
Solid Waste Management 2021 Plan Update 
Citizen Advisory Committee 

Meeting #4 Minutes 
Ogle Co. Board Room 

Wednesday, June 30, 2021  10am to 11:40am 
 
In Attendence:  Steve Rypkema (Director, SW); Paul Cooney (Solid Waste Specialist); Dana Hubbard (Admin. 
Asst); Tim Isley (City of Rochelle St. Dept.); Eileen Liezert (Co-President-League of Women Voters); Beverly 
Opalka (Concerned Citizen); Mike Weirsma (OHLF/Waste Mgmt, Inc.); Steve Bunk (Concerned Citizen); Dorothy 
Bowers (Ogle Co. Board) and Mike Rock (Ogle Co. State’s Attorney). 
 
Steve called the meeting to order at 10am.  Roll call was conducted.  There was a quick review of the minutes 
from the previous meeting’s Zoom call.  No comments, corrections or revisions to those minutes.  Mike Weirsma 
made a motion to approve the minutes and Beverly Opalka seconded the motion to approve.  All in attendance 
were in favor, no one opposed. 
 
Steve asked if there were any questions from the advisory committee before we started. No questions were 
asked.  He stated the main purpose of the meeting was to hand out paper copies of the draft plan and hit some 
of the highlights in the plan.  Steve stated that he originally thought that the plan would be revised and not re-
written.  The more he and Paul got into the process it was decided to overhaul the plan using more current data 
and information.  The goal was to make sure to continue forward with the concepts that made sense and that 
new ideas and recommendations were also addressed.  Plan review was shared between Steve and Paul. 
 
Steve covered the Executive Summary.  Some of the topics to be covered in the plan: 
Public Information & Education – All programs & services provided rely on communicating with people. 
Waste Minimization & Reuse – The more waste is reduced the less there is to manage. 
Recycling – Large part of the 2021 Plan Update. Mainstay of many of the programs and services provided. 
Providing Services - Informing people how to dispose or recycle. Popular recycling programs like electronics, 
 motor oil, latex paint & paper shredding. Referrals to outside recycling services for tires, appliances & 
 household hazardous waste.  
Recommendations regarding landfills or other pollution control facilities. 
Monitoring and Enforcement Activities – Regular inspections of landfills, responding to solid waste complaints 
 and dumpsites. Consumes a significant amount of staff’s time. Delegation agreement with the IEPA. 
Updated Recommendations – Outline for organization, administration and funding of OCSWMD to continue to 
 provide programs and services that the residents of the county have come to expect. 
 
Paul took over with covering Chapter 1 – Background, covers some of the history of the Illinois Solid Waste 
Planning and Recycling Act which requires each Illinois county to develop, adopt and implement comprehensive 
plans for the management of solid waste generated within each respective county. 
 
Steve brought up that many if not most of the counties were not doing this.  A lot of counties don’t have a 
person or dept. to handle solid waste management. 
 
Steve Bunk question: Penalty of not following this law? 
Steve R. answered: He did not know of any case of any county in IL cited or fined for not complying. 
Enforcement is non-existent. The state has not updated their plan in 25 years. 
 



Paul continued on into Chapter 2 – Waste Generation & Management in Ogle County. This chapter took a long 
time to update due to having to compile new information. Much time, research and discussion was put into this 
chapter.  
Population & Waste Generation – Charts & graphs for population and population trends. Contains updated 
numbers for waste generation rates, drop off recycling numbers, and status of local landfills. 
 
Steve interjected that we are still waiting for updated census numbers. He called attention to Figure 2 on pg. 10 
showing declining population in the county. Average loss of 0.59% per year over the next 20 years, in 10 year 
increments. The historical trend between 2010 and 2020 was used to project that forward in Table 1 on pg. 11. 
One of the requirements in the plan is that we have a 20 year planning period. We are taking what we think has 
happened in the last 10 years, and assuming that trend is going to continue in the next 20 years. Paul was 
mentioning that we’re not only looking at the number of people in the county, but at the amount of waste 
produced in the county, not outside of the county. 
 
Paul continued on calling attention to Table #2 at the bottom of pg. 11 & top of pg. 12. Contains the year & the 
population, the 5.2 rate is pounds per capita per person per day in the county. For a longtime we were using a 
number less than this from the 90’s, but felt looking at the data that this was a more realistic number. 
 
Steve added we also looked at state studies that looked at waste that came up with a rate of 7.9 for Northwest 
Illinois and national studies that were a little bit higher. In the end, we thought that the data we used, which was 
reported by the waste haulers, for local waste disposal and recycling were closer. The other thing we looked at 
was total waste generation. The focus of most of this plan is municipal solid waste, defined in the Solid Waste 
Planning Act as garbage, institutional & commercial waste, lunchroom & office waste and construction & 
demolition debris. It does not include industrial waste, contaminated soils, sludges from sewage treatment or 
water plants. However, we did look at the total non-hazardous waste generation in Table 3 on pg. 12. It still, in 
part, goes to the landfill, such as sludges and some types of industrial waste, as long as they are non-hazardous. 
It's also part of what we have to look at with our host agreements. We have to provide to the landfill, according 
to the host agreement, how much total non-hazardous waste we expect to send to the landfills. This is because 
in the host agreements, the landfills assure that they will accommodate disposal of non-hazardous waste which 
is generated by the county. 
 
Paul explained how the numbers were arrived at in Table 3, what sources we drew them from. He said he had 
the documentation if any one needed to take a look at it. 
 
Ogle Co. Waste Composition 
Paul referred to Figure 3 on pg. 14 – “Illinois Waste Generation by Material Class”. These numbers were used for 
the update of the plan to determine waste. What part of the waste stream could better be recycled or 
composted and not end up in the landfill. One of things that stands out in the pie chart is Organics and Paper. 
These are things that could be recycled or composted. 
 
Steve pointed out the amount of C&D Debris (Construction & Demolition Debris) which is 26.7% of the waste 
stream. In the Chicagoland area, there are provisions that a certain amount of C&D debris from new 
construction or remodeling jobs is recycled. Currently no infrastructure in place in the county for recycling C&D 
materials. Goes to the landfill, sometimes utilized as cover or roadways in landfill. We need to look into this and 
see if there is a regional approach or options that can be considered for this waste. 
 
Current Waste Management System - How the waste is managed, how it’s collected and where it goes. 



Current waste collection is handled by private waste hauling companies. No hauling license requirements or 
mandatory recycling ordinances are required in the county. 
Paul referenced Figure 4 on pg. 15 – “Ogle Co. Waste Mgmt. Methods” which shows waste management 
methods from OCSWMD recycling surveys from 2006 through 2016 shows an average rate of recycling in the 
county at 36%. 60% of the waste generated in the county is being landfilled. 
He then moved on to Figure 5 “Ogle Co. Recycling Rates from 2006 to 2016”. Steve explained that the data 
stopped at 2016 because waste haulers, businesses and recyclers were not returning surveys. The waste haulers 
are the ones that we need the information from the most. Looking at re-instating these surveys in the updated 
plan and figure out a better way to get the information from the haulers. 
Drop off recycling stations were discontinued in 2019 due to hauling and processing cost increases and 
contamination issues. We hope to re-instate those in the updated plan. Currently 2 drop-off locations in the 
county – one in Polo and the other at the Orchard Hills Landfill in Davis Junction. 
Special recycling events are held for electronics recycling, waste motor oil & antifreeze, latex paint, paper 
shredding, Christmas trees and lights. 
Waste reduction recycling grants are ways to provide local residents and businesses with incentives to recycle.  
Hopefully recommendations in the plan will find ways to expand on these in the future. 
 
Steve Bunk questioned: How does Figure 4 measure up to nationally for the same information? 
Steve R replied more is being composted elsewhere than what is shown for Ogle Co. Other parts of the country 
might have more final disposal options than we do. 
 
Status of Local Landfills 
Paul continued on stating Ogle Co. has 3 permitted, non-hazardous landfills. No hazardous landfills in the 
county.  
BFI/Davis Junction Landfill – closed. Final closure took place March 30, 2000. Managed by Republic Services. 
Regular post closure care, monitoring and inspections continue. 
Advanced Disposal Services Orchard Hills Landfill – Acquired by Waste Management Inc. in late 2020. 
Paul noted a change to the third paragraph on pg. 20 discussing the Winnebago Landfill, stating that the IL EPA is 
responsible for the Winnebago Landfill. It is out of OCSWMD’s jurisdiction.  Steve addressed the fact that the 
Solid Waste Plan Update is not the place to discuss compliance issues with the landfills, but that several of the 
issues were touched upon in the plan. Paul also pointed out that oversight of the landfills is not just OCSWMD, 
many more were involved in that process.  Orchard Hills has a projected life of 5.4 years or until 2024. Life 
expectancy might be extended due to decreasing volume of waste received in 2020 & 2021. Steve noted that in 
reports received in recent weeks that the life expectancy has increased to 6 years now. Mike W. explained 
briefly how life expectancy was figured. Talk of landfill expansion in the future, no date has been set for this and 
negotiations with the Waste Management haven’t begun yet. 
Rochelle Municipal Landfill #2 – Owned by City of Rochelle, operated under contract by Rochelle Waste Disposal. 
Landfill has a projected life expectancy of 29.5 years, based on 2019 intake levels to the year 2051. 
Pg. 21, Figure 6 is a map of the landfills in Northwestern Illinois. 
Pg. 22, Table 8 is the IEPA Region 1 Landfill Capacity Data. Steve pointed out that this is right out of the state’s 
report and for the first time the 5 yr. average disposal rate was included.  
 
Waste Hauling Services in County 
Paul listed the 3 main waste hauling companies that service Ogle Co.: Moring Disposal Inc., Waste Management 
Inc., and Northern Ill. Disposal Services. Other companies may serve in the county providing roll-offs, dumpsters 
or clean out services to individual customers. The county does not require hauler licenses or mandatory 
recycling. Steve interjected that some of the counties have licensing requirements for waste haulers. Some of 
the requirements to get a license state that the hauler must supply data on waste hauled. 



Paul said the we have tried to contact some of the waste haulers for any possible data that could give us for 
waste collected in 2020. (Table 9, pg. 23). Not much data was supplied but this gives us some idea of the waste 
hauled and where it ended up. Orchard Hills was not included in this table as they were in the middle of transfer 
between the old and new owners and did not respond. 
Currently there is no transfer station in Ogle Co. since we have two landfills in the county. Table 10 on pg.23 lists 
the nearby transfer stations. Transfer stations are where smaller street collection trucks have their loads 
transferred to larger trucks to haul to landfills and recycling centers. 
 
Enforcement Program 
Steve explained that OCSWMD operates under the Intergovernmental Delegation Agreement with the IEPA for 
enforcement of solid waste management laws and regulations in Ogle County. The Agreement was updated and 
approved in June of 2021 and is effective for 5 years (June 30, 2026). This agreement requires us to inspect the 
landfills on a monthly basis. Also inspections of new construction areas in the landfills.  
 
We also respond to complaints by citizens either to the IEPA, to our office or sometimes the sheriff’s 
department. There is a minimum number of inspections that need to be done. At least a hundred inspections 
and/or grant related activities. 
This section also covers some of the odor complaints that we have received concerning the landfills. 
Over the years, a number of questions have come up regarding the payment of host fees from the landfills. The 
questions have to do with the use of wastes at landfills for alternative daily cover, intermediate cover, or road 
building materials and whether the landfills are paying fees on those materials. We are working with the EPA to 
try and get them to enforce the monitoring of the state fees. It comes down to the definition of whether it is a 
waste or not. It’s a very time consuming and frustrating issue for us. In the future for any new or re-negotiated 
host agreements, we would like to see that all waste is subject to fees regardless of how it might be used at the 
landfill. It’s not a problem that is unique to this county, but an industry wide issue. 
 
Question, Steve Bunk:  Is the state trying to address this issue? 
Steve R. answered: There is a law just passed both houses that addresses part of it. We have letters from the 
IEPA dating back 10 years ago that agree with our perspective on this issue. The issue needs to be resolved in 
the future. 
 
Sources of Funding 
Steve continued on into discussing the two main sources of funding for this department. One is the grant that 
we get from the EPA which is around $60,000.  The remainder of the funds for the budget for the department 
comes from the host fees from the landfills. 
Page 26, Table 11 is the last ten years of host fees generated from the two landfills. These are the net amounts 
that the county receives. 
 
Chapter 3: Status of 2015 Recommendations 
This is what was gone over in previous meetings. These are the recommendations from the 2015 plan and 
whether or not we accomplished those things. In the “Comments and Revisions” column we have explained why 
we did or didn’t do some of these things. Some of the comments maybe new, but the status was covered in a 
previous meeting. 
 
Chapter 4: 2021 Plan Update Recommendations 
Steve stated that you have seen most of these recommendations already. They are the ones that were voted on 
in previous meetings. 



Public information is critical to the success of all programs. This is not a recommendation, but a preface to the 
recommendations that follow. 
Paul will cover numbers 1 through 4. Page 34 contains an outline of the plan. 
 
Food Waste – How can we better handle that? Work with haulers to keep food out of the waste stream. 
Keep the electronics recycling program going, it’s one of our most popular programs. 
Keep the education going about waste reduction and recycling options here in the county. 
Keep working on the disposal options: Clean-up day grants, Household Hazardous Waste, Waste Medicine, 
Paint, Motor Oil & Antifreeze, Tires and other Bulky Waste Items. We need to keep these programs going and 
enhance them. 
We need to re-establish drop-off recycling. We need to try and bring our county more options to reduce the 
waste stream. 
 
Steve wanted to add that we started off talking about education and how critical it is to everything we do. We 
would like to work on educating the haulers. Haulers have taken a hands off approach to educating their 
customers. We would like to improve our relationship with the haulers and do a community by community 
assessment. Who is the hauler, what kind of problems do they have with what is being placed in the recycle 
bins? Maybe there is something we can do to educate their customers, improve recycling and reduce the waste 
that is going into recycling bins. 
 
One other point on pg. 37, 3.6.1 Record Keeping, added a sentence from what was approved at the last meeting. 
The second sentence was added, re-establishing the annual Ogle Co. Waste & Recycling Surveys sent to waste 
management, recycling, and related businesses that service Ogle Co. Steve felt that needed to be added.  If we 
don’t collect the data, we don’t have a way to determine how we are doing. Are these programs succeeding? 
We want to re-initiate that survey. 
 
Mike W. stated that waste haulers should respond to your request for data. 
Steve asked if that was a licensing requirement. 
Mike responded that in some cases it probably is. It’s not necessarily spelled out, but is kind of a best business’ 
practice. 
Steve brought up that part of the problem is the contractual information is between the municipality and the 
hauler. As part of the county government, we are not included. If that is in the contract with the town, it doesn’t 
always make it back to us. 
Paul said in his experience that when we receive that data from the people we sent the survey to it was such a 
large amount from schools, businesses, etc. . . It was hard to maintain and keep current. The waste haulers most 
always sent the data back. The ancillary businesses did not always respond. 
Steve Bunk commented that the survey should be something that should be required as part of doing business 
in the county. 
Paul replied that we did not require it and over time it became hard to collect the data. 
Steve said that one of the other things that we did with the survey before was we offered to acknowledge their 
recycling efforts with a window cling that said “Recognized by Ogle Co. for our recycling efforts”. The other thing 
we offered was the waste reduction recycling grants. As part of the survey, we were letting them know that 
there was assistance available. If you want to recycle, but don’t have the containers or equipment to do that we 
offer grants that are competitive, that do require matching amounts. The grants don’t cover regular hauling, 
labor costs, or on-going expenses. This was a one-time thing to get things going. We tried to recognize those 
that were doing their part. 
 
 



5. Pollution Control Facilities 
Pollution Control Facilities include landfills, waste storage, treatment and disposal site, waste transfer stations, 
waste incinerators and other alternative disposal technologies. 
 
It was requested that we actually have the state Statue in the plan. Section 39.2 of the ACT (415 ILCS 5/39.2), 
outlines this law. These are the requirements for new pollution control facilities. They are the requirements that 
have to be met for siting to be approved. 
 
Steve wanted to point out 5.1.8. states that in order for the facility to meet the siting requirements if the facility 
is located in a county where the county board has adopted a solid waste management plan consistent with the 
planning requirements of the Local Solid Waste Disposal Act or the Solid Waste Planning & Recycling Act, the 
facility has to be consistent with that plan. This is where the requirements of the county plan feed into the 
requirements of the municipality for that site. If the facility is in an unincorporated part of the county, then we 
have our own siting ordinance that is modeled after the state statute. The Village of Davis Junction and the City 
of Rochelle both have ordinances that are also modeled after the state statute.  
 
Host Community Agreements 
This is all similar to what was in the previous plan. 
Section 5.2.1. is new. It is possible that a transfer station could be built or any alternative disposal facility and 
this would cover any new pollution control facility or expansion of an existing facility, allowing us to negotiate a 
host agreement. 
 
The introduction under 5.3 Landfills is new acknowledging that 60% of the waste in our county was disposed of 
in local landfills. We would like to look at alternative disposal methods, but at the current time landfilling waste 
is the most cost-effective method of disposal of waste. This states, as in the past we will continue to rely on the 
area landfills. It would allow an expansion of either of the area landfills, as long as the expansions met the 
requirements of the plan and the state siting requirements. This is basically stating what was in the previous 
plan. 
 
5.3.2 Disposal Capacity Guarantees - We will continue to maintain and monitor the disposal capacity guarantees 
included in the two existing host county agreements for waste generated in Ogle Co. at the two landfills in the 
county.  
 
Section 5.3.3. Economic Benefits – Host fees we have left the same. The recommended fee of $2.50/ton. We 
recommend that the fee should be adjusted based on the consumer price index during the previous year, 
however the fee shall not decrease. 
Host fees should be assessed on all types of non-hazardous discarded material and solid waste accepted at the 
landfills, regardless of their use as alternative daily, intermediate or final cover, or any other beneficial use at the 
site, unless otherwise agreed upon by the County Board and the applicant in the host fee agreement. 
5.3.4. Environmental Safeguards – There should be an environmental contingency escrow fund or supplemental 
environmental liability insurance, a property value guarantee program and a domestic water well protection 
plan for households within ½ mile from the site (upped the distance from ¼ mile to ½ mile). With the Rochelle 
landfill the agreements go up to a mile. For the Orchard Hills Landfill, they are currently at ¼ mile. These are still 
subject to negotiation in the host agreement. 
 
5.3.4.4.  – We have made the recommendation that enhanced landfill gas collection and management systems 
capture, control and utilize the maximum amount of landfill gas for energy recovery, and to minimize off-site 



landfill gas malodors. Based on comments and problems that we’ve had over the past 10+ years, with landfill gas 
and odor problems, this is something we’ve added to this plan. 
 
Mike W. Question: Would host fees include “clean soil” used for cover? Orchard Hills doesn’t currently charge 
for that.  “Clean” brick from school or building demolition is used to make road surfaces. Often times, we take 
that at no charge. 
Steve R. replied it’s difficult to monitor “clean” construction and demolition debris and what’s charged for. I 
hope we would be able to address those issues in a host agreement or an amendment to a host agreement. 
 
Steve Bunk interjected that it should be considered as part of the volume in the landfill because it’s used in the 
landfill. It takes up permanent space in the landfill. It’s taking up space that’s no longer available for waste. 
 
Steve R. explained that before the EPA allowed waste to cover waste, they were using 6 inches of soil for 
temporary and a foot of soil for intermediate cover. That was also taking up air space. That’s when the EPA 
decided to allow the use of waste to cover waste since the waste was going into the landfill anyway. They had to 
change the law to allow the landfill to use waste to cover waste. 
 
Steve Bunk responded that if you allow the construction waste in for free you are taking up space that could be 
used for waste that you could have charged another customer for. 
 
Mike W. pointed out that they could use the waste for cover for free, where as they would have to pay for 
stone, soil or other materials to be brought in to build roads or use for cover. There are things that take up the 
air space, like road materials or cover that are still required to operate the landfill. 
 
Steve Bunk wanted to know where the “trust factor” comes in. Someone could say they are bringing in clean 
debris but hide other unusable waste in it. 
 
Mike W. said they do inspections and have processes in place to try and catch offenders. 
Paul interjected that with large demolition projects there are procedures in place and more control over what 
materials are disposed of. 
 
Steve pointed out that education of recycling & disposal practices is important but it’s hard to get in the schools 
anymore.  We also only have a staff of three so it’s hard to get out there to do that work. Paul said even before 
Covid it was hard to get in the schools due to set curriculums and requirements for standard testing that needs 
to be addressed by the teachers.  
 
Alternative Waste Management Technologies 
Steve addressed that we discussed this in previous meetings. We plan to continue to monitor emerging 
alternative methods and technologies of waste management and disposal. We can consider appointing an ad-
hoc committee to determine what technologies should be studied and how to gather the information, 
determine what technologies would be feasible for Ogle Co. 
We would need to establish a time line for completion of that study and a recommendations report made to the 
HEW/SW Committee of the Ogle Co. Board for consideration. 
 
Monitoring and Enforcement 
This just states that we should maintain our Delegation Agreement with the IEPA. We just renewed our 5 year 
Intergovernmental Agreement with the EPA. We should continue doing enforcement work. 
 



 
 
Organization & Administration 
This section just states that the Solid Waste Mgmt. Dept. is responsible for the implementation of this plan. We 
operate under the oversight of the HEW/Solid Waste Committee and ultimately the full County Board. 
 
Department Funding 
The funding is primarily from the EPA and the landfill host fees. Another minor source of income of some fees 
for sales and services provided by the OCSWMD could be collected, but would not have a substantial impact on 
the overall annual budget for the department. Some examples are when we have electronics recycling we 
charge a fee for certain items, businesses we charge to do electronic recycling, we sell “Green Bags” & compost 
bins. 
 
Regarding the use of host fees, there are two resolutions: The first resolution set up the Solid Waste Fund for 
the county. The resolution says that we would build up a 2 million dollar fund. If the landfills would close, this 
fund could be used to fund the department. It would allow the enforcement and monitoring of the landfills to 
take place even though the site is closed and the revenue has stopped coming in. 
The second resolution acknowledges that once the annual budget for the Solid Waste Dept. is met all host fees 
would go into a long range capital improvement fund which goes for projects such as re-modeling the old 
courthouse or building the Judicial Center or the new jail or the sheriff’s department building. The county is not 
to use this for salaries, fringe benefits or retirement.  It is for capital improvements. This allows the county to do 
things that they otherwise might not have been able to do without raising taxes.  
 
Steve Bunk asked was there any indication that the county would stop following these resolutions. 
Steve R. replied that the county has been following this plan since the 90s. We’re just stating in this plan that the 
county should continue to follow these two resolutions.  
 
Comments or Questions 
Beverly Opalka thanked Steve & Paul for their hard work in pulling this plan together. 
 
Steve said that we would be sending out the drafts to all the municipalities in the county, a copy at the County 
Clerk’s office and would post it on our website. We will have copies in our office if anyone wants to look at it and 
will put a notice in the newspapers. If anyone has any comments or recommendations, please contact us. 
 
Steve reminded everyone that deadline for public comment was September 28, 2021. 
We’ll have one more meeting to review any comments or recommendations and approve the plan at that time.  
 
On October 12th will be the recommendation to the HEW and Solid Waste Committee and the following week to 
the full County Board. 
 
Steve thanked everyone for taking the time to attend the meeting.  
 
Meeting adjourned at 11:40 am. 


