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SECTION 1
INTRODUCTION
1.1 Planning Background
With the passage of the Solid Waste Planning and Recycling Act in 1988, counties were
required to develop waste management plans to manage the municipal waste generated within
their borders. Lake County adopted its first Solid Waste Management Plan (the “Plan”) in 1989
and has since adopted the required five year updates in 1994, 1999, 2004 and now 2009 as
represented by this document.
The Solid Waste Planning and Recycling Act allows counties to delegate the development of the
solid waste management plans to a municipal joint action agency. Lake County has chosen to
delegate the updating of the original 1989 Plan to the Solid Waste Agency of Lake County
(SWALCO), which was formed in 1990. State law still requires Lake County to formally adopt all
plan updates and amendments, even though they may be prepared by SWALCO.
From the outset of the requirement to develop a solid waste management plan Lake County has
taken a regional approach to planning and implementation by working jointly with the
incorporated municipalities. The 1989 Plan was prepared by the Lake County Joint Action Solid
Waste Planning Agency which was formed by intergovernmental agreement and represented 31
municipalities and the County of Lake covering approximately 95% of the County’s population.
That Agency eventually lead to the formation of SWALCO, which became responsible for
implementing the 1989 Plan and conducting future planning for all of Lake County.
Much has changed since Lake County adopted its first Plan in 1989. Recycling programs have
increased dramatically with recycling more than doubling since 1989; landfills in Lake County
have continued to close as the number of active landfills has decreased from 6 to 2; population
and economic activity have increased significantly, the County’s population in 1989 was
approximately 450,000, today it is over 700,000; and citizens and businesses have a renewed
awareness of the need to conserve resources and protect the environment. The Lake County
Plan has continued to evolve during the past 20 years, which is one of the practical and useful
benefits of updating the Plan every five years.

1.1.1 Scope of the Lake County Plan
The Lake County Plan is applicable to all geographic areas of Lake County (refer to Figure 2.1
in Section 2). It is also applicable to all units of local government in Lake County regardless of
their membership in SWALCO or not. The only exclusion is for units of local government,
including Barrington, Buffalo Grove and Wheeling, which are members of another municipal
joint action agency (SWANCC). To further clarify, if, for example, a pollution control facility was
proposed within a portion of Buffalo Grove that was within Lake County that facility would have
to be consistent with the Lake County Plan not the applicable Cook County Plan.
A pollution control facility includes disposal facilities such as landfills, mass burn incinerators,
alterative disposal technologies, and transfer stations that accept municipal waste. Solid waste
plans have specific importance with respect to pollution control facilities that manage waste
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because such facilities must meet the following criterion (415 ILCS 5/39.2(a)(viii)) to be granted
local siting approval (along with 8 other criteria):
If the facility is to be 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 and Recycling Act, the facility is
consistent with that plan; for purposes of this criterion (viii), the “solid waste
management plan” means the plan that is in effect as of the date the application for
siting approval is filed;
Therefore, any pollution control facility proposed to be located anywhere within incorporated or
unincorporated Lake County must demonstrate that it is consistent with this 2009 Plan Update
in order to receive local siting approval. Recommendations and requirements applicable to
pollution control facilities that may have existed in the 1989 Plan or the subsequent Plan
Updates are superseded by this 2009 Plan Update.

1.1.2 Development of the 2009 Plan Update
Keeping with Lake County’s tradition of preparing consensus based plan updates, a Citizens
Advisory Committee (CAC) was formally appointed by the SWALCO Board of Directors on
October 23, 2008. The list of the CAC members is contained in Attachment A, along with the
minutes from the CAC’s meetings held on the following dates in 2009: January 28, February 25,
April 29, May 27 and August 26. At its meeting on August 26, 2009 the CAC approved the draft
2009 Plan Update.
The draft 2009 Plan Update was then presented to SWALCO’s Board of Directors on August 27,
2009. Subsequently, the SWALCO Executive Committee approved the Plan Update at its
meeting on September 17, 2009. SWALCO then conducted a public hearing on the Plan Update
(transcripts from the hearing are in Attachment B) on October 7, 2009. The SWALCO Board of
Directors voted to approve the Plan Update on October 22, 2009. The Plan Update was then
forwarded to the Lake County Board with a recommendation from SWALCO to approve it.
At the County level, the 2009 Plan Update was first reviewed by the Lake County Public Works
and Transportation Committee on December 2, 2009. By that time a citizens group had formed
opposing the components of the Plan Update that would have considered mass burn
incineration or alternative technologies based on thermal or chemical conversion as being
consistent with the Plan Update. After providing for a full public discussion of these disposal
options at additional meetings of the Committee on January 6, 2010, January 27, 2010,
February 3, 2010 and April 7, 2010 the Committee voted to forward the Plan Update, without the
mass burn incineration, thermal conversion and chemical conversion disposal options, to the full
County Board with a positive recommendation to approve it on April 7, 2010. After considering
all the comments of the public and acknowledging the hard work of the CAC, the Lake County
Board approved the 2009 Plan Update on April 13, 2010 (the County Board resolution adopting
the 2009 Plan Update is in Attachment C).
It should be noted that during the past five years since the 2004 Plan Update was approved the
Plan was amended twice with respect to the same recommendation regarding Host Community
Benefit Agreements, recommendation A.1. The first amendment was approved by the Lake
County Board on May 13, 2008 and the second was approved on May 12, 2009 (both
amendments are in Attachment D). The language from the second amendment has remained
the same in this 2009 Plan Update.
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1.2 Organization of the 2009 Plan Update
The remainder of the 2009 Plan Update is organized as follows:
Chapter 2 – Waste Generation and Management
Chapter 3 – Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update
Chapter 4 – Recommendations for the 2009-2014 Planning Period
Several attachments have also been included in the 2009 Plan Update, including Attachment E
which includes annual reports on SWALCO’s programs for 2004, 2005 and 2007/2008 (no
report was prepared in 2006). These reports provide more in depth information on the numerous
programs and services provided by SWALCO and its member communities, which in reality
serve all of Lake County’s residents and businesses.
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SECTION 2
WASTE GENERATION AND MANAGEMENT
2.1

Introduction

This section of the 2009 Plan Update provides updated information on demographics and waste
generation within the SWALCO Planning area and Lake County. The Lake County Solid Waste
Management Plan (the Plan) was first developed in 1989, and was updated in 1994, 1999 and
2004. The 2009 Plan update generally utilizes data sources and methodologies similar to those
used in prior studies, in order to facilitate comparison with prior plan updates. A greater level of
research into current waste generation rates was performed for this study, however, because a
comprehensive review of waste generation has not been performed for SWALCO and Lake
County since the original Plan was adopted over 20 years ago.

2.2

Planning Area

The Solid Waste Agency of Lake County (SWALCO) is comprised of 41 municipalities, Lake
County and the Great Lakes Naval Training Center. There are 8 municipalities in the County
that have not joined SWALCO, and three municipalities (Barrington, Buffalo Grove and
Wheeling) that are members of the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County (refer to
Figure 2.1). These latter three municipalities lie only partially in Lake County. Four of the
SWALCO communities and three of the non-SWALCO communities also lie partially in other
counties.
Historically, the "planning area" has consisted of the SWALCO members and non-member
communities, but excluding the three municipalities that are members of SWANCC. The
population within the planning area therefore tracks the County's population closely, but is
somewhat lower because Barrington, Buffalo Grove and Wheeling are considered part of the
SWANCC planning area. (For reference, in 2000, Barrington had 4,461 residents in the Lake
County portion of its boundaries, Buffalo Grove had 28,491 residents, and Wheeling had no
residents; combined, the Lake County portion of these communities represented about
5 percent of the County’s population.)
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FIGURE 2.1 LAKE COUNTY AND SWALCO PLANNING AREA
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2.3

Demographics

Projections of population, households and employment for Lake County and the planning area
were developed using the latest available forecasts from the Chicago Metropolitan Agency for
Planning. CMAP is the regional planning body which succeeded the Northeastern Illinois
Planning Commission. Long-term forecasts (e.g., 2030) are provided in Table 2.1.
TABLE 2.1 LONG-TERM DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS (2000 - 2030)
Increase
(Number)

Increase
(%)

Annual
Growth

2000

2030

Lake County

644,580

841,860

197,280

30.6%

0.9%

SWALCO Planning Area

611,628

807,228

195,600

32.0%

0.9%

Lake County

216,329

290,886

74,557

34.5%

1.0%

SWALCO Planning Area

204,902

278,624

73,722

36.0%

1.0%

Lake County

2.98

2.89

SWALCO Planning Area

2.98

2.90

Lake County

352,582

463,509

110,927

31.5%

0.9%

SWALCO Planning Area

336,186

443,303

107,117

31.9%

0.9%

Population

Households

Persons Per Household

Employment

Notes:
1. Source: CMAP, Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission 2030 Forecasts of Population,
Households and Employment by County and Municipality, September 27, 2006.
2. All data (except persons per household) are CMAP estimates and projections. CMAP population
data for 2000 are generally Census data (with adjustments to initial Census counts for Highland
Park and Highwood). Persons per household calculated by dividing population by the number of
households.
3. Refer to Table 2.3 for municipal level projections which provide more detail on SWALCO planning
area.
4. Projections for Lake County include only the Lake County portion of communities that lie partially in
the County.
5. Projections for SWALCO Planning Area include only Lake County portion of communities that lie
partially in the County, and exclude Barrington, Buffalo Grove and Wheeling (which are members
of the Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County).
6. Population and household counts for the Lake County portion of communities that lie partially in the
County were available in 2000 Census data, but not in 2030 CMAP data. 2030 projections for
these communities were calculated by assuming that the growth rate for the Lake County portion of
a community is the same as the growth rate for the entire community.
7. Employment counts for the Lake County portion of communities that lie partially in the County were
not available in 2000 Census data. For those communities, employment was assumed to have the
same proportion within Lake County as population.
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Population, households, and employment in Lake County are projected to grow by about
1 percent annually between 2000 and 2030. CMAP projects a faster rate of growth (on a
percentage basis) in Kane, McHenry and Will Counties, and a slower rate of growth in Cook and
DuPage Counties.
Future growth in Lake County will be more moderate than the faster rates of growth experienced
in the 1980 - 2000 period (refer to Figure 2.2). During that period, population grew by 1.9
percent annually, households by 2.2 percent annually, and employment by 4.3 percent annually.
FIGURE 2.2 DEMOGRAPHIC TRENDS IN LAKE COUNTY
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Source: Northeastern Illinois Planning Commission / Chicago Metropolitan Agency for Planning.

Near-term forecasts for 2008 and the current five-year Plan Update period (2009 - 2014) are
provided in Table 2.2. These near-term forecasts are provided for the use of SWALCO staff in
submitting annual recycling reports to the Illinois Environmental Protection Agency, as well as
estimating waste quantities during the five-year period.
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TABLE 2.2 NEAR-TERM DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS (2008 - 2014)
2008

2009

2010

2011

2012

2013

2014

Lake County

697,188

703,764

710,340

716,916

723,492

730,068

736,644

SWALCO Planning Area

663,788

670,308

676,828

683,348

689,868

696,388

702,908

Lake County

236,211

238,696

241,181

243,667

246,152

248,637

251,122

SWALCO Planning Area

224,561

227,018

229,476

231,934

234,391

236,848

239,305

Lake County

2.95

2.95

2.95

2.94

2.94

2.94

2.93

SWALCO Planning Area

2.96

2.95

2.95

2.95

2.94

2.94

2.94

Lake County

382,163

385,860

389,558

393,255

396,953

400,650

404,348

SWALCO Planning Area

364,751

368,321

371,892

375,462

379,033

382,603

386,174

Population

Households

Persons Per Household

Employment

Notes:
1. Near-term forecasts based on interpolation of 2000 and 2030 CMAP data.

Municipal level projections are provided in Table 2.3. These municipal level projections were the
basis for the planning area forecasts presented earlier. Comparison of Table 2.3 with Figure 2.1
indicates that growth rates will be higher in communicates located in the west half of the County.
This is reasonable given that the eastern half of the County is a highly developed area
comprised of more mature communities.
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TABLE 2.3 DEMOGRAPHIC PROJECTIONS BY MUNICIPALITY
Community

2008

Population

2030

2008

Households

2030

Employment
2008
2030

SWALCO Member Communities
Antioch
14,603
30,594
5,018
9,921
4,933
Beach Park
11,847
16,729
4,179
5,674
684
Deerfield (partial)
18,627
20,050
6,607
7,461
25,320
Deer Park (partial)
3,291
3,837
1,070
1,306
867
Fox Lake (partial)
9,855
12,290
4,351
5,365
1,668
Grayslake
19,996
24,094
7,200
9,116
6,384
Green Oaks
3,896
4,786
1,222
1,615
2,182
Gurnee
30,689
35,791
11,451
13,713
22,690
Hainesville
2,659
4,118
902
1,456
596
Hawthorn Woods
8,655
15,951
2,589
4,674
2,280
Highland Park
31,058
33,246
11,524
12,027
14,696
Highwood
5,365
5,076
1,885
2,087
1,071
Island Lake (partial)
3,841
5,792
1,303
2,029
362
Kildeer
3,889
5,069
1,251
1,730
1,031
Lake Barrington
5,007
5,695
2,087
2,220
1,257
Lake Bluff
6,522
7,805
2,171
2,317
4,205
Lake Forest
20,729
22,573
6,979
7,783
20,431
Lake Villa
8,713
16,546
3,171
6,248
1,999
Lake Zurich
18,762
20,571
6,061
6,929
12,085
Libertyville
20,963
21,569
7,390
7,644
15,927
Lincolnshire
7,266
10,452
2,410
3,169
20,964
Lindenhurst
14,487
19,843
4,857
6,568
1,042
Long Grove
7,831
10,846
2,457
3,817
4,114
Mundelein
31,786
34,126
10,484
12,206
14,906
North Barrington
3,084
3,542
1,080
1,291
720
North Chicago
38,006
43,747
8,090
9,269
17,785
Park City
6,722
6,956
2,638
2,744
2,705
Port Barrington
289
597
106
216
0
Riverwoods
3,880
3,981
1,261
1,261
3,101
Round Lake
11,574
27,338
3,860
8,895
4,065
Round Lake Beach
26,937
29,900
8,101
10,169
3,919
Round Lake Heights
1,668
2,552
532
825
282
Round Lake Park
7,082
9,954
2,559
3,735
1,876
Third Lake
1,366
1,395
431
441
44
Tower Lakes
1,345
1,442
461
494
107
Vernon Hills
21,397
24,908
8,084
9,502
28,298
Wadsworth
4,142
7,053
1,414
2,464
730
Wauconda
13,769
25,653
5,017
8,883
9,505
Waukegan
89,184
92,714
28,781
31,516
39,161
Winthrop Harbor
8,440
13,306
2,981
4,661
516
Zion
25,458
32,585
8,575
11,390
7,131
Unincorporated Lake
77,833
61,104
28,350
23,646
47,232
County
Subtotal
652,513
776,176
220,940
268,477
348,871
Non-SWALCO Communities in Lake County
Bannockburn
1,442
1,479
255
270
7,035
Barrington Hills (partial)
543
653
201
245
96
Fox River Grove (partial)
181
203
47
47
35
Indian Creek
199
211
67
72
155
Lakemoor (partial)
2,898
8,156
1,114
3,030
570
Mettawa
649
1,426
230
493
6,659
Old Mill Creek
1,581
5,237
445
1,399
563
Volo
3,782
13,686
1,262
4,591
767
Subtotal
11,275
31,052
3,621
10,147
15,880
Total
Planning Area
663,788
807,228
224,561
278,624
364,751
Notes:
1.
Projections for communities identified as partial include only Lake County residents/households/employment.
2.
2008 values estimated by interpolation between 2000 and 2030 CMAP data.

7,228
1,012
30,240
2,780
2,406
10,466
3,841
30,569
1,230
7,120
14,733
1,169
827
1,669
1,590
4,973
22,720
2,792
16,081
20,494
22,737
2,348
5,097
18,670
936
30,337
3,047
0
5,316
9,597
5,359
387
6,470
102
109
34,106
1,950
13,105
44,702
743
10,032
21,649
420,739
7,406
118
35
269
1,494
9,026
1,355
2,861
22,564
443,303
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2.4

Waste Generation

This section presents updated waste generation information for the SWALCO planning area.
The Solid Waste Management Plan (1989) utilized a number of sources to estimate waste
generation rates (i.e., pounds per person per day, pounds per employee per day), including
surveys of landfills, surveys of municipalities, and published studies. Subsequent Plan Updates
(1994, 1999, and 2004) modified the initial estimates by applying adjustment factors based on
national-level estimates of waste generation. The last two Plan Updates assumed that waste
generation rates would decrease each year. A comprehensive review of waste generation in
Lake County has not been performed since the original 1989 Plan was prepared.
SWALCO conducts annual surveys of waste haulers and recyclers to collect information on
waste quantities. Haulers are surveyed quarterly on residential waste quantities, and twice per
year on residential, commercial and construction/demolition waste quantities. Landscape waste
compost facilities and recycling firms are also surveyed annually to estimate quantities of waste
that are diverted. The SWALCO survey information is utilized in developing the waste
generation rates in this report. However, responses to hauler surveys have not always been
complete, and the hauler data shows large fluctuations in annual waste quantities (as much as
130 percent). As a result, this study utilizes data reported to the Illinois Environmental Protection
Agency (IEPA) on the quantities of waste disposed in landfills to augment the survey data and
obtain comprehensive and accurate estimates of waste generated in the planning area.

2.4.1 Residential Waste Generation
Tables 2.4 and 2.5 show estimates of the annual quantities of residential waste generated by
municipalities in the planning area for 2007 and 2008, as reported by haulers in their quarterly
residential surveys. Data was available for 40 of the 49 municipalities in the planning area. The
amount of waste generated includes the amount of waste recycled, the amount of landscape
waste diverted, and the amount of waste disposed by each community. The number of homes
serviced by the hauler(s) in each municipality was also obtained from the quarterly survey.
Residential waste generation rates were estimated using the waste quantities and number of
homes served from Tables 2.4 and 2.5 and the average household size data from Table 2.2.
Note that these rates are based on the amounts of hauler-collected waste from each
community:
Residential Waste Generation - Hauler Collected Waste
2007

=
=
=

(352,025 tons x 2000 lbs/ton) / (169,244 homes x 2.96 persons/hh x 365 day/year)
3.85 pounds/capita/day (pcd)
2.72 pcd (disposed) + 1.13 pcd (diverted)

2008

=
=
=

(345,781 tons x 2000 lbs/ton) / (173,991 homes x 2.96 persons/hh x 365 day/year)
3.69 pounds/capita/day (pcd)
2.66 pcd (disposed) + 1.03 pcd (diverted)

The lower generation rate for 2008 is due to a small decrease in the total amount of residential
waste generated as well as an increase in the number of homes that haulers reported serving.
Residential diversion rates (i.e., waste diverted to recycling or yardwaste composting) were
largely comparable at 28-29 percent.
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TABLE 2.4 2007 RESIDENTIAL WASTE DATA
Homes
Served

Recycling
(tons)

Yardwaste
(tons)

Disposed
(tons)

Generated
(tons)

Diversion
(%)

SWALCO Member Communities
Antioch

3,300

1,511

610

4,193

6,313

33.6%

Beach Park

2,617

969

219

5,772

6,960

17.1%

Deerfield

5,500

3,002

558

7,246

10,806

32.9%

Deer Park

1,064

450

240

1,368

2,058

33.5%

Fox Lake

3,912

567

723

2,507

3,797

34.0%

Grayslake

6,674

3,553

1,408

5,500

10,461

47.4%

Green Oaks

1,066

506

409

2,896

3,811

24.0%

Gurnee

9,250

3,863

1,809

8,436

14,108

40.2%

Hainesville

912

414

76

1,172

1,662

29.5%

Hawthorn Woods

2,077

1,905

217

3,071

5,194

40.9%

Highland Park

9,438

5,281

947

8,793

15,020

41.5%

Highwood

1,017

367

69

1,489

1,925

22.6%

Island Lake

2,892

779

462

3,102

4,342

28.6%

Kildeer

1,222

776

139

1,612

2,527

36.2%

Lake Barrington

2,140

801

0

2,150

2,951

27.1%

Lake Forest

5,700

2,285

2,593

9,244

14,121

34.5%

Lake Villa

2,193

547

405

855

1,807

52.7%

Lake Zurich

5,983

3,846

2,235

8,968

15,049

40.4%

Libertyville

5,844

2,612

836

14,961

18,409

18.7%

Lincolnshire

2,499

1,199

172

2,008

3,380

40.6%

Lindenhurst

4,600

2,070

572

11,897

14,539

18.2%

Long Grove

2,391

1,163

153

3,083

4,399

29.9%

Mundelein

8,448

3,654

2,375

20,943

26,972

22.4%

North Barrington

1,036

585

358

1,721

2,664

35.4%

North Chicago

3,528

952

1,044

5,212

7,208

27.7%

Park City

298

130

92

761

983

22.5%

Port Barrington

480

115

89

318

521

39.0%

Riverwoods

1,131

772

79

1,982

2,833

30.0%

Round Lake

5,093

1,747

941

5,889

8,576

31.3%

Round Lake Beach

7,605

2,820

1,005

9,418

13,242

28.9%

699

328

112

1,904

2,344

18.8%

1,365

376

464

2,153

2,992

28.1%

Third Lake

409

181

60

523

764

31.6%

Tower Lakes

428

184

90

484

758

36.1%

5,931

2,569

3,408

6,446

12,423

48.1%

Wadsworth

974

436

89

2,012

2,537

20.7%

Wauconda

3,394

1,262

341

2,764

4,368

36.7%

Waukegan

18,070

2,414

6,095

23,848

32,357

26.3%

Winthrop Harbor

2,062

577

635

2,934

4,147

29.2%

Zion

6,276

684

3,283

8,906

12,873

30.8%

19,726

7,023

2,688

40,111

49,822

19.5%

38,100

248,650

352,025

29.4%

Round Lake Heights
Round Lake Park

Vernon Hills

Unincorporated Areas
Total

Total
169,244
65,275
Notes:
1.
Source: SWALCO Quarterly Residential Waste Hauler surveys.
2.
Not all Lake County communities reported data.
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TABLE 2.5 2008 RESIDENTIAL WASTE DATA
Homes
Served

Recycling
(tons)

Yardwaste
(tons)

Disposed
(tons)

Generated
(tons)

Diversion
(%)

SWALCO Member Communities
Antioch

3,300

1,432

686

3,420

5,537

38.2%

Beach Park (Note 3)

2,553

938

127

5,873

6,938

15.3%

Deerfield

5,500

2,954

523

6,642

10,119

34.4%

Deer Park

1,075

507

279

1,239

2,025

38.8%

Fox Lake

3,912

506

443

2,417

3,367

28.2%

Grayslake

6,674

3,029

1,372

5,264

9,665

45.5%

Green Oaks (Note 3)

1,046

466

354

2,988

3,808

21.5%

Gurnee

9,250

3,708

1,878

7,593

13,180

42.4%

993

303

75

1,357

1,734

21.8%

Hawthorn Woods

2,077

2,006

225

2,911

5,141

43.4%

Highland Park

9,438

4,911

837

8,082

13,830

41.6%

Highwood

1,017

363

49

1,353

1,765

23.3%

Island Lake

2,892

802

525

2,827

4,154

31.9%

Kildeer

1,219

685

189

1,350

2,224

39.3%

Lake Barrington

2,140

883

0

2,407

3,290

26.8%

Lake Forest

5,700

2,378

2,020

8,556

12,953

33.9%

Lake Villa

2,193

687

423

797

1,907

58.2%

Lake Zurich

6,240

3,507

2,244

7,518

13,269

43.3%

Libertyville (Note 3)

5,597

2,472

1,490

14,972

18,934

20.9%

Lincolnshire

2,796

1,011

245

1,528

2,784

45.1%

Lindenhurst (Note 3)

4,551

1,945

877

12,304

15,126

18.7%

Long Grove

2,393

1,093

168

2,703

3,963

31.8%

Mundelein (Note 3)

8,277

3,508

3,345

21,312

28,165

24.3%

North Barrington

1,036

571

343

1,387

2,301

39.7%

North Chicago

3,528

896

1,509

6,568

8,973

26.8%

Park City (Note 3)

298

124

53

794

971

18.2%

Port Barrington

480

80

92

283

455

37.8%

Hainesville

Riverwoods

1,140

938

44

1,146

2,128

46.2%

Round Lake

5,093

1,767

1,021

5,646

8,434

33.1%

Round Lake Beach

7,605

2,754

1,435

9,005

13,194

31.8%

733

317

116

1,952

2,385

18.2%

2,936

791

147

2,485

3,423

27.4%

Third Lake

409

170

89

466

724

35.7%

Tower Lakes

428

189

0

457

647

29.3%

5,931

2,577

1,049

6,983

10,609

34.2%

Round Lake Heights (Note 3)
Round Lake Park

Vernon Hills
Wadsworth (Note 3)

958

424

36

2,184

2,644

17.4%

Wauconda

3,394

1,169

330

2,604

4,103

36.5%

Waukegan

19,937

2,466

2,899

27,754

33,119

16.2%

Winthrop Harbor (Note 3)

2,281

1,000

1,366

5,286

7,652

30.9%

Zion

6,278

624

955

8,902

10,482

15.1%

20,698

6,783

2,615

40,260

49,658

18.9%

32,473

249,574

345,781

27.8%

Unincorporated Areas (Note 3)
Total

Total
173,991
63,733
Notes:
1.
Source: SWALCO Quarterly Residential Waste Hauler surveys.
2.
Not all Lake County communities reported data.
3.
Disposal tonnages annualized based on two quarters of data.
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In addition to the quarterly residential hauler surveys discussed above, SWALCO also conducts
an annual survey of other recycling operations in Lake County. Additional quantities of
residential waste are recycled through special collection programs (e.g., household chemical
waste, electronics collections events) and self-hauled by residents to scrap yards. SWALCO
estimates that 19,138 tons of recyclable materials were collected by special collection programs
and scrap yards in 2007, and 19,384 tons in 2008, amounting to 0.15 pcd of material. This
additional recycling was added to the generation rates derived from the hauler collected waste
to yield final residential waste generation rates:
Residential Waste Generation - Hauler Collected Waste and Special Collections/Self-Haul
2007

=
=

3.85 pcd + 0.15 pcd =
4.00 pcd
2.72 pcd (disposed) + 1.28 pcd (diverted)

2008

=
=

3.69 pcd + 0.15 pcd =
3.84 pcd
2.66 pcd (disposed) + 1.18 pcd (diverted)

These residential generation rates are higher than reported for Lake County in the 1989 Plan
(3.2 pounds/capita/day) and the 2004 Plan Update (2.53 pounds/capita/day). Including the
special collections and self-hauled recyclables increased the residential diversion rate to
31-32 percent.

2.4.2 Commercial Waste Generation
The commercial waste category consists of waste generated by businesses, governmental
agencies and institutions within the planning area. Commercial waste also includes industrial
lunchroom and office waste, but excludes special waste generated by manufacturing
operations.
Commercial waste generators typically contract with private haulers for refuse collection service.
Municipalities in the SWALCO planning area historically have not assumed responsibility for
commercial waste collection (although Highwood and Highland Park have implemented
commercial waste franchise agreements, under which a single hauler collects refuse from most
commercial establishments in those cities).
Obtaining estimates of commercial waste for each member community by surveying the private
haulers directly is difficult because commercial waste is typically collected by several private
haulers in each community (whereas residential waste is typically collected by a single hauler).
Moreover, private haulers may cross municipal boundaries on their collection routes, making it
difficult for them to provide separate estimates of commercial waste quantities by municipality.
Under the Lake County Solid Waste Hauling and Recycling Ordinance, haulers are required to
report quantities of residential, commercial and construction and demolition waste collected in
Lake County as a whole to SWALCO twice per year. The haulers are also asked to provide the
amounts of waste recycled, composted and disposed for each of the three waste streams (i.e.,
residential, commercial, etc.)
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As noted previously, the tons of waste reported under this survey have varied substantially,
ranging from 317,000 tons in 2004 to 730,000 tons in 20081. This may be due to inconsistent
reporting by haulers or non-responsiveness to the survey (SWALCO has not received
information from all of the licensed haulers in any year of the survey). Estimating commercial
waste generation rates is challenged by these widely varying waste quantities. Further, because
the response rate has been less than 100 percent, commercial waste quantities have likely
been underestimated.
In order to address the inconsistent reporting in the hauler survey, a comprehensive
investigation of landfill disposal tonnages for the Chicago metropolitan area (inclusive of the
SWALCO planning area) was performed (refer to Attachment F). Landfills are required to report
annual disposal tonnages to the IEPA (or equivalent regulatory bodies in neighboring states),
and since they are equipped with scales and typically pay local and state surcharges based on
the tonnage accepted, the data reported by landfills is judged to be an accurate measure of
disposal quantities. Indeed, as shown in Attachment F, reported landfill disposal tonnages
exhibit significantly lower variability from year to year versus the hauler survey data.
Based on the analysis of landfill data, it is estimated that the SWALCO planning area disposed
of 7.18 pcd of municipal solid waste in 2007, and 6.34 pcd of municipal solid waste in 2008.
Note that this includes residential waste as well as commercial waste and
construction/demolition (C/D) waste. As a result, the residential disposal rates discussed
previously must be subtracted to derive a commercial waste disposal rate:
Combined Commercial Waste and C/D Waste (Disposed)
2007

=

7.18 pcd - 2.72 pcd

=

4.46 pcd

2008

=

6.34 pcd - 2.66 pcd

=

3.68 pcd

These rates must be further adjusted to remove the C/D component. The landfill disposal data
reported to the IEPA does not contain a breakdown of how much of the total incoming waste is
C/D debris. Based on the waste quantities reported to SWALCO by haulers for the year 2008,
C/D debris accounted for approximately 15 percent of the municipal solid waste that was
reported to have been landfilled. Although it was noted earlier that waste quantities reported
under the hauler survey fluctuate significantly from year to year and underestimate the amount
of waste disposed, the survey data can provide an estimate of the relative fraction of the
disposed waste attributable to C/D waste2.
C/D Waste Disposed
2007

=

7.18 pcd x 0.15

=

1.08 pcd

2008

=

6.34 pcd x 0.15

=

0.95 pcd

1
2

As part of this Plan Update, additional efforts were made by SWALCO staff to obtain more accurate
responses for the survey year 2008, but data was not obtained from all of the licensed haulers.
The 1989 Plan estimated that C/D waste accounted for approximately 20 percent of disposed waste.
A recent statewide waste characterization study estimated that approximately 9 percent of the waste
disposed by Illinois is C/D waste (CDM, Illinois Commodity/Waste Generation and Characterization
Study, May 22, 2009). The 15 percent estimated for C/D waste based on the hauler survey falls within
this range.
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Subtracting these values from the disposal rates for combined commercial waste and C/D waste
yields the following estimates of commercial disposal rates:
Commercial Waste Disposed
2007

=

4.46 pcd - 1.08 pcd

=

3.38 pcd

2008

=

3.68 pcd - 0.95 pcd

=

2.73 pcd

Note that these values represent the per capita quantity of commercial waste disposed. To
estimate the commercial waste generation rate, the amounts of commercial waste recycled
must be taken into account. As noted previously, SWALCO conducts an annual survey of
recycling operations in Lake County. SWALCO estimates that 224,306 tons of commercial
waste was recycled in 2007, corresponding to 1.78 pcd of material. For 2008, 191,685 tons of
commercial waste was recycled, corresponding to 1.51 pcd of material. This recycling was
added to the commercial disposal rates to yield commercial waste generation rates:
Commercial Waste Generated
2007

=

3.38 pcd + 1.78 pcd =

5.16 pcd

2008

=

2.73 pcd + 1.51 pcd =

4.24 pcd

Based on this data, commercial waste diversion rates ranged from 35-36 percent.

2.4.3 Construction/Demolition Waste Generation
Disposal rates for construction/demolition debris were calculated previously. Based on its
survey of recyclers in Lake County, SWALCO estimates that 143,572 tons of C/D material was
recycled in 2007, corresponding to 1.14 pcd of material. In 2008, 127,127 tons of C/D material
was recycled, corresponding to 1.00 pcd of material.
Of the total amount of C/D material recycled in 2007, 93,544 tons (or 65 percent) was attributed
to the Great Lakes Navy facility. In 2008, the facility recycled 59,931 tons of C/D waste (47
percent of total C/D recycling in the County). The amount of C/D waste reported by the Navy as
recycled has fluctuated since SWALCO began accounting for the material in 2003 (110 tons in
2003; 57,598 tons in 2004; and 1,410 tons in 2006). These fluctuations suggest the recycling
activity is project-related. Over the five years, average recycling of C/D waste at the Great
Lakes facility amounted to 42,519 tons.
If this average amount is used instead of the 93,544 tons reported for 2007, the corresponding
diversion rate for C/D waste is 0.73 pcd (versus 1.14 pcd as noted above). For 2008, the
adjusted diversion rate for C/D waste is 0.86 pcd (versus 1.00 pcd as noted above). These
appear to be more reasonable estimates of C/D waste diversion.
Construction/Demolition Waste Generated
2007

=

1.08 pcd + 0.73 pcd =

1.81 pcd

2008

=

0.95 pcd + 0.86 pcd =

1.81 pcd
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2.4.4 Other Landscape Waste
The data in Table 2.4 suggest that 52,524 tons of residential landscape waste was collected by
haulers in 2007 (note: Table 2.4 indicates that 38,100 tons of landscape waste were collected
from 40 of the 49 municipalities in the planning area; extrapolating this to the entire population
of Lake County results in the estimate of 52,524 tons).
According to the SWALCO survey of recycling operations (including compost facilities in the
County), a total of 77,197 tons of landscape waste was diverted by Lake County in 2007. This
amount exceeds the 52,524 tons of estimated hauler-collected residential landscape waste. The
difference may be attributable to yard waste collected by landscape companies (as opposed to
waste haulers) from residential and commercial sources. Because the SWALCO recycling
survey did not address the origin (i.e., residential or commercial) of the landscape waste, the
additional 24,673 tons (= 77,197 tons - 52,524 tons) of diverted material is reported separately
from residential and commercial waste generation, corresponding to 0.20 pcd of other
landscape waste.
For 2008, haulers are estimated to have collected 43,960 tons of residential landscape waste
(32,473 tons as reported by the 40 communities in Table 2.5, extrapolated to the entire
population of Lake County). The SWALCO recycling survey estimated that 78,488 tons of
landscape waste was diverted by Lake County in 2008. The amount of waste attributed to
landscapers is therefore 34,528 tons (= 78,488 tons - 43,960 tons), corresponding to 0.27 pcd
of other landscape waste.
Other Landscape Waste
2007

=

0.20 pcd

2008

=

0.27 pcd

2.4.5 Industrial Process Waste/Special Waste
The analysis of landfill disposal data contained in Attachment F presents two estimates of per
capita waste disposal:
municipal solid waste, which includes residential, commercial,
construction/demolition and industrial lunchroom and office waste; and total waste, which
includes special waste in addition to municipal waste. The amount of special waste is calculated
by subtracting municipal solid waste from the total waste:
Special Waste
2007

=

7.58 pcd - 7.18 pcd = 0.40 pcd

2008

=

6.80 pcd - 6.34 pcd = 0.46 pcd

Page 2-13

Section 2
Waste Generation and Management

2.4.6 Summary Waste Generation
Total and municipal solid waste generation rates for 2007 and 2008 are summarized in
Table 2.6. The generation rates from the 2004 Plan Update are also presented for comparison.
TABLE 2.6 WASTE GENERATION RATES
Municipal Solid Waste
Residential
Commercial
Construction/Demolition
Other Landscape
Subtotal
Non-Municipal Solid Waste
Industrial Process / Special Waste
Total
Total Solid Waste

2004 Plan Update

2007

2008

2.53 pcd
3.37 pcd
1.62 pcd
7.52 pcd

4.00
5.16
1.81
0.20
11.17

3.84
4.24
1.81
0.27
10.16

1.26 pcd

0.40

0.46

8.78 pcd

11.57

10.62

Although generation rates are higher than last reported in the 2004 Plan Update, as was noted
previously a comprehensive review of waste generation in Lake County has not been performed
since the original Plan was adopted in 1989. For comparison purposes, the IEPA performs an
annual survey of county recycling coordinators to collect information on municipal waste
generation. The results of these surveys are summarized in the IEPA’s Annual Capacity
Reports. Recent annual capacity reports have indicated average Illinois municipal waste
generation of 10.7 pcd (2005), 10.8 pcd (2006) and 9.7 pcd (2007). In reporting to the IEPA,
many counties are relying on data that dates back to the early 1990s and hasn’t been
subsequently updated.
Estimates of aggregate quantities of municipal waste and total waste generated by the
SWALCO planning area and Lake County are presented in Table 2.7.
TABLE 2.7 WASTE GENERATION QUANTITIES
2007
Planning Area

2008
Planning Area

County
County
Municipal Solid Waste
Residential
479,806
504,147
465,183
488,589
Commercial
618,949
650,349
513,639
539,484
Construction Demolition
217,112
228,126
219,266
230,299
Other Landscape
23,990
25,207
32,708
34,354
Subtotal
1,339,857
1,407,830
1,230,796
1,292,726
Non-Municipal Solid Waste
Industrial Process/Special Waste
47,981
50,415
55,725
58,529
Total
Total Waste
1,387,838
1,458,245
1,286,521
1,351,255
Notes:
1. Planning area population = 657,268 (2007) and 663,788 (2008). County population = 690,612
(2007) and 697,188 (2008).
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2.5

Waste Management Methods

Table 2-8 summarizes the methods by which Lake County waste was managed in 2007 and
2008.
TABLE 2-8. LAKE COUNTY WASTE HANDLING METHODS
2007 (tpy)

2008 (tpy)

Residential
Generated

504,147

488,589

Recycled

108,392

105,607

52,935

44,533

342,820

338,450

32%

31%

Generated

650,349

539,484

Recycled

224,345

192,128

Disposed

426,004

347,356

35%

36%

228,126

230,299

Recycled

92,007

109,424

Disposed

136,120

120,875

40%

48%

25,207

34,354

1,407,830

1,292,726

424,744

407,158

78,143

78,887

904,943

806,681

36%

38%

50,415

58,529

1,458,245

1,351,255

424,744

407,158

78,143

78,887

955,358

865,210

35%

36%

Composted
Disposed
Diversion (%)
Commercial

Diversion (%)
Construction / Demolition
Generated

Diversion (%)
Other Landscape Waste
Composted
Municipal Waste
Generated
Recycled
Composted
Disposed
Diversion (%)
Industrial Process/Special Waste
Disposed
Total Waste
Generated
Recycled
Composted
Disposed
Diversion (%)
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The diversion rates estimated in this study are lower than SWALCO previously reported to the
IEPA (44 percent in 2006 and 55 percent in 2007) primarily because this study estimates a
higher waste generation rate for Lake County than was assumed in the 2004 Plan Update. As
was noted earlier, the 2004 Plan Update was based on waste generation rates developed for
the 1989 Plan, adjusted (in many years downward) by national-level estimates of growth (or
decline) in waste generation as published in USEPA reports3. The total waste generation rate
used in the 2004 Plan Update (8.78 pcd) is essentially flat from that estimated in the 1989 Plan
(8.5 pcd). Notwithstanding the current recession, the 1990s and 2000s were generally
characterized by an expanding economy, which plausibly would lead to greater waste
generation.
The Illinois Recycling Association and Illinois Department of Commerce and Economic
Opportunity commissioned a study in 2008 of waste generation in Illinois4. That study utilized
the “materials flow” approach to estimating waste generation, in which national-level industry
production data is used to estimate the weight of materials and products that are present in the
waste stream (the same approach used in the USEPA reports noted above). The IRA/DCEO
study estimated a per capita municipal waste generation rate of 8.1 pcd. Although this is
superficially similar to the waste generation rate used in the 2004 Plan Update, the IRA/DCEO
study concluded, after considering the quantities of Illinois waste landfilled (as has been done in
this 2009 Plan Update), that the overall waste diversion rate in Illinois is 19 percent, as opposed
to the average of 39 percent reported by county recycling coordinators to the IEPA in 2007. As a
result, there is one of two conclusions that can be drawn:
1.

Municipal waste generation is approximately 8.1 pcd, in which case counties
(including Lake) are substantially over reporting the amount of waste which is
recycled; or

2.

Municipal waste generation is higher than 8.1 pcd (as indicated in this study).

2.5.1 Current Waste System
Lake County and SWALCO communities rely on a number of facilities to manage their waste
(refer to Figure 2-3). The SWALCO annual recycling survey for 2008 indicated that 11 scrap
yard facilities located in the County recycled approximately 117,000 tons of material. Three
brokers, one large retailer and one large industry accounted for 64,000 tons of recyclables -these materials were likely direct shipped to end user markets. The Waste Management MRF in
Grayslake reported handling 140,000 tons of material, some of which may originate from
outside of Lake County. Three construction/demolition debris processors reported 51,000 tons
of recycling from Lake County (American Recycling in Zion, MBL Recycling in Palatine, and K.
Hoving in West Chicago). The Great Lakes Naval Center reported recycling 60,000 tons -- this
C/D material was managed on-site at the facility.
Unlike landfills, transfer stations and compost facilities, recycling facilities typically do not report
the amount of material handled or capacity information to the IEPA or other government
authorities.

3
4

USEPA publishes an annual report entitled Characterization of MSW in the United States that
estimates waste generation at the national level.
CDM, Illinois Commodity/Waste Generation and Characterization Study, May 22, 2009.
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FIGURE 2-3. LAKE COUNTY SOLID WASTE FACILITIES
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The SWALCO recycling survey estimated that 78,488 tons of landscape waste was composted
in 2008 at 7 sites. Information on these facilities is summarized in Table 2-9.
TABLE 2-9. LANDSCAPE WASTE COMPOST FACILITY INFORMATION
Tons Received (2008)

Facility

Lake County

Permitted Throughput

Total

(cubic yards)

(tons)

DK Lake Bluff

2,459

2,459

25,000

6,750

Lake Bluff Municipal #2

1,232

1,232

6,800

1,840

Lake Forest

3,931

3,931

20,000

5,400

57,061

81,516

28,000

7,560

Waukegan

3,400

3,400

270,000

72,900

Midwest Organics

9,176

10,196

55,000

14,850

Land and Lakes #5

1,230

1,230

384,000

103,680

78,488

103,964

788,800

212,980

Thelan Sand & Gravel

Total

Notes:
1.
Permitted throughputs (cubic yards) obtained from IEPA, Nonhazardous Solid Waste Management and
Landfill Capacity in Illinois: 2007, November, 2008. A conversion factor of 0.27 tons per cubic yard was used
to convert the volume caps into approximate tonnage caps.
2.
Two additional landscape waste compost facilities were permitted in Lake County in 2009 – Countryside in
Round Lake and Mariani Landscape Design in Lake Bluff. Throughput and capacity information for these
facilities has not yet been published by IEPA.

Lake County has disposal capacity agreements with three landfills: Countryside, Veolia ES Zion
Landfill, and Pheasant Run RDF. Capacity and throughput information on these three facilities is
provided in Table 2-10:
TABLE 2-10. LANDFILL CAPACITY INFORMATION
Facility

Capacity (01/01/09)
Gate Cu.Yds.

Tons

Throughput (2008)
Gate Cu. Yds.

Tons

Remaining Life
(Years)

Countryside

16,708,960

5,063,321

1,761,647

533,832

9.5

Veolia ES Zion

10,536,467

3,192,869

2,167,940

656,952

5.0

Pheasant Run

3,839,458

1,163,472

2,620,975

794,235

1.5

Notes:
1.
Source: IEPA Capacity Certification forms and Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources. Capacities
reported to IEPA in gate cubic yards converted to tons using IEPA conversion factor of 3.3 gate cubic yards
per ton. Capacities reported to WDNR in airspace cubic yards converted to tons using an in-place density of
1,400 pounds per cubic yard and assuming a cover factor of 10 percent. Capacity in tons converted to gate
cubic yards using the conversion factor of 3.3 gate cubic yards per ton.

Veolia also reported that 28,551 tons of Lake County waste was transferred through its
Northbrook transfer station before being disposed at the Zion Landfill. Veolia estimates that
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approximately 30 percent of the waste handled at the Northbrook transfer station originates in
Lake County.

2.6

Waste Composition

Although the 2009 Plan Update utilizes a different approach to estimating waste quantities than
the IRA/DCEO study referenced earlier, the latter study does provide field-collected data on the
composition of waste that is landfilled in Illinois. As part of the IRA/DCEO study, samples of
waste from each of the two landfills in Lake County were sorted into constituent components.
The results of the composition study are summarized in Table 2-11. Generally, it appears that
the composition of waste disposed in Lake County is similar to other areas of the state.
TABLE 2-11. COMPOSITION OF LANDFILLED WASTE (BY WEIGHT)
Lake County
Urban County
Illinois
Landfills
Average
Average
Material
Paper
21.6%
24.9%
26.2%
Newspaper
2.0%
2.8%
3.1%
Corrugated
6.3%
10.8%
11.0%
Other Paper
13.3%
11.3%
12.2%
Plastic
19.4%
13.7%
14.4%
#1 - #7 Containers
3.5%
3.8%
4.0%
Plastic Film
5.3%
4.2%
4.8%
Other Plastic
10.6%
5.7%
5.6%
Glass
2.2%
3.1%
3.2%
Metal
5.2%
4.7%
5.3%
Aluminum Cans
0.4%
0.4%
0.4%
Tin Cans
1.1%
1.0%
1.1%
Other Metal
3.7%
3.3%
3.9%
Organics
18.2%
21.5%
22.2%
Yard Waste
3.6%
3.2%
2.8%
Food Scraps
8.9%
13.1%
13.4%
Other Organic
5.7%
5.2%
6.0%
Inorganics
4.2%
2.9%
2.6%
Computers/Electronics
4.1%
1.5%
1.4%
Appliances
0.0%
0.0%
0.0%
Tires
0.0%
0.2%
0.2%
Other Inorganic
0.1%
1.2%
1.0%
Textiles
10.5%
8.8%
7.7%
HHW
0.2%
0.5%
0.5%
Construction/Demolition
18.4%
20.0%
18.0%
Wood
13.3%
11.4%
10.0%
Other
5.1%
8.6%
8.0%
Total
100.0%
100.1%
100.1%
# Samples
27
252
315
Source:
1. CDM, Illinois Commodity/Waste Generation and Characterization Study, May 22, 2009.
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Table 2-12 shows a comparison of the results of the 2008 composition study versus a prior
study conducted at Lake County landfills in 1993. The earlier study sorted waste materials into
27 categories, whereas the 2008 study sorted waste materials into 79 categories. The 1993
study included two categories (“other combustibles” and “other non-combustibles”) that were
combined and reported as “other” in Table 2-12. Material components in the 2008 study which
did not readily correspond to the components in the 1993 study were assigned to the “other”
category in Table 2-12 -- this explains why “other” materials are twice as large in the 2008
study.
TABLE 2-12. WASTE COMPOSITION AT LAKE COUNTY LANDFILLS (BY WEIGHT)
1993
2008
Material
Study
Study
Newsprint
8.4%
2.0%
High-Grade Paper
2.0%
3.2%
Other Recyclable Paper
11.4%
4.3%
Other Paper
8.9%
5.9%
Corrugated
10.6%
6.3%
Glass Containers
4.7%
2.2%
HDPE Containers
1.0%
0.7%
PET Bottles
0.4%
1.4%
PVC Containers
0.1%
0.8%
Polystyrene
0.8%
0.7%
Polyethylene Film
4.0%
5.3%
Other Plastic
4.4%
10.6%
Aluminum Cans
0.9%
0.4%
Tin and Bi-Metal
1.5%
1.1%
Other Aluminum
0.3%
1.5%
Other Ferrous
3.2%
1.8%
Other Non-Ferrous
0.5%
0.4%
Wood
3.7%
13.3%
Textiles, Rubber, Leather
4.7%
10.5%
Disposal Diapers
3.1%
2.0%
Food Waste
13.2%
8.9%
Grass Clippings
0.3%
1.1%
Other Landscape Waste
3.1%
2.5%
Fines
2.8%
0.0%
Household Batteries
0.1%
0.1%
Other
6.0%
13.1%
Total
100.1%
100.0%
# Samples
90
27
Source:
1. CDM, Illinois Commodity/Waste Generation and Characterization Study, May 22, 2009. Data are
for samples of waste sorted at Lake County landfills.
2. CDM, Final Report of Municipal Solid Waste Characterization Study for Solid Waste Agency of
Lake County, November 2, 1993.
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Because a larger number of samples were sorted in the 1993 study, some care must be taken
in comparing the results of the two studies. Further, the 1993 study conducted sorts over three
seasons versus a single season for the 2008 study. Nonetheless, it would appear that
commonly recycled materials such as newsprint, corrugated, aluminum cans, tin cans and glass
containers are less prevalent in the 2008 landfilled waste, suggesting that these materials are
being removed by recycling programs in Lake County.

2.7

Recommendations

Based on analysis of the various sources of waste data reviewed in preparing the 2009 Plan
Update, the following recommendations are made concerning the future collection and tracking
of such data:
1.

Apply greater effort to secure complete responses from all licensed haulers
under the County’s Solid Waste Hauling and Recycling Ordinance.

2.

Review hauler responses individually and in aggregate for consistency with
survey data from prior years. Quality assurance is an important component of an
effective survey program.

3.

Add additional questions to the existing hauler survey forms to obtain information
on the destination of collected waste materials (including recyclables and
landscape waste). Conduct additional surveying of solid waste facilities (e.g.,
transfer stations, construction/demolition debris processing facilities) located near
to, but outside of Lake County’s boundaries) to further document quantities of
Lake County waste handled at those facilities.

4.

Consider reducing the frequency of hauler reporting to once per year to reduce
the administrative effort of haulers and facilitate a larger response rate. Meet with
haulers to obtain their feedback on improving the data collection process.

5.

Review and amend the County’s Solid Waste Hauling and Recycling Ordinance
to reflect any changes to the County’s survey program

6.

Continue to track landfill disposal rates as described in Appendix A. These data
have shown less year-to-year variability than disposal data collected through
hauler surveys, and there is an established historical database of such data. The
response rate of landfills has been 100 percent.

7.

Meet with solid waste staff from other counties in the metropolitan area to obtain
their feedback on improving the data collection process and discuss methods to
standardize data collection efforts.

8.

Support legislation to require all solid waste facilities (including transfer stations,
recycling facilities, and construction/demolition processing facilities) to report
annual waste quantities to the IEPA.
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SECTION 3
IMPLEMENTATION STATUS OF THE 2004 PLAN UPDATE
The 2004 Plan Update was adopted by the Lake County Board on November 9, 2004 and has
acted as an important policy document and benchmark for Lake County’s overall solid waste
management program. As Lake County transitions to its 2009 Plan Update it is important to
review the progress made in implementing the recommendations contained in the 2004 Plan
Update. This section provides such a review by listing each of the 2004 Plan Update
recommendations and commenting on the implementation status of each recommendation.

3.1 Implementation Status
Table 3.1 contains a listing of the recommendations contained in the 2004 Plan Update with
respect to the following major plan components:
Public Information and Education
Recycling
Household Chemical Waste Management
Landfilling
Emerging Technologies
Organization and Administration
Finance and Ownership
Legislative Initiatives
Host Community Benefit Agreements
For each listed recommendation information has been provided as to whether the
recommendation was implemented or not during the past five years. Additional comments have
also been provided for many of the recommendations.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations

Public
Information
and Education

Recommendation

Status of Implementation

P1

Identify new and support
ongoing activities of
SWALCO's public
information and education
programs to encourage
waste reduction, reuse,
recycling and recovery
(buying recycled products)
through SWALCO's
websites and other
publications, as well as
community organizations
such as PTA/PTO's, park
districts and church
groups.

Implemented. New Updated website with new pages and
information. Green Days, an online website guide with
articles on a number of environmental topics, especially
those related to the 4Rs. Written articles for member
newsletters and websites. Created Recycle-O-Rama event
to encourage recycling, waste reduction, reuse and buying
recycled. Worked with park districts, church groups,
schools, corporate groups and other community
organizations on the Reuse-A-Shoe program. Opportunity
for many not familiar with SWALCO to learn more about the
agency and recycling/waste reduction. This program
reaches thousands of people in the Lake County
community with everyone from teachers to local businesses
to legislators working with SWALCO. Expanded the Earth
Day Open House - invited new vendors, more outreach to
the community and more activities.

P2

Continue to provide inhouse marketing support
to help publicize
SWALCO technical
programs, such as the
household chemical waste
collections and recycling
programs.

Implemented. Created and distributed various flyers,
posters, brochures and articles to help publicize SWALCO
programs. Worked with local media and newspapers.
Attended community events with a variety of these
materials. Communicate in various ways with our member
communities (Member Service Bulletins, Special
Informational Emails. Interviewed on local cable TV
programs to send out info about SWALCO and its
programs. Also utilized two email-list services to provide
information about programming.

P3

Continue to encourage
SWALCO members to
design, evaluate and
distribute information for
residents regarding
various solid waste
management issues, and
to inform SWALCO of
waste-related activities
within their communities.

Implemented. Worked closely with members. Stayed in
touch via phone calls, emails, special articles, member
service bulletins, discussions at Board meetings, etc.
Provided ready-to-go articles and news bits for their
newsletters and websites to make it convenient for them.
Provided special posters and flyers for members to post.
Many members did not have links on their websites to
SWALCO -- Encouraged them to add these links for their
members -- most of our members added these links and
have regular announcements and articles in their
newsletter, website and email-list services.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
P4

Develop partnerships with
the business community,
waste hauler, institutions,
service and professional
organizations and
governmental entities to
expand the outreach
potential for focused
educational efforts.

Implemented. Reached out and worked with community
groups and businesses via Reuse-A-Shoe program. Also
provided information to those contacts regarding
SWALCO's other programs. Given talks and presentations
and set up informational displays and booths for a variety of
community organizations and businesses, providing
information and answering questions. Partnered with Waste
Management Recycle America (WMRA) on Earth Day
Open House and other workshops for students and
teachers. Worked with and was a member of other
educational and PR groups in Lake County. Also worked
with groups from Lake County Government as part of the
PIO group with Communications and other LC
Departments. Worked with Health Department and others
on special projects, including the Pharmaceutical Education
project which helped to promote SWALCO's HCW program.

P5

Continue to support and
evaluate school education
outreach efforts that meet
Illinois Learning
Standards, such as the
Lake County Earth Flag
Program, the Earth Flag
Everyday supplemental
program, the educational
website, subsidized
performances by
environmental educators
and in-class
presentations.

Implemented. Coordinated/implemented the Earth Flag and
Earth Flag Everyday programs, working with a number of
Lake County Schools. Guided efforts and offered resources
for teaching the 4Rs. Provided subsidized performances by
environmental educators to reinforce and celebrate the
good work we did together.

P6

Identify and utilize
applicable public and
school education
resources to develop
customized activities for
Lake County.

Implemented. Worked with educational alliance group in
Lake County. Worked with Regional Office of Education.
Also worked with local libraries. Continue to collect
information and resources to share with schools (K-12).

P7

Develop a communication
plan for SWALCO that
encompasses branding,
advertising and other
promotional efforts, and
evaluate it on a yearly
basis.

Implemented. Developed new flyers, certificates,
brochures, etc. with new and consistent messaging. Heavily
promoted the website and the email-list services, including
one specifically for educators. Developed contact lists and
worked with local PR groups.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
P8

Continue to embrace and
incorporate new
information technologies
in SWALCO's promotional
efforts (e.g., websites,
email services, etc.).

Implemented. New Website launched. Two email-list
services. Also developed relationships with and worked
with member communities to utilize their email serves and
other promotional tools. Always looking for new social
media tools to help promote programs and projects.

P9

Continue to support the
EduCycle Center in
Grayslake through grants,
staff support and possible
expansion efforts.

Implemented. Have partnered with WMRA on programs,
Earth Day events, workshops, workshops for teachers.
Have promoted them and encouraged any school groups
SWALCO is working with to tour the facility, etc. WMRA has
offered their facility for the final drop-off/collection of shoes
for Reuse-A-Shoe. SWALCO staff stops out occasionally
throughout the year to observe tours, share information and
support efforts.

P10

Investigate opportunities
for public outreach at
special events (e.g. Lake
County Fair).

Implemented. Participated at a variety of community
events, (presentations, open houses, health & safety fairs,
Lake County Fair), etc. Also attended special member
events throughout each year. Presented and spoke at a
number of community events.

P11

Establish crisis
communication
procedures so that
SWALCO is viewed as a
credible point of contact
during emergency events
and interruptions of
service (e.g. garbage
strikes, post-tornado
debris management).

Partially implemented. Have provided applicable
information and resources after flooding and other county
events/incidents, working with Health Department,
Communications, etc. Resource and information provided
during garbage strikes and when other wastehauling/disposal issues arose.

Recycling
R1

Recommendation
Maintain and expand
collection of data on
recycling activity in Lake
County. Identify significant
recycling data points that
reflect changes in
recycling activity in Lake
County and develop
programming that fosters
increased diversion of
recyclable materials.

Status of Implementation
Implemented. Continue to collect and refine collection data
while focusing attention on segments that can lead to
increased diversion (i.e. C&D and food scraps)
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
R2

Continue to expand
recycling programs to
achieve a 50% recycling
goal for all subsequent
years.

Implemented. Exceeded the 50% goal in years 2007 and
2008. (Note: with the findings presented in Section 2
regarding Lake County’s overall recycling rate, the
estimated recycling rate in Lake County is now 38% of the
municipal waste generated.)

R3

Continue to support area
recyclers in activities that
expand their capabilities
of diverting marketable
materials from landfills
when feasible.

Implemented. Staff continues to reach out to known
recyclers and assist as necessary.

R4

Assist the County with
modifications to its
Recycling Ordinance
requiring all waste haulers
operating within Lake
County to offer volume
based pricing for
residential refuse
collection services and
make recycling available
to all residential, multifamily and commercial
customers.

Implemented. County Waste Hauling and Recycling
Ordinance was modified in 2005. The Agency continues to
recommend that members include volume based pricing
and multi family service into bids.

R5

Encourage all SWALCO
members to establish
volume based pricing and
utilize a full cost
accounting model in their
analysis of waste costs.

Partially implemented. Some members use volume based
pricing, however full cost accounting models have not yet
been attempted.

R6

Encourage all SWALCO
members to implement
cart-based recycling
programs within their
residential areas.

Partially implemented. As of May 2009, twenty-four
members and three townships have implemented cartbased recycling programs.

R7

Assist SWALCO members
in franchising commercial
refuse service as a means
to reduce costs and
increase recycling.

Implemented. Staff has conducted pre franchise surveys for
several members. The second County franchise (City of
Highwood has a commercial franchise as well) was
implemented in the City of Highland Park in 2009.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
R8

Continue to encourage all
SWALCO members to adopt
the model commercial and
multi-family refuse and
recycling enclosure
ordinance.

Implemented. A model ordinance has been provided to
all members and several members have enrolled this
ordinance into their UDO.

R9

Encourage SWALCO
members to adopt a model
C&D recycling ordinance
that would require the
implementation of a
recycling program at new
construction sites within their
communities.

Partially implemented. A model C&D recycling ordinance
has been developed and provided to members to adopt.

R10

Participate in the EPA Waste
Wise Program and
encourage commercial and
industrial establishments,
institutions, governmental
agencies, and other nonresidential entities to
participate in source
reduction activities.

Not yet implemented due to limitations of staff time. Staff
would still like to establish this program to fulfill the need
to acknowledge the positive efforts made in the
commercial and industrial sectors of the county while
also networking and educating others of the benefits of
waste reduction and recycling activities.

R11

Depending on availability of
funds and agency priorities,
continue to further the
development of source
reduction programs,
compost bin distributions
and residential electronics
collections along with
commercial and multi-family
pilot programs.

Partially implemented. Limited funds were available to
assist in subsidizing the cost of a limited number of
compost bins which were sold via third party not-for-profit
organizations. Limited funds were made available to
support the expansion of the residential electronics
collection program which operates under a no-cost
contract between the Agency and Sims Recycling
Solutions. No funding has been directed to support the
continuation of the Multi Family Pilot Program

R12

Continue to maintain the
MRF contract with Recycle
America Alliance to assure
that sufficient capacity is
available to SWALCO
members along with
assuring that SWALCO
members that direct material
to the facility do not incur
processing charges.

Implemented. A new Capacity Agreement with Waste
Management Recycle America (WMRA) began in
January 2009 with provisions to assure that sufficient
capacity shall be available for SWALCO members. It
also provides for a Per Ton Payment to members that
direct material. It does not protect a members hauler
from being assessed a per ton processing charge in
down markets.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
R13

Encourage SWALCO
members to direct their
hauler to deliver their
communities' recyclable
material to the Recycle
America Alliance MRF, or to
another MRF where
SWALCO has secured
processing capacity, to avoid
cost for processing.

Implemented. As of 2009, thirty two municipalities and
one Township have elected to direct their haulers to
deliver their communities' recyclable material to the
Waste management Recycle America MRF.

R14

Acquire capacity in C&D
processing facilities in Lake
County.

Not yet implemented due to no C&D processors
operating within the County/

R15

Pursue implementation of a
C&D processing facility to
provide processing capacity
for SWALCO members.

Not implemented. SWALCO is developing model
ordinance text for members to use when considering to
permit a C&D processor within their municipal
boundaries.

R16

Designate the C&D
processing facility as an
official component of
SWALCO's waste disposal
system and encourage all
members to utilize the C&D
processing facility for C&D
projects within their
municipal boundaries.

Partially implemented. No facility(s) has been
designated. SWALCO members are encouraged to
require their contractors to recycle C&D materials during
the removal or development of municipal property.

R17

Explore the development of
programs to reduce
residential and commercial
organic waste (such as
yardwaste and food waste).

Implemented. SWALCO’s Legislative Committee
supported food scrap composting legislation which is
awaiting the Governor’s signature. Held preliminary
discussions with several Lake County compost facility
operators to discuss development of commercial food
scrap composting operations.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
Household
Chemical
Waste
Management

Recommendation

Status of Implementation

H1

Continue Operating a
permanent Household
Chemical Waste
Collection Program, and
raise or eliminate the
financial cap from the
IEPA

Implemented. Intergovernmental Agreement with the IEPA
renewed on April 3, 2007. Financial Cap removed. Term of
Agreement extend five years to April 3, 2012.

H2

Determine the feasibility
of permitting the
Household Chemical
Waste Storage facility for
use as a public drop-off
location to supplement
one-day collection events.

Implemented. HCW facility operations permit modified to
allow for public drop-off effective November 14, 2006. First
public drop-off event conducted in July 2007.

H3

Support and expand oil
collection and Partner for
Paint programs (i.e., Lake
Zurich oil collection
center, Ela Township
Highway Department
Paint program).

Implemented. Continued to provide technical assistance to
Lake Zurich Oil Program and Ela Township Highway Dept.
Partner for Paint program. New oil collection program
established in Port Barrington in June 2007.

H4

Continue the corncob
distribution program (for
latex paint solidification)
and seek new distribution
points to be accompanied
by in-store advertising and
point-of-purchase
displays.

Partially implemented. Corncob distribution program
terminated in December 2006 due to contractor abuse.
Corncob program originally developed to benefit the
residential community, not for business use.

H5

Explore options and
expand programs for used
tire management (such as
the use of tire chips for
road bedding or
alternative daily cover at a
landfill) and consider the
possibility of cosponsoring
collections through the
IEPA tire collection
program.

Implemented. SWALCO teamed with the Lake County
Farm Bureau to conduct a highly successful tire collection
event in May 2008. Alternative uses for tire chips not
explored. HCW Engineer's time was focused on SWALCO's
hybrid HCW program consisting of mobile collection events
and public drop-offs.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
H6

Obtain a list of
Conditionally Exempt
Small Quantity
Generators (CESQGs),
such as automotive repair
centers, beauty salons,
etc. from the Health
Department and
investigate options on
how to assist them with
hazardous materials
management.

Not implemented. HCW Engineer's time was focused on
SWALCO's hybrid HCW program consisting of mobile
collection events and public drop-offs.

H7

Compile a listing of Lake
County school districts
and assist them, to the
extent possible, with their
chemical waste disposal
needs. Identify
environmental contractors
and disposal programs
such as the IEPA
laboratory waste
collection program.

Not implemented. Development of school districts not
pursued. HCW Engineer's time was focused on SWALCO's
hybrid HCW program consisting of mobile collection events
and public drop-offs. SWALCO has a list of environmental
contractors for business and institutional referrals.

H8

Consider the feasibility
and implications of
conducting one-day
collection events in other
northern Illinois counties.

Not implemented. Out of County collections never
conducted. HCW Engineer's time was consumed on
SWALCO's hybrid HCW program consisting of mobile
collection events and public drop-offs.

H9

Explore feasibility of
adding additional HCW
satellite collection points
at existing facilities (e.g.
fire stations).

Partially implemented. SWALCO is pursuing a Satellite
Collection Center at the Lincolnshire Riverwoods Fire
Station # 51 in Lincolnshire. The Operations permit is
anticipated to be issued in September 2009.

Landfilling

L1

Recommendation

Maintain contracts with
the sanitary landfills
serving Lake County to
provide for privatelyowned-and-operated
landfill disposal capacity.

Status of Implementation

Implemented. Currently renegotiating with both WMI and
Veolia to amend the existing agreements to provide for
more disposal capacity guarantees, increased revenue
potential and to provide for payment of the Affected Area
Compensation Fee (AACF) directly to Lake County.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
L2

Implement source
reduction, reuse,
recycling, and composting
programs to reduce
dependence on landfilling.

Implemented. Amount of SWALCO waste landfilled
continues to decrease.

L3

The design, operation,
and monitoring of public
or private landfills under
contract to SWALCO
should, at a minimum,
comply with the most
current RCRA Subtitle D
regulations and other
regulations adopted by
the State of Illinois.

Implemented. SWALCO conducted audits for the
Countryside and Zion Landfills and implemented a new
self-audit procedure for both landfills for the calendar years
2006 and 2007.

L4

The siting criteria that
appear in Section 7.0 of
the 1989 Plan should
serve as guidelines for
selecting areas most
suitable for solid waste
management facility
siting.

Implemented. This recommendation has been dropped
from the 2009 Plan Update.

L5

Encourage landfill owners
to design and implement
landfill technologies such
as leachate recirculation
systems to extend life
expectancy, reduce long
term toxicity and conserve
resources when possible
and environmentally
appropriate.

Implemented.

L6

Acquire additional landfill
capacity for Lake County
to meet waste disposal
needs for a twenty (20)
year period.

Not implemented. Currently renegotiating with both WMI
and Veolia to amend the existing agreements to provide for
more disposal capacity guarantees. Current capacity with
both landfills has been exhausted. Capacity still remains
with the Pheasant Run LF in Wisconsin.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
Emerging
Technologies

Recommendation

Status of Implementation

E1

Monitor and evaluate
emerging technologies
that appear to be effective
on a waste stream which
is similar in quantity and
composition to
SWALCO's waste stream.

Organization
and
Administration

Recommendation

O1

Continue the coordinated
countywide approach to
the management and
disposal of all
nonhazardous waste
generated within the
membership of SWALCO,
including the management
of recyclable and
recoverable materials.
Place increased emphasis
on non-residential waste,
including industrial waste
and construction and
demolition debris.

Implemented. SWALCO initiated legislation (SB 125) that
will encourage the development of C&D recycling facilities
in Lake County. SWALCO also assisted Highland Park
implement a successful commercial franchise that has
already doubled the amount of recycling occurring in the
commercial sector.

O2

SWALCO should continue
providing centralized
management of the plan
implementation process
and other municipalities
should continue to be
permitted to join
SWALCO.

Implemented.

Partially implemented. SWALCO continues to evaluate
emerging technologies and had guest speakers appear at a
SWALCO meeting in 2009 to discuss emerging
technologies including gasification of waste and anaerobic
digestion.

Status of Implementation
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
O3

SWALCO members
should assume
responsibility for: (i)
adopting recycling
ordinances, (ii) adopting
the model refuse
collection franchise
agreement, (iii) providing
administrative and
operational funding for
SWALCO as determined
by SWALCO Board of
Directors and (iv) using
the waste management
and disposal system
established by SWALCO.

Implemented. SWALCO members approved the
implementation of an Operations and Maintenance (O&M)
fee of $1 per household per year in 2007. The O&M fee
was collected in both 2008 and 2009.

O4

The Board of Directors
shall provide for
professional staff
necessary to undertake all
programs to implement
the Solid Waste Plan. As
programs are altered, it
may be necessary to
adjust staffing levels to
implement program
changes.

Implemented. Due to budget constraints the position of the
Public Information Officer was reduced from full-time to
part-time.

O5

Utilize "economic flow
control" through the use of
market competitive
disposal rates to gain
indirect control of the
waste stream and monitor
federal authority to enact
legislative flow control.

Implemented.

O6

Maintain the use of
designated Materials
Recovery Facilities
(MRFs) as an official
component of SWALCO's
waste management
system and encourage all
members to utilize MRFs
for recoverables collected
within their municipal
boundaries; continue to
establish and designate
other components of the
waste management
system.

Implemented. SWALCO entered into a new agreement with
WMRA effective January 1, 2009. The new agreement
continues to designate the Grayslake MRF as an official
component of the waste management system and provides
for greater revenue for recyclables depending on market
conditions.
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
O7

Obtain input from the
public in the development
of solid waste policies,
such as from a citizens
advisory group.

Finance and
Ownership

Recommendation

F1

Monitor operations of the
three sanitary landfills
currently under agreement
with SWALCO for the
provision of a given
amount of privatelyowned-and-operated
landfill disposal capacity,
secured by public contract
to deliver waste. Retain,
as a long term option, the
public ownership of landfill
facilities to meet the
disposal needs of Agency
members.

Implemented. SWALCO has conducted audits at the two incounty landfills and is negotiating to obtain additional
capacity guarantees from both in-county landfills.

F2

Examine and where
determined appropriate,
pursue all reasonably
available sources of
interim and long-term
funding for implementing
programs and facilities
recommended in the Plan
Update.

Implemented. SWALCO and Lake County entered into
negotiations in 2009 to allow SWALCO to levy its own
surcharge at the two in-county landfills. SWALCO also
made revenue enhancement its top priority in its 2008
Legislative Policy.

F3

Apply to the Illinois
Department of Commerce
and Economic
Opportunity Affairs for
grants and loans to be
used for capital
assistance.

Implemented. SWALCO has provided letters of support for
several applicants in Lake County.

Implemented. SWALCO conducted an open forum on
commercial recycling in 2008 that was attended by
numerous haulers and stakeholders. A new citizens
advisory committee was formed in 2009 to assist with
development of the 2009 Plan Update.

Status of Implementation
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Table 3.1 Implementation Status of the 2004 Plan Update Recommendations, cont’d
F4

SWALCO members
should be encouraged to
consider other available
sources of assistance
grants and funds to
finance and operate local
recycling projects.

Legislative
Initiatives

Recommendation

I1

Utilize the SWALCO
Legislative Committee to
develop the annual
Legislative Policy for
approval by the Board of
Directors. SWALCO's
legislative efforts should
be coordinated with Lake
County and other entities.

Host
Community
Benefit
Agreements

Recommendation

A1

Any pollution control
facility must enter into a
Host Community Benefit
Agreement with the
appropriate units of local
government.

Implemented.

Status of Implementation

Implemented. The legislative policy is developed by the
Legislative Committee and approved by the SWALCO
Board of Directors annually.

Status of Implementation

Implemented. This recommendation was amended twice by
SWALCO and the Lake County Board during the past five
year planning period – May 13, 2008 and May 12, 2009.
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SECTION 4
RECOMMENDATIONS FOR THE 2009-2014
PLANNING PERIOD
4.1 Introduction
This section of the 2009 Plan Update contains the key policy recommendations approved by the
SWALCO Board of Directors and the Lake County Board. The previous section provided
information on the implementation status of the 2004 Plan Update recommendations. Many of
the 2004 plan recommendations have remained the same and are included in this update; but
most were modified, and/or deleted. New recommendations were also developed as part of this
update. It should be noted that the Citizens Advisory Committee (CAC) was instrumental in the
development of the recommendations contained in this Plan Update and that all the
recommendations approved by the CAC were also approved by the SWALCO Board of
Directors and the Lake County Board. The recommendations have been organized according to
the following substantive planning categories:
Public Information and Education
Recycling
Household Chemical Waste Management
Landfilling
Solid Waste Transfer (new, not in 2004 Plan Update)
Alternative Technologies (labeled as Emerging Technologies in 2004 Plan Update)
Organization and Administration
Finance and Ownership
Legislative Initiatives
Host Community Benefit Agreements
The 2009 Plan Update recommendations regarding final disposal are reflective of a realization
that Lake County needs to start seriously considering long-term options for managing its waste
requiring disposal. It is Lake County’s intent to continue to manage as much Lake County waste
requiring disposal as feasible within the borders of Lake County, because this is the most
responsible and sustainable approach to waste management. The two remaining landfills in
Lake County, the Countryside Landfill and the Zion Landfill, have approximately 9.5 years and 5
years, respectively, of remaining capacity as of January 1, 2009. The owner of the Zion Landfill,
Veolia ES, is proposing an expansion that would add approximately 8 years of capacity at
current waste intake levels. Given the time necessary to site, permit and construct new disposal
facilities it was determined that the 2009 Plan Update needed to provide guidance to Lake
County citizens, local stakeholders and the private sector on the long-term disposal options
being considered by SWALCO and Lake County. One of the primary purposes of the planning
process is to make sure new facilities and/or programs are in place prior to existing facilities
closing.

4.1.1 Overview of Waste Reduction Recommendations
The waste reduction recommendations include Public Information and Education (4.2.1),
Recycling (4.2.2) and Household Chemical Waste Management (4.2.3). These program areas
represent Lake County’s primary programs and initiatives to reduce the amount and toxicity of
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waste requiring final disposal. One of the primary recommendations is to increase Lake
County’s recycling and composting rate from 38% to 45% by 2014. While Lake County has
made tremendous strides in increasing its diversion rate over the past 20 years since the first
Plan was adopted, it must continue to enhance and develop programs, increase access to
recycling options, increase participation and educate the public on how easy and important it is
to divert waste from disposal. The following are the primary programs being recommended for
the three main waste streams discussed in Section 2 of the Plan: residential waste, commercial
waste (includes industrial and institutional sources), and construction/demolition waste.
1. Residential Waste:
Most homes in Lake County have curbside recycling service and approximately
25 municipalities and three franchised townships have large (65 gallon) recycling
toters for the recyclables. With such widespread access already in place, the key
to growing these programs will be to constantly reinforce the education message,
and continue to encourage units of local government to switch from the smaller
recycling bins to the larger toters.
Continue to encourage the establishment of volume based pricing to provide an
economic incentive to recycle.
Continue to assist units of local government (municipalities, township and Lake
County) in franchising residential, commercial and multi-family collection services
and include access to recycling in all such contracts.
Identify and work with units of local government that have programs that are
underperforming.
Encourage units of local government to implement food scrap collection
programs (only if food scrap composting infrastructure is available) in conjunction
with ongoing landscape waste collection programs. Food scraps, at 13% by
weight, represent the single largest component of waste landfilled in Illinois.
2. Commercial Waste:
Continue to assist units of local government to investigate and implement
commercial waste franchises that include recycling options for local businesses
and multi-family residences. Highland Park’s commercial franchise (effective
January 1, 2009) has nearly doubled the number of businesses that recycle and
that number continues to grow.
Continue to provide waste audit assistance to interested businesses and
institutions.
3. Construction/demolition Waste:
Encourage the development of general construction or demolition (C&D) debris
recycling facilities in Lake County. SWALCO was successful in having legislation
enacted (PA 96-0611) that will make it easier for such facilities to be located in
Lake County. Zoning rules will be prepared by SWALCO and shared with units of
local government with zoning authority throughout Lake County.
In companion with the development of reasonably located C&D recycling
facilities, units of local government will be encouraged to pass ordinances to
require the implementation of recycling programs for new construction and
demolition projects. Lake County already has enacted such an ordinance.
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4.1.2 Overview of Disposal Recommendations
The disposal recommendations include those listed under Landfilling (4.2.4), Solid Waste
Transfer (4.2.5) and Alternative Technologies (4.2.6). Each of the recommended disposal
options have attributes that must be fully evaluated prior to selection. Collectively, they
constitute a full range of alternatives that will provide future decision-makers with possible
solutions to address the County’s solid waste disposal needs. The CAC, SWALCO Board of
Directors and the Lake County Board make no prejudgments on any of the options included in
the plan. Before being implemented an option must meet strict environmental, economic, and
equity standards. An option that is not included in this plan is unavailable for consideration.
Any disposal facility proposed to be developed within Lake County must be consistent with the
recommendations in this 2009 Plan Update. The 2009 Plan Update has intentionally not
selected a preferred disposal option, in favor of allowing the private sector and/or SWALCO and
other units of local government the flexibility to propose and develop a disposal option that is
superior to Lake County’s current disposal method, which is totally reliant on landfilling. In order
to determine if an alternate disposal option is superior it must be demonstrated, using a life
cycle assessment model, that the proposed disposal option will result in fewer negative
environmental impacts than the current disposal option of landfilling. The life cycle assessment
model must be the USEPA’s Municipal Solid Waste Decision Support Tool (MSW DST) or an
alternate model pre-approved by SWALCO. (Life-cycle assessment is a process to evaluate the
resource consumption and environmental burdens associated with a product, process, package,
or activity. The process encompasses the identification and quantification of energy and
material usage, as well as environmental releases across all stages of the life cycle; the
assessment of the impact of these energy and material uses and releases to the environment;
and the evaluation and implementation of opportunities to effect environmental improvement.
Life cycle assessment is the generally accepted tool for evaluating environmental impacts in a
wide range of processes including product improvement, eco-design, and policy evaluation.)
The life cycle assessment must include an evaluation of the following parameters:
Net annual energy consumption
Sulfur oxides emissions
Nitrogen oxides emissions
Carbon dioxide emissions
The proposed system must be found to be superior to the current system for at least 3 of 4
parameters listed above, one of which must be carbon dioxide emissions. It is recognized that
carbon dioxide emissions and other greenhouse gases (GHG) are the single greatest threat to
Earth’s environment due to their impact on global warming and climate change. Any proposed
disposal option must therefore result in fewer carbon dioxide equivalent GHG emissions than
the current system in order to be considered in Lake County. It is Lake County’s intent to use its
Solid Waste Management Plan, science (through the life cycle assessment tool) and an
extensive public comment and consensus building process to select the next disposal option for
Lake County.
The following are requirements that must be followed by any developer (either private or public)
proposing to develop a new disposal facility (except for the landfill expansion option, L.3) in
Lake County that is consistent with the 2009 Plan Update:
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1. The proposed disposal facility must be one of the disposal options included in the 2009
Plan Update.
2. The proposed site must be demonstrated to meet all applicable Federal and State
location standards.
3. The developer must enter into host agreements, prior to filing a siting application per
Section 39.2 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, with the following units of local
government in chronological order: 1) the governing body with jurisdiction over the
proposed facility (if not Lake County), 2) SWALCO and 3) Lake County. The developer
is also strongly encouraged to assess the project’s impact on adjacent and/or nearby
units of local government and enter into additional host agreements, as determined by
the developer. As part of the host agreement negotiations with all applicable units of
local government and prior to the approval or disapproval of the host agreements, the
developer must demonstrate, using USEPA’s MSW DST life cycle assessment model or
a SWALCO approved life cycle assessment model, that its proposed disposal option is
superior to the current system (for at least three of the four parameters, one of which
must be carbon dioxide emissions). This demonstration must be provided to all
interested parties and presented in a public meeting hosted by the governing authority
with jurisdiction for siting, and both SWALCO and Lake County representatives will be
invited to the same public meeting (the intent is to have one public meeting that all units
of local government that must approve host agreements would attend jointly). The life
cycle assessment results must be made available to SWALCO (and posted on
SWALCO’s website) and other interested parties at least 30 days prior to the public
meeting in order to provide interested parties time to evaluate and comment on the
results.
4. Only if host agreements are entered into with all required parties may a developer
proceed to the siting process per Section 39.2 of the Act.
This process will ensure that elected officials and staff, local citizens and other interested parties
will have an opportunity to study, evaluate and question a proposed disposal technology prior to
the siting process being initiated. In turn, the process will provide a developer with an
opportunity to have its project evaluated and to hear the feedback and potential concerns prior
to expending the significant resources required to site a disposal facility in Lake County.

4.2 Planning Recommendations for 2009-2014
The following recommendations represent the key elements of the 2009 Plan Update. As
discussed in Section 1, the recommendations regarding final disposal facilities requiring siting
per Section 39.2 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act (415 ILCS 5/39.2) are the
recommendations that a proposed pollution control facility applicant must demonstrate
consistency with in order to be granted approval under siting criterion 8 of Section 39.2.

4.2.1 Public Information and Education
P.1

Identify new and support ongoing activities of SWALCO's public information and
education programs to encourage waste reduction, reuse, recycling and recovery/re-buy
(buying recycled products) and sustainability practices through SWALCO's websites and
other publications, as well as community organizations such as PTA/PTO's, park
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districts, libraries, church, corporate and other community groups. The importance of
buying recycled products should be emphasized when possible as this creates markets
for additional materials and diverts these materials from final disposal.
P.2

Continue to provide in-house marketing support to help publicize SWALCO technical
programs, such as the household chemical waste collections and recycling programs.
Identify new marketing opportunities or avenues.

P.3

Continue to encourage SWALCO members to design, evaluate and distribute
information for residents regarding various solid waste management issues, and to
inform SWALCO of waste-related and environmental activities within their communities.
Assist member communities in their efforts by acting as a resource and providing
information and educational assistance. Support community events and local
organizations by attending local events and/or providing materials regarding SWALCO’s
various programs and other environmental initiatives.

P.4

Ask and encourage SWALCO members to advertise SWALCO events and programs on
their websites, community newsletters, elist bulletin announcements as well as other
technologies and approaches to help provide information to their residents. Request that
members provide a point of contact for assisting SWALCO’s Public Information Officer
and that this point of contact information be kept up-to-date.

P.5

Develop partnerships with the business community, waste haulers, institutions, service
and professional organizations, and governmental entities to expand the outreach
potential for focused educational efforts.

P.6

Continue to support and evaluate school education outreach efforts that meet Illinois
Learning Standards, such as the Lake County Earth Flag Program, the Earth Flag
Everyday supplemental program, the educational website, subsidized performances by
environmental educators, and in-class presentations.

P.7

Identify and utilize applicable public and school education resources to develop
customized activities for Lake County.

P.8

Continue to evaluate the communication efforts (e.g., SWALCO branding, advertising
and other promotional efforts) to determine their effectiveness, and evaluate the
communication efforts on a yearly basis. Consider new communication techniques and
continue to build relationships within Lake County to assist in reaching education and
outreach goals.

P.9

Continue to embrace and incorporate new information technologies in SWALCO's
promotional efforts (e.g., websites, email services, etc.).

P.10

Continue to collaborate with the EduCycle Center in Grayslake, as well as other related
organizations.

P.11

Investigate opportunities for public outreach at special events (e.g. Lake County Fair).
Participate in member community events such as Community Days, Open Houses and
other special events.
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P.12

Act as a resource and provide technical assistance during emergency events and
interruptions of service (e.g. floods, garbage strikes, post-tornado debris management).

P.13

Develop and continue to update guidelines for proper separation of landscape waste for
composting and recyclables for recycling, targeted at residential households. The goal is
to reduce the contaminants that must be managed by compost facilities and recycling
centers.

4.2.2 Recycling
R.1

Maintain and expand collection of data on recycling activity in Lake County. Identify
significant recycling data points that reflect changes in recycling activity in Lake County
and develop programming that fosters increased diversion of recyclable materials.

R.2

Continue to expand recycling programs to achieve a 45% recycling goal by 2014
(current estimated municipal waste recycling rate is 38%, see Table 2.8).

R.3

Convene a task force by July 1, 2010 to investigate, evaluate and develop
recommendations on how SWALCO and Lake County can realistically achieve a 60%
recycling rate by 2020. The task force members shall include members of the Citizens
Advisory Committee and other members as selected and approved by both SWALCO
and Lake County. The task force shall complete its investigation, and prepare and
approve a final report by March 1, 2011. SWALCO will be responsible for coordinating
the meetings and preparing the final report.

R.4

Continue to support area recyclers in activities that expand their capabilities of diverting
marketable materials from landfills when feasible.

R.5

Continue to maintain and enforce the Lake County Solid Waste Hauling and Recycling
Ordinance and if necessary, recommend changes be made to the Ordinance by the
Lake County Board.

R.6

Encourage all SWALCO members and Lake County townships to establish volume
based pricing (i.e., programs that provide incentives to reduce the amount of waste
disposed) as an option.

R.7

Encourage all SWALCO members and Lake County townships to implement cart-based
recycling programs within their residential areas.

R.8

Assist SWALCO members and Lake County townships in franchising residential, multifamily and/or commercial collection services as a means to control costs, increase
recycling, reduce the amount of greenhouse gases associated with collection services,
and enhance community sustainability efforts.

R.9

Continue to encourage all SWALCO members to adopt the model commercial and multifamily refuse and recycling enclosure ordinance.

R.10

Identify and assist SWALCO members whose residential, commercial and/or multi-family
recycling programs are underperforming or can be further optimized; conduct program
evaluations and develop recommendations for improving programs. This may require
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SWALCO’s Recycling Coordinator and Public Information Officer working together to
enhance the recycling program and the marketing of the program.
R.11

Participate in the EPA Waste Wise Program and encourage commercial and industrial
establishments, institutions, governmental agencies, and other non-residential entities to
participate in source reduction activities.

R.12

Depending on availability of funds and agency priorities, continue to further the
development of source reduction programs, special event and public area recycling
programs, plastic bag recycling programs, compost bin distributions and residential
electronics collections.

R.13

Continue to maintain a Capacity Agreement with a qualified recycling firm (currently
Waste Management Recycle America L.L.C.) to assure that sufficient capacity is
available to SWALCO members, and that SWALCO members and Lake County
townships that direct material to the facility are eligible to receive a Per Ton Payment for
their recyclables per the terms of the existing Intermediate Processing Facility Capacity
Agreement (effective January 1, 2009 for a three year term with two, 2-year renewal
options).

R.14

Encourage SWALCO members and Lake County townships to enter into a Per Ton
Payment Intergovernmental Agreement with SWALCO in order to be eligible to receive
payment (Per Ton Payment) for their recyclables per the terms of the existing Capacity
Agreement.

R. 15 Encourage the development of general construction or demolition (C&D) debris recycling
facilities as permitted by Section 22.38 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act. With
the enactment of Public Act 96-0611, general C&D debris recycling facilities can be
located in Lake County, without having to obtain local siting approval in accordance with
Section 39.2 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, and instead will be regulated by
applicable zoning requirements. As a result, SWALCO will develop zoning guidelines for
such facilities that address the location, design, operation and closure of such facilities.
These guidelines will be prepared in a timely fashion and sent to all SWALCO members
for their consideration, with the recommendation from SWALCO that the guidelines be
included in each member’s zoning ordinance. Any proposed general C&D debris
recycling facility must enter into Host Community Benefit Agreements with SWALCO and
the governing body with jurisdiction over the proposed facility prior to filing a siting
application or zoning application, whichever is applicable. The Host Community Benefit
Agreements with SWALCO and the governing body must, at a minimum, contain
provisions for: 1) a guarantee of access to capacity at the facility for general C&D
material generated in Lake County, 2) environmental safeguards, and 3) payment of
host fees.
R.16

Encourage SWALCO members to adopt a model C&D recycling ordinance that would
require the implementation of a recycling program at new construction and/or demolition
sites within their communities.

R.17

Encourage the development of programs to increase the collection and composting of
residential and commercial organic material (such as landscape waste, food scrap and
livestock waste).
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R.18

Evaluate recent increases in landscape waste collection and composting costs, and
determine if SWALCO needs to take any action to better control and/or reduce the costs
associated with both collecting and managing the material.

4.2.3 Household Chemical Waste (HCW) Management
H.1

Continue operating a Household Chemical Waste Collection Program consisting of both
public drop-off and mobile collection events operating on a year round basis.

H.2

Renew the existing Intergovernmental Agreement with the Illinois Environmental
Protection Agency when its term expires (April 2012). Explore modifying the Agreement
to allow for SWALCO to assume ownership of the waste oil entering the Program and
encourage the IEPA to use more sustainable disposal methods for certain wastes
streams (i.e. latex paint).

H.3

Encourage and support SWALCO members in the establishment of supplemental HCW
programs such as waste oil collection programs (i.e. Lake Zurich and Lake Barrington
Programs), Partner for Paint programs (i.e., Ela Township Highway Dept.. Program) and
fluorescent lamp collection centers (i.e. Highland Park, Riverwoods and Third Lake
Programs).

H.4

Focus on efforts to reduce the volume of latex paint coming into the HCW Program by
working more closely with existing latex paint recycling firms/programs such as Earth
Paints Collection Systems and the Ela Township Highway Dept. Program.

H.5

Provide funding for periodic tire collection events. Conduct these events in affiliation with
the IEPA tire collection program and cosponsor with the Lake County Farm Bureau.
Sponsor these events on even calendar years (2010, 2012, and 2014).

H.6

Consider modifying the IEPA Agreement to allow servicing of Conditionally Exempt
Small Quantity Generators (CESQG’s) through our HCW Program as a potential
revenue source. Strive to develop a database of CESQG’s including a waste stream
analysis (types/volumes of waste), and evaluate the interest of a third party company
leasing space at SWALCO’s HCW facility to manage the wastes collected from
CESQG’s or other sources.

H.7

Maintain a listing of environmental contractors and disposal programs (i.e. IEPA’s
laboratory waste collection program) to use as a referral for business, institutions and
school districts.

H.8

Consider offering SWALCO’s assistance in conducting one-day collection events for
neighboring Illinois counties as another potential revenue source.

H.9

Consider establishing one or more additional HCW satellite collection center(s) (e.g. fire
station) within the next five years taking into consideration the results of the LincolnshireRiverwoods Fire District HCW satellite collection center.
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4.2.4 Landfilling
L.1

Maintain existing contracts and /or negotiate new contract provisions with the three
sanitary landfills serving Lake County (Countryside Landfill, Pheasant Run Landfill and
Zion Landfill) to provide for privately-owned-and-operated landfill disposal capacity for
Lake County’s waste requiring disposal. Such capacity guarantee should provide
capacity for a portion of Lake County’s waste for as long as the landfill has permitted
capacity and remains an open site per the appropriate state regulations. SWALCO will
consider expanding the list of landfills (located outside of Lake County) deemed to be
serving Lake County if the owner of the landfill proposed for inclusion first negotiates a
host agreement with SWALCO. The host agreement must provide for a capacity
guarantee and payment of a host fee for each ton of Lake County waste taken to the
landfill.

L.2

Continue to implement source reduction, reuse, recycling, and composting programs to
reduce dependence on landfilling.

L.3

If one or both of the two existing landfills in Lake County (Zion Landfill and Countryside
Landfill) propose an expansion onto property that is directly adjoining or within 250 feet
of an existing portion of the permitted footprint of the landfill (horizontal) and/ or on top of
(vertical expansion) the existing landfill’s permitted airspace, and the proposed
expansion meets the requirements of Recommendation A.1, the proposed expansion will
be considered consistent with the Plan.

L.4

With less than ten years of permitted landfill capacity in Lake County, a new landfill
would be considered as a local solution to managing Lake County’s waste. If the
proposed new landfill meets the applicable requirements of the Lake County Solid Waste
Management Plan (Recommendations L.5 and L.6) it will be considered consistent with
the Plan.

L.5

SWALCO and the siting authority (the unit of local government with siting jurisdiction in
accordance with Section 39.2 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act) will continue
using the three guidelines that were outlined in the 1989 Plan for evaluating landfilling
technology. These guidelines are: utilize proven technology; minimize emissions; and
avoid large economic risks. SWALCO’s and the siting authority’s determination on
whether the proposed facility is consistent with the Lake County Solid Waste
Management Plan will be based, in part, on the applicant addressing the following
questions in the plan consistency (siting criterion number 8 of Section 39.2 of the Act)
portion of the siting application:
Facility Requirements – What type of facilities are required as part of the
technology? How many facilities are needed and of what size, including both site
acreage and disposal capacity (in tons per day)?
Siting - What are the facility siting requirements? Does a suitable site exist within the
County?
Economics -What are the capital, operation, and maintenance costs associated with
the technology? What are the probable revenues and life cycle costs? What are the
estimated tipping fees per ton and how do the estimated fees compare to current
tipping fees for disposal of Lake County waste?
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Technical Feasibility - Is the technology proven for a portion or all of the waste
generated for disposal in Lake County? Can it provide reliable long-term
management of the targeted waste stream?
Ability to Implement - Can the technology be successfully engineered? What are
the potential obstacles to implementation and how will these obstacles be
addressed? Can it be implemented in time to serve its intended purpose?
Environmental Impacts - What are the environmental impacts of the technology on
the air, water, and land of Lake County and its surrounding neighbors? Do the air,
land and water pollution control technologies proposed at the facility meet the most
stringent standards under applicable state of Illinois and/or federal law?
Permitting - What federal, state and/or local permits will be necessary for the facility
to be developed and operated?
Safety Issues - What safety concerns for the worker and general public are
associated with the facility and can they be adequately addressed?
Health Risk Assessment - What are the health risks and benefits associated with
the technology?
Financing – How will the facility be financed and can financing be arranged?
Life Cycle Assessment – What are the life cycle environmental impacts of the
proposed disposal technology compared to the current disposal system in Lake
County, using the following life cycle parameters – net annual energy consumption,
sulfur oxides emissions, nitrogen oxides emissions and carbon dioxide emissions?
L.6

Any proposed new landfill facility must meet the requirements of Recommendation A.1
(Host Community Benefit Agreements).

L.7

Encourage existing and new landfill owners to design and implement landfill
technologies such as leachate recirculation systems to extend life expectancy, reduce
long term toxicity and conserve resources when possible and environmentally
appropriate.

L.8

Encourage existing and new landfill owners to design and implement landfill gas
collection and management systems that capture and utilize the maximum amount of
landfill gas for energy recovery as opposed to direct flaring of some or all of the landfill
gas.

4.2.5 Solid Waste Transfer
T.1

Solid waste transfer stations, if developed in accordance with the applicable
requirements of the Lake County Solid Waste Management Plan (Recommendations T.2
through T.6), will be considered consistent with the Plan. These recommendations (T.1
through T.6) are not applicable to landscape waste transfer stations or general
construction and demolition debris recycling facilities as permitted under Section 22.38
of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act, but are applicable to any transfer station that
meets the definition of a pollution control facility under the Act.

T.2

A transfer station site should be large enough to provide for a facility large enough to
safely and efficiently manage the anticipated volume of waste, adequate buffering and
screening, stormwater management, and safe traffic flow. If the site is proposed for
additional functions, including but not limited to, vehicle and equipment storage, vehicle
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maintenance, office space, processing of recyclables, or processing of waste into a fuel
it must be demonstrated that the site is large enough for all proposed functions.
T.3

Transfer station operations - related to the unloading of refuse, recyclables and
landscape waste, temporary storage of the materials on the tipping floor, and the loading
of transfer trailers – must be located within a portion of the transfer station that can be
completely enclosed. (This does not require the transfer station to keep its incoming and
outgoing doors closed during operations unless proximity to a Federal Aviation
Administration (FAA) regulated airport requires that doors open and close with the
acceptance of waste. This does prohibit the development of a three sided and/or an
open top structure as a transfer station in Lake County.) Developers are strongly
encouraged to incorporate green/sustainable building principles into the design and
operation of the facility and the overall site.

T.4

Transfer station developers must include in the design and operation of the facility the
transfer of recyclables and landscape waste. Transfer station developers are
encouraged to evaluate the processing of the solid waste into a renewable resource that
could be transported to off-site markets.

T.5

SWALCO and the siting authority (the unit of local government with siting jurisdiction in
accordance with Section 39.2 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act) will continue
using the three guidelines that were outlined in the 1989 Plan for evaluating transfer
station technology. These guidelines are: utilize proven technology; minimize emissions;
and avoid large economic risks. SWALCO’s and the siting authority’s determination on
whether the proposed facility is consistent with the Lake County Solid Waste
Management Plan will be based, in part, on the applicant addressing the following
questions in the plan consistency (siting criterion number 8 of Section 39.2 of the Act)
portion of the siting application:
Facility Requirements – What type of facilities are required as part of the
technology? How many facilities are needed and of what size, including both site
acreage and disposal capacity (in tons per day)?
Siting - What are the facility siting requirements? Does a suitable site exist within the
County?
Economics -What are the capital, operation, and maintenance costs associated with
the technology? What are the probable revenues and life cycle costs? What are the
estimated tipping fees per ton and how do the estimated fees compare to current
tipping fees for disposal of Lake County waste?
Technical Feasibility - Is the technology proven for a portion or all of the waste
generated for disposal in Lake County? Can it provide reliable long-term
management of the targeted waste stream?
Ability to Implement - Can the technology be successfully engineered? What are
the potential obstacles to implementation and how will these obstacles be
addressed? Can it be implemented in time to serve its intended purpose?
Environmental Impacts - What are the environmental impacts of the technology on
the air, water, and land of Lake County and its surrounding neighbors? Do the air,
land and water pollution control technologies proposed at the facility meet the most
stringent standards under applicable state of Illinois and/or federal law?
Permitting - What federal, state and/or local permits will be necessary for the facility
to be developed and operated?
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Safety Issues - What safety concerns for the worker and general public are
associated with the facility and can they be adequately addressed?
Health Risk Assessment - What are the health risks and benefits associated with
the technology?
Financing - How will the facility be financed and can financing be arranged?
Life Cycle Assessment – What are the life cycle environmental impacts of the
proposed transfer and disposal system compared to the current and projected
disposal system in Lake County, using the following life cycle parameters – net
annual energy consumption, sulfur oxides emissions, nitrogen oxides emissions and
carbon dioxide emissions?
T.6

Any proposed transfer station facility must meet the requirements of Recommendation
A.1 (Host Community Benefit Agreements).

4.2.6 Alternative Technologies
AT.1

With less than ten years of permitted landfill capacity in Lake County, alternative
technologies, which are limited to technologies that convert waste to energy through
biological conversion (i.e., anaerobic digestion technologies, not including mass burn
incineration or thermal or chemical conversion such as gasification), should be
considered as a local and sustainable solution to managing Lake County’s waste. If the
proposed alternative technology facility meets the applicable requirements of the Lake
County Solid Waste Management Plan (Recommendations AT.2 and AT.3) and it is 500
tons per day or less in design capacity (based on 365 days per year) it will be
considered consistent with the Plan.

AT.2

SWALCO and the siting authority (the unit of local government with siting jurisdiction in
accordance with Section 39.2 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act) will continue
using the three guidelines that were outlined in the 1989 Plan for evaluating alternative
technologies. These guidelines are: utilize proven technology; minimize emissions; and
avoid large economic risks. SWALCO’s and the siting authority’s determination on
whether the proposed facility is consistent with the Lake County Solid Waste
Management Plan will be based, in part, on the applicant addressing the following
questions in the plan consistency (siting criterion number 8 of Section 39.2 of the Act)
portion of the siting application:
Facility Requirements – What type of facilities are required as part of the
technology? How many facilities are needed and of what size, including both site
acreage and disposal capacity (in tons per day)?
Siting - What are the facility siting requirements? Does a suitable site exist within the
County?
Economics -What are the capital, operation, and maintenance costs associated with
the technology? What are the probable revenues and life cycle costs? What are the
estimated tipping fees per ton and how do the estimated fees compare to current
tipping fees for the disposal of Lake County waste?
Technical Feasibility - Is the technology proven for all or a portion of the waste
generated for disposal in Lake County? Can it provide reliable long-term
management of the targeted waste stream?
Ability to Implement - Can the technology be successfully engineered? What are
the potential obstacles to implementation and how will these obstacles be
addressed? Can it be implemented in time to serve its intended purpose?
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Environmental Impacts - What are the environmental impacts of the technology on
the air, water, and land of Lake County and its surrounding neighbors? Do the air,
land and water pollution control technologies proposed at the facility meet the most
current applicable state of Illinois and/or federal regulations for new facilities
including the Maximum Achievable Control Technology (MACT) standards and
anticipated regulatory changes that may be still pending final approvals?
Permitting - What federal, state and/or local permits will be necessary for the facility
to be developed and operated?
Safety Issues - What safety concerns for the worker and general public are
associated with the facility and can they be adequately addressed?
Health Risk Assessment - What are the health risks and benefits associated with
the technology?
Financing – How will the facility be financed and can financing be arranged?
Life Cycle Assessment – What are the life cycle environmental impacts of the
proposed disposal technology compared to the current disposal system in Lake
County, using the following life cycle parameters – net annual energy consumption,
sulfur oxides emissions, nitrogen oxides emissions and carbon dioxide emissions?
AT.3

Any proposed alternative technology facility must meet the requirements of
Recommendation A.1 (Host Community Benefit Agreements).

4.2.7 Organization and Administration
O.1

Continue the coordinated county wide approach to the management and disposal of all
nonhazardous waste generated within Lake County, including the management of
recyclable and recoverable materials. Place increased emphasis on non-residential
waste, including commercial, industrial waste and construction and demolition debris.

O.2

SWALCO should continue providing centralized management of the plan implementation
process and other municipalities currently not SWALCO members should be
encouraged to join SWALCO.

O.3

SWALCO members should assume responsibility for: (i) adopting necessary waste
management ordinances, (ii) providing administrative and operational funding for
SWALCO as determined by SWALCO Board of Directors and (iii) using the waste
management and disposal system established by SWALCO.

O.4

The SWALCO Board of Directors shall provide for professional staff and resources
necessary to undertake all programs to implement the Solid Waste Plan. As programs
are altered, it may be necessary to adjust staffing levels to implement program changes.

O.5

Maintain the designation of one or more Materials Recovery Facility(ies) (MRF) as an
official component of Lake County’s waste management system and encourage all
members and non-members to utilize the MRF or MRFs for recoverables collected within
their municipal boundaries; continue to establish and designate other components of the
waste management system as appropriate.

O.6

Obtain input from the public in the development of solid waste policies, such as from a
citizens advisory group. Prior to adopting the next update to the Lake County Solid
Waste Management Plan establish a new citizens advisory committee (CAC) to help in
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the preparation of a draft plan update for review and approval by the SWALCO Board of
Directors and the Lake County Board.

4.2.8 Finance and Ownership
F.1

Monitor operations of the three sanitary landfills currently under agreement with
SWALCO for the provision of a given amount of privately-owned-and-operated landfill
disposal capacity, secured by contract/agreement. Retain, as a long term option, the
public ownership of recycling, composting and/or final disposal facilities to meet the
waste/material management needs of Lake County.

F.2

Examine and where determined appropriate, pursue all reasonably available sources of
interim and long-term funding for implementing programs and facilities recommended in
the Plan Update.

F.3

SWALCO and Lake County should monitor and apply to federal, state and private
sources for grants and loans to be used for capital assistance when such funding is
consistent with the goals of the Plan.

F.4

SWALCO members and non-members should be encouraged to consider other
available sources of assistance grants and funds to finance and operate local recycling
projects.

4.2.9 Legislative Initiatives
I.1

Utilize the SWALCO Legislative Committee to develop an annual Legislative Policy for
approval by the Board of Directors. SWALCO’s legislative efforts should be coordinated
with Lake County and other entities. The Legislative Policy should be consistent with the
Lake County Solid Waste Management Plan as updated and amended.

4.2.10 Host Community Benefit Agreements
A.1

Prior to filing a siting application, pursuant to Section 39.2 of the Illinois Environmental
Protection Act, for a new pollution control facility or for an expansion or significant
modification to an existing pollution control facility, the applicant shall first enter into Host
Community Benefit Agreements with the following units of local government in
chronological order: 1) the governing body with jurisdiction over the proposed facility, 2)
SWALCO and 3) Lake County. In addition, the applicant may enter into additional Host
Community Benefit Agreements with other appropriate units of local government, as
determined by the applicant. In the event the applicant represents an existing pollution
control facility with existing Host Community Benefit Agreements, the applicant shall
amend each existing Host Community Agreement with each respective party prior to
filing the siting application with the governing body.
The new and/or amended Host Community Benefit Agreements must, at a minimum,
contain provisions for: 1) a guarantee of access to capacity at the facility for Lake
County’s unincorporated and incorporated solid waste, 2) environmental safeguards,
and 3) payment of host benefit fees.
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As part of the host agreement negotiations with all applicable units of local government
and prior to the approval or disapproval of the host agreements, the developer must
demonstrate, using the USEPA’s MSW DST life cycle assessment model or a SWALCO
approved life cycle assessment model, that its proposed disposal option is superior to
the current system for at least three of the four parameters (net annual energy
consumption, sulfur oxides emissions, nitrogen oxides emissions and carbon dioxide
emissions), one of which must be carbon dioxide emissions. The life cycle assessment
results and all input data must be provided to all interested parties and presented in a
public meeting hosted by the governing authority with jurisdiction for siting, and both
SWALCO and Lake County representatives will be invited to the same public meeting
(the intent is to have one public meeting that all units of local government that must
approve host agreements would attend jointly). The life cycle assessment results must
be made available to SWALCO (and posted on SWALCO’s website) and other
interested parties at least 30 days prior to the public meeting in order to provide
interested parties time to evaluate and comment on the results.
All reasonable and necessary costs, including but not limited to legal fees and consulting
fees, associated with the development of Host Community Benefit Agreements, and the
evaluation of the life cycle assessment model and data shall be paid for by the developer
to the affected units of local government. The developer will be required to establish an
escrow account or multiple escrow accounts that the units of local government can draw
on to pay for their reasonable and necessary costs. The amount of the escrow account
or accounts shall be equal to the amount of the reasonable and necessary costs and
funded as necessary to cover such costs. This is consistent with the provision in Section
39.2 of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act which authorizes units of local
government to charge applicants pursuing siting approval for a pollution control facility a
fee to cover the reasonable and necessary costs incurred by the unit of local
government in the siting review process.
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3

1

MR. STREET: Welcome, everyone. This is

2

the call to order of the Public Hearing for

3

comments on the 2009 Update of the Lake County

4

Solid Waste Management Plan.

5

I want to welcome all of you. We have

6

some County Board members present as well as

7

members of the Solid Waste Agency of Lake

8

County. And we truly welcome you here.

9

This is one step in the process. We have

10

had the Assistance Advisory Committee develop

11

an update. And Walter is going to review the

12

plan for us, post plan, but we would encourage

13

you to entertain his summary of that and then

14

respond with questions or comments afterward.

15

Again, this is not -- this is an

16

opportunity to comment on the plan, not

17

necessarily encourage our response to that.

18

But we welcome those comments as part of the

19

record. We have a court reporter tonight so

20

all comments are on the record.

21

This will be forwarded to the county as

22

the county considers the update of the plan as

23

well as the Board of the Solid Waste Agency of

24

Lake County.

25

With that introduction, I will ask Walter

4

1

to review the proposed update to the plan and

2

encourage your attention.

3

MR. WILLIS: This is Walter Willis, the

4

Executive Director of SWALCO. I'm glad you

5

came here to show interest. We do have a

6

couple of Advisory Committee members here as

7

well. I am glad to see you guys again.

8

Let's go ahead and go to the first slide.

9

Does everybody have a copy of the presentation?

10

The main things I will talk about tonight

11

are kind of give you a little bit of background

12

on the planning process in Illinois and what

13

that requires.

14

We will also talk about the important role

15

that the Citizens Advisory Committee plays,

16

talk a little bit about that Committee.

17

One of the handouts that is back there is

18

one of the handouts that will be in the plan or

19

one of the attachments to the plan which kind

20

of chronicles the meetings that the Advisory

21

Committee, the agendas, the minutes to those

22

meetings, what they voted on, what they

23

discussed. So we feel that's a real important

24

part of the planning process that we undertake

25

here in Lake County.

5

1

Finally, I will get to the nuts and bolts

2

of some of, of the key aspects of the solid

3

waste plan.

4

The controlling legislation in Illinois is

5

the Solid Waste Agency and Recycling Act. That

6

was passed around 1988. It required every

7

county in the state to develop a solid waste

8

plan. And Lake County is very proud they are

9

the very first ones to have theirs adopted and

10

approved by the FOPN back in 1989. So 20 years

11

have passed since that first plan. And a lot

12

has happened in 20 years.

13

All counties were required to have what I

14

call integrated plan. We are not just going to

15

landfill everything anymore. We have come a

16

long way in 20 years in Lake County. Most of

17

our towns have curb side recycles. Most of our

18

rural area have access. We have an electronic

19

waste program. So we have done a lot in 20

20

years since we developed that plan.

21

Another important part of that law is that

22

every five years we need to update our plan.

23

We need to kind of look at how we have been

24

doing the last five years to tweak things.

25

Things are changing. Everything is always

6

1

changing so the plan is kind of a living

2

document in that sense that we want to revisit

3

what's happened the last five years and proceed

4

ahead for five years as well.

5

There's nothing in that requirement of the

6

five years we can't look beyond our five year

7

plan period 2009 and 2014. We have to kind of

8

keep an eye on the longer term here in Lake

9

County.

10

Also very importantly, the law

11

specifically allows counties to delegate the

12

planning authority to a municipal agency. And

13

Lake County has done that. And I think what

14

the Lake County philosophy on that has been,

15

not only as the County Board, but as a county

16

in total is that Lake County is made up of

17

multiple units of government and is a key

18

player. They need to be a partner.

19

It's difficult for a county as diverse as

20

Lake County to try to dictate to the

21

municipalities; now they are one of an equal on

22

our SWALCO Board. But Lake County has

23

delegated authority to develop the plan of

24

SWALCO. We can adopt it as SWALCO, but in the

25

eyes of the law it's not an adoptable plan

7

1

until the County Board ultimately adopts it.

2

So we are not to that stage yet.

3

So there's plenty of time for public

4

input. But we have that delegation of

5

authority to develop that plan but not adopt

6

it. That's what Lake County is.

7

The role of the Advisory Committee is

8

another big topic. We did formally appoint 19

9

people for the Advisory Committee.

10

I did a lot of reaching out to try to get

11

in the first group of people on that Board. We

12

have some people that have been on past

13

Advisory Committees. We had some people that

14

used to be the Director of SWALCO sitting on

15

that Advisory Committee. So we had a lot of

16

carry on knowledge.

17

What has been happening in the past here

18

in Lake County and the planning process we also

19

brought in industry. We brought in the people

20

that own the landfills in the county. We

21

brought in some of the major haulers, the big

22

guys and the little guys in the county.

23

We brought in the recyclist, people that

24

are doing the recycling, the different

25

composters in the county and local interest

8

1

groups and associations in the Lake County

2

Municipal League and the Builder's Association.

3

Now, that group met five times. Our first

4

meeting was back in January. And ultimately

5

they adopted the document that I handed out

6

tonight, was basically the recommendations that

7

they worked on very hard. And that's what we

8

are presenting to you tonight.

9

We had a very good consensus of building

10

on that. So I think we have a document that

11

hopefully reflects the majority of what will

12

appear here in Lake County.

13

Now, the plan itself is four sections.

14

I'll talk about each one. But we have a brief

15

introduction.

16

We also laid down the basis for how much

17

waste are we generating now, where is it going

18

now, what are our long term prospects for where

19

our waste is going now, kind of gives us a

20

basis for understanding how to move forward.

21

We have a basis for understanding how much we

22

are generating, where it's going.

23

Section Three really just kind of reflects

24

back. We took all the recommendations from the

25

'04 plan update and we said, well, did we do

9

1

that recommendation, did we implement that or

2

not. That's what Section Three talks about;

3

what did we do with the old plan or the current

4

plan as far as implementing it.

5

Section Four is really the policy part of

6

the plan. And that's what I'll spend most of

7

my time on. I'll leave a couple of comments.

8

But Section Four is where we really, really lay

9

out the policy for Lake County.

10

Section One, we state in this section that

11

this plan is applicable to all of Lake County,

12

unincorporated, incorporated.

13

Buffalo Grove, Wheeling come into Lake

14

County. This plan is applicable to them, their

15

portions of their town that are in Lake County.

16

They are part of a different planning

17

agency in northern Cook County. But anything

18

that happens in Lake County is dictated by this

19

plan as far as any kind of facility or solid

20

waste facility developed here in Lake County.

21

Not every municipality is a member of

22

SWALCO. There's about five or six that are

23

not. This plan applies to them whether they

24

are a member of SWALCO or not, they are in Lake

25

County. This is Lake County.

10

1

And secondly, we reiterated the important

2

role that the Advisory Committee played in

3

developing the plan. This isn't something that

4

staff from SWALCO just came up and said, let's

5

just make this a document policy for Lake

6

County.

7
8
9

We did some consensus building with that
budget.
Next slide. Not a real good graph here.

10

But Section Two is again kind of understanding

11

of our waste generation patterns now.

12

One of the main drivers of waste, total

13

waste generated is the number of people. And

14

as you can see, we got some pretty steep slopes

15

of growth here from the 80's to the 90's and

16

the 90's to 2000, and CMAP, which is the

17

planning agency for the Chicago Metropolitan

18

area, shown a little flat in that slope, still

19

showing growth in population, households and

20

employment. So those will drive waste

21

generation.

22

Next slide. I don't know if we need to

23

turn the lights off. You can probably tell

24

from your handouts. One of the things that we

25

did hire a consultant to help us with this

11

1

section of the plan only because we really

2

hadn't taken a good fresh look of our numbers

3

in a long time.

4

We had kind of taken the old numbers of

5

pounds per capita, PCD pounds per capita per

6

day, what each person generates in Lake County.

7

So we kind of have been recycling that

8

number in the 2004 plan update, that 7.52 for

9

municipal solid waste, seven and a half pounds

10

per person per day. That seems like a lot, but

11

it's actually a little bit more than that.

12

And we are very well-developed

13

economically. We have a lot of population, a

14

lot of industry, a lot of commercial business.

15

So all that waste we add to the mix and

16

then we divide all that waste by the people.

17

So you can see 2007 to 2008, you can see the

18

impact of our economic downturn because

19

actually waste is a good barometer of our

20

economic health.

21

When we are not consuming as much because

22

of the economy our waste generation rates go

23

down. So that wasn't surprising that we saw

24

that.

25

So now we believe that it's more like

12

1

10 pounds per person per day. You, yourself

2

aren't generating that. But when we add up all

3

the waste that the industry, commercial,

4

institutional, divided by the population,

5

that's the number we get.

6

You as a person at a residential rate is

7

more like three and a half to four at your own

8

home, and that we have very good data on.

9

We get that all from the hauler. So that

10

has an implication for the next slide.

11

Actually it doesn't. This just gives you the

12

absolute numbers.

13

If we look at 2008 for municipal waste, we

14

are at about 1.29 or 1.3 million tons of waste

15

generated per year in Lake County. So it is a

16

pretty sizable amount of waste. That's how

17

much we generate.

18

How does it get managed?

19

That's what the next slide shows. And

20

there's, there's a better table and examples in

21

the plan update itself. I kind of summarized

22

it.

23

We are most focused on trying not to

24

dispose in the landfill as much as we can. We

25

are trying to divert as much as we possibly can

13

1

from the landfill. That's, that's -- I look at

2

disposal and diversion when recycling and what

3

you compost.

4

Residential sector, we are at 31 percent.

5

That's a pretty good number. Obviously, I

6

think we can do better. But we have made a lot

7

of progress there.

8

Probably back 20 years ago I would say, I

9

venture to say that number was more like five

10

or six percent. Because we didn't have a lot

11

of access, didn't have curbside programs like

12

we have now.

13

Residential sector is doing its job.

14

Commercial sector we estimate is doing about 36

15

percent. They can be doing better as well.

16

Typically, when we survey the commercial

17

sector on recycling, only about 20 or 25 or 30

18

percent of the businesses say they are

19

recycling.

20

The waste industry has done a good job of

21

going to big customers trying to get the paper.

22

Some of middle, it's the medium and smaller

23

businesses that really don't have a lot of

24

access to the recycling.

25

That's one of the things we really want to

14

1

try to focus on as we move forward; that and

2

growing our residential number. That should be

3

better. I think we can do better so we have

4

set some goals.

5
6
7

In fact, in the plan I'll talk a little
bit about later recycling.
Construction and demolition debris, this

8

is your roll off, that business sector,

9

remodeling and jobs and all that kind of stuff.

10

It's kind of a different waste, if you will.

11

It's something that we track separately as

12

well.

13

And we have seen a lot of recycling going

14

on in that sector and its impact, what's gone

15

in the landfill. We are not seeing as much

16

volume in our landfill because this roll off

17

business; when it was booming was in the good

18

days. Now we see a lot of roll off containers

19

sitting around empty.

20

That was really a big component of the

21

waste. We are seeing the introduction of quite

22

a few recycling facilities that take the roll

23

off containers and then sort that material out

24

and get the wood, cardboard and steel and all

25

that material and recycle pretty effective at

15

1

those facilities.

2

We have several of them in our southern

3

border in Cook County. And we are hoping to

4

get some into Lake County. There's some

5

regulations and laws that we are kind of

6

impeding that growth into Lake County.

7

But total waste diversion we are around 38

8

percent, which is one of the highest in the

9

state.

10

We haven't gotten to where we want to go

11

yet, but we are making a lot of progress. So

12

38 percent is nothing to sneeze at as far as

13

what we are taking to the landfill.

14

Next slide.

15

What is still going into our landfills.

16

Luckily, we have had a study done that the

17

state paid for. And they came to the landfill

18

that Jim Louis was -- back in the room --

19

operates. They did a study at his facility

20

which I took the data from that source study.

21

They did it from throughout the whole

22

state, a focus on the ones for Lake County.

23

This is -- it was kind of interesting to

24

find out what is still being disposed. This is

25

what's going into the landfill stuff. These

16

1

are the top categories. Actually, they sorted

2

into 80 different items. Quite the sorting. I

3

watched him sort through all that waste.

4

But what we found was paper still

5

dominates being thrown away. And the biggest

6

component of that, 21.6 percent was cardboard,

7

is cardboard.

8

Plastics, the next big one is plastic film

9

is not surprising because we don't have real

10

good -- we have to take it back to the --

11

plastic, you can't put them in the curbside

12

containers. But the recycling centers don't

13

want those bags getting in their machinery.

14

Even the markets consider those are a

15

little contaminate. They would rather you take

16

it to the store and pull it out that way.

17

In fact, we have a huge campaign going on

18

right now. We have got over 80 places in Lake

19

County that are collecting plastic bags. So

20

you got a lot of access.

21

Keep in mind it's not just your grocery

22

sacks. It's any kind of filling, the bags you

23

put our newspapers in, the bags they wrap

24

around your toilet paper, your laundry, all

25

that stuff is plastic film is going into that

17

1
2

bag, take back to the recycle.
So we are really trying to get that. That

3

was telling. That's the biggest thing that's

4

still in the waste stream. We haven't been

5

able to tackle that. Still a lot of C and D

6

debris.

7

Of that, 13.3, a lot of wood is going into

8

our landfill. Organics, biggest component

9

there is food scraps. Kids don't eat all the

10

food, you have to put it in the garbage, dump

11

it in the landfill.

12

In fact, we had a bill passed in Illinois

13

that will stimulate the infrastructure for the

14

composting site to take food scraps.

15

So we are going to start reaching out to

16

our grocers and to our restaurants and maybe

17

some of food processing and say instead of

18

taking that to the landfill, let's take it to

19

the compost site and compost it or put it into

20

a digester and capture methane and use that as

21

an energy source. So we are really excited

22

about trying to tackle the food scraps.

23

Textiles, metal and organics and

24

electronic, still a lot of items that are being

25

thrown away in our landfills.

18

1

Kind of wrap up Section Two which is

2

really about data and measuring what we are

3

doing, which I think is important.

4

I think there are programs not to

5

determine if they are successful or not, so

6

that's why bringing a new focus to having

7

metrics to understanding our numbers better.

8

It's not an easy thing. We've got

9

numerous, dozens and dozens of haulers that

10

operate in this county. Dozens and dozens of

11

people involved in recycling and composting and

12

trying to track down all that data is not easy.

13

So we've had some recommendations about

14

trying to enhance that and improve that. In

15

fact, very important tool we have is the county

16

ordinance Lake County passed for us that

17

requires haulers to get a license. We charge

18

them 50 bucks a year. It's not to make money,

19

it's really to get their data. If you are a

20

licensed hauler you have to provide that

21

information to us so we know how much.

22

Another thing also recommended is right

23

now it's pretty much a voluntary thing, the

24

landfills are very helpful to Lake County.

25

When garbage goes over to their scales, they

19

1

can ask where it's coming from. And they'll

2

report that and share that with us so we know

3

how much is Lake County. It's not a precise

4

number, but it's better than nothing and it's

5

probably fairly accurate.

6

We don't have that ability to do that with

7

transfer stations or recycling facilities. We

8

would actually like to make a requirement that

9

they share that information, but we would need

10

information to do that or we can piggyback and

11

enhance our licensing program to the county.

12

Next. Section Three.

13

I am not going to spend a lot of time on

14

that. Just going to say that most of those

15

recommendations in the old plan have either

16

been implemented or partially. Very few that

17

we did not get to, didn't do.

18

Section Four. There's 71 recommendations.

19

I am not going to go through them all,

20

unless you want me to. But they are broken

21

down into these main categories. We've got

22

recommendations in each of those categories.

23

Kind of, if you will, our main planning

24

initiatives.

25

Next slide. Some of the highlights, if

20

1

you will, of the public information. We do

2

have a person that's dedicated who works part

3

time who does nothing but enhance our Website

4

of our towns, help educate the people, get out

5

into the schools and do all those kinds of

6

things; more and more relying on our members

7

and their Websites to get the word out about

8

our programs.

9

We like nothing better than to have an

10

event where lots of people show up. We don't

11

want to hold events where nobody shows up, and

12

our members have been really good about that.

13

But we can do better.

14

In fact, we are moving a lot of our

15

advertising out of the paper and into the web,

16

trying to work through that. We still rely

17

upon the press and appreciate the fact that you

18

are following this plan.

19

We have set a goal of 45 percent

20

recycling. We are at 38 percent now, so we are

21

going to measure that, see if we can get to 45

22

and we think that's a realistic goal.

23

Another big thing that I've already talked

24

about is trying to get infrastructure in Lake

25

County to deal with our construction demolition

21

1

once building comes back. The initiates are

2

starting to come back. We can go to our

3

municipalities and say, why don't you pass an

4

ordinance like the City of Chicago that require

5

any renovation or new building projects going

6

to have to recycle 50 percent of what is

7

generated at that site.

8

But we are not going to do that if we

9

don't have infrastructure. If it's going to

10

cost a whole lot more, the municipalities that

11

develop will push back, say what are you doing

12

here. We have to be reasonable.

13

And so that's why we sponsored a bill,

14

Senator Lane sponsored a bill, it's now public

15

law, which will allow those types of facilities

16

which exist in Cook and DuPage County, they are

17

not required to go through the state siting

18

process which is a cumbersome, costly process.

19

We set up in Cook and DuPage, they don't

20

have to even get state permits which we did

21

not. We said you don't have to go through

22

siting, but you still have to get a state

23

permit. That's what that law says.

24
25

We hope that will spur some in innovation
and bring some of those facilities to Lake

22

1

County.

2

In fact, some people have been talking to

3

me and I think, in fact, it will. And we need

4

to protect our members to make sure they have

5

good zoning guidelines and procedures that they

6

can put into their zoning code so when one of

7

these facilities comes to them, they will put

8

it in the right designation. They will ask the

9

right questions, get the right information and

10

they will be able to make sure that these

11

things are done right.

12

Getting to the household chemical waste

13

recommendations. We run about 30 events a year

14

here in Lake County. That's quite a lot.

15

We rely upon the IEPA to help us with

16

that. Once we collect it, the transportation

17

and processing costs are covered by the grant

18

we have with them. We don't think that grant

19

is going to last much longer. We were told

20

that several months ago. I thought we were

21

going to lose that grant, but we were able to

22

save it for now.

23

But I tell you, I don't feel real good

24

about it so we have to make some changes to our

25

program. We still want it to be vigorous. We

23

1

built a state of the art facility to do it so

2

we are committed to household chemical waste

3

and reducing the toxicity of our waste system.

4

One of the things that will help us reduce

5
6

costs is the idea of having satellite sites.
We just permitted and will be having our

7

first event in several weeks probably at the

8

site of Linconshire Woods Fire Protection

9

District. That will help reduce our costs when

10

we hold events at our facility or go out to

11

Mundelein, Round Lake Beach, not too long.

12

We have to pay for those personnel to go

13

on site. That's a big part of our cost for the

14

program. If we can set up these satellites

15

more convenient throughout the county, this

16

might be a model for us moving forward.

17

Probably the big thing that's in the plan

18

that's really different than the 2004 plan is

19

2004, five years ago, our landfills had more

20

capacity. We weren't necessarily looking at

21

the situation where ten years or so where we

22

are at right now, we might not have landfills

23

in Lake County. We may, we may not.

24

But right now where it stands the Zion

25

landfill has about five years' capacity. They

24

1

are looking at expansion. That might get them

2

eight more years. They need to get it

3

approved. That's no easy thing. And the

4

Grayslake Countryside Landfill has about nine

5

and a half years capacity.

6

So given that kind of landfills not having

7

as much capacity anymore, at the Advisory

8

Committee level we talked quite a bit should we

9

open the door and consider other options here

10

in Lake County.

11

In 2004 there was, SWALCO recommended that

12

we allow transfer stations in Lake County. But

13

when it got to the Lake County Board that was

14

taken out. So now we are back to that idea of

15

do we need to look beyond landfills for the

16

next solution. And this plan update we are

17

recommending again to the Lake County Board,

18

yes, we think we should.

19

So what we are doing is we are basically

20

opening the door to the whole range of options.

21

Clearly landfill expansion, they can appease

22

the locals and continue to run good landfills.

23

That will be something that we would

24

consider. New landfills. That was kind of a

25

debate point. That was the only area that I

25

1

disagreed with the Advisory Committee on. The

2

current plan recommends that we allow new

3

landfills in Lake County.

4

I recommended to the Advisory Committee

5

that we say that we don't want any more new

6

landfills in Lake County.

7

From a pragmatic standpoint, it's going to

8

be very difficult to develop a brand new

9

landfill not contiguous with one of the

10

existing ones in Lake County.

11

One, there is not a lot of land still

12

available. Two, it's going to be a very, very

13

difficult thing to achieve. So the likelihood

14

of it is very low.

15

But we are looking at transfer stations.

16

And we are also looking at what we call

17

alternative technology. There's some new

18

techniques being used prevalently in Europe and

19

Japan. They don't have the land that we do to

20

put it in the landfills so they have come up

21

with different solutions to manage waste.

22

The important thing though is that we just

23

haven't opened the door and said bring us

24

anything you want. That's not the concept.

25

The concept is if you want to bring one of

26

1

these facilities into Lake County you are going

2

to have to bring a lot of information and

3

answer a lot of questions about why you think

4

it's a good solution for Lake County.

5

And that's also in the plan update, I

6

believe, a long list of questions we have are

7

repeated for a lot of the technologies.

8

But if you look at page 4-6 and 4-7 you

9

will see a long list of questions. We are

10

going to require them to answer those types of

11

questions.

12

What is your technology, how big a

13

facility do you need, where are you going to

14

get the waste, what are the emissions from that

15

technology, why is it better than putting it in

16

a landfill?

17

That gets this idea of a life cycle

18

environmental assessment. I think this is the

19

first I am aware of any plan that's going to

20

require a developer to go through that exercise

21

of proving that this solution will reduce our

22

energy needs, our energy consumption related to

23

consumption. It will have fewer pollutants and

24

fewer greenhouse gases.

25

So we want to start looking at and

27

1

bringing in the facilities that make sense from

2

a scientific environmental standpoint from what

3

we are doing now.

4

Next slide.

5

I already talked about this slide on that.

6

I would be interested in maybe some people's

7

comments on that, what your thoughts are.

8

I guess my thought was, is that we need to

9

make a symbolic stand that we are going to move

10

beyond landfills. It's time for us to say we

11

got a couple, let them expand, but beyond that,

12

let's figure something else out to do with our

13

waste.

14

The Advisory Committee doesn't feel the

15

same. They felt that this is a viable option

16

as it is; why are we ruling it out, leave it in

17

the mix, let it compete with the other options.

18

Let the best option win.

19

And so the SWALCO Executive Committee did

20

vote in favor of the language of the Advisory

21

Committee. So I guess I am losing out on that.

22

To wrap up on some of the final

23

recommendations. One of the recommendations is

24

that SWALCO should continue to provide

25

centralized management with kind of a big
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1

co-op. We can do things together more

2

effectively and more economically together than

3

we can separately.

4

So I think that's kind of the core of what

5

SWALCO brings to its members. That we should

6

continue to monitor those landfills and get in

7

place a capacity agreement with those

8

landfills. We are working on that with Waste

9

Management.

10

We have the capacity guarantees we have

11

used up, so we are trying to get them filled up

12

again or recharged, if you will, get new access

13

to those landfills in a written agreement.

14

So we have first dibs on that capacity.

15

They are here in Lake County, Lake County waste

16

ought to have a home there first before anybody

17

else does.

18

And also the SWALCO maintains as an option

19

the idea of public ownership of those

20

facilities. It really hasn't been SWALCO's

21

mentality to get into that aside from the

22

household chemical waste, and there's no money

23

in household chemical waste. That's why we

24

jumped into that.

25

There's all the private sector, we have
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1

had a great relationship with the private

2

sector. But we reserve the right to jump into

3

the market place if we believe we can bring in

4

a better -- I am not saying we can, but we are

5

reserving the right to. That's it.

6

MR. STREET: Walter, thank you very much.

7

What we would like to do, this is a Public

8

Hearing tonight.

9

So if you have a comment on the plan we

10

ask that you state your name and your address

11

for the record. And if you are representing

12

something other than yourself as a residence,

13

please indicate that for the record too. That

14

would be very helpful to know.

15
16

With that being said, are there comments
on the proposed plan for consideration?

17

Not everybody at once.

18

MR. WILLIS: I think I bored them all to

19

death.

20

MR. STREET: Never mind. Another call for

21

comments. We have got one in the back, please.

22

Thank you.

23

MAYOR McCUE: Mayor Jean McCue of Round

24

Lake Park, I'm also a business owner in Round

25

Lake Park and at restaurants where there's a
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1

lot of corrugated recycling, as a business

2

owner, in my field, it's very unaffordable for

3

us to have recycle to pay for it if we pay for

4

the garbage, we pay what we want to pay for the

5

recycling.

6

I think a lot of us would be more than

7

happy to recycle if the cost to us was a little

8

bit cheaper because the recycling companies

9

will make money off of our waste.

10

We would be glad to divide it, but it's a

11

little difficult to carry all the charges for

12

the restaurant business.

13

I would like to see more education in the

14

restaurants. A lot of people don't know about

15

it. I do because of my position in the

16

village. But a lot of restaurants don't

17

realize that they are filling the landfills

18

with these things. So if it was a little bit

19

easier for us to do it I think it would be a

20

great help to SWALCO and the county.

21

MR. STREET: Thank you, very much.

22

Are there other comments on the, again the

23

SWALCO Board is meeting on October 22nd to

24

consider the final plan and a record of this

25

meeting will be presented to that.
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1

Are there other comments in addition to

2

the need for education for restaurants and

3

those that operate those types of businesses?

4

MR. STREET: Okay. Hearing none, I am

5

going to close the Public Hearing unless I see

6

somebody waving at me. We have got one.

7
8
9

MS. BELMONTE: Christina Belmonte, 1467
Turks Cap Road in Grayslake.
I am actually located right next to the

10

landfill, Countryside Landfill. And so I guess

11

my question for you is, do you anticipate what

12

if you are -- if we are better at recycling,

13

which I hope we all are, can you anticipate

14

what the different composition of materials

15

that is going into the landfills will be, what

16

that is going to do for the landfill itself and

17

the residents living there if people are better

18

at recycling at glass and cardboard, what's the

19

composition going in there, you know, and what

20

is that going to do for us. Thank you.

21

MR. WILLIS: That is a tough question.

22

MR. STREET: Let me repeat the question so

23
24
25

you have more time.
As recycling improves, as people's habits
change and lifestyles change, the composition
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1

that's going to be landfilled, how does that

2

change?

3

MS. BELMONTE: As we are most concerned

4

with as it fills what the odors are, what the

5

gases being released are.

6

MR. WILLIS: There is a good table on page

7

2-19 that kind of shows you the composition for

8

Lake County landfills.

9

They did an urban county and Illinois

10

average. You can see the variations in these

11

different compositions.

12

I think one of the things that we hope to

13

do with the food scraps, it's an organic

14

material. It breaks down in the landfills,

15

creates methane gas. Not all that gas gets

16

captured. Most of it does at some of the

17

modern landfills. Not all of it. If you pull

18

more of the organic materials out of the

19

landfills we create less.

20

That's something we hope to do, get the

21

organics out. We already banned landscape

22

waste from the landfills.

23

We are not saying we want to ban food

24

scrap yet, but it's something we hope we would

25

get out. And regardless, we are always going
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1

to have something in there.

2

The number that I thought was good for us

3

was, if you look at the HHW number in Lake

4

County landfills, it was .2 percent and the

5

other landfills it was .5.

6

So that shows me that our program is

7

impacting HHW. There's less because we have

8

another program. As Kent was saying, as we

9

have more access to more programs and educate

10

people you will start to see these numbers

11

change, hopefully.

12

MR. STREET: Question back there.

13

MR. BAHR: Dennis Bahr, 1228 Parnell

14

Drive, Mundelein.

15

MR. STREET: Welcome.

16

MR. BAHR: I don't have a question.

17

I was a member of the CAC and participated

18

in developing the plan and just wanted to

19

reinforce something that Walter brought up

20

about the landfills.

21

I don't think a landfill is a right option

22

moving forward. I think we have got ten years

23

of capacity at this point and that should be

24

more than the time to be able to implement

25

something beyond landfills. That's sort of an
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1
2

archaic way of dealing with waste.
We need to set a precedent now and hope

3

that moving forward, Lake County recognizes

4

that and we need to move beyond landfills this

5

time and really manage our waste a little more

6

effectively. I want the record to reflect that

7

that point should be emphasized.

8
9

Thank you, Walter, for moving us or trying
to move us in that direction.

10

MR. STREET: Dennis, thank you, very much.

11

Are there other comments? Suggestions?

12

I did this once. I am going to do it

13

again. If there are more comments, please

14

raise your hands.

15
16
17
18
19

Hearing none and seeing none, I will close
the Public Hearing at 7:52.
And again, we welcome all of you to attend
the SWALCO Board meeting on October 22nd.
We also have an opportunity to present

20

comments to the Lake County Board following

21

that, but very much appreciate all of you in

22

attendance and interest.

23

This is very important. And for those of

24

you who are living next to landfills and

25

dealing with it in your own households, this is
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1

a day-to-day thing for all of us. Thank you

2

very much for being here. We appreciate your

3

continued interest. Good night.

4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25

(Proceedings concluded at 8:05 PM)
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SWALCO Annual Report
2007/2008

Beach Park
Deer Park
Deerfield
Fox Lake
Grayslake
Great Lakes NTC
Green Oaks
Gurnee
Hainesville
Hawthorn Woods
Highland Park
Highwood
Island Lake
Kildeer
Lake Barrington
Lake Bluff
Lake County
Lake Forest
Lake Villa
Lake Zurich
Libertyville
Lincolnshire
Lindenhurst
Long Grove
Mundelein
North Barrington
North Chicago
Park City
Port Barrington
Riverwoods
Round Lake
Round Lake Beach
Round Lake Heights
Round Lake Park

This report provides an overview of SWALCO’s programs
and highlights for 2007 and
2008. SWALCO (The Solid
Waste Agency of Lake County)
is a municipal joint action
agency comprised of 41
municipal members, the
County of Lake and the Great
Lakes Naval Training Center.
SWALCO has continued to
expand its programs and the
overall recycling rate in Lake
County during this two year
time period, as discussed in the
following sections.
In July 2007 SWALCO
appointed a new Executive
Director, Walter Willis, to
manage and lead the Agency.
He has over 20 years of experience in the solid waste
field, including working at both
state (Illinois EPA) and local
(Lee County Solid Waste
Coordinator) levels, and as a
private sector waste management consultant. He has prepared and helped implement
solid waste management plans
for dozens of counties and

solid waste districts throughout
Illinois and the United States.
He has also been involved in
numerous facility development
projects for recycling centers,
transfer stations and landfills.
Two of the biggest challenges
facing the Agency in the coming years are: 1) planning for
Lake County’s ultimate transition from relying on in-county
landfills to a long-term and
sustainable alternative disposal
option, and 2) securing longterm funding for the continued
operation of SWALCO as the
current primary source of
funding, landfill related fees,
continues to decline.
2007/2008 Highlights
• SWALCO received
permitting approval to expand
its Household Chemical Waste
(HCW) program to provide
year round drop-off events at
our permanent facility in
Gurnee. In 2008 a record 31
HCW collection events were
held in Lake County.

•

Over the two year period,

SWALCO members received
$717,755 for the approximately
92,066 tons of recyclables sent
to the Waste Management
Recycle America facility in
Grayslake. This agreement
with WMRA was renegotiated
and extended in 2008, and
includes greater potential
revenue for members’
recyclables, depending on
market conditions.

•

Approximately 1.9 million
pounds of electronic scrap was
recycled at collection events
held throughout Lake County
in 2007 and 2008. By 2008
Lake County had the largest
and most effective electronics
collection program in Illinois.

•

SWALCO’s Reuse-A-Shoe
program grew significantly as
more local groups became
involved in collecting athletic
shoes in the County. Nearly
50,000 shoes were collected
over the two year period
demonstrating the interest and
commitment of dozens of
organizations in Lake County
in improving the environment.

SWALCO’s Mission

Third Lake

•

Implement the Lake County Solid Waste Management Plan.

Tower Lakes

•

Facilitate an efficient, reliable and environmentally sound waste disposal
system.

Wadsworth

•

Advise and assist members regarding solid waste management issues.

Wauconda

•

Educate the public regarding implications of solid waste management
options.

•

Promote the 4 Rs. Identify, evaluate and disseminate information
regarding techniques to reduce, reuse and recycle the amount of solid
waste generated.

Vernon Hills

Waukegan
Wintrhop Harbor
Zion
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Household Chemical Waste
Mobile HCW events are held at
locations around Lake County.
Year-round collections at the
Gurnee facility.

SWALCO provides
technical assistance to
supplemental
programs: Partner for
Paint Program (Ela
Township Highway
Department), which
focuses on paint
collection, and recycling
and waste oil collection
programs located at the
Lake Zurich Public
Works and the Lake
Barrington Public Works
Departments.

SWALCO operates a yearround Household Chemical
Waste (HCW) Collection
Program which diverts
household chemical waste
from the municipal waste
stream and places it into
recycling/reuse programs.

The HCW Program is a
hybrid consisting of mobile
collection events and public
drop-off events, the only
one of its kind in the State
of Illinois. It is supported by
SWALCO’s members and
the IEPA (Illinois Environmental Protection Agency).

The program is not only
important from an
environmental perspective,
but also serves as a great
public safety program.
Residents no longer have to
stockpile their HCW, or
pour them down the drain
because “there is no other
option”.

2007 HCW Program
SWALCO launches new year-round service
2007 marked a milestone for
SWALCO’s HCW
Collection Program. A new
expanded HCW Program
was introduced that
provides residents two ways
to dispose of their household chemical wastes;
through the traditional mobile collection events held at
various locations throughout Lake County and, for
the first time, through yearround public drop-off

events held at SWALCO’s
Gurnee facility. This hybrid
program increased
accessibility and allowed the
opportunity to provide
HCW collection services on
a year-round basis.
Ten (10) mobile events were
conducted throughout Lake
County in 2007, from April
through November. Site
locations included various
municipal centers, public
works facilities, train

stations and high schools.
Additionally, ten (10)
public drop-off events were
conducted. Participant
surveys indicate
approximately 43% of the
participants were first time
visitors to the events.
Approximately 7,020
households were served
collecting approximately
650,000 pounds of waste.

2008 HCW Program has record year

Residents from Lake County are
assisted by Island Lake Public
Works and SWALCO staff as they
drop-off their HCW at a Mobile
Collection Event.

A record number of HCW
collection events were
conducted in 2008: 31
events (10 mobile/21 public
drop-offs) in total. It was
the eleventh year of
operation for SWALCO’s
Household Chemical Waste
(HCW) Collection Program
and the first full year of

operation for its hybrid
HCW program.
The events serviced
approximately 6,757 households diverting an estimated
640,000 pounds of HCW
from our municipal waste
stream. Approximately 39%
of the participants at the
mobile events and 65% of

the participants at the public
drop-offs (popular with
participants due to its
convenience and speed of
service) were first time
visitors. Attendance levels
and percentage of “first timers” indicate a continuing
demand for these types of
programs.

SWALCO Annual Report 2007/2008

Page 3

HCW Statistics
In 2007/2008 approx.
1.2 million pounds of
hazardous waste was
collected that
otherwise would have
gone into the landfills
or sanitary systems.

Household Chemical Waste Percentage Chart
Program Years 2007-2008
CORROSIVE/OXIDIZER
5%

AEROSOLS
6%

POISONS
11%

ASBESTOS
1%
OTHERS
4%

OIL/ANTIFREEZE
8%

PAINTS
39%

FLAMMABLES
26%

PAINTS

FLAMMABLES

OIL/ANTIFREEZE

CORROSIVE/OXIDIZER

POISONS

AEROSOLS

ASBESTOS

OTHERS

2007 – 2008 Waste Percentage Chart
The chart above provides a comprehensive breakdown of the types and percentages of
waste collected through SWALCO’s Household Chemical Waste (HCW) program during
the 2007 and 2008 years. Residents have access to a list of items they can bring to these
collections on the SWALCO website.

SWALCO & Farm Bureau staff
and volunteers collected over 13,000
tires and 1,850 gallons of used oil
at a special recycling event.

Tire & Oil Recycling Event
Tires and motor oil have
been banned from Illinois
landfills for years. Illinois
citizens produce more than
12 million used tires
annually. Tires can present
a number of aesthetic,
environmental, health and
safety hazards when not in
use or properly stored.
SWALCO and The Lake
County Farm Bureau, in
conjunction with the IEPA,
partnered to host a Tire and

Oil Recycling Event for
Lake County residents on
May 13, 2008 at the County
Fairgrounds. It was a rare
opportunity for residents to
safely rid their property of
unwanted tires and motor
oil. Units of local
government were also
invited to participate.
Approximately 1,850 gallons
of used oil and over 13,000
tires (250 tons) were
collected. Although the

program was free, the Farm
Bureau received
almost $3,000 in donations
from the day to aid
agricultural education
programs.
SWALCO partners with
Farm Bureau and other local
organizations on a variety of
school education projects
and programs.

SWALCO launched a
new hybrid HCW
program in 2007 that
allowed for year-round
service for the first
time ever.
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Public Information & Education
Administration and Educators from
Grayslake North High School holding
their Earth Flag, presented to them
after their year-long efforts and achievements fulfilling the criteria for the
SWALCO Program.

In 2007 and 2008,
SWALCO collected
nearly 50,000 gym
shoes for recycling and
worked with local
groups including State
Rep. Kathy Ryg,
Vernon Hills Park
District and Public
Works and United
Partnership of
Wauconda to offer
year-round drop-off.

One of SWALCO’s main
goals/purposes and part of
its mission statement is to
do outreach and educate the
public about the importance
of waste reduction and
recycling. SWALCO’s
Public Information Officer
coordinates a variety of
projects and programs for
the Agency, including:
school education, Reuse-AShoe, America Recycles Day
Recycle-O-Rama, Earth Day
celebrations, community
outreach and education,
member services,
marketing/PR and more.
The office creates and
compiles a wide variety of
information and resources.
It also maintains and updates SWALCO’s website
(www.swalco.org) and
member e-lists. During
2007-2008 years, education
and assistance was provided
to schools, public libraries,
community groups and
organizations, corporations

and others in our member
communities to help
develop “green teams” and
implement environmental
programs and projects.
Articles on waste, recycling
and other topics were
created and provided for
various community
newsletters and a special
online website guide called
“Green Days”, with articles
on a variety of topics was
created. SWALCO’s Public
Information Officer gave
presentation/talks to groups
on a number of recycling
and other environmental
issues and topics including
“Everything You Always
Wanted to Know about
SWALCO and the 4Rs…”,
“How to Make Your Office
more Eco-Friendly”, “How
to Go Green at Home”,
“Composting 101”, “Meet
The 4th R” and a number of
presentations on the environment, living a more
environmentally friendly life

(going green), recycling,
waste reduction and the
importance of the 4 Rs.
There were appearances
made on local cable
programs to talk about the
agency and its programs. A
number of village/city
special events were attended
to assist members,
providing interesting
displays, educational
information and resources
for the local community.
Residents had many
questions they wanted
answered and were happy to
have a resource in front of
them that could answer
questions knowledgeably on
a variety of environmental
and waste related topics.
Some events included
village/city celebrations,
open houses, Public Works
events, environmental
health and safety fairs, as
well as special Earth Day
and eco festivities/events.

brand, are collected,
processed and recycled into
a material called “Nike
Grind” that is used to create
sports surfaces like basketball courts, tennis courts,
athletic fields, running
tracks and playgrounds.
Scout troops, park districts,
schools, libraries, City/
Village Departments and
administration, as well as
other community
organizations, corporate

groups and local legislators
participate in the program. In 2007-2008 years,
SWALCO collected nearly
50,000 shoes and worked
with local groups including
State Rep. Kathy Ryg,
Vernon Hills Park District
and Public Works and
United Partnership of
Wauconda to offer yearround drop. Turning old
shoes into something new...
Now that’s creative
recycling!

Reuse-A-Shoe

State Rep. Kathy Ryg & staff
member Teresa Loerch with Walter
Willis, Merleanne Rampale, Pete
Adrian & Board Member John Norris
from SWALCO. Her office acts as a
year-round drop for the Reuse-A-Shoe
program SWALCO sponsors for Lake
County groups. Much of what we dispose
of contains valuable materials that, with
a little bit of imagination and
ingenuity, can be reused.

SWALCO oversees the
Reuse-A-Shoe gym shoe
recycling program for Lake
County. Every year, across
the globe, millions of pairs
of athletic shoes end up in
landfills or disposed of in
some other way. With the
pursuit of sustainability in
mind, SWALCO partners
with Nike to recycle worn
out athletic shoes and turn
them into something new.
Old athletic shoes of any
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School Education: 2007-2008 Highlights
•

•

17 Schools earned
Earth Flags during the
2006/2007 and
2007/2008 school years.
Activities included book
swaps, mini recycling
classes, waste free
lunches, composting
and participation in
Reuse-A-Shoe. One
school designed and
sold reusable shopping
bags w/school logo.
25 Schools earned
Earth Flag Everyday
certification & plaques

•

during 2007 & 2008
school years. New and
updated certificate
designed by Public
Information to reflect
the global importance
of their efforts.

•

Conducted solid waste
and environmental
workshops and
programs.

Hosted Earth Day
Celebrations with
WMRA in April of 2007
and 2008 with over 400
people attending each.

•

Educational Assistance
and resources were
given to Lake County
schools (K-12) to help
establish recycling
programs or assist with
other projects/efforts.

•

Presented workshops
for teachers

•

Coordinated the
“Picture a World with

Less Waste” poster
contest for students in
Lake County.

Special Programs and Projects
The PPCP (Pharmaceuticals
and Personal Care Products)
initiative was implemented
in 2007. SWALCO, along
with Lake County’s Health
Department, Public Works
and North Shore Sanitary
District, created and
distributed an informational
flyer about proper
pharmaceutical disposal. It
was distributed throughout
Lake County to help inform

residents about this
important topic.
In 2008 a new website was
unveiled with updated text,
new pages and a fresh new
look. In addition to the
numerous phone calls the
agency receives, the website
received approximately
70,000+ visitors per month
during the 2007-2008
period. The number
continues to grow. Two

e-lists, one for general
announcements, and one
for educators were also
offered with notable news,
information and notices of
upcoming programs/events.

SWALCO’s Earth Flag
Program educates students,
teachers, parents and
administration about the
impact that waste reduction,
reuse, recycling and buying recycled
has on the environment.

SWALCO instituted the
first inaugural RecycleO-Rama event to
celebrate America
Recycles Day in
November, 2008.
SWALCO partnered
with Warren-Newport
Library, who cosponsored the event.

A special online website
guide, “Green Days”, with
articles on a number of solid
waste and environmental
topics was created and
added to the website.

America Recycles Day & 1st Recycle O-Rama
The first inaugural ARD
event was held on November 15, 2008 to encourage
people to recycle and buy
products made from recycled materials. There were
educational games and an
opportunity to recycle items
that could not go in curb-

side recycling bins including:
CDs, eyeglasses, broken
crayons (new recycled crayons were made in a separate
program), batteries, cell
phones, printer cartridges,
athletic shoes and more. A
book, DVD and music CD
swap table was also

available. Attendees could
purchase eco-friendly
products/products made
from recycled materials
from local vendors. Prizes
and reusable bags were
handed out. The program
was co-sponsored by
Warren-Newport Library.

Merleanne Rampale from SWALCO
and Kruti Patel from Waste
Management Recycle America co-sponsor
a workshop to educate youth about the
importance of the 4 Rs.
SWALCO and WMRA also
offered workshops for teachers.
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Recycling in Lake County
In 2007-2008 Lake
County experienced its
highest overall
recycling rate, meeting
or exceeding 50%
recycling each year.

Lake County experienced its
highest overall recycling rate
during the years 2007-2008,
exceeding the goal set in the
2004 Solid Waste
Management Plan Update.
The total volume of material
recycled in 2007 and 2008
was 55% and 50%,
respectively. These
percentages exceed the

State’s 25% recycling goal
by a significant margin. The
waste generation rate was
based on a 7.5-pound
per-capita per-day average,
which was determined by
the 2004 Lake County Solid
Waste Plan Update.
The 2007 – 2008 Recycling
Report for Lake County was
compiled in accordance

with state law, which defines
the types of materials that
may be counted in
determining the recycling
rate: residentially generated
recyclables, commercial and
industrial recyclables
(excluding manufacturing
related volumes), landscape
waste, and construction and
demolition debris.

Electronics Recycling

SWALCO Recycling Coordinator,
Pete Adrian, prepared TVs and other
electronics for shipment from one of the
many electronic collection locations in
Lake County.

During the 2007-2008 term
a total of fourteen Agency
members and three
townships hosted various
residential electronics
collection events where
Lake County residents were
allowed to drop off broken
or unwanted electronic
equipment for recycling.
Over the two year period a
total of 19,600 participants
delivered approximately 958

tons (1.9 million pounds) of
electronics to the various
host locations.
Since the inception of the
Residential Electronics
Collection Program in 2000,
a total of 3.4 million pounds
of electronics have been
collected from 32,889
participants making
SWALCO’s Residential
Electronics Collection

Program the largest and
longest operating program
collecting electronics from
residential sources within
the State of Illinois. This
program is considered to be
a model that other
municipal, county and state
officials will emulate upon
the implementation of the
Illinois Electronics
Recycling Act that becomes
effective in 2010.

Per Ton Payment
Approximately 960
tons (1.9 million
pounds) of electronics
were collected in Lake
County to be recycled
during 2007 & 2008.

The Per Ton Payment
Agreement between
SWALCO and Waste
Management Recycle
America (WMRA) has made
recycling profitable for
participating Lake County
communities that direct
their waste services provider
to deliver their community’s

recyclables to the WMRA
facility in Grayslake.
During the 2007 – 2008
period thirty-two SWALCO
members received a
combined total of $717,755
for the 92,066 tons of
recycling collected from
within their communities.

SWALCO receives funds
from WMRA on a quarterly
basis, and then distributes
the money to the member
communities based on
volume of recycling that is
collected from within their
community. There is no
financial risk for members.
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Plastic Bag Recycling
On August 17, 2007 the
Governor signed into law
the Plastic Bag Recycling Act
(PA 095-0268). The Act
established a Task Force

made up of local Lake
County legislators and
businesses including
representation by
SWALCO. The Task Force

has developed a plan to
execute a pilot collection
program to be implemented
in 2009.

Public Recycling Pilots
Data has indicated that the
vast majority of single-serve
beverage containers that are
consumed away from home
are not being recycled. They
are typically disposed of in
trash receptacles located in
parks, public walkways,
retail business establishment
entrances and gas stations.
Over the past two years
SWALCO has maintained
its support of two pilot

projects to assist members
in collecting recyclable
beverage containers at
public recreation facilities,
municipal special events and
at gas station pumps.
In 2007 – 2008 SWALCO
has continued to
supplement the distribution
of both portable and
permanent recycling
collection containers to
both municipal members

and the original gas station
pilot participants. In 2008
the Village of Vernon Hills
initiated a beverage
container recycling program
at its Athletic Complex.
With Agency assistance 20
“Pop Bottle” collection bins
were placed adjacent to
existing waste collection
containers throughout the
Athletic Complex.

SWALCO subsidizes the cost
of household compost bins for
Lake County residents, so they
can purchase them at a reduced
price and compost food scraps
and yard waste at home.

Compost Bin Sales
Since 1998 SWALCO has
subsidized the cost of
compost bins for county
residents so they
can compost food scraps
and yard waste at
home. SWALCO provides
bins for sale at several
locations in Lake County at
a reduced price. A small
amount of the sales benefit
the non-profit organizations

that are housing and selling
them. In addition to
creating mulch for yards and
gardens, composting at
home means residents will
dispose of less material in
their waste. Composting has
many benefits for the
homeowner, including lower
garbage bills. This program
has been responsible for
placing over 16,000

On August 17, 2007
the Governor signed
Plastic Bag Recycling
Act PA 095-0268 into
law. The Act
established a Task
Force made up of Lake
County legislators and
businesses including
representation by
SWALCO. The Task
Force developed a plan
to execute a pilot
collection program in
2009.

compost bins in households
throughout Lake County
and accounts for an
estimated 5,000 tons of
organic material being
diverted from our landfills
annually.
Residents can visit the
SWALCO website to find
out more about composting,
how-to links and for sale
locations.

SWALCO’s Compost
Bin program has been
responsible for placing
over 16,000 compost
bins in Lake County
households.

Agency History
2007 & 2008 Residential Electronics Recycling

In 1989, Lake County became the first
county in Illinois to adopt a solid
waste management plan in compliance
with the Illinois Solid Waste Planning
and Recycling Act. The Solid Waste
Agency of Lake County (SWALCO)
was formed in 1991 to implement the
Lake County Solid Waste
Management Plan, which is updated
every five years. The Agency currently
represents approximately 85%-90% of
the county's population.
Community
Recycling
Since the Event
Agency
was formed 41

municipalities, Great Lakes Naval
Training Center and Lake County
have joined to participate in forming
and maintaining the county solid
waste management system. Agency
staff provide members with assistance
and advice on any and all solid waste
management issues and educate the
public on a number of environmental
topics including recycling and waste
reduction.

SWALCO’s program is the
largest and longest running in
on the SWALCO
Board
of Directors.
Illinois,
collecting
3.4 million
pounds of electronics from
During the 2007-2008 year Trustee
nearly 33,000 participants
Larry Mount of Round Lake Beach
since 2000.

served as the Chairman of the
SWALCO Board and Mayor Glenn
Ryback of Wadsworth served as
Vice-Chair.

Each member community designates a
representative and alternate(s) to serve

SWALCO

SWALCO Staff
Walter Willis, Executive Director
Peter Adrian, Recycling Coordinator
Barbara Amadei, Office Manager
Steve Nelson, Household Chemical Waste Engineer
SWALCO subsidizes the cost of compost bins for county residents so they can compost food scraps and yard waste at
Merleanne Rampale, Public Information Officer
home. SWALCO provides bins for sale at several locations in Lake County, with a small SWALCO
amount ofOffice
the proceeds
and HCWbenefiting
Facility
the organizations that are selling them. Thousands of homeowners across Lake County have taken
advantage
of this proin Gurnee,
Illinois
gram that provides home composting bins at a reduced price. In addition to creating mulch for yards and gardens, composting at home means residents will dispose of less material in their waste. The SWALCO website has more information on
composting, how-to links and locations in Lake County where bins can be purchased at www.swalco.org.
Compost Bin Sales

CONTACT SWALCO

. 1311

N. Estes
Gurnee, IL 60031
847.336.9340
FAX: 847.336.9374
www.swalco.org

For more information
about SWALCO’s
programs and services, or
for our event line, please
call the SWALCO office
at 847-336-9340.
Visit us on the web at
www.swalco.org for:
•

More information on
programs and services

•

Upcoming
collections and events

•

Disposal Guide

•

Recycling Guidelines

•

Information & articles
on how to live a more
environmentally
friendly life.

You can also sign up for
our general e-list service

announcements to receive
occasional announcements and information on
upcoming events and
related information.
Educators can sign up for
a separate e-list service
for occasional
information and announcements that may be
helpful to them.
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Methodology
The following steps were utilized to estimate per capita waste disposal rates for the Chicago metropolitan area
and rural and downstate counties. The metropolitan area is comprised of Cook County, DuPage County, Kane
County, Lake County, McHenry County and Will County. The methodology utilizes landfill disposal data during
the period 1996-2008, and represents the most current information on disposal rates.
Step 1. Landfills that are known to accept waste from the metropolitan area were identified through the
following process:
A.

Illinois landfills which are currently utilized to dispose of waste from the metropolitan
area were identified through several methods. First, landfills located within the sixcounty metropolitan area were assumed to accept waste from the metropolitan area.
Second, a number of transfer stations located within the metropolitan area were
surveyed to determine which landfills they utilize (including, potentially, landfills located
outside of the metropolitan area). Third, government agencies that have negotiated
long-term contracts for transfer and disposal capacity were contacted to determine
which landfills they utilize.
i.

Illinois landfills located within the six-county metropolitan area were identified
from the IEPA annual report, Nonhazardous Solid Waste Management and
Landfill Capacity in Illinois, as well as from landfill capacity certification forms
which all Illinois landfills are required to submit to the IEPA on an annual basis.

ii.

A survey of Illinois transfer stations was performed to determine which landfills
they utilized. This survey was conducted by reviewing IEPA inspection reports
for the transfer stations, or by contacting the operators of the transfer stations
directly. The results of the transfer station survey are presented in Table A-1.

iii.

Government agencies that have negotiated long-term contracts for transfer and
disposal capacity were contacted to determine which landfills they utilize. The
results of this research are presented in Table A-2.

B.

Indiana landfills that currently accept waste from the Chicago metropolitan area were
identified by consulting an annual report published by the Indiana Department of
Environmental Management, the Summary of Indiana Solid Waste Facility Data. Indiana
landfills are required to report waste disposal quantities to IDEM based on the county
and state of origin of the waste.

C.

Michigan landfills that currently accept waste from the Chicago metropolitan area were
identified by consulting an annual report published by the Michigan Department of
Environmental Quality, the Report of Solid Waste Landfilled in Michigan.
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D.

Wisconsin landfills that currently accept waste from the Chicago metropolitan area were
identified by consulting an annual landfill capacity report published by the Wisconsin
Department of Natural Resources, the Wisconsin Solid Waste Landfill Tonnage/Capacity
Report.1

Utilizing this methodology, a total of 44 landfills (and one incinerator) in Illinois, Indiana, Michigan
and Wisconsin were identified as accepting waste from the Chicago metropolitan area during the
period 1996 - 2008 (refer to Figure A-1).

1

Note that only Indiana landfills are required to report both the county and state of origin for wastes
received. Landfills in Illinois, Michigan and Wisconsin are only required to report the state of origin
of wastes received. Michigan and Wisconsin landfills that reported receiving waste from Illinois
were assumed to have received that waste from the Chicago metropolitan area due to their
proximity to the metro area.
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TABLE A-1. SURVEY OF TRANSFER STATIONS (LANDFILLS HISTORICALLY UTILIZED)
Transfer Station

Landfills Utilized

Loop-64th Street

Livingston, County Line, Lee County, Newton County.

ARC

Kestrel Hawk, Orchard Hills, Mallard Ridge, Newton County, Woodland.

Calumet

Livingston, County Line, Newton County.

Clearing

Livingston, Laraway, Liberty.

DuKane

Lee County.

Greenwood

Winnebago

Heartland

Livingston, Lee County, Forest Lawn, Kestrel Hawk, Winnebago, Rochelle.

Homewood Disposal

Livingston, Newton County, Forest Lawn.

Loop-Laflin

Livingston, County Line, Newton County.

Liberty

Livingston, Environtech, Streator.

Midtown

Livingston, County Line, newton County.

Planet Recovery

Livingston, County Line, Newton County.

Rolling Meadows

Orchard Hills, Lee County.

Shred-All

Livingston, County Line.

Star Disposal

Livingston, Environtech, Newton County, Forest Lawn.

Veolia - Batavia

Orchard Hills.

Veolia - Evanston

Zion, Orchard Hills.

Veolia - Melrose Park

Livingston, Orchard Hills, Lee County.

Veolia - Northbrook

Zion.

WM-Elburn

Lee County, Orchard Hills, Prairie Hill, Settler’s Hill.

Source:
1.
Review of IEPA transfer station inspection reports and telephone surveys.
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TABLEA-2. LANDFILLS UTILIZED BY PUBLIC AGENCIES CONTRACTING FOR DISPOSAL
CAPACITY
Jurisdiction

County

Transfer Stations Utilized

Landfills Utilized

City of Chicago

Cook

34th Street MRRF, Medill
MRRF, Northwest MRRF

Livingston Landfill

SWANCC

Cook

Wheeling Township TS

Pheasant Run RDF

WCCSWA

Cook

WMI - Clearing

Livingston Landfill, Lee County Landfill

Notes:
1.
SWANCC = Solid Waste Agency of Northern Cook County. WCCSWA = West Cook County Solid
Waste Agency.
2.
Based on phone interviews of representatives of each jurisdiction.
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DISPOSAL FACILITIES
ACCEPTING WASTE
FROM THE CHICAGO
METROPOLITAN AREA
(1996-2008)

Glacier Ridge

Madison Prairie
Orchard Ridge
Emerald Park
Valley Meadows

Mallard Ridge

Metro

Kestrel Hawk
Park

City of
Janesville
Pheasant Run
Veolia ES
Zion
Countryside

Winnebago

Veolia ES
Orchard Hills

Woodland

Rochelle

Mallard
Lake

Dixon/GROP

Greene
Valley

Lee Co.

Winthrop
Harbor

Settler's Hill

Open Landfill

SE Berrien
County

Closed Landfill

Forest Lawn
Hillside Harbor View
Robbins
WTE

Wheatland
Prairie

CID #3 / #4
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Notes:
1. Some out-of-state facilities shown
on the map reported receiving only
small quantities of waste from
Illinois.
2. Some facilities may not have
received waste from the Chicago
metro area in every year of the
period 1996-2007.
3. Hillside Landfill ceased accepting
waste in 2008.
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Step 2. Annual quantities of waste disposed during the period 1996 - 2006 were obtained for each of the
45 facilities (44 landfills and one incinerator) identified in Step 1 from IEPA, IDEM, MDEQ and
WDNR. For the Illinois landfills, the quantity of waste received at each facility from the Chicago
metropolitan area was estimated using the following equation:
(Waste from Metropolitan Area) = (Total Landfill Throughput2) - (Out-of-State Waste)
For the Indiana landfills, the quantity of waste received at each facility from the Chicago
metropolitan area was obtained directly from IDEM reports. As was noted previously, Indiana
landfills must report to IDEM both the state and county of origin of waste received.
For the Michigan and Wisconsin landfills, the quantity of waste received at each facility from the
Chicago metropolitan area was estimated from MDEQ and WDNR reports. Michigan and
Wisconsin require landfills to report the state of origin but, unlike Indiana, do not require the
county of origin to be reported. Due to their proximity to the Chicago area, it was conservatively
assumed that all Illinois waste received at the Michigan and Wisconsin landfills originated from
the Chicago metropolitan area.
Disposal quantities are summarized in Table A-3. Note that Indiana and Wisconsin landfills
report disposal quantities in tons. Illinois and Michigan landfills report disposal quantities in cubic
yards. For the Illinois landfills, cubic yard data was converted to tonnage data using facilityspecific densities that the landfills report to IEPA. For the Michigan landfills, cubic yard data was
converted to tonnage data using an industry conversion factor of 3.3 cubic yards per ton.
Step 3. Disposal quantities (after adjustment for imports in the case of Illinois landfills) were then
adjusted to account for special waste. This was done to provide per capita disposal rates for
municipal waste and for total waste (the latter category includes special waste). Indiana,
Michigan and Wisconsin landfills all track special waste quantities separately from municipal
solid waste quantities3. Therefore, no adjustments were required.
The annual Illinois landfill report documents the total quantity of waste received by each landfill,
but does not distinguish between special waste and municipal solid waste. Thus, the disposal
quantities reported in Table A-3 for Illinois landfills have to be reduced to account for special
waste in order to compute municipal waste.
Each load of special waste in Illinois must be tracked by a manifest from the point of generation
to the point of disposal. The manifests must then be submitted to the IEPA. A computer database
file of all the special waste manifests was obtained from the IEPA for the years 2000 - 2007. A
search of the database indicated that, on average, special waste accounted for approximately
2

For landfills located outside the Chicago metropolitan area, Total Landfill Throughput includes
waste from the host county -- an adjustment for this is made in Step 4.

3

Non-hazardous special waste includes industrial process waste and pollution control waste (such
as contaminated soil from a remediation project). Municipal solid waste includes residential waste,
commercial waste, light industrial waste, and construction and demolition debris.
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4 percent of the total volume of waste received annually by the Illinois landfills presented in Table
A-3.
To convert this value to a tonnage figure, the reported densities of waste received at the CID
RDF #3 Landfill, the CID RDF #4 Landfill, and the Laraway RDF Landfill were averaged (refer
to Table A-4). These facilities handle high volumes of special waste relative to municipal solid
waste. The resulting average density for special waste was computed to be approximately 1,600
pounds per cubic yard (special waste typically has a higher density than municipal solid waste).
Using this estimated density value, the reported volume of special waste corresponds to an
average of about 9 percent of the total tonnage of waste accepted by the landfills annually.
Accordingly, the total tonnage of waste for the Illinois landfills in Table A-3 was reduced by
9 percent to account for special waste (actual special waste tonnages were used for years 2000
to 2007).
Step 4. The estimated total quantity of waste disposed by the Chicago metropolitan area (Step 1), after
adjusting for out-of-state imports (Step 2), was then compared with population estimates to
calculate a per capita total waste disposal rate (in pounds per capita per day). A municipal waste
disposal rate (in pounds per capita per day) was also calculated following the same
methodology, utilizing the adjustment for special waste (Step 3).
As was indicated earlier, waste from the Chicago metropolitan area is disposed at Illinois landfills
located both within the metropolitan area and outside the metropolitan area. It is judged that the
vast majority of waste disposed at landfills within the six-county metro area originates from the
six counties. This is because landfill tipping fees are typically higher in the metropolitan area, and
hence there would be less incentive for more rural counties to transport their waste to metro area
landfills.
Illinois landfills located outside the metropolitan area receive waste from both the metro area and
from the rural “host” counties in which they are located. For the facilities identified in Table A-3,
these host counties include Grundy County (Community Landfill and EnvironTech Landfill), Lee
County (Lee County Landfill and Dixon/GROP Landfill; the latter facility is now closed),
Livingston County (Livingston Landfill and Streator Area Landfill), and Ogle County (Orchard Hills
Landfill). Beginning in the year 2006, the host counties also include Winnebago County
(Winnebago Landfill) because the transfer station survey indicated greater us of the Winnebago
Landfill (as well as the Rochelle Municipal Landfill in Ogle County) by Chicago area transfer
stations. The population of the host counties was added to the population of the six-county metro
area to derive the per capita disposal rates.4 Population projections for the period 1996 - 2008
are provided in Table A-5.

4

It is possible that these landfills also receive waste from rural counties that neighbor the “host”
counties -- however, these quantities are likely to be relatively small.
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Results
Based on the analysis performed in Steps 1-4, the estimated total waste disposal rate for the Chicago
metropolitan area has ranged from 6.6 pounds per capita per day in 1997 to 8.3 pounds per capita per day in
2004.
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

7.5 pounds per capita per day
6.6 pounds per capita per day
7.5 pounds per capita per day
7.8 pounds per capita per day
8.0 pounds per capita per day
8.3 pounds per capita per day
8.0 pounds per capita per day
7.5 pounds per capita per day
8.3 pounds per capita per day
8.1 pounds per capita per day
7.8 pounds per capita per day
7.6 pounds per capita per day
6.8 pounds per capita per day

The estimated municipal solid waste disposal rate for the Chicago metropolitan area has ranged from 6.4 pounds
per capita per day in 1997 to 7.7 pounds per capita per day in 2004.
1996
1997
1998
1999
2000
2001
2002
2003
2004
2005
2006
2007
2008

=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=
=

6.9 pounds per capita per day
6.4 pounds per capita per day
7.3 pounds per capita per day
7.4 pounds per capita per day
7.6 pounds per capita per day
7.7 pounds per capita per day
7.4 pounds per capita per day
6.9 pounds per capita per day
7.7 pounds per capita per day
7.6 pounds per capita per day
7.3 pounds per capita per day
7.2 pounds per capita per day
6.3 pounds per capita per day

Over the period 1996 - 2008, disposal rates have generally increased. Periodic cyclical downturns have also
occurred during this time. For example, disposal rates decreased slightly during 2002 and 2003 due in part to
the economic downturn experienced in 2001 and 2002. During such periods, disposal is likely to decrease for
several reasons, including: 1) manufacturing decreases because manufacturers rely more heavily on inventoried
stock; 2) consumers extend the life of durable goods and delay home improvement projects; 3) reliance on
disposable goods decreases. During 2003 the economy began a period of recovery, which was reflected in the
increase in the disposal rate within the metropolitan area. Disposal rates declined again in 2008 as the result of
the current recession, which is much more severe than in 2001-2002.
T:\Projects\2009\134841 - SWALCO Plan Update\Illinois Disposal Quantities - 2008\3 - Disposal Rates.wpd
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Comparison Analysis
In order to test the conclusions reached in the above analysis for the Chicago metropolitan area, a similar analysis
was performed for the State of Illinois as a whole, as well as for the States of Indiana, Michigan and Wisconsin.
The following steps were utilized to perform the second analysis.
Step 1. Quantify the amount of waste disposed in all landfills in Illinois (as well as the landfills in the
other states).
Step 2. Adjust the quantity in Step 1 for the import and export of waste between the states.
Step 3. Adjust the quantity in Step 2 for special waste. As was noted before, Indiana, Michigan and
Wisconsin track special waste separately from municipal solid waste. To quantify the amount
of special waste disposed in Illinois landfills, the previously-cited IEPA database of special waste
manifests was searched for the years 2000 - 2007. On average, special waste has accounted
for about 5 percent by volume and 12 percent by weight of the waste landfilled in Illinois5.
Step 4. Divide the estimated amount of waste disposed by each state (derived in Steps 1-3) by the
population of each state to calculate the per capita disposal rate.
The data and calculations for each step are summarized in Tables A-6, A-7 and A-8. Total waste disposal rates
in Illinois ranged from 6.7 pounds per capita per day in 1997 to 7.9 pounds per capita per day in 2001. The same
trend is generally apparent for Illinois as a whole as was indicated for the Chicago metropolitan area. Disposal
rates are somewhat higher in the Chicago metropolitan area, likely as the result of greater development and
economic activity.
Total waste disposal rates for Indiana ranged from 8.6 pounds per capita per day to 12.7 pounds per capita per
day. Total waste disposal rates for Michigan ranged from 6.9 pounds per capita per day to 8.6 pounds per capita
per day. Total waste disposal rates for Wisconsin ranged from 7.9 pounds per capita per day to 9.5 pounds per
capita per day. These data are largely consistent with the results observed for Illinois.

5

As was previously noted, IEPA does not currently publish a report on special waste quantities. In the early
1990s, however, IEPA did publish an annual report on special waste. The last such report was Illinois - 1994
Nonhazardous Special Waste Annual Report, published in June 1996. That report indicated that during the
period 1979 to 1994, the amount of special waste landfilled in Illinois (including material disposed at on-site
landfills) ranged from 1,551,000 cubic yards (1982) to 3,575,000 cubic yards (1993), consistent with the
latest available data.
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Calculation of Waste Disposal Rates for Rural and Downstate Illinois Counties
The previous analyses have resulted in the calculation of two disposal rates in Illinois: a statewide disposal rate
and a disposal rate for the Chicago metropolitan area. Using these calculated rates, the disposal rate for rural
and downstate counties was determined by the following steps.
Step 1. Calculate the amount of waste disposed by the state as a whole by multiplying the per capita
disposal rate by the population of the state (see Table A-8).
Step 2. Calculate the amount of waste disposed by the Chicago metropolitan area by multiplying the per
capita disposal rate by the population of the region (see Table A-5).
Step 3. Determine the population in the rural and downstate counties by subtracting the population of
the Chicago metropolitan area from the total population of the State.
Step 4. Subtract the amount of waste disposed by the Chicago metropolitan area from the amount of
waste disposed by the state as a whole to determine the amount of waste disposed by rural and
downstate counties.
Step 5. Divide the amount of waste disposed by the rural and downstate counties (Step 4) by the
population of the rural and downstate counties (Step 3) to calculate the per capita waste disposal
rate for the rural and downstate counties.
As summarized in Tables A-9 and A-10, the analysis shows that rural and downstate counties disposed of 5.5
to 7.8 pounds per capita per day of total waste and 4.6 to 6.9 pounds per capita per day of municipal waste
between 1996 and 2007.
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Disposal Rate Discussion
The methodology employed above utilizes recent landfill disposal data to calculate per capita disposal rates, and
represents the most current information on disposal rates. Although waste generation, recycling and disposal
rates were estimated in solid waste management plans for counties in the service area, most of those plans were
prepared in the late 1980s and early 1990s, and the information contained in them has become dated. Although
five-year updates to the plans have subsequently been prepared, in most cases the updates did not include a
comprehensive evaluation of current disposal rates. The IEPA has acknowledged this fact in its annual landfill
reports:
The waste generation data reported by local recycling coordinators might be 10 to 15 years out-of-date,
and is based upon 1990 (or earlier) population figures. (IEPA, 2003, p.8)
Waste generation and recycling figures were prepared in many cases during the solid waste planning
process several years ago. In many cases, no new research has been done since then. (IEPA, 2002(b),
p. 8)
Most landfills have been equipped with scales, which allows accurate tracking of the amounts of waste disposed
in landfills. Moreover, since landfills typically pay local and state surcharges and host fees based on the amount
of waste accepted, it is unlikely that landfills would overstate the amount of waste received. For these reasons,
it is believed that the per capita disposal rates derived in the preceding analysis represent the most current,
accurate evaluation of waste disposal quantities.

T:\Projects\2009\134841 - SWALCO Plan Update\Illinois Disposal Quantities - 2008\3 - Disposal Rates.wpd

Attachment G
IEPA Plan Update Form

Print Form
Illinois
Environmental
Protection Agency

Bureau of Land
1021 North Grand Avenue East
Box 19276
Springfield, IL 62794-9276

FIVE YEAR MUNICIPAL WASTE MANAGEMENT PLAN UPDATE
The Agency has prepared this form to assist local governments with the five year updates of
municipal waste (MW) plans. Although local governments may prepare and submit a more
extensive document, the Agency will consider submission of this completed form to be the plan
update required under the Solid Waste Planning and Recycling Act (SWPRA).
Attach additional labeled pages as necessary.
GENERAL INFORMATION
Local Government:

Lake County

Contact Person:

Walter Willis, Executive Director, Solid Waste Agency of Lake County

Address:

1311 North Estes Street

P.O. Box:
State: IL

Zip: 60031

City:

Gurnee

Telephone:

(847) 336-9340 x 2

Plan Adoption Date: 9/12/89

Re-Adoption Date:

9/1/91

Plan Update Due:

1.

11/9/09

Recommendation and Implementation Schedule Contained in the Adopted Plan
This information should be easily accessible in the plan’s Executive Summary or
Recommendations chapter. Briefly describe the recommendations and implementation
schedule for each alternative in the adopted plan below.
a.

Source Reduction

Refer to Section 4, page 4-4.

b.

Recycling and Reuse

Refer to Section 4, page 4-4 through 4-8.

c.

Combustion for Energy Recovery

The Lake County Plan does not recommend combustion technologies. However, alternative
technologies that convert waste to energy through biological conversion are considered. Refer
to Section 4, page 4-12.

d.

Combustion for Volume Reduction

The Lake County Plan does not recommend combustion technologies. However, alternative
technologies that convert waste to energy through biological conversion are considered. Refer
to Section 4, page 4-12.

e.

Disposal In Landfills

Refer to Section 4, page 4-9.

2.

Current Plan Implementation Efforts
a.
Which recommendations in the adopted plan have been implemented?
Refer to Section 3. Table 3.1.

Briefly describe which recommendations were not implemented and the reasons why these
were not implemented.
Refer to Section 3, Table 3.1.

b.

Which recommendations in the adopted plan have been implemented according to
the plan's schedule?

Briefly describe which recommendations were not implemented according to the adopted
plan's schedule, and attach a revised implementation schedule.
Refer to Section 3, Table 3.1.

2

3.

Recycling Program Status
Because the Agency's annual landfill capacity report includes data on each adopted plan's
recycling status, information on your recycling percentages is not being requested on this
form. This will avoid duplication of efforts.
a. Has the program been implemented throughout the county or planning area:
Yes
No
b. Has a recycling coordinator been designated to administer the program?
Yes
No If yes, when? 1991
c. Does the program provide for separate collection and composting of leaves?
Yes
No
Does the recycling program provide for public education and notification to foster
d. understanding of and encourage compliance with the program?
Yes
No
Does the recycling program include provisions for compliance, including incentives
e. and penalties?
Yes

No

If yes, please describe:

Lake County has implemented and enforces its Solid Waste Hauling and Recycling Ordinance,
a copy of which is available on the County's website. The ordinance identifies hauler
requirements regarding recycling and contains penalties for violations of the ordinance. The
2009 Plan Update also contains recommendations of incentives for recycling, such as
implementation of volume-based pricing and cart-based recycling (Section 4, page 4-6).

f. Does the program include provisions for recycling the collected materials, identifying
potential markets for at least three materials, and promoting the use of products made
from recovered or recycled materials among businesses, newspapers, and local governments?
Yes

No

If yes, please describe:

The Lake County Solid Waste Hauling and Recycling Ordinance requires all haulers operating in
the County to offer recycling collection services. In addition, SWALCO maintains a capacity
agreement with Waste Management Recycle America, LLC to recycle any materials collected
from SWALCO members and Lake County townships.

g. Provide any other pertinent details on the recycling program.
Refer to Section 3 of the 2009 Plan Update for a discussion of current program status. Refer to
Section 4 of the 2009 Plan Update for a discussion of future program recommendations.

3

4.

Current Needs Assessment Information (optional)
Depending upon the available resources, updated waste generation data, current municipal waste
recycling and disposal information, and any other recent available data may be included; this
information will not be required by the Agency.
1,292,726
Cubic Yards
Tons
a. MW Generated per year:
b.

MW Generation Rate:

10.16

pcd (pounds/capita/day)

c. MW Recycled/Year:

486,045

tons

d.

MW Incinerated/Year:

0

Tons

Cubic Yards

e.

MW Landfilled/Year

806,681

Tons

Cubic Yards

Time period for this information: 2008
5.

New Recommendations and Implementation Schedule
Due to political, fiscal, or technological changes, a local government may choose to
recommend different waste management options for the review plan. It should be noted,
however, that the recycling program requirements of the SWPRA must be followed.
Discuss any new recommendations included in the revised plan, and the implementation
schedule to be followed.
Status of recommendations from the 2004 Plan Update is addressed in Section 3. Section 4 of
the 2009 Plan Update contains all current recommendations..

4

