services that would be
6      needed or would be needed to be provided or
7      cause further dependance on public services.
8           Under the third one, as far as significant
9      adverse impacts on other property in the


10      vicinity, you know, I think the one that was
11      identified primarily tonight is noise.  We have
12      given you our figures as far as the decibel
13      levels.  You have heard Mr. Wilson's testimony.
14      Perhaps the most useful information on our
15      exhibits would be that Page 1 of our
16      Petitioner's Exhibit 3 that shows that the
17      decibel level for his particular aircraft is
18      comparable to the ambient traffic noise.
19           As far as any adverse affects on wildlife,
20      again, I mean I think suggestions were made that
21      there is adverse impacts but I think the weight
22      of the evidence needs to be placed with the
23      experts, which in this instance are opinions of
24      IDNR and also Mr. Grant Affenblow (phonetic) who
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1      ground in our county, to preserve the existing
2      woodlands.  And the LESA findings indicated that
3      it's a Low rating for protection, this
4      particular site.  Further, you're not losing any
5      ground, no ground's being taken out of farm or
6      crop production, and that the use is compatible.
7           In terms of balancing, you know, the
8      public interest versus the private use of the
9      land, again, I think we go back to the allowable


10      uses by a Special Use under the AG-1 zoning,
11      which the heliport and the helipad is an
12      allowable use pursuant to the Special Use
13      Permit.  It could be useful having an additional
14      heliport or helipad available for emergency
15      situations.  But again, as Mr. Wilson testified,
16      the primary use here would be for his own
17      private use.
18           I think some of the commentary, you could
19      come up with different analogies.  You know,
20      owning a helicopter and using it on your own
21      personal property, maybe that's one person's
22      luxury.  Maybe another person's luxury is being
23      able to farm their ground, own their own farm
24      equipment.  These days with the cost of what
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1      manages Castle Rock.
2           Under the fourth factor, we believe that
3      the subject property is suitable for the
4      proposed use.  Again, he's requesting a private
5      use, not a public one, though he is open to
6      assisting other entities in emergency situations
7      as they may arise.
8           Again, there's already the existing
9      concrete pad, there's no further construction


10      that's contemplated, there's no alteration in
11      the topography that's contemplated.  As he
12      testified, the approach and the takeoffs would
13      occur over his property, no nighttime operations
14      are considered, and also the suitability of the
15      site ultimately would be judged by the FAA and
16      IDOT pursuant to their permitting and compliance
17      procedures.
18           Under the fifth factor, again, there's
19      consistency and compatibility with the existing
20      uses.  No land would be taken out of crop
21      production.  Hunting on the site could continue.
22           And then lastly, I think the last factor
23      is -- goes to the purpose of the AG-1 zoning,
24      which is really primarily to preserve farm
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1      farm equipment costs, that in and of itself
2      could be considered a luxury.  You know, other
3      luxuries -- and I think this goes to different
4      hobbies or different recreational activities of
5      different citizens.  Uhm, you know, there's
6      snowmobiling, there's four-wheeling, and those
7      activities also have noise associated with them
8      but nobody asks those individuals to park their
9      snowmobile 15 minutes down the road, nobody asks


10      them to park their four-wheeler 20 minutes down
11      the road and then have somebody drive them to
12      it.  So it is a balancing act.
13           But I think if you go back to what the
14      intent is and purpose of the AG-1 zoning, that
15      the use as suggested here by Mr. Wilson is
16      consistent with the Zoning Ordinance.
17           MR. McKINNEY:  Okay.  If there's nothing
18      else, entertain a motion to go back --
19           MR. FREEBERG:  I wanted to respond, how do
20      I do that?
21           MR. McKINNEY:  Make a statement now.
22           MR. FREEBERG:  For one thing, the hunting
23      and trespassing issues aren't --
24           MS. RYCKEGHEM:  -- relevant.
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1           MR. LESSNER:  Right.
2           MR. FREEBERG:  Right.  He's not hunting
3      out of his helicopter as far as I know.
4           A couple things.  I think you stated farm
5      equipment is a luxury.  I don't think you can
6      tell a farmer that pays $200,000 for a tractor
7      for a business that he's doing that for luxury
8      purposes.  Small point.
9           One thing we're supposed to do in the Ag


10      area is preserve the character of the area.  I
11      guess the question we have to ask is -- and
12      there's things in here about light and all that
13      kind of stuff.  Another form of pollution is
14      noise pollution, and you made some valid points
15      with snowmobilers and whatnot.  But preserving
16      the character of the area, helicopters coming
17      and going overhead would result in noise in an
18      area like this.
19           I think you talked about the Special Use
20      Permits, granted the Special Use Permits in the
21      Zoning Ordinance, but the reason there's the
22      Special Use is because it has to fit into the
23      area, which it doesn't necessarily mean even
24      though it's a Special Use that it's always going
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1      wouldn't be a place where he could set it down.
2      I guess at this point in time that you're not
3      going to live there and look for a place to
4      store it and you're only going to use it once a
5      year, I don't really see where it would be a big
6      hardship on you to say we would prefer that you
7      use the airport.
8           MR. WILSON:  Am I allowed to make a
9      statement?


10           MR. McKINNEY:  Go ahead.
11           MR. WILSON:  If I own the building already
12      and have the ability to if, I wanted to, store
13      it there if I needed to store it there then why
14      should I rent a hangar from Mt. Morris?  I
15      mean --
16           MR. FREEBERG:  Well, as I said, you said
17      before that until you moved out here you
18      wouldn't be storing it here.
19           MR. WILSON:  But I want the ability to
20      come as I want to land if I chose.  I'm just
21      trying to do it legal and correct.
22           MR. McKINNEY:  Let me just ask you this:
23      If you were to have to either land and take off
24      at either Mt. Morris or Rochelle, is there fees
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1      to be applicable to the agriculture area.  If it
2      was always applicable it would be a permitted
3      use and you wouldn't have to question it.  But I
4      think we have to consider does it fit into this
5      particular place.
6           You compared -- and all the noise
7      information, I already commented on the stuff
8      you gave that it's not exactly apples and
9      oranges.


10           And also with stuff you gave us as to what
11      noise is over London, well, we don't know what
12      kind of helicopter those are.  So I guess
13      personally I'm going to discount both of your
14      noise data.  But comparing it to ambient
15      traffic, in this location there is no ambient
16      traffic so it is an added noise.
17           One thing we consider is need and I guess
18      I just -- I'm having trouble figuring out why we
19      need this at this point in time since he doesn't
20      need a place in the foreseeable future to store
21      his helicopter.  He himself said he may only do
22      it once a year, and if he's just going to come
23      out here once a year I haven't heard any reason
24      why the Ogle County Airport over by Mt. Morris


Page 88


1      associated with landing and taking off?
2           MR. WILSON:  I don't think so but that's
3      not -- that's not why I'm here petitioning to
4      land on my own property.
5           MR. FREEBERG:  Where's the helicopter kept
6      now?
7           MR. WILSON:  Schaumburg area, because I
8      mentioned I operate it in that area for business
9      work.


10           MR. FREEBERG:  So you are essentially
11      storing it there?
12           MR. WILSON:  Correct.
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Did you want to clarify
14      something?
15           MS. MAAS:  If you were not allowed to use
16      your existing concrete pad as a heliport and had
17      to fly to one of the other existing landing
18      strips, whether it's the Mt. Morris Airport or
19      Dixon Airport, are there -- does that increase
20      the cost to you in terms of using that as a mode
21      of transport?
22           MR. WILSON:  Of course it would.  I would
23      not locate it anywhere else other than my own
24      property.  I mean, there's no reason for me to.
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1           MS. MAAS:  Okay, and if you were allowed
2      to use the heliport, would it be more likely or
3      less likely in terms of your visits to the area
4      or visits to your property?
5           MR. WILSON:  It would just be an option if
6      I wanted to fly out here with one of my children
7      or my wife, if I chose, rather than drive.  I
8      guess it's a little bit of a prestige thing.  If
9      you own one you have the option to it, no


10      different than someone owning an antique car
11      that they like to fly or drive on the weekend
12      and it might be more than the helicopter.  Would
13      they want to store it away from their own place?
14      I don't think so.
15           MR. FREEBERG:  But I understand, I happen
16      to have an antique car since you brought that
17      up, but as far as you know if you want to fly
18      out here for the weekend with your wife and your
19      kid or something, if we were to deny this
20      special permit it wouldn't prevent you from
21      doing that, you would have to just land over at
22      the airport instead or something.
23           MR. WILSON:  I would have to drive.  I
24      would drive.  I drive now.  That's really not
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1           MR. SWORD:  Second.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Maury moved, Jason seconded
3      to go back into open session.  All those in
4      favor signify by saying aye.
5                    (All those simultaneously
6                     agreed.)
7           MR. McKINNEY:  Any opposed say no.
8           Motion passed, we're back into open
9      session.  Let's go through the finding of facts.


10           MR. REIBEL:  Special Use Standard No. 1)
11      That the proposed special use will not be
12      unreasonably detrimental to the value of other
13      property in the neighborhood in which it is to
14      be located or the public health, safety, morals,
15      comfort or general welfare at large.
16           MR. BRONKEMA:  The proposed special use
17      will not be unreasonably detrimental to the
18      value of the other properties in the
19      neighborhood in which it is located or public
20      health, safety, morals, comfort and general
21      welfare, as the proposed use of this
22      predominately rural area is located on a large
23      farm parcel and the intent of the purpose is
24      roughly the same.  I feel that Standard's met.
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1      the issue.  The issue is whether or not I can
2      have a legalized heliport on my property or I
3      can't I guess.
4           MR. McKINNEY:  Anything else?
5           MR. BRONKEMA:  I have a question.  Mike,
6      did you have any complaints from any farmers
7      with livestock, horses, cattle, hogs or
8      anything?
9           MR. REIBEL:  Not that I'm aware of, no.


10           MS. MAAS:  I think I might have addressed
11      that point earlier when I had asked Mr. Wilson
12      the question, but my understanding is that
13      Arnold Noon is the only individual in the
14      area -- or I should say is the only adjacent
15      landowner who has livestock and that he, in our
16      Petitioner's Exhibit 1, didn't have an objection
17      to the proposed use.
18           MR. BRONKEMA:  We had no complaints from
19      anybody else.
20           MR. McKINNEY:  Any other questions?  Going
21      once, twice.
22           At this time we'll go back into open
23      session.  I'll entertain a motion.
24           MR. BRONKEMA:  So moved.
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1           MR. FREEBERG:  I disagree.
2           MR. REIBEL:  Standard 2) That the location
3      and size of the special use, the nature and
4      intensity of the operation involved in or
5      conducted in connection with it and the location
6      of the site with respect to streets giving
7      access to it are such that the special use will
8      not dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to
9      prevent development and use of neighboring


10      property in accordance with the applicable
11      zoning district regulations.  In determining
12      whether the special use will so dominate the
13      immediate neighborhood considerations shall be
14      given to, A) The location, nature and height of
15      buildings, structures, walls and fences on the
16      site, and B) The nature and extent of the
17      proposed landscaping and screening on the site.
18           MR. ANDERSON:  The location and size of
19      the special use, the nature and intensity of the
20      operation involved in or conducted in the
21      location with respect to streets giving access
22      to it are such that the special use will not
23      dominate the immediate neighborhood so as to
24      prevent development in the use of neighboring
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1      property in accordance with AG-1 zoning district
2      regulations, as the proposed use will be located
3      in and will utilize a small portion of a 56-acre
4      farm site, the proposed use is sporadic, and so
5      I find that Standard's met.
6                    (All those simultaneously
7                     agreed.)
8           MR. REIBEL:  Standard 3) That off-street
9      parking and loading areas will be provided in


10      accordance with the standards set forth in these
11      regulations.
12           MR. FREEBERG:  The site has adequate
13      off-street and loading, so that Standard is met.
14                    (All those simultaneously
15                     agreed.)
16           MR. REIBEL:  4) That adequate utilities,
17      ingress, egress to the site, access roads,
18      drainage and other such necessary facilities
19      have been or will be provided.
20           MR. SWORD:  Adequate utilities, ingress,
21      egress to the site from Star Road, access roads,
22      drainage and other such necessary facilities
23      have been or will be provided.  I feel that
24      Standard is met.
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1           MR. FREEBERG:  Disagree.
2           MR. McKINNEY:  Did you say disagree?
3           MR. FREEBERG:  Yup.
4           MR. REIBEL:  Standard 6) That the proposed
5      special use complies with all provisions of the
6      applicable district regulations.
7           MR. BRONKEMA:  The proposed special use
8      appears to comply with all applicable provisions
9      of the AG-1 district regulations.  I feel that


10      Standard is met.
11                    (All those simultaneously
12                     agreed.)
13           MR. McKINNEY:  Going through the six
14      Standards, Standard 1 and Standard 5 there was
15      one person that felt that the Standards were not
16      met, all the other Standards all -- it was
17      unanimous that the Standards have been met.
18           With that, I'll entertain a motion.
19           MR. SWORD:  I'll make a motion that we
20      approve the Special Use Permit for a helipad by
21      Keith Wilson in light of that the Standards, the
22      majority of them have been approved.  I feel
23      that not approving this is essentially telling
24      him he can't enjoy his property the way he
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1                    (All those simultaneously
2                     agreed.)
3           MR. REIBEL:  Standard 5) That the proposed
4      use can be operated in a manner that is not
5      detrimental to the permitted developments and
6      uses in the zoning district and can be developed
7      and operated in a manner that is visibly
8      compatible with the permitted uses in the
9      surrounding area and is deemed essential or


10      desirable to preserve and promote the public
11      health, safety and general welfare of Ogle
12      County.
13           MR. SWORD:  The proposed use can be
14      operated in a manner that is not detrimental to
15      the permitted developments and uses in an AG-1
16      zoning district and can be operated in a manner
17      that is visually compatible with the permitted
18      uses in the surrounding area and is deemed
19      essential or desirable to preserve and promote
20      the public health, safety and general welfare
21      provided the proposed use will be operated in
22      conformance to the recommended conditions of the
23      Special Use Permit.  I feel that Standard is
24      met.
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1      chooses to enjoy it.  I feel that the use is not
2      going to be, you know, that large, that it is
3      going to impact other people.  We haven't had
4      any other complaints of actual farmers with
5      livestock that have shown concern about it.  So
6      I feel that, you know, I can say that we do make
7      the motion to approve it.
8           MR. McKINNEY:  With the recommendation.
9           MR. SWORD:  Yes, right.


10           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there a second?
11           MR. ANDERSON:  I'll second that.
12           MR. McKINNEY:  Been moved and seconded
13      that the Board recommend to the County Board to
14      approve Special Use No. 4-09.  Roll call.
15           MR. REIBEL:  Bronkema?
16           MR. BRONKEMA:  Yes.
17           MR. REIBEL:  Freeberg?
18           MR. FREEBERG:  No.
19           MR. REIBEL:  Anderson?
20           MR. ANDERSON:  Yes.
21           MR. REIBEL:  Sword?
22           MR. SWORD:  Yes.
23           MR. REIBEL:  McKinney?
24           MR. McKINNEY:  Yes.
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1                    (By voice vote four ayes, one
2                     nay.)
3           MR. REIBEL:  Four yes, one no.
4           MR. McKINNEY:  Motion approved.
5           MR. REIBEL:  This petition will go onto
6      the Planning and Zoning Committee on February
7      10th at 1 p.m. at the Sheriff's Department
8      Training Room, and to the Ogle County Board on
9      February 16th at 5:30 p.m. right here in this


10      room.
11           MR. McKINNEY:  Is there any other business
12      on the agenda?
13           MR. REIBEL:  No further business.
14           MR. McKINNEY:  We do have somebody that
15      wants to make a public comment but we don't need
16      it on the record.
17                    (The hearing was concluded at
18                     9:15 p.m.)
19
20
21
22
23
24
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1      Now on this 28th day of January, A.D. 2010, I
2 do signify that the foregoing testimony was given
3 before the Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals.
4
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