
2021 Ogle County Solid Waste Management Plan Update Advisory Committee  
Virtual Meeting Minutes 

March 31, 2021 
10:00 a.m. 

In attendance: Steve Rypkema, Director SW - Paul Cooney, Solid Waste Specialist – Dana Hubbard, Admin. Asst. -  
Tim Isley, City of Rochelle Street Dept. - Ronald Kern, Manager, Ogle County Farm Bureau - Eileen Liezert,  
Co-President League of Women Voters - Mike Wiersema, OHL Waste Management, Inc. - Dave Schabacker, 
Concerned Citizen -Drew Hogan, Concerned Citizen - Steve Bunk, Concerned Citizen -Beverly Opalka, Concerned 
Citizen - Susie Corbitt, HEW/SW Committee - Patricia Nordman, VP County Board - Mike Rock, OC State’s Attorney – 
Dorothy Bowers, Chairperson HEW/SW Committee - William Luchsinger, Village of Davis Junction Board Member and 
Tom Hilbert, Rochelle Waste Disposal 
 
Steve called the meeting to order and the minutes from the previous meeting on February 24, 2021 were reviewed.  
Motion to approve the minutes by Tom Hilbert, seconded by Susie Corbitt. Steve then went through the power point 
presentation, which has been put on the department website under Resources, along with the 2015 
Recommendations Table, and the Review Questions form.   
 
Advisory Committee members were asked to provide their comments in writing by 4:30 pm on April 14, 2021, so that 
we can respond to the comments, proposed changes, etc.  Comments will be considered but can’t be guaranteed to 
be included in the new plan.  We appreciate the time and commitment that the AC members will spend on this 
process.  All comments will be considered along with the concerns of the department, the HEW/SW committee, 
financial constraints, the County Board’s desires and concerns and the best interests of the County. Some highlights: 
 
Steve started with a review of the ISWMA Waste Management Hierarchy established in the late 80s, which gives the 
order of preference that the state would like solid waste managed. He continued on to the USEPA Waste 
Management Hierarchy (inverse triangle) with similar priorities of Source Reduction & Reuse being the most 
preferred method followed by Recycling & Composting, Energy Recovery, and the smallest piece being Treatment & 
Disposal. He stated that realistically, this is not happening in Illinois. The majority of waste is going to landfills. 
However, these are the state and federal goals. 
 
Then Steve went over the waste management options in the beginning with Waste Reduction which included, Source 
Reduction – activities to reduce volume and toxicity of waste.  
  
He then moved on to Recycling Options for Municipal Solid Waste, which included 
curbside recycling, voluntary or mandatory, drop-off recycling, multi-family, business, and special collection events 
for things like electronics, paint, and motor oil.  He questioned how existing programs can recycle more? Some 
solutions - larger containers, accept more materials, volume based fees for waste & recycling, work w/haulers to 
better educate them. Regarding mandatory curbside recycling, some problems identified were, haulers didn’t want 
it, added cost for those who currently don’t have it, and how to enforcement such ordinances. 
 
Another point Steve covered was landscape waste management.  Most municipalities include curbside collection 
which is trucked to composting facilities. There is no compost site in Ogle Co.  Other options include backyard 
composting, leaving the grass clippings on the lawn, & mulching Leaves. The OCSWMD discourages the open burning 
of landscape waste and other waste. Education in all of the above methods is essential. 
 



Some alternative waste management technologies with energy recovery were listed: Advanced Thermal Recycling 
(incineration w/energy recovery); Pyrolysis; Gasification & Plasma Arc Gasification; Refuse Derived Fuel (pellets made 
from refuse); Anaerobic Digestion; Ethanol Production and Conversion of MSW to Biofuels. Steve pointed out that 
currently in Ogle County, Orchard Hills and the Rochelle Municipal Landfills have landfill gas to energy plants that 
produce electricity from the landfill gas. 
 
Steve reviewed the final disposal options in the current Plan noting that there are no transfer stations in the county. 
Regarding the two landfills, the WM Orchard Hills Landfill had a projected remaining life as of 1/1/20 of 5 yrs.  The 
Rochelle Municipal Landfill had a projected remaining life of 63 years.  These figures were based on 2019 waste 
intake at both landfills.  Options to Consider: Expansion of existing landfills, new landfills, allow transfer stations and 
other pollution control facilities. 
  
Paul and Steve then reviewed the following 2015 Tasks and Recommendations, asking the Advisory Committee for 
comments or suggestions on each of them:  
Waste Reduction Recommendations, Status 
 Task #1:  Education & Motivation of the Public 
 Task #2:  Education & of Private Business 
 Task #3:  Waste Audits & Assistance to Business 
 Task #4:  Establish Residential Curbside & Drop-off Recycling 
 Task #5:  Establish Commercial Recycling 
 Task #6:  Record Keeping & Reporting of Recycling Operations 
 Task #7:  Negotiation w/Municipalities of Implementation of Recycling Programs 
 Task #8:  Evaluation of Waste Disposal/Recycling Options 
 Task #9:  Program Monitoring & Evaluation 
 Task #10:  Legislative & Regulatory Tracking & Lobbying 
Final Disposal Recommendations, Status & CAC Comments 
 Task #1: 20 Yr. Guarantee of Capacity for Ogle Co. Waste – Negotiations between Existing Landfills, Landfill 
                 Siting Applications, and the County Concerning the Application for a New Landfill or an Expansion 
 Task #2:  Economic Benefits:  Negotiation between Landfill Sitting Applications and the County for New 
    Landfill or an Expansion 
 Task #3:  Environmental Safeguards: Negotiation Between Landfill Siting Applicants & the County Concerning 
    The Application for a New Landfill or an Expansion 
 Task #4:  Technical Reviews of Siting Applicants 
 Task #5:  Enforcement of Negotiated Capacity Set Aside Amount & of State Landfill Regulations 
 Task #6:  Alternative Waste Management Technologies 
 
The following questions or points were made: 
 
Beverly Opalka asked where our educators come from? Do you have other people or resources that you use for 
educational purposes?  Paul replied that it is done in-house between Steve, himself, and the administrative assistant 
to bring together materials & do presentations in the schools and to community organizations.  Steve added that for 
many years, we have hired outside performers to also do environmental education programs in the schools.  
 
Susie Corbitt asked what a waste audit is.  Paul explained that a waste audit is done with businesses to analyze what 
is being thrown out in the trash, what can be recycled, what is being re-used, how do they purchase their materials, 
with the intent to reduce waste and save money.  They have not had many requests for audits, but have not 
promoted it either. 
 



Ron Kern:  Recycling is a global issue, unless China changes its policy and starts taking recycling again, or this country 
develops recycling facilities of our own, is the market going to be profitable?  When might it become profitable? 
Paul:  Global & nationally we’re starting to see things slowly improve in regards to scrap metal & metal recycling, and 
corrugated cardboard. It will take a long time to get markets back to where they were 7 or 8 years ago.  Steve added 
that new recycling plants and paper mills are coming online in the U.S. and that markets are improving. 
 
Drew Hogan asked if the tasks were prioritized.  Paul replied that they are not.  (Point of clarification, the tasks and 
recommendations are prioritized, and based on the waste management hierarchy in the state law).  Drew made the 
comment that the focus of the plan should be on the landfills and the problems that have been associated with them 
like the odors, and not the waste management hierarchy or the many tasks we have been talking about.  Paul 
responded that the objective of the process is to update the Plan and tasks following the state guidelines. 
 
Steve Bunk commented that in his opinion, recycling hasn’t worked and everything is going to the landfills, so why 
spend so much time on recycling?  We should be looking at other options for disposal.  Steve R. responded that we 
can look at other options, but pointed out that recycling has worked.  When the first solid waste plan was written, 
about 10% of the county’s waste was being recycled.  Over the years, the rate has improved to between 35-40%.  It is 
currently around 29% in the County. 
 
Dave Schabacker asked if we have studied how the Europeans manage waste and Paul responded that Europe has 
been more aggressive about waste reduction, recycling, composting, and waste to energy.  Landfilling is not as 
common there. 
 
There was a lengthy discussion about the Orchard Hills Landfill, remaining capacity there, whether or not it should be 
allowed to expand, the revenue generated from the landfill, and the impacts of the landfill on the communities 
surrounding the site.   
 
Drew stated that we don’t need the landfill because only 9% of the County’s waste is going there, and the only 
reason it is needed is for the revenue it provides to the County.  He also questioned what the County Board’s opinion 
is on possible expansion of the landfill.  William Luchsinger responded that the disposal site for Ogle County waste is 
determined by the waste hauler, not the County.  He added that he believes the County Board supports an 
expansion.  Ron Kern added that unless an alternate source of funding is found, the current Board would likely 
support an expansion of the landfill. 
 
Dave asked can the amount of waste can be limited at a landfill?  Steve replied only through host agreements 
between the siting authority and the landfill company.  Limits cannot be imposed by government. 
 
Steve Bunk pointed out that there have been over 1000 complaints filed in the last year about landfill odors from the 
two landfills from a large geographic area.  Drew added that there is a current case pending in court against both 
landfills and this also happened about ten years ago.  He said the negative impact from the landfills is great.  He 
thinks the enforcement efforts by OCSWMD and IEPA have been ineffective, and that we need to improve the 
monitoring and enforcement.  Susie was not aware of the scope of the problem, and said she has not received any 
complaints.  Drew suggested a communication problem between OCSWMD and the County Board.  Patt Nordman 
responded that the communication between the OCSWMD and the HEW/Solid Waste Committee has been good. 
 
Steve Bunk suggested seriously considering alternative technologies for managing waste which could also generate 
revenue.  He also questioned the 1320 foot distances in the property value and water well testing recommendations 
for landfills, and felt they should be expanded. 



 
Steve Rypkema closed the meeting by reminding Citizen Advisory Committee Members to submit their written 
comments by April 14th.   
 
Next Zoom meeting is Wednesday, April 28, 2021, at 10:00 a.m.  Zoom link will be emailed before the meeting. 
Meeting adjourned 11:45 a.m. 

Respectfully submitted, 

Dana Hubbard, 
Administrative Assistant 

And Steve Rypkema 

 

 

 


