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Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee Meeting  
Wednesday May 12, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Hopkins at 2:35 
 Members present: Hopkins, Saunders, Rice, Gronewold, Kenney, Diehl, 


White 
 Members absent: none 
 Others present: Kilker, Barnes, Boes, DeArvil, Welty, Smith, McKinley, 


Typer, Coffman, Harn, O’Brien, Rypkema, Brian Anderson & Jerry Funk 
of LCV, Greg Query, Don Conn 


 
2. Approval of Minutes: April 14, 2010  


 Motion by Gronewold 
 2nd by Kenney 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Approval of Bills -  


 Treasurer 
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $3,288.51 by White 
o 2nd by Kenney 
o Motion carried 


 Finance & Administrator  
o Motion to approve bills in the amount $7,752.34 by Saunders 
o 2nd by Rice 
o Motion carried 


 Erik Reed vs Ogle County Case No. 07 CV 50208 judgment of $8,403.88 
for back wages.   


o Motion by Kenney to approve $8,403.88 to be paid out of the 
department of occurrence (Corrections)  


o 2nd by Gronewold 
o White amends the motion such that 50% of the amount would be 


paid from Finance Contingency and 50% from Corrections 
o Saunders seconds the amendment.  Discussion followed.  
o Vote on the amendment – motion carried. 
o Vote on the amended motion – motion carried.   


 
4. Public Comment - Don Conn noted he is concerned the Circuit Clerk has asked 


the committee to increase his budget because when the budget was set, everyone 
took a hit, and every department received what the County felt they could justify 
and afford.  Conn stated he hopes this committee would oppose any budget 
changes because Typer had the same choice the Sheriff did to lay off people in 
order to fund raises and he chose not to.  Conn stated if Typer is in a money 
crunch, it was his own doing, and if the committee gives him more money now, 







he recommends pulling in all the employees laid off from the Sheriff’s department 
to explain why you’re giving the Circuit Clerk more money and not them.   


 
5. Insurance Report –  


 Property/Liability – Query distributed the current policy renewal quote 
and stated the move to Municipal Insurance Alliance has been good since 
we went up less than 1% this year, and we’re still below where we were 3-
4 years ago.  Query advised against the terrorist policy recommended for 
$1,719.  Discussion followed.  Kenney moved to approve the $227,721 
proposed policy renewal from Municipal Insurance Alliance without the 
terrorist policy.   2nd by Rice. Motion carried.      


 Health Insurance – Query reported the health insurance audit was 
contested and the result was a $5,000 plus return, which is good news.  
Health claims year to date report shows we are at a 95% loss ratio, which 
is not what we want.  Cypress hand out shows the Federal Health Care 
reform changes we know of to date.  Rice noted there are 2,000 pages to 
the act, and not all paragraphs have been fully written in, so this is still in 
flux.  Rice noted we’ll have to consider making changes to our policy that 
require dependents (spouses) to take their employers’ health coverage if it 
is offered, instead of taking the County coverage.  Many entities have this 
requirement and we need to look at it.  Coffman also noted that he 
confirmed since the Personnel Committee meeting that federal law 
requires an employee to work an average of 30 hours per week to qualify 
as full time for benefits.    


  Dependent Coverage Tax Status Update- Coffman distributed an email 
from Brett Webb showing that with the new Federal Health Care reform, 
dependents up to age 27 can be on the policy, as before, but the value of 
the policy doesn’t have to be taxable.  Coffman noted we should look at 
changing this at renewal date stating we went through the efforts to ensure 
we were taxing these policies correctly when the state law changed last 
year, but we won’t have to do this after our renewal if we choose not to 
based on the federal law change.   


 
6. Finance Report – Coffman distributed the monthly general fund budget recap and 


Hopkins noted we are holding well on the expenses but income remains down.  
Coffman noted we’re always low at this time because property taxes don’t come 
until July and that’s 30% of the income.   


                            
7. Administrator Report – 


 Long Range Planning Fund Reports- McKinley distributed the updated 
courthouse reconciliation spreadsheet and Coffman’s LRP fund report.  
Discussion followed.  White asked if he could have a report from Steve 
Rypkema on the subject of where we are regarding revenue projections 
and concerns about where we are headed.  McKinley recommended doing 
this in two months, when the landfill audit results are in.    


 







8. New Business – 
 Resolution for Statutorily Required States Attorney Compensation 


Reimbursement – McKinley reported this is a resolution many counties 
are passing to encourage the State to reimburse funds owed to them for 
States Attorney salaries.  Coffman noted he was pleased to hear today that 
the State has released payment for 7 months of back pay owed to counties 
for States Attorney office compensation.  Discussion followed.   


o Motion to recommend the Statutorily Required States Attorney 
Compensation Reimbursement resolution to the County Board 
by Rice 


o 2nd by White 
o Motion carried 


 2009 Financial Audit Report- Brian Anderson and Jerry Funk of LCV 
attended to give an update on the annual audit report and findings.  
Anderson walked through various report pages highlighting various 
processes and key findings. He confirmed Ogle County’s audit findings 
are just fine – the highest rating you can get. He stated all three of the 
findings with change recommendations have been present in all of our past 
audits, and are common to government entities since they don’t have the 
staff to support some of the extra controls auditors would prefer to be in 
place.  The one area Management agreed to address is the centralized 
tracking of all federal grants being administered throughout the county, 
per federal requirements.  Departments will still manage their grants as 
they do today, but will be asked to notify the County Administrator of the 
grant being applied for and notice of funding amounts awarded for 
centralized audit tracking.  Discussion followed.  The Committee 
confirmed they will give the board this month to review the findings and 
then ask LCV to come back to the June meeting to answer board 
questions.         


 State Payments & Budget Impact- Coffman reported after attending a 
Treasurer’s conference in Springfield early May, he believes the State is 
not likely to make payments owed to the County by June 30.  The State 
has 60 days after June 30 to make payments for the year, and the governor 
is proposing an extension to that.  Coffman has not heard anything 
indicating we will not get paid, but said the extensions are likely.  
Coffman reported the State owes us $750,000 now, and was encouraged to 
hear that 7 months of back pay for States Attorney’s and public defenders 
pay has been released today.   He indicated $640,000 owed is income tax.  
Coffman stated that the 2010 budget allowed him to borrow up to 
$200,000 from Solid Waste to make cash flow needs, which will get us 
through June, 2010. However, because the State is so far behind on 
payments, he is asking the committee to approve him borrowing up to $1 
million from the Solid Waste fund, with a likely scenario of needing just 
$500,000 until the taxes come in July, which is when it could be repaid. 
Coffman noted the General Fund balance is running negative, but other 
funds are cash flowing this, which is not unusual for this time of year.  







What is unusual this year, per Coffman, is the amount.  Hopkins believes 
we’ll get money from the state in November, right before elections, and 
recommends borrowing from ourselves to make cash flow needs versus 
getting an outside loan since we have the resources.  Coffman stated he is 
asking for this as a short term cash flow solution.  Rice said we don’t want 
to get into a position of not paying our bills when we have reserves to do 
this.  Gronewold asked what happens if we don’t get any money from the 
state going into 2011 budget and Coffman said we will be that much 
shorter for 2011. McKinley noted this puts pressure to roll out the early 
retirement / buy out program incentives now and not wait for 2011.   Rice 
would like to get a motion to recommend the loan.  White would like to do 
this on a month by month basis, to which Coffman agreed stating he’d 
show the amounts as a transfer line item.  Kenney would prefer doing it all 
at once instead of in pieces.     


 Possible Interfund Cash Flow Loan –  
o Kenney moved to authorize borrowing up to a total of $1 


million from the solid waste fund for general fund operations 
cash flow short fall, if necessary.   


o 2nd by Saunders.  Gronewold stated he knows we have to pay 
the bills, but is concerned when this will be addressed if the 
state doesn’t pay the money.   


o White moved to amend the motion to say it would be paid back 
as tax revenues are received, by July 31, 2010.   


o 2nd to the amendment by Saunders.  Diehl said this will ensure 
we revisit it monthly.  DeArvil said it’s presumption that the 
State will pay actually pay us back. Hopkins said the issue on 
the table is one of cash flow first.   


o Vote on the amendment – motion carried. 
o Vote on the amended motion - motion carried.  Saunders 


clarified this is to allow cash flow, but dealing with a $750,000 
shortage is a separate issue.   


 Budget Strategies 2010, 2011 – McKinley noted the state payment issue 
brings urgency to the early retirement / buy out program for 2010, and that 
the Personnel Committee’s recommendation for asking staff if they would 
like to take any voluntary, unpaid days off will also be a good next step for 
2010 budget pressure relief.  She pointed out this could be helpful before 
having to move to something like mandatory furlough days.  For 2011 
budget planning, McKinley recommended a timeline that would have the 
Finance Committee setting general budget directives to the departments at 
the next committee meeting in June. The departments, admin, and their 
committees would then work on budget plans to be reviewed in committee 
for the July meetings. Hearings would be held with departments and the 
Finance Committee in August, and the Finance Committee would make 
the first budget recommendation to the full Board in September.  The 
committee agreed this would be a good, early start.  White recommended 
holding a special meeting for the purpose of setting the initial budget 







parameters to the departments.  Rice agreed we need to set a special 
meeting to do this, and to review the early retirement / buy out program 
details thoroughly since today’s meeting has run so long.  Discussion 
followed with Coffman noting there will be a $270,000 pilot Excelon 
payment to help revenues in 2011 and McKinley stating she would work 
to identify any other opportunities for the 2011 budget prior to the special 
meeting.  The committee agreed to set a special meeting date of May 25, 
2010 from 10-12 with a break for lunch, resuming 1-3.   
 


9. Old Business –  
 Early Retirement / Buy Out Strategies- McKinley provided an overview of 


the summary and detail hand outs showing the savings potential of 9 
different early buy out incentives.  She asked the committee to review the 
information before the May 25 special meeting and to call her with any 
questions on the data before then.   


 Circuit Clerk Budget Shortfall – Hopkins noted that the previous month, 
the Finance Committee had reviewed Typer’s request for additional funds 
to his budget and White had asked to consider it for another month.  
Hopkins reviewed the request for the committee, which proposed an 
additional $14,000 to his budget, a $25,000 contribution to the general 
fund from one of his non-general fund accounts, and ownership of the 
Judicial Center network and Nomad system.  Discussion followed with 
McKinley stating the Sheriff is responsible for the County’s network, 
including the Judicial Center components, not the Circuit Clerk.  Hopkins 
said he thought this was an issue that individual departments could 
manage themselves. McKinley clarified that any individual application, 
such as the Nomad system, or the Treasurer’s tax system, etc. can be 
managed by the purchasing department head, but the shared infrastructure 
network components that everyone has to depend on such as email, 
internet, antivirus software distribution, and routers/switches/connections 
on the network are to be part of the centralized network support model, 
which is now transitioning to Fehr-Graham for significant cost savings.  
She stated if the Finance Committee agrees to Typer’s request, it would 
mean that the States Attorney and Probation departments would also 
become separated from the county network, which they do not want.  
Saunders said she thought the arrangement for the $25,000 contribution 
was because fees were increased.  McKinley asked the committee why 
they would consider giving any department more money when we have 
cut all other budgets, even to the extent of forcing the Sheriff to do lay offs 
to live within his budget.  She stated she believes Typer should have to do 
the same, and that department heads are watching to see if the Finance 
Committee is going to stick to their directives and treat departments 
consistently or not.  She expressed concern that this would send a mixed 
message to the departments as we approach 2011 budget planning. Typer 
explained why this came about and read past minutes and memos 
describing how the original $28,000 cut to his union contract salary budget 







was unfair and what he had agreed to regarding annual contributions to the 
general fund for IT expenses.  Coffman noted we were generating $10,000 
general fund revenues the time the arrangement was made to increase fees 
and give more to the Circuit Clerk, and that with all the growth in past 
years, Typer is now getting about $150,000 per year into those funds from 
fees and the general fund is being shorted about $50,000 by allowing the 
fees to be collected by the Circuit Clerk because those monies used to 
come into the general fund.  White moved to accept the letter dated 
February 1, items 1-3.  The motion died for a lack of a second.  Harn 
stated that before anyone takes IT responsibility away from the Sheriff’s 
department, it needs to be reviewed and understood thoroughly so the 
Sheriff department can weigh in on the discussion.  Motion by Rice to 
table the discussion until the Sheriff returns and can participate in the 
decision.  2nd by Kenney.  Motion carried with one nay vote by Saunders.   


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


No closed session held.  Hopkins reported he, Harn, Sheriff, and McKinley met 
informally with the FOP union stewards for educational discussions designed just 
to get people talking and moving together.  Another  meeting is planned for 5/20 
with recommended language changes coming forward from the union.   


 
11. Next Meeting – Special Meeting May 25 10-3 Location TBD.  Hopkins requested 


to add closed session item for union discussions.   
 


12. Adjournment by Chairman Hopkins at 4:40. 
 
 


Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 


 







 
Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee  


**Special Meeting**  
Tuesday May 25, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 


 
1. Call to Order by Chairman Hopkins at10:05 


• Members present: Hopkins, White, Rice, Gronewold, Diehl, Kenney 
• Members absent: Saunders 
• Others present: Kilker, Barnes, Finch, Typer, McKinley, Sheriff Beitel, Chief 


Dpty Myers, O’Brien, Dale, McNames, Mallory, Roe, McDermott, Don Conn 
 


2. Public Comment – Don Conn said hard decisions need to be made, and he’d like 
to see the Board start with cuts to departments that didn’t go along with the 
County Board’s plan last year and gave raises to their employees, even though 
everyone had been asked to freeze wages.  Conn expressed frustration at hearing 
what great employees we have and then see the Sheriff employees allow their 
peers laid off to get raises for themselves.     
 


3. Budget Planning –  
• 2010 / 2011 Budget Planning-  


• Timeline – McKinley distributed the proposed timeline showing budget 
directives would be set by the Finance Committee in June, departments 
would present their budgets to their respective committees in July, 
department hearings would be held by the departments in August, a 
proposed 2011 budget would be presented to the full board in September, 
with final adoption by November.  The committee agreed to this noting 
they’d like the hearings to be spread out over a few days with the Sheriff’s 
department taking one entire meeting and the remaining split over a few 
days.  White indicated the hearings are to be held with transparency, and 
not a feeling that the committee is picking on anyone.  Hopkins noted a 
percentage straight across the board reduction is not likely to work.  Rice 
stated we need to get away from percentages and start working in dollar 
amounts based on size of budget.  Kenney noted different departments 
have discretionary funds that don’t go through the regular process and 
takes us by surprise. Gronewold asked to get clarification on the Long 
Range funds and how they are spent because it seems too easy to take 
money out of long range.  Rice said county board policy on this procedure 
has been in place for the last 3 chairman and that if the board wants a 
change in policy, they should do it when the board leadership changes in 
December.  The chairman then follows the policy in place, per Rice.  
McKinley stated nothing has hit long range that wasn’t appropriated in the 
LRP budget and that the confusion for long range expenditures may come 
from whether it’s an elected official or appointed official spending it.  
Hopkins wondered when we started showing an LRP budget, and 







Gronewold/McKinley suggested clarification of current policy for next 
Finance meeting and Executive meeting and then to the Board.  White 
stated he would like an update from Rypkema on Solid Waste revenues, 
and McKinley suggested July so we have a feel for where the audit 
indicates revenues owed stand.   


• Revenues – Coffman distributed revenue projections that are very 
preliminary and walked through each line item, starting on the last page 
with probable income of $11,726,850 up $200,000 over this year, mostly 
due to the $270,000 Excelon pilot payment, which will be the last pilot 
payment for the current 4 year agreement.  Discussion on each line item 
followed.  Coffman summarized by saying we are looking at $750,000 - 
$1,000,000 short from last year’s approved expenses.       


• Strategies - McKinley distributed a budget recap/strategies sheet 
explaining some options on closing the gap including voluntary retirement 
program targeting $250,000 annual savings, Sheriff Dept savings possible 
of $250,000 per Harn, holding all wages at $0, which would have to be 
negotiated, and considering 5 unpaid holidays for all employees to save 
$150,000, which would also have to be negotiated. If these items were 
successful as estimated, we would only have a $157,000 budget gap to 
close per her estimates.  White stated private industry has made pay cuts 
and reminded the committee almost 80% of our expenses are salary and 
benefits.  Discussion followed. Gronewold suggested looking at 
combining departments, which no one wants to talk about but might be 
necessary.  Discussion followed.  Early retirement was discussed as being 
a critical initiative to avoid laying people off, as was the COPS grant to 
help avoid lay offs.  The Sheriff reminded the committee that in the 4th 
year of the COPS grant, the county is required to fund the positions and 
that if you have attrition, you can offset it too.  McKinley suggested 
talking about the priority of programs/departments so the Board knows 
where they are or are not willing to cut based on cost analyses of such 
decisions.  White suggested jumping to the early retirement program 
discussion first before talking about departmental priorities.     


4. Voluntary Retirement Program- McKinley distributed the first plan details draft 
noting there are many blanks to fill in yet, and explained each proposed option. 
Discussion followed.  McKinley said the goal is so reward longevity and allow 
flexibility for what each employee might need.  White wants to know how to 
create something equitable and McKinley said we need to throw the net wide with 
multiple options to see what might be meaningful to all eligible employees.  
Discussion followed.  McKinley said she’d like to see this offered in 4Q10, hold 
positions open for a certain amount of time, then appeal in hearings for filling the 
position.  Discussion followed.  Committee likes options 1,2, and 3 at $25,000. 
The Sheriff said the more options the better.  Myers suggested added buying years 
of service.  


• Recess - At approximately noon, Hopkins recessed until 1:00.  Meeting 
reconvened at 1:10.    







• Motion by Rice to accept options 1, 2, 3 with a $25,000 payout, 4 as 
presented.   


• 2nd by Deihl.   
• Motion carried.  McKinley indicated next steps will be for her and 


Coffman to run exact numbers for eligible employees to confirm savings 
potential and review proposed plan details with IMRF, Nick Sakellariou, 
and department heads, then bring back full recommendation to the Finance 
committee and Board in June. She recommended departments fund the 
incentive payouts from salaries saved from retirements, then determine 
how to manage hiring and funding for 2011.   


5. 2011 Budget Planning Strategies - White asked what level of budget reporting is 
available to help track expenses, and the committee discussed what level of 
tracking is necessary.  They agreed the goal is to hold all wages and expenses at 
$0, which has to be negotiated with unions. Discussion followed with the 
committee agreeing the budget has to come down 5-8% over last year’s expenses.  
Gronewold said priority of the programs and services must be discussed.  Rice 
noted benefits will be a factor.  White said the department heads should identify 
how to do this.  McKinley disagreed stating the Finance Committee must give the 
directives because department heads already cut $1million out last year and don’t 
know how to cut any further.  Myers agreed with McKinley, stating she has 
worked with the department heads day in and day out and knows where the 
limitations are.  The committee agreed $0 increase for everyone is the base line.  
Coffman suggested looking at all the funds outside the general fund and how they 
are used.  He distributed a recap of each fund, and explained the purpose of each.  
Coffman said he looked at options in the Treasurer’s office, like moving funds 
from a “sale in error” fee imposed per parcel.  State statute allows the proceeds in 
this account to be moved to the General Fund by Board resolution, after the fund 
builds up to $100,000.  Kenney said he would view this as a reserve not to be 
touched unless in dire straits.    Hopkins says it’s in a fund that hasn’t been 
touched, and would get us 30% of the way there.  White says hold back and see 
what we can do without tapping it.  Gronewold says this would be a band aid that 
doesn’t solve our problems.  Coffman said maybe hold it for 2012 since Excelon’s 
pilot payment wouldn’t be coming then.  Gronewold says he’d like to confirm 
what we as a county have to provide statutorily.  Coffman clarified the Sheriff, 
County Clerk, and Treasurer offices are state statute.  The committee discussed 
the fact that the Circuit Clerk, States Attorney, and Probation are also required, 
but under the Judiciary branch, and that the other offices are optional.  O’Brien 
said in 1960 the board voted to have a health department, which is optional.  
Discussion followed about other optional offices such as Coroner, Health, Zoning, 
Animal Control, Solid Waste, Focus House.  It was noted Assessor duties are 
required. McKinley asked what the Finance Committee’s philosophy would be in 
terms of using money from available reserves to preserve jobs and entire 
departments.  White said if we’re as lean as possible, then maybe it would be 
okay to tap into savings.  Deihl said he would like to ask the auditor what level of 
reserves they’d like to see.  Hopkins said sometimes you have use reserves to stay 
afloat on a temporary basis and that he feels the department heads have done a 







good job scaling back.  White said he thinks we can still get leaner and still get 
the job done.  McKinley said she believes we are very lean, and that except for a 
handful of posts that may not have to be replaced if people retire, the department 
heads won’t be coming up with lots more ideas for cuts.  McKinley asked again if 
the board would be willing to pull from savings before laying off or closing 
offices. Gronewold says if we have to give union raises, it might change how he 
feels.  Hopkins suggests increasing fees.  Typer suggested raising fees to the max 
allowed.  The committee said it’s a problem when the judges waive many of the 
fees.  Typer said there is a proposal for traffic fees go to the state and not county, 
which would be a negative impact to us.  McKinley asked about charging 
municipalities to use our dispatch services through the Sheriff or provide contract 
services with municipalities interested (e.g. Davis Junction.)  Beitel said that was 
an estimated $72,000 but if you charge for dispatch services, then you have to 
deal with the political fall out, of which there would be lots.  Sheriff said those 
funds are to 911 as solid waste is to the county.  It’s for equipment they will have 
to have and the public is funding it.   Rice says we have to cut as far as possible, 
and then pull from reserves. Kenney said he’s concerned about raising fees now.  
Typer says we have the same percent collected in the criminal fee side as we’ve 
always had.  Deihl asked what numbers would be if Highway paid their own 
health insurance, and Coffman thought $170,000.  White said this would be tough 
with the cut in motor fuel tax and continued decreases, and that it would be 
difficult for Highway to pull back $170,000 worth of services.  McKinley said 
this is the right discussion to have in terms of looking at priorities, e.g., is a 
highway project a priority vs. a deputy lay off?  These decisions need to be made 
in June to give department heads budget direction.   Rice suggests starting 
Finance at 1:30 for the next meeting.     


6. Possible Closed Session  
• Collective Negotiating Matters (5 ILCS 120/2 (c) (2))- none 
• Pending Litigation Reed v Sheriff (5 ILCS 120/2 (c) (11)) – Recess to 


Sherriff’s office for conf call with Nick Sakellariou.    
• Rice moved to go into closed session to discuss the pending litigation of 


Reed v Sheriff   
• 2nd by Deihl 
• Role call vote:  Hopkins yes, White yes, Rice yes, Gronewold yes, Diehl 


yes, Kenney yes.     
7. Open Session- 


• Rice moved to offer a settlement of attorney fees for Reed case not to 
exceed $110,000, with funding recommendation coming from Coffman.  


•  2nd by Kenney.  Discussion followed stating it is likely we will pay part 
from contingency and part from the claims insurance fund.   


• Motion carried.   
 


8. Adjournment – by Rice until next meeting June 9 at 1:30.  2n by white.  Motion 
carried.  Time not noted.   


 
 







Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 


Lyle Hopkins – Finance Committee Chairman 
 





		May 12, 2010 Meeting

		May 25, 2010 Meeting






Resolution 2010-0607 
Resolution to Authorize Long Range Planning Invoices     


 
WHEREAS, on June 9, 2010 the Ogle County Executive Committee reviewed a summary of proposed 


Long Range Planning expenses; 
  
 NOW THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the Ogle County Board authorizes payment of Long 
Range invoices totaling $295,153.96 for the following: 
 


SUPPLIER NAME DESCRIPTION  AMOUNT  


Holabird & Root, LLC Professional Svcs for April 2010  


       & Reimbursable Expenses $         5,858.42  


Ringland-Johnson Inc. Courthouse Construction-Remodel –App #11  $    161,730.00 


Big Joe the Plumber For 2/2/10 Lien not withheld  $       (6,828.00) 


Ringland-Johnson Inc. Big Joe the Plumber Lien Released  $    113,568.00 


Historic Surfaces Interior Finish - Restoration of  


     Board & Conf. Room - Extras  $         3,205.00 


Dell Marketing, LP Courthouse Security - Camera Server  $         7,222.02 


CDW Government Courthouse Security-Camera Server  


       Battery back up  $         1,085.00 


CDW Government Courthouse Network-Patch Cables  $            172.00 


Cxtec Courthouse Network-Patch Cables  $            932.70 


Fischer's Inc. Assessment Office-Moving  


       Card File Boxes - 2nd set  $            245.18 


Ogle County Collector Ogle County Property Taxes for   


      920 Technology Parkway, Rochelle  $              56.14 


Ogle County Circuit Clerk Big Joe the Plumber Lien   $         6,828.00 


Carol Ubben Painting  $         1,079.50 


  TOTAL:  $    295,153.96 
 
Presented and Approved at the June 15, 2010, Ogle County Board Meeting. 
 
 
 
Attest: 
 
 
 
_________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk 
                                                                                         ______________________ 
                                                                                          W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
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“IMPROVED MAPPING FOR INFORMED DECISIONS” 
 
 


 
Ogle County GIS Partnership Meeting 


 
Thursday, June 3rd, 2010 


Engineering & Inspection Service Conference Room 
417 North 6th Street 
Rochelle, IL 61068 


 
A sign in sheet indicated the following representatives present:  


 
Mike Reibel – Ogle County Zoning 
Curtis Cook – Ogle County Highway 
Larry Callant – Ogle County GIS Partnership, GIS Coordinator 
Kris Gilbert – Ogle County GIS Partnership, GIS Specialist 
Bonnie Russell – RMU 
Justin Heaslip – RMU 
Curt Ward – City of Rochelle / Village of Creston 
 
 
Meeting called to order @1:00 pm.  
 
 


• New Membership/New Subscribers:  
 Ogle-Lee Fire Protection District 


 
• Project Status:  


 
1)  2009 Aerials 


Final payment made.  Project complete. 
 


2) Sign Program 
An intern for the Highway Department is collecting gps locations and condition of signs 
on all of the County maintained roads.  The Eastern half is complete.  This will be joined 
with an inventory database to provide a comprehensive listing of all signs on County 
roads and the maintenance performed.  This moves us toward compliance with the 
upcoming street sign standards. 
 
The City of Byron has requested to have their signs catalogued next. 
 


3) The Bike Path projects and the Byron Marina project are still progressing.  There hasn’t 
been much activity in the past month, though. 







4) Mitigation Plan 
Maps have been provided to the consultants for this project.  So far, we have provided 
tornado touchdown and path locations as well as critical facilities, flood plains, buildings 
in the flood plains, and critical infrastructure. 
 


5) Collaboration 
Lee County E911 has given us a list of their fire/ambulance/police boundaries along with 
addresses for our use.  Five of our Fire Districts run into Lee County.  Having the data to 
give to our Districts will help them perform their duties more quickly and efficiently. 
 


6) GPS Projects 
Continuing to work with Forreston and Stillman Valley on their utility projects. 
 


 
 
 
 
 


Kris Gilbert 
GIS Specialist 
 
 
  








 
 


 
 


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


    
Ogle County Highway Department  
Road & Bridge Committee 
Meeting Minutes 


June 8, 2010 
 
I. Meeting called to order at 10:00 AM by Chairman Huntley. 


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


 
II. Received Bids 
 A. No bids received this month. 
 
III. Reviewed May 11, 2010 Minutes. 
 A. Motion to approve minutes by – Jim Barnes 
 B. Motion seconded by – Mel Messer 
 C. Vote - All in Favor 
 
IV. Reviewed Bills and Payroll  
 A. Motion to approve by – Ben Diehl 
 B. Motion seconded by – Paul White 
 C.  Vote - All in Favor 
 
V. Petitions and Resolutions 


A. None this month 
 
VI.  Business & Communications 
 A. Unfinished Business - None 


B. New Business 
1. I.A.C.E. Legislative Committee – Nothing new this month. 
2. I.A.C.E. Revenue Fact Finding Committee – Motor fuel tax revenues are 


down 9% from the same first 5 months of 2009. 
3. Next Meeting – Tuesday July 13, 2010, @ 10:00 AM, 
4. 2010 Project Status: 


    Steward Road Overpass -paving underway, 92% complete 
    Crackfilling Pecatonica Rd -85% complete 
    Guardrail Spraying  -Complete 
    West Grove Rd bridge -deck beams set 6/2 
    Ridge Rd gutter  -utilities relocated 
    20th St. extension  -began week of 4/26 
    River Rd paving  -patching begin 6/14 
  5. Ogle County’s German Church Road has been selected for Truck Access  
   Route Program funding for 2011 to the tune of $253,000. Improving  







Road & Bridge Committee Minutes 
June 8, 2010 
 


 
 


   German Church Rd, IL 64 to the Byron Station, to a truck route would  
   complete the truck route connection between IL 64 & IL 72. The County  
   Engineer has requested assistance from Exelon in funding this $2.1M  
   project. 
  6. The County Engineer notified the Committee that the Steward Rd project  
   will be temporarily suspended until the Economic Development  
   Administration formally approves the extension of the project south past  
   the IRE entrances. Steward Road will be opened to traffic this week  
   (weather permitting)with temporary striping. 
  7. The County Engineer explained the MFT distribution process to the  
   Committee as a refresher as to where MFT comes from and how it is  
   distributed to Local agencies. 
  8. The County Engineer and Committee discussed the Department budget  
   and upcoming budget process. The County Engineer is attempting to plug 
   the budget hole created by a 9% drop in Motor Fuel Tax this year. It is  
   anticipated that MFT receipts will off $200,000 from pre-2008  
   levels. 
  9.   The County Engineer will schedule the annual fall tour in August and let 


the Committee know the specific date next month at the July meeting. 
      
VII. Public Comment 
 There was no public comment at this time. 
 
VIII. Meeting adjourned at11:50 A.M. by Chairman Huntley. 
  
Minutes submitted by Curtis D. Cook, P.E. 
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Fund: 200 - County Highway
Department: 17 - Highway


Account: 4212 - Electricity
3457 - MIDAMERICAN ENERGY MIDHWY1005 CH Fund - monthly usae Paid by Check # 75667 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 1,512.31


Account Total: Electricity 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,512.31


Account: 4216.10 - Telephone
1773 - MCI MCIHWY1005 CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 75582 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 55.16
1265 - VERIZON VERHWY1005 CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 75588 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 190.85
1265 - VERIZON VERHWYa CH Fund - monthly usage Paid by Check # 75673 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 31.92


Account Total: Telephone 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $277.93


Account: 4422 - Travel Expenses, Dues & Seminars
1846 - BUSINESS CARD BUSHWY1005 CH Fund - mtg expense Paid by Check # 75572 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 98.79


Account Total: Travel Expenses, Dues & Seminars 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $98.79


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


198725 CH Fund - deer expense Paid by Check # 75585 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 15.00


Account Total: Deer Expense 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $15.00


Account: 4540 - Repairs & Maint - Facilities
2175 - MAINTENANCE 
ENGINEERING LTD


2731113 CH Fund - bldg maint supplies Paid by Check # 75666 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 351.31


2047 - REAL EXTERMINATORS 8522 CH Fund - spray building Paid by Check # 75670 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 85.00


Account Total: Repairs & Maint - Facilities 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $436.31


Account: 4545.10 - Petroleum Products -
1896 - SHELL FLEET PLUS SHEHWY1005 CH Fund - gas Paid by Check # 75672 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 40.78


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $40.78


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


0444143-IN CH Fund - grease Paid by Check # 75665 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 609.86


Account Total: Petroleum Products - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $609.86


Account: 4610.10 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
2028 - MACKLIN, INCORPORATED 27401 CH Fund - road rock Paid by Check # 75581 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 68.50
2020 - SHEELY AGGREGATES 9610 CH Fund - road rock Paid by Check # 75586 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 3,134.04


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $3,202.54


Account: 4610.20 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
1093 - BLACKHAWK LUMBER INC 10063815 CH Fund - drop box material Paid by Check # 75570 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 122.38
1093 - BLACKHAWK LUMBER INC 10063810 CH Fund - drop box material Paid by Check # 75570 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 27.56
1093 - BLACKHAWK LUMBER INC 10063887 CH Fund - drop box material Paid by Check # 75662 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 20.64
1093 - BLACKHAWK LUMBER INC 10063930 CH Fund - drop box material Paid by Check # 75662 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 5.85


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 4 Invoice Transaction(s) $176.43


Account: 4610.40 - Maint of Roads & Bridges -
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3039 - NORTHERN CONTRACTING, 
INC.


3533 CH Fund - guardrail repairs Paid by Check # 75669 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 643.00


3039 - NORTHERN CONTRACTING, 
INC.


3531 CH Fund - guardrail repairs Paid by Check # 75669 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 1,467.08


3039 - NORTHERN CONTRACTING, 
INC.


3532 CH Fund - guardrail repairs Paid by Check # 75669 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 2,557.69


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges - 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $4,667.77


Account: 4610.90 - Maint of Roads & Bridges
2503 - ADESTA, LLC 60010933 CH Fund - julie locates Paid by Check # 75568 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 424.71


Account Total: Maint of Roads & Bridges 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $424.71


Account: 4620.10 - Repair Parts -
3621 - KEN NELSON GROUP KENHWY1005 CH Fund - balance due for part Paid by Check # 75580 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 6.37
2877 - CHICAGO INTERNATIONAL 
TRUCK


114051630 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 75663 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 50.48


1873 - GRAINGER 9256424681 CH Fund - truck part Paid by Check # 75664 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 295.20


Account Total: Repair Parts - 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $352.05


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


IK90229 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 75583 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 418.00


1100 - BONNELL INDUSTRIES 0127193-IN CH Fund - equipment part Paid by Check # 75571 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 233.07
1100 - BONNELL INDUSTRIES 0127204-IN CH Fund - equipment part Paid by Check # 75571 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 122.75
1100 - BONNELL INDUSTRIES 0127203-IN CH Fund - equipment part Paid by Check # 75571 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 358.59
1862 - MILLER-BRADFORD & 
RISBERG, INC.


IK90614 CH Fund - heavy equipment part Paid by Check # 75668 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 291.86


Account Total: Repair Parts - 5 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,424.27


Account: 4620.30 - Repair Parts -
1926 - STOCKING EQUIPMENT STOHWY1005 CH Fund - mower blades Paid by Check # 75587 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 754.83


Account Total: Repair Parts - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $754.83


Account: 4640.10 - Sign & Striping Material -
1156 - COMED COMHWY1005b CH Fund - street & traffic lighting Paid by Check # 75575 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 41.32


Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $41.32


Account: 4640.20 - Sign & Striping Material -
2875 - VULCAN, INC. 184134 CH Fund - signs Paid by Check # 75589 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 334.19


Account Total: Sign & Striping Material - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $334.19


Account: 4650.10 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 1955261001 CH Fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 75569 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 316.39
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 1975182001 CH Fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 75569 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 196.55
1373 - BARNES DISTRIBUTION 1998637001 CH Fund - nuts & bolts Paid by Check # 75661 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 153.29


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $666.23


Account: 4650.20 - Hardware & Shop Supplies
2025 - CHEMSEARCH 733107 CH Fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75574 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 135.94
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1873 - GRAINGER 9255877210 CH Fund - shop supplies Paid by Check # 75664 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 325.13


Account Total: Hardware & Shop Supplies 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $461.07


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


146-1053842 CH Fund - tires Paid by Check # 75590 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 112.87


Account Total: Tires & Tubes 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $112.87


Account: 4710 - Computer Hardware & Software
3544 - CAPITAL ONE BANK CAPHWY1005a CH Fund - battery backup Paid by Check # 75573 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 199.99
3544 - CAPITAL ONE BANK CAPHWY1005b CH Fund - battery backup Paid by Check # 75573 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 59.99
2033 - DELL MARKETING L.P. XDRTX59R8 CH Fund - computer server Paid by Check # 75576 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 807.00


Account Total: Computer Hardware & Software 3 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,066.98


Account: 4720 - Office Equipment
4066 - FARLEY'S APPLIANCE 008668 CH Fund - used frig for kitchen Paid by Check # 75579 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 125.00


Account Total: Office Equipment 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $125.00


Account: 4730 - Equipment - New & Used
1206 - DIXON OTTAWA 
COMMUNICATIONS


1002401 CH Fund - new radio & installation 
fee


Paid by Check # 75578 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 638.70


1206 - DIXON OTTAWA 
COMMUNICATIONS


1002431 CH Fund - new radio Paid by Check # 75578 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 535.00


Account Total: Equipment - New & Used 2 Invoice Transaction(s) $1,173.70


Account: 4730.99 - Equipment - New & Used -
1616 - SAWICKI MOTOR COMPANY SAWHWY1005 CH Fund - purchase 2000 used truck Paid by Check # 75671 05/24/2010 05/26/2010 05/28/2010 05/26/2010 4,359.38


Account Total: Equipment - New & Used - 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $4,359.38


Account: 4748 - Engineering Equipment & Supplies
3433 - DESLAURIERS, INC. 0204539-IN CH Fund - testing supplies Paid by Check # 75577 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 204.96


Account Total: Engineering Equipment & Supplies 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $204.96


Account: 4780 - Capital - Purchase of ROW
2171 - OGLE COUNTY COLLECTOR 2009 Taxes HWY CH Fund - 2009 taxes Paid by Check # 75584 05/18/2010 05/18/2010 05/19/2010 05/18/2010 169.98


Account Total: Capital - Purchase of ROW 1 Invoice Transaction(s) $169.98


Department Total: Highway 46 Invoice Transaction(s) $22,709.26


Fund Total: County Highway 46 Invoice Transaction(s) $22,709.26


Grand Total: 46 Invoice Transaction(s) $22,709.26


. . . . . . . . . .
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H.E.W. and Solid Waste Committee Agenda 
Tuesday, June 8, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Bauer at 4:00 
 Members present: Bauer, Kilker, Williams, Barnes, Horner, Janes, Bowers 
 Members absent: None 
 Others present:  Colbert, Smith, DeArvil, McKinley, O’Brien, Rypkema, Typer, 


Clemens, members of public.  Dr. Champley joined at 5:00.   
 


2. Approve Committee Minutes: May 11, 2010 meeting, with VAC Clarification noting 
“veterans do not have to wait 6 months to apply again.  Assistance is limited to 3 months 
and at that time, if further assistance is needed, job search forms are required, etc.  Where 
6 months comes in is if it’s been 6 months or more since the Veteran last received 
assistance, they must re-apply and a new application completed.  Also, it’s not limited to 
those only on public aid.  Our requirement is that they apply for all/any governmental 
assistance first before VAC, not necessarily qualify for them.”   


 Motion to approve amended minutes by Bowers 
 2nd by Horner 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Public Comment - none 


 
4. Regional Office of Education 


 Bills for Approval-  
o Motion to approve $1,239.21 by Bowers 
o 2nd by Janes 
o Motion carried 


 Monthly Update – Clemens reported the ROE has seen a significant drop in the 
number of teachers coming in for summer training.  Normally 600, and seeing only 
200.  Math training is usually 40 and have 12.  This is due to the rifts going on with 
teachers in Illinois and the budgetary constraints.  Clemens is focusing on grants to 
help support the needs.  She indicated the is pursuing a better system to track growth 
showing each student’s progress as opposed to a 3rd grade class this year vs. a 3rd 
grade class next year.  To track the specific 3rd grade class’s progress from 3rd to 4th to 
5th, etc, the State needs a multi-million dollar system upgrade, which is being pursued 
through grant applications.  She reported the ROE is not receiving state funding and 
grants and that this is a problem; Clemens said she if very frustrated as are most 
ROEs. She said Indian Prairie district is considering passing a resolution stating they 
will not transfer income tax to the state until they receive payment on what’s owed.  
Clemens said she hasn’t received any state grant money since last September. 
Discussion about the financial hardship placed on the ROEs in the state followed.  
Clemens then reported Scott Robinson has set June 23 as the first mediation date for 
the OCEC position to withdraw.  They will be working with a trained mediator.  It’s a 
good step in the right direction.  Mallon has stopped the court proceedings to see how 
this mediation turns out and Clemens hopes to know by end of July if an agreement 
can be made instead of fighting it out in court. She said the ROE office will pick up 
the mediation fees.   


 
 







 
5.  Health Department 


 Monthly Reports- Doreen O’Brien distributed the monthly budget report showing 
they are at 43% for income and 45% for expenses, which is well within acceptable 
range.  O’Brien reported she has hired a new Director of Environmental Health at 30 
hours instead of 35, as well as a new Director of Health Education at part time hours. 
O’Brien clarified that benefits are paid for 30 hours or more.  O’Brien distributed the 
H1N1 Final report and highlighted the information. O’Brien also distributed an 
update on the recent Salmonella outbreak, which the Health Department is required to 
report on when an outbreak occurs.  She said reporting is faster now that the internet 
reporting system exists.  The Illinois Department of Health put out a 9 page 
questionnaire for health departments to use in talking with people who got sick to 
help identify where the germ is coming from. O’Brien reviewed the timeline, the 
Ogle County Health Department’s process, and gave a status of this issue.  Discussion 
followed.  O’Brien stated every person who filled out this questionnaire had Subway 
on their list, which is where the review is now focused.  Ogle County has 5 cases.  48 
cases nationwide.   


 
6. Solid Waste Department  


 Bills for Approval 
o Motion to approve $20,697.88 
o 2nd by Bowers 
o Motion carried 


 Grant Applications - none 
 Department Updates – Rypkema reported the Solid Waste Department may get the 


full funding of the EPA Enforcement grant now that the state budget is nearing the 
end and there is money left for this. This grant was previously eliminated, then 
funded at 25%.  The EPA indicated the same thing may happen next year.  Rypkema 
reported Bill 3721 was passed, allowing soils to be used to fill quarries and requiring 
definitions of what uncontaminated soil actually is. The EPA will inspect these sites 
and take samples.  A provision to allow a fee to be collected is also included.  
Rypkema reported he does not know if there will be any impact to Ogle County Solid 
Waste Department regarding new inspections required, but we could potentially 
collect fees if we have to do this.  Discussion followed.  Rypkema also noted because 
of this, the delegation agreement we executed last month may need to be modified.  
We may also need to pass an ordinance to be allowed to collect the fee, which he will 
be investigating for next month.  Rypkema also reported we have filed a FOIA about 
the fees paid by landfills to the state to compare to what’s collected.  The first set we 
received was incomplete, and have requested a second set.  Rita has been entering this 
data into a spreadsheet format.  Orchard Hills has indicated they may not be able to 
provide electronic copies for our audit as we requested, but Rypkema said we will 
start with the auditors to get them going.  Rypkema noted we are seeing an increase 
of tire dumping in the county.  One incident had 70 tires dumped.  This is likely a 
business doing this.  Discussion followed.  Horner asked about the brownfield 
possibilities, and Rypkema noted this didn’t get any traction in the County.  Kilker 
asked Rypkema to prepare a presentation for the county board about income 
projections on the Solid Waste Fund.  Rypkema noted he doesn’t know about where it 
is allocated, but can talk about remaining capacity.  McKinley noted the Finance 
Committee asked for it also, and she advised putting it on the Board agenda for July 
in hopes our audit would be done by then.  Kilker would like this to go to the whole 
Board.  Bauer suggests taking it to Finance first and then the whole Board.  Kilker 
would like both the operational and financial side reviewed.  Discussion followed 







about how the Solid Waste and LRP funds are managed.  Rypkema indicated he can 
report how much capacity is left based on reports they give to the EPA yearly.  Bauer 
suggests the operational report for the July meeting.  Barnes would like to know how 
much is outstanding on the Judicial Center building and what funds are left for LRP 
after the Courthouse.  Bauer indicates this information is likely held in the Treasurer’s 
office.  Kilker will be at the Finance Committee meeting tomorrow and will ask for a 
review of this information. DeArvil asked about how air space is managed.  
Discussion followed with Rypkema stating that would be an application and 
permitting process.    


 
7. Animal Control –  


 Bills for Approval 
o Motion to approve $6,111.83 by Kilker  
o 2nd by Bowers 
o Motion carried 
o Motion to approve Pet Population Fund Bills for $3,947.74 by Bowers 
o 2nd by Janes 
o Motion carried 


 Updates - Dr. Champley will email a copy of Hank Coy’s job description this month.  
Bauer asked how the new Pet Population policy is going, and Dr. Champley reports it 
is working well and is helping crack down on abuse of the program.   


 
8. New Business –  


 Dennis Williams said he wants to talk about the Long Range Planning Fund 
agenda items placed on Finance and Executive Committees because he 
understood the policies came out of the Solid Waste Committee, and believes 
anything new discussed should originate from this committee.  He stated the 
purpose of the fund was to alleviate the burden of the taxes to the people of Ogle 
County and if we don’t stick to the plan we are potentially obligating the tax 
payers to more tax payers. Williams wants to ensure this committee vets the 
information and process first. McKinley explained the agenda for Finance and 
Executive includes the item to clarify the LRP process, which was requested by 
the County Board in the last meeting. She said she is unaware of any intent to 
change the policy in these meetings. Kilker reported how the process used to work 
in order to get approval.  Discussion followed with the question resulting in “what 
is considered a capital improvement?”  Bauer explained his industry views 
technology improvements as capital improvements.  Williams explained in his 
line of work, capital improvement is just brick & mortar.  Bauer indicated one 
point of confusion may be coming from different understandings of what a capital 
improvement is.  Rypkema noted the language was set up and the process was 
established so you know what steps you have to take before spending money on a 
particular item.  Janes is concerned money is being taken from this account that 
may not be paid back.  Bauer said if we don’t want to use the solid waste money, 
then we have to be prepared to cut things in the budget.  Kilker said discussion is 
necessary what the process is, and what the definition of capital is.  Bauer 
suggested putting this on the July agenda for HEW.  Rypkema said long ago, 
anyone requesting funds from the LRP fund had to make the request individually, 
then it was rolled into the budget process to ensure funds were properly allocated.  
McKinley asked if Kilker would discuss this committee’s concern tomorrow at 
Finance.  McKinley said she asked Becky Huntley what other documentation is 
available on this subject other than the two resolutions establishing the funds, and 
Becky indicated she wasn’t aware of anything else.    







 
9. Old Business –  


 Senior Services Focus Group Planning- Bauer reported this was a very positive 
exercise.  He received many positive emails and comments.  Next session is June 
16 where we will help agencies work through a SWOT analysis (strengths, 
weaknesses, opportunity, threats) for each of their organizations, which hopefully 
they have begun to think about. 


 Levy process – The committee then reviewed a sample application for the HEW 
hearings and discussed which items will be kept and which items will be changed 
for this year’s hearings.  They will keep most items as last year, but will drop the 
question about how money requested will lead to financial independence from the 
county and drop the request to list other revenue generating opportunities which 
have been tried in the past year. They will also request explanations and proof of 
certifications the staff has for financial and counseling services provided.  Such 
evidence will include proof of yearly training, program certification, and 
continuing education credits.  Horner asked if we’d limit funding if they don’t 
have proper certification.  Discussion followed with the committee agreeing the 
goal is to provide accountability to ensure the most capable resources are serving 
the seniors.  Accountability is a responsibility of this committee, per Bauer.  
Barnes suggested putting on the application what the consequences of not filling 
out the form accurately are and ensuring the applicants fully explain why 
something may not apply as opposed to just skipping the question.  Horner said 
the committee must be careful to remember these are volunteers in many cases 
and that we must not place undue hardship on them.  Bauer agreed it will be 
important to include a phone number for applicants to contact with any questions 
as they fill out the application.   Bauer then asked the committee to come up with 
2 questions each for next month that we want to be sure an ask during the 
hearings and we’ll pick the top 7 for the application process.  The June 16 focus 
group meeting will include the application process for them.   Bauer thanked the 
committee for their work last month.   


 
10. Adjournment – by Bauer at 6:00 pm 


 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 
 


Jason Bauer – Chairman 





































































































































































H.E.W. and Solid Waste Committee  
Tuesday, May 11, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 


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


of VAC, members of the public 
 


2. Approve Committee Minutes: April 13, 2010 meeting  
 Motion by Bowers 
 2nd by Horner 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Public Comment - none 


 
4. Regional Office of Education 


 Bills for Approval   
o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $5,001.84 by Bowers 
o 2nd by Janes 
o Motion carried 


 Monthly Update - none 
 


5.  Health Department 
 Sanitation Evaluation Presentation- O’Brien provided a presentation regarding 


sanitation evaluations, which are transactions done for realtors to confirm general 
functioning of well and septics during a real estate sale. It must be done by a licensed 
practitioner, for a fee.  Discussion followed.   


 Monthly Reports- O’Brien distributed information, highlighting Ronald McDonald 
Care Mobile coming to Rochelle June 14, 15 and 17.  She also distributed the 
monthly budget summary noting all is on track.  Salaries will come back up when 
director of Environmental Health is hired, soon.  The Director of Health Education 
will be filled June 1, part time because we don’t know what will happen with State 
grants this year.   


 Pines Road Generator- O’Brien noted she and Jim McBride have been working with 
local folks to get bids on putting in a generator at the Health Department to keep the 
refrigerator running to protect the H1N1 immunizations in case of a power outage.  
The State has given us negative reports on the lack of a generator to keep 
immunizations cold.  The H1N1 grant will cover this, and Doreen has been working 
with McBride – Electrical Contractors, Inc out of Monroe Center will be awarded the 
business.  This will be an 18 kilowatt generator, which can be folded into the 
maintenance contract of the Judicial Center.  The price is $13,900, at no cost to the 
county.    


 
6. Solid Waste Department  


 Bills for Approval – Rypkema distributed monthly budget summary.  Discussion 
followed.   


o Motion to approve bills in the amount of $686,430.05 by Janes, which 
includes a $650,484.57 transfer to the Long Range Planning Fund   


o 2nd by Horner 







o Motion carried 
 Grant Applications – No recycling grants until July.  Some clean up grants may come 


before then.   
 Department Updates- Rypkema noted two budget items are over budget, but offset by 


the $7,500 revenue from the Excelon settlement for education programs.  Bauer asked 
to put the budget amendment on the June agenda.  McKinley clarified neither the 
$7,500 revenue or expenses were in the 2010 budget.  Rypkema distributed 
summaries of the landfill host fee payments.  Discussion followed. Rypkema updated 
the committee on the landfill audit process, stating Ed Rice, Meggon McKinley, and 
he met with Veolia management to discuss the audit.  Rypkema and McKinley then 
met with the auditors to start the process.  Rypkema reported he is requesting records 
from Veolia now to begin the audit with Veolia, then with Rochelle.      


 IEPA Delegation Agreement Renewal – Rypkema noted the delegation agreement 
needs to be recommended to the County Board, which is a 5 year agreement the 
county has had in place since 1990.  It is renewed every 5 years to allow the Solid 
Waste Department to do local enforcement in Ogle County and investigate 
complaints about illegal burning and dumping.  Effective July 1 of 2010 – July 30 of 
2015.   


o Motion to approve the renewal of IEPA resolution by Bowers 
o 2nd by Barnes 
o Motion carried.  Bauer requested this be highlighted at the Executive 


Committee meeting.   
 Bowers asked if there were any recalls on the Toyota Tacoma truck we purchased last 


year.  Rypkema indicated he confirmed there were no recalls for it after checking into 
it.   


 
7. Animal Control – Dr. Champley distributed a job description for Henry Coy, per a recent 


request.  Dr. Champley reported revenues are on track as expected, expenses in Pet 
Population will go until the funds are gone.  Main budget is fine.  Bauer noted we will 
need to replace Hank when he retires a year from July, and make a recommendation to 
Personnel next year for a new hire.    
 Bills for Approval 


o Motion to approve Animal Control bills in the amount of $11,453.86 by 
Bowers 


o 2nd by Kilker 
o Motion carried 
o Motion to approve Pet Population bills in the amount of $$2,928.51 by 


Bowers 
o 2nd by Janes 
o Motion carried.    


 
8. New Business –  


 Veteran’s Assistance Commission Update – Clint Strauss distributed a 1Q10 report 
showing VAC activity because the committee asked him to report progress regularly.  
He highlighted the article that was distributed to the media.  Strauss said volumes of 
requests are up from before, likely due to the marketing effort.  Strauss noted this has 
given the VAC opportunity to talk with many people who think they are part of the 
VA, which allows them opportunity to direct them appropriately. Strauss noted a 
problem with Com Ed and NiCor shutting service off to veterans, who come in to 
VAC to help figure out how to get utilities paid.  VAC then works with the 
Treasurer’s office to make these payment when appropriate.  Strauss checked with 
other counties, and found that many treasurer offices distribute the funds directly to 







VAC for them to write the checks.  Strauss met with John Coffman to request this 
approach, to which Coffman agreed as long as the HEW committee is comfortable 
with it.  The committee indicated they are fine with this approach.  Strauss said the 
plan is to open a checking account that the Treasurer’s office manages, but VAC will 
write the checks.  Strauss is requesting a $10,000 balance.  The Treasurer would 
receive the invoices and reimburse the VAC account monthly. Strauss reported there 
would be 2 signatures required for each check, plus an alternate.  Strauss asked that 
this begin next month, and Bauer indicated he would call Coffman noting the 
committee is in favor of this approach.  Horner confirmed these payments go to 
Veterans on public aid, and is only for 3 months.  Then they have to wait until 6 
months before asking VAC for funds again.  Strauss noted most of their funding goes 
to transportation.  He was surprised to find surrounding counties only provide limited 
transportation.  Discussion followed.       


 
9. Old Business –  


 Senior Services Focus Group Planning- Bauer distributed the planned agenda for the 
May 19 session asking for input.  Rock River Center has offered an invitation to 
lunch.  Bauer noted the break out sessions will be Food, Transportation, 
Entertainment, Book Keeping/Fundraising, Facility Concerns and asked for additional 
ideas or input, of which there were none. The following people will facilitate each 
break out:  Horner – Entertainment; Kilker - Book keeping/Fundraising; Bauer – 
Food; Bowers- Transportation; Janes- Facility Concerns; Barnes – Roamer.  Bauer 
explained how the rest of the day will flow. Discussion followed.  Applications will 
be due Aug 6, 2010.  Kilker and Bauer will be revising the process.  New application 
process will be discussed May 19, new application will be distributed on Day 2’s 
session, June 16.   


 
10. Interview & Recommendations – Bauer reported both applicants are on the Board of 


Health now, are regularly attending and contributing well.   
 Board of Health Applicant – Scott A. Skull 
 Board of Health Applicant – Mark K. Myers 


i. Motion to approve both Scott A Skull and Mark K. Myers by Kilker 
ii. 2nd by Bowers 


iii. Motion carried 
 


11. Adjournment by Chairman Bauer at 5:09 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 







H.E.W. and Solid Waste Committee  
**Special Meeting** 


Wednesday May 19, 2010 
Tentative Minutes 


 
 
 


1. Call to Order – by Chairman Bauer at approximately 9:00 
 Members present:  Bauer, Barnes, Bowers, Kilker,  
 Members absent: Williams, Horner, Janes 
 Others present: McKinley, Representatives from Ogle County Senior Citizens 


Services including Polo Senior Center, Lutheran Social Services of Illinois, 
Lifescape, Mt. Morris Senior Center, Tri-County Opportunity Council, Forreston 
Senior Friendship Club, Rock River Center, hub City Senior Center, Catholic 
Charities, Polo City Council, Frinfrock, Typer 


 
2. Public Comment – Chairman Bauer asked the audience for input regarding areas of 


concern they’d like to note before today’s working session.  Input items included: 
 Concern about how much money goes to seniors v. administration of programs 
 Administration on Aging guidelines – funded v. non-funded and discussion 


following regarding the belief that there is plenty of room for both funded and 
non-funded initiatives in Ogle County 


 If centers have to consolidate, it limits local access to services by the people who 
need them 


 Current partnering does exist, contrary to recent discussions which might imply 
partnering doesn’t exist.  This is critical for providing the best service. 


 Groups that meet in churches are “under the radar” in many cases, but some do 
connect into senior centers, such as in Polo.  It would be nice to have a list of all 
groups that meet outside of the senior centers.  McKinley noted that would have 
to come from the centers since HEW would have no way of identifying that. 


 Seniors want a local place to meet.  Target demographics of younger/mobile 
seniors differ from older/not as mobile seniors.   


 How can we pull more groups in with such shortage of funding? 
 Many people are unaware of the services and locations available to them 


 
 


3. Senior Citizen Services Focus Group Working Session: 
 
9:45 HEW Committee Comments & Instructions 


Working Session I – Bauer started the session with an exercise for the group showing 
how we tend to get stuck in our way of thinking without realizing it.  The groups were 
then divided up by counting off randomly, and Bauer gave instructions regarding how the 
focus group sessions will work, with each committee member facilitating a topic of Food, 
Transportation, Facility, Finances, and Fundraising.   Notes resulting from those sessions, 
captures on large flip chart sheets of paper, are attached to these minutes.   


 
11:15 Break – Bauer recessed the meeting for a brief break, and reconvened at approximately 


11:30.  
 
11:30 Appropriation & Levy Process Review – John Coffman updated the group regarding 


Ogle County’s levy and appropriation process and handed out a tax computation report 
for Ogle County.  He explained the levy rate is set by dividing the amount requested by 
the total assessment for the county (Total EAV), which is 1/3 of market value.  Ogle 







County’s market value is approximately $ 4.5 billion is the market value. Coffman 
explained enterprise zones and TIFs do impact this process a little as special situations. 
He noted you can see the funds and the levy request for the year on the hand out.  He 
indicated the max rate the levy can be at is listed, some are at the max, some have no 
max, some are not at the max, but it is capped if at the max rate.  He explained the 
certified rate is the actual calculation and shows what is expected to be collected.  He 
explained in the county, there are no overlaps.  But in the school districts, they may have 
some EAV in Ogle, and Lee and Whiteside and so assessments have to be adjusted to 
calculate the rates.  He then explained again that the levy request / assessment = rate and 
discussion followed on the Excelon trigger amount.  Coffman reported the Excelon 
assessment comes to about .7266 with a total $450,000 million.  Excelon provides about 
1/3 of the assessment, and if we spend more than that, Excelon will not pay it.  Instead, 
they would reduce their payments by any amount overspent. This would mean other 
taxing bodies would be paying more than Excelon, so by virtue of the agreement, they 
have capped the tax rate for all bodies in Ogle County.  Discussion followed with 
Coffman confirming Excelon is paying $29,367,000 to the districts in the county.  He 
explained the process, which is for township assessors to turn in their valuation by 
looking at all properties each fall to the County Assessment office for aggregation.  Then 
the assessor sends that number to the state, and the state looks at the sales that occurred 
during the last year to ensure the assessments are within a certain range of what they 
should be.  If they are not, a factor is put on a county or township to increase or decrease 
it.  After that, the multiplier from the state then goes to the County Clerk, who takes the 
aggregate, takes the levy request from all, and calculates the rates by dividing.  An 
agency represented asked if we see cuts coming to senior services providers since the 
county is having cash flow issues. Coffman indicated that would be a discussion for the 
committee.  Discussion followed with Coffman confirming that the County Board 
decides the levy amount requested per fund.  More discussion followed.   
 


12:00 Break for Lunch – recessed by Bauer at approximately noon.   
 
12:45 Working Session Results Review – Bauer reconvened the meeting and the group 


reviewed the highlights of information captured in each group and topic.  McKinley 
confirmed this information will be condensed into a Word document and emailed out to 
the agencies prior to the regular HEW committee meeting June 8.  Lynne Kilker then 
explained that the Day 2 agenda on June 16, 2010 will focus on performing a SWOT 
analysis (strengths, weaknesses, opportunities, threats) by group, and asked the agencies 
to look at the data gathered from today to begin identifying items for the SWOT analysis.   


  
 
1:15 2011 Application Process – Bauer informed the group that the applications will be due 


August 6 with hearings scheduled in August just like last year.  Bauer then updated the 
group regarding plans to follow the same application process as last year stating the goal 
is to make the process easier and asked for input.  Discussion followed with the agencies 
agreeing they liked last year’s process better than previous years.  Bauer said the 
committee will fine tune the application questions a little bit in the next month and will 
have the actual application available for distribution in the Day 2 session planned June 
16.  The group indicated a desire to finish brainstorming around Fundraising, since this 
topic wasn’t covered earlier.  Bauer facilitated a brief input session on Fundraising, and 
the notes of that discussion are part of the work session recap attached to these minutes.  
The committee asked the group what they thought of today’s work session, and the group 
agreed it was very helpful and productive. Discussion followed with the group stating 
they’d like see a map of all services discussed today.  They also indicated a desire to form 
some sort of Director’s Consortium to meet regularly and identify better ways to do 
things, e.g., forming a purchasing coop, getting insurance coops for vehicle rates, etc.  
Bauer thanked the entire group for their time, stating what a productive, impressive day it 
was together.   







 
 


4. Adjournment – Jason Bauer at approximately 2:45 
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


Jason Bauer – Chairman 







 
HEW Committee Offsite Focus Group 
5/19/2010 
Flip Chart notes – summary 
V102mm 


 
FACILITY 


 
A.  Polo Sr. Center 
• Profile: 


o Targets seniors older and younger 
o 200 pay dues $15 / year 
o 2 paid staff 
o Open 8 am. – 2 pm 
o Partner with Forreston Seniors 1x/ mo 
o Nursing home patients come in Wednesdays 
o Partners with local food pantry 
o Provides: 


 Crafts (quilting biggest hit) 
 Food 
 Special events & activities (movie nights, line dancing, cards, etc.) 
 Farmers Market July – Sept  
 Access to computers, internet 
 Income tax filing services to seniors 


o Rents to other organizations (churches, Lions, etc.) 
o Located centrally down town Polo  
o Good parking 
o Handicap accessible 
o Well organized kitchen – lots of use – Lifescape uses for meal prep 5 days / week to 


go to Byron, Forreston, Mt. Morris, homes 
• Polo Facility Concerns: 


o NOT a heating or cooling center 
o Aging Building 
o No elevator (but nothing for seniors upstairs, so ok) 
o High fuel heating costs / lots of windows 


 
B.  Mt. Morris Sr. Center 
• Profile 


o Targets seniors older and younger  
 Baby boomers come for the classes – computer, cooking, exercise 


o 300 pay $25 dues / year; over 400 served  
o 2 paid staff 
o Partners with local food pantry 
o Provides: 


 Crafts 
 Food 
 Coffee shop in morning 
 Special events (card groups, cooking groups, Kable concert band, signing 


groups, exercises classes, etc.) 
 Computer classes  







 Medicare counseling onsite 
 Circuit breaker & tax help 
 Referral to other agencies as necessary 
 Medical equipment for loan 


o Rents to other organizations (churches, Lions, etc.) 
o Lost many corporate sponsors 
o Located centrally down town Mt. Morris 
o Handicap accessible – new elevator 


• Mt. Morris Facility Concerns: 
o Limited parking 
o Limited handicap accessible parking 
o Aging Building – roof, furnace need to be replaced 
o High fuel heating costs / lots of windows 


 
C. Forreston Senior Services 
• Profile 


o Targets older seniors 
o No facility – use local churches to meet   
o Handicap accessible; one with chair lift that seniors don’t like 
o Meet 2 x a month for: 


 Meals 
 Social interaction 
 Some programming 


o Rock River Center 1 x a month 
 
D. Hub City Senior Center 
• Profile 


o 900 on mailing list 
o Serve 50-60 per day 
o No dues; guild contribution supported 
o Open to other organizations, e.g.,  


 Rochelle Garden Club 
 Weight control groups 
 Wood workers 
 Community College groups 


o Provides 
 Renovated facility – pool room, card room w/ fireplace 
 Library reading room 
 Case worker offices 
 Programs, activities, services 
 Rent-free office space to partnering organizations  
 Newsletter 1 x a month 


• Hub City Facility Concerns 
o Limited parking 
o Leaking roof 


 
 
E.  Rock River Center, Oregon 
• Profile 


o Provides 3 key programs: 
 Information 







 Transportation 
 County wide senior center 


o Rock River facilities include their own facility in Oregon, homes, offices at other 
senior center locations 


o New facility opening soon 
o Confidential counseling space, arranged at all locations  
o Weekly onsite to all senior centers except Mt. Morris 
o Also go to Byron, Davis Junction, Monroe Center, Stillman Valley 
o Locations driven by population density 
o Makes facility available to other organizations rent free (e.g., Tri County, VA, 


Secretary of State, etc) 
o Provide LEIHA forms, like Tri County 


 
F.  Lifescape 
• Rockford facility 
• Use Rock River facility 


o Need new kitchen location since no kitchen in new Rock River facility 
o Kitchen use for meal prep 6:30 am – 2:00 pm 


• Serve Mt. Morris, Rochelle, Polo, Oregon 
• Congregate meals  
• Home delivery meals 
 
G.  LSSI 
• No facility 
• All home based service 
 
H.  Tri County 
• No facility 
• All home based service 
• Target seniors 60+ for home personal care, meals, laundry, shopping, light housekeeping, 


transportation, etc. 
• Over 175 served in Ogle home maker program 
• Use Rock River facility Mondays & Wednesdays 
• Go to Polo senior center, Hub City senior center 
• Provide grant & energy assistance (LEIHA), like Rock River 
• Send LEIHA forms to Mt. Morris 
 
 
Brainstorming- Concerns 
• Seniors reluctant to come to old, deteriorating facilities 
• Surveys show seniors don’t like gloomy, old buildings 
• Surveys show seniors want easy access, bright space, cheery atmosphere, lots of parking 
• Many younger seniors currently have grandchildren/childcare responsibilities 
• Many younger seniors are still working 
• Term “senior” does not attract the baby boomers 
• Younger seniors are very active in other areas of their lives; not looking for a traditional 


senior center 
• Baby boomer seniors are more independent / tend not to be “joiners” 
• Staff is burned out- run ragged 
• Lots of ideas; not enough volunteers to execute the ideas 







• Difficult to recruit volunteers  
 
Brainstorming - Opportunities 
• Rebrand & reposition services to a younger, baby boomer generation 


o What do they want? 
o Why would they come? 


• Current baby boomer generation likes: 
o Cooking classes 
o Financial consulting classes 
o Technology classes 
o Wii tournaments & games 


• Centralized marketing support to help all senior centers & service agencies reach the baby 
boomer market 


• Leverage website for communicating existing programs, activities, facilities available for 
organizations to use 


 
FOOD 


 
A. Lifescape 


• Meals on Wheels 
o 2 meals per day- Lunch is hot, Dinner is sack  
o Meets 2/3 of Daily Required Intake 
o Education Packets sent monthly 
o Eligible to every town in Ogle County 
o Prepackaged to Mount Morris 
o Congregate meals at other Senior Centers 


• Café Sites at Logli’s in Rockford 
 $2.50 per meal 
 Need a full Service Kitchen to Implement 


• Breakfast at Rochelle Senior Center- Not consistent due to low attendance 
• Use food donations from private industry-Portilos?- to share with other organizations 
• Works with Humana to deliver 10 meals after discharge along with education to the 


patient 
• Farmers Market Coupons offered 


o Given to any senior to use at farmers markets 
 
B. Mount Morris 


• Coffee Club-Daily 
• Cooking Classes Offered 
• Food Pantry offered on referral basis 
• Community Garden involvement 
• Monthly Breakfast on 1st Saturday 
• Potlucks on 3rd Friday- Provide meat and drinks 
• Birthday Celebrations 
• Community Supper Annually at Brethren Church 
• Daily Lunch at Center 
• Grocery Delivery Service 
• Annual Cookie Sale 


 
C. Polo 







• Coffee Club-Daily 
• Cooking Classes Offered-UIC Ext offers monthly 
• Farmers Market involvement 


o Churches fix meals and charge $5-$7 
o 80-100 attendees 


• Potluck-Provide meat and drinks 
• Daily Lunch at Center 
• Popcorn on Fridays 
• Snacks on Wednesday’s with cards 
• Bake Sale 2 times per year 


 
D. Rock River Center 


• Coffee Club-Daily 
• Cooking Classes Offered 
• Potluck- Provide meat and drinks 
 Birthday Celebrations 
• Daily Lunch at Center 
• Educational Potlucks  


o Dr. Nelson presents 
 
 
E. Rochelle 


• Coffee Club-Daily 
• Potluck- Provide meat and drinks 
• Birthday Celebrations 
• Daily Lunch at Center 
• Breakfast offered 2 times per month 
• Popcorn on Thursdays 
• Tuesday and Thursday snacks with BINGO 


 
H. Forreston 


• Monthly Meal/Potluck offered  
 
 
I. LSSI 


• Food Baskets  
• CGH Lunch and Learns 


 
J. TriCounty 


• Prepare meals in homes 
• Grocery shop for seniors 


 
K. Other  


• Pinecrest opens in evening for public  
• Lions, Kiwanis, Rotary Clubs meet in area churches  
• Byron Baptist Church monthly senior luncheon—Link education  
• Food Pantries 


o Need to make more accessible 
o Formal Referals 
o Word of Mouth advertising 







 
• All groups use food for or in conjunction with fundraisers 
 


Brainstorming 
• Need to advertise food offerings in order to promote other services/activities 
• Need for more cooking classes to learn how to cook for 1 
• Use Community Gardens to offer a link between generations 


o Older generations have the knowledge and younger generation have more ability 
to do the work 


• Contact area churches about meals they serve to seniors 
• Place menus in area papers 
• Use part of levy money to pay for advertising 
• Bring grandchildren to Potluck Day 


 
FINANCIAL 


 
 


A. Systems Used 
• MIP 


o Accounting 
o Expense allocation 
o Info 
o Fundraising 
o HR 
o User friendly/flexible 
o $4,000 + annual updates $1,000 - $1,500 


• Quicken 
• Quick Books 
• Quick Books Pro 
• Excel 
• Yellow Tablet 
• Outsource payroll 


 
B. Challenges 


• Multiple geographic areas  
• Strings attached to estate gifts 
• Monies due but not paid 
• Need to borrow; interest 
• Bad economy; less donations 
• Minimum wage going up 
• Payroll 65-70% of budget 
• Early retirement – more volunteers  
• Aging – less volunteers 
• Feeding ever increasing numbers 
• Decrease in state grants 


 
C. Opportunities 


• Centralized purchasing via coop, e.g., Woodmans in Rockford  







 
FUNDRAISING 


 
A.  Successful approaches 
• Break big dollar projects down into small opportunities, e.g., Hub City $18,000 roof broken 


down into $18.30 per square yard  
• Vehicle advertising, e.g., Hub City $8,800 annual income  
• Pull businesses, churches, civic group together for a fundraiser 
• Put promos on the website 
• Get younger seniors involved in the fundraising, before they need the center 
• Focus fundraising efforts on operational needs, which are harder to cover than special 


projects 
• Look for matching funds, e.g., Lutheran Brotherhood 
• Look for benefits outside the actual fundraiser, e.g., PR leading to future sponsors 
• 50/50 tickets 
• Business sponsorship of golf outings 
• Help each other fund raise!  Read each others’ newsletters! 
 
B.  Fundraising Cautions 
• Entertainment opportunities are expensive – be careful not to raise money to pay people to 


raise money 
• Don’t forget staff is your best marketing tool; marketing should be a culture and daily 


perspective vs. spending huge $$ on fund development 
• State website provides good information on how fundraising has changed- don’t get stuck in 


old ruts 
 


TRANSPORTATION 
 
 A. Lots 


1. Provides transportation for anyone of any age in Ogle County 
o Groceries 
o Doctor's appointments 
o Beauty Shop 
o Kishwaukee College 


 
2.  Polo Senior Services 


o Has bus from RRC that stays in Polo 
o Curb to curb service 
o Not handicap accessible  
o No grocery store in town 
o In need of volunteers to get groceries 


 
3. C. Forreston Senior Center 


o Strictly volunteer basis 
o Informed of Lots 


 
B.  Rock River Center 


1. Provides transportation with buses (LOTS) 
o Long rides 







o Mostly 8 – 5 
 


C.  Mt Morris Senior Center 
1. Uses volunteers 


o Church 
o Groceries - also delivers 


 
D.  Rochelle Senior Center 


1. Transportation to everything 
o Has a transportation coordinator 
o Seniors from nursing home for day trips V VOP 


2. Transportation for clients 
o Difficult to mix handicap with seniors 
o Long rides for clients 


 
E.  TCO 


1. Provides transportation for their clients 
o Groceries 


o Doctor's appointments 
o Pharmacy 
o Work Release 
o Only goes one day a week 


 
F.  LSSI 


1. Provides transportation from employees 
o Groceries 
o Pharmacy 


 
 
Brainstorming 


1. Awareness 
• More advertising for LOTS 


o Radio advertising 
o Newspaper articles 


2. Need more volunteers 
• RSVP trough Highland Community College 
• Legacy Corp 
• Huge need throughout county 


o Not enough buses 
o Delivery of groceries 
o Need pharmacy 
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SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND PLANNING
& ZONING COMMITTEE


of the
OGLE COUNTY BOARD


SUPERVISOR OF ASSESSMENTS AND 
PLANNING & ZONING COMMITTEE REPORT


JUNE 9,  2010


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle
County Board wasl held on June 9, 2010 at 1:02 P.M. at the Ogle County Sheriff’s 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, Jim Barnes,  Ben Diehl, Marcia Heuer, Larry Boes, and 
Dennis Williams.  Mr. Messer was absent.   Mr. Hopkins declared a quorum present. 


2. READING AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF MAY 12, 2010 MEETING AS MINUTES


Mr. Williams made a motion to approve the report of May 12, 2010  as minutes; seconded by Mr.
Diehl. 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 $388.52.   Mr. Barnes  made a motion to approve the payment of the bills in the
amount of $388.52; seconded by Mr. Diehl.  The motion carried by a voice vote.


4. OLD BUSINESS


Mr. Harrison stated that the annual meeting and public hearing of the Farmland Assessment Review
Committee on June 3rd.  The Committee is made up of myself, DeWayne Adams, Ron Lewis, and
Shirley Bartlet.  Per Illinois statute the group is charged wtih evaluating the State’s proposed farmland
assessments for the comming year.


5. NEW BUSINESS


Mr. Harrison stated the office is getting ready to move back to Oregon next week.


None


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)


No decisions for consideration.


B. MOBILE HOME APPLICATIONS - (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)
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No mobile home applications for consideration.


8. SUBDIVISION PLATS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


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 $377.36.  Mrs. Heuer made a motion to approve the payment of the bills in the
amount of $377.36 seconded by Mr. Barnes.  The motion carried by a voice vote.


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


#6-10 VARIATION --  Don & Frances Cappel, 10893 E. Hwy. 38, Rochelle, IL for a Variation to
allow a grain bin to be constructed 22' from the right-of-way of E. Thorpe Rd. (old IL Rte. 38) in lieu of
80' as required pursuant to the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance on property described as
follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of the E1/2 of the SE1/4 Section 29 Flagg Township 40N, R1E of the 3rd P.M., Ogle
County, IL, 79.38 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 24-29-400-002  
Common Location: 10893 E. Thorpe Rd.


#4-10 AMENDMENT --  Judith L. Knilans Trustee, 765 N. River Rd., Oregon, IL  for an
Amendment to the Zoning District to rezone from AG-1 Agricultural District & R-1 Rural Residence
District to R-2 Single-Family Residence District (except that part currently zoned R-2 Single-Family
Residence District) on property described as follows and owned by the petitioners:


Part of G.L.4 and G.L.5 of the NW Fractional 1/4 Section 3 Oregon-Nashua Township 23N,
R10E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL, 12.06 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 16-03-126-002, -003, -004 & -005  
Common Location: 703, 791, & 765 N. River Rd.


#7-10 VARIATION --  Michael & Ranita LaLoggia, 5907 E. Scott Dr., Byron, IL for a Variation to
allow an above-ground pool to be constructed 7' from a side lot line in lieu of 25' as required pursuant
to the Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance on property described as follows and owned by the
petitioners:


Lot 16 Von-Glen Acres Subdivision #2, part of the E1/2 of the NE1/4 Section 4 Marion
Township 24N, R11E of the 4th P.M., Ogle County, IL
Property Identification Number: 10-04-227-007  
Common Location: 5907 E. Scott Dr.


#6-10 SPECIAL USE -- Darlene Curcio-Elsbury and Timothy J. Elsbury, 606 N. Fourth St.,
Oregon, IL for a Special Use permit to allow an equine arts center with opportunities for equine-
assisted learning and psychotherapy on property described as follows and owned by petitioners:


Part of the NE Fractional 1/4 Section 2 Woosung Township 22N, R8E of the 4th P.M., Ogle
County, IL, 40.0 acres, more or less
Property Identification Number: 20-02-200-001
Common Location: 10045 W. Edgewood Rd.


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


11. OTHER BUSINESS (CONSIDERATION AND POSSIBLE ACTION)


12. PUBLIC COMMENT


13. ADJOURN


The regular monthly meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning & Zoning Committee of the Ogle
County Board adjourned at 1:18 P.M.  The next meeting of the Supervisor of Assessments and Planning &
Zoning Committee is scheduled for Wednesday, July 14, 2010 at 1:00 P.M. at the Old Olge County
Courthouse, Third Floor County Board Room #317, 105 S. Fifth St. Oregon, IL.


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator








Ogle County 
Long Range Planning – Courthouse Renovation Committee Meeting  


June 1, 2010  
Tentative Minutes 


 
 
 


1. Call to Order : by Stahl at 10:40 
• Members present:  Stahl, Rice, Hopkins, Messer, Nye, Gronewold,  
• Members absent: Gouker 
• Others present: Barnes, DeArvil, McKinley, Sheriff Beitel, Deputy Harn, 


Coffman, Huntley, Cook, Callant, Jeff Case, Tom Lassin, Jim Dobyns, 
Bonnie Hendrickson, Sheryl Hopkins 


 
2.  Approval of Minutes: May 4, 2010  


• Motion by Messer 
• 2nd by Rice  
• Motion carried 


 
3. Courthouse Renovation Project- Review & Possible Action: 


a. Project Update – McKinley reported the courthouse parking lot repaving 
has been scheduled for June 14-15.  Huntley has talked with moving 
company, and they will start moving the County Clerk & Recorders 
offices June 10 for no extra charge.  Dobyns will confirm this schedule 
with Mike Brown since the date of the asphalt paving is not movable.  
Rice expressed concerned about tracking asphalt in to the building if the 
weather is hot.  McKinley will talk with McBride about getting plastic to 
cover rug areas.    


b. Courthouse Budget & Timeline- McKinley pointed out the T&M jobs that 
came in about $8,000 lower than the approved budget (RJC #8a and #10) 
and highlighted the contingency amount left in the budget.  She stated we 
remain on track to come at or under budget for the entire project.   


c. Additional Scope Items 
i. Mail Unit- McKinley explained Holabird & Root designed a 


locking mail unit for incoming and outgoing USPS mail.  She met 
with the Oregon Post Master who indicated the system will meet 
their requirements with top and bottom locking systems- top for 
incoming mail, bottom for outgoing mail.  The change order 
presented by RJC included the pricing for only the top unit; 
Dobyns indicated it would be $1,000 more for the bottom unit.  
McKinley recommended moving forward with the H&R plan, 
which appears about the same of price of units we’d have to order 
through the post office and install ourselves.     


• Motion by Nye to approve mail unit for $2,285.   
• 2nd by Hopkins 
• Motion carried 







ii. Signage – McKinley indicated she called Crippen Signs in 
Freeport, Rockford Signs, ABC Lettering in Oregon, and Fishers in 
Oregon to compare standard signage pricing.  Fishers appears to be 
about half the price of the others.  ABC Lettering never returned 
her calls.  McKinley recommended moving forward with Fishers 
for signage needs of the courthouse.     


• Motion by Hopkins to go with Fishers for signage needs 
not to exceed $5,000 


• 2nd by Messer  
• Motion carried 


iii. Storm Sewer Jail Connections- Dobyns reported they discovered 
an additional roof drain off of the jail that needs to be connected 
into the storm sewer, which the engineering firm missed.  Rice 
authorized the work to be done upon receiving the request last 
week and Dobyns is still working on the price, expected to be 
approximately $1,000.  McKinley asked for clarification of the 
timing of the price estimate and was concerned if change order 
approvals have to wait for another month, work will have to be 
done prior to committee approval in order to finish the job by Jun 
21.  To avoid this problem, she asked Dobyns to prepare the 
pricing for Executive Committee approval June 9 along with any 
other final change orders. She clarified there are to be no more 
change orders submitted after today’s meeting, and the Executive 
Committee meeting June 9.       


iv. Parking Lot Sink Hole- Sheriff Beitel reported that in 1996 fuel 
tanks were moved and some of the back fill was broken up and 
parking curbs were tossed in with the fill. As discussed last 
meeting, this has settled in and created a sinkhole, which needed to 
be opened up, blocks removed and then filled to repair the parking. 
McKinley clarified the Sheriff authorized this work prior to the 
committee meeting because it needed to be done and the 
committee had agreed last month it was necessary.     


• Motion by Messer to approve maximum amount of $7,411 
for fixing the sink hole. 


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried with one nay vote by Gronewold.     


v. Furniture Misc 
• Knee wall repair (courthouse Board room railing) and 


refinishing of 26 chairs for department head use 
• Motion to approve $2,110 for knee wall repair and 


the $780 to refinish 26 chairs for total of $2,890 by 
Rice  


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried 


• Historic board room desks – contribution to Historic 
Society 







• Rice moved to allow the Historic Society to have 
one of the board room desks plus a few of the 
refinished chairs.  


• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried 


• County Clerk’s Counters - 1st floor front counter with the 
historical face- additional work required to finish this piece 


• Motion by hopkins to approve $2,148  
• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried 


•  Recorders Counters – additional counters needed per 
Huntley’s requirements 


• Motion by Rice for $3,070 
• 2nd by hopkins 
• Motion carried 


vi. Technology Misc- In response to the email Becky Huntley sent on 
behalf of Dynamic Horizons last month expressing concern that 
additional switches had not been purchased for the renovated 
courthouse, McKinley confirmed that after working with various 
vendors, Larry Callant and the Sheriff have confirmed we do not 
need to purchase additional switches, which is why the Sheriff 
didn’t act on Dynamic Horizon’s recommendation originally.  We 
have enough capacity with what we own now.  Callant confirmed 
he would be able to order and receive a new switch within 48 
hours if needed for any reason.     


d. Change Orders  
i. #82 – refinish wood flooring up to Treasurer’s public counter, and 


remove carpeting  
• Rice moved to approve a not to exceed amount of $2,994 
• 2nd by Hopkins 
• Motion carried 


ii. #87 – Install two quad outlets for Animal Control counter outlet 
needs.  T&M not to exceed $1,629 


• Rice moved to approve a not to exceed amount of $1,629 
• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried 


iii. #79 – Bringing flag pole electrical up to code, which requires 
running conduit further out, making proper connections, reusing 
the lights that are already out there.  Dobyns reported that Mascal 
Electric suggests pouring a concrete base for the light fixture to 
cast the box within the base for a more permanent approach.  
Discussion followed about what is or is not code and what is 
needed to protect the cable.   


• Rice moved to approve $3,721 subject to the confirmation 
of exact code requirements.     







• 2nd by Messer.  McKinley asked about the timing and fees 
for pouring cement and adding a base.  RJC said it would 
have to be next week for an additional charge for installing 
the cement, and a different charge for the box that gets 
poured, approximately $500-600.   


• Rice amends his motion to include the cement and 
new box for an additional $600, not to exceed a 
total change order approval for this project of 
$4,321  


• 2nd to the amendment by Messer 
• Amended motion carried.   


iv. #48 R1 – Changes to the building access key system, on T&M not 
to exceed $2,251.  Dobyns reported 2 strikes were added 
originally, and a number of features were deleted.  This work has 
been done quite a while ago, but RJC and H&R are still analyzing 
each figure item by item break down to ensure the proper pricing is 
accurate based on additions and deletions.  Lassin noted he had 
expected a negative amount and isn’t comfortable with this 
amount.   


• Hopkins motions to move this change order # 48 R1 to the 
Executive Committee for approval 


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried.   


v. #64 Option 1 – Sandstone repair to stabilize the crumbling, leading 
structures on the outside of the building, per previous meeting 
discussions.  Dobyns noted total restoration was $20,000.  Rice 
asked if the total restoration was a final number.  Discussion 
followed.  Dobyns confirmed stablizing would secure any loose 
areas, seal it, plug holes.  Restoration would be total resculpting of 
the structure.  Lassin indicated the key is to secure it so it doesn’t 
fall and hurt someone.   


• Motion by hopkins to accept the sandstone stabilizing for 
$2,317 


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried.   


vi. #78 – Glycol fill for heating/cooling system - Rice indicated Jim 
McBride has recommended the automatic filling system to the 
heating and cooling system so that if the liquid goes too far down 
and no one responds to the alarm, it won’t shut down the whole 
system.  This is a closed loop system per RJC.  Discussion 
followed about how the system works and the need for this item.   


• Motion by Rice to approve $9,426 
• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried   


vii. RJC reported there were questions about the tuck pointing recently 
and that the original drawings were to give a report and fix 







minimal items, which they have done.  RJC did get a quote for a 
full tuck point, however, and the quote is $122,343.  RJC and H&R 
say this is really a 50 year event.  Huntley asked why we would 
need to do this again since she thought we did this within the last 
12 years.  Messer reported the just sand blasting had been done and 
that the company that did it walked away without sealing it, so the 
water was coming through the walls and we had to bring in another 
company to seal the brick and check the stone.  Rice asked RJC to 
confirm what they have done and what they spent already towards 
the tuck pointing.  Dobyns will confirm that dollar amount.  Any 
further tuck pointing could be done at a future date, per Rice, who 
indicated we will not be moving forward on this item any time 
soon.  Rice said about $400,000 was done years ago at the higher 
levels, up by the cupola.     


viii. #85 - 18’ x 35’ dumpster pad 8” thick with rebar 18” on center for 
$7,715.  Mike Harn reported he received a quote of $7,500 for 
Donaldson with 7” thick, which is adequate.  Discussion followed.     


• Motion by Messer to accept Donaldson bid for $7,500 
• 2nd   by Rice 
• Motion carried   


ix. Basement flooring – T&M amount to be presented at Executive 
committee.  Dobyns reported it was more expensive to paint the 
floor than to VCT the floor and that the work has turned out well.  
He will bring the final numbers for the Executive Committee on 
June 9.    


• Motion by Rice to move the flooring change order to the 
Executive Committee June 9 since the final numbers are 
not ready 


• 2nd by Nye  
• Motion carried   


x. #53 – electrical changes Lassin is still working on for $5,500 
representing electrical changes. He doesn’t agree with the scope at 
this point.   


• Rice moved to move this to the Executive Committee June 
9 since the final numbers are not ready  


• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried 


e. Other 
i. Security Cameras - Huntley asked why there are security cameras 


in the break room, and feels it’s an invasion of privacy.  Lassin 
said the H&R electrical engineer worked with the security 
consultant, Matt Safarini, to determine the needs.  Sheriff Beitel 
said he understood there would be 12 cameras at entrances and 
exits and public entrances and now there are 32.  Rice wants to 
know if they can turn them on or off, and while the Sheriff says he 
is unsure, he thinks we can unplug it.  The Sheriff said there isn’t 







going to be physical monitoring except for 4 that will fit in the 
screens we have, and those will be pointed at the entrances and 
exits.  The Sheriff says he understands the concern about the break 
room.   


• Rice moved to allow the policy decision of the cameras at 
the courthouse be determined by the sheriff through 
working with staff 


• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried   


ii. Panic buttons- Huntley asked who made the decisions on where the 
panic buttons are in the work stations.  Discussion followed with 
no clear answer.   


iii. Change orders - McKinley stated there made it clear there is no 
more room for change orders after today and the Executive 
Committee meeting because these are the last meetings for such 
approvals.   


f. Dedication Committee / Opening Ceremony – Rice asks if we want a 
plaque on the building with committee names.  Hopkins said we need a 
plaque saying we did it, the architect name, the contractor name, and that 
the project was done for the people by the board.  


• Rice moved to approve such a plaque, as described by Hopkins.   
•  2nd by Hopkins.   
• Motion carried 


g. Opening Ceremony – will be August 20, 2010 including an open house 
and a dedication ceremony the same day starting at 10:00.  There will be 
lunch sponsored by the Pork Producers with proceeds going to help fund 
the memorials restoration project and tours throughout the afternoon.  Rice 
asked for suggestions for names of who to invite, including politicians, but 
not many speakers.       


 
4. Approval of LRP Bills 


a. Motion by Hopkins to recommend $18,776.46 plus the RJC bill that will 
come to the Executive Committee June 9. 


b. 2nd by Nye 
c. Motion carried.   


 
5. New Business – Gronewold asked for an update on how we’ll handle distributing 


reusable furniture that could be given away or sold when we move back in.  Rice 
indicated the movers will move the remaining Watt Building furniture back to 
Pines Road storage and that 30-60 days later, we’ll invite the agencies we levy for 
to come look at furniture and take whatever they want.  What’s left, we’ll tag to 
sell to used furniture or the public.  Curtis Cook asked if departments could come 
in and look too.  Rice said yes.   


                          
5. Public Comment – none 
 







6. Next Meeting Date – July 6.  McKinley announced she will not be present for this 
meeting, and will coordinate all items with Stahl in her absence.  It was clarified 
the committee meetings will be held in the first floor conference room in the 
courthouse beginning in July.   


 
7. Adjournment – by Stahl at 12:30 


 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


Kim Stahl – Chairman 
 
 







Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 5/31/2010


Row #


Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 


Project 


Budget


Approved Multi-


Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses


LTD % 


Spent


(A) Architect Fees - Holabird & Root
A1 Professional Services (8.5% of const cost+furniture+stencil rest)      502,774.00         526,731.66 
A2 - Schematic design (15%)           79,009.75 74,500.38 94.3%
A3 - Design Development (20%)         105,346.33 99,333.84 94.3%
A4 - Construction Documents (40%)         210,692.66 198,667.68 94.3%
A5 - Bidding (5%)           26,336.58 24,833.46 94.3%
A6 - Construction Administration (20%)         105,346.33 91,749.73 87.1%
A7 Programming (14970.1A)        40,000.00           40,000.00 39,140.75 97.9%
A8 Clerk Office (14970.1B)             3,810.00 3,810.00 100.0%
A9 Reimburseable Consultant (Historic Surfaces)          5,000.00             5,000.00 5,000.00 100.0%
A10 Memorial Hall Floor Plan Redesign          8,000.00             8,000.00 0.00 0.0%
A11 Expenses (25000 limit set 9/09)        50,000.00           25,000.00 21,432.76 85.7%
A12 Additional Time Delay Fee (approved 9/09)           14,891.82 0.00 0.0%
A13 Sub Total - Holabird & Root     605,774.00        623,433.48 558,468.60 89.6%


(B) Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson
B1 Base Bid   5,187,000.00      5,187,000.00 
B2 Performance Bond        34,442.00           34,442.00 
B3 Builders Risk Insurance          7,500.00             7,500.00 
B4 - Payment #1 127,842.00  
B5 - Payment #2 390,454.00  
B6 - Payment #3 292,148.00  
B7 - Payment #4 693,144.00
B8 - Payment #5 (less $14,022.41 plumbing lien) 574,831.00
B9 - Payment #6 (less $30,263.05 plumbing lien) 568,596.95
B10 - Payment #7 (less $113,568 plumbing lien) 779,151.41
B11 - Payment #8 570,755.00
B12 - Payment #9 rvsd 504,037.00
B13 - Payment #10 188,222.00
B14 - Circuit Clerk Payment for Complaints for Accounting (Liens) 44,285.46
B15 Alternate #1 (re-do parking lot, landscaping)      142,000.00 0.00  
B16 Alternate #2 (replace east curved sidewalk)        12,625.00           12,625.00  
B17 Alternate #3 (ramp, canopy, snow melt)        91,400.00           91,400.00  
B18 Alternate #4 (deleted before bids) 0.00 0.00  
B19 Alternate #5 (emergency power generator)        31,000.00           19,908.00 
B20 Construction Contingency      406,818.00         406,818.00  


Change Orders - September 2009  
B21 - RJC #2-Use 5/8" concr brd under tile in restrooms 4,531.00           
B22a - RJC #3-Install 1/4" APA underlay under flooring 5,596.00           
B22b - RJC #4 eliminate door 019A (756.00)$           
B23 - RJC #5a-long span lintels south side of bldg flrs 1 & 2 7,683.00           
B24 - RJC #5b-Eliminate lintels ($2,162)
B25 - RJC #5d-Revise bearing condtn 2nd floor file storage ($437)
B26 - RJC #5g-Fill in boiler pit, raise concrete slab (was $8544) 4,500.00           
B27 - RJC #5h-New slabs in basement 2,222.00           
B28 - RJC #5j-Remove fl 2 clay tile partition, drywall (was $6683) 5,584.00           
B29 - RJC #6-radius lintel over 5th street entrance 5,056.00           
B30 - RJC #7-Window changes deduct std colors vs custom ($17,320)
B31 - RJC #8a-Basemt demo, framing, drywall (T&M) (rvsd 6/1) 39,134.00         
B32 - RJC #8d-2nd floor demo & drywall repair SE corner 9,492.00           
B33 - RJC #8e-Exterior wall demo,repair 308, 309A and B 4,974.00           
B34 - RJC #8f-Demo,plaster repair for wall grills 321 and 317 (was $1134) 595.00              
B35 - RJC #8g-Demo in attic not shown on drawings 6,304.00           
B36 - RJC #10-Patch, plaster repair from unforseen (T&M) (rvsd 6/1) 46,073.00         


Change Orders - October 2009
B37 - RJC#1B-std water fntain chrome with water cooler ($4,500)
B38 - RJC#3-Elevate basemnt wind, add 6" stone sill, frame 17,672.00         
B39 - RJC#4-Patch hard wood flooring under drinking fountains 2,350.00           


Change Orders - November 2009
B40 - RJC #17-cupola lighting up to code 4,299.00           
B41 -RJC#18- Leveling of 2nd floor restrooms T&M not to exceed $6834 5,719.00           
B42 - RJC#19 - Structural steel reinforce for air handler; T&M 17,936.00         


Change Orders - December 2009
B43 - RJC #21-revsed electric & wire mold casing 5,700.00           
B44 - RJC #22 omit accoustic ceilings  from rooms 13 and 14 basement (was $0) (390.00)$           
B45 - RJC#25-narrow door to original opening 972.00              
B46 - RJC 28 revise lights at east and west entry (was $0) (889.00)$           
B47 - RJC 30 remove grease trap (was $0) (699.00)$           
B48 - RJC #33 - relocate attic dry sprinkler valve 3,286.00           


Change Orders - January 2010
B49 - RJC #44 Soil and concrete testing for handicap ramp 800.00              
B50 - RJC #23 rvsd Fire sprinkler alarm bell/dry system air compressor 2,958.00           
B51 - RJC # 42 New electrical feeds 2nd floor display board veterans (rvs 6/1) 1,133.00           


Ogle County Courthouse Budget Reconciliation Report June 2010 v114mm







Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 5/31/2010


Row #


Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 


Project 


Budget


Approved Multi-


Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses


LTD % 


Spent


(B) Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson - Continued
B52 - RJC #51 Relocate toilets 18" from the wall, state code 1,569.00           
B53 - RJC #37 Elevator upgrades required by state code 26,834.00         
 Change Orders February 2010
B54 - RJC #32 - Site drain trap 787.00              
B55 - RJC #36 rvsd-Storm Sewer -                    
B56 - RJC #49 - Refinish grills plugged with debris east side of building 1,321.00           
B57 - RJC 55- Install window extensions, jambs, sills T&M not to exceed 38,794.00         
B58 - RJC #57 - Nicor gas regulator 2,388.00           


Change Orders March 2010
B59 - RJC #36R1 Storm Sewer 42,319.00         
B60 - RJC #65 Bypass valve HVAC 5,698.00           
B61 -RJC #63 missing wood base and corners all floors 7,372.00           


Change Orders April 2010
B62 - RJC #56R1 Delay Fee max not to exceed 16,300.00         
B63 - RJC #60 attic insulation 8,073.00           
B64 - RJC #66 sprinkler head painting 968.00              
B65 - RJC #67 sprinkler under air handler unit 803.00              


B66 - RJC #68 secure employee staircase 2,319.00           


B67 - RJC #61 roof repair not to exceed 13,877.00         


Change Orders May 2010


B68 - RJC #32 R1 Condensate Lines 1,646.00           


B69 - RJC #69 Light Fixtures 1,074.00           


B70 - RJC #72 Exit Lights 576.00              


B71 - RJC #76 - Security Cameras - swap with Jail Budget 2,790.00           
B72 Sub total - Change Orders Approved Against Contingency 406,818.00    352,924.00       86.8%


B73 Sub total - Ringland Johnson 6,319,603.00 5,759,693.00    4,733,466.82$    82.2%


( C ) Budgeted Allowance - Services
C1 Com Ed Utility Charge - Com Ed 17,000.00 12,190.78 71.7%
C2 Moveable Furniture ($229,991.81 final budget 2/2010) 337,200.00       100,000.00          29.7%
C3 Aries Consulting 5,000.00 4,875.00 97.5%
C4 Site Survey - Willet Hoffman - Boundry & Topo Survey 5,000.00           5,000.00 100.0%
C5 Tree Removal -Grover's Nursery 2,000.00 1,790.00 89.5%
C6 Geothermal Test - Verzieg Consulting 15,000.00 15,000.00 100.0%
C7 Hazard Materials Assess & Abate - AR Remediation 30,000.00 57,512.00 191.7%
C8 Hazard Materials Assess & Abate - Holian Asbestos 5,000.00 9,895.00 197.9%
C9 A/V Equipment (63,601 final budget+ $25,981 to be paid from County Clerk  fund) 10,000.00 0.00 0.0%
C10 Security Equipment 10,000.00   
C11 - ADT Security Watt Building 2,312.26 23.1%
C12 Telephone/Data Systems  25,000.00   
C13 - Verizon Phones Watt Building 19,879.38
C14 - Cabling clean up & re-routing 9,389.54 117.1%
C15 Departmental Signage 5,000.00 0.0%
C16 Moving Costs 25,000.00 0.0%
C17 - Universal Relocation 12,409.00 49.6%
C17a - Assessor Card File Boxes 245.18
C18 Temporary Rent - Old Limestone (overages from rent extended to 6/2010)           75,000.00 92,000.00 122.7%
C19 Watts Building Improvements           70,000.00 
C20 - Clerk's Shelving = Watt Building 6,444.26  
C21 - Fischer's - Assessor's Desk 269.99  
C22 - Mileage - Merchandise Mart 159.70
C23 - Federal Express 75.18
C24 - Area Tree Service - Watt Building 1,250.00  
C25 - Keys - Watt Building 156.04  
C26 - Dynamic Horizons -Watt Network Redundancy 14,015.12  
C27 - Global Enterprise Technology-  Watt Network Redundancy 66,723.64  
C28 - Dynamic Horizons Watt Network Redundancy Fix 1,459.50
C29 - Dynamic Horizons Watt Network Redund Fix Labor 1,000.00
C30 - Global Enterprise Technology - Watt Network Redund Fix 195.00
C31 - Dixon Ottawa Communications - T1 Wiring Watt Redund Fix 1,911.20
C32 - T1 Fix - Device Shipping 132.28
C33 - T1 Auto Redundancy Switches 949.50
C34 - Dynamic Horizons Redundancy Failover Testing 162.50
C35 - Wes's Tree Service- Watt 500.00  
C36 Subtotal Watt Building Improvements 95,403.91 136.3%


C37 Total Budgeted Allowances - Services 636,200.00 437,902.05 68.8%


(D) Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00         


D1 - Owner demo prior to abatement work - Marv Miller 21,250.00            
D2 - Courthouse Demo - Disposal Service for internal demo 1,375.32


D3 - Lead abatement #2 - Luse 16,000.00            


D4 - Drilling holes in concrete walls to rewire phone lines 750.00


D5 - MDES Engineering Study to reconfigure storm sewer 3,500.00              


D6 - Beesing Welding -welding cannon caps 190.00                 


D7 - New Water Meter for increased capacity 1,867.10              
D8 Total Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00 44,932.42 59.9%
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Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 5/31/2010


Row #


Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 


Project 


Budget


Approved Multi-


Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses


LTD % 


Spent


(E) Historic Renovation Project Allowances (RJC payments accounted for in (B))


E1 Boardroom Stenciling Restoration (& conference room -Tony K.) 145,000.00       107,500.00          74.14%


E2 Boardroom Plaster Restoration ($35,000 spent - in RJC payments) 35,000.00         100.00%


E3 Boardroom Stencil Mock Up (Tony K.) 14,000.00         14,000.00            100.00%
E4 Memorial Hall Mural Restoration Testing (Tony K.) 3,000.00           2,950.00              98.33%
E5 Memorial Hall Mural & Wall Restoration ($3,328 spent - in RJC payments) 21,000.00         -                       15.85%


E6 Memorial Hall Construction Cost ($0 spent- in RJC payments) 12,000.00         0.00%
E7 Total Historic Project Allowances 230,000.00       124,450.00         


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


(G) Courthouse Renovation Budget Summary
G1 Architect Fees - Holabird & Root         623,433.48 558,468.60          89.6%
G2 Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson 5,759,693.00    4,733,466.82       82.2%
G3 Budgeted Allowance - Services 636,200.00 437,902.05          68.8%


G4 Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00 44,932.42            59.9%


G5 Historic Renovation Project Allowances 230,000.00       124,450.00          54.1%


G6 Unbudgeted 50,000.00 50,000.00            100.0%


G7 Total Courthouse Budget & Expense 7,500,000.00 7,374,326.48 5,949,219.89 80.7%


Ogle County Courthouse Budget Reconciliation Report June 2010 v114mm







Long Range Expenses


2010 Annual 
Budget


YTD Through 
5/31/10 % Spent


Multi-Year Project 
Budget LTD Expense


LTD % 
Spent


Courthouse Budget 6,689,557.00 3,552,645.44 53.1% 7,500,000.00$                  5,935,157.70$              79.1%


Salaries- Committee Meetings & Mileage             7,000.00 2,050.00 29.3%
Travel             1,000.00 75.35 7.5%


Total Meeting Expense             8,000.00              2,125.35 26.6%


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


County Network Upgrade           75,000.00              7,697.21 10.3%
Global Enterprise Technology
Dynamic Horizons
Dixon Ottawa
Total - Network Upgrade           75,000.00              7,697.21 10.3%


Jail - Code Improvements          250,000.00 0.0%


Stillman Bank- Bond Servicing 250.00


Transfer to Bond Fund 1,151,200.00 0.0%
YTD Total Ependitures 8,490,491.00 3,697,175.00 43.5%


6/9/2010
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Vice-Chairman S. Sullivan called the Ogle County ETSB monthly meeting to order on Wednesday, 
May 19, 2010 at 6:05pm. 
 
Members Present: 
L. Feary  F. Horner 
E. O’Brien  S. Sullivan 
B. Winebauth 
 
Members Absent: 
B. Brass  D. DeWall 
T. Sill  J. Thompson 
 
Others Present: 
S. Beitel, Ogle County E9-1-1 Coordinator 
 
A motion by F. Horner and seconded by E. O’Brien to approve the April 14, 2010 meeting minutes. 
The motion carried. 
 
A motion by E. O’Brien and seconded by B. Winebaugh for payment of the following bills.  The 
motion carried. 
 
Landline Account: 
 Cardmember Services    $1,821.62 
 Century Link     $336.16 
 Dixon Ottawa Communications, Inc.  $12,074.30 
 Edward O’Brien    $150.00 
 Frontier     $713.67 
 Kristine Gilbert    $447.00 
 Language Line    $62.01 
 Leaf River Telephone    $160.80 
 Powerphone, Inc.    $1,645.00 
 Sandy Beitel     $180.00 
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 Sandy Sullivan    $429.00 
 Tracie Sill     $447.00 
 Verizon North     $7,356.62 
 Verizon Wireless    $247.69 


Total Landline    $26,070.87 
 


Wireless Account: 
 Geo Comm, Inc    $6,805.00 
 Verizon North     $6,149.59 
 Total Wireless     $12,954.59 
 
NG9-1-1 Account: 
 Dell      $2,000.00 
 Total NG9-1-1    $2,000.00 
 
Total Bills for payment    $41,025.49 
 
Old Business: 
 
S. Beitel advised that the new laptop has been received.  S. Beitel advised that she hasn’t had time 
yet to get it set up.   
 
New Business: 
No new business to be brought before the board. 
 
E9-1-1 Coordinators Report: 
S. Beitel thanked Tracie Sill and Sandy Sullivan for taking care of issues that occurred while she was 
out of the country. 
 
S. Beitel informed the board that there will be a vendor neutral NG9-1-1 presentation on Tuesday, 
June 29, 2010 beginning at 9am.  At this time the presentation will be held at the Sheriff’s Office in 
the training classroom.  This presentation will provide information as to what NG9-1-1 is, the 
necessity of working towards this and some of the technological aspects that this includes. 
S. Beitel informed the board members that she has forwarded the information to Meggon McKinley, 
County Administrator and asked her to forward to county board members as well. 
 
S. Beitel informed the board that there was a rumor circulating that the new IT company that the 
county has chosen to work with will not work with 9-1-1.  This is not true and the IT department has 
no effect on 9-1-1 nor visa versa. 
 
S. Beitel informed the board members that Intrado, a 3rd party database provider, has a program that 
is a temporary address for Voip and Femto cell phone users.  If the address that the customer imputs 
into the database is not MSAG valid, the program will insert an incorrect address and incurred 
lat/long of the call.  They will continue to work on the error, however, the information being 
received in the 9-1-1 center is incorrect.  During the Illinois NENA meeting, John Kelly, the INENA  







          May 19, 2010  page 3 
 
 
and National NENA attorney felt that by receiving incorrect information versus no information was 
a bigger liability.  PSAP’s are able to opt out of this program, which Ogle County has done. 
The 9-1-1 will still go through, however, the telecommunicators will have to obtain the 
address/location of the call.   
 
S. Beitel updated the board members of the legislative bills involving 9-1-1.  Most of the bills are on 
hold and probably will be until after the fall elections. 
SB 107    
A bill involving the Voip carriers, by allowing the ICC to govern them and they would be required 
to collect and submit surcharge for 9-1-1 services.  Currently they are not mandated unless they are 
acting as a local exchange carrier.   
SB 120  
A bill involving pre-paid wireless.  Currently pre-paid wireless are not being included  in surchages 
for 9-1-1.  This bill will require the collection of the surcharge and the funds will be distributed by 
point of sale.  It isn’t the fairest way for this to be handled, but it is a start. 
The city of Chicago is against this bill as they say within the city limits of Chicago there are very 
few Walmarts, etc that sell pre-paid wireless services. 
HB4990 
The southern Illinois consortium that is working on a regional 9-1-1 NG9-1-1 network system is 
sponsoring this bill.  The current Illinois Commerce Commission Part 725 that governs 9-1-1 doesn’t 
allow for interconnection of this type with the currently telephone companies.  This bill will allow 
their system the ability to interconnect.  This is currently sitting on the governors desk. 
 
Illinois Part 725 is currently on hold, as the ICC is awaiting the outcome of the lawsuit between 
Intrado and Verizon. 
 
S. Beitel provided the following financial information for the members. These amounts are as of 
April 30, 2010. 
Cash Account – Landline Account -  $386,355.48 
Cash Account – NG9-1-1 Account -   $82,877.88 
Cash Account – Wireless Account -   $61,697.49 
 
The Ogle County ETSB also has two Certificates of Deposit for the Landling Account.  There is 
another Certificate of Deposit for the Wireless Account.  There is also one Certificate of Deposit for 
the NG9-1-1 Long Range Capitol Project.   
 
The CD’s are only earning 1-1.5%.   
 
A motion by F. Horner and seconded by E. O’Brien for adjournment.  The motion carried and the 
meeting was adjourned at 6:28pm. 
 
Respectfully Submitted, 
Sandy Beitel, Secretary 
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Judiciary & Circuit Clerk & Juvenile & Probation  
Committee Meeting  


 June 8, 2010  
Tentative Minutes 


 
 
 


1. Call to Order by Chairman Nye at 3:05 
 Members present: Nye, Kenney, Stahl, DeArvil, Colbert, Messer 
 Members absent: Gouker 
 Others present: McKinley, Martin, Dale, Egan, Typer, Kilker, Smith, members of the 


public. Horner and Barnes arrived approximately 3:40   
 


2. Approval of Minutes: May 11, 2010 
 Motion by Kenney 
 2nd by Messer 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Public Comment - none 


 
4. Focus House Fundraiser Check Presentation- Greg Martin and two boys from Focus 


House presented a $300 check to Bob DeArvil from proceeds of the Focus House car 
wash fundraiser for the courthouse memorial restoration project being funded by 
donations.  Two of the Focus House boys that helped wash cars were there to help 
present the check, and received applause from the audience.    
 


5. Consideration of Monthly Invoices: 
 Focus House –  


o Motion to approve $1,567.51 by DeArvil 
o 2nd by Kenney 
o Motion carried 


 Probation 
o Motion to approve $3,335.00 by Stahl 
o 2nd by Messer 
o Motion carried 


 Circuit Clerk- 
o Motion to approve $963.11 by Stahl 
o 2nd by Colbert 
o Motion carried 


 Judiciary- 
o None presented 


 
6. Department Reports: 


 Probation – Martin distributed the six month budget review that shows juvenile 
activity that can come from the Probation Dependent Children’s Care fund.  Martin 
reported the budget is on track in all areas and he plans to pay the building loan 







payment ahead as much as possible.  He walked through the budget and noted that 
when a budget line in the General Fund is used up, he begins pulling from Probation 
Dependant Children’s Fund if the expenses relate to juvenile activity.   


 Focus House – Dale distributed the six month budget review for Focus House 
showing most items are on track and close to 50%.  He noted salaries are the bulk of 
the budget, and are close to plan.  He explained Focus House expense can come out 
of Probation Dependent Children’s Care Fund also, and walked through the rest of the 
budget.  Discussion followed.     


 Ogle County Reporting Center – none to report 
 Circuit Clerk – Typer reported the annual audit was completed with no issues.  He 


noted in the first draft, LCV took issue with what they thought was a lack of 
separation of duties, but Typer clarified the new procedures put into place since the 
last LCV audit, of which they were unaware.  Copies of the final audit are on file with 
the County, Supreme Court, Comptroller, and Circuit Clerk offices, and the report 
will be put in Board packets this month.  Typer reported the Supreme Court has 
approved bond amounts to go from $75.00 to $125.00, which is a benefit to Ogle 
County.  Kenney asked Typer if the rumors are true that he is resigning his position 
Dec 1.  Typer said he is not resigning, but is running for County Board as an 
independent.  Nye asked why he is doing this.  Typer said he feels he can help out 
with the County Board, and that his petition is due June 21.  Discussion followed.  
McKinley then said there is a serious problem on the Judicial Center grounds because 
Com Cast came on site and tore up the grounds to install a new connection requested 
by Typer.  Harn said Jim McBride reported a cable being bored underground on the 
Judicial Center south side and that now a cable is sticking out with a junction box, 
rock is torn up and strewn along the side walk, and flowers are trampled.  Harn 
indicated he, McBride and the Sheriff were unaware of this project.  McKinley said 
Com Cast confirmed Martin Typer signed a work order for the job on April 28th.  
Harn said if this project were approved through the Sheriff’s office, cabling would 
have been instructed to go into the north side of the Judicial Center to tie into cabling 
already present instead of tearing up and running a second connection on the south 
side.  Harn said Com Cast did not have Sheriff’s permission to come on to the 
property and begin work.  Typer said he looked at options for solutions other than 
Untangle and referenced a May 13 email from Jeff Wheeler saying Com Cast would 
put this on hold until further instructions.  Typer said he did talk with Com Cast in 
April and signed an agreement to do the survey for the work. McKinley said you 
don’t have to sign agreements to survey a project.  Typer said it’s Com Cast’s mistake 
since they agreed to put the request on hold.  Nye wanted clarification that this was to 
get email and internet service independent from the County, and expressed concern 
this is not a good solution for the courts.  Nye asked if the judges are in agreement 
with this.  McKinley said the judges told her in a conference call last week they do 
not want to be separate from the county like Typer is pursuing.  Typer said he wants a 
system like Becky Huntley and Doreen O’Brien have, with closed networks for their 
data.  McKinley clarified the Sheriff has to approve this for Buildings & Grounds.  
Messer said the departments should have the authority to manage and buy their own 
systems.  Messer said there was a $25,000 agreement to purchase service through the 
City of Oregon that wasn’t fully discussed and is concerned too many things are done 







and not discussed.  He said the same thing happened with the internet connection 
because he made an agreement with the City of Rochelle that we supply them with a 
back up system for the radio room with money from supplied by Com Ed.  In return, 
they put a connection on our tower, and we don’t spend a dime for internet now.  He 
said the issue is needing to know about it, and that we shouldn’t be spending a lot of 
money to see what people are doing on the internet.  McKinley explained no one will 
be watching what people are doing on the internet with the new firewall unless a 
department head requests reports from the system to show employee internet activity 
if they suspect there is a problem.  She said no one has time or desire to sit around 
and watch what people are doing on their computers and that the purpose of the 
project is to save money, not spend money.  She said we have to invest $60,000 for 
tighter security and will save $30,000 annually, which is a two year pay back with a 
$30,000 annual savings thereafter. DeArvil said he doesn’t think we can spend only 
$30,000 per year because pricing is going up. Discussion followed.  Harn said 
yesterday Com Cast bore a hole which ruined the yard and will cost someone to fix it.  
He said he will follow up with Com Cast.   


 
7. New Business –  


 Focus House Building Naming Dedication, Robert & Edna Miller – Mike Dale 
reported that Bob and Edna Miller have done many years of service to Focus House 
and have taken many Focus House kids in.  They’ve decided to name the main home 
in honor of them with a ceremony to be held June 25, 4-6 pm. This is an open house, 
to which everyone is invited, at the 322 N. 9th street home in Rochelle.  He said the 
Miller family will all be there and encouraged the Board to come.     


 Juvenile Detention Transportation Changes- Martin distributed the letter he received 
from Mary Davis Detention Center stating they will no longer be providing 
transportation for Ogle County youth because they have stopped receiving federal 
grant money to support this function and can no longer fund it on their own.  This is 
effective July 1, 2010.  Martin explained this falls back to the responsibility to the 
County and that he will be talking with Sheriff and Sheriff Elect Harn and Captain 
Kerwin about possible solutions.  Martin distributed the statute showing law 
enforcement is responsible for transporting these youth and reported this will be a 
financial hardship to the Sheriff’s budget.  He said Mary Davis is 2.5 hours one way, 
that the calls often come in at 2 a.m., and if it’s a female, it must be a female officer 
transporting.  Martin said he will leave a good part of the decision making on how to 
manage this to the Sheriff, but noted there  are closer detention centers than Mary 
Davis such as Winnebago County and the St. Charles Center.  Martin said these 
bigger jurisdictions may only take our kids when they have space, and they don’t 
always have space.  He reported Winnebago has more serious crimes there, which 
makes it an undesirable place for our kids to be, and means they won’t always be able 
to serve our kids.  Martin reported that the Sheriff cannot control these expenses 
because if we have to detain, someone has to transport them. Martin is hopeful maybe 
Rochelle police could help.  Martin said Mary Davis laid off all their transport people 
and suggested perhaps Ogle County could pay a flat transportation fee e.g., $100 per 
trip and hire the laid off people by contract to transport. The committee expressed 
concern the statute says that those transporting must be law officers, but Martin thinks 







Mary Davis has gotten around this some how so maybe we could too.  Discussion 
followed. Colbert asked what our numbers run – Martin says it’s unpredictable.     


 
8. Old Business – none 


 
9. Adjournment – by Nye at 4:00.  2nd by Messer.   
    
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


Maggie Nye - Chairman 
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Report of the
Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on


Commercial Wind Energy Conversion Systems (WECS)


A meeting of the Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on Commercial WECS was held on May 3, 2010 at
the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business was as follows:


1. CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN BILL WELTY


Chairman Bill Welty called the meeting to order at 6:04 P.M. 


2. ROLL CALL


Roll call indicated seven members of the Committee were present; Chairman Welty, Lynne
Kilker, Randy Ocken, Jim Barnes, Ben Diehl, Randy Anderson and Roger Hickey.  Alternate
member Willem Dijstelbergen and substitute member Brian Duncan were also present.


Mr. Welty noted that County Board member Bob DeArvil was also present.


3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF APRIL 22, 2010 MEETING AS MINUTES


Chairman Welty asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the April 22, 2010 
Subcommittee on Commercial WECS meeting.   Mr. Welty stated I have a few revisions.  
In the roll call, Mr. Duncan is listed as an alternate.  Mr. Duncan is not an alternate but is a
substitute for Mr. Hickey.   On the last page the upcoming meeting dates should read May 3,
May 17, June 7 and June 23.  On page 6, paragraph starting with “John Kroft”, it should say
that he is a resident of Bloomington-Normal and a landowner in Mt. Morris Township.  He
does not live in Mt. Morris Township or Ogle County.  Mr. Barnes added his name starts with
a “c”.


Ms. Kilker moved to approve the April 22, 2010 report as amended; seconded by Mr. Ocken. 
The motion carried by a voice vote.


Mr. Welty stated the IL house bill to extend property tax incentives for commercial windfarms
that will expire in 2011, has passed both houses and will be moving forward for the
Governor to sign.  This means these property tax incentives will probably be extended to
2016.  IL has the highest taxes on windfarms of any state.


Mr. Welty stated I have a letter from Mr. Lant Huntley that was sent to the County Board
dated April 29th.  Ms. Kilker asked that I distribute this to the committee for review.  Mr.
Welty read the letter.  Mr. Welty added I also have a copy of the article Mr. Huntley’s letter
from www.chicagobusiness.com entitled “Illinois wind farm developers not likely to get lift
from state” dated April 28, 2010.   The article states that talks between Exelon Corp. and
wind power developers ended last week without an agreement to lift Exelon’s opposition to
setting aside a portion of the 20-year deals for in-state wind farms.  Exelon not buying wind
energy in Illinois could be a problem.


Mr. Reibel handed out a memo regarding airports and restricted landing areas (private
landing strips) for review.  Mr. Reibel added that the memo includes a recommendation for a
standard addressing airports and private landing areas, as well as the existing WECS
definitions from the Zoning Ordinance that were requested at the last meeting.


Mr. Hickey stated I have three item for the committee to review.  First, is a comparison of
design, set-backs, and standards for Illinois counties with wind ordinances; second is the
2010 Farmland Values & Lease Trends report ; and third is information regarding property
taxes of wind farms.  These handouts are all self explanatory.  Mr. Welty stated that at some
point, we will get into property taxes and we will discuss this information when we get there. 
I want to bring in the county assessor to talk taxes and maybe the school superintendent out
of Mendota to talk about how these taxes affect schools.  This will all be done at a later date. 







May 3, 2010 - Page 2


Mr. Welty stated at the last meeting Mr. Mark Hayes handed out a summary on White Rock
Township’s recommended setbacks and Mr. Hayes also spoke.  Mr. Welty distributed a
copy of the whole document to the committee, and explained that White Rock Township
recommends a minimum setback from a property line of 1,750' or 3.9 times the WECS tower
height (whichever is greater) and minimum distance to an existing adjacent property
structures (home, livestock facility, commercial business, etc.) of 2, 640' or 5.3 times the
distance (whichever is greater).


DISCUSSION & SUGGESTED CHANGES TO DRAFT DOCUMENT “WECS
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS” DATED MARCH 2010


Mr. Welty stated we will start on page one of the “draft” document and flip through.  My
suggestion is when we want a change, Mr. Reibel and I will make notes and eventually
show these changes in another color on the document.  Unless a topic is sensitive or critical,
I would like to receive comments as we go through the document.  If the committee wants
something other than that done, please speak up. 


Page 1 


Mr. Welty distributed a sheet containing eight definitions and stated that Mr. Reibel has
given me five definitions regarding non-participating parcels, participating parcel, project
boundary, project parcel(s) and property line.  I have an additional three definitions that I
think need to be included: primary structure; WECS turbine height; and wind energy
systems (WES) or wind energy conversion system (WECS).  I would like the also
recommended some wording changes.  Please review these definitions and give input.


Mr. Welty stated I don’t have any particular problem with the first five on top.  Mr. Reibel
stated these definitions are not in the draft document because the document does not
contain the words or terms, and suggested that it may be better to review the definitions
after the review of the entire document.  Mr. Dijstelbergen stated this is the place to insert it. 
How will we remember to included it in December?  Mr. Reibel stated we don’t know what
definitions we need to add yet. Mr. Welty stated these definitions will be included in the
document at some time. They are very critical.  We will make sure they are added at the
appropriate place.  In mean time, I want the committee to review them and let me know what
they think.


Mr. Welty stated on page 1, item “F”, I recommend changing that definition to the one that I
have provided; “Primary Structure means a structure that people have occupied as their
residence, commercial buildings, schools, churches, hospitals, clinics, therapeutic facilities,
day care facilities and public buildings.  Primary Structure excludes structures such as
hunting sheds, pool houses, storage sheds, unattached garages and livestock barns which
are not routinely used for structures listed in the previous sentence.”  What I am trying to do
is to have the wording be more inclusive.


On page 2, item “L”, I would like my definition to be used here; WECS Turbine Height
means the distance from the rotor blade at its highest point to the tope of the dirt (ground)
adjacent to the WECS foundations before construction was started. “  


On page 1, item “I”, I am attempting to identify commercial turbines from smaller ones;
“Wind Energy Systems (WECS) or Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS) means
equipment that converts and then transfers energy from the wind into usable forms of
energy on a large, industrial scale for commercial or utility purposes.  Small scale wind
systems of less than 170 feet in height with a 60-foot rotor diameter and a nameplate
capacity of less than 250 kilowatts or less are exempt from this definition and the provision
of this Ordinance.”


Mr. Welty asked for comments on these last three items.


Discussion ensued regarding turbine height of Lindenwood school project.  Mr. Reibel stated
this turbine is more of a commercial turbine than a private turbine that a homeowner would
construct for personal use.   These definitions are on the document I provided titled “Existing
WECS Definitions from Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance”.  Review of 







May 3, 2010 - Page 3


the definitions of private and commercial WECS ensued.   Mr. Welty stated if the committee
is comfortable, and we all agree, we will use the existing Zoning Ordinance definitions for
commercial and private WECS.


Mr. Reibel stated regarding the revisions to the definition of “WECS Turbine Height”, the
verbiage “prior to construction started” is problematic.  It would be better to say “the distance
of the blade at it’s highest point to the average finished grade elevation immediately
adjacent to the WECS foundation,” and  remove, “before construction is started”.  Mr. Reibel
read the new definition; “WECS Turbine Height means the distance from the rotor blade at
its highest point to average finished grade elevation adjacent to the WECS foundation.”  It
was the consensus of the committee that Mr. Reibel’s recommendation is acceptable.


Mr. Dijstelbergen stated we should define hub height and rotor diameter.  This is what is 
done in Winnebago.  They have three definitions.  Mr. Welty stated I have no problem if we
have used that terminology in the standards somewhere.  If we have the need, we will
include it.  I believe this review will be triggering a lot of new definitions.  Mr. Dijstelbergen
stated we need to define “nameplate capacity”.  I think this information is quite relevant.  Mr.
Welty agreed and asked Mr. Reibel to draft a definition of “nameplate capacity”.  


Mr. Welty asked is there any further discussion of definitions.  Hearing none, we will move
on.


Page 2, Item II Information Required


Mr. Dijstelbergen stated it was mentioned at the first meeting that we never really know what
company we are dealing with.  Is it Navitas, Gamesa, etc.  It could be Navitas, but they are
just a name for Gamesa.  We should ask for a business structure showing who owns who
and how they are related.  Mr. Reibel stated this information is required as part of the
Special Use application.  If it is a corporate entity, it is required by Illinois law that names,
addresses and percent interest of all stockholders or shareholders owning interest in excess
of 20% of all outstanding stock of such corporation be included in the application.  Mr.
Dijstelbergen stated it may be an Illinois law but the information should be plain and simple.  
Who is collecting the money and who is responsible.  We shouldn’t have to ask a lawyer for
this information.  Discussion ensued regarding disclosing business structure information. 
Ms. Kilker stated we are asking for this information in Section II.B, Sections 3,4, & 5.
Discussion ensued regarding information required on a special use permit application.  Mr.
Anderson stated this information is public record.  Whether it is in this form or on the hearing
application, the form is a  public record.  You only have to go into the zoning office and
request it.  Mr. Welty asked Mr. Reibel to provide a copy of the Special Use Permit
application to each committee member for the next meeting.  


Mr. Welty asked if there any other questions.


Mr. Hickey asked Mr. Reibel if this “draft” document that is being reviewed is what was used
for the Baileyville application.  Mr. Reibel answered that the document is similar, but there
are many new and updated items. Mr. Hickey asked is this all pertinent information.  Mr.
Reibel answered yes, I believe it is all pertinent.


Mr. Dijstelbergen stated that we need to ask  for brand, serial number and model of the
turbines that are proposed.  They give us some information, but do not spell out the type of
generator, etc..  The have different model numbers and manufactures.  Mr. Welty stated
whether the equipment is new or used is a question to ask.  Mr. Welty asked Mr. Reibel if
that information requested anywhere.  Mr. Reibel answered item 15 on page 3 asks for this
information.  Mr. Dijstelbergen stated it would be better to spell it out.  It is implied but should
we ask explicitly.  Ms. Kilker stated we should not be too explicate.  Mr. Hickey stated we
can add that anyone applying for a wind farm should provide a standard operating
procedure.  Ms. Kilker stated after design information add verbiage regarding whether the
equipment is new or used equipment.  Mr. Dijstelbergen if they reply “used”, that will trigger
more questions.  Mr. Reibel stated there  will be a public hearing, probably several
meetings, and these questions can and will be asked at that time.  Mr. Dijstelbergen stated
we should also ask whether these are prototypes or non-prototypes.  Winnebago County will
not allow prototypes.   Mr. Reibel stated wind farms are a permitted use in Winnebago
County.  They do not have public hearings.  Ms. Kilker stated no one gets an opportunity to
ask questions, the developer must provide all that information up-front.   Mr. Welty stated I
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agree with Mr. Dijstelbergen’s suggestion regarding including verbiage excluding the use of
prototypes.  Mr. Reibel stated that would be more appropriate to include in the “Design &
Installation” section.


Ms. Kilker stated item “C” on page 3, it asks for files, etc.  Would these be current with
today’s standards of things that are available to us.  Mr. Reibel answered yes.  It will fit our
GIS.


Mr. Welty stated item “E” on page 3 it reads  “no action will be taken on an application...”. 
My comment is, I have seen so many legal actions triggered out of ZBA meetings around
the country because the WECS application was not complete or they had not provided all
the documents in advance of the ZBA meeting  I have read of applications getting into a
ZBA meeting and the WECS developer interjects and submits documents in the middle of
the ZBA meeting.  Litigation is triggered because people did not have time to review these
documents.  The reason for bringing this up is, how do we prevent this from happening here. 
Can we make it so a developer gets all the data in up-front and is advised that additional
data cannot be submitted at the ZBA meeting.  Mr. Reibel stated that the rules of evidence
are much more relaxed at a ZBA hearing than in a trial court. Additional information can and
likely will be submitted during the hearings.  Mr. Ocken stated there are often situations
where an application is submitted, it has gone through the RPC and at the ZBA, the
petitioner wants to add more information.  Mr. Welty stated I have read where this has
triggered lawsuits.  Mr. Anderson stated this happens at every ZBA meeting.  Attorneys will
cross examine each other and ask questions.  You can’t stop that.  That is part of the ZBA
hearing process.   Mr. Reibel stated that during a ZBA hearing, questions have come up and
the petitioner wants to provide more detail.  If it is submitted at a public hearing people can
review.  Discussion ensued regarding the ZBA hearing process.


Mr. Hickey stated regarding “E” on page 3, “no action will be taken”, I take that to mean a
vote by the county board.  Mr. Welty stated right, the county board is the only one who can
approve a petition.  Mr. Reibel suggested amending this paragraph to read, “An application
will not be considered as officially filed and will not be processed by the Planning & Zoning
Department until the completed application and all supporting documentation is received by
the Planning & Zoning Department.”  It was the consensus of the committee that the
amended language is acceptable.


 
Item III, Design & Installation


Mr. Welty stated under “A”, item 4, “owner/operator shall provide as part of the application...”
why not include this in section II “Information Required”.   Mr. Reibel answered this
information pertains to if the wind farm special use permit is approved and I am going to
issue a zoning certificate.  This section pertains to all the information the wind developer
must provide for a zoning certificate to be issued.  Mr. Anderson stated just like it reads in
bold print on the top of the page “Conformance with Approved Application and Plans.”  Mr.
Welty stated all of those items under III “A” are included in item II and required during the
application process.  Mr. Reibel answered yes, I believe so.  Mr. Dijstelbergen stated you
could argue that the information could be more specific here than in the process.  There
could be more information than originally provided during the application. Mr. Welty asked
Mr. Reibel to make sure that items under “A”, number 4 be somehow also be included in
section II.


Mr. Dijstelbergen stated we all remember when Dr. Thunder spoke about noise frequencies,
he stated that we need to ask for noise data or the wind developer will not provide it.  Mr.
Reibel stated there is a section on noise where sound data would be requested.  Discussion
ensued regarding noise level reports.  Mr. Reibel stated I think the time to address this
concern is when we get to that section. 


Mr. Welty asked if foundation design is covered in the document.  Mr. Ocken answered
page 3, number 13 discusses dimensional representation and sizes of the structural
components of the WECS.   Mr. Dijstelbergen stated in order to build a turbine, you need a
crane, and it needs to sit on something - generally a 50' pad.  That should be addressed
somewhere.  Mr. Diehl stated that land owners are aware that construction equipment will
be use to erect the towers.  Discussion ensued regarding the construction of the tower.
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Mr. Dijstelbergen stated operationally, we don’t care how the hydraulics work, but a
landowner may want to know about the oil used.  We need to request information about
chemicals containing PCBs and about a containment system.  Ms. Kilker stated is this
covered on page 5, item “B”.  Discussion ensued.  Mr. Diehl stated this is covered on page
12, item “E”, number 2.


Lant Huntley objected to Brian Duncan providing information to Mr. Diehl.  Discussion
ensued regarding point of order and public audience involvement with the committee
members.


Mr. Welty stated we will continue on page 5, item 5 regarding drainage permits.  Mr. Reibel
stated Ogle County has a comprehensive storm water management ordinance to mitigate
the impact of storm water run off.  The County Engineer and I work together on this.  A
permit from the County Engineer indicates that the applicant has submitted plans and the
project meets the County’s storm water management requirements.  Mr. Welty asked would
this be for each turbine.  Mr. Reibel stated that the entire project is considered.  There
generally is not a great deal of impact caused by a wind turbine and access road,
considering that it is likely on a large acreage.  It’s not like 160 acres of farm land being
converted into an industrial use or even a residential subdivision.  Discussion ensued
regarding how a complaint is handled.  Mr. Reibel stated any issues with storm water
management are handled by the County Engineer.  Mr. Kilker stated the County Engineer
looks at those very carefully.


Mr. Dijstelbergen, referring to page 6, item “D”, number 3 regarding underground utilities,
stated that we should include something stating that the lines should be run along the
access road, and not across a field. We don’t want them to run cables anywhere they want
to. If they are affiliated with ComEd and ComEd has access to easement rights, then the
wind developer could use those rights too and they can run lines anywhere.  Discussion
ensued regarding easement rights and eminent domain. Mr. Reibel stated I will draft some
additional verbiage regarding this concern.  


Ms. Kilker stated on page 6, item “D”, is fiber optic cable considered electrical components. 
Discussion ensued regarding possibility of installing fiber optics while running underground
cable for the turbines.


Mr. Barnes stated on page 6, item “H”, number 1 & 2, I think they both should be included. 
Mr. Ocken stated there is nothing on the outside of turbine that can be climbed.  Discussion
ensued regarding climb prevention. Mr. Reibel suggested changing the wording of item “H”
to read “All WECS Towers must be unclimbable from the exterior by design.”  It was the
consensus of the committee that this language is acceptable.


Mr. Welty stated that we will continue on page 7 at our next meeting.  At this time I would
like to address two documents that I have provided you.  One titled “Setback - Non-
Participating Parcel from property line of primary structure” and the other “Setback- Non-
Participating parcel from foundation of primary structure.”  This solution involves exploring
lease agreements more.  Basically it puts the responsibility on the wind developer to come
to terms with non-participating land owners regarding waiving the setback requirements -
lump-sum payments or whatever.  Mr. Welty discussed de-valuation of property,
compensation to non-participating land owners, and easement leases.  Mr. Welty asked the
committee members to review the documents and be prepared to discuss at the next
meeting.


7. PUBLIC COMMENT


Mr. Welty stated it is now time for public comment.  We will allow each person four minutes
and then one minute for wrap-up.  If you have handouts please have enough for each
Committee member and Mr. Reibel.  


Mark Wagner of Franklin Grove read a statement regarding setbacks and health concerns
(text attached to the report of this meeting).


Mr. John Croft of Normal, IL with land owned in Mt. Morris Township spoke of concerns
regarding public policy. 
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Lant Huntley of 0regon made a general statement that the subject of wind towers is all about
money.


Mark Hayes of White Rock Township submitted the original signed documents from White
Rock Township regarding WECS setback recommendations that Mr. Welty gave copies of to
the Committee earlier in the meeting.


Tom Smith of White Rock Township stated concerns regarding the construction activity day
and times list on page 5, item number 6.  He suggested that these times be changed to be
½ hour before sunrise and ½ hour after sunset and eliminate Sundays.


8. ADJOURNMENT.


Chairman Welty  declared the May 3, 2010 meeting of the Subcommittee on Commercial
WECS adjourned at 8:47 P.M.  The next meeting will be held Monday, May 17, 2010 at 6:00
P.M. at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL. 


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator
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III. wind farm developers not likely to get lift from state 


By Stew Daniels 
April2S, 201 0 


(Crain's) _ An sffort in Springfield to ensure Ulinois wind power developers gel a cut ofthe 2O-year contracts 
the slate is preparing to offer fur electricity generated by wind farms is dead. 


Talks belWeen ExeIon Corp., parent of Commonweallh Edison Co., and wind power deYeklpers ended lasl: 
week withaut an agreement 10 lift: Ellelon's opposition to seUing tlside:3 portIon of the 2O-year deals ror in


state wind farms. 


Psrtic:ipants and observers familiar with the matter said the issue is dead. 


Kevin Borgia, exeartiYe diredorofthe lD'"ll"IOisWUJd EnergyAssn., wouldn't go lhalfar, but saId, "('II admit irsnol 
looking good.' 


The development is surprising given that Gov. Pat Quinn pushed hard lide last yeerto encoUJilge developmBnt 


of new wind tmns in the state by convincing state l.6rty regulators to sUow the lIlinoie Power lvJency, which 


bU)'& electricity on behalffJfresidential andsrnell-business eusIomers fJfComEd and other utRities, to seek bids 


for 2O-year deals. But. the IPA subsequenUy interpreted an exiSting state law that. gives preferenoe to in-stale 
developers in buying wind power as expiring before the new Iong-Ienn pacts go Into efJecI: In 2012. 


The wind lobby initielly tied to get the legisrature to mend the law's prefenlnce fi:lr rrrinoisdevelopers for five 


years, but (hat foundered. lis fallback position was 10 see lhal the existing law's preference is applied to the 
for1tu:<lming procurement, slBled to occur within wtJeks.. But Exelon, one cfthe nation's largest mJelear power 


generators, with six nudear stations in IIlinoi3. opposed the COIlGESliions, saying theywould raise electric bills. 


Ifnalhing is done, Mr. Borgi;l said, it's a "very good possibirrty- that no lRinois wind developelS will win any of the 


CQntrac!s because the cost afwind power here is more expensive than in other slates like Texas, Iowa and 


North Dakota, where breezes blow more oonsislently and property taxes are lower. 


The wind-pawer bids the IPA is preparing 10 soJicil: waY c:ovec up to 3.5% of Illinois Ul:ililies' electricity needs. 


http://www.chicagobusiness.comfcgi-biniprintStory.pl?news_id~38013 4/29/2010 
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Tazewell May 162.68 98% 131 $6,675 
McLean Sept 80 99.9% 130.2 $6,800 
Marshall Sept. 160 97.8% 130 $5,468 
Woodford Nov. 163.76 93.6% 126 $6,150 
Marshall Dec. 249.9 92.1% 133 $5,500 
Uvingston Dec. n.73 99.2% 127.8 $6,200 


Average Productivity Tracts 
We did not have enough transactions in the average to 
fair productivity land elass areas for 2009 to establish any 
trendline analysis. 


Recreational Tracts 
Recreational aereage continues to be met with reason
able demand in select locations ofRegion 4. However, the 
strongest areas tend to be those within a 20-minutc drive 
of the urban populated areas, such as Peoria, Bloomington 
and Morton. Recreational use seemed to playa signifi
cant role in the majority of cases, and is often difficult to 
track. Land held for potential multiple uses also showed 
increased demand and higher values. Size of tract, size 
of timber and location played a large role, as well. We 
estimated value ranges remained similar to 2008 due to the 
minimal number ofparcels for sale. 


Sale Total % Plion Total 
County Date Acres TIllable TIllable Ac PricefAc 
Tazewell Feb. 58.9 55% 121 $3,140 
Mason March 40 20% All GAP $3,000 
Woodford April 102.92 0% $4,097 
Woodford Ju~ 105 71% 140·011 GAP $5,714 
Woodford Ju~ 80 0% $6,250 
Woodford Sept. 77.42 53% 113 $4,700 
McLean Sept. 196.54 76% 118.7 $3,480 
Woodford Dec. 34.27 0% $4,786 


Transitional Tracts 
The general economy stopped the numher of traditional 
transitional property l:racts in Region 4 during 2009 as 
development came to a halt. One estate sold a 106.48 acre 
tract in a private bid auction format in February at Bloom
ington, receiving a priee of$26,000 per acre, which might 
have been higher in the 2004-2007 time period. 2010 may 
begin to see undeveloped land in these transitional areas 
forced on to the marketplace if lenders require improved 
balanee sheets. 


Sale Total % Location Total 
County Date Acres Tillable Future Use PricelAc 
McLean Feb. 106.48 97% 135.5 $26,000 
Mclean June 7.4526 100% 136 $29,555 
Woodford July 136.64 96% 133 $7,087 
Mclean Dec. 318.92 95% 130 $10,100 


Wind Turbine Option Tracts 
Wind energy continues to he an important influence on 
the future Region 4 land values. We recorded the first true 


arms-length transaction in McLean County of a farm prop
erty with operating turbines in 2009. This 80-acre tract had 
been on the market for nearly a year when it finally sold 
for $7,750 per acre. It contained 3 turbines producing over 
$15,OOO/year additional ineome. The property contained 
excellent soils, but required signifieant repairs to field 
drainage tile and attention to an abandoned well. A fanner 
purchased the property and made those improvements be
fore planting the 2009 crop. The 80-acre property directly 
north of this tract, having similar soils, with no turbines, 
sold in April, 2007 for $4,850 per acre. 


The other three arms-length transactions all involved some 
influence from potential wind energy, but no turbines in
stalled on the property. One unique sale reta.ined the wind 
rights, even though no turbines have been built yet, but 
sold the land_ These will help establish a baseline for us to 
measure the impact ofwind energy on land values in this 
area. 


Currently, McLean County holds the largest land-based, 
wind energy project in the U.S. east of the Mississippi 
River. Zoning approval was made for an expansion of this 
project, located east ofBloomington, late in 2009. This 
will double its size, with construction anticipated to begin 
in 2010. 


In Livingston County, turbines went up in between rain
storms at a project north ofPontiac along the Cayuga 
Ridge. Iberdola Renewable Inc. has turbines up and run
ning east of Interstate 55. Vision Energy is exploring an 
expansion of its planned project in the far northeast corner 
of Livingston County, while Gamesa has a proposed 100
turbine projeet on the Woodford-Livingston County bor
der, between Flanagan and Minonk. Invencrgy announced 
they will be construeting only the McLean County portion 
of the White Oak project northwest of Bloomington-Nor
mal, beginning in Spring, 2010. They are also working 
on developing a project in Livingston County, north of 
Cropsey. 


Multiple projects have run into public opposition in Wood
ford County, whieh has essentially delayed most projects 
in that area. Horizon Wind Energy began the exploratory 
process of expanding their eurrent project further,look
ing hetween Gridley, Chenoa and east ofLexington. They 
also continue to work on a project in northern Livingston 
County and west ofIntersta.te 55. Trade Winds is attempt
ing to develop a project southeast of Heyworth on the 
McLean-Dewitt County line. 


The benefits, disadvanta.ges, risks and rewards ofwind 
energy development is being debated by severallllinois 
communities at this time. The availability of credit and in
vestment capital will also impaet the speed of eonstruction. 
We will look forward to reporting more on this area of our 
land values in next year's summary. 


continued on next page 
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Will Illinois windforms stoppoyingproperty taxes ofter 20ll? 
Prior to 2007, each county in nlinois decided for itselfhow to assess the value of a wind 
turbine for property tax. purposes. This led to widely varying levels ofproperty taxes 
paid for identical wind turbines in different counties. In 2007, the Illinois legislature 
passed Publie Act 095-0644, which standardizes the way wind turbines are assessed for 
property taxes throughout the state oflllinois. Beginning in 2007, the fair eash value for 
a utility-seale wind turbine in Illinois is $360,000 per MW and is annually adjusted for 
inflation and depreciation. The current law is set to expire at the end of2011. It is likely 
that the law will be extended by the Illinois legislature, but even if is it not, the deeision 
would revert to the individual counties, who would once again assess the value of the 
wind turbines at whatever value they deem appropriate. 


(35 ILCS 2QD/Art. 10 Div. 18 heading new)
 
ARTICLE 10 Div. 18. WIND ENERGY PROPERTY ASSESSMENT
 


(35 ILCS 200/10 600 new) 
Sec. 10-600. Definitions. For the purposes of this Division 


18: 
"Wind enerqy device" means any device, with a nameplate 


apacity of at least 0.5 meqawatts, that is used in the process 
f convertinq kinetic enerqy from the wind to oenerate electric 
ower for commercial sale. 


"2007 real property cost basis" excludes personal prooertv ,I 


ut represents both the land and real propertv improvements of
 
wind ener device and means $360,000 er me awatt of
 


ameola te caoacitv.
 
"Trending factor" means a number equal to the consumer
 


rice index (U.S. city averaqe all items) published by the
 
ureau of Labor Statistics for the December immediately
 
recedina the assessment date, divided by the consumer orice
 


index (U.S. city averaoe all items) published b the Bureau of 
abor Statistics for December 2006. 


"Trended real ro ert cost basis" means the 2007 real 
rooerty cost basis multiolied by the trendincr factor. 


"Allowance for physical depreciation" means (i) the actual 
~qe in years of the wind eneroy device on the assessment date 


ivided b 25 years multiolied bv (ii) the trended real 
roperty cost basis. The ph sical deoreciation, however, rna 


at reduce the value of the wind eneroy device to less than 30% -
f the trended real roperty cost basis. 


135 1LCS 200/10 605 new) 
Sec. 10 605. Valuation of wind energy devices. Beqinninq in
 


ssessment year 2007, the fair cash value of wind eneroy
 
evices shall be determined b subtractinq the allowance for
 
hysical deoreciation from the trended real orooertv cost
 
asis. Functional obsolescence and external obsolescence may
 


further reduce the fair cash value of the wind enercrv device, 







to the extent they are roved b the tax aver bv clear and 
convincina evidence. 


(35 ILCS 200/10 610 new)
 
Sec. 10-610. Applicability.
 
(a I The provisions of this Division apply for assessment
 


ears 2007 through 2011. 
(bl The orovisions of this Division do not aoply to wind 


nerov devices that are owned bY any person or entity that is 
therwise exempt from taxation under the Property Tax Code. 


(35 ILCS 200/10 615 new)
 
Sec. 10-615. Wind eneray assessable oropertv is not sub;ect
 


o eQUalization. Wind enerav assessable property is not sub;ect 
o equalization factors applied by the Department or any board 
f review, assessor, or chief count assessment officer. 


(35 ILCS 200/10 620 new) 
Sec. 10 620. Plattinq requirements; parcel identification 


umbers. The owner of a wind enerav device shall, at his or her 
wn exoense use an Illinois reaistered land surveyor to 
reoare a olat showinQ the metes and bounds descriotion, 


includinq access routes, of the area inunediately surroundinq 
he wind enerov device over which that owner has exclusive 
antral; provided that such platting does not constitute a 
ubdivision of land subiect to the provisions of the Plat Act 


(765 ILCS 205/). Within 60 da s after com let ion of 
construction of the wind enerav device, the owner of the wind 


nerQY device shall record the plat and deliver a copy of it to 
he chief count assessment officer and to the owner of the 
and surroundina the newl olatted area. Unon receivina a cony 
f the olat, the chief county assessment officer shall issue a 


separate parcel identification number or numbers for the 
ropert containin the wind ener device or devices. 







Taxing and Subsidizing Wind Energy 


J. local level: Assessing property taxes 


As wind farms began cropping up in Illinois in the middle ofthe last decade, one ofthe controversial 


questions that had to be answered was how wind farms would be taxed. There was no precedent in 


Illinois at the time to govern the means by which taxes should be assessed on wind farms. The local 


taxing body ultimately sets the property tax rate, but the relevant question was whether wind turbines 


were to be considered real property or personal property. The answer to that question carries 


enormous implications when tt comes to collecting taxes. In 2004, with the first operational wind farm 


in Illinois, lee County had the distinction of being the first county in Illinois to tackle this question. Led 


by Chief Assessment Officer Wendy Ryerson, their conclusion was that the wind farms' value would be 


assessed as 25% real property and 75% personal property. 


In 2005, neighboring Bureau County was faced with the same question. Bureau County did not follow 


the precedent set by lee County, and instead chose to assess the value of wind farms as 100% real 


property. This led to much higher taxes being paid by the wind farm operator in Bureau County. 


This situation continued for several years, with each county in Illinois deciding for itself how to assess 


property taxes on wind farms within its jurisdiction. As a result, a great deal of uncertainty existed with 


regards to how much taxes wind farms would pay. That was not a good situation for any party. Wind 


farm developers could not reliably predict the amount of property taxes a prospective project would 


pay, and local governments could not estimate tax revenue because the valuation decisions were 


completed after zoning approval. Identical wind turbines placed on opposite sides of a county line could 


therefore be subject to immensely different property tax valuations. 


The Illinois legislature sought to remedy these inconsistencies in 2007 with Public Act 95-644. Based 


loosely on the Lee County valuation, wind turbines in JlIinois are now assessed at $360,000 per 


Megawatt (MW) of generating capacity. Therefore, a 2 MW turbine is assessed at twice the value of a 1 


MW turbine. The law also includes provisions for annual inflation and depreciation of the equipment. 


The exact amount of tax revenue collected from a particular wind turbine depends on the local 


property tax rate and the size of the turbine. Wendy Ryerson estimates that the average newry


constructed wind farm in Illinois generates approximately $9,000 per turbine in revenue to the local 


taxing body. Of thiS amount, approximately, 65-70% is paid to local schools. 


Another component of Public Act 95-644 is that it included a 5-year "test" period, which has the 


effect of forcing a review of the law before its sunset date of Dec. 31, 2011. There is currently a bill in 


the Illinois legislature that would extend the law. HB 4797, introduced by Rep. Frank J. Mautino, would 


extend the sunset date of the lawto Dec. 31, 2016. As of March 2010, HB 4797 is in the House Revenue 


and finance Committee. 
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If the Illinois legislature fails to enact an extension of Public Act 9S-644 prior to its sunset date of Dec. 


31, 2011, it means that the state law standardizing wind farm valuation will cease to exist. It does not 


mean that wind farms will cease to pay property taxes. Instead, the valuation decision would revert to 


the inconsistent county-by-county practices that were present prior to 2007. 


II. Federal level: Subsidizing the energy industry 


The energy industry in the United States receives enormous amounts offederal subsidies from the 


U.S. Government. According to the Energy Information Administration, the federal government spent 


an estimated $16.6 bmion on energy-specific subsidies and support programs in the year 2007. This 


money is spread over the entire electricity generation industry, however, and is not particularly focused 


Electric Generation Federal Subsidies, FV 2007 
Natural Gas and 


Petroleum liquids 
4% 


Hydroelectric 
3% 


Refined Coal l- Biomass 
38% 1% 


.~~, " \ Geothermal 


0% 


f " 
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Figure 1 


on anyone technology. Figure 1 shows the relative amounts of federal funds that flowed to each of the 


major electricity generation segments in the year 2007 (the latest year for which data is available). 


The fact is, virtually all electricity generation industry segments receive federal support. For its part, 


operators of new wind farms are eligible to receive a production tax credit of 2.1 cents/kWh for the first 


10 years of operation. Alternately, under the American Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009, they 


may opt to convert the 10-year production tax credit into an upfront grant from the U.S. Treasury 
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Department of approximately 30% of the project's capital cost. Afailure to extend these kinds of 


benefits to wind energy would be equivalent to imposing an additional tax on wind energy, and would 


place it at a competitive disadvantage when compared to other forms of electricity production. For 


example, the Energy Policy Act of 2005 authorized nearly $7.0 Billion in federal tax incentives to the coal 


industry. Today, refined coal producers receive a federal tax credit of $4.375 perton of refined coal 


produced (IRS Form 8835). Assuming an energy content of 2,460 kWh/ton of coal, this amounts to a 


federal tax incentive of 1.778 cents per kWh. In addition, estimates vary on the total amount the federal 


government has spent on the medical care of miners suffering from Black lung Disease. The nuclear 


industry, too, has received billions of dollars in federal incentives in the form of research funding, 


construction funding, and the shifting of insurance risk to the federal government. In addition, under 


the Energy Policy Act of 2005, new nuclear power plants are eligible to receive a production tax credit of 


1.8 cents per kWh. The oil industry, too, has received billions of dollars offederal aid in the form of 


construction bonds, exploratIon tax incentives, research and development tax credits, and protection of 


shipping lanes to the Middle East. 


It's clear that the u.s. energy industry is far from a free market. While the U.S. government does 


spend a significant amount of money to encourage the development of renewable energy, that amount 
is on par with the other segments of the energy industry. 
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Definitions 


·~ 


Non-Participating Parcel: A parcel of real estate that is netther a Project Parcel nor a 
Participating Parcel. 


Participating Parcel: A parcel of real estate that is not a Project Parcel, but is subject 
to a written agreement between the parcel owner and the Owner of the WECS Project 
allowing the construction of all or part of a WECS Project closer to a Participating 
Parcel property line or primary structure on the Participating Parcel than would be 
permitted under this Ordinance in the absence of such an agreement; or, a parcel of 
real estate that is not a Project Parcel, but which the owner thereof has agreed in 
wetting to support the WECS Project. 


Project Boundary: The boundaries of the WECS Project as shown on the site plan 
submitted to the County of Ogle as part of an application for a Special Use Permit. 


Project Parcells): The parcel or parcels of real estate on which all or any part of a 
WECS Project will be constructed. 


Property Line: The recognized and mapped property parcel boundary line. 


o [ ~ Primary Structure means a structure that people have occupied as their residence, r{ - '.	 commercial buildings, schools., churches, hospitals, clinics, therapeutic facilities, day care "" 
facilities and public buildings. Primary Structure ex:c1udes structures such as hunting 
sheds., pool hOllses., storage sheds, unattached garages and livestock bams which are not 
routinely used for structures listed in the previous sentence. 


*,t:-i\,~ 
WECS Turbine Height means the distance from the rotor blade at its highest point to the - ~1:/,- ''L,''	 , 
tel' ofthe dm EgwI::mG) adjacent to the WECS foundation heforc cOIlst!uetiQA was &tEHtetl. ~ 


\ 
~ Wind Ener S stems S or Wind Ener Conv S stem CS means G>~l- .J...	 equipment that converts and then om the wind into usable forms of 


energy on a large. industrial s -at or utility purposes_ Smail scale wind " tsystems of less than ret in height with a 60-:: tor diameter and a nameplate 
capacity of less an 250 kilowatts or less are exempt fr this definition and the '" 


( . provisions ofthis Ordinance. ~ 
W~	 ~ 
~2..0.~ t 


\ I 







MEMO
 
To: WEes Subcommittee 


From: Michael Reibcl, Planning & Zoning Administrator 


Subject: Airports and Restricted Landing Areas (private landing strips) 


Date: April 29, 2010 


On April 22, the Subcommittee discussed Paragraph ill (Design and Installation), Subparagraph 
F. Compliance with the Federal Aviation Administration (FAA), and questions were raised 
regarding FAA's jurisdiction. Concerns were also raised regarding private landing strips, 
referred to by the IT.. Department of Transportation I Division of Aeronautics as "Restricted Land 
Areas" (RLA). 


I have researched the issue, and have found the following information: 


•	 The FAA has oversight of any object that could have an impact on the navigable airspace 
or eommunications/navigation technology of aviation (commercial or military) or 
Department of Defense (DOD) operations. The FAA requires tha:t a Notice of Proposed 
Construction (Fonn 7460-1) be filed for any objcct that would extend more than 200 feet 


'. above ground level (or less in certain circmnstances. for example if the object is closer 
than 20,000 feet to' a public-use airport with a runway more than 3,200 feet long). 


For any filed project, the FAA undertakes an initial aeronautical study within the relevant 
FAA region, and issues either a Detennination ofNo Hazard to Air Navigation (DNH)
the "green light" for the project - or a Notice ofPreswned Hazard (NPH). Ifan NPH is 
issued, the FAA will then initiate an in-depth technical analysis (commonly called an 
extended study), which will explain the causc of the NPH and evaluate impacts on air 
operations. If after the extended study, which may include a public comment period, there 
remains an operational impact, the FAA will try to negotiatc an acceptable height for a 
project that has received a DNH. Ifno agreement can be reached, FAA will issue a 
Detennination of Hazard (DOH). A DOH can be appealed to FAA Washington 
Headquarters. If the appcal does not seeure a DNH, the proponent's main recourse is to 
bring the issue before a Federal Court. 


•	 On April 26, 2010 1 contacted Mr. Robert Hahn, Airspace Specialist, 1L Department of 
Transportation/Division of Aeronautics. Mr. Hahn explained that lllinois has a bloek 
grant from the FAA to review proposed construction projects for air space issucs 
(reference FAA 7460-1 Notice of Proposed Construction or Alteration)~ however, the 
FAA does not recognize Restrieted Landing Areas (RLAs) or private landing fields. 
lDOTlDivision of Aeronautics Part 14 Safety Standards requires that RLAs keep 
approaches clear. Mr. Hahn suggested that in order to address concerns with RLAs, the 
Part 14 Safety Standards could be cited in the WEeS Perfonuanee Standards to make the 
standards reciprocal for wind fann siting - i.e. wind turbines carmot violate Part 14. 
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•	 The following is proposed to address concerns with the siting of WECS relative to 
airports and private air strips (RLAs): 


Replace Paragraph 111 (Design and Installation), Subparagraph F Compliance with the 
Federal Aviation Administration (FAA) with the following: 


Aviation Safety 


No WECS Turbine shall be located so as to create an airport hazard or obstruction to any 
existing airport, restricted landing area or heliport pursuant to Illinois Administrative 
Code Title 92: Transportation, Chapter 1: Department a/Transportation, Subchapter b: 
Aeronautics, Part 14 Aviation Safety. The applicant shall demonstrate compliance with 
this standard. as well as compliance with any and all applicable Federal Aviation 
Administration (FAA) requirements relative to the siting of a proposed WECS Project. 







Existing WECS Definitions reom Ogle County Amendatory Zoning Ordinance 


WIND ENERGY CONVERSION SYSTEM (WECS), COMMERCIAL: All necessary devices that together tonvert 
wind energy into electricity to be sold to wholesale or retail markets, including the rotor, nacelle, generator, WECS 
Tower, electrital tomponents, WECS foundation, transformer, and electrical tabling from the WECS Tower!o the 
Substation(s). (9/03) 


WIND ENERGY CONVERSION SYSTEM (WECS), PRIVATE: AI! necessary devices that together convert wind 
energy into electricity, including the rotor, nacelle, generator, WECS tower, electrical components, WECS 
foundation, transfonner, and electrical cabling from the WECS Tower to any Subslation(s), where the aggregate 
generating capacity is 3 megawatts (MW) or less, and the WECS is located on private property for the exclusive use 
of the owner of the property on which the WECS is to be located. (9/03) 


WECS PROJECT: The collection ofWECS and Substations as specified in a Special Use Pennit application 
pwwant (0 this Ordinance. (9/03) 


WECS TOWER: The support strutture 10 wbkh the nacelle and rotor are attached. (9/03) 


WECS TOWER HEfGHT: The dislante from the rotor blade at its highest poinllo the top surfate of the WECS 
foundation. (9/03) 
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SETBACK - NON-PARTICIPATING PARCEL
 


FROM FOUNDATION OF PRIMARY STRUCTURE
 


Motion A: Each WECS Turbine shall be setback not less than 6.5 times the WECS Turbine 


Height from the closest point of the foundation of any Primary Structure on a Non-Participating 


Parcel. 


**•••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 


Motion B: The WECS Owner is encouraged to negotiate and execute an Easement Lease with 


the	 Non-Participating Partel landowner to reduce the setback to the Primary Structure, but in 


no case shall the setback to the Non-Participating Parcel property line be less than 1.1 times the 


WECS Turbine Height. 


Comments and benefits of the above Motion B: 


1.	 Places responsibilrty of managing setback distances onto the WECS developer who now is able 
to enter into easement leases which can and should open up more available land for WECS 
development. 


2.	 Provides monetary inducement for Non-Participating Parcel landowner who would like to 
receive annual payments for giving up some of their property rights through reduced 
setbacks. 


3.	 Annual monetary payments to Non-Participating Parcel landowner will help protect or 
reduce the possible negative property value losses of their property due to adjacent 
wind turbines. Easement lease payments would be sold with their property if the 
landowner wants or needs to move. 


4.	 The above setbacks help solve noise, low vibration, shadow flicker, possible medical 
problems, ice throw, blade failures and other negative attributes found with commercial 
wind turbines. 


s.	 WECS developers are generally quoted that if people are paid & compensated for their 
loss of rights such as the Home Protection Plan, Flicker & Noise Release Contract, TV & 
Communications Release Contract and other forms of settlements and agreements, 
then the Non-Participating Parcel landowner generally has no further complaints 
regarding living among the commercial wind turbines. Generally stated, people don't 
complain when they are getting paid for their inconvenience or loss of rights. 
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SETBACK - NON-PARTICIPATING PARCEL
 


FROM PROPERTY LINE OF PRIMARY STRUCTURE 


Motion A: Each WECS Turbines shall be setback from the Non-Participating Parcel property 


line not less than 4.0 times the WECS Turbine Height. 


***********••*************••**••••••***.***.****.**•••**** ••****************** 


Motion..B.: The WECS Owner is encouraged to negotiate and execute an Easement Lease with 


the	 Non-Participating Parcel landowner to reduce the setback to the property line, but in no 


case shall the setback to the Non-Participating Parcel property line be less than 1.1 times the 


WECS Turbine Height. 


Comments and benefits of the above Motion B; 


1.	 places responsibility of managing setback distances onto the WECS developer who now is able 
to enter into easement leases which can and should open up more available land for WECS 
development. 


2.	 Provides monetary inducement for Non-Participating Parcel landowner who would like to 
receive annual payments for giving up some of their property rights through reduced 
setbacks. 


3.	 Annual monetary payments to Non-Participating Parcel landowner will help protect or 
reduce the possible negative property value losses of their property due to adjacent 
wind turbines. Easement lease payments would be sold with their property if the 
landowner wants or needs to move. 


4.	 Helps protect the air rights between two separate property owners who both may want 
to enter into lease agreements with different wind fann developers. 


5.	 Allows the Non-Participating Parcel landowner to enjoy his property rights which could 
include new residents, fann bUildings, future residential development, etc. 
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May 3. 2010 


TO: Ogle County Special Committee for WECS Zoning 


FROM: Mark Wagner 


As this Subcommittee on WECS prepares to makes it's 
recommendations for a zoning ordinance, I would like to remind 
the members tbat the purpose of zoning is to "Prevent the creation 
of nuisances and promote the general welfare of the public." 
Protecting individual property rights is a separate issue. 


When dealing with utility-scale wind turbines, several 
nuisances are created which impact the general welfare of the 
public. It is widely accepted that by locating wind turbines at a 
pre-described distance from a residence, nuisances can be avoided. 
This subcommittee must decide just what that distance or 
"setback" should be. It is possible that the required distance will 
severely reduce the number of utility-scale wind turbines required 
for a wind project developer to be attracted to this area. Thus, we 
enter discussion about property rights vs. nuisances, and get off 
track. 


This subcommittee must keep in mind that in other parts of the 
world, where wind turbines have been in place for a few decades, 
zouing ordinances require a 2 kilometer (or approximately 1.25 
mile) setback from a foundation. In this country, a recent 
ordinance in Jackson, Maine provides for a one mile setback from 
any houses. Currently, the entire state of Vermont is considering a 
1.25 mile setback from any occupied building. Closer to home, 
Sangarnon County, Illinois is currently considering amending it's 
wind ordinance from a 1200 foot setback to a 1 mile setback. 


As turbines become larger, setbacks need to change. I feel that 
the proposed 5 mile setback from the foundation is inadequate in 







preventing the creation of nuisances. I also feel that it is 
inappropriate to allow a landowner who is hosting turbines to be 
allowed to waive the zoning ordinance. This would be highly 
unusual, as the zoning ordinance was created to promote the 
general welfare of the public. That should include the hosting 
landowner. It also does not take into account the protection of the 
future homeowner, which can raise a liability issue. 


If the adopted setbacks are inadequate in preventing nuisances, 
and if it can be proven that local officials, including this 
subcommittee, were made aware of those nuisances, the county 
can then be held liable for any experienced nuisance. As an 
example, those residents with common ailments such as tinnitus or 
more severe neurological disorders such as Parkinson's Disease, 
may very well sue the county for their declining health, as it is well 
documented that the sound frequencies emitted by wind turbines 
have a negative impact on both aural and motion disorders. 


In Illinois, legislation passed in 2006 states that "Lawsuits 
concerning special uses require a full trial proceeding. County 
Board decisions may be overturned if the decision is contrary to 
the public health, safety and welfare." 


It is unfortunate that hosting landowners would prefer to subject 
themselves and others to the nuisances in exchange for cash 
payments. Often they don't understand that their contracts 
disallow them from publicly complaining about the nuisances. 
And they are unaware that many other landowners are sorry that 
they ever signed up for wind turbines, but are now legally bound to 
a code of silence. 


But I submit that safe setbacks for wind turbines are only meant 
to protect all of us from the nuisances, whether they are simply 
annoying or propose a serious adverse health condition. And if 
safe setbacks mean that a landowner can host fewer turbines or no 







turbines at all. then zoning is doing it's job in protecting the 
residents by preventing the creation of nuisances and promoting 
the general welfare of the public. That is what is most important. 


To conclude, a 2009 Wind Turbine Impact Study conducted by 
Appraisal Group One, located in Oshkosh, Wisconsin, ends with 
the following Conclusion: 


"After reviewing articles and studies on wind energy, wind 
turbines appear to have a negative impact on property values, 
health, and quality of life of residents in close proximity. Of the 
studies that found no impact on property value, nearly all were 
funded by wind farm developers or renewable energy advocacy 
groups. Of the studies and reports showing property loss, the 
average negative effect is -20.7%. It is equally reasonable to 
conclude that some residents in close proximity to wind turbines 
experience genuine negative health effects from Low Frequency 
Noise, infrasound and blade flicker. Of the studies and reports 
cited, an average setback of little over a mile should significantly 
lessen detrimental health effects. In addition to noise and flicker 
issues, disrupted TV and cell phone receptions contribute to 
negatively impact the quality of life for residents living in close 
proximity to wind turbines." 


Thank you. 


end 
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White Rock Township 
iii I i 


Ogle County, Illinois 


February 22, 2010 


To:
 
Ogle County Planning & Zoning Administrator: Michael Riebel
 
Ogle County Board
 
Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals
 


From:
 
White Rock Township Zoning and Planning Commission
 


Subject: 


I. Request change: 
The White Rock Township Zoning and Planning Commission 
requests a change ofthe Ogle County AG-l Special Use Permit 


"Commercial Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS)" 


1.	 We request that the minimum setback from a Property line, and 
public roads sbould be 1750 feet or 3.9 times the WECS tower 
height (which ever is greater). 


2.	 We request that the minimum distance to an existing adjacent 
property structures (Home, Livestock facility, Commercial 
business, etc.) of 2640 feet or 5.3 times the distance {which ever is 
greater). 
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In reference to the draft copy Section "Setbacks" of the
 
Ogle County AG-l Special Use Permit
 


"Commercial Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS)"
 


"I. Setbacks
 


I. All WECS Towers shall be set back at least 1,200 feet from any 
Primary Structure. The distance for the above setback shall be 
measured from the point of the Primary Structure foundation 
closest to the WECS Tower to the center ofthe WECS Tower 
foundation. The owner of the Primary Structure may waive this 
setback requirement; but in no case shall a WECS Tower be 
located closer to a Primary Structure then 1.10 times the WECS 
Tower Height. 


2. All WECS Towers shall be set back a distance of at least 1.10 
times the WECS Tower Height from public roads, third party 
transmission lines, and communication towers. 


3. All WECS Towers shall be set back a distance of at least 1.1 0 
times the WECS Tower Height from adjacent property lines. The 
affected adjacent property owner may waive this setback 
requirement. 


4. The Applicant does not need to obtain a variance from the 
County of Ogle upon waiver by either the County or property 
owner of any ofthe above setback requirements. Any waiver of 
any of the above setback requirements shall run with the land and 
be recorded as part of the chain of title in the deed ofthe subject 
property." 
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Reasoning for request: 


1.	 White Rock Township Zoning and planning Commission has 
determined that the current setbacks arc too close to property 
lines, Homes, Livestock facilities, Commercial businesses and 
roads. 


A. Example "A" is the "NlMPA" Northern lIIinois Municipal 
Agency's proposed Wind Energy Conversion System "Eagle 
View Wind Energy Project"(Exbibit "A") 


1.	 Three of the proposed wind turbines overlap 
the radius onto adjacent property lines. 


a.	 The adjacent property owners would be 
impacted (building of homes, livestock, 
grain, and storage facilities, etc.}. 


b.	 The potential Commercial growth would 
be impacted.(Highway2S1 and Highway 
64 being a main corridors} 


2.	 Three of the turbines overlap the radius onto 
public roads. 


a.	 The potential for Commercial growth 
would be impacted.(Highway 64 being a 
main corridor} 


b.	 The safety and secnrity of turbines too 
close to the roadways. 


3.	 Two homes are within the radius of the wind 
turbines. 


4. Two homes are just on tbe edge of the radius of 
the turbines. 


5. One cemetery is within the radius of one wind 
turbine. 
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This Letter was unanimously approved by the White Rock Township 
Planning and Zoning commission members: 


Dated: February 22, 2010 


Pdf!, ~ 


Charlie Hubbard 


~/~.~ 


Joe Wolf 


~i ~ Mark Hayes 


RO!!l'r Ahlensdorf 


5 







.'.	 Vv1A-RK ~(:-~ 


'13/10 


White Rock Township 
I I I I 


Ogle County, Illinois 


April 13, 2010 


To:
 
Ogle County Planning & Zoning Administrator: Michael Riebel
 
Ogle County Board 
Ogle County Zoning Board of Appeals
 


From:
 
White Rock Township
 


Subject: 


I. Request ebange: 
Wbite Rock Township Board requests a change ofthe 


Ogle County AG-l Special Use Permit
 
"Commercial Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS)"
 


1.	 We request tbat tbe minimum setback from a Property line, and 
public roads should be 1750 feet or 3.9 times the WECS tower 
height {whieh ever is greater}. 


2.	 We request that the minimum distance to an existing adjacent 
property structures {Home, Livestock facility, Commercial 
business, etc.} of 2640 feet or 5.3 times the distance {which ever is 
greater}. 
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In reference to the draft copy Section "Setbacks" of the
 
Ogle County AG-l Special Use Permit
 


"Commercial Wind Energy Conversion System (WECS)"
 


"I. Setbacks 


1. All WECS Towers shall be set back at least 1,200 feet from any 
Primary Structure. The distance for the above setback shall be 
measured from the point of the Primary Structure foundation 
closest to the WECS Tower to the center of the WECS Tower 
foundation. The owner of the Primary Structure may waive this 
setback requirement; but in no case shall a WECS Tower be 
located closer to a Primary Structure then 1.10 times the WECS 
Tower Height. 


2. All WECS Towers shall be set back a distance of at least 1.10 
times the WECS Tower Height from public roads, third party 
transmission lines, and co=unication towers. 


3. All WECS Towers shall be set back a distance of at least 1.10 
times the WECS Tower Height from adjacent property lines. The 
affected adjacent property owner may waive this setback 
requirement. 


4. The Applicant does not need to obtain a variance from the 
County of Ogle upon waiver by either the County or property 
owner of any of the above setback requirements. Any waiver of 
any of the above setback requirements shall run with the land and 
be recorded as part of the chain of title in the deed of the subject 
property." 


2 







Reasoning for request: 


1.	 White Rock Township has determined that the current setbacks
 
are too close to property lines, Homes, Livestock facilities,
 
Commercial businesses and roads.
 


A. Example "A" is the "NIMPA" Northern Illinois Municipal 
~-- -Agency's proposed Wind~Energy~Gonversion~System-"Eagle~ . ~~ ~~ 


View Wind Energy Project"(Exhibit "A") 


1.	 Three of the proposed wind tnrbines overlap 
the radius onto adjacent property lines. 


a.	 The adjacent property owners would be 
impaeted {building of homes, livestock, 
grain, and storage facilities, etc.}. 


b.	 The potential Commercial growth would 
be impacted.{Highway251 and Highway 
64 being a main corridors} 


2.	 Three of the turbines overlap the radius onto 
public roads. 


a.	 The potential for Commercial growth 
would be impacted.{Highway 64 being a 
main corridor} 


b.	 The safety and security of turbines too 
close to the roadways. 


3.	 Two homes are within the radius of the wind 
turbines. 


4. Two homes are just on the edge of the radius of 
the turbines. 


5. One cemetery is within the radius of one wind 
turbine. 
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This Letter was unanimously approved by the White Rock Township 
members: 


Dated: April 13, 2010 


44&vh -4J1M~fjJOilllG - -


<=&f~ 
Nicole Adamski 


James Milligan 
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May 17, 2010 Report of the Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on
Commercial Wind Energy Conversion Systems (WECS)


A meeting of the Ogle County, IL Subcommittee on Commercial WECS was held on May 17, 2010
at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL.


The Order of Business was as follows:


1. CALL TO ORDER BY CHAIRMAN BILL WELTY


Chairman Bill Welty called the meeting to order at 6:00 P.M. 


2. ROLL CALL


Roll call indicated six members of the Committee were present and one substitute member
was present: Chairman Welty, Lynne Kilker, Randy Ocken, Jim Barnes, Ben Diehl, Randy
Anderson.  Roger Hickey was absent.  Mr Welty stated that Brian Duncan was present for
Mr. Hickey and will be able to make motions and vote as Mr. Hickey’s substitute. Alternate
member Willem Dijstelbergen was also present. 


Mr. Welty noted that County Board Chairman Ed Rice was also present.


3. REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF REPORT OF MAY 3, 2010 MEETING AS MINUTES


Chairman Welty asked for any changes or corrections to the report of the May 3, 2010 
Subcommittee on Commercial WECS meeting.   Mr. Duncan stated I need a copy of the
definitions discussed.  Mr. Reibel stated they are on the website, but we can get you a copy. 
Mr. Welty stated we will be incorporating changes to that document and will get you an
updated one.


Ms. Kilker moved to approve the May 3, 2010 report as amended; seconded by Mr. Ocken. 
The motion carried by a voice vote.


Mr. Welty stated eminent domain was discussed at a previous meeting and I read an article
dated June 2008 regarding seven property owners from Pennsylvania who were forced to
allow the buried interconnection cables across their land.  Mr. Diehl asked was that decision
made by the County Board. Mr. Welty answered I believe it was decided by the township. 
Mr. Duncan asked if that can be done in Illinois.  Mr. Welty answered I don’t know; I’m not
an attorney. The concern is that it could be applied.  Mr. Duncan stated we need to ask
State’s Attorney Ben Roe.  Mr. Welty directed Mr. Reibel to follow up on that question with
Mr. Roe.


Mr. Welty stated there was a turbine blade failure in Shabonna on Friday 5/7 at 7:30 AM. 
Using an overhead projector, Mr. Welty showed aerial photos of the site and scattered
debris. He stated I think there is 1300' between the turbines in DeKalb county.  The photo
looks to indicated that the debris spread is pretty large. Mr. Duncan stated if you are
measuring from a shadow, your distance could be distorted.   Mr. Welty stated that is
correct. 


DISCUSSION & SUGGESTED CHANGES TO DRAFT DOCUMENT “WECS
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS” DATED MARCH 2010


Continuing with the overhead projector, Mr. Welty referred to the two handouts given to the
Committee regarding setbacks; one from foundation and one to property line and gave a
brief background regarding the information on the handouts.  


Mr. Welty stated here is no single specific answer to what is a safe setback is.  It is up to the
individual and people who live around the turbine. Lots of information has been given out in
past meetings and I want to review some of these.  The first item I would like to review is the
2008 Congressional Research Service report which recommends a ½ mile setback; second,
the National Research Council (NRC) “Environmental Impacts of Wind-Energy Projects”
from 2007 recommends a 2,640' setback from a residence; third, the American Wind Energy
Association also recommends a setback of 2,640'; fourth, the Wind Energy Association, in
their handbook, recommends a distance equaling the distance of 10 rotor diameters; we will
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discuss that further in a few minutes; fifth, the 2009 Minnesota Impact Study recommend a
setback of ½ mile; and lastly, I have a list of various doctors that have reports on setbacks of
½ mile or more.   Mr. Welty read off a list of various doctors.  Ms. Kilker stated this is a
recommend setback from a residence, not a property line.  Mr. Welty answered correct.  Mr.
Welty passed out a document titled “Better Plan, Wisconsin”.  He stated you have all seen
this before.


Mr. Welty stated we have also talked about easement leases.  He listed off all the various
types of easements used in various industries.  Mr. Welty stated we have talked a lot about
property rights and the Baileyville Wind Farm lawsuit that is continuing.  I found out last
week it is still in Federal court.  If you look at this suit, the primary thrust of it is dealing with
property rights from one piece of property to another.


We will now start getting into the handouts I gave out last meeting “Set-back - Non-
Participating Parcel from Foundation of Primary Structure” and “Setback- Non-Participating
Parcel from Property Line of Primary Structure”.  As I talk about this I would like input.   


Using the overhead of “Setback - Non-Participating Parcel from Foundation of Primary
Structure”, he stated this basically says we want to use a multiplier and not a fixed number
in feet as technology changes.  The term “turbine height” means the blade tip at fully
extended height to the finished ground around the turbine, which is approximately 400'.  Part
“B” is where option to provide opportunity for the land owner but also provide protection of
property rights to non-participating resident.   What we are doing is trying to balance this. 
The property owner needs to have the right to control their own destiny and negotiate with
developer.  I have been studying this issue for over 5 years now and have not seen
anywhere where this is used.  I used the word “encourage” specifically to make it the
developers responsibility if they want to develop a certain area for a wind farm.  Definition of
“lease” is a document between developer and non-participating land owner and what is
given up by the non-participating land owner.  This will be a legal document used in the
permitting process.


Using an overhead of a map of Lynnville Township, Mr. Welty showed an example of how
he sees this working.   Attached to the bottom of the document, is a list of five things that are
important to understanding the benefits of this setback concept.  Mr. Welty read the
overhead.


Mr. Welty stated we are at a stopping point with that, now let’s discuss setbacks from a
property line. 


Mr. Duncan stated let’s talk about the overall concept here.  If we are establishing setbacks
designed to protect the health and safety of the community but then put a price tag on it, that
seems a little strange to me.  Mr. Welty stated property rights have a value.  Let’s talk about
wind energy coming across the land, that has a value to it.  Why shouldn’t that land owner, if
giving it up, get something in exchange.  Mr. Duncan stated but public health & safety
should be governing our setback requirements.  It should not be able to be sold.  If we say
½ mile, should we let it be allowed to be set closer if they can get some cash.  Mr. Welty
stated in “Motion B”, it states “in no case shall the setback to Non-Participating Parcel
property line be less than 1.1 times the WECS Turbine Height”.  Mr. Reibel stated that this
concept is already in the draft performance standards document, and is called “waiver of
setback”.  If a wind developer approaches someone, we have left those negotiations to the
property owner.  Mr. Welty stated what should setbacks be if we are only looking at public
safety.  6.5 times the turbine heights?  Mr. Duncan stated that is not where we need to be
for public safety.  We need more information.  I have a handout from Springfield-Sangamon
County Regional Planning Commission titled “The Effects of Wind Turbine Sound on
Health”.  They reviewed various studies, and have a long list of counties with less setbacks. 
Are these other counties showing disregard for safety if it really is not safe to be within ½ of
a wind tower.  I struggle with allowing that to be sold.  If  ½ mile is based on something else
and not safety that is fine, but if for safety it should not be sold.  Why are we starting at ½
mile and moving from there.  Mr. Welty asked does the Committee wish to move on or
entertain discussion.  Regarding the document from Mr. Duncan, Mr. Ocken asked  do they
list a setback.  Mr. Duncan stated they are at 1,250' or 1,300'.  Mr. Welty stated but they are
moving that to a mile.  Mr. Duncan stated that based on his discussion with a Sangamon
County official, Sangamon County is not establishing a 1 mile setback for wind turbines. 
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Mr. Duncan stated I have a name of Dr. David Loomis from ISU who leads the IL Wind
Working Group.  He has attended and spoken at a lot of meeting.  I’m not sure we are
equipped to make the determination of safe setbacks or what is the general idea of
setbacks.  Maybe we should have Dr. Loomis in to speak with the Committee.   Discussion
ensued regarding conference attended by some Committee members that Dr. Loomis was a
part of.  Mr. Welty asked for other thoughts.  Mr. Dijstelbergen stated we need to think about
and come back to this at a later date.  Discussion ensued regarding Dr. Loomis speaking to
the Committee.  Mr. Welty asked if we should delay discussions regarding setbacks until we
hear from Dr. Loomis.  The Committee agreed.  Mr. Welty stated I will contact Dr. Loomis
and ask him to address the Committee


Mr. Duncan stated I spoke with the Farm Bureau Manager of McLean County, where they
have a large wind farm and was told that things are going well there.  I asked if there were
any problems or fights and was told no.   His response was that the impact has been
positive.  Mr. Anderson stated population density makes a big difference.  If turbines were
proposed to be constructed in a largely populated area, there would be more impact.  That
is why the developers want to avoid those areas.  We need to remember that the County is
a business entity.  We need to generate more dollars or raise property taxes to create
income.  Government is big business but the people running the county don’t seem to
realize that.  Mr. Welty stated I disagree.  We don’t need more income, we need better
management.


Mr. Welty stated we will now move on to page 7, item L -  Public Roads. Ms. Kilker stated I
was given a copy the Milan County road agreement by Mr. Welty.   I looked through this and
then went to talk to Curtis Cook, the County Engineer.   He went through the document and
included sideline notes.  I would like to give this to Mr. Reibel to review as well.  I have
always found Mr. Cook to be a pleasure to work with.  He is a professional and has a certain
way of doing things.  Mr. Cook told me that he and Mr. Reibel have worked very closely
together in establishing what currently in our “draft” regarding use of public roads.  Mr. Diehl
stated Mr. Cook was excited to work with the Baileyville developers because of the road
improvement they would be making in that area.  Mr. Reibel stated the developers are
required to maintain the roads and keep them in the same or better condition as prior to
construct.  Discussion ensued regarding road conditions in DeKalb county.  


Mr. Barnes stated I noticed that in item “L”, it refers to a letter of credit to the county
engineer be required.  Is there a way of adding “withhold operating permit until this is taken
care of”.  Discussion ensued regarding a letter of credit and Ogle County’s high standards
for road maintenance.  Mr. Reibel stated the amount of the credit is based on the engineers
estimated cost.  Mr. Welty stated in “L -1", it says  “may be required” and asked why the
word “may” was used rather than “shall”.  Mr. Reibel stated it is up to County Engineer to
determine what he will require.   He also works closely with the township road
commissioners in these regards.  Discussion ensued regarding “future repairs”.  Mr. Welty
stated I have a problem using the work “may”.  Ms. Kilker suggested using the word “be”
instead.  Mr. Reibel stated that it may not be wise to be too rigid in the document - the
County Engineer will protect the County and Township interests.  Mr. Diehl stated we need
to ask Mr. Cook.  We should not make any changes if he is not here.


Discussion ensued regarding letter of credit.  Ms. Kilker stated does this also cover “M”
“repair of drainage facilities”.  Mr. Reibel stated that the letter of credit would be for
improvements within the public road right-of-way.  Mr. Ocken stated I think six months is too
long to fix a drainage problem.  The first part states two weeks which is more reasonable but
still can be a long time.  Mr. Reibel stated some times the road issues and drainage issues
can not be addressed due to the time of year and weather conditions.  Discussion ensued
regarding the length of time to allow repair of damaged drain tiles.   Mr. Reibel stated I
would envision in enforcing this, if there is a busted tile or wet field, I will notify the developer
and push them to get it fixed right away or as soon as the weather allows.  If you don’t have
six months in there, they could continue to drag it out.   Mr. Dijstelbergen stated that we
could change it to two months.  If they can build a turbine in that amount of time, they should
be able to fix it too.  


Mr. Ocken made a motion to amend Item “M - Repair of Drainage Facilities” to “two” months;
seconded by Mr. Barnes.  By roll call vote, 3 voted in favor of the motion, 4 voted against the
motion.  The motion failed.
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Mr. Welty stated we will now move on to page 10, skipping  “P” as we will address setback
to nature areas later.  Moving to the next section “Operation” Item A “General Operations”,
are there any  comments or questions?  Ms. Kilker stated referring to lighting, we have
double covered this.   Mr. Reibel stated when we go through the special use process, this is
specifically addressed.  Discussion ensued regarding lighting and fire safety.


Mr. Welty stated we will hold of discussion of “F - Shadow Flicker”  until later.


Mr. Ocken stated on page 11, item “C” regarding interference, is there anything that
addresses cell phone transmission.  What are the “reasonable steps” that are referred to? 
Discussion ensued regarding cell phone interference.  Mr. Reibel stated Dr. Loomis may be
the person to ask for more information about this.  Mr. Welty stated we will hold off
discussion on “C” for Dr. Loomis.


Mr. Welty stated on page 12 item “H”,  Mr. Reibel could you take a moment and talk about
stray voltage.  Mr. Reibel stated that stray voltage, as he understands it, is electricity that
escapes into the environment.  Stray voltage may have been an issue with older turbine
models, but my understanding is that this is not an issue now, and where it was an issue it
may have been due to substandard wiring. Discussion ensued regarding effects on cattle. 
Mr. Dijstelbergen stated should we have a section regarding lightening protection. 
Residences close to the towers could be effected by lightening.  Discussion ensued
regarding lightening issues.


Mr. Barnes stated I have question regarding section “E”.  It states that all hazardous
materials shall be disposed of in accordance with all applicable local, state, and federal
laws.  Does that mean they can’t burn.  Mr. Reibel stated under the Illinois EPA act, trade
waste is not permissible to burn.


Mr. Welty recognized Rich Gronewold and Lyle Hopkins from District 4 in the audience.


Mr. Welty stated moving to page 13, items “K & L” will be on hold.  Any discussion on “I or
J”?   Mr. Ocken stated going back to item “L”, we have that.  Mr. Reibel stated yes, in the
back.  One of the noise options is very similar to what Dr. Thunder recommended.
Discussion ensued regarding noise and surface water protection.


Mr. Welty stated item “L” on noise will be on hold and we will start up with section “V -
Liability Insurance” on page 14.  Mr. Dijstelbergen stated the Winnebago County ordinance
has a lot more verbiage regarding this.  Discussion ensued regarding the Winnebago
ordinance.  Mr. Anderson stated this is the same as what we have, but different terminology. 
Discussion ensued regarding different insurance coverage amounts.


Mr. Welty stated we will stop here and go into public comments.  But first, I would like to
remind everyone the next meeting date is June 7th at 6:00 P.M.  We will not be discussing
setbacks issues but will discuss decommission and abandonment so please be prepared. 
Do to schedule conflicts, we will not be meeting on June 21st, so the next meeting will be 
June 28th, then July 12th and July 26th.  I will get in touch with Dr. Loomis and see if he will
available to the June 28th attend.  I will also try to get someone who would not be
considered “pro” wind farm as well.  All meetings will begin at 6:00 P.M., here at the Farm
Bureau Building.


Mr. Dijstelbergen stated for everyone interested in alternative energy, on Father’s day
weekend in Custer, WI there will be a huge energy fair that will provide lots of information for
anyone with an interest in alternative energy sources. 


7. PUBLIC COMMENT


Mr. Welty opened the meeting to public comment, and stated that each person will get four
minutes and one minute to wrap up for a total of five minutes.  If you have handouts, please
be able to provide enough for each committee member.


Marvin Burkhardt of Leaf River gave out copies of newsletters received from Gamesa.  He
discussed his life in the county these past 79 years and all the changes in the landscape
that he has seen.  As our population grows, so does our need for electricity.  These changes
are inevitable and must be accepted.  Utilizing the wind is free energy and we should use it.  
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Mr. John Croft of Normal, IL and owner of property in Mt. Morris Township read a statement
regarding setbacks and comments from several people regarding schools, libraries and the
impact the wind developers would have on these entities.


Mr. Mike Hemmersbach of Byron Township asked Mr. Welty if this is the first committee you
have chaired because this is very unorganized.  You don’t have the documents from
Gamesa to hand out to people, you wasted a lot of time discussing tile issues.  All of that is
handled with the land owner.  You stated that don’t think the county needs more tax
revenue.  I ask what are you thinking?  State and federal governments are broke, how can
you say we don’t need the money.  This committee is supposed to be open minded about
this subject, but I don’t think it is.  The setbacks required by the federal government are
good enough.  Also, if you want to be able to tell me what I can or can not have on my
property, then I can tell you what color to paint your house, where you can plant trees, all
that.  In other words, we are wasting the county’s time with these meetings.  You say
displaced wind rights, what reason can you give me.  Mother Nature gives us the wind every
day, how can something on my property effect your property? Any car, tree or building on a
property effects the wind flow too.  You are trying to make it impossible for any developer to
build in our county.  You are not an expert and can not make those decisions for other
people.


Mr. Dennis Probasco of Kings stated I hope the Committee will continue to deliberate and
take time to research information very carefully.


Mr. Rick Nelson of Mt. Morris Township stated I have one comment and one question. 
Going back to tax monies received, I feel that in current times we do not want to discourage
any company from wanting to develop in our county.  The beneficiaries are not only the land
owners but the taxing bodies.  The longer prolonged and more restrictions applied only
hinders this process.  My questions is what is the committees time table for recommendation
to County Board?


Mr. Bruce Roe of Stillman Valley stated I believe that one problem is that people do not
understand what the problems will be until after they sign an agreement and then it is too
late.  We also need to find out more about tv and cell tower interference.


Mr. Tom Smith of White Rock Township stated I have worked with the construction of wind
turbines and negotiated the work on them.  They are very heavy and require a lot of steel to
the turbine.  That requires a big hole.  This could effect eco-system.  We as a community
need to walk slow through this process.  We have come together here because there is still
a lot of unknown.  Also, Dr. Loomis will be holding another conference in July and maybe it
would be a good idea to attend it.


8. ADJOURNMENT.


Chairman Welty  declared the May 17, 2010 meeting of the Subcommittee on Commercial
WECS adjourned at 8:48 P.M.  The next meeting will be held Monday, June 7, 2010 at 6:00
P.M. at the Ogle County Farm Bureau, 421 W. Pines Rd., Oregon, IL. 


Respectfully submitted,


Michael Reibel
Planning & Zoning Administrator
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·"etter Plan, Wisconsin 
6ACG£IlS Fall A 6£TTER RfNEWAeLE ENERGY PLAN 


.Three reports. o-eated specifically to guIde legtsli!ltors In wInd turbine siting 
decisIons, i!lnd alert them to areas of concern, <III Identify a hal' mile as the 
minimum setback needed to mItigate major problems from nublne noIse and 


shadow flicker. 


A. The Reports include: 


I, 
The NBtlonal Rsearch COundl (NRC) of the National AcademIes of 
SCience Report "Environmental Impacts of WInd-Energy ProJects·. (2007) 


[Download Document] 
Yz.",:le


:1, The COngressIonal Research service Report prepared ror Members and 
COmmittees of Congress ·Wlnd power In the UnIted States: Tec:hnology, .t Yt-" Ie. 
Economic, and Policy Issues (2008) [Download document] 


3. 
The Minnesota Department of tlealth, Environmental Health Division In 
response to a request from: MInnesota Department of Commera', Offlce of 
Energy Security: ·Public Health Impacts of Wind Turbines~ (2009) [Download 
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8. IMPORTANT DOCUMENTS WHICH SUPPORT A SET BACK OF 2640 fEET 
fROM HOMES 


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


WISCONSIN DOCUMENTS 


ALL, 


.:I. 
Better Plan, Rock COunty 
Rock County TaX-Payers for a Better Renewable Energy Plan 
betterplan.square5pace.com/wind-ordlnances-w isconsin-stat/ ~ 


3. 


4. 


Wind Ordinances - Wisconsin State, COunty, and Town 
betterplan.squarespace.com/wlnd-ordlnances-wlsconsin-stat/ 


The Town of Union Final Report 
betterplan.squarespace.com/town-of-unlon-final-report/ 


rn .'1e, 


C.
 LARGER SETBACKS
 


Larger Setback Summary Chart, pages 99 and forward-from ~own of Union 
Setback Recommendations Repor-r
betterplan.squarespi!IClIi!.com/town-of-unlon-flnal·report/ 


Wind fann causing a stir
 
BlaIr County· 2500 foOt setback
 
http://www.wind~W3tth.org/news/200S/07/25/wind-fann-causing


a-still 
wearecentralpa.com/content/fulltext/1Cld:%18031 
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Towns in the state of WISl::Qnsln
 
.2640 feet setback
 
betterpIBn.squClrespace.com/wind-ordinances-wisconsin-stat/
 


The Noise Heard Round the Wortd - the trouble wIth Industr1al wind turbines
 


1/2 mile more or more setback
 
www,wlnd-watch.org/alerts/?p=591
 


Simple guidelines for siting wind turbines to prevent health risks
 
George W. Ki!lmperman, INCE Bd. Cert. Emeritus Kampennan Associates, Inc.
 
gcorge@kampennan.com
 
RIchard R. James, INCE E-Cousttc Solutions rtckjames@e-coustlc.com
 


lkm, (32BO feet) or more setbadc
 
http://www.wind-watch.org/documents/?p=973
 


French Academy of Medldne warns of wind bJrblne noise 


1.5km e.g-mile) setback
 
kirbvmtn.blogspot.com/200&/03/french-academy-of-medicine-warns

of.html 


Trempealeau County, Wisconsin 
l-mlle setback 
betlerplan.squarespace.com/the-trempeleau-county-wlnd-ord/ 


National Wind Watch
 
I-mile setback
 
_.wlnd-watch.org/pres5-070402.php
 


U.K. Noise Assodatlon
 
I-mile setback
 


U.K. NoIse Assodatlon: I mile setback needed for wind turbines
 
kirbymtn.blogspot.com/2006/08/uk-noise-a5Sociatlon-1-mile



setback.html
 
UK Noise Assodation - WInd Fanns are causing NoIse Problems
 
http~//_.ukna.org.uk/index.-files/page0016.htm 


Beech Ridge Wind Fann, West Virginia
 
1 to 4 miles setback
 


www.beechridgewlnd.com/Docs/l-:il.5

06_Beech_Ridge_wind_fCLSheet.pdf
 


Deal reached in wind turbine dispute - Fayette County
 


6000 foot setback
 


http://www.wlnd-watch.orglnews/:il.008/06/:iI.O/deal-reached-ln

wind-turbine-dlspute/
 


_.pitlsburghlive.com/x/Piltsburghttib/news/fayet.t2/s_573705.htn
 


Noise Radiation from Wind TUrbines Installed New Homes: Effects 0 Health.
 
2km (1.2 mile) setback
 


www.windturblnenolsehealthhumanrlghts.com/wtnhhr...june2Q07.pdf
 


location, location, location. An Investigation Into wind ranns and noise by the
 
Noise Assodation
 
I to 1.5 mlle setback
 


http://www.wind-watch.org/ documents!?p=44
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,--
Are wInd rann turbines making people side? Some say yes. 
1.5 mile setback 
_.pantagraph.com/articles/2008/04/17/news/doc4807500d59725 


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


Health Effects of Wind Turbine Noise 
www.wlndturblnesyndrome.com/1p=76 
NoIsy Wind and Hot Air 


_.wlndturblnesyndrome.com/?p=69 
Wind Turbine Syndrome - testImony before the New York State legIslature 


Energy Committee 
_.savewestemny.orgjdocsjpierponLtestfmony.html 
except from rebuttal to Noble EnvIronmental's draft Environmental Impact 
Statement regarding noise, shadow flicker, and health 


www.wlndturblnesyndrome.com/?p=100 


Wind TurbInes, Noise and Health 
Dr. Amanda Harry 
1.5 mile setback 
www.wlndturbinenolsehealthhumanrlghts.com/wtnoise_health_20D7_. 


Riverside County, callfomlC1
 
2-mlle setbCldc
 
·www.rcip.org/documents/general,Jlan/gellJlan/03_d_16.pdf 


Mitrjolalne Vllley-Mlgralne 


Docteur en sdenc:es de l'infonnation et de ICI oommunlcation, Un[verslte Parts 
n-PClntheon-Assas, Sp&egravedClllste de 11nformalion Sdentifique et Technique 


(1ST) 


5 kin (3.1 miles) 


htlp://www.wind-watch.org/documents/eoliennes-sons-et-Infrasons w 


effets:-de-Ieolien-industrlel-sur-Ia-sante-des-hommes-wind-turblnes
noI5e-and-infrasoundweffects-of-Indu5trial-w'nd-energy-on-humanw 
health/ 


MIO"Oselsmlc al'Kllnfrasound Monltortng or Low Frequency Noise and Vibrations 


from Wlndfanns 
lOkm (6.2-mlle) setbllck 
_.esd.keele.ac.uk/geophyslcs/dunlaw/FinaLReportpdf 


NOISE RESEARCH"D. 
Facts About Wind Energy lind Noise ~U"',' c.~'" t,./,' rf J !ENe"'5y f+&~f:J£: 0. tf';'orl 
www.awea.org/pub5/fadsheets/WE_Noise.pdf 


"Anti-noise" Silences Wind Turbines, publication date August 2008 
www.sciencedaily.com/releases/2008/08/080811095500.htm SC.I· e,., ~e 7J".;/~ 


I 
New England Wind Forum: WInd Turbine Sound 


uS Department of Energy VS 1)<'('+. •f ~'"' eY"3(www.eere.energy.gov/windandhydro/windpoweringamerica/ne_issue! 


~Noise RadIation from Wind Turbines Installed Near Homes: Effects on Heitlth." 
with an annotated review of the research and relitted Issues 
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by Barbara J Frey. BA, MA and Peter J Hadden, BSc, FRICS 
www.wlndturblnenoisehealthhumanrights.comjwtnhhr...,june2007.pdf 


Noise pollution from wInd turbines 
September 20, 2007 by lunan DavIs and S. Jillne Davis 
http://www.wind-wab:h.org/document:5/?p=1072 


£. This Is a list of publications from the Aroustlcs Laboratory and the Department 
of Acoustlcs from the periOd from 1974 untll now. The list 15 sorted in 


chronologIcal order- starting wIth the most recent pi.'lpet"5. 
acoustics.aau.dk/publlcatlons/pubframe.htntl 


Usten to the sound of the future 
Noise from wind turbInes, mads or rallw;Jys can be a very sensltlve Issue. But a 
unique technology - Aurallsatlon - lets yoU listen to the fubJre sounds before 


making Important and costly decisIons 
Contact 
Specialist Soren Vase legarth 
svg@delta.dk 
Tel. +45 72 19 46 10 
www.de1ta.dk/web/dk/docAdk.nsf/6b02D1744cf26453c1256ff6003dc9 


OpenDocument 


Simple guidelines for sIting wind turbInes to prevent hearth risks 


PAGE 10 PROVIDES SOME VERY CLEAR GUIDEUNES ll-IAT COULD BE ADDED 


TO POTTER COUNTY'S ORDINANCE 
George W. Kampennan, INCE Bd. Cert. Emeritus Kampennan Assodates, Inc. 
george@kampennan.com 
RIchard R. James, INCE e-COustfc Solutions r1ckjames@e--coustlc.com 


http://www.wlnd·watch.or-g/documents/wp-content/uploads/slmple
gUidelines-for-Siting-wind~turbines-tG-prevent-health-risks.pdf 


TIle "How To· GuIde to Siting Wind Turbines to Prevent Hearth RIsks from 
Sound 
George W. Kampennan PE and Rldlard R. James tNCE 


batr.net/cohoctonwlndwatch/OS-6S-26%20Kamperman-.James,%20 
(WlndAetion.or-g)%20Ver.OJb201.5%20NolseOJb20Criterfa%20forOm 


20Siting%20Wlnd%20Turblnes.pdf 


low Freguency Noise from Large Wind Turbines 


Delta Project EFP-06. alent: Danish Energy Authority 
www.deltalnsplre.dk/C1256ED60D45E95F/sySOakFil/Lavfrekvens.....pubJ 
$File/EFP06~lF%20Noise-EvaluatJon%20of%20audlbllityo/e20and% 


201Iteratureo/C120study%20AV%20109S%200S.pdf 


Abs1Jclcts 


Second International Meeting on WInd Turbine Noise 
lyon, France. September 20-21, 2007 
www.wlnd-watch.org/documents/wp


content/uploads/wtn2007_ab5b"acts.pdr 


-NoIsy WInd and Hot AIr," Nina Pierpoint, MD, PhD 


www.windturbinesyndrome.com /?p=S9 


(extract) --rhere need to be funds to cover damages to ttle hea\tl1, property 
values, and quality of life of nearby residents, should ttlese Occur.



mailto:svg@delta.dk
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Excerpts from the Flnal Report on the TownshIp of Um:oln Wind Turbine 


Moratorium Committee 


www.aweo.org/windllncoln.hbnl 
(extract) nAs a result of so many noise complaints, The Moratorium Committee 


ordered WPS to conduct a noise study•... [T]he study established that the 


turbines added 5-20 dB(A) 1D lhe ambient sound. A lO-dB Increase Is perceived 


as a doubling of noIse level. As soon as the noise study was pUblished In 2001, 
WPS conceded that tllese homes were rendered uninhabitable by the noIse of 


the turbines and made buyout offers for the neighboring homes." 


Wind Farm Noise and Regulations In the Eastern UnIted States 
Seamd Intemational Meeting on Wind TurbIne Noise 


www.wind-watch.org/documents/wJnd-farm-noise-and-regulations

In-the-eastem-unlted-statesl
 


Acoust/cTrauma; Bloeffects of Sound 


Alex Davies BFS Honours 


www.dartdorset.org/noise/AlexDavles~coustlcTrauma.pdf 


A Review of Published Resardl on low Frequency Noise and Its Effects 
Report for Defrd by 01'". Geoff Leventhall 
www.dartdorset.org/noise/GLlowfreqnolse.pdf 


Noise B;,dcground 
'DART (Oorest Against Rural Turbines) 


_.dartdorset.org/html/nolse.shtml 


Project WINDFARMpen:eption 


Visual and acoustic Impact or Wind bJrblne fanns on resIdents 
http://_.wlnd-watch.org/document5/?p_g03 
Wind turbines more annoying th;,n expected 


www.windaction.org/documents/16245 


G.P. Vim den Berg 
WInd bJrblnes at night: acoustical practice and sound researdl 


Sdence Shop for Phvslcs, University of Gronlngen. the Netherlands 
_.viewsofscotiand.org/libr.;,ry/docs/Wind_turbines_at_night_Van_1 
Effl!cts of the Wind prollle at night on wind turbine sound 
Journal of Sound and Vibration 
www.nowap.co.uk/docs/wlndnolse.pdf 


Vibroacoustlc DIsease 
N.A.A. Castelo Branco and M. Alves-Pereira 


_.no[sefree.org/monltor.pdf 


Wind Turbine Acounlc Noise 
Renewable Energv Research Laboratory 


_.ceere.org/rert/publications/whitepapers/Wlnd_Turbine_Acoustic 


INDUSTRY ANALYSIS 


Stnp III WInd 


The Top Ten False and Misleading Oairns the Windpower Industry Makes for 
Projects in the Eastern United States 


www.stopillwind.org/lowerlevel.php1content=topterLintro 







Better Plan: The Trouble With Indus1rial Wmd F3IDIS in Wisconsin - Links to Documents...• Page 6 of 6 


MJsplaced State Government Faith In,-Wind Energy'" 
An Analysis and Report by Glenn R. Sdlleede 


Johnrsweet.com/Pe~naI/Wind/PDF/Schleede-KansasWind


20050301.pdf 


CRS Report for Congress: Wind Power In the UnIted States, Technology, 


Economic, and Policy Issues 1) r 
Jeffrey Logan and Stan Mark Kaplan COlotli reS$trOHe:./ V\e,)~vJv J er-v"Ce. 
Specialist In Energy Policy tl 
Resources, SCIence, and IndUstry DIvisIon 


opencrs.com/document/RL34546 


Rural Power 
Community~Sealed Renewable Energy and Rural Economic Development 
John farrell and David Morris 


Jfarrell@ilsr.org 
dmorris@iJsr.org 
www.newrules.org 
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The SSCRPC linch Ihol while 
some living near wind forms 
moy lind rhe sound 
gencroled by such roclfltlc~ 


10 be on annoyance - and 
this annoyance IllOy have 
cCl101n ellects and be 
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concerning wind energy 
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reliable empirical evidence 
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While there may be olher 
policy reasons ror changing 
sife IOCOI/Oll 0110' setback 
Icqulremenls,lhe SSCRPC 
does nol find Ihol Ihis should 
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The Effects of Wind Turbine Sound on
 
Health
 


A Brief Consideration of the Literature 


Issues related to sound generated by wind energy turbines 
have led to some debate regarding the appropriateness of 
wind energy facility site location and setback requirements, 
with opponents of wind farms arguing that certain sounds 
generated by the facilities may cause health problems for 
those who live nearby necessitating greater setback distances. 


Because of the importance of public health and safety to wind 
energy facility regulation, the Springfield-Sangamon County 
Regional Planning Commission (SSCRPC) conducted a brief 
review of the available and noteworthy literature on the subject 
of wind turbine sound. Particular attention was given to low
frequency and infrasound generated by wind turbines as this 
sound is often the focus of those arguing for additional 
regulation and greater setback distances. As is the practice of 
the SSCRPC in conducting such reviews, preference was 
given to published scholarly studies that were subject to peer 
review or that provide sufficient methodological information to 
allow for peer review. 


WIlile a great amount of empirical work has been done on the 
effects of sound on human health, which is applicable to the 
issue of wind turbine generated sound, scholarly work 
specifically regarding the sound created by wind turbines 
appears to still be limited. 


However, and consistent with other reviews of the literature, 
the SSCRPC found that while some living near wind farms may 
find the sound generated by such facilities to be an annoyance, 
there is no reliable empirical evidence at this time that the 
sounds generated by Wind energy facilities - including low
frequency and infrasound - are a threat to public health. 


The following pages outline the information reviewed. 
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Wind Energy Facilities and Sound 


There is no question that wind turbines generate sound. This sound is generally created in 
two ways; as mechanical sound, created by the equipment internal to the turbine, or as 
aerodynamic sound, created by air moving past the rotor blades (Rogers, et al., 2006, pp. 10
13; Colby, et aL, 2009, pp. 3-1 - 3-12). To understand the implications of sound generated by 
wind energy facilities, it is important to understand a bit about how sound is measured and the 
types of sound created by wind turbines. 


Sound is most often considered in two ways: the sound's magnitude, volume or pressure, 
which is measured in decibels (dB), and the sound's pitch, tone or frequency, which is 
measured in hertz (Hz). Since both sound pressure and frequency have an effect on the 
perception of a sound, they are often brought together in a scaled set of measures (see Colby, 
et aI., 2009, pp. 3-2 - 3-3, and C-1). For example, a pneumatic drill at 50 It distance is said to 
have an "A-Weighted Sound LevelDof aD dB, and is considered "annoyingD, while light auto 
traffic is measured at 50 dB under the same system and is considered ·quiet~. 


The sound pressure of a modem wind turbine is normally in the range of 35 to 45 dB at a 
distance of about 1000 feet, which is comparable to the sound level in a typical home (50-60 
dB) and less than that found in a typical office environment (60-70 dB). One acoustic 
consultant compared the sound level of a wind turbine at 50-100 meters (about 165 ft. to 330 
ft.) to the sound of a ftowing stream (Hayes McKenzie, 2000). 


\Nhile the human ear can detect a very wide range of sound levels (magnitude, pressure or 
lOUdness) and sound frequencies (pitch or tone), typically the frequencies of sound that can 
be heard range from about 20 hertz to 20,000 hertz (Rogers, et aL, 2006, p. 4). Hertz (Hz) is a 
measure of the sound's oscillations per second. Understanding the difference between sound 
pressure (measured in decibels) and sound frequency (measured in hertz) is particularly 
relevant to the debate concerning wind turbines because of the contentions made about low
frequency sound and infrasonic or ~infrasoundD. 


Low-frequency sound is generally near the bottom of human perception, at frequencies 
between 10 and 100 Hz. Low~frequency sounds are not uncommon and are usually present in 
the environment as background noise. What is called infrasound overlaps with low-frequency 
sound frequencies, and is generally described as existing at frequencies below 20 Hz but can 
occasionally be perceived at frequencies as low as 2 Hz. Infrasound is Gafways present in the 
environment and stems from many sources including ambient air turbulence, ventilation units, 
waves on the seashore, distant explosions, traffic, aircraft, and other machinery" (Rogers, et 
al., p. 8). Infrasound and lOW-frequency sound can be perceived as a mixture of auditory and 
tactile sensations, with the primary human response to infrasound being "annoyance" 
(Rogers, et al., p. 9; see also, Pedersen and Waye, 2007, and van den Berg, 2004). 


The Wind and Hydropower Technologies Program of the U.S. Department of Energy (2009) 
notes four types of sound associated with wind turbines that can differ in both sound pressure 
and sound frequency: 


•	 Broadband Sound: Made up of a combination of sound waves with different 
frequencies. Broadband sound has no distinct pitch and can be described as 
a humming, whooshing, or swishing sound. Broadband sound does not start 
or end abruptly. It has frequencies higher than 100 Hz and is typically caused 
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by the interaction of the turbine blades with atmospheric turbulence. Low
frequency sound (20 Hz to 1DO Hz) usually occurs only when the turbine 
blades are located on the downwind side of the turbine tower. The blades 
experience airflow deficiencies because the airflow is partially blocked by the 
tower. Low-frequency sound can often be felt before it is clearly heard. 


•	 Infrasonic Sound: As noted above, infrasound exisls at frequencies of less 
than 20 Hz and is always present in the environment. Infrasonic sound can 
propagate further than higher, more audible frequencies, but it also has 
higher levels of dissipation and blends in with ambient noise. Though 
infrasound is barely audible, it can cause structural vibration, such as window 
rattling. 


•	 Impulsive Sound: Is generated when disturbed airflow interacts with turbine 
blades or when multiple turbines making swishing noises synchronize in 
stable winds. Impulsive sounds are characterized by thumping sounds that 
can vary in amplitude over time. As with low-frequency sound, impulsive 
sound from a single turbine tends to occur in downwind turbines as a result of 
air flowing around the tower to reach the blades. 


•	 Tonal Sound: Can be caused by the rotation of shafts, generators, and 
gears operating at natural frequency; unstable airflow over holes or slits; or 
non-aerodynamic instabilities interacting with the blade surface. Tonal sounds 
can have a distinct pitch, like a musical note, and do not start or end abruptly. 


Wind Turbine Sound and Health 


While the sound generated by wind turbines may be considered unoise~ by some and be a 
nUisance, more troubling is the contention by wind farm opponents that the sound generated 
by the turbines, particular1y low-frequency sounds and infrasound, may have detrimental 
effects on human health and therefore necessitate greater separation from human habitation. 
As sometimes reported, these effects have even been termed uwind turbine syndrome~ and 
mvibroacoustic disease~ by their advocates (for example, Nina Pierpoint and Mariana Alves
Pereira, respectively). Because Df this concern, the SSCRPC specifically sought information 
concerning the effect that the sounds made by wind turbines might have on human health. 


The infrasound generated by wind turbines is affected by a number of variables (see Rogers, 
et al., pp. 16-20, and Wagner, et al., 1996), but one Df some importance - and alluded to in 
the section above - relates to the design of the turbines. Some ear1y wind turbines had 
"downwind~ rotors that generated significant levels of infrasound. This downwind design is 
rarely used in modern "utility-scalen wind power tUrbines (RogelS, et ar., p.13). Modem 
uupwind" rotors emit broadband sound emissions, including low-frequency sound and some 
infrasound, but the "swishing" sound of the turbine often suggested as a product of low
frequency or infrasound is merely the "amplitude modulation at blade passing frequencies of 
higher frequency blade tip turbulencen and does not contain low frequencies. (Rogers, et al., 
p. 13). 


The effect of IDw-frequency and infrasound on human health is an issue that has been 
debated by both Wind farm opponents and proponents. While there is a very large literature 
dealing with the effects of sound on the human body, and it is often discussed in the 







occupational health literature, the SSCRPC found less peer-reviewed scholarty work specific 
to wind turbines; particularly as It relates to detrimental effects. This may largely be due to 
there being general concurrence that, as previous studies of low-frequency and infrasound 
indicate, the sound generated by wind turbines does not present a hazard. 


One of the most cited reports that considered the relevance of wind turbine sound to human 
health is that by Leventhal! (2006a), who found no reliable evidence that infrasound levels 
below the hearing threshold had an adverse effect on the human body (p. 30) and was of "no 
consequence a (p. 34). This was also noted by Rogers and colleagues (p. 10) in regard to both 
"physiological or psychological effectsR 


• 


Leventhal! writes: 


It has been shown...that there is insignificant infrasound from wind turbines and 
that there is normally little low frequency noise. Turbulent air inflow conditions 
cause enhanced levels of low frequency noise, which may be disturbing, but the 
overriding noise from wind turbines is the fluctuating audible swish, mistakenly 
referred to as "infrasoundR or "low frequency noise". Objectors' uninformed and 
mistaken use of these terms ... , which have acquired a number of anxiety
producing connotations, has led to unnecessary fears and to unnecessary costs, 
such as for re-measuring what was already known, in order to assuage 
complaints. (2006a, p. 35). 


There is additional support for Leventhall's finding. 


Consider first that if low-frequency sound emitted by wind turbines is harmful to health, city 
dwelling would be impossible due to the similar levels of ambient low-frequency sound 
normally present in urban environments (Colby, et al., p. 4-1). This is but one of the reasons 
why acoustic experts find that low-frequency sound from wind turbines is of no consequence 
to health (see, for example, Jakobsen, 2004). 


But even if the research were to indicate a relationship, the effect would most likely be 
insignificant because, as Leventhal! notes, only low levels of infrasound and low-frequency 
sound have been found by other studies of wind turbines (Jakobsen, 2004; van den Berg, 
2004). As a general rule, higher frequency sounds present a greater risk of adverse effect 
than do lower frequency ones (Colby et al., pp. 3-12 - 3-14). 


The most complete review of the literature (Colby, et al., 2009) concerning the effect of wind 
turbine -sound on health was recently provided by an eight-member expert panel brought 
together by the American Wind Energy Association and the Canadian Wind Energy 
Association. This review, published -in December 2009, assessed the contentions of those 
suggesting that wind turbines have a detrimental affect on health. Although the work might be 
considered suspect by some due to the sponsoring organizations, the SSCRPC found the 
work to be well-researched, complete, scholarly and informative. 


After reviewing the extant peer-reviewed literature on wind turbine sound and possible health 
effects (drawing from the research listed in PubMed as well as other sources), the panel 
reached agreement on three key points which are fundamental to their analysis (Colby, et aL, 
p.5-1) 







•	 There is nothing unique about the sounds and vibrations emitted by wind 
turbines. That is, the accumulated knowledge about sound and its affect an 
human health is as applicable to the consideration of sound generated by 
wind turbines as it is to any ather sound source. 


•	 The body of accumulated knowledge about sound and health is substantial. 
Vv'hile the body of knowledge specifically related to sounds generated by wind 
turbines may be more limited, a great amount of work has been dane 
concerning sound and health more generally. as well as under specific 
conditions. This work is accessible by those studying the effect of wind 
turbine generated sound on human health and is relevant in assessing any 
health risks. The SSCRPC found that one of the difficulties in assessing the 
work of those suggesting that the sound of wind turbines results in health 
problems, is that they often do not appear to be conversant in the existing 
literature concerning sound. This leads to weak theoretical conceptualizations 
and a misunderstanding of pervious work.. 


•	 The body of accumulated knowledge provides no evidence that the audible or 
substantial sounds emitted by wind turbines have any direct adverse 
physiological effects. 


Based upon the available evidence and the scientific community's understanding of the effects 
of sound on human health, the panel concluded (p. 5-2) that: 


•	 The sound from wind turbines does not pose a risk of hearing loss or any 
other adverse health effect in humans. 


•	 Subaudible, law-frequency sound and infrasound from wind turbines, often 
cited by wind facility opponents as cause for additional regulation, do not 
present a risk to human health. 


•	 Some people (with several studies indicating about 5% of the population: 
Pedersen, at aI., 2009; Pederson and Waye. 2004; Pederson and Waye, 
2007) may be annoyed at the presence of sound from wind turbines, but 
annoyance is not a pathological entity. 


•	 A major cause of concern about wind turbine sound is its fluctuating nature. 
Some may find this sound annoying, a reaction that depends primarily on 
personal characteristics as opposed to the intensity of the sound level. 


Vibroacoustic Disease and Wind Turbine Syndrome 


Since wind fann opponents have focused on infrasound and law-frequency sound generated 
by wind turbines as causes for concern, it is relevant to consider them in particular. The 
SSCRPC found that the studies by those contending that wind turbines have a negative 
physiological effect on humans are generally limited in method (e.g., lack of control groups or 
involve no epidemiological stUdies), anecdotal (e.g., based upon a single case study, 
newspaper reports, or self-reports from households already pre-disposed to an outcome). 
misunderstand sound fundamentals (e.g., the relationship between sound pressure, frequency 
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and sound exposure), or have not been sUbjected to peer review or are incomplete (see for 
example: Frey and Hadden, 2007; Harry, 2007; Pierpont, 2008). 


While some more general complaints have been lodged against the sound generated by wind 
turbines, a charge has been made that the low-frequency and infrasound generated by wind 
turbines resulls in specific health problems for those living near wind farms. These have been 
termed "vibroacoustic diseaseD (VAD), Which is largely drawn from previous studies of health 
effects associated with aiR;raft technicians, and ~wind turbine syndrome" (WTS), which has a 
less secure founding in previous studies of sound effect The Colby report specifically looked 
at the issues surrounding VAD and wrs and commented: 


Some reports have suggested a link between low frequency sound from wind 
turbines and certain adverse health effects. A careful review of these reports, 
however, leads a critical reviewer to question the validity of the claims for a 
number of reasons, most notably (1) the level of sound exposure associated with 
the putative health effects, (2) the lack of diagnostic specificity associated with 
the health effects reported, and (3) the lack of control group in the analysis. 
(Colby, et aI., 2009, p. 4-5) 


Vibroacoustic disease has primarily been proposed by two Portuguese researchers as being 
caused by wind turbines (Alves-Pereira and Castelo Branco, 2007a, 2007b, 2007c, 2007d). In 
looking specifically at the research offered to support the contention that the low-frequency or 
infrasound from wind turbines causes VAD, among other criticisms of this work the stUdy 
found (Colby, et aI., pp. 4-5 - 4-8): 


•	 No epidemiological studies that evaluated risk of VAD from exposure to 
infrasound, which is contended to cause it In fact studies of workers subject 
to much higher levels of infrasound than that produced by wind turbines have 
no1 shown a risk of VAD. Some of the cases used to support the contention 
that wind turbines produced VAD were based upon extremely limited samples 
(e.g., single households who were self-selected complainants), and at levels 
similar to common urban environments. The SSCRPC believes that if VAD is 
a result of exposure to the levels of low-frequency or infrasound generated by 
wind turbines, one should find it present in the general population living in 
urban environments. However this is not the ease, leading one to conclude 
that the contention is faulty. 


•	 The likelihood is remote in light of the much lower vibration levels in the 
human body itself. This may be due to various researchers (e.g., Pierpont, 
2009) not clearly understanding the difference between sound vibration, 
assumed to result from inaudible low-frequency sounds, and mechanical 
vibration (see Colby et aI., pp. 3-9 - 3-11). 


•	 The studies that the VAD concept was based upon were reporting on much 
higher frequency and sound pressure levels than those produced by wind 
turbines; for example, studies of aircraft technicians. The SSCRPC believes 
that this most likely explains why VAD is not found in urban environments and 
would not be found near wind energy facilities; the frequencies and sound 
pressure levels in these environments are simply not great enough to result in 
a physiologIcal effect. 







Wind turbine syndrome has been hypothesized and primarily promoted by Pierpont (2009) 
and appears to be based upon two contentions. The first is that low levels of airborne 
infrasound from wind lurbines (in the range of 1 to 2 Hz) directly affects the vestibular system 
(the sensory system that contributes to balance and spatial orientation), and the second is that 
low levels of such sound (4 to a Hz) also enter the lungs via the mouth and then vibrates the 
diaphragm, transmitting vibrations to the internal organs of the body. Pierpont contends that 
the combined effect of these two vibrations, "sends confusing information to the position and 
motion detectors of the body, which in tum leads to a range of disturbing symptoms~ (Colby, et 
aI., p.4-l1). 


The Colby report finds that the first contention results from a misunderstanding of a study 
related to the vestibular system by Todd and others (2008) that was conducted at much higher 
frequencies than infrasound (100 Hz and above) and was not addressing air conducted 
sound. Colby and his fellow researchers note: 


There is no credible sc'lentific evidence thallow levels of wind turbine sound at 1 
to 2 Hz will directly affect the vestibular system. In fact, it is likely that the sound 
will be lost in the natural infrasonIC background sound of the body. (Colby, et aI., 
p. 4-9) 


They also find little support for the second of Pierpont's contention, Writing that it is: 


... equally unsupported with appropriate scientific investigations. The body is a 
noisy system at low frequencies. In addition to the beating heart at a frequency of 
1 to 2 Hz, the body emits sounds from blood circulation, bowels, stomach, 
muscle contraction, and other internal sources. (Colby, et at, p.4-9) 


They also point out that low sound levels from outside the body do not cause a high enough 
excitation within the body to exceed internal body sounds; 


Pierpont refers to papers from Takahashi and colleagues on Vibration excitation 
of the head by high levels of external sound (over 100 dB). However, these 
papers state that response of the head at frequencies below 20 Hz was not 
measurable due to the masking effect of intemal body vibration (Takahashi et al., 
2005: Takahashi et al., 1999). When measuring chest resonant vibration caused 
by external sounds, the internal vibration masks resonance for extemal sounds 
below ao dB excitation level (Leventhall, 2006[bJ). (Colby, et al., p. 4-9) 


This, according to the analysis, means that Pierpont's second contention is false. Additionally 
the Colby study points to methodological problems associated with the Pierpont research and 
notes that its ~symptoms~ have been better explained and addressed previously within the 
context of Wannoyance" rather than being a substantive syndrome that would indicate a 
fundamental threat to health (Colby, et aI., pp. 4-9 - 4-10). 


As noted in closing comments related to Pierpont's hypothesis, "[i]n ordinary life, most of us 
are exposed for hours every day to sounds louder than those experienced at realistic 







distances from wind turbines, with no adverse effects- (Colby, et al., p. 4-11), and that at this 
time "wind turbine syndrome" and associated contentlons l must be considered "unproven 
hypotheses (essentially unproven ideas) that have not been confirmed by appropriate 
resean:::h studies, most notably cohort and case control studies. However, the weakness of the 
basic hypotheses makes such studies unlikely to proceed" (Colby et aI., p. 4-12). 


Annoyance 


If the sound generated by wind turbines (particularly low-frequency and infrasound) does not 
have a detrimental effect on human heallh, and our review of the literature seems to indicate 
that it does not, that does not mean that it has no effect on humans. 


M noted previously, wind turbines do make sounds and those sounds can be perceived as 
noise and be a nuisance to some. In brief, some people find the sound of wind tUrbines 
annoying. While annoyance is not an adverse health effect or disease of any kind, it is a 
possible result of wind tUrbine operations and is worthy of consideration. M Colby and 
colleagues note (p. 3-13), annoyance is a subjective response to many types of sounds that 
varies among people and cannot be predicted with a sound meter as the same type of sound 
may elicit different reactions from different people. 


A 2009 stUdy of 725 people living in the vicinity of wind turbines in the Netherlands (Pederson, 
et at, 2009) found the sounds from wind turbines to be more annoying than several other 
environmental soun:::es at comparable sound levels, and also noted a strong correlation 
between noise annoyance and negative opinion of the impact of wind turbines on the 
landscape. The dominant feature leading to annoyance was the sound of the blades 
·swishing-, which had also been found in previous studies (Cloby, et al., p. 3-15). 


The SSCRPC emphasizes the relevance of this result. Correlation is not causation. That is, 
simply because the study found sound annoyance correlated with negative opinions of wind 
turbines on the landscape does not mean that sound annoyance led to the negative opinion. 
It is just as possible that those with a negative opinion of wind turbines were more sensitive to 
the noise they create, leading to a greater reporting of annoyance (see, for example, 
Pederson, et al., 2009, for further support of this notion). This may be why the results 
reported by Pederson and others suggest that while the wind turbine sound is easily perceived 
and is annoying to a small percentage of people (5% at 35 to 40 dB on an A-weighted scale, 
and 18% at -40 to 45dBA). Other studies have found similar results, one indicating 10% 
annoyance at sound levels of 40dB or more and another indicating about B% (Pederson, 
2008). 


Annoyance may have indirect physiological effects. Protracted annoyance may generate 
stress, which can result in such outcomes as sleep disturbance, what has been termed the 
gnoceboD effect (the opposite of the gplacebo" effect, this is a worsening of mental or physical 
health based upon a fear or belief in adverse effects), anxiety, and other stress-related 
psychological responses (Colby et al., pp. 4-1 - 4-5). However, it Is important to understand 
that, uno differences were reported among people who were 'annoyed' in contrast to those 
who were not annoyed with respect to hearing impairment, diabetes, or cardiovascular 
diseaseD (Colby et al., 2009) leading one to again conclude that the sound from wind turbines 
does not increase the risk of detrimental physiological health effects. 







In Conclusion 


While the SSCRPC staff does not have particular expertise in sound scienre and the 
physiological effects that sound might have on the human body, we found that the literature on 
the effect of wind turbine sound on human health to be relatively straight forward and 
approachable. Since methods for assessing the intemal and extemal validity of research are 
known to us, it was also possible to come to at least some general understanding of the 
scholarly rigor demonstrated in the various .papers reviewed. 


Based upon this review, which was as noted necessarily limited, it is our current opinion that 
there is no reliable empirical evidenre that the sounds - including low-frequency and 
infrasound - generated by wind energy facilities is a threat to pUblic health and safety. We 
find this particularly relevant in considering the necessity for changing land use regulations or 
increasing the wind energy conversion system setback requirements found in the County's 
current zoning ordinance. 


While there may be other public policy considerations that would lead to changes in the 
ordinance, we do not believe that the evidence exists to suggest that it should be changed 
due to fear that the sounds generated by wind turbines present a danger to human health. We 
believe that this finding is consistent with other studies on this subject found in the pUblished 
literature. 


This Report Prepared by E. Norman Sims, SSCRPC, Executive DIrector 
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The Sprinllfield-Sangamon COllnty ReglOllal PliII1ning CQl11mlsslOll (SeRPe) serves 8S Ihe lolnl planning body for Sangamon 
Coonly and the City af Springfield, as welles lhe MelTopooUtiin Planning OrganlzallOll for ITansportaUon planning In the region. 


The commission hll' 17 members InclUding representalivell trom the Sangamon Cronty Board, Springfield ClIy Cooneil, 
special units of government, lind six appolnled dUlllns frDlTl ttle city lind county. The E~eulive Dlredor Is appointed by the 
EJ<eculive Board 01 the Commission and confirmed by the Sangamon Cronty Board. 


The CommissIon works with other pubUc and semI-public agencies lhroughout the area to prunole ordllrly growth and 
redevelopment, and asslsls other SangemOl'l COunty communities with Ihelr planning needs. Throogh lis profllILSlonslsllllf,the 
SSCRPG provtdes overall planning serviCe!! relaled to land use, housing. reoeal1on, transportation, economics, envtronmenl, 
and special projects. It also houses the Sangamon Counly Department 01 Zoning which oversees the zoning code and nquor 
licensing 1lJ' the County. 


The Commission prepares area·wlde planning documen19 and asslsts the County, clUes, and villages, as well as special 
dlslr1ds. with planning actlvilles. Tho sillft revtews all proposed 6ubdivtslOl'ls and makes recommendallons on all Springfield 
and Sangamon Counly %onlng and variance requesla. The agency serves es the county'a PIal Officer, Floexlplaln 
Administrator, Census coordlnBlor. and local A-95 review clearinghouse 10 process and relliew all federally funded eppllcatlons 
for the county. The agency also maintains eXisting base maps, census trael maps, tCM'l'lshlp and zoning maps and the road 
name map forthe coonty. 


SSCRPC: Advising Planning Evaluitting leading 
WWW.SSCRPC.COM 


; Bcynnd "wind cncrgy s)ndrome", Pierpont has also suggested the existence ofwhlll she calls "visceml vibralory 
vestibular disturblUlcc" or VVVD. To Pierpont VYVD is a distinctive fealure ofWES, but appears to us 10 be 
something ora re-thcori7lluon ofWES lo allow j[ to address psycbological fearurcs thet might be assodaled with 
"annoyancc" ruther than something more physiological; though she contends it has a physiological bllSis. VVVD is 


nddressed and critiqued in Colby, cl al., pp. 4-lO -4-11. 
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David Loomis - Economics 


Dr. David Loomis is the Director ofthe Center for Renewable Energy and Executive 
Director of the Institute for Regulatory Policy Studies. As an Associate Professor of 
Economics at Illinois State University, he teaches in the Master's Degree program in 
electricity, natural gas and telecommunications economics. As part ofhis duties at the 
Center, he leads the Illinois Wind Working Group under the U.S. Department of Energy. 
Dr. Loomis is part ofa team of faculty that has designed the undergraduate curriculum in 
renewable energy at lllinois State University. He earned his Ph.D. in economics at 
Temple University. Prior to joining the faculty at Illinois State University, Dr. Loomis 
worked at Bell Atlantic (Verizon) for 11 years. He has published articles in the Review of 
Industrial Organization, Utilities Policy, lnfonnation Economics and Policy, International 
Journal of Forecasting, International Journal ofBusiness Research, Business Economics 
and the Journal of Economics Education 
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SETBACK - NON-PARTICIPATING PARCEL
 


FOUNDATION OF PRIMARY STRUCTURE
 


Motion A: Each WECS Turbine shall be setback not less than 6.5 times the WECS Turbine
 


Height from the closest point of the foundation of any Primary Structure on a Non-Participating
 


Parcel. 


Motion B: The WECS Owner is encouraged to negotiate and execute an Easement lease with 


the Non-Participating Parcel landowner to reduce the setback to the Primary Structure, but in 


no case shall the setback to the Non-Participating Parcel property line be less than 1.1 times the 


WECS Turbine Height. 


OVER FOR COMMENTS
 







Comments and benefits of the setback to foundation to the Primary Structure: 


1.	 This concept protects both the landowner who wants a turbine on their property as well as the 
landowner who does not want a turbine near their property. Both parties benefit in the use of 
this concept. 


2.	 Places responsibility of managing setback distances onto the WECS Developer who is able to 
enter into Easement leases which should open up more available land for WECS development. 


3.	 Provides monetary inducement to Non-Participating Landowner for giving up some of their 
property rights through reduced setbacks. 


4.	 Payments to Non-Participating landowners will help reduce the possible negative 
property value losses due to adjacent wind turbines. Easement Lease payments would 
be sold with their property. 


5.	 The above setbacks help reduce noise, low vibration, shadow flicker, possible medical 
problems, ice throw, blade failures and other negative attributes found with commercial 
wind turbines. 


6.	 WECS Developers are generally quoted that if people are compensated for their loss of 
rights such as the Home Protection Plan, Flicker & Noise Release Contract, TV & 
Communications Release Contract and other forms of settlements and agreements, 
then the Non-Participating Landowner generally has no or further complaints regarding 
living among the commercial wind turbines. Generally stated, people don't complain 
when they are getting paid for their inconvenience or loss of rights. 


7.	 The WECS Developers may be able to secure more land leases and concentrate 
development in specific areas by selective use of the Easement Leases. This 
concentration helps the WECS Developer with less interconnect costs, road accesses, 
construction setups, buried cable connections, permitting problems, etc. 


8.	 Easement Leases are to be an arms length negotiation for any value, lump sum or 
annual payments, agreed upon between the parties. Easement Lease will be a required 
part of the permttting information submitted by the WECS Developer. 


9.	 Easement Lease allows the WECS Developer to negotiate with a Non-Participating Parcel 
landowner who may be partially blocking a specific wind farm development. An option 
for the WECS Developer is to buy the real estate of the Non-Participating landowner 
and turn around and resell the real estate with a smaller setback. Ogle County does 
have a Home Seller Protection Program that also may apply to this situation. 


10. Use of multiplier: Provides the fleXibility in the setback based on WECS Turbine Height. 
If height increases so does the setback. If technology is able to reduce the height of the 
turbines, then the setbacks decrease. At a multiplier of 6.5, a 600 turbine would have a 
setback of 3900 feet, a 250 foot turbine would be at 1625 feet and a 100 foot turbine 
would have a setback of 650 feet to the Primary Structure. 


11.	 Provides the Non~ParticipatingParcel landowner with the property rights which they 
should be able to enjoy. Includes the right to construct farm buildings, silos, grainery 
elevator equipment, new residences, etc. as they see fit per local zoning regulations. An 
executed Easement Lease can provide the Non-Participating Parcel landowner with 
monetary value and negotiating leverage. Protects their rights to make decisions which 
may impact their property. 







Developer's Comer: Whispering Prairie 
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Andy Evans 


of you in Stephenson we would love 
your help in working with the county 
to move the project forward. 


While working in the county officcs 
is challenging and productive, I miss 
gelling out in the field and talking 
with you alL Thanks for all of your 
continued support of the project and I 
look forward to having more good 
news to report soon. 


Mendota Hills Wind Farm, Lee County, Illinois 


/, ' 
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I am happy to have the opportunity 
to update you on the slatus of the 
Whispering Prairie project. r hopc 
that this newsleLler will help to fa
cilitate better eommunication going 
forward. 


We are moving ahead with the per
milting efTOIt on the project and are 
eurremly looking to focus our en
ergy on Stephenson Coumy. Those 


Dear Friends, 


Welcome to your tirst eopy of rite CUI'rellf. My name is 
Dan Woods and I am the Head of Development in the Mid
west for Gamesa Energy USA. I recently moved my wife 
Lisa and son Gavin from Connecticut to Plainfield, Illinois 
to lead Gamcsa's new development otlice in Chicago. The 
three of us are learning to adjust to Illinois winlers. Any 
tips would be most appreciated! 


I am proud to introduce the rest of our Illinois development 
learn: Tim Vought, David Radin, and Andy Evans. They 


are joined by Criss)' Coit, who works diligently to keep our offiee efticient, in order to better serve 
our partners and communities. Our team is dedicated to building successful wind fanns in Illinois 
while promoting the importance ofclean, renewable, domestic energy sources. 


You will receive a copy of The Curren! 
every other month to keep you up to speed 
on the progress and status of projects in 
your area as well as updates on wind 
power. T look Forward to continuing to 
build strong relationships and meeting each 
of you in the near future. 


Gamesa projects are community partnerships. A strong relationship with our landowners is the cor
nerstone of a successful wind farm. As many are aware, Gamesa has owned a majority interest in 
Navitas Energy since 2002. Recently we began to complete the transition by using the Gamesa 


~~7c:g:~:~~~~O~e~t ~~~.;::~;:':~:~ :I:~~;\~,::,.\",~.~;.,~:~~';:ti:~'·:·~:~~~:·':·~~·~';,~~~~~'tI;;'~'lh~'.'i.".' 
has a development office in Austin, Texas t{l,'Ji'(":' ': .-i:; 
and OUf US corporate headquarters in . -;- ',
Philadelphia, PA. 
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Even without 
pulting an


:-- 1 other turbine 
i/" in the 


_ ".l~ .. ,J:. ground, wind 
_fanns are 
projected to generate $1.9 
billion in economic benefits 
for Illinois over the nex.t 25 
years, according to a study 
conducted by Illinois State 
University's Center for Re
newable Energy. 


The study examined the di
rect and indirect economic 
benefits, including jobs, lax 
revenues, and payments to 
landowners, from the 17 ma
Jor wind projects totaling 
1,118 MW thaI are online (or 
about to go online 11\ the 
commg weeks) around the 
state. TIle study found that 
those 17 projects created 
6,019 full-time equivalent 
jobs during construction peri
ods with a total payroll of 
over $306 million. They also 


In his remarks at a press con
ferenee announcing the re
lease of the report, Loomis 
explained the range of wind 
famls' eeonmllle impaets, 
from increased activity at 
quarries and cement plants 
(for turbine foundations) to 
increased household spend· 
mg. 


One key driver of wind en
ergy developmcnt in IllInois, 
the study notes, was tbe 2007 
passage of the Illinois Power 
Agency Act, which included 
a renewable elcctricity stan
dard of 25% by 2025, 75% 
of which is to come from 
wind. The study suggests 
that its results will be helpful 
in the dialogue on rcnew
abies policy going forward. 
Speaking to Wind Energy 
Weekly, Loomis continncd 
that it has implications 1I0t 
only in slale policy but in the 
federal-policy debate as 
well. "This study gives fur-


February 2010 


Source: Wi"d Energy Week~I'. 
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DidyOIl know... 


Wind energy is not a new 
technology. The earliest 
example of humans har
nessing the wind comes 


-from Persi<l around the 
-year 500 A.D. Windmills 
:were tirst developed fo 
automate the tasks of 
grain-grinding and water
pumpmg. 


Gamesa 
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Whispering Prairie Wind Farm 
• 


Thanks for aU your continued SUpP0l1 for an ordinance which will be eonsidered for adop
the Whispering Prairie Wind tion. A few eilizens opposed to wind farms have 
Farm. With all of lhe news Ii-om Spring~ made and continue to make their opinions known 
field of deep cuts to Ioeal to the subeommillee in hopes 
government and school or creating significant resuic
funding, the tax dollars lions La development based on 
generated by Whispering questionable "faets." Take 
Prailie Wind Fann are part in the demoeratie process. 
more imp011ant than ever As land owners, make your 
for Ogle, Winnebago and position on propel1y rights 
Stephenson Counties along and wind farms known. 
with the school distriets of 
Forrestville Valley and Winnebago. I am 
pleased to report that Gamesa has added 
Yang Madsen to the team to facilitate the 
seemingly endless studies and applica
tions required to get Whispering Prairie 
Wind Famllo the construction phase. 


For those of you in Ogle County, you 
may be aware that the county is working 
to ereate a zoning ordinance as it relates 
(0 wind farms. A subconunittee meets 
every Thursday from 9:00 am to noon at 
the Ogle County Farm Burcau to create 


Earth Day at Filger Library
-----------''------=--------''-----------'. 


In celebration of Earth Day 2010, Gamcsa En
ergy USA pannered with Filgcr Public Librmy 
in Minonk, Illinois for a coloring contest. Ovcr 
120 kids participated from ages four to ninc. 
There were six winners of the contcst that re
ceived gift cards. Gamesa also made a small 
cash and book donation to the library. Special 
t1mnks [0 Kari ofthc Filgcr Library for her help! 
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tst Place 2nd Place 3rd Place 1s1 Place 2nd Place 3rd Place 
Desaray Jade Daniel Savannah Amiah Cor; 
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Wind industry reports "robust" growth in 2009 
The American Wind Energy Assoeia
tion on Thursday boasted strong indus
try growth in 2009 despite a lagging 
eeonomy. The growth was aided in part 
by tbe renewal of tbe federal Produc
tion Tax Credit for renewable energy 
and other state-level initiatives in the 
U.S thaI make wind power an "active 
and robust" field. 


Illinois plaeed among the top ten 
producers ofwind energy capacity 
in 2009 and among tbe top three 
producers of wind energy jobs, 
aceording to tbe AWEA 's annual 
market report released Thursday 
in a press conferenee in New York 
City. Indiana added more new 
wind energy projeets in 2009 than 
any slale save Texas. 
Elizabeth Salerno. director of in
dustry data and analysis for the 
AWEA, said that two years ago 
lndiana had almost no wind energy 
generation, but in 2009 the slale made il 
in to the "k.ilowall club," a name refer
ring to slates that have installed over 1 
kilowatt of wind energy eapaeity. 


Fourteen states eurrently have over 1 
kilowatt of wind energy capacity in
stalled. According to the report, all 50 
states were producing at least some 
wind energy in 2009. 


The report showed the wind industry 
installed over 10,000 megawatts of ea
paeity worldwide in 2009, a 39 pereent 
increase over tbe previous year. Wind 
eurrently employs 85,000 people in the 
U.S -- a majority of which were manu
faeturing jobs in the Midwest. Texas 
topped the list of states in both produc
tion of wind energy and johs ereated. 
llIinois eame in third, just below Iowa, 
for lOp job-producers. 


According to the report, wind energy 
accounts for just 1.8 pereent of total 
energy produeed in the U.S., and re
newable energy sources eombined are 
just above 10 percent of the power mix. 
Wind energy attracted $63 billion of 
global investment last year. 


GROWTH POTENTIAL: 


Development of just 10% 
of 10 of the windiest 
states could provide more 
than enough energy to 
displace emissions from 
coal-fired power plants. 


Don Furman, AWEA senior vice presi
dent, said the industry's growth rate is 
"phenomenal," but that more needs to 
be done on a federal level 10 ereate the 
kind of eost benefits for wind that ex
isted for other electric industries in their 
infaneies. 


"You need to remember we started with 
virtually nothing," Funnan said during 
the press conference. "We realized that 
over the last 80 years in the U.S., [the 
taxpayers have] provided long term pol
iey support through tax henefits ... for 
every energy sector." 


The wind industry depends a great deal 
upon a federal tax eredit tbat provides 
rebates for companies that invest (he 
$50 million to $100 million nonnally 
required to build wind fanns of any 
size. The credit was renewcd for two 
ycars under the American Recovery and 
Reinvestment Act of 2009. Furman, 


•while acknowledging the integral role 
those funds played in the industry's 
success in 2009, called for a more sub· 
stantial commitment from the U.S. gov
ernment going fonvard. 


Jamie Chapman, associate director of 
the Wind Seience and Engineering 


Researeh Center al Texas Teeh 
University, said in an inter
view that while investment in 
wind energy mostly eomes from 
the private sector, the eurrent 
eredit program properly incentiv
izes the marketplaee and should be 
extended for a period of years. 


"You only get rewarded if il 
works, which is the way it should 
be," Chapman said. 


Chapman also agrees that "a stable 
energy policy, one that doesn't 


fluetuate every couple years," is essen
tial for the continued growth of the in
dustry. With more federal ineentives in 
place, he said, more private investment 
eould be directed into wind and other 
renewable sources. Private eompanies 
would be able to choose from "a menu 
of two or three options" that best ac
commodates their renewable energy 
project. 


"Obviously, there is a majority of peo
ple who do reeognize that wind is a part 
of lhe answer," Chapman said. "The 
impaet of the federal ineenlives has 
been very valuable and instrumental in 
driving and making possible the attrae
tion ofprivate seelor eapital." 


Source: MediU Reports Chicago 
by JU:!J'OIl Shoflgh 


April 8,2010 
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RESOLUTION 2010-0602 
and 


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the 911 ETS Board by the Ogle 
County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 
Donald H. DeWall 


P.O. Box 443 
Forreston, IL 61030-0443 


 
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 an unexpired term that 
will end June 30, 2014 
 
Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on June 15, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
    ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 
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ORDINANCE 2010-0601 
 


AN ORDINANCE CONCERNING RAFFLES 
 


WHEREAS, Illinois law allows counties to permit raffles within their boundaries, subject to 
certain legal restrictions; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County Board of Ogle County has determined that it is in the best interest of the 
citizens of the County to permit raffles to be held by non-profit charitable, educational, fraternal, 
labor, religious, and veterans’ organizations for fundraising purposes, subject to certain 
limitations. 
 
NOW THEREFORE, it is hereby ordained by the Ogle County Board as follows:  
 
1. Title. This article shall be known, cited and referred to as the "Raffle Ordinance of Ogle 
County."  
 
2. Purpose. The purpose of this article is to regulate and control the conduct of raffles within the 
County of Ogle outside the corporate limits of any municipality.  
 
3. Construction. In the construction of this article, the definitions hereunder shall be observed 
and applied, except when the context clearly indicates otherwise: 
(a) Words used in the present tense shall include the future tense; words used in the singular 
number shall include the plural number; words used in the masculine gender shall include the 
female gender; and such inclusive words shall be reciprocal. 
(b) The word "may" is permissive or discretionary. 
(c) The word "shall" is mandatory and not discretionary. 
 
4.  Definitions. For the purposes of this article, the words and phrases listed hereunder have the 
meanings designated herein, except when a particular context clearly requires a different 
meaning: 
Charitable organization is an organization or institution organized and operated to benefit an 
indefinite number of the public. The service rendered to those eligible for benefits must also 
confer some benefit upon the public. 
County is the County of Ogle, Illinois. 
County Board is the County Board of the County of Ogle. 
County Clerk is the County Clerk of the County of Ogle, Illinois. 
Educational organization is an organization or institution organized and operated to provide 
systematic instruction in useful branches or learning by methods common to schools and 
institutions of learning which compare favorably in their scope and intensity with the course of 
study presented in tax-supported schools. 
Fraternal organization is an organization of persons having a common interest, the primary 
interest of which is to both promote the welfare of its members and to provide assistance to the 
general public in such a way as to lessen the burdens of government by caring for those who 
otherwise would be cared for by the government. 
Labor organization is an organization composed of workers organized with the objective of 
betterment of the conditions of those engaged in such pursuit and the development of a higher 
degree of efficiency in their respective occupations. 
Licensee is an organization which has been issued a license to operate a raffle. 







Net proceeds means the gross receipts from the conduct of raffles, less sums expended for prizes, 
local license fees and other reasonable operating expenses incurred as a result of operating a 
raffle. 
Nonprofit means organized, operated and conducted on a not-for-profit basis with no personal 
profit inuring to anyone as a result of said operation. 
Person means an individual, firm, organization, public or private corporation, government, 
partnership or unincorporated association. 
Raffle means a form of lottery, as defined in the Illinois Raffles Act, 230 ILCS 15/0.01 et seq. and 
Section 28-2(b) of the "Criminal Code of 1961," or successor statutes, conducted by an 
organization licensed under this article in which: 


a. The player pays or agrees to pay something of value for a chance represented and 
differentiated by a number or by a combination of numbers or by some other means, one or more 
of which chances is to be designated the winning chance; and 


b. The winning chance is to be determined through a drawing or by some other method 
based on an element of chance by an act or set of acts on the part of persons conducting or 
connected with the lottery, except that the winning chance shall not be determined by the 
outcome of a publicly exhibited sporting contest. 
Religious organization is any church, congregation, society or organization founded for the 
purpose of religious worship. 
Veterans' organization is an organization or association comprised of members of which 
substantially all are individuals who are veterans or spouses, widows or widowers of veterans, the 
primary purpose of which is to promote the welfare of its members and to provide assistance to 
the general public in such a way as to confer a public benefit. 
 
5.  License requirements. It shall be unlawful to conduct or operate a raffle or to sell, offer for 
sale, convey, issue or otherwise transfer for value a chance on a raffle unless done in accordance 
herewith. 
 
6.  Application. Any person seeking to conduct or operate a raffle shall file an application 
therefor with the County Clerk on forms provided by the County Clerk, and shall upon 
application pay to the County Clerk a non-refundable application fee of $25.  Said application 
shall contain the following information: 
(A) The name, address and type of organization; 
(B) The length of existence of the organization and, if incorporated, the date and state of 
incorporation; 
(C) The name, address, telephone number and date of birth of the organization's presiding officer 
and raffles manager and any other members responsible for the conduct and operation of the 
raffle; 
(D) The aggregate retail value of all prizes to be awarded in the raffle; 
(E) The maximum retail value of each prize to be awarded in the raffle; 
(F) The maximum price charged for each raffle chance issued or sold; 
(G) The maximum number of raffle chances to be issued; 
(H) The area or areas in which raffle chances will be sold or issued; 
(I) The time period during which raffle chances will be issued or sold; 
(J) The date, time and location at which winning chances will be determined; 
(K) A sworn statement attesting to the not-for-profit character of the applicant organization, 
signed by its presiding officer; 
(L) A certificate signed by the presiding officer of the applicant organization attesting to the fact 
that the information contained in the application is true and correct; and 







(M) A fidelity bond in the name of the raffle manager in an amount equal to the aggregate retail 
value of all prizes to be awarded shall accompany said application or a request for the waiver of 
such bond, in accordance with state law. 
 
7.  Licensee qualifications. Raffle licenses shall be issued only to bona fide charitable, 
education, fraternal, labor, religious and veterans' organizations that operate without profit to their 
members and which have been in existence continuously for a period of five years or more 
immediately before making application for a license and which have had during the entire five-
year period a bona fide membership engaged in carrying out their objects. The following are 
ineligible for any raffle license: 
(A) Any person who has been convicted of a felony; 
(B) Any person who is or has been a professional gambler or gambling promoter; 
(C) Any person who is not of good moral character; 
(D) Any organization in which a person defined in items (A), (B) or (C) supra has a proprietary, 
equitable or credit interest, or in which such person is active or employed; 
(E) Any organization in which a person defined in items (A), (B) or (C) supra is an officer, 
director or employee, whether compensated or not; and 
(F) Any organization in which a person defined in items (A), (B) or (C) supra is to participate in 
the management or operation of a raffle as defined herein. 
 
8.  License issuance. 
(A) The County Board hereby designates the County Clerk as authorized to approve license 
applications made under this article.  The County Clerk shall review all raffle license applications 
for completeness, and shall approve or deny completed applications within 30 days from the date 
of application.  If an application is approved, the County Clerk shall issue a raffle license to the 
applicant. A raffle license shall be valid for a period of six months from and after its issuance 
unless the County Board or its designees have specifically authorized a license for a longer period 
of time.  
(B) A raffle license shall show the following: 


1. The area or areas in which raffle chances may be sold or issued; 
2. The period of time during which raffle chances may be sold or issued; and 
3. The date, time and location on or at which winning chances will be determined. 


(C) Said license shall be prominently displayed at the time and location of the determination of 
the winning chances. 
(D) A license shall be valid for multiple raffles within the time period for which application has 
been made, but shall be valid only for those raffles identified upon the application. 
 
9.  Conduct of raffles. The operation and conduct of raffles are subject to the following 
restrictions: 
(A) The entire net proceeds of any raffle must be exclusively devoted to the lawful purpose of the 
licensee; 
(B) No person except a bona fide member of the licensee may participate in the management or 
operation of the raffle; 
(C) No person may receive remuneration or profit for participating in the management or 
operation of the raffle; 
(D) A license shall be valid for multiple raffles within the winning chance or chances in a raffle 
only from an organization which is also licensed under this article; 
(E) Raffle chances may be sold, offered for sale, conveyed, issued or otherwise transferred for 
value only within the area specified on the license; and the winning chances may be determined 
only at the location specified on the license; 
 







(F) No person under the age of 18 years may participate in the operation or conduct of raffles. A 
person under the age of 18 years may be within the area where winning chances are being 
determined only when accompanied by his parent or guardian. 
 
10.  Raffles manager. The operation and conduct of a raffle shall be under the supervision of a 
single raffles manager designated by the licensee. The manager shall give a fidelity bond equal in 
amount to the aggregate retail value of all prizes to be awarded in favor of the organization 
conditioned upon his honesty in the performance of his duties. The terms of the bond shall 
provide that notice shall be given in writing to the County not less than 30 days prior to its 
cancellation. 
 
11.  Records. 
(A) Each licensee shall keep records of its gross receipts, expenses and net proceeds for each 
single gathering or occasion at which winning chances are determined. All deductions from gross 
receipts for each single gathering or occasion shall be documented with receipts or other records 
indicating the amount, a description of the purchased item or service or other reason for the 
deduction, and the recipient The distribution of net proceeds shall be itemized as to payee, 
purpose, amount and date of payment. 
(B) Gross receipts from the operation of raffles shall be segregated from other revenues of the 
licensee, including bingo gross receipts, if bingo games are also conducted by the same nonprofit 
organization pursuant to license therefor issued by the Department of Revenue of the State of 
Illinois, and placed in a separate account. Each licensee shall keep separate records of its raffles. 
The person who accounts for gross receipts, expenses and net proceeds from the operation of 
raffles shall not be the same person who accounts for other revenues of the licensee. 
(C) Each licensee shall report to its membership and to the County its gross receipts, expenses 
and net proceeds from the raffle, and the distribution of net proceeds itemized as required herein. 
(D) Raffle records shall be preserved for three years, and organizations shall make available their 
records relating to the operation of raffles for public inspection at reasonable times and places. 
 
12.  Prize limitations. The aggregate retail value of all prizes awarded in a single raffle shall not 
exceed $60,000.00 and the retail value of any one prize awarded in a single raffle shall not exceed 
$60,000.00.  
 
13.  Chance limitation. The price which may be charged for each raffle chance sold, offered for 
sale, conveyed, issued or otherwise transferred for value shall not exceed the following schedule; 
 
Aggregate Retail Value of Prizes           Maximum Price 
Less than $1,000.00                               $10.00 
$1,000.00--$60,000.00                          $500.00 
 
14.  Reciprocity. In the event that any city located in Ogle County should adopt an ordinance 
regulating the adoption of raffles, licensees who have obtained licenses from said city are hereby 
authorized and allowed to sell, offer for sale, convey, issue or otherwise transfer for value raffle 
chances within the corporate boundaries of Ogle County without first obtaining a license pursuant 
to this article; provided, that said city has adopted an ordinance, or part thereof, granting 
reciprocity to the licensee who has been licensed by the County of Ogle.  
 
15.  Enforcement. 
(A) Penalties. Failure to comply with any of the requirements of this article shall constitute a 
violation; and any person, upon conviction thereof, shall be fined not more than $500.00 for each 
offense. Each day the violation continues shall be considered a separate offense. 







(B) Abatement. The imposition of the penalties herein prescribed shall not preclude the state's 
attorney from instituting appropriate action to prevent unlawful raffles or to restrain, correct or 
abate a violation of this article or of the conditions of a raffle license issued pursuant hereto. 
(C) Prosecution under State law.  The County’s enactment of this section relating to penalties for 
violations of this ordinance shall not preclude the state’s attorney from prosecuting misdemeanors 
and felonies related to the conduct of raffles under the laws of the State of Illinois. 
 
Presented at the May 18, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting. 
 
Adopted at the June 15, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting. 
 
 ____________________________ 
           W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
  
  
 Attest: 
 
 
 _____________________________ 
 Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk 
 








 
 


RESOLUTION 2010-0604 
and 


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the 911 ETS Board by the Ogle 
County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 
Fred J. Horner 


919 N 9th St 
Rochelle, IL 61068 


 
who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board for 
approval of appointment,  
 
BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for an unexpired term that 
will end June 30, 2014 
 
Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on June 15, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
    ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












Ogle County 
Long Range Planning – Courthouse Renovation Committee Meeting  


June 1, 2010  
Tentative Minutes 


 
 
 


1. Call to Order : by Stahl at 10:40 
• Members present:  Stahl, Rice, Hopkins, Messer, Nye, Gronewold,  
• Members absent: Gouker 
• Others present: Barnes, DeArvil, McKinley, Sheriff Beitel, Deputy Harn, 


Coffman, Huntley, Cook, Callant, Jeff Case, Tom Lassin, Jim Dobyns, 
Bonnie Hendrickson, Sheryl Hopkins 


 
2.  Approval of Minutes: May 4, 2010  


• Motion by Messer 
• 2nd by Rice  
• Motion carried 


 
3. Courthouse Renovation Project- Review & Possible Action: 


a. Project Update – McKinley reported the courthouse parking lot repaving 
has been scheduled for June 14-15.  Huntley has talked with moving 
company, and they will start moving the County Clerk & Recorders 
offices June 10 for no extra charge.  Dobyns will confirm this schedule 
with Mike Brown since the date of the asphalt paving is not movable.  
Rice expressed concerned about tracking asphalt in to the building if the 
weather is hot.  McKinley will talk with McBride about getting plastic to 
cover rug areas.    


b. Courthouse Budget & Timeline- McKinley pointed out the T&M jobs that 
came in about $8,000 lower than the approved budget (RJC #8a and #10) 
and highlighted the contingency amount left in the budget.  She stated we 
remain on track to come at or under budget for the entire project.   


c. Additional Scope Items 
i. Mail Unit- McKinley explained Holabird & Root designed a 


locking mail unit for incoming and outgoing USPS mail.  She met 
with the Oregon Post Master who indicated the system will meet 
their requirements with top and bottom locking systems- top for 
incoming mail, bottom for outgoing mail.  The change order 
presented by RJC included the pricing for only the top unit; 
Dobyns indicated it would be $1,000 more for the bottom unit.  
McKinley recommended moving forward with the H&R plan, 
which appears about the same of price of units we’d have to order 
through the post office and install ourselves.     


• Motion by Nye to approve mail unit for $2,285.   
• 2nd by Hopkins 
• Motion carried 







ii. Signage – McKinley indicated she called Crippen Signs in 
Freeport, Rockford Signs, ABC Lettering in Oregon, and Fishers in 
Oregon to compare standard signage pricing.  Fishers appears to be 
about half the price of the others.  ABC Lettering never returned 
her calls.  McKinley recommended moving forward with Fishers 
for signage needs of the courthouse.     


• Motion by Hopkins to go with Fishers for signage needs 
not to exceed $5,000 


• 2nd by Messer  
• Motion carried 


iii. Storm Sewer Jail Connections- Dobyns reported they discovered 
an additional roof drain off of the jail that needs to be connected 
into the storm sewer, which the engineering firm missed.  Rice 
authorized the work to be done upon receiving the request last 
week and Dobyns is still working on the price, expected to be 
approximately $1,000.  McKinley asked for clarification of the 
timing of the price estimate and was concerned if change order 
approvals have to wait for another month, work will have to be 
done prior to committee approval in order to finish the job by Jun 
21.  To avoid this problem, she asked Dobyns to prepare the 
pricing for Executive Committee approval June 9 along with any 
other final change orders. She clarified there are to be no more 
change orders submitted after today’s meeting, and the Executive 
Committee meeting June 9.       


iv. Parking Lot Sink Hole- Sheriff Beitel reported that in 1996 fuel 
tanks were moved and some of the back fill was broken up and 
parking curbs were tossed in with the fill. As discussed last 
meeting, this has settled in and created a sinkhole, which needed to 
be opened up, blocks removed and then filled to repair the parking. 
McKinley clarified the Sheriff authorized this work prior to the 
committee meeting because it needed to be done and the 
committee had agreed last month it was necessary.     


• Motion by Messer to approve maximum amount of $7,411 
for fixing the sink hole. 


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried with one nay vote by Gronewold.     


v. Furniture Misc 
• Knee wall repair (courthouse Board room railing) and 


refinishing of 26 chairs for department head use 
• Motion to approve $2,110 for knee wall repair and 


the $780 to refinish 26 chairs for total of $2,890 by 
Rice  


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried 


• Historic board room desks – contribution to Historic 
Society 







• Rice moved to allow the Historic Society to have 
one of the board room desks plus a few of the 
refinished chairs.  


• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried 


• County Clerk’s Counters - 1st floor front counter with the 
historical face- additional work required to finish this piece 


• Motion by hopkins to approve $2,148  
• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried 


•  Recorders Counters – additional counters needed per 
Huntley’s requirements 


• Motion by Rice for $3,070 
• 2nd by hopkins 
• Motion carried 


vi. Technology Misc- In response to the email Becky Huntley sent on 
behalf of Dynamic Horizons last month expressing concern that 
additional switches had not been purchased for the renovated 
courthouse, McKinley confirmed that after working with various 
vendors, Larry Callant and the Sheriff have confirmed we do not 
need to purchase additional switches, which is why the Sheriff 
didn’t act on Dynamic Horizon’s recommendation originally.  We 
have enough capacity with what we own now.  Callant confirmed 
he would be able to order and receive a new switch within 48 
hours if needed for any reason.     


d. Change Orders  
i. #82 – refinish wood flooring up to Treasurer’s public counter, and 


remove carpeting  
• Rice moved to approve a not to exceed amount of $2,994 
• 2nd by Hopkins 
• Motion carried 


ii. #87 – Install two quad outlets for Animal Control counter outlet 
needs.  T&M not to exceed $1,629 


• Rice moved to approve a not to exceed amount of $1,629 
• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried 


iii. #79 – Bringing flag pole electrical up to code, which requires 
running conduit further out, making proper connections, reusing 
the lights that are already out there.  Dobyns reported that Mascal 
Electric suggests pouring a concrete base for the light fixture to 
cast the box within the base for a more permanent approach.  
Discussion followed about what is or is not code and what is 
needed to protect the cable.   


• Rice moved to approve $3,721 subject to the confirmation 
of exact code requirements.     







• 2nd by Messer.  McKinley asked about the timing and fees 
for pouring cement and adding a base.  RJC said it would 
have to be next week for an additional charge for installing 
the cement, and a different charge for the box that gets 
poured, approximately $500-600.   


• Rice amends his motion to include the cement and 
new box for an additional $600, not to exceed a 
total change order approval for this project of 
$4,321  


• 2nd to the amendment by Messer 
• Amended motion carried.   


iv. #48 R1 – Changes to the building access key system, on T&M not 
to exceed $2,251.  Dobyns reported 2 strikes were added 
originally, and a number of features were deleted.  This work has 
been done quite a while ago, but RJC and H&R are still analyzing 
each figure item by item break down to ensure the proper pricing is 
accurate based on additions and deletions.  Lassin noted he had 
expected a negative amount and isn’t comfortable with this 
amount.   


• Hopkins motions to move this change order # 48 R1 to the 
Executive Committee for approval 


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried.   


v. #64 Option 1 – Sandstone repair to stabilize the crumbling, leading 
structures on the outside of the building, per previous meeting 
discussions.  Dobyns noted total restoration was $20,000.  Rice 
asked if the total restoration was a final number.  Discussion 
followed.  Dobyns confirmed stablizing would secure any loose 
areas, seal it, plug holes.  Restoration would be total resculpting of 
the structure.  Lassin indicated the key is to secure it so it doesn’t 
fall and hurt someone.   


• Motion by hopkins to accept the sandstone stabilizing for 
$2,317 


• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried.   


vi. #78 – Glycol fill for heating/cooling system - Rice indicated Jim 
McBride has recommended the automatic filling system to the 
heating and cooling system so that if the liquid goes too far down 
and no one responds to the alarm, it won’t shut down the whole 
system.  This is a closed loop system per RJC.  Discussion 
followed about how the system works and the need for this item.   


• Motion by Rice to approve $9,426 
• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried   


vii. RJC reported there were questions about the tuck pointing recently 
and that the original drawings were to give a report and fix 







minimal items, which they have done.  RJC did get a quote for a 
full tuck point, however, and the quote is $122,343.  RJC and H&R 
say this is really a 50 year event.  Huntley asked why we would 
need to do this again since she thought we did this within the last 
12 years.  Messer reported the just sand blasting had been done and 
that the company that did it walked away without sealing it, so the 
water was coming through the walls and we had to bring in another 
company to seal the brick and check the stone.  Rice asked RJC to 
confirm what they have done and what they spent already towards 
the tuck pointing.  Dobyns will confirm that dollar amount.  Any 
further tuck pointing could be done at a future date, per Rice, who 
indicated we will not be moving forward on this item any time 
soon.  Rice said about $400,000 was done years ago at the higher 
levels, up by the cupola.     


viii. #85 - 18’ x 35’ dumpster pad 8” thick with rebar 18” on center for 
$7,715.  Mike Harn reported he received a quote of $7,500 for 
Donaldson with 7” thick, which is adequate.  Discussion followed.     


• Motion by Messer to accept Donaldson bid for $7,500 
• 2nd   by Rice 
• Motion carried   


ix. Basement flooring – T&M amount to be presented at Executive 
committee.  Dobyns reported it was more expensive to paint the 
floor than to VCT the floor and that the work has turned out well.  
He will bring the final numbers for the Executive Committee on 
June 9.    


• Motion by Rice to move the flooring change order to the 
Executive Committee June 9 since the final numbers are 
not ready 


• 2nd by Nye  
• Motion carried   


x. #53 – electrical changes Lassin is still working on for $5,500 
representing electrical changes. He doesn’t agree with the scope at 
this point.   


• Rice moved to move this to the Executive Committee June 
9 since the final numbers are not ready  


• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried 


e. Other 
i. Security Cameras - Huntley asked why there are security cameras 


in the break room, and feels it’s an invasion of privacy.  Lassin 
said the H&R electrical engineer worked with the security 
consultant, Matt Safarini, to determine the needs.  Sheriff Beitel 
said he understood there would be 12 cameras at entrances and 
exits and public entrances and now there are 32.  Rice wants to 
know if they can turn them on or off, and while the Sheriff says he 
is unsure, he thinks we can unplug it.  The Sheriff said there isn’t 







going to be physical monitoring except for 4 that will fit in the 
screens we have, and those will be pointed at the entrances and 
exits.  The Sheriff says he understands the concern about the break 
room.   


• Rice moved to allow the policy decision of the cameras at 
the courthouse be determined by the sheriff through 
working with staff 


• 2nd by Messer 
• Motion carried   


ii. Panic buttons- Huntley asked who made the decisions on where the 
panic buttons are in the work stations.  Discussion followed with 
no clear answer.   


iii. Change orders - McKinley stated there made it clear there is no 
more room for change orders after today and the Executive 
Committee meeting because these are the last meetings for such 
approvals.   


f. Dedication Committee / Opening Ceremony – Rice asks if we want a 
plaque on the building with committee names.  Hopkins said we need a 
plaque saying we did it, the architect name, the contractor name, and that 
the project was done for the people by the board.  


• Rice moved to approve such a plaque, as described by Hopkins.   
•  2nd by Hopkins.   
• Motion carried 


g. Opening Ceremony – will be August 20, 2010 including an open house 
and a dedication ceremony the same day starting at 10:00.  There will be 
lunch sponsored by the Pork Producers with proceeds going to help fund 
the memorials restoration project and tours throughout the afternoon.  Rice 
asked for suggestions for names of who to invite, including politicians, but 
not many speakers.       


 
4. Approval of LRP Bills 


a. Motion by Hopkins to recommend $18,776.46 plus the RJC bill that will 
come to the Executive Committee June 9. 


b. 2nd by Nye 
c. Motion carried.   


 
5. New Business – Gronewold asked for an update on how we’ll handle distributing 


reusable furniture that could be given away or sold when we move back in.  Rice 
indicated the movers will move the remaining Watt Building furniture back to 
Pines Road storage and that 30-60 days later, we’ll invite the agencies we levy for 
to come look at furniture and take whatever they want.  What’s left, we’ll tag to 
sell to used furniture or the public.  Curtis Cook asked if departments could come 
in and look too.  Rice said yes.   


                          
5. Public Comment – none 
 







6. Next Meeting Date – July 6.  McKinley announced she will not be present for this 
meeting, and will coordinate all items with Stahl in her absence.  It was clarified 
the committee meetings will be held in the first floor conference room in the 
courthouse beginning in July.   


 
7. Adjournment – by Stahl at 12:30 


 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


Kim Stahl – Chairman 
 
 







Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 5/31/2010


Row #


Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 


Project 


Budget


Approved Multi-


Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses


LTD % 


Spent


(A) Architect Fees - Holabird & Root
A1 Professional Services (8.5% of const cost+furniture+stencil rest)      502,774.00         526,731.66 
A2 - Schematic design (15%)           79,009.75 74,500.38 94.3%
A3 - Design Development (20%)         105,346.33 99,333.84 94.3%
A4 - Construction Documents (40%)         210,692.66 198,667.68 94.3%
A5 - Bidding (5%)           26,336.58 24,833.46 94.3%
A6 - Construction Administration (20%)         105,346.33 91,749.73 87.1%
A7 Programming (14970.1A)        40,000.00           40,000.00 39,140.75 97.9%
A8 Clerk Office (14970.1B)             3,810.00 3,810.00 100.0%
A9 Reimburseable Consultant (Historic Surfaces)          5,000.00             5,000.00 5,000.00 100.0%
A10 Memorial Hall Floor Plan Redesign          8,000.00             8,000.00 0.00 0.0%
A11 Expenses (25000 limit set 9/09)        50,000.00           25,000.00 21,432.76 85.7%
A12 Additional Time Delay Fee (approved 9/09)           14,891.82 0.00 0.0%
A13 Sub Total - Holabird & Root     605,774.00        623,433.48 558,468.60 89.6%


(B) Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson
B1 Base Bid   5,187,000.00      5,187,000.00 
B2 Performance Bond        34,442.00           34,442.00 
B3 Builders Risk Insurance          7,500.00             7,500.00 
B4 - Payment #1 127,842.00  
B5 - Payment #2 390,454.00  
B6 - Payment #3 292,148.00  
B7 - Payment #4 693,144.00
B8 - Payment #5 (less $14,022.41 plumbing lien) 574,831.00
B9 - Payment #6 (less $30,263.05 plumbing lien) 568,596.95
B10 - Payment #7 (less $113,568 plumbing lien) 779,151.41
B11 - Payment #8 570,755.00
B12 - Payment #9 rvsd 504,037.00
B13 - Payment #10 188,222.00
B14 - Circuit Clerk Payment for Complaints for Accounting (Liens) 44,285.46
B15 Alternate #1 (re-do parking lot, landscaping)      142,000.00 0.00  
B16 Alternate #2 (replace east curved sidewalk)        12,625.00           12,625.00  
B17 Alternate #3 (ramp, canopy, snow melt)        91,400.00           91,400.00  
B18 Alternate #4 (deleted before bids) 0.00 0.00  
B19 Alternate #5 (emergency power generator)        31,000.00           19,908.00 
B20 Construction Contingency      406,818.00         406,818.00  


Change Orders - September 2009  
B21 - RJC #2-Use 5/8" concr brd under tile in restrooms 4,531.00           
B22a - RJC #3-Install 1/4" APA underlay under flooring 5,596.00           
B22b - RJC #4 eliminate door 019A (756.00)$           
B23 - RJC #5a-long span lintels south side of bldg flrs 1 & 2 7,683.00           
B24 - RJC #5b-Eliminate lintels ($2,162)
B25 - RJC #5d-Revise bearing condtn 2nd floor file storage ($437)
B26 - RJC #5g-Fill in boiler pit, raise concrete slab (was $8544) 4,500.00           
B27 - RJC #5h-New slabs in basement 2,222.00           
B28 - RJC #5j-Remove fl 2 clay tile partition, drywall (was $6683) 5,584.00           
B29 - RJC #6-radius lintel over 5th street entrance 5,056.00           
B30 - RJC #7-Window changes deduct std colors vs custom ($17,320)
B31 - RJC #8a-Basemt demo, framing, drywall (T&M) (rvsd 6/1) 39,134.00         
B32 - RJC #8d-2nd floor demo & drywall repair SE corner 9,492.00           
B33 - RJC #8e-Exterior wall demo,repair 308, 309A and B 4,974.00           
B34 - RJC #8f-Demo,plaster repair for wall grills 321 and 317 (was $1134) 595.00              
B35 - RJC #8g-Demo in attic not shown on drawings 6,304.00           
B36 - RJC #10-Patch, plaster repair from unforseen (T&M) (rvsd 6/1) 46,073.00         


Change Orders - October 2009
B37 - RJC#1B-std water fntain chrome with water cooler ($4,500)
B38 - RJC#3-Elevate basemnt wind, add 6" stone sill, frame 17,672.00         
B39 - RJC#4-Patch hard wood flooring under drinking fountains 2,350.00           


Change Orders - November 2009
B40 - RJC #17-cupola lighting up to code 4,299.00           
B41 -RJC#18- Leveling of 2nd floor restrooms T&M not to exceed $6834 5,719.00           
B42 - RJC#19 - Structural steel reinforce for air handler; T&M 17,936.00         


Change Orders - December 2009
B43 - RJC #21-revsed electric & wire mold casing 5,700.00           
B44 - RJC #22 omit accoustic ceilings  from rooms 13 and 14 basement (was $0) (390.00)$           
B45 - RJC#25-narrow door to original opening 972.00              
B46 - RJC 28 revise lights at east and west entry (was $0) (889.00)$           
B47 - RJC 30 remove grease trap (was $0) (699.00)$           
B48 - RJC #33 - relocate attic dry sprinkler valve 3,286.00           


Change Orders - January 2010
B49 - RJC #44 Soil and concrete testing for handicap ramp 800.00              
B50 - RJC #23 rvsd Fire sprinkler alarm bell/dry system air compressor 2,958.00           
B51 - RJC # 42 New electrical feeds 2nd floor display board veterans (rvs 6/1) 1,133.00           
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Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 5/31/2010


Row #


Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 


Project 


Budget


Approved Multi-


Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses


LTD % 


Spent


(B) Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson - Continued
B52 - RJC #51 Relocate toilets 18" from the wall, state code 1,569.00           
B53 - RJC #37 Elevator upgrades required by state code 26,834.00         
 Change Orders February 2010
B54 - RJC #32 - Site drain trap 787.00              
B55 - RJC #36 rvsd-Storm Sewer -                    
B56 - RJC #49 - Refinish grills plugged with debris east side of building 1,321.00           
B57 - RJC 55- Install window extensions, jambs, sills T&M not to exceed 38,794.00         
B58 - RJC #57 - Nicor gas regulator 2,388.00           


Change Orders March 2010
B59 - RJC #36R1 Storm Sewer 42,319.00         
B60 - RJC #65 Bypass valve HVAC 5,698.00           
B61 -RJC #63 missing wood base and corners all floors 7,372.00           


Change Orders April 2010
B62 - RJC #56R1 Delay Fee max not to exceed 16,300.00         
B63 - RJC #60 attic insulation 8,073.00           
B64 - RJC #66 sprinkler head painting 968.00              
B65 - RJC #67 sprinkler under air handler unit 803.00              


B66 - RJC #68 secure employee staircase 2,319.00           


B67 - RJC #61 roof repair not to exceed 13,877.00         


Change Orders May 2010


B68 - RJC #32 R1 Condensate Lines 1,646.00           


B69 - RJC #69 Light Fixtures 1,074.00           


B70 - RJC #72 Exit Lights 576.00              


B71 - RJC #76 - Security Cameras - swap with Jail Budget 2,790.00           
B72 Sub total - Change Orders Approved Against Contingency 406,818.00    352,924.00       86.8%


B73 Sub total - Ringland Johnson 6,319,603.00 5,759,693.00    4,733,466.82$    82.2%


( C ) Budgeted Allowance - Services
C1 Com Ed Utility Charge - Com Ed 17,000.00 12,190.78 71.7%
C2 Moveable Furniture ($229,991.81 final budget 2/2010) 337,200.00       100,000.00          29.7%
C3 Aries Consulting 5,000.00 4,875.00 97.5%
C4 Site Survey - Willet Hoffman - Boundry & Topo Survey 5,000.00           5,000.00 100.0%
C5 Tree Removal -Grover's Nursery 2,000.00 1,790.00 89.5%
C6 Geothermal Test - Verzieg Consulting 15,000.00 15,000.00 100.0%
C7 Hazard Materials Assess & Abate - AR Remediation 30,000.00 57,512.00 191.7%
C8 Hazard Materials Assess & Abate - Holian Asbestos 5,000.00 9,895.00 197.9%
C9 A/V Equipment (63,601 final budget+ $25,981 to be paid from County Clerk  fund) 10,000.00 0.00 0.0%
C10 Security Equipment 10,000.00   
C11 - ADT Security Watt Building 2,312.26 23.1%
C12 Telephone/Data Systems  25,000.00   
C13 - Verizon Phones Watt Building 19,879.38
C14 - Cabling clean up & re-routing 9,389.54 117.1%
C15 Departmental Signage 5,000.00 0.0%
C16 Moving Costs 25,000.00 0.0%
C17 - Universal Relocation 12,409.00 49.6%
C17a - Assessor Card File Boxes 245.18
C18 Temporary Rent - Old Limestone (overages from rent extended to 6/2010)           75,000.00 92,000.00 122.7%
C19 Watts Building Improvements           70,000.00 
C20 - Clerk's Shelving = Watt Building 6,444.26  
C21 - Fischer's - Assessor's Desk 269.99  
C22 - Mileage - Merchandise Mart 159.70
C23 - Federal Express 75.18
C24 - Area Tree Service - Watt Building 1,250.00  
C25 - Keys - Watt Building 156.04  
C26 - Dynamic Horizons -Watt Network Redundancy 14,015.12  
C27 - Global Enterprise Technology-  Watt Network Redundancy 66,723.64  
C28 - Dynamic Horizons Watt Network Redundancy Fix 1,459.50
C29 - Dynamic Horizons Watt Network Redund Fix Labor 1,000.00
C30 - Global Enterprise Technology - Watt Network Redund Fix 195.00
C31 - Dixon Ottawa Communications - T1 Wiring Watt Redund Fix 1,911.20
C32 - T1 Fix - Device Shipping 132.28
C33 - T1 Auto Redundancy Switches 949.50
C34 - Dynamic Horizons Redundancy Failover Testing 162.50
C35 - Wes's Tree Service- Watt 500.00  
C36 Subtotal Watt Building Improvements 95,403.91 136.3%


C37 Total Budgeted Allowances - Services 636,200.00 437,902.05 68.8%


(D) Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00         


D1 - Owner demo prior to abatement work - Marv Miller 21,250.00            
D2 - Courthouse Demo - Disposal Service for internal demo 1,375.32


D3 - Lead abatement #2 - Luse 16,000.00            


D4 - Drilling holes in concrete walls to rewire phone lines 750.00


D5 - MDES Engineering Study to reconfigure storm sewer 3,500.00              


D6 - Beesing Welding -welding cannon caps 190.00                 


D7 - New Water Meter for increased capacity 1,867.10              
D8 Total Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00 44,932.42 59.9%
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Ogle County Courthouse Long Range Expenses as of 5/31/2010


Row #


Ogle County Courthouse Renovation  (Approved Max Budget 


$7.5 mm)


Estimated 


Project 


Budget


Approved Multi-


Year Project 


Budget LTD Expenses


LTD % 


Spent


(E) Historic Renovation Project Allowances (RJC payments accounted for in (B))


E1 Boardroom Stenciling Restoration (& conference room -Tony K.) 145,000.00       107,500.00          74.14%


E2 Boardroom Plaster Restoration ($35,000 spent - in RJC payments) 35,000.00         100.00%


E3 Boardroom Stencil Mock Up (Tony K.) 14,000.00         14,000.00            100.00%
E4 Memorial Hall Mural Restoration Testing (Tony K.) 3,000.00           2,950.00              98.33%
E5 Memorial Hall Mural & Wall Restoration ($3,328 spent - in RJC payments) 21,000.00         -                       15.85%


E6 Memorial Hall Construction Cost ($0 spent- in RJC payments) 12,000.00         0.00%
E7 Total Historic Project Allowances 230,000.00       124,450.00         


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


(G) Courthouse Renovation Budget Summary
G1 Architect Fees - Holabird & Root         623,433.48 558,468.60          89.6%
G2 Construction Fees- Ringland Johnson 5,759,693.00    4,733,466.82       82.2%
G3 Budgeted Allowance - Services 636,200.00 437,902.05          68.8%


G4 Owner's Services Contingency 75,000.00 44,932.42            59.9%


G5 Historic Renovation Project Allowances 230,000.00       124,450.00          54.1%


G6 Unbudgeted 50,000.00 50,000.00            100.0%


G7 Total Courthouse Budget & Expense 7,500,000.00 7,374,326.48 5,949,219.89 80.7%
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Long Range Expenses


2010 Annual 
Budget


YTD Through 
5/31/10 % Spent


Multi-Year Project 
Budget LTD Expense


LTD % 
Spent


Courthouse Budget 6,689,557.00 3,552,645.44 53.1% 7,500,000.00$                  5,935,157.70$              79.1%


Salaries- Committee Meetings & Mileage             7,000.00 2,050.00 29.3%
Travel             1,000.00 75.35 7.5%


Total Meeting Expense             8,000.00              2,125.35 26.6%


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


County Network Upgrade           75,000.00              7,697.21 10.3%
Global Enterprise Technology
Dynamic Horizons
Dixon Ottawa
Total - Network Upgrade           75,000.00              7,697.21 10.3%


Jail - Code Improvements          250,000.00 0.0%


Stillman Bank- Bond Servicing 250.00


Transfer to Bond Fund 1,151,200.00 0.0%
YTD Total Ependitures 8,490,491.00 3,697,175.00 43.5%


6/9/2010
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RESOLUTION 2010-0603 
and 


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the 911 ETS Board by the Ogle 
County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 
Sandy J. Sullivan 


312 N 12th St 
Rochelle, IL 61068 


 
who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board for 
approval of appointment,  
 
BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for an unexpired term that 
will end June 30, 2014 
 
Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on June 15, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
    ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 












Personnel & Salary – County Clerk & Recorder 
Wednesday, June 9, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 
 
 


1. Call to Order – by Chairman Kenney 
• Members present: Kenney, Bowers, Saunders, Boes, Colbert, Heuer 
• Members absent: Gouker 
• Others present: Kilker, Barnes, Rice, Huntley, Coffman, McKinley, Typer, 


Harn, members of the public 
 


2. Approval of Minutes: May 12, 2010 meeting minutes 
• Motion by Bowers 
• 2nd by Saunders 
• Motion carried 


 
3. Approval of Bills –  


• Motion by Bowers to approve $1,147.84 
• 2nd by Boes 
• Motion carried 


 
4. Public Comment -  none 
 
5. County Clerk & Recorder Report – Huntley reported the County Clerk’s office 


has received the full election reimbursement amount.  She also indicated there 
will be a resolution for this month’s board meeting to appoint this year’s election 
judges, as we do every year.  Huntley stressed the importance of the election 
judge role in our elections.  Huntley let the committee know her department will 
begin moving into the renovated courthouse Friday, 6/10/2010.     


 
6. New Business -  none 


 
7. Old Business-   


• Voluntary Retirement Program – McKinley distributed the resolutions 
drafted regarding the proposed voluntary retirement program for 
employees eligible to retire under IMRF, and those eligible under SLEP.  
She indicated this remains in draft form, and is not to be distributed 
because we are still incorporating recommended changes after talking with 
Jon Renner of IMRF, Nick Sakellariou our labor attorney, and Brett Webb 
of Group Administrators for COBRA issues and language.  She walked 
the committee through the document, explaining the provisions of the 
resolution.   Discussion followed.  McKinley explained that after she and 
Coffman analyzed the numbers of Option 3 offering a $25,000 buy out, 
they do not recommend this because there will not be enough benefit to 
the county.  Some employees eligible for the program make $28,000 - 







$32,000 and such a payout would not be a cost savings to the County.  She 
indicated the Finance Committee needs to analyze this again and identify a 
more workable solution for an incentive payout. She recommended 
extending the review process out one more month to continue working 
with IMRF, attorneys, and department heads to ensure we get this right.  
Kenney said he spoke with Becky Huntley, who is in favor of a voluntary 
retirement program, but understands that when employees leave and can’t 
be replaced, it places a hardship on the department to get the work done.  
Kenney said he and Huntley talked about cross training opportunities and 
service level impact.  Boes asked how making it optional to the elected 
official departments is possible without discriminating.  McKinley said 
because this is strictly voluntary, elected officials have the option to 
participate or not based on whether they want to agree with the terms of 
the program.  Discussion followed.  Boes wants to know what savings 
would take place from lay offs v. voluntary retirement.  The committee 
indicated voluntary retirement will alleviate higher salary pressures, where 
in union lay offs, you have to lay off the least senior people and also have 
to pay unemployment.  DeArvil wanted to know what the department 
heads think.  Discussion followed.  Harn indicated it would not be possible 
to hold positions open for 12 months in their departments.  More 
discussion followed.   


• Voluntary Unpaid Time Off – Kenney asked for an update regarding 
whether any employees are interested in this.  McKinley said we have one 
employee in the Assessor’s office and one in Highway reviewing this 
option.  Kenney reminded the group it is the department head’s discretion 
of whether or not to allow this.  Huntley said she distributed the memo to 
her employees but none have shown interest.  Kenney indicated we want 
to try all voluntary avenues possible and we don’t know what might help 
the budget until we try.  Boes said we have to be sensitive to the fact we’re 
talking about the livelihood of employees.  Bowers reminds the group we 
are a county that is not over staffed.   


• Ogle County Policy Manual Updates- McKinley distributed a partial copy 
of the personnel manual showing proposed revisions based on previous 
discussions.  She highlighted a number of the proposed changes and asked 
the committee members to read through it and be prepared to discuss the 
changes next month.  Discussion of each proposed item followed. 
McKinley will email the copy to the committee members to ensure they 
each have a full copy.  Huntley commented that her office has lost $2,300 
in potential revenue due to the new FOIA laws that don’t allow her to 
charge for these requests now.  She reported the Clerk’s Association has 
sponsored a bill to change this, as have other departments’ associations, 
and they are hopeful that changes will come.  Typer noted the Judicial 
Branch is exempt from the FOIA laws.  Discussion followed.  Heuer  
distributed an updated FOIA booklet she brought with her, and Huntley 
offered to make copies for distribution.  It was noted that FOIA officer 
training must be completed by June 30, 2010 to comply with the new 







laws.  Huntley asked why the Sheriff needs to review the proposed IT 
policy and read a state statute that indicates what the Sheriff is to be in 
charge of. She noted it has always been that the Sheriff is in charge of IT 
in Ogle County, but that it places an undue burden on that office.  
Saunders said this was discussed when Messer was Sheriff because the 
Sheriff needs the highest level of security clearance, and therefore 
technology should reside in that department.  Typer said both the 17 and 
18 networks have growing needs.  Harn said he thinks each department 
head should sit on an IT committee so their needs are discussed.  
Discussion followed.  McKinley will email a copy of the policy manual 
draft to the department heads as well.  Huntley said if we insert 
background check policies, we have to have an accompanying set of 
procedures.  Skip asked if we do drug testing, which we do not.  
Discussion followed.   


 
8. Adjournment- by Chairman Kenney at 11:40 


 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 
 
 


 
 
 


John “Skip” Kenney – Chairman 
 








 
 


RESOLUTION 2010-0605 
and 


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the 911 ETS Board by the Ogle 
County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 
Bill B. Winebaugh 
1250 Springdale Dr 
Rochelle, IL 61068 


 
who is an elector of said district, is presented to the Ogle County Board for 
approval of appointment,  
 
BE IT HEREBY RESOLVED, the appointment is for an unexpired term that 
will end June 30, 2014 
 
Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on June 15, 2010. 
 
 
 
 
    ________________________________________ 
     W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
     Ogle County Board 
 
 
 
 (COUNTY SEAL) 
 
 
_________________________________________ 
Rebecca Huntley, Ogle County Clerk 






















































































RESOLUTION 2010-0601 
and 


CERTIFICATE OF APPOINTMENT 
 


 WHEREAS, the appointment to the Byron Museum District by 


the Ogle County Board, AND WHEREAS, the name of  


 


Randall R. Stukenberg 


5995 N German Church Rd 


Byron, IL 61010 


 


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 June 30, 2015. 


 


Voted upon and passed by the Ogle County Board on June 15, 2010. 


            
            
    


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






















































































































 
 
 
 


Report to Sponsors 
 
 
Following is the latest news from Blackhawk Hills RC&D: 
 
Site Selection Workshop – Our 3rd Workshop of the series of workshops we were holding will 
be held on June 30 at 8:30 AM at the Hickory Grove Banquet and Conference Center, 1133 
North 7th Street, Rochelle, IL.  This workshop will focus on the site selection process and how to 
make sure your community is development ready.  Participants will hear from a local Economic 
Development Professional and an actual site selector, and learn how they successfully interact 
with one another and meet each other’s expectations in a highly competitive field.  For more 
information on the workshop, please call the RC&D Office at 815/625-3854 ext. 2. 
 
Fish & Wildlife Foundation Grant – Blackhawk Hills RC&D was asked by the Fish and Wildlife 
Foundation to submit a full grant application to secure funding to provide technical assistance to 
landowners in Northwest Illinois. The funds would be used to hire a forester that would work 
with the Illinois Department of Natural Resources (IDNR) to conduct spot checks on the 1400 
Forestry Development Act (FDA) plans in our area.  The grant is due June 15th. 
 
Energy Efficiency and Conservation Block Grant – Blackhawk Hills sent Request for 
Applications (RFA) to local units of government.  There has been a lot of interest for the 
$759,461 funds we have available.  The applications are due by close of business day on June 
11th.  For a copy of the RFA you can go to Blackhawk Hills RC&D website 
(www.blackhawkhills.com) or contact the office.   
 
EDA Planning Grant – Blackhawks Hills RC&D submitted their annual planning grant to the 
Economic Development Administration for fiscal year 2011 funding.   
 
Facebook – Blackhawk Hills RC&D now has a Facebook page.  Become a fan of Blackhawk 
Hills RC&D to get the latest information on events and projects. 
  


 
June 2010 
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Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount


BALANCE 4/30/2010 146,692.94


5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75411 Patricia  Abbas April 2010 Travel -29.00
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75412     ... Heather Bonnell Contractural Staff -250.00


Travel -154.00
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75413     ... Cynthia Gehrke Contractural Staff -858.00


Travel -27.00
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75414     ... Kelly Henert Contractural Staff -75.00


Travel -41.50
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75415 Kathy Ingram April 2010 Contractural Staff -375.00
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75416 Linda  Jackson April 2010 Travel -34.50
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75417 Sandy Janssen April 2010 Travel -154.00
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75418     ... Kathy Lee Contractural Staff -187.50


Travel -42.50
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75419 Rose Modler April 2010 Travel -11.00
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75420 Edna Nava April 16-30 2010 Interpretor -273.30
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75421     ... Penny Picken Contractural Staff -242.00


Travel -135.00
5/4/2010 Budget 20... 75422 Andrena Thompson April 2010 Contractural Staff -1,725.00
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75460 AT & T 562-6976 TELECOMMUN -84.26
5/10/2... Budget 20... AT & T 732-7687 TELECOMMUN -147.54
5/10/2... Budget 20... AT & T 562-8743 TELECOMMUN -34.41
5/10/2... Budget 20... AT & T 732-7458 TELECOMMUN -148.33
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75461 City Of Dixon water tests PROFESSIONAL -15.00
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75462 DPS Rochelle office Rent -3,260.00
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75463 Ecowater bottled water Office SUPPLIES -32.20
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75464 Federal Express water tests POSTAGE -231.06
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75465 GLAXOSMITHKLINE Engerix-B, VACCINE -285.50
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75466 Gerry Hough April 2010 Rochelle Maintenance -250.00
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75467 Nicor 04/07/2010-05/04/... UTILITIES -88.25
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75468 Ogle County Lfe cancer day retreat Ads -122.40
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75469 Oregon Super Valu paper towels, garb... SUPPLIES -20.47
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75470 Pair Of Shorts website updates PROFESSIONAL -308.75
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75471 Quill office supplies Office SUPPLIES -69.02
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75472 Rochelle Disposal Service April 2010 Rochelle Maintenance -47.40
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75474 Dr. Treviranus TB Jan-June 2010 MED. CONTRACT -500.00
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75473 Andrena Thompson April 2010 CELL PHONEPAGER -25.00
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75475 United States Postmaster April 2010 POSTAGE -1,000.00
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75476 Verizon 732-3201 TELECOMMUN -273.33
5/10/2... Budget 20... 75477 Verizon 04/28/2010-05/27/... TELECOMMUN -390.22
5/25/2... Budget 20... 75645 Cquest Authorized Vend... server, processor ... EQUIPMENT -4,121.00
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75641 A Fires Extinguisher Sales gloves Office SUPPLIES -247.50
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75642     ... Cardmember Services PROFESSIONAL -99.00


Office SUPPLIES -324.02
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75644 Conserve FS April 2010 FUEL -197.96
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75646 Culligan bottled water Office SUPPLIES -16.00
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75643 City  Of Dixon Water Dep... water tests PROFESSIONAL -46.00
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75647     ... Carol Erickson Travel -94.50


Office SUPPLIES -56.26
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75648 Federal Express water samples POSTAGE -118.62
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75649 GE Money Bank vacuum bags toilet... Office SUPPLIES -7.48
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75650 LEHP Management Inc Environmental hea... Contractural Staff -1,440.00
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75651 Rose Modler HINI May 2010 Contractural Staff -393.25
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75652 Edna Nava May 1-15, 2010 Interpretor -264.20
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75653 Oregon Super Valu garbage bags SUPPLIES -7.47
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75654 Pearl City Elevator E-85 FUEL -154.44
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75655 Rk Dixon copier COPIER MAINT -188.95
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75656 Rochelle Community  Ho... cpr MED. CONTRACT -330.00
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75657 Rochelle Municipal Utilties 04/12/10-05/11/2010 UTILITIES -252.39
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75658 Rowland Printing envelopes, case m... PRINTING -1,150.00
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75659 Stericycle medical waste MED. CONTRACT -70.00
5/26/2... Budget 20... 75660 Verizon  Wireless cellphones CELL PHONEPAGER -133.91
5/31/2... Budget 20... Insurance May 2010 BENEFITS -10,889.04


Register Report
5/1/2010 Through 5/31/2010


6/4/2010 Page 1







Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount
5/31/2... Budget 20... Salaries May 2010 SALARIES -48,582.08
5/31/2... Budget 20... Fee Income May 2010 Fee Income 22,942.48
5/31/2... Budget 20... Interest  Income May 2010 Interest 33.86


TOTAL 5/1/2010 - 5/31/2... -58,155.17


BALANCE 5/31/2010 88,537.77


TOTAL INFLOWS 22,976.34
TOTAL OUTFLOWS -81,131.51


NET TOTAL -58,155.17


Register Report
5/1/2010 Through 5/31/2010


6/4/2010 Page 2







Date Account Num Description Memo Category Cl Amount


BALANCE 4/30/2010 6,988.26


5/18/2... TB 2010 75602 Ogle County Health Dept April 2010 PROFESSIONAL -531.43
5/31/2... TB 2010 Health Insurance May 2010 BENEFITS -20.56
5/31/2... TB 2010 Fee Income May 2010 Fee Income 190.00
5/31/2... TB 2010 Payroll May 2010 SALARIES -2,155.08


TOTAL 5/1/2010 - 5/31/2... -2,517.07


BALANCE 5/31/2010 4,471.19


TOTAL INFLOWS 190.00
TOTAL OUTFLOWS -2,707.07


NET TOTAL -2,517.07


Register Report
5/1/2010 Through 5/31/2010


6/4/2010 Page 1
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This meeting will be taped  
Ogle County Board Meeting Agenda    


 
Tuesday, June 15, 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: Huntley 
 


• Motion to approve the May 18, 2010 Ogle County Board Meeting minutes 
• Motion to accept monthly report of the Treasurer and the monthly & six-month reports of the Ogle 


County Clerk/Recorder and Circuit Clerk  
 


Presentation –  
• LOTS Update – Deb Wehmhoefer, LOTS & Gary Deleo, IDOT  


Resolution & Ordinance – Mobility Access Linking Solutions (MALS) Mass Transit District  
(R-2010-0606 & O-2010-0602) 


• Rock River Trail – Frank Schier 
• County Audit – Brian Anderson - LCV 
• Circuit Clerk Annual Report – Marty Typer 


 
Appointments – 
 


• Byron Museum District- Randall Stukenburg (R-2010-0601) 
• 911 ETS Board – Donald H. DeWall (R-2010-0602) 
• 911 ETS Board – Sandy J. Sullivan (R-2010-0603) 
• 911 ETS Board – Fred J. Horner (R-2010-0604) 
• 911 ETS Board – Bill B. Winebaugh (R-2010-0605) 
 


Vacancies –  
 


• Mental Health 708 Board – 1 unexpired term 
• Lost Nation/New Landing RCD – 1 unexpired term 
 


Application deadline for vacancies is  
Friday, July 2, 2010 at 4:30 p.m. in the County Clerk’s Office  


located at 105 S. 5th St – Suite 104, Oregon, IL 
 
Zoning –  none 
 
Public Comment –  
 
Road & Bridge – none 
 
Ogle County Claims – Clerk reads the claims:  
 


• Payments in Vacation – May 2010 -  $45,699.34 
• County Board Payments -  June 15, 2010 -  $90255.24 
• County Highway Fund – $22,709.26 
 


o Motion to approve claims as presented  
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Committee Reports –  
 


• Judiciary & Circuit Clerk Committee: 
o Update 
 


• HEW Committee:  
o Update 
o Special Meeting 6/16/10 – Day 2 – Senior Services Focus Group – 9:00 am at Ogle County 
 Farm Bureau Building - 421 W Pines Rd, Oregon 


 
• LRP – Courthouse Renovation Committee: 


o Project Update 
o Approve Long Range Planning Invoices (R-2010-0607) 
 


• Personnel & Salary Committee: 
o Update 
o Appointment of Election Judges (R-2010-0608) 
 


• Executive Committee: 
o Update 
o Raffle Ordinance – Presentation – Action to be taken in June (O-2010-0601) 


 
• Finance Committee: 


o Update 
o Special Meeting 6/22/10 3:00 Courthouse 1st floor  
o Possible Closed session - Litigation Reed v Sheriff (5 ILCS 120/2 (c) (11)) 
o Possible Closed session - Collective Negotiating Matters (5 ILCS 120/2 (c) (2)) 


 
• Chairman Comments: 


 
• Administrator Comments:  


 
Unfinished Business – 
 
New Business –  
 
Communications –  


o Circuit Clerk Audit – November 30, 2009 
o Sales Tax for March 2009 was $25,162.70 and $57,204.48 
o Sales Tax for March 2010 was $29,420.06 and $57,454.37 
 


 
Motion to adjourn until Tuesday, July20, 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, June 9, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 


1. Call to Order- by Chairman Rice at approximately 4:15 
• Member present: Rice, Hopkins, Kenney, Horner, Nye, Stahl, Saunders 
• Members absent: Huntley, Bauer 
• Others present: Barnes, DeArvil, Kilker, Colbert, Williams, Coffman, McKinley, Roe, Conn, 


Dobyns 
 


2. Approval of Minutes: May 12, 2010 Meeting Minutes  
• Motion by Hopkins 
• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion carried 


  
3. Public Comment – none 


 
4. Sheriff & Coroner / Buildings & Grounds Committee Report – nothing to report 


 
   5.    Road & Bridge Committee Report – nothing to report  


           
6. Personnel Salary & County Clerk Committee Report – Kenney noted there will be information about the 


voluntary retirement program in board packet for review plus a resolution to approve the election judges 
 


7. Executive Committee –  
 LOTS Update & Mass Transit Ordinance – Rice reported on the update from LOTS.  Because of 


growth in use, and because it is overseen by IDOT, IDOT has recommended they remove 
themselves from under the two county arrangement and move to an IDOT mass transit system.  
This will give LOTS more funding for vehicles, more routes around both counties, and ability to 
attract more counties to participate.  Lee County’s attorney’s position is that Lee county is in too 
much of a liability position as the primary administrative support for LOTS.  The Ogle County 
ordinance laid over from last month will be pulled off and a new mass transit ordinance reviewed 
by the States Attorney will be on instead.  IDOT will be there to update us on this system and how 
it will work.  They’d like to have the resolution in place before July1 because it’s the deadline for 
state funding.  Rice said he’d like the board to suspend the ordinance lay over rules to meet their 
deadline.  Rice said an IDOT grant was given to build a new facility at I-88 in Dixon and that 
IDOT suggested they move to this new model.  Ogle County will not be under any liability per 
Scott Robinson’s review, who has consulted with other attorneys on this.  This would be state and 
federal money.  The fees will still be based on ability to pay.  Rice said the Rochelle senior center 
buses broke down last week, and LOTS provided them with 2 buses during that time while busses 
were being fixed.  Prior to LOTS that would never had happened.  Rice said Whiteside County is 
planning to join this.  Harn said LOTS is wonderful. Rice said they run people to Chicago for 
dialysis, they run students to community colleges, they go to Stephenson County, etc.   


 
8. Zoning Committee Report – nothing to report 


 
9. HEW & Solid Waste Committee Report – Kilker noted she asked for Rypkema to give an update to the full 


county board on the solid waste operations and finances. McKinley noted that is planned for July.  Kilker 
reported the Senior Center focus group day 2 is planned for June 16 and that the committee is putting the 
hearing application process together.  It was noted the delegation agreement we just signed may need to 
change in the near future, but not this month.   
       


10. Finance & Insurance Committee Report – Hopkins reported we met with Nick Sakallariou on union 
negotiations, then talked about keeping departments at $0 increase and trying to cut another $500,000 out 
of the 2011 budget. Hopkins reported there will be a special meeting 6/22 at 3:00 in the courthouse first 
floor conference room to talk about health care plan changes, department budget targets, and the voluntary 
retirement program .  Hopkins noted there will be an update on the voluntary retirement program for the 
board this month.    


 







11. Judiciary Committee Report – nothing to report 
         


12.    Long Range Committee Report –  
 Presentation and Approval of LRP bills – McKinley explained that since the LRP committee 


meeting fell on June 1, there was not enough time for all of the month’s bills to be collected  so 
additional bills have been  prepared for the Executive committee today.  McKinley explained each 
line item.   


o Motion to approve $298,013.96 by Horner 
o 2nd by Nye 
o Motion carried 


 Change orders for approval- 
i. #89 - Storm sewer jail connection- Dobyns reported there was a10 inch clay tile found 


when digging by the jail, which took more effort than expected to get it out because when 
you touch it, it breaks. This solution will help the jail drain and eliminate much of the 
water problems there. McKinley noted this was necessary because the MDES engineer 
missed this jail connection in their plans.  Discussion followed with Williams noting we 
should be stating the reason for these in our motions.  Stahl confirmed most of the items 
for today are owner initiated.   


 Motion to approve $2,438 by Kenney 
 2nd by Horner 
 Motion carried 


ii. # 91- Parking solution – Harn reported that he and the Sheriff have requested a long 
asphalt curb in lieu of reinstalling the parking blocks, including removal and disposal of 
existing parking blocks for better parking solution.  This will keep people from parking 
over the line and allow traffic control for the one way. The blocks will be recycled.  
Discussion followed.         


 Motion to approve $1,202 as owner initiated by Saunders 
 2nd by Stahl 
 Motion carried 


iii. # 48 R1 - Keying system changes- representing the final balance from all additions and 
subtractions made to the keying system during the implementation.  Discussion followed.   


 Motion by Horner for $2,251 
 2nd by Kenney 
 Motion carried 


iv. # 90 – 4 bollards to protect the generator and gas main, which are exposed to snow plows 
that could snap the gas main or have a car run into the generator.  These will be by the gas 
main outside of west door, by the steps, and by the gas main.  6” concrete fill. 


 Motion by Kenney as owner initiated for $2,847 
 2nd by Saunders 
 Motion carried     


v. Basement flooring- at $0 
vi. Electrical system changes-  at $0 


vii. # 81 R1 - Knee wall installation – for installing the completed knee wall.  Discussion 
followed.   


 Motion to approve by Stahl 
 2nd by Nye 


• Stahl adds T&M to motion not to exceed $922 
• 2nd by Nye 
• Motion on the amendment carried 


 Motion carried. 
viii. Additional request by Harn for repairing the sidewalk by the jail – Harn reported the edge 


of the sidewalk is exposed rebar, bent up, and in terrible disarray.  He and the Sheriff agree 
if we are spending to fix the parking lot now, we should fix this jail sidewalk now too for 
the least amount of cost possible vs. coming back to do it another time.  Harn received a 
quote from the current cement provider of $7400.  This is by the jail kitchen where 
supplies are unloaded and it’s 15 pieces.  Discussion followed.  Harn will get him to reduce 
the price, believing he can get it for $7,000.    


 Motion to approve not to exceed $7,000 by Horner 
 2nd by Kenney 







 Motion carried  
      


13. Appointments & Resignations –  
 RCD Board Resignation– Lisa Stockdale 


o Motion to approve by Horner 
o 2nd by Saunders 
o Motion carried 


 
14. Interview & Recommendation –  


 Byron Museum District – Randall Stukenberg  
o Motion to approve by Kenney 
o 2nd by Stahl 
o Motion carried 


 911 ETS Board – Robbie Buck- vote on hold until July 
 911 ETS Board – Kevin Dewey- vote on hold until July 
 911 ETS Board – Fred Horner 
 911 ETS Board – Bill Winebaugh 
 911 ETS Board – Donald Dewall 
 911 ETS Board – Sandy Sullivan 


o Motion by Saunders to reappoint Horner, Winebaugh, Dewall, Sullivan to the 911 Board.   
o 2nd by kenney 
o Motion carried.  Harn stated that if we appoint Dewey,  that will make 3 people from the 


Sheriff’s department.  Harn would be concerned about this and would like the board to take 
it into consideration.   


 
15. States Attorney Report - 


 Approval of Bills – Roe explained each of the expense items.    
o Motion to approve $4,195.59 by Saunders 
o 2nd by Kenney 
o Motion carried 


 
16. New Business –  


 LRP Fund Allocation Policy – McKinley distributed copies of the resolutions that created the 
LRP capital improvement fund and the land fill host fee fund.  She also distributed copies 
of the LRP approved budget for 2010, and language from the County yearbook regarding 
appointed department purchases over $3,000 stating these are the only documents she is 
aware of that exist regarding policy on how to use these funds.  McKinley said she asked 
Huntley if she was aware of any other documentation, and she was not.  McKinley said these 
hand outs will be in the board packets for this month.  Saunders asked Roe if they could alter these 
resolutions if they wanted to, and he said yes.  McKinley said there was a good HEW discussion on 
this talking about confusion about what constitutes a capital expenditure.  Saunders said if it’s 
allocated in the LRP budget, it’s approved, and that perhaps the confusion was from before a 
budget process for LRP was set.  Kenney clarified that you can appropriate but if you don’t have it 
you can’t spend it.  Barnes said the budget must be realistic.  McKinley clarified County network 
expense allocation was approved in the 2010 budget and that no monies have been spent that 
haven’t been allocated.  Williams pointed out that the LRP language resolution states expenditures 
must be submitted to Executive and Board, which means the projects have to be vetted and not just 
invoices approved.  Williams referenced the monies for the negotiations of unions came from solid 
waste money.  Saunders explained her logic in proposing these funds from solid waste fund and the 
board approved it. McKinley asked if these resolutions were made before the LRP budget 
allocation process was established.  The committee said yes, there was a process for requesting 
funds because there was no budget and then the LRP budget process replaced that, which is the 
process now that comes before the board through the budget process.  Kilker said she would like 
clarification and wants the HEW Committee to start this clarification.  Coffman said LRP is 
managed by Executive and that the Solid Waste account is managed by Solid Waste, so to hit both 
funds, it would have to start in both committees.  McKinley said she would put it on the board this 
month for an update and it would go to HEW and Executive in committees next month.     


 







17. Old Business – Kilker said she sat in on the closed session for Sheriff vs. Reed in the special Finance 
meeting and things it would be good to apprise the board on the Reed vs. Sheriff in closed session.  
Hopkins agreed.     


 
18. Adjournment  - by Hopkins at 5:50 


 
 


Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 


 
W. Ed Rice, Chairman 








Local Share State-Co Sales Tax


2001
Date: Sep-00 Oct-00 Nov-00 Dec-00 Jan-01 Feb-01 Mar-01 Apr-01 May-01 Jun-01 Jul-01 Aug-01


1% 24,313.96 19,850.46 23,479.47 31,683.47 19,181.33 25,314.49 19,645.52 21,528.22 22,487.61 30,478.73 26,714.10 24,890.95
0.25% 62,964.70 63,526.16 58,328.86 62,337.51 51,949.13 56,729.63 52,862.85 62,084.91 60,605.58 67,157.39 61,687.44 61,606.33


Date Received 12/12/00 01/12/01 02/09/01 3/12/2001 4/9/2001 5/15/2001 6/14/2001 7/13/2001 8/13/2001 9/14/2001 10/16/2001 11/15/01


2002
Date: Sep-01 Oct-01 Nov-01 Dec-01 Jan-02 Feb-02 Mar-02 Apr-02 May-02 Jun-02 Jul-02 Aug-02


1% 23,329.67 28,646.15 25,981.01 30,655.67 24,147.99 17,786.97 20,812.48 29,296.70 30,697.52 29,833.86 35,284.88 23,620.19
0.25% 57,735.30 60,997.53 58,989.26 59,562.11 46,582.98 47,901.37 58,654.73 57,971.78 62,861.47 62,242.74 64,805.15 58,226.70


Date Received 12/17/01 01/16/02 02/13/02 03/15/02 04/12/02 05/10/02 06/12/02 07/19/02 08/08/02 09/11/02 10/10/02 11/15/2002


2003
Date: Sep-02 Oct-02 Nov-02 Dec-02 Jan-03 Feb-03 Mar-03 Apr-03 May-03 Jun-03 Jul-03 Aug-03


1% 23,579.07 22,604.66 25,350.00 30,424.10 17,947.90 27,490.72 26,620.97 23,717.44 26,330.59 26,761.02 28,656.11 24,832.31
0.25% 59,965.51 55,532.58 56,251.25 60,936.87 53,031.81 59,675.04 58,531.71 61,243.49 61,296.40 65,246.67 64,310.81 65,071.86


Date Received 12/13/02 01/13/03 02/13/03 03/03/03 04/09/03 05/09/03 06/11/03 07/10/03 08/07/03 09/11/03 10/09/03 11/12/03


2004
Date: Sep-03 Oct-03 Nov-03 Dec-03 Jan-04 Feb-04 Mar-04 Apr-04 May-04 Jun-04 Jul-04 Aug-04


1% 30,549.32 26,054.39 26,726.99 51,895.76 21,901.78 29,348.92 35,669.84 21,889.76 27,943.57 31,484.88 24,128.34 64,004.49
0.25% 61,832.23 64,327.04 65,276.32 68,285.72 54,643.98 61,609.73 63,160.16 60,747.15 66,625.16 66,648.33 66,023.92 78,166.58


Date Received 12/11/04 01/14/04 02/11/04 02/19/04 04/15/04 05/13/04 06/10/04 07/12/04 08/13/04 09/10/04 10/14/04 11/12/2004







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 50,585.02 32,061.24 24,157.02 29,420.06


0.25% 62,174.13 57,942.45 67,359.82 65,780.51 51,874.02 50,282.80 57,454.37
Date Received 12/14/09 01/13/10 02/11/10 03/12/10 04/09/10 05/12/10 06/10/10
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RESOLUTION 2010-0608 
 
 
 
 


WHEREAS, the Chairmen of both the Democratic and Republican County 
Central Committees have submitted the names of capable and duly qualified electors of Ogle 
County to be considered for appointment as Judges of Election for a period of two years or until 
the successors have been appointed as provided by law, and 
 


 
 


NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, by the Ogle County Board that it does 
appoint those persons named in Certified Lists of Candidates for Judges of Election (attached) 
submitted by the Chairmen of the Democratic and Republican Central Committees. 
 
 
 


 
 


PASSED AT OREGON, ILLINOIS THIS 15th DAY OF JUNE, 2010. 
 


 
 
 


__________________________________ 
Chairman, Ogle County Board 


 
 
 


Attest: 
 


______________________________ 
Ogle County Clerk 








Ogle County Finance & Insurance Committee Meeting Agenda 
Wednesday June 9, 2010  


Tentative Minutes 
 


1. Call to Order- by Committee Chairman Hopkins at 1:30 
 Members present: Hopkins, Kenney, Deihl, Gronewold, Saunders, White, 


Rice 
 Members absent: None 
 Others present:  DeArvil, Barnes, Kilker, Boes, Williams, Heuer, Welty, 


Smith, Frinfrock, Finch, O’Brien, Harn, Cook, Query, Webb, Conn, 
Typer, Rypkema, Martin 


 
2. Approval of Minutes: May 12 , 2010  


 Motion by Gronewold 
 2nd by Kenney 
 Motion carried 


 
3. Approval of Bills -  


 Treasurer  
o Motion to approve $588.75 by Rice 
o 2nd by Saunders 
o Motion carried 


 Finance & Administrator 
o Motion to approve $12,984.11 by Kenney 
o 2nd by Gronewold.  White asked what the actuary audit was.  


Coffman clarified this was for the retiree audit required.   
o Motion carried 


 
4. Public Comment - Tom Smith asked why we put public comment to the end.  


Rice said we always allow board comments throughout the discussion and often 
public comment.  This has always been policy and remains the case with this 
committee.   


 
5. Insurance Report –  


 Property/Liability – claims were distributed showing only one.   
 Health Insurance – Brett Webb of Group Administrators provided an 


update on the renewal bids that have come in.  Webb indicated we have 
quoted to more markets than normal to get a better grasp of what the 
market is offering and get the best deal possible.  Based on the current 
year experience, the hand out shows a 15% renewal increase on the 
medical portion.  Webb stated the other options show the best of 13 other 
carriers that bid and that Marlton is still appearing to be the first option.  
He noted this is still the first round and that often, further negotiations are 
possible.  He indicated the first response from Marlton was a 26% 
increase, but that was based on incorrect data, so 15% is the first offering.  
Brett explained all the options on the hand out. The current plan is 15% 







increase would be an estimated $300,000 increase over this year with 75% 
to County and 25% to employee, and doesn’t include dental.  If we move 
to $750/2000 deductible, there is a 12% renewal increase and going to 
higher deductible gets to 5% renewal increase. Rice reminded the 
committee current benefit levels haven’t changed in 13 years.  Exhibit 1 
shows the original $60,000 individual liability for each member.  Option 1 
is increasing that liability to $75,000.  The flip side is the savings on the 
fixed cost savings shown in Individual Specific Stop Loss Rates row, 
which provide an annual savings of roughly $55,000. Coffman noted we 
usually have 3 employees hit this, and if we have 0, we gain more.  If we 
have more than 3, we gain less.  Rice is pleased with this rate based on the 
claims risk we’ve had this past year- it appears to be a fair number based 
on industry comparisons.  Query indicated Group Administrators has done 
an excellent job with the claims and processing and that whil this year is 
exceptionally tight, he appreciates their ability to get a good proposal.  
Query agrees that the claims are what drive the rate, and we have the best 
network for the largest discounts.  Coffman asked the committee if they 
want a full bid package.  August 1 is the renewal date.  UCCI called 
Coffman to offer pooled services, but said they won’t have a plan 
available for us until October. White says the more looking at this the 
better. Rice agrees.  Coffman was also contacted by Rochelle Insurance, 
Horton Group of Orland Park, as well as UCCI.  Rice indicated fully 
insured bids want 90 days.  Query said we are looking at this, but doesn’t 
want to come to the committee with anything less than firm numbers, 
which doesn’t usually happen with the fully insured bids.  DeArvil asked 
if we could lower the coverage to get the costs down. Query indicates 
most are trending to higher deductibles.  Discussion followed.  White 
indicated HSAs are an option too (health savings accounts).  Coffman said 
we would need to choose one bank if we offer HSAs.  White indicates he 
has found people to be more responsible for their own health care when 
used through an HSA.  Query said the first year of an HSA is the hardest 
part, then once past the learning curve, you see the employee become a 
better consumer.  Discussion followed.  Rice reminded the committee of 
an organ transplant policy we are offering, which Webb says is an 
offsetting cost.  Rice also indicated changing deductibles is difficult to do 
in the middle of a calendar year.  We would have to do it in August or wait 
until January.  Webb said the deductible changes could be made to match 
the calendar year.  Rice said if we can hold the premium amount, then the 
increase comes in the deductible.  Saunders asked if we could do the 
$75,000 with an HSA to get closer to the 5%.  Webb and Query said yes. 
White asked about 105 plans, which structure cost sharing and passing 
savings back to employees.  Coffman said we’d need to outsource that.  
Coffman also recommended looking at prescription co pays, which are 
currently at $10 and $20 tiers.  Kenney asked about cafeteria plans, which 
gives employees a certain amount of money to pay for any health needs 
they want.  Rice said this is also an administrative challenge.  Coffman 







said this would require different plans for different individuals and it 
would be difficult to administer.  Query said we don’t know all the 
implications of the federal health plans coming down yet, which is doing 
things like pulling out certain medicines from the HSA.   


o Rice moved to set a special meeting to lay out all options and 
create a bid for all providers to respond to in 30 days for voting in 
July.  


o 2nd by Kenney.   
o Motion carried.  Date set for 6/22/10 3:00 at Courthouse 


committee meeting conference room, 1st floor.               
 
6. Finance Report – the monthly General Fund report was distributed and reviewed.  


Hopkins clarified we’re waiting on real estate taxes, which make up over 30% of 
total revenues.  Saunders asked about why law library materials have gone over in 
Judiciary and why they aren’t using there law library fund outside the General 
Fund which has remaining funds for use there.  Coffman is not sure but explained 
his understanding from the past practices, which indicated the monies in the Law 
Library Fund were not usually enough.  McKinley will ask Judge Pemberton 
about this, and if the Law Library fund could be used.  Bill Welty asked what the 
State owes us on sales and income tax.  Coffman said they are current on sales tax 
and $627,000 behind on income tax.  Coffman said we will be about $50,000 
short of projections if they pay all of this.   


                            
7. Administrator Report – 


 Long Range Planning Fund Reports- McKinley distributed the monthly 
courthouse budget report, which will be in the board packets.  The non-
courthouse LRP budget sheet is not available today, but will be included 
in the board packets.  McKinley reported we should be about $100,000 
under the $7,500,000 courthouse renovation budget, although the project 
isn’t done yet.  Williams noted we are missing the print out copy of 
change orders from Feb, Mar, April, May.  Upon review, McKinley said 
that there is a page that didn’t print, but that the totals are accurate.  She 
will ensure all pages are included in the board packets.   


 
8. New Business – 


 LRP Fund Allocation Policy – McKinley distributed copies of the 
resolutions that created the LRP capital improvement fund and the land fill 
host fee fund.  She also distributed copies of the LRP approved budget for 
2010, and language from the County yearbook regarding appointed 
department purchases over $3,000 stating these are the only documents 
she is aware of that exist regarding policy on how to use these funds. 
McKinley said she asked Huntley if she was aware of any other 
documentation, and she was not. Rice said the States Attorney indicated 
Board policy is set by the Chairman, not the States Attorney, and that the 
Board can change resolutions when they want.  Coffman said he has seen 
in past practice that bills for projects that originate in departments outside 







the Board come to Executive first and then the full County Board for vote.  
He said projects initiated by the Board have more discussion and the 
project itself goes to the full Board.   Saunders said on rule 23 of the 
handbook, the state has moved it to $20,000 from $10,000.  It was 
confirmed the state has moved it to $30,000 for IT purchases.  Coffman 
noted the appointed departments are under separate rule than elected, and 
that rule 23 doesn’t apply to Elected Officials.   


 2010 / 2011 Budget Strategies- Hopkins reported at the special finance 
committee meeting, many ideas were kicked around.  McKinley said that 
the goal is to set directives for the departments.  White suggested moving 
the agenda item of the closed session next and talking about budget 
strategies last in the agenda.  The committee agreed.  


9. Possible Closed Session - Collective Negotiating Matters (5 ILCS 120/2 (c) (2)) 
 Motion by Rice to go into closed session to discuss collective negotiating 


matters.   
 2nd by Saunders  
 Roll call vote: Kenney yes, Deihl yes, Gronewold yes, Saunders yes, 


White yes, Rice yes, Hopkins yes.  Motion carried.   
 


10.   2010 / 2011 Budget Strategies:  
o 2010: Coffman reported we are $627,000 behind in the state and expect to 


receive it but still leaving us $50,000 behind, primarily in sales tax.  
Coffman indicated the Sheriff department boarding of prisoners could 
short us $200,000, but that we should pick up Probation salary 
reimbursements.  He stated we projected to be down $1,000,000 and we 
could actually be another $175,000 off.   


o 2011: Hopkins said we’re likely $500,000 short in making our 2011 
targets and so we need to hold wages and budgets at $0 increase again and 
keeping working on solutions. White said instead of a straight percentage 
reduction to departments across the board, we need to set department by 
department targets of where each needs to set their budgets.  The 
committee agreed to do this at the special meeting where we’ll be 
reviewing the health care plan options.  Saunders said we will have to do 
mandatory furlough days if employees don’t take the voluntary time off.  
Saunders suggested that the board make sacrifices also, such as giving up 
pay for one meeting per month.  Discussion followed.  Coffman asked if 
department heads should plan to participate in the special meeting 
discussion on their budgets, and the committee said no- this is just to set 
goals for each department with discussion planned in the following 
months.  Martin asked how it’s possible to do mandatory furlough days in 
a union shop.  Discussion followed.  Martin suggested checking with a 
county where this was implemented successfully.  White said we need to 
also set up a program to pay off the comp time we owe.  Harn said he will 
get more accurate numbers of what could be paid out in Sheriff’s 
department since the last figures included everything.  Saunders clarified 
that if we’re $175,000 short this year, we need to try to take it this year.  







Harn will follow up on why jail boarding is down $140,000 this year 
compared to last year.    
   


 
11. Old Business –  


 Voluntary Retirement Program - McKinley explained that after she and 
Coffman analyzed the numbers of Option 3 offering a $25,000 buy out, 
they do not recommend this because there will not be enough benefit to 
the county.  Some employees eligible for the program make $28,000 - 
$32,000 and such a payout would not be a cost savings to the County.  She 
indicated the Finance Committee needs to analyze this again and identify a 
more workable solution for an incentive payout. She also explained that 
after conferring with the IMRF rep, our labor attorney, and benefits 
advisors, we need to push the program resolution out one more month to 
ensure proper language is reviewed and approved for benefit to both 
employees and the county.  The committee agreed this needs to be on the 
6/22 special meeting agenda.    
 


12. Next Meeting – June 22, 2010, 3:00 pm renovated Courthouse first floor 
conference room.   
 


13. Adjournment at 4:15 by Hopkins.   
 
 
 


Respectfully submitted, 
Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator 


 
 


Lyle Hopkins – Chairman 
 







 


 


STATE OF ILLINOIS 
COUNTY OF OGLE 


RESOLUTION NO. 2010-xxx 
 


RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE OGLE COUNTY EMPLOYEE FY2010 
VOLUNTARY RETIREMENT PLAN FOR EMPLOYEES ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE 


AN ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL RETIREMENT FUND PENSION FOR SHERIFF’S LAW 
ENFORCEMENT PERSONNEL 


 
WHEREAS Ogle County, along with the entire nation has recently experienced an economic 
down turn; and 
 
WHEREAS, Ogle County has experienced a substantial reduction in revenues and has 
accordingly adjusted its 2010 budget; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Ogle County Personnel and Finance Committees have considered tools and 
methods by which the County can reduce expenditures both for the current fiscal year and 
subsequent years; and 
 
WHEREAS the Committees have diligently investigated and considered various alternative 
proposals to accomplish the County’s objectives; and 
 
WHEREAS the Committees have with the assistance of County staff, recommended adoption of 
the Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan For Employees Eligible to 
Receive An Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension for Sheriff’s Law Enforcement 
Personnel; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County Board has determined that it is in the best interest of the County and its 
citizens to adopt and authorize the said program. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Ogle County Board that: 
 


Section 1: The facts and statements contained in the preamble of this resolution are 
hereby found by the Ogle County Board to be true and correct and are hereby adopted 
as part of this resolution; 
 
Section 2: The Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan for 
Employees Eligible to Receive An Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension for 
Sheriff’s Law Enforcement Personnel program attached hereto as Exhibit A and 
incorporated herein is hereby adopted July 20, 2010 and effective beginning September 
1, 2010.   
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Presented and Adopted at the July 20, 2010 County Board Meeting. 


PRESENT ______ 
 
        AYE ______ 
 
        NAY ______ 
 
 


Attest: 


 


_____________________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk  


 


     


 ____________________________________________ 


      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
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Exhibit A 


  Plan Details of Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan 
For Employees Eligible to Receive a Regular Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension 


 
Goal: To preserve the long-term financial stability of Ogle County through the effective 
management of personnel and employee benefit expenses. 
 
Method: Provide employees a financial incentive to voluntarily retire from their employment with 
Ogle County and take advantage of their years of dedicated service. 
 
Details: The program is strictly voluntary and specifically targeted for employees who are able 
to retire with a Sheriff’s Law Enforcement Personnel (SLEP Pension through the Illinois 
Municipal Retirement Fund. Although participation is specifically excluded for the Ogle County 
Sheriff and County Board Members, the employees in the offices of the Ogle County Sheriff 
may be included. Participating employees may choose to terminate their employment with any 
effective date between September 1, 2010 and November 30, 2010, both dates inclusive. 
However, employees must communicate their decision to participate in the plan by September 
13, 2010. Employees electing to participate will agree not to apply for and not be allowed to 
secure employment with any branch of Ogle County government as a regular status employee 
for five (5) years following their retirement date. Thereafter, Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund 
rules governing employment with Ogle County shall apply. Employees are required to “retire” to 
take advantage of this program. This plan is not an IMRF early retirement plan. 
 
Incentives: Employees who participate in this program will receive incentive payments 
including payment of all accrued vacation and compensatory time according to County policies 
at the participating employee’s hourly rate in effect at the date of termination.  Employees who 
on the effective date of termination under this plan will be at least age 50 and have 20 or more 
years of Ogle County service credit with IMRF may choose one of the following three options: 
 
Option #1:  :  Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same monthly 
rate as regular full-time employees for a period of three (3) years from retirement date. Benefit 
coverage provided in this option will be in lieu of COBRA.  COBRA will not be available after the end 
of the coverage period set forth in Option #1.  After the three (3) year benefit coverage period ends, 
Ogle County and contract policies for contributing 50% of the cost of single health insurance 
coverage will remain in effect until the employee reaches the age at which Medicare coverage 
begins.  


 
Option #2: Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same monthly 
rate as regular full-time employees for a period of one (1) year from retirement date AND  
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receive one (1) week of pay for every two years of service above seven (7) years not to exceed 
$20,000, at the hourly rate in effect as of the date of this ordinance. Benefit coverage provided in 
this option will be in lieu of COBRA.  COBRA will not be available after the end of the coverage 
period set forth in Option #2.  After the one (1) year benefit coverage period ends, Ogle County and 
contract policies for contributing 50% of the cost of single health insurance coverage will remain in 
effect until the employee reaches the age at which Medicare coverage begins.  


 
Option #3: Waive dependent coverage of the County’s health and dental insurance plan and 
receive a one-time additional incentive payment of $XXX.  Ogle County and contract policies for 
contributing 50% of the cost of single health insurance coverage will remain in effect until the 


employee reaches the age at which Medicare coverage begins. Employees choosing option # 3 
will be given notice regarding their covered dependents of their right to continue health 
insurance as required by COBRA.  Such employees will receive the incentive payment after the 
end of the applicable 60 day period within which he or she or any covered dependent, may elect 
coverage under COBRA. In the event that either such employee or any of his or her covered 
dependents elects coverage under COBRA during such period of time, no incentive payment 
will be made. 
 
 
Employee Procedures:  
All eligible employees will receive written notice by August 1, 2010 of their estimated benefits within 
each possible scenario.  Employees wishing to participate in this plan shall complete the “Request 
for Estimate and Election to Participate in the Ogle County Voluntary Retirement Plan” form that is 
attached to this document. The form shall be submitted by the employee to the Administrator’s Office 
no later than 4:30 p.m. on September 13, 2009. The Administrator will review the request with 
Payroll, calculate the employee’s estimated incentive payment (based on the expected retirement 
date), and return the form to the employee by September 23, 2010. The requesting employee must 
indicate their irrevocable decision to participate, their approval of the estimated incentive payment, 
and their health insurance coverage election by signing the form in the appropriate place and 
returning it to the Administrator’s Office no later than 4:30 p.m. on September 30.  All employees 
interested in this plan will be strongly encouraged to meet with IMRF and one of the County’s 
deferred compensation providers. This will provide the employee a private consultation with a 
licensed financial expert. Employees should consider the entire financial effect of this decision and 
should take time to consider the financial impact of this plan. 
 
Employee Replacement Procedures: 
The Sheriff agrees that any headcount reductions resulting from employees taking advantage of the 
plan will remain in effect for six (6) months from the retirement date of the departing employee.  The 
Sheriff acknowledges that the County Board may reduce the number of authorized employees 
provided any employees whose salary is paid or reimbursed entirely from a grant or other external 
funding source shall not count toward the number of authorized employees.  Requests for 
exceptions to these rules must be reviewed and approved on a case by case basis, by the Sheriff’s 
Committee that oversees the Sheriff’s Office and the Finance Committee and the Executive  
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Committee of the Ogle County board.  In recognizing exceptions, the highest level of consideration 
will be given to public safety positions.   
 


 
I. REQUEST FOR ESTIMATE OF INCENTIVE PAY 


 
I hereby request an estimate of the “Incentive Payment” amount that I would be eligible for if I 
elect to participate in the Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan for 
Employees Eligible to Receive an Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension for Sheriff’s Law 
Enforcement Personnel. 
 
 
Printed Name____________________________________________________________  
Latest Expected Retirement Date_____________________________________________ 
(Must be between 9/1/2010 & 12/1/2010)  


Department: _____________________________________________________________ 
Address: ________________________________________________________________ 
Signature: ___________________________ 
Date: ___________________________ 
 
II. INCENTIVE PAYMENT ESTIMATE 
The following “Incentive Payment” estimate is provided for the above-named employee in 
accordance with the terms provided for in the Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary 
Retirement Plan for Employees Eligible to Receive an Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund 
Pension for Sheriff’s Law Enforcement Personnel. 
 


1. _________ Accrued vacation and compensatory time according to policy 
2. _________ Option 2 pay out amount OR 
3. _________ Option 3 pay out amount  
4. _________ Total estimated pre-tax cash payout if Option 1 
5. _________ Total estimated pre-tax cash payout if Option 2 
6. _________ Total estimated pre-tax cash payout if Option 3 


 
Completion of Sections I and II of this form does not obligate employees to retire under the 
Plan. The irrevocable election to retire is made only by signing and returning Section III of this 
form that acknowledges your acceptance of the estimate. 
 
III. ACCEPTANCE OF ESTIMATE AND ELECTION TO PARTICIPATE 
 
I understand that my election to participate is irrevocable, and that I agree not to apply 
for, and may not be employed by any branch of Ogle County government, in any 
capacity, during the five years immediately following the effective date of my retirement 
under the plan. I hereby declare my acceptance of the estimate of the “Incentive 
Payment” and my voluntary election to participate in the Ogle County Employee 
Voluntary Retirement Plan. Additionally, my selection of either continued insurance  
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coverage, the additional incentive payment, or a combination of the two is indicated 
below:  
 
 
I will be at least 50 years of age and will have twenty (20) years of service credit with Ogle 
County at my termination date and hereby elect the following option: 
 
 


 Option 1: Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 
monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of three (3) years from 
retirement date. I understand benefit coverage provided in this option will be in lieu 
of COBRA and that COBRA will not be available after the end of the coverage period 
set forth in Option #1.   


 


 Option 2: Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 
monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of one (1) year from my 
retirement date AND receive one (1) week of pay for every two years of service 
above seven (7) years not to exceed $20,000, at the hourly rate in effect as of 
the date of my termination.  I understand that benefit coverage provided in this 
option will be in lieu of COBRA and that COBRA will not be available after the 
end of the coverage period set forth in Option #2.  


 
 Option 3: Waive dependent coverage of the County’s health and dental insurance plan and 


receive a one-time additional incentive payment of $XXX.  I understand Ogle 
County and contract policies for contributing 50% of the cost of single health 
insurance coverage will remain in effect until the employee reaches the age at which 


Medicare coverage begins.  I further understand that this incentive payment will be 
made to me only after the expiration of the 60 day period for election of COBRA 
by myself and my covered dependents, and only if both I and my covered 
dependents do not elect COBRA coverage. 


 


 Option 4: I am not interested in participating in the Voluntary Retirement Incentive. I 


understand that I am still eligible to retire and not participate in the accelerated 


retirement incentive.  


 
Employee Signature: __________________________________________________ 
 
Date: ______________________________________________________ 
 
Retirement Date: _____________________________________________ 


Administrator Signature: _______________________________________ 


Date:_______________________________________________________ 







 


 


STATE OF ILLINOIS 
COUNTY OF OGLE 


RESOLUTION NO. 2010-xxx 
 


RESOLUTION AUTHORIZING THE OGLE COUNTY EMPLOYEE FY2010 
VOLUNTARY RETIREMENT PLAN FOR EMPLOYEES ELIGIBLE TO RECEIVE 


A REGULAR ILLINOIS MUNICIPAL RETIREMENT FUND PENSION 
 
WHEREAS Ogle County, along with the entire nation has recently experienced an economic 
down turn; and 
 
WHEREAS, Ogle County has experienced a substantial reduction in revenues and has 
accordingly adjusted its 2010 budget; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Ogle County Personnel and Finance Committees have considered tools and 
methods by which the County can reduce expenditures both for the current fiscal year and 
subsequent years; and 
 
WHEREAS the Committees have diligently investigated and considered various alternative 
proposals to accomplish the County’s objectives; and 
 
WHEREAS the Committees have with the assistance of County staff, recommended adoption of 
the Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan For Employees Eligible to 
Receive A Regular Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension; and 
 
WHEREAS, the County Board has determined that it is in the best interest of the County and its 
citizens to adopt and authorize the said program. 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the Ogle County Board that: 
 


Section 1: The facts and statements contained in the preamble of this resolution are 
hereby found by the Ogle County Board to be true and correct and are hereby adopted 
as part of this resolution; 
 
Section 2: The Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan for 
Employees Eligible to Receive A Regular Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension 
program attached hereto as Exhibit A and incorporated herein is hereby adopted July 
20, 2010 and effective beginning September 1, 2010.   
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Presented and Adopted at the July 20, 2010 County Board Meeting. 


PRESENT ______ 
 
        AYE ______ 
 
        NAY ______ 
 
 


Attest: 


 


_____________________________________ 


Rebecca Huntley, County Clerk  


 


     


 ____________________________________________ 


      W. Ed Rice, Chairman 
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Exhibit A 


  Plan Details of Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan 
For Employees Eligible to Receive a Regular Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension 


 
Goal: To preserve the long-term financial stability of Ogle County through the effective 
management of personnel and employee benefit expenses. 
 
Method: Provide employees a financial incentive to voluntarily retire from their employment with 
Ogle County and take advantage of their years of dedicated service. 
 
Details: The program is strictly voluntary and specifically targeted for employees who are able 
to retire with a regular pension through the Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund. Although 
participation is specifically excluded for individuals holding office as Elected Officials or County 
Board Members, the employees in the offices of the elected officials may be included. Each 
elected official will be allowed to determine if their office will participate in the plan. Each elected 
officials who chooses to allow employees of their office to participate in the plan must agree to 
abide by the Ogle County’s financial policies and hiring freeze requirements.  All departments 
under the direct supervision of the County Board will participate.  Participating employees may 
choose to terminate their employment with any effective date between September 1, 2010 and 
November 30, 2010, both dates inclusive. However, employees must communicate their 
decision to participate in the plan by September 13, 2010. Employees electing to participate will 
agree not to apply for and not be allowed to secure employment with any branch of Ogle County 
government as a regular status employee for five (5) years following their retirement date. 
Thereafter, Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund rules governing employment with Ogle County 
shall apply. Employees are required to “retire” to take advantage of this program. This plan is 
not an IMRF early retirement plan. 
 
Incentives: Employees who participate in this program will receive incentive payments 
including payment of all accrued vacation and compensatory time according to County policies 
at the participating employee’s hourly rate in effect at the date of termination.  Employees who 
on the effective date of termination under this plan will be at least age 55 and have 8 or more 
years of Ogle County service credit with IMRF may choose one of the following three options: 
 
Option #1:  Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same monthly 
rate as regular full-time employees for a period of three (3) years from retirement date. Benefit 
coverage provided in this option will be in lieu of COBRA.  COBRA will not be available after the end 
of the coverage period set forth in Option #1.  After the three (3) year benefit coverage period ends, 
Ogle County and contract policies for contributing 50% of the cost of single health insurance 
coverage will remain in effect until the employee reaches the age at which Medicare coverage 
begins.  


 


Option #2: Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same monthly 
rate as regular full-time employees for a period of one (1) year from retirement date AND  
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receive one (1) week of pay for every two years of service above seven (7) years not to exceed 
$20,000, at the hourly rate in effect as of the date of this ordinance. Benefit coverage provided in 
this option will be in lieu of COBRA.  COBRA will not be available after the end of the coverage 
period set forth in Option #2.  After the one (1) year benefit coverage period ends, Ogle County and 
contract policies for contributing 50% of the cost of single health insurance coverage will remain in 
effect until the employee reaches the age at which Medicare coverage begins.  


 
Option #3: Waive dependent coverage of the County’s health and dental insurance plan and 
receive a one-time additional incentive payment of $XXX.  Ogle County and contract policies for 
contributing 50% of the cost of single health insurance coverage will remain in effect until the 


employee reaches the age at which Medicare coverage begins. Employees choosing option # 3 
will be given notice regarding their covered dependents of their right to continue health 
insurance as required by COBRA.  Such employees will receive the incentive payment after the 
end of the applicable 60 day period within which he or she or any covered dependent, may elect 
coverage under COBRA. In the event that either such employee or any of his or her covered 
dependents elects coverage under COBRA during such period of time, no incentive payment 
will be made. 
 
Employee Procedures: 
All eligible employees will receive written notice by August 1, 2010 of their estimated benefits within 
each possible scenario.  Employees wishing to participate in this plan shall complete the “Request 
for Estimate and Election to Participate in the Ogle County Voluntary Retirement Plan” form that is 
attached to this document. The form shall be submitted by the employee to the Administrator’s Office 
no later than 4:30 p.m. on September 13, 2010. The Administrator will review the request with 
Payroll, calculate the employee’s estimated incentive payment (based on the expected retirement 
date), and return the form to the employee by September 23. The requesting employee must 
indicate their irrevocable decision to participate, their approval of the estimated incentive payment, 
and their health insurance coverage election by signing the form in the appropriate place and 
returning it to the Administrator’s Office no later than 4:30 p.m. on September 30. All employees 
interested in this plan will be strongly encouraged to meet with IMRF and one of the County’s 
deferred compensation providers. This will provide the employee a private consultation with a 
licensed financial expert. Employees should consider the entire financial effect of this decision and 
should take time to consider the financial impact of this plan. 
 
Employee Replacement Procedures: 
Any headcount reductions resulting from employees taking advantage of the plan will remain in 
effect for six (6) months from the termination date of the departing employee. Authorized employee 
headcounts will be reduced by the number of employees taking advantage of the plan and increased 
as employees are added back to the department. Requests for exceptions to these rules must be 
reviewed and approved, on a case by case basis, by the department’s board oversight committee 
and the Finance Committee and the Executive Committee of the Ogle County Board. In recognizing 
exceptions, the highest level of consideration will be given to public safety positions. 
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Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan 
For Employees Eligible to Receive a Regular Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension 


 
 
 
I. REQUEST FOR ESTIMATE OF INCENTIVE PAY 


 
I hereby request an estimate of the “Incentive Payment” amount that I would be eligible for if I 
elect to participate in the Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary Retirement Plan for 
Employees Eligible to Receive a Regular Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund Pension. 
 
 
Printed Name____________________________________________________________  
Latest Expected Retirement Date_____________________________________________ 
(Must be between 9/1/2010 & 12/1/2010)  


Department: _____________________________________________________________ 
Address: ________________________________________________________________ 
Signature: ___________________________ 
Date: ___________________________ 
 
II. INCENTIVE PAYMENT ESTIMATE 
The following “Incentive Payment” estimate is provided for the above-named employee in 
accordance with the terms provided for in the Ogle County Employee FY2010 Voluntary 
Retirement Plan for Employees Eligible to Receive a Regular Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund 
Pension.   
 


1. _________ Accrued vacation and compensatory time according to policy 
2. _________ Option 2 pay out amount OR 
3. _________ Option 3 pay out amount  
4. _________ Total estimated pre-tax cash payout if Option 1 
5. _________ Total estimated pre-tax cash payout if Option 2 
6. _________ Total estimated pre-tax cash payout if Option 3 


 
Completion of Sections I and II of this form does not obligate employees to retire under the 
Plan. The irrevocable election to retire is made only by signing and returning Section III of this 
form that acknowledges your acceptance of the estimate. 
 
III. ACCEPTANCE OF ESTIMATE AND ELECTION TO PARTICIPATE 
 
I understand that my election to participate is irrevocable, and that I agree not to apply 
for, and may not be employed by any branch of Ogle County government, in any 
capacity, during the five years immediately following the effective date of my retirement 
under the plan. I hereby declare my acceptance of the estimate of the “Incentive 
Payment” and my voluntary election to participate in the Ogle County Employee 
Voluntary Retirement Plan. Additionally, my selection of either continued insurance 
coverage, the additional incentive payment, or a combination of the two is indicated 
below:  
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I will be at least 55 years of age and will have eight (8) years of service credit with Ogle 
County at my termination date and hereby elect the following option: 
 
 


 Option 1: Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 
monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of three (3) years from 
retirement date. I understand benefit coverage provided in this option will be in lieu 
of COBRA and that COBRA will not be available after the end of the coverage period 
set forth in Option #1.   


 


 Option 2: Receive current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 
monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of one (1) year from my 
retirement date AND receive one (1) week of pay for every two years of service 
above seven (7) years not to exceed $20,000, at the hourly rate in effect as of 
the date of my termination.  I understand that benefit coverage provided in this 
option will be in lieu of COBRA and that COBRA will not be available after the 
end of the coverage period set forth in Option #2.  


 
 Option 3: Waive dependent coverage of the County’s health and dental insurance plan and 


receive a one-time additional incentive payment of $XXX.  I understand Ogle 
County and contract policies for contributing 50% of the cost of single health 
insurance coverage will remain in effect until the employee reaches the age at which 


Medicare coverage begins.  I further understand that this incentive payment will be 
made to me only after the expiration of the 60 day period for election of COBRA 
by myself and my covered dependents, and only if both I and my covered 
dependents do not elect COBRA coverage. 


 


 Option 4: I am not interested in participating in the Voluntary Retirement Incentive. I 


understand that I am still eligible to retire and not participate in the accelerated 


retirement incentive.  


 
 
Employee Signature: __________________________________________________ 
 
Date: ______________________________________________________ 
 
Retirement Date: _____________________________________________ 


Administrator Signature: _______________________________________ 


Date:_______________________________________________________ 



















































Ogle County 2011 Projected Budget  
Planning Timeline **Draft** 
May 2010 
 
 
 
June 2010: Board to communicate overall budget parameters 
 
July 2010: Preliminary Budget Discussions (Dept 


Head/Admin/Committees) 
 
August 2010: Finance Committee Hearings (Dept 


Head/Admin/Finance) 
 
September 2010:  Finance Committee Budget Recommendation  
 
October 2010    Public Hearing / Initial Presentation to County Board 
 
November 2010 Presentation and Adoption by County Board  
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Ogle County Board 


105 S. 5th Street 
Oregon, IL 61061 


 
 
July 1, 2010  


 
Dear xxx, 
 
In accordance with the Ogle County Ordinance approved June 15, 2010 by the Ogle County 
Board, you are eligible for the Voluntary Retirement Incentive.  As of August 31, 2010, your 
years of service are xx years.  Your total payout should you choose option 2, would be $yyy.  
Your total payout should you choose option 3 would be $zzz, payable over xx years.   
 
This authorization memo is a binding contract of your decision to participate or not in the 
Accelerated Retirement Incentive. Please check the box for the option of your choice, sign the 
form and return the original to the County Administrator and one (1) copy to your Department 
Head. Once this contract has been signed by the Administrator, it cannot be revoked or changed 
in any way.  
 
 
 


 Option 1: Maintain current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 
monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of three (3) years from 
my retirement date.  


  


 


 
 Option 2: Maintain current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 


monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of one (1) year from my 
retirement date AND receive one (1) week of pay for every two years of service 
above seven (7) years not to exceed $20,000, at the hourly rate in effect as of 
the date of this ordinance.  


 
 
 


 Option 3: Waive coverage of the County’s health and dental insurance plan and receive a 
one-time additional incentive payment of $XXX 


 
 
 
  


 Option 4: I am not interested in participating in the Voluntary Retirement Incentive. I 
understand that I am still eligible to retire and not participate in the accelerated 
retirement incentive.  
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The Voluntary Retirement Incentive is available to eligible employees ONLY during the period 
beginning July 1, 2010 and ending August 31, 2010.  Such retirement shall become effective no 
later than December 1, 2010. Please return this form to the County Administrator NO LATER 
THAN Monday, August 31, 2010 at 4:30 p.m.   
 
If you have any questions, please contact the County Administrator at ocadmin@oglecounty.org 
or 815.732.1111.  
 
_____________________________________________________________ 


Retirement Date 
 
_______________________________________ _____________________ 
Employee Signature     Date 
 
_______________________________________ _____________________ 
County Administrator Signature    Date 
 



mailto:ocadmin@oglecounty.org
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What should I do to prepare for the Voluntary Retirement Incentive? 


 
1. Contact IMRF at www.IMRF.org or 1-800-ASK-IMRF (275-4673) to request a pension 


estimate. 
 
2. Contact Social Security* at www.socialsecurity.gov or 1-800-772-1213 when you are 


ready to start receiving Social Security benefits.  
 *Please note – minimum age to start process 61 years, 9 months.  
 
3. Contact County Administrator at 815.732.1111 for information if needed.   


 
4. Attend one of two informational seminars: 


 July xxx 


 July xxx 
 


5. Reserve a time to meet with IMRF to discuss the impact of retirement by Appointment 
Only!  Please call xxx to schedule.  


 Please bring IMRF pension estimate 


 No Walk-ins Available! 
 


6. Notify supervisor and/or Department Head of your intent to retire from Ogle County. 
We request that you give at least 2 weeks notice.  


 
7. Turn in authorization letter indicating retirement date by August 31, 2010. Retirement 


must be effective no later than December 1, 2010. 
 
8. If you have not already received a retirement packet from the County Administrator, 


please request one.    
 
9. Notify the Administrator and your Department Head as soon as possible when you 


decide on a date, no later than 1 month prior to retirement. Gather required documents 
as listed on retirement checklist provided at seminar.  


 
10. If you choose NOT to take advantage of the Voluntary Retirement Incentive, please 


check the box for Option 4, sign and return the form to the County Administrator.   



http://www.imrf.org/

http://www.socialsecurity.gov/
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VOLUNTARY RETIREMENT OPTION  


QUESTIONS AND ANSWERS 
 
 
 
 
GENERAL 
1. What is the Voluntary Retirement Program? 


 
Ogle County’s Voluntary Retirement program is designed to provide employees a 
financial incentive to voluntarily retire from their employment with Ogle County.  


 
2. Why is Ogle County offering a Voluntary Retirement Program? 
 


Due to the economic crisis and its impact on businesses and governments, the County is 
anticipating that the 2011 budget may present some significant challenges.  This is one 
of the strategies being implemented to address these challenges. 
 


3.  Who is eligible for the Voluntary Retirement Program Option?   
 


a. Full time employees who contribute to the Illinois Municipal Retirement Fund 
(IMRF) with at least 8 years of service and who are at least 55 years of age as of 
August 31, 2010.     


 
b. Full time employees who contribute to Sheriff’s Law Enforcement Personnel (SLEP) 


retirement fund with at least 20 years of service and who are at least 50 years of 
age as of August 31, 2010.   


 
c. Eligible Full-time employees who have already submitted intent to retire prior to 


August 31, 2010  
 


4. What is the incentive to retire early? 
 


The County will allow eligible employees to choose one of the three following options;   
 


 Option 1: Maintain current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 
monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of three (3) years from 
my retirement date.  


  
 Option 2: Maintain current health and dental benefits with contributions at the same 


monthly rate as regular full-time employees for a period of one (1) year from my 
retirement date AND receive one (1) week of pay for every two years of service 
above seven (7) years not to exceed $20,000, at the hourly rate in effect as of 
the date of this ordinance.  


 
 Option 3: Waive coverage of the County’s health and dental insurance plan and receive a 


one-time additional incentive payment of $XXX 
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INSURANCE  
5. Which health insurance coverage will employees be allowed to continue? 
 


Eligible employees will be allowed to continue their existing health insurance coverage 
levels as provided through the County’s self-insured plan in effect as of June 1, 2010.   
Only coverage levels and tiers that are in effect as of June 1, 2010 will be continued.   


 
6. Will I be able to continue other benefits that I am enrolled in? 
 


You would be able to continue other voluntary benefits that would normally be offered 
at retirement.  The process for voluntary benefits will follow normal retiree procedures. 


 
8.  Are my insurance premiums locked in at the rate I am paying now?  
  


No, new rates are approved each fiscal year. You would be charged the same rate as 
that of an active full-time regular employee with the same plan.  


 
11.   Can I change my insurance coverage levels and/or tiers during the subsidy period? 
  


During the subsidy period, you will not be allowed to make any changes during the 
County’s annual open enrollment that represent an increase in premium costs unless 
you have a qualifying life event.  The coverage levels (Single, Single+1, Family) that you 
have as of June 1, 2010 will remain in effect until the end of the subsidy period.  You can 
drop coverage or dependents at any time. However, once you drop coverage, you will 
not be able to re-add coverage at a later date. 


 
12.  What if I have a qualifying life event during the subsidy period? 
 


You must have a qualifying life event (marriage, birth, etc.) to add dependents. 
However, you  must wait until the County’s annual open enrollment to do so and you 
will be responsible for the entire cost of the additional coverage (employer and 
employee portion). 


 
13. What happens to my insurance coverage after the subsidy period? 
 


After the one or three year subsidy period, you will have the opportunity to enroll in 
retiree eligible benefit coverage at the retiree rates in effect as of the expiration date of 
the subsidized coverage. 
 


14. Can I change to HMO from PPO after my subsidy period? 
 


You will be allowed a special enrollment period at the end of the subsidy period.  During 
this period you will be allowed to change coverage levels and tiers. 
 


15. How much is the County’s portion of the health and dental premiums? 
 
xxx
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MEDICARE 
16. What if I am 65 or over when I retire? 


 
If you are 65 or over, you MUST apply for Medicare part B and provide a copy of your 
card to the Treasurer’s office. Medicare will be considered Primary and the County’s 
coverage will become Secondary. We will notify ECHO of this. You will be eligible to pay 
the lower Medicare Supplemental Rates as listed below during the subsidy period.  


 
17.  What if I turn 65 during the Subsidy Period? 


 
When you reach age 65 after your retirement, you must apply for Medicare Part B and 
provide a copy of your card to the Treasurer’s office as soon as you receive it. At this 
time, your rates will be lowered to the Medicare Supplemental Rates during the Subsidy 
Period. Medicare will then become your Primary Insurance and the County’s plan will 
become secondary. We will notify ECHO of this change. 
 


PAYOUTS / PAID TIME OFF 
18.    How many weeks of pay will I receive if I select the pay/insurance option? 
  
 Subtract seven (7) from the number of years of service and divide by two (2): 
 
  Yrs of Service   Wks of Pay  
         8              0.5 
           9             1.0 
          10             1.5 
          15             4.0 
          20             6.5 
          30              11.5 
 
19. When will I receive my payouts and/or lump sum? 
 
20. Is the insurance premium subsidy subject to withholding taxes? 
  
 No, therefore you will not receive a W2 or 1099 for this benefit. 
 
21.  Is the lump sum subject to taxes?  
  


Yes, your lump sum and payouts are subject to all applicable Federal (based on your 
current W4 on file), State, Medicare, Social Security and IMRF / SLEP.  


 
22.  Can I defer my lump sum and / or payouts to my 457?  
  
23. Where can I get information regarding my accrued balances for vacation, 
 sick, etc.? 
 
24.  How many years of service do I have?  
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IMRF / SLEP 
25. When would I have to give notice of retirement, and actually retire? 
 


Employees who decide to choose the Voluntary Retirement Option will have to submit a 
letter of intent to retire to their Department Head and the County Administrator 
beginning July 1, 2010 through August 31, 2010.  You will be required to begin your 
retirement no later than December 1, 2010.   


 
26. Can I use unused sick time to bring me to the minimum requirement for 8 years of 


service or 20 years of service (SLEP)? 
 
Accumulated, unpaid, unused sick leave may not be used to establish any minimum 
service requirements for any other provisions of the IMRF Act such as eight year vesting 
requirement, one year service requirement of reciprocal service, 20 years vesting 
requirement (SLEP), 35 year service requirement for pension reduction under age 60. 


 
27.  Can I retire from Ogle County and NOT collect my IMRF pension until later?  
  


Yes. However, if the effective date of your pension is not within 60 days of the 
termination from your participation in IMRF, then any sick time used for additional 
service credit from Ogle  County will be forfeited.  


 
28.  If I accept the Voluntary Retirement Option will I be eligible for re-hire in the County? 


There is no eligibility for rehire during the subsidy period. If after the subsidy period 
there is a vacant position in the County that you qualify for, you will be eligible to apply 
after a total period of 31 months. If you are re-hired, it will be at the entry level rate of 
pay for that particular position. 


 
29. How will the lump sum payment be used toward the calculation of my pension? 
  
 If your earnings for the last three months are more than 25% greater than your highest 


earnings in any of the previous 45 months, IMRF reduces those earnings when they 
calculate your final rate of earnings.  You are paid the higher amount by Ogle County, 
but IMRF uses a lesser amount in your final rate of earnings calculation. 


 
30.  Who should I contact if I have more questions?  
 
 Please attend one of the informational sessions scheduled: 


 July xxxx 


 July yyy 
Or contact Meggon McKinley, Ogle County Administrator at 815.732.1111 or 
ocadmin@oglecounty.org 
 



mailto:ocadmin@oglecounty.org







