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~j name is Edwin C. Bakowski. I manage the Solid Waste/UTC 

Unit in the Pe~t Section and am currently the Solid Waste 

Branch Manager, Division of Land Pollution Control, Bureau of 

Land, Illinois EPA ("Agency"). My unit will have the 

respqnsibility for implementing and administering the landscape 

waste r~\lations in Illinois, and currently has this 

responsibility pursuant to Section 39(m) of the Illinois 

Environmental Protection Act. I have se:rved in this capacity for 

rrore than six and one-half years. Prior to that, I was the Mine 

Pollution Control Program, Permit Manager. Please see my resun~ 

for my educational qualifications and professional work 

experience. (Attachment A to this testinony.) 

My testinony today addresses primarily Parts 831 and 832 of 

the proposed landscape waste composting regulations. Part 831 

lists the information required to be included in a permit 

application and Part 832 sets out the procedural requirements for 
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applicants applying for pe:tmits and for the Agency in making 

permit determinations. 

Part 831 

This Part sets forth the information that needs to be in an 

application for pennit. As is true of many provisions in this 

regulatory proposal, much of this Part parallels Part 812 of the 

landfill rules. I will briefly comment on each Section, 

elaborating regarding any provisions that are substantively 

different or complex. 

831.101 and 831.102 

These provisions address the scope ano applicability and 

severability of this Part. The IEPA relies on the Act to 

determine who needs a permit. 

831.103 

This provision requires an engineering certification for all 

designs presented in a permit application. certain design 

requirements imposed on permitted composting facilities include 

engineering features. For that reason, this Section mandates 

that, when required by the Illinois Professiolml Engineering 

Practice Act, certification by an Illinois licensed engineer 
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acccxrpany any application that includes designs. This 

requirement parallels 35 Ill. Adm. Code 807.205(d). 

831.104 

There are no fees at this time, but if they are required, they 

will have to be sul:mitted with the pennit application. This 

Section implements Section 5(f) of the Act. 

831.105 

This Section sets forth the signatures required in a permit 

application. Signatures of both the operator and property owner 

are necessary to identify responsible parties and assure legal 

rights to enter exist . 

.a3l.l0g 

This provision requires that the pennit application include 

site identification by name and precise location, and codifies 

the use of the IEPA's Inventory Identification Number System as 

an administrative mechanism. 

1ll1.lQ7 and lOB. 

These sections require the submdttal of a site location map 

and a site plan ~p re~ctively as part of the pe~t 
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application, detailing information necessary to demonstrate 

compliance with applicable statutory provisions and proposed Part 

830 rules. 

831.109 

This provision requires a narrative description of the 

facility. '!he information required in subsections a and (c-i) is 

necessary to demonstrate compliance with proposed Part 830 and to 

enable the Agency to determine whether iesuance of a permit is 

appropriate. SUbsection (b) is taken directly from Section 39 (m) 

of the Illinois Environmental Protection Act. 

831.110 

'!his section requires that the pelrrdt application contain a 

legal description of the facility boundary. Any data supplied by 

a registered land surveyor rnust be certified, and references 

included for any such data obtained from published sources. This 

provision parallels 35 Ill. Adm. Code 812.112. 

831.111 

This requirement, that the permit application contain a 

certificate of ownership of the land on which the facility is 

located or a copy of the lease and its duration, is similar to 

one applying to landfills, contained in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 
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812.113. Its purpose is to identify all parties responsible for 

activities at the facility. 

The main difference fran the provision in the landfill nlles is 

the use of the new tel:.1TI "property owner," defined in Section 

830.102. The property owner is the owner of the land on which 

the facility is located, unless the operator, having obtained a 

lease for at least the duration of the proposed permit term plus 

one year, is deemed the property owner. Normally, the operator 

owns the land, and is considered solely responsible for 

activities at the facility. However, if the operator has leased 

the land, both the operator and the landowner are to be 

identified. This is due to the fact that the requested pelmit 

term may exceed the tevrn of the lease authorizing constnlction of 

the composting facility. In addition, an operator may become 

insolvent or desert a site without following proper closure 

requirements. The landowner, having authorized the constnlction 

of the facility, would be a second party 19ainst whom to proceed. 

This procedural requirerrent is coneistc:!nt with the procedures 

followed in issuing pennits pursuar..t to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 807 

provisions. 
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The 30 day notice of changes in property ownership or conditions 

in the lease affecting the pe~t area, certification of which is 

required, will allow Agency review of proposed changes to 

detennine, before the changes occur, whether any pennit 

modifications are necessary. 

831.112 

This Section requires the sul:xnittal of a closure plan. The 

requirements with which an applicant must comply in developing a 

closure plan are set forth in Part 830. 

831.113 

This Section requires that a pennit application include a plan 

to ensure financial assurance, as required by Section 

22.33 (a) (5) • 

831.114 

This requirement sets up a mecharlism to determine when a 

currently pennitted facility must de~nstrate, by way of a permdt 

application, compliance with these nlles. It specifically 

identifies that changing the operaticn in a manner requiring 

construction, expanding capacity or attending the expiration date 

\'1i11 trigger a full review of caTpliance with all the new rules. 
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It is felt that currently permitted facilities that propose other 

changes, such as a change in c:perating hours, will not need to 

derronstrate carpliance lUltil permit renewal. This is based on 

the assumption that many sites are currently permitted pursuant 

to Section 39 (m) of the Act and operating without problems. 

'!hose that do have problems will be under enforcement and any 

significant corrective action measures will trigger a 

modification under 831.114(a), requiring s~ttal of a conplete 

permit application . 

. 831·115 

This provision, requiring an operator to obtain an operating 

authorization prior to placing into service any structure 

constructed at a facility, parallels the landfill rules, but, by 

means of the language stating lIunless otherwise authorized in the 

facility permit ..•. ," specifically allows the facility permit 

alone to authorize operation. This is the current practice with 

respect to landscape waste composting facilities in that, when 

little "construction" is required, permits are issued that allow 

operation upon coopleting necesBaty developrent. Experience has 

shown this to save resources in permitting and review with no 

known problems. 

, 
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831.116 

'Ibis provision requires the subnittal of infonnation that has 

changed since the ori.gi.nal permitting in an application for 

pennit renewal. tJncl'.anged information ~ld alre.aciy be on file, 

obviating any necessity for its sutmitt,al. 

Part 632 - - Pennitt in~ 

The permitting requirements contained in this Part "',€,;t~e 

developed using the Part 813 landfill permitting requirements as 

a guide. They parallel those rules in rrost regards. The 

specific differences are di.scussed on a rule by rule basis. 11le 

ITOst notable differences are the noticing requirement and the ten 

year 1 ,: .. cut term, roth included to be consistent "lith the Act. 

832 f 101 and 102 

These provisions contain standard language which is self 

explanatory, addressing scope and applicability and severability. 

B32,103 

This Bection requires that permit applications be on Agent::), 

fonne, as a meanH of ensuring Agency reccf::Jllition that they are 

requests for permits. It also -establi!-shea tmifotm procedures 

regarding delivery and filing of pennit applicationIJ. 
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S.31.10~ 

'lbis pravi,sian, setting forth notifications required of a 

pte!mit applic..:mt, is largely a .re.statement of language in the Act 

and the .Illi.nois Not.ice by Publication Act. S\.lbsP.ction (c) (2) 

e.stali~ishes a routine fOl"lMt for notices. Subsection (c) (3) sets 

limite for not lice.s re.aalOOably close to the permit application 

sutmittal dat,e . 

. 8l2..l.OS 

This Se)c,tion, oont.aini~, Ag·ency decision deadlines, parallels 

the landfill niles (35 'Ill. Mn. ("ode 813.103 except that Sul'part 

(a) considers the .act ien taken when the decision is signed rather 

than on the date "XtGtmarked. This w.ill allO',,· for decisions to be 

recognized when they occur and not subjt.~t to the third party 

poet. office ma.rk .• 

. &32 .10(i,~and 107 

The atandardB f.or issuance and denial included in these 

sectiaw are takeJl directly fran the Act. 

8l2 .. 1Qa 
This provis.ion contahw stand£*rd language goven'l.ing perm.lt 

appeals, mostly t .. n verl'.>ijtim frar St1ctlon 40 ht) (.1) of the:- Act . 
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8Ja.1Q2 

'1his provision roughly parallels 35 Ill. Mn. Code 813.107, 

setting forth that possession of a permdt does not constitute a 

defense to a violation of che Act or Board regulations. '!be 

Agency inadvertentl}o1 anitted the last {X)rtion of the language in 

35 Ill. hin. Code 613.107, which carves out an exception in that 

possession of a pennit does constitute a defense to an allegation 

that a facility is operating wi thout a permit. That exception 

should be included in this provision as well. The Agency 

reccmnends the revision of this Section to that effect, i.e. 

adding at the end of the sentence the following language: 

"except for the develqm:mt and operation of a facility without a 

permit. II 

832.110 

This provision, limiting pennit tenns to 10 years, is 

consistent with section 39 (m) of the Illinois Environrental 

Protection J\ct • 

.832.111 

This transfer of pennit:s section sets forth pr(>cedur'_s 

enabling a ne~1 operator to obtain operating rights. 111<:: transfer 

of ownership rrust be mem:>rialized by the signing, by ooth the 
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transferor and the transferee, of an application for pennit 

milification. 

832,201 

'Ihis provision, addressing Agency-initiated m:xiification of an 

approved pennit, is identical to 35 Illinois Admin. Code 

813.201(b) and (c). 

832.202 

'11lie Section prescribes that the requirerrents and titre 

schedules of this Part will govern any application for 

nDCiification of an approved pennit. 

832.301 

111is provision, requiring the filing of an application for 

pe~t renewal at least 90 days prior to the expiration date of 

the existing permdt, is standard language consistent with review 

times established in this Part . 

.8l2.302 

This section, continuing an existing permit in full force and 

effect upon filing of an application for renewal, is consistent 
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with Section 16 (b) of the Illinois ~strative Procedure Act, 

and parallels 35 Ill. Adm. Cbde 813.302. 

832.393 

This Section establishes that applications for renewal are 

subject to the schedules and requirements in SUbpart A of this 

Part. 

EB/mlS/sp79W/1-6 

f 
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My name is Gary Cina. I have been an errployee of the Illinois 

Erwironnental Protection Agency since February I 1980. I have 

worked in the Division of Land Pollution Q:>ntt"Ol, PeI~nit Section, 

Solid Waste/Ole Unit as an Envirounental Protection Specialist 

for the last 3 1/2 years. My duties include the l"e,riew of permit 

application plans and specifications fo,r non-hazardous solid 

waste management f.acilities, including corp>sting facilities. 

Prior to working in the Division of Land Pollution Control, I 

worked for the Division of Water Pollution Control. My restm"le is 

attached to my testirrony as Exhibit 2-1. 

I received my bachelor's degree in zoolo::JY fran Nc.'trthel'TI Illinois 

Uni' ·~~·:ffity in 1972. I have earned continuing education unit 

credi"s for attending courses addressing hydrC9e-ology and 

landfill liners and covers, and have carpleted a t\lt'O day CO"J.rs·e 

on carposting. 

I am providing Agency testirrony in support of SUbpart a of 

prcposed Part 830. Part 830, SUbpart B specifies performance 

standards for owners and operators of landscape waste catpOst 

facilities subject to Part 830. In accordance with section 22.33 

of the Act, this SUbpart specifics perfo11Mflcc standa,rds for all 

landscape 'waste CClrfX>st. facilities not exenpt fran regulation. 
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8ect:.tcD 830 .. 201. apecifie.s 'which of the perfonrance stantial.'ds of 

SUbpart B applu La permit exenpt. facilities (Se",'"ticn 830.2·02) and 

\dUch apply to facilities required to have a permit (Sections 

830.203 through t.30.21,J) ~ "lbe r,~qu~,~ii of Section 830.202 

are applicable to both perrrd.ttec1 la.nc:1scape waste OCIIpost 

facilities and .facili ties ~ fnxn permits parsuant to secti.on 

21 (d)' Section 21 (q) (1) and Sect ion 21 (q) (3) of the Act. 

Facilities retJUired by these r~tions to have a permit have to 

meet, in addition to the. general per'f,ormance standards set forth 

in sectioo 830.202, specific perfomance standards set forth in 

Sections 830.203 th~l9h 830.213. 

8flctico810.202 specifies l in subsections (8) through (i) t 

minimlln performance standude awllccWle to all '1'f!ratort~ of 

land&cape WAste c:.'C1'f1POst facili,tie.s, except t.hose specifically 

excluded fran regulation punsuant to ~tian 830.,l:Ot .. Jdiacusaed 

in Shirley Ba-er- 8 testirr()'O)') • 

8ectJaa 830.202 (.) 8pecific:ally prohibits the use of dCm.Ultic 

8CN'bge, eewlftge jiluclge or aept..agt::' ,in la.nd.s,cape WASte cal1xH~tlnrJ. 

'The CCfIPO&tiog of s:l\.dge is regul~ted umer 40 CPR 503 (Edtiblt 

1-39 to Dr. Baer's te8timony) and 35 Ill. Adm. COde 309 and 391. 

Theseregu.1At iv'TW reQ'd. rc BubBt·fUlt 141 te~t 1.n9 of And rEport i ng 



regarding sewage sludge bei.tY:J COlposted (Exhibit 1-75A to Dr. 

Baer's testi;ocny). 1he !EPA's position is that the problems 

inherent in alla.Tj,ng the use of sludge in landn:ape waste 

COlp;:;sting - the variable quality of sludge, the breadth of the 

wrlverse of sludge, the potential for introduction of pathogens 

and contaminants such as PCBs not otherwise found in landscape 

waste - justify this prohibitioo. Moreover, allO\rdng the use of 

sludge would effectively turn landscape waste oomposting into 

organic waste ccoposting. 

Section 830.202(b) requires adequate control of odors and other 

nuisances, as mandated by sp.ction 22.33 of the Act. Qior 

control, dust control and noise ex>ntrol are the main 

catp!ltibility issues with surrounding an~a residents. Qior can' 

be controlled through a variety of rrethocls, so no specific 

technology is mandated. Odor control rrust be sufficient to 

prevent violation of the Act. For odor and ~t emission 

standards, regulationa ii11'lementing the Act can be .found at J5 

Ill. Attn. 00de 201.141 and 212.301. For noise standards, 

regulations in'plernenting the Act can be found at 35 Ill. Adm. 

Code 400. 

Section 830.202 (e) apeclfies that all landscape waste ixxrpoat 
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facilities must have a written plar! fOT use of the compost 

produced and a Wlitten plan to deal wit"ll any off-specification 

material or inmature ooopost, as mandate ... ~ L1 section 22.33 of the 

Act. The required plans nust be available for Agency inspection 

and will aid the Agency in detetmining coopliance. 

Section 830.202(d) specifies that landscape waste received at a 

facility must be placed in a suitable environment to begin 

oonposting. 'Ihis includes piling the processed material, within 

five days, into a windrow or other form which will prarote 

catpOsting. Fi ve days was chosen as the maximum titre for waste 

storage prior to treatment by oomposting to minimdze the 

potential for odor problems due to anaerobic conditions in 

accumulated material. 

Section 830.202(.) specifies that storm water runoff must be 

diverted away fran carposting areas. This provision is intended 

to effectuate the requirement in Section 22.33 of the Act to have 

a performance standard addressing the managerrent of surface 

water. Excess water retained in the base of windrows or piles of 

oomposting material may lead to anae~ic oonditic~ and odor 

problernl:l. Excess water on soil surfaces of carposting areas makes 

access difficult and adds to maintenance expense. 



Control of nmoff fran caTp:>sting areas is intended to prevent 

off-site inpacts. Controls ITllSt be capable of handling the 

vol~ of runoff frem a 10 year I 24 hour precipitation event 

(Exhibit 2-2). Typical stOITIt water controls consist of berms or 

perimeter d::..tches to divert nul-on and ditches, retention basins 

or vegetative filters to control ~~-off (Exhibit 2-3) . 

Stormwater controls minimize suspended solids transport off the 

site. Note that any discharge of water that has care in contact 

with landscape waste material from a point source to waters of 

the State is subject to pennit pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 309. 

SecUcm 830.202 (f) specifies that good housekeeping TruSt be 

practiced at landscape waste compost facilities to promote safe, 

efficient operation. Fire fighting lanes nust be maintained 

between windrows or other piles to t~e extent necessary for safe 

operation. 

Section 830.202(9) specifies that compost quality standards set 

forth in Beet ion 830.503 nust be met for carpost which is offered 

for sale or use off-site (to another person). The testing 

required, set forth in section 830.504, covers pH, percent 

contamination by man-made materials> 4 m11, maturity of the 

COOJX)st and the level of pathogens. The testing frequency is a 
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mininun of once per year or once for each 5000 ydl sold. Shirley 

Baer's testimony addresses SUbpart E of Part 830, including 

Sections 830.503 and 830.504. 

Section 830.202 (h) specifies who must file a report to the Agency 

on carposting activities each year of facility operation. 'lhis 

reporting requirement affects any person composting more than 100 

cubic yards per year. Permitted facilities, and permit-exent>t 

facilities ca~sting more than 100 cubic yards of landscape 

waste per year, must report by April first each year on the 

amount of material received and its disposition for the previous 

January through December period. '!he TEPA included permit-exenpt 

facilities ~sting more than 100 cubic yards per year because, 

"t.n the IEPA' s experience, this volurre is sufficiently large to 

warrant tracking. A farrrer operating a landscape waste COlpOst 

facility on his fam, in accordance with the criteria set forth 

in Section 21(q) (3) of the ~t and restated verbatim in this 

Section, must report to the Agency each January first on the 

amount of material received during the previous year and must 

certify continued compliance with the criteria of Section 

21(q) (3) of the Act. 

Section 830.202(!) (1) specifies that closure of a compost 
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facility must include removal of all waste, compost and additives 

from the site within 180 days following commencement of closure. 

A 180 day timeframe was chosen to enable the operator both to 

carplete catpOsting of the last material received and to market 

or dispose of all end-product carpost. Closure is a process 

generally consisting of ceasing to accept any mor~ waste, 

completion of composting all remaining material, removal of all 

end-product carpost, additives and processing equiprent fran the 

site, and site restoration. 

Section 830.202 (i) (2) specifies the degree of cleanup required 

for closure of a landscape waste carpost facility. These cleanup 

requirerrents are drawn from 35 Ill. Adm. Code 807.503, the 

closure performance standards for waste manage~nt facilities. 

Section 830.202 (i) (3) requires operators of perm.it-exenpt 

facilities oomposting greated than 100 cubic yards per year to 

report to the Agency upon catpletion of closure. '!his 

requirerrent aids the Agency in detexmining caTpliance and 

tracking waste in the State. 

Section 830.203, the first Section settlng forth additional 

standards applicable to carpost facilities required to have a 
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permit, specifies the criteria to be followed in locating a 

landscape waste carpost facility. The location standards 

included are derived fran 35 Ill. Adm. Code 811.102 (location 

standards for landfills) and Section 39 (m) of the Act 

(statutorily-prescrtbed location standards for permitted 

landscape waste coopost facilities). Catp:>sting is an industrial 

activity which can convert land use and be a source of odors and 

pollutants. Planned use of the land will reduce or eliminate any 

adverse environrrental inpact. A deroonstration nrust be made that 

the location criteria will be met. Documentation to show 

coopliance with the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, floodplain 

regulations, historic and archaeological site protection 

requirements, protection of natural landmarks, natural areas and 

critical habitat is required. 

Groundwater protection measures for landscape waste compost 

facilities are taken from Section 39(m) of the Act. A setback of 

200 feet from a potable water supply well must be maintained. 

Ccxrposting material must not be placed within five feet of the 

water table. Any landscape waste leachate must be collected and 

managed. 

The setback fran a residence of 1/8 of a mile set forth in 
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Section 39 (m) of the Act has been adopted as a further location 

standard to help minimize any inpact t<. surrounding area 

residents. 

Section 830.203(.) is taken from Section 39(rn) of the Act, which 

requires that a setback of at least 200 feet be maintained 

between composting and the nearest potable water supply well. 

This setback is to be treasured fran the carposting area, which is 

defined in Section 830.102 to mean the area of a composting 

facility in which waste, composting material or undistributed 

end-product carpost is unloaded, stored, staged, stockpiled, 

treated or otherwise managed. 

Section 830.203(b), taken from Section 39(rn) of the P£t, requires 

that a landscape waste compost facility be located out of the 10 

year floodplain or be floodproofed to the elevation of the 10 

yedr floodplain. Floodplain maps are available from the Federal 

Emergency Management Agency and the Illinois 'State Water Survey. 

Section 830.203(0), derived in part from Section 39(m) of the 

Act, requires a 200 foot mininrum setback distance between the 

carposting area of a landscape waste carpost facility and the 

nearest residence, and a 1/8 mile setback between the composting 
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area of a facility developed or expanded after November 17, 1991, 

and the nearest residence. In addition, a landscape waste 

compost facility sited within 1/4 mdle of the nearest off-site 

residence or within 1/2 mdle of the nearest platted subdivision 

containing a residence, or having rrore tha.Tl 10 res.idences within 

1/2 mile of its bowldaries, tmlSt inplerrent a special operating 

requirement, set forth in Section 830.205(a) (1) (B), to mdnimdze 

inccnpatibility with surrounding residences. All waste received 

each day must be processed in accordance with the facility's 

pennit-approved operating plan by the end of the operating day, 

rather than within 24 hours. Imnediate attention to incc-..ming 

waste is effective in controlling odors generated f~ the 

incoming material. '!his operating practice is applicable if the 

facility falls within the above category at the time the Agency 

deems the facility's application for permdt complete purSWUlt to 

Section 632.105(b) of theBe regulations. 

Section 830.203 (d) , also taken from Section 39(m) of the Act, 

requires that all carpost material be placed at least five feet 

fran the water table and mmdates adequate control of run-off and 

leachate fran the site. 'lWo methods of dem::mstrating carpliance 

with the depth to water table requirement are specified: the use 

of published information to document location of the water table 
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• at the site; and actual measurem:mt by appropriate field 

techniques. Measurement of the water table nrust be for a period 

of at least three. rror:lths to examine water level fluctuations. 

Subsecticms 830.203 (e) through (h) contain the location standards 

for landfills set forth in 35 Ill. Adm. Code 811.102. Cooposting 

is an industrial activity which (in the case of contained 

corrposting) may include large buildings to house operations. TIle 

location standards addressing the Wild and Scenic Rivers Act, 

floodplains, protection of natural landmarks, natural areas or 

critical habitats, and the National and State Historic 

Preservation Acts are included to prevent any inpact to these 

State resources. Documentation of compliance with these 

requirements, required pursuant to Part 831 as part of a pennit 

application, may be accarplished by contacting appropriate State 

agencies for review of the potential impact of facility 

development on State resources. 

Section 830.204 addresses the ~~gement of surface water at 

permdttedlandscape waste compost facilities. 

Section 830.204(a) specifies that atormwater runoff which comes 

fran cacp:>sting areas, preparation areas and storage ,u;eas is 
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landscape waste leachate and trO.lSt be managed to prevent any 

envirol1Irental inpact. 35 Ill. Adm. Code SUbtj tIe C, referenced 

in this subsection, contains water pollution control regulations, 

including NPDES pennit requirements. Any tx>int source discharge 

fran a landscape waste carposting area is subject to NPDFS pennit 

requirements, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. COde 309. This subsection 

is intended to put facility operators on notice that they must 

comply with water pollution control regulationS. Constituents 

fran composting material carried in stormwater runoff are 

generally solids, nutrients, salts and organic acids (Exhibit 2-

4) . These constituents place such stormwater runoff in the 

wastewater category. Treatrrent by retention and settling may be 

necessaty to neet discharge limits. SUch treatrrent has been 

demonstrated to be effective. 

Sectian 830.204 (b) requires managemant of leachate frcrn catpOst 

facilities to prevent ponding in and around composting material. 

Collection of landscape waste leachate in a retention basin 

cannot be done unless authorized in the facility permdt. 

leachate ponding in caIpOsting areas has been a source of odor 

problems at Illinois facilities. Eliminating this pending, 

except to the extent done by design, is an effective odor control 

measure. Section 39(m) of the Act requires leachate collection 
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and management. 

Retention basins have provided an effective means of water 

treatment and storage at Laidlaw and Meadowview facilities in 

Illinois (Exhibits 1-91A,l-9lD to Dr. Baer I s testirrony). The 

collection and retention of run- off/leachate drainage from the 

composting area may also p~ide a cost effective source of 

water for landscape waste carpost operations. Most coopost 

facilities require water for addition to the composting process 

and on-site maintenance such as dust control on haul roads. 

A vegetative filter for runoff/leachate treatment and control is 

another means of managing leachate. The City of Crystal Lake uses 

such a vegetative filter. (Exhibit 2-3). 

Sec~ 830.204(0) requires operators to allow soil surfaces in 

the carposting area to dry periodically to control leachate 

migration into the soil. Periodic drying of the soil beneath 

coopost piles will both prarote aeration of the soil surface 

layer and cause a wick effect, pulling soil rroisture to the 

surface. 1he aeration will in tum enhance microbial degradation 

of leachate located in the surface soil layer. 
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Section 830.205 establishes additional operating standards for 

pennitted landscape waste CUlpost facilities. 1be operating 

requirenents cover the carposting process, the surface onwtU.ch 

it is conducted, prc:per CUipJst facility operation and 

maintenance, nuisance prevention mea,sures and monitoring. 

Section 830.205 (a) (1) (A) specifies that landscape waste received 

at a permitted facility must be processed within 24 hours after 

receipt. Processing may include mixing, shredding and watering 

of carposting material to begin the COllX>sting process, and 

includes piling the processed material into a fo~ which will 

prarote carposting such as a windrow. Specifying a max.itrum waste 

storage time serves as an effective odor prevention measure. 

Anaerobic conditions tend to predaninate in bagged ccrrpressed 

landscape waste. QUick processing of the incaning tMterial to 

prarote a suitable carposting envirorJrent is essential tn 

controlling odors. Parallel requirements to minimize waste 

storage t~s are imposed on landfills, pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. 

Code 807.305 and 811.106, and waste transfer stations, pursuant 

to permdtting ~ocedures, to control odors. 

Section 830.205 (a' (1) (8) applies to those compost facilities 

operating in clOse proximity to 1"esi~nces. For these facilities 
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odor prevention uust be apriority. Processing of all waste 

received is required by the end of the day. Inmediate attention 

to waste processing for control of odors and placement of 

processed material into windrows or other piles suitable for 

COlposting has been effective in oQor c::ontrol at Illinois 

facilities. 

Sec~ 830.205(.) (1) (C) aDd (D) specify that, unless a facility 

is designed for anaerobic catp06ting, proper oxygen and rroisture 

levels ~ p~te ae~ic mdc~ial degradation of the waste must 

be maintained in the catp06ting material. The oxygen level of 

oarposting material is adjusted by shre<:id.in.:J, turning and mixing 

the material. Moisture addition is aCcalplished by watering or 

mixing materials of various troisture levels. A range of 40 .. 60\ 

mOisture, the range reoommended in the literature to promote 

aerobic catp06tifW3, is required (E.1dlibits 1-13, 1-71, 1 ... 87 to 

Dr . .Baer' s testinony). control of oxygen and rroisture levels is 

essential for vigorous microbial activity (Exhibit 2-5). 

hctico 830.205 (a) (1) (I) specifies that the staging area mJst be 

of adequate size to facilitate handling the inoomdng waste load 

while operating in a safe manner and in carpliance with odor 

control and processing reql.lirements. The staging area is 
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necessary for load cbeck.ing, initial mdxing or blendipg and roar 

c:ont.ml. 'The de,sign of the stag:ng area .is ~tly e'valuated 

by the Agency .in reviewing applications for facilit)· de'\relopnent 

or expansion" "!be staging area D'L1St be operable during inclement 

weather wi1e1!l waste is reoeived, and traffic flow t.hrough the 

fa,c.illty nuet be safe, I.e. a mihiRUn of backing up or steep 

grades to contend with. Delays i.n proc:e.asing can result fran 

i.nefficient handli.ng of incani.ng waste loads. Delays in 

i,nspecting and processing lands,cape wa,st'e at facil ities may cause 

odor problema:. 

s.ct.ior:a 830.205 (a) (1) (F' prohibits mix,iog land.scape "'aate and 

carpoeting material with finished end product. Sane facilities 

IJB.e mature «~t for covering or get!ding carposting material o'r 

i.neaning waste; this provision doe. not prohibit such use of end-

Pathogens and viable weed e.eed8 can be intrcduc:ed into fini8h~ 

COIrpoat it careie not tak.en to prevent oont,act with inCClnil)\J 

waste IMterialo. Bite de,sign nuet include separate areas for 

handling iJ'JClCming wllste, ~tln9 and handling or loadc'Ut of 

end-procJuct c:arp:>Bt to prevent gross contamination of end-product 

COtpost. 



","""'",'.-,",''''''''' . 

Sec:ti.an 830.205 (a) (1) (G) requires the operator to maintain 

sufficient machinery and personnel onsite to prevent odor 

ptd>lems and to handle and process the waste in accl~rdance with 

tht permitted operating plan. 1be requirement that a facility 

have sufficient capSI--:ity to handle projected volulles of inccming 

landscape waste can be lOOt through site design capacity or by 

alternative measures, for exanple a contingency plan for bringing 

in addi t I.onal equ.ipnent during peak periods. 

Section 830.205 (a) (l) (8) requi res the operator to obtain spec i fie 

authorization to use additives to landsc.ape waste ~sting 

rraterial other than 'fatet'. Additives to landscape waste 

co,posting material are not; to exceed Cl rate of 10 percent by 

vol\Jl1e. In detennining whether to authorize the U$e of & 

particular addit i ve, the Agency I during its revie\o.' of a pel1nit 

application, evaluates the ability of the additive to enhance the 

colpOBting process yet not l'esult in d.egl'J;lciation of end prochJct 

quality. This proviscl.on allows operators the flexibility to use 

a n\.J1'bp.r of tY[>e8 of additives containing nutt'ients, innoculants 

and odor control chemicals while sa Ceguard.i 09 , thro\.tgh the 

authorization process, against the WJ(~ of ifiproper~ Ildditives. 

Additive quantity 1& limited to proteet product quality and 

prevent lanclecape \tt'iif§t(~ carpont (acil ities frc~I"1 l)Cing Ollt leta tor 
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various waste disposal problems. Olemical ar.alysis of an 

additive may be necessary prior to authorization to demonstrate 

that use of an additive does not contribute to contaminants in 

the end-product carpost or degrade the end-product catpOst 

quality. 

Section 830.205 {a) (2) requires turning as part of active 

management of landscape waste carposting material. For open 

CQl1?Osting done Wlder aerobic oonclitions, each pile or willd:r'o\\' of 

landscape waste coaposting material ITUSt te tun1ed at least four 

timas per year and not less than once every six nl'.:inths. The 

reasons for requiring occasional turning of landscape waste 

catpOsting material are: to aerate the material for odor and 

leachate control: to break down the material; to distribute 

tn::)isture; and to innoculate the material to prarote rapid 

carpost iog . 

Section 830.205 (a) (3) requi res ti"'.at landscape waste CCX'I{JOst 

facilities using a contained carposting process, 8S defined in 

Section 830.102, !npleml'!nt mechanisms to control th(;! f10\11 of air 

wit.hin and ail~ emissions fnn the facility and a rrechanism to add 

water to the carpooting material. Since containment of 

COJpOsting material serves to concentrate odors I increasing the 
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·~ential for odor complaints, control of air flow and air 

emissions is necessary at contained oomposting facilities to 

prevent nuisance conditions. o::mtrol of air emissions is 

intended to be acca1plished through treatrrent of air emissions, 

ccmnonly done using scrubbers or filters (Exhibits. 2-6, 2-7, 2-

8). Control of the air flow through a containment building is 

typically accomplished by maintaining negative air pressure 

within the building and treating all e.xhaust air (Exhibits 2-6, 

2-7, 2-8). Adjustrrent of the rroisture content of carposting 

material may be necessary to achieve an optimal rate of 

carposting or to bring carposting mlterial to a tenperature 

enabling pathogen destructioo. 

, !. 

Contained composting facilities generally are used for organic 

and mixed nunicipal waste carposting. Therefore, enpirica 1 

evidence regarding odor control at contained carposting 

facilities canes fran organic waste and mixed rmmicipal waste 

compost facilities (Exhibits 2-6,2-7,2-8). The Agency's intent 

in including operating requirements applicable specifically to 

contained landscape waste carpost facilities is to address the 

enhanced potential for odors tutique to contained processes and to 

provide a regulatory framework allowing operators the freedan and 

scope to develop and use contained processes to CCtf1X>st landscape 
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waate. 

Sectico 830.205 (a) (4) specifies thexmal processing requirerents 

to further reduce pathogens, taken fran 40 CFR 503, the federal 

sludge regulations (Exhibit 1-39 to Dr. Baer's testtmony). None 

of these requirements applies unless a facility's perrrdt so 

provides. The Agency intends to require thermal processing 

and/or testing (pursuant to Section 830.504 (b» to demonstrate 

pathogen reduction rreeting the perfonnance standards set forth in 

Section 830.503 (e) only if a facility prqx:>BeS the use of an 

additive with the potential to contain pathogens posing a threat 

to human health or the envb:orment. In determining whether to 

xequire a facility to inplement one of the thermal processing 

requirements contained in this Section and/or to do testing for 

pathogens, the Agency, in reviewing a permit application, will 

evaluate prqx>sed additives for their potential to harbor 

pathogens. Recordkeeping and nonitoring requirerrents relating to 

testing and tenperature of the catp08ting material are the 

proposed means of denPnBtrating catpliance with pathogen 

l~ction requirements. For a detailed discussion of 

reconikeeping, m:mitoring and testing provisions, see the 

te8tinaly addressing those provisions. 
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Secticm 830.205 (b) sets forth operating standards govenring the 

surface upon which catpOsting is done. Secticm 830.205 (b) (1) 

addresses the surface for open carposting processes; Secticm . 

830.205 (b) (2) addresses the surface for contained carposting 

processes. 

Section 830.205 (b) (1) (A) requires that the C01pOsting area meet 

one of three requirements. The first alternative is to locate 

the coopostiIY:J area on relatively inpenneable soils, which are 

defined in Section 830.103 as soils located above the water table 

having a hydraulic conductivity no greater than 1 X 10-s em/sec. 

for a thickness of at least one foot. 'l1le second is to locate 

the carposting area on a base certified to have resistance to 

saturated flow equivalent to the resistance of relatively 

inpermeable soils. '!be third is to subject the carposting area 

to an ecu:ly detection and groundwater rronitoring program 

develq>ed in accordance with Appendix A to this Part (see Heather 

Young's TeBtirrony on Appendix A) . 

To establish the hydraulic conductivity of soils, for the purpose 

of these regulations, a facility may rely on laboratory or field 

testing, e:x.amination of soil texture and structure by a qualified 

groundwater specialist, or referencing and presentation of 
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previously-collected soil data sufficient to indicate resistance 

to saturated flow above the water table ~i valent to the 

resistance provided b¥ one foot of soil with a hydraulic 

conductivity of 1 x 10-5 an/sec. 

Results of compost leachate studies suggest that anions such as 

nitrogen, chloride, sulfate and borate will be leached fran 

ccnposting material into a soil base below (Exhibits 2-4). 

Nutrients such as potassium and phosphorus and metals such as 

iron, magnesium, copper, zinc and calcium may be leached from 

carpost. The resulting concentrations of these constituents in 

the soil and impact on the water table depend not only on the 

hydraulic conductivity of the soil but also on pH, organic matter 

content of the Boil and ion exchange capacity. Most constituents 

in landscape waste leachate are attenuated in the soil surface 

nnd subsoi 1 layers. Sa're cations such as calcium, magnesium, 

iron and manganese may contribute to increased hardness of 

W1derground waters. '!he precautions specified in these 

regulations are intended to control leachate frcrn landscape waste 

composting material in accordance with Sections 21(q) (3), 22.33 

and 39 (m) of the Act. The ifl'PClct of cumulative loading of 

leachate on oaqpost site soils requires further investigation. 
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'fue CQ,S'I7\C had difficulty agreeing on a criterion to use to 

regulate compost surfaces (Exhibits 1-28D, 1-28F to Dr. Baer's 

testimony). Soils at Illinois compost facilities have not been 

evaluated to detennine whether their chemical and physical 

characteristics are favorable for treating landscape waste 

leachate. A study of site soils in Lake County, Illinois, 

indicated minimal inpact on the soils fran carposting (Exhibit 1-

3E to Dr.Baer's testinony) • 

The ~C could not reach a consensus regarding the soil 

thickness, type and hydraulic conductivity needed to attenuate 

leachate and prevent water table impact (Exhibit 1-28F to Dr. 

Baer • s testitOOny) . Standards designed to protect the water 

table, set forth in Sections 21(q) (3) (D) and 39(m} (4) of the Act, 

require a thickness of five feet between composting material and 

the water table but are stlent on the type of material and its 

prcperties. The IEPA has provided a standard addressing these 

points. 

As calculated by Dr. Oole (~libit 1-108 to Dr.Baer's testimony), 

travel titre through the resistance layer proposed in this 

subsection is approximately 30 days. SOil may be uBed as the 

treatrrent mecbariism for leachate upon dem:mstrati.on of adequate , 
I 

1 
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soil properties to attenuate potentially hazardous constituents 

prior to migration of the leachate into underground waters. All 

facilities required to have a pennit must dem:::mstrate adequate 

protection of the water table or nonitor for any adverse irrpact. 

Compliance with this subsection must be OP~ified by a qualified 

groundwater ~cialist. 

Section 830.205 (b) (1) (8) specifies design requirements for the 

composting area. These requiremPJlts include diversion of 

stormwater around composting material, managing stormwater runoff 

that has come in contact with composting material and maintaining 

access to composting material during inclement weather without 

destruction of the carposting surface. Specifically, the catpOst 

area JruSt be sloped at tw.) percent to prarote drainage. Runoff 

management must be sufficient to reduce total suspended solids. 

This is generally accatplished by retention, detention or 

filtering devices. Q:Jor problems have occurred at Illinois 

facilities due to poor surface conditions, attributable to 

inadequate design of the composting surface, preventing access to 

cayposting material. 

Section 830.205 (b) (2) (A) specifies the type of surface upon Wllich 

contained caTpOsting may be conducted .. 1llis provision par811els 
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Section 830.205 (b) (1) (A) I requiring that a soil surface oust be 

relatively irrpenneable. 'I1rls is usually accooplished by 

catpaction. A mamade surface rrust be engineered to withstand 

the forces imposed on it for the life of the surface without a 

significant increase in hydraulic conductivity, 0); tronitoring is 

required. M:>nitoring consists of early detection and groundwater 

m:mitoring pursuant to Section 830.205 (m) (4) and in accordance 

with ~ B of these regulations. 

SectiCll 830.205 (b) (2) (B) requires that the caTpOsting surface 

aupport all structures and equiprent. 'Ihis requirerrent is 

intended to protect against migration of contaminants into 

underground waters. 

Sections 830.205 (c) through (1) set forth the minimum operating 

standards for permdtted facilities necessary for control of 

nuisances and to conduct safe operations. Cc?ntrol of nuisances 

such 8S noise, vectors, dust and litter is required to prevent 

off-site irrpacts and violations of the Act and regulations 

prarulgated under the Act. These nuisance controls were derived 

from the landfill regulations at 35 Ill. Adm. Code 811.107. 

These subsections mandate availability of utilities and equirxnent 

to do the :Job and nuisance control to dem:m.strate caTpliance with 
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operating requirements and quality of the end-product carpost. 

Section 830.205(c) requires that all utilities necessary for safe 

operation be available at a facility at a facility at all times. 

'lhls may be achieved by public utility connection or by portabl~ 

equiprent. 

Section 830.20S(d) requires that equipment at a compost facility 

be maintained. This Section also requires that auxiliary or 

rental equipnent be brought on-site as needed to maintain 

carpliance with pennit conditions. Due to the daily inflow of 

waste to a carp:>st facility and potential odor problems if such 

waste is not nanaged quickly upon receipt, carposting equiprent 

rrust always be available to manage .incaning waste. Delays in 

processing incoming waste and oomposting material due to 

prolon:Jed equipnent repair tine have caused odor problems at 

Illinois facilities. Landfills and transfer stations are 

required to have equiprent on .. hand to contain and manage each 

day's waste by the end of the operating day. We find landscape 

waste needing similar attention. 

8ectiOll 830.205(.) prohibits open burning unless a permit is 

secured fran the Agency's Division of Air Pollution Control for 
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the activity. Open buming is discouraged. 

8ectiOll 830.205 (f) requires inplerentation of methods for 

controlling dust in accordance with air p:>llution control 

regulations 35 Ill. Mn. COde 212 sutparts B and K. Dust control 

must be implemented to prevent fugitive dust emdssions off-site. 

At open cxxlposting sites dust control is generally required on 

haul roads, in turning calpC>sting material and, in scme 

operations, when fonning windrows. Haul roads over soi 1 surfaces 

must usually be rocked or paved to control dust. Ccnposting 

material must be noist when turned or low dust emission equiprent 

used to reduce dust. Dust emissions have caused off-site inpacts 

at satV! Illinois CCl'\lX>st fac lities resulting in enforcement 

citations. rut-ing city weather I when dust -is easily produced, ~c 

care must be taken to slow down vehicles and equiprent at a 

co.post facility \mtil adequate noisture has been spread on-site. 

In sore instances material turning or other dust -prcducing 

operations may have to cease until weather conditions inprove. 

OJrrent dust control practices include watering haul roads, 

wetting conposting material during turning, wetting inCQt\i.ng 

landscape waste after grinding, and paving areas of hE-.avy vehicle 

traffic. 
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Section 830.205(g) requires all composting facilities to meet the 

noise limits specified in 35 Ill. Adm. Cede 900-90S, pursuant to 

Section 24 of the Act. Noise rnea.surenents are taken to determine 

carpliance in noise caTplaint situations. Sane caUlon approaches 

to control noise at compost facilities include mi~~zing truck 

backing on-site to reduce vehicle back-up beeper noise, operation 

of noisy equipnent at hours of the day rrost catpat ible with the 

surrOWlding a.rea, installation of noise-reducing mufflers on 

equipnent, slowing of equipnent cooling fa'lS to reduce machine 

noise and constructing betmS to break up sound transmission. 

Section 830.205(h) requires vector control at all permdtted 

CO'lpOst facilities. Waste material brought to a catpOst facility 

and waste piles on-site can harlx>r looents and i.nsects. Control 

is typically maintained through periodic inspection and inmediate 

corrective action in response to any vector problem. 

SectiClll 830.205 (i) spec! f les that fire ext inguishera IWSt be 

maintained at carpost facilities. A water supply must be 

available for fire protection. Ccmrunication equiprent is 

required, in accordance with section 830.205(c) of thia Part. 

section ';30.205(:1) specifies that litter must be controlled fit 
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pennitted ccrrp:JSt facilities. Daily patrol of the facility for 

litter collection and disposal is required. '!he operator is 

responsible for any litter fran operations that is strewn beyond 

the facility boundaries. Paper frar ;,laper yard waste bags and 

incidental paper and fiL~ plastic contamination in the waste 

received create potential litter problems. Initial shredding of 

the waste material can exacerbate litter problems. Moisture must 

be maintained to control blowing paper, and film plastic 

contaminants rrust be picked fcon the "'aste. 

Bectico 830.205 (k) speci f ies that op'.~rating procedures at a 

ccq')()st facility trUSt include plans for the collection, 

contairment and disposal of (ii)flwCCtlJX)stable W.lste raroved fran 

landscape waste and landscape ",'aste caTJX>8ting rraterial. The &cx1a 

cans, golf balls, tennis balls, plastic, wire and t~ 

contaminants seen at many 111inois facilities in the CCCllX'sting 

fMter ial appear to b!! the m:>st conspicuouB contaminant prabl ems . 

These contami.nants beccme rrore di fficult to recovet' fran 

cooposting I'Mterial after it is processed for size reduction. 

Screening i9 used to remove or reduce film plastic contamination 

in ~Btea ~terlal. 

Section 830 • .20511) requires that nud tracking bo oontrolled at 
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oc:apost facilities to prevent &'!lTlld .frcm being carried off-sit.e 

onto public ~ys. Site bp~t.8 must be nede to keep 

waste delivery vehicles out of the lrud, or mJd r:mlSt be cleaned 

fran vehicle.E1' before they leav'e the facility. 

s.ctton 830.205(a) S"peIcifies rrooitoring requirements. Sectioo 

830.20S(m) (1) atidre,sses :ronlilt,oring a~licable to batch. "rA'in~' 

and pile systems. «'~onitorln.g of the te:rperature, moisture level 

and, for aetClibic CtCllTpOSting, the oxygen level ~')f ~tir,g 

lI'!!"aterilll i.e; requl.n!\d. l>fIonitoring of these key factors enables an 

operato,r to tell 'ltt~en and to what extent adjust.rr(:;J~t8 are 

necessary. In adclitioo l P'Cnitoring records provide documentation 

of ClOIIP~ian.ce w1th other appU.cable requir6rents ,in thes·e 

.regulations and ~h:h the fa:cility permit. The frequencies of 

m::m.itoring 'reqaired are, in Ol-n° cpin.i.on, adequate to plI.1Y.ide data 

lnmdB without being w1duly bu.rdensanc. 

s.ct-laa 830.205 (It) (2) a&il"e8&e,S tronitoring &:wllcable to in~ 

WB&el cent iruUO'Ul;i feed IJ)'StCll'r'J;S. 1be af!tJre' parameters ~ 

terpn~ature, "n18tun~ level and, f",r acrcbic (''Ollx)lJtin.:;. oxygen 

lewl - are r,e'4llJir~d to be m"nu:ored. ,.tmitoring in rt'l>qairt:d 

dai.'ly due to tne fa.flter ~Ll.ng rate of an inwvC'J,HJ.el 

coot inucus f«M!d G)'lftem. 
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Section 830.205(m) (3) provides the IEPA the discretion to 1-equire 

additional I"Dnitoring to dennnstrate carpliance with the Act or 

these regulations. Additional m::mitoring nay be needed for a 

particular cxnposting technique or facility location. Also, the 

IEPA may neea to require additional m::m.itoring at .a facility 

experiencing problems. 

Section 830.205(m) (4) requires that early detection and 

grou.nc:t.9ter rronitoring be done in accordance with 830.Appendi>; A. 

Heather Youngls testirrony add...""esse,s the early detection and 

groundwater rronitoring Progl."am set forth in 830.Appendix A. 

Section 830.206, 3ubsectiCllUl (.) t.hrougb (0) require the operator 

to provide desct'iptions of the proposed ",'aste handling and ",'aste 

treatment operations. 1hese subs·t!'ctions require the detailed 

presentation, in an operating plan, of the methods by which the 

operat:lng standards of Sect i·on 830.205 wi 11 be met. 7he 

operati.ng plan al101tt's the explanation of the individual approach 

of each facility. The infolTMtion contained in an c~ratlng plan 

will be incorporated by reference in the facilityAs open\ting 

pe~.TI1it. The operating plan IftU.f,ft dC)C\A!'fIen ... how the pt'oouction of 

general use conp:>8t can be aocarpl ished ""hi Ie minimizinSJ odox's 01' 

otrnn- nutip,ance oc:.'ndit.ion.fJ. Use of An operating pl an \o\t{:tB ag:reed 



upon by the (Q9'171.C as a neans to allow the level of diversity in 

operating practices foond at Illinois facilities. 'The use of an 

operating plan is also being proposed by the National CbTposting 

Council (Exhibit 1-13 to Dr. Baer's testin'aly). 1be cperating 

plan doc.."tI'I1eJlts the methods by which the faci.lity, in conducting 

its C'C'f1tX>Sting acti.vi.ties, will lTeet the requirements contained 

in these regulations. 

Sectica 830.201 specifics that any salvagi.ng done at pennitted 

landscape waste C'C'f1tX>St facilities rrust be conducted in a manner 

whi,ch does not create an Wl9ightly appearance, cause odor 

problems or harb.'Jr vectors. ~'pecUlative accunulation of waste is 

prohibited. Fir~ is the only material that h8,9 been salvaged 

frem Illinois facilities, to the IEP/~·8 knowledge. 1his 

provision addressing salvaging was taken frem the landfill 

regulations at 35 Ill. Adm. COde 811.106. 

s.otica 830.208 reqt.llr8e access control at permitted landscape 

waste C01ip09t facilities t.o prevent ra.ndcm dll1'ping. Posting at 

the Bite entr~ of public infotlMtion including the facility 

name and its operating hours is requh'ed. 

8eotica 830.209 requires that loads of Sncaning llU'lClGcape WAste 
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and. other naterials be inspected for acceptability at the 

facility. Personnel of the carp:>St facility nust inspect each 

load fer contaminants and renDVe them prior to processing . 

After contaminants are mascerated it bec:x:m.::s tlDre difficult to 

rem:we them. This inspection for and rettOval of contaIl'inants 

helps protect processing equi.pnent fran damage as "'ell, 

Section 830 •. 210 addresses personnel training at permitted 

landscape 'Waste carp:>St facilities. SectiaD 830.210 (a) requires 

that personnel at a catpOst facility be trained in operating 

procedures and emergency procedures at the facility. Initial and 

annual training of enployees at cacpost facilities is required. 

Brployee familiarity with operating and emergency procedures will 

help prevent non-carpU.ance with t.he Act, these regulations or 

permit conditions. Fonnal training in how to catp:>st is 

available fran only a few universities and consultants at this 

time to the beat of our knowledge; due to this limited 

availability, operator train.ing has not been "required. The IEPA 

rel.ies on the dem:1nstrat;ion rMdein the operating plan to assess 

an operator-s knowledge of pt:q)er cCf1p:mt technique and nuisance 

control procedures. 

BectiCIP 830.210(b) requires training of new en{)loyeeD p.:ior to 
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their participation in operations at the facility. The level of 

training required is limited to that which is relevant to their 

employment responsibilities. 

SectiClll 830.210 (c) m:mdates that the operator doclDnent catpliance 

with the personnel training required, by having personnel sign an 

acknowledgem:mt to that effect. SUch acknowledgement serves as 

documentation of compliance with the requirements of this 

Section. 

section 830.210(d) requires that the facility operating plan be 

made available and explained to all errployees. The operating 

plan contains the methods by which the facility will comply with 

the Act and these regulations. In the IEPA's opinion, requiring 

that all enployees be familial: with the cperating plan will 

reduce the likelihood of noncoopliance. 

Section 830.211 specif.ies reoordkeeping requirements for 

penn.t.tted landscape waste coopost facilities. Recordkeeping 

serves the purpose of tracking waste in the State by identifying 

the type of waste received and the end··product produced. The 

records required under this Section rrust be kept at the facility 

or other permitted location •. All record:B nuBt be kept for at 
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least 3 years. 

Subsections 830.211 (b) (1) - (3) require the recording of the type 

of landscape waste and additives received at the facility. 

Subsections 830.211 (b) (4) - (6) require that a daily log of 

operations be maintain€;(! identifying when windrows are turned and 

weather conditions. SUbsections 830.211 (b) (7) - (9) require the 

recording of any complaints and actions taken to address them. 

Subsection 830.211(b) (10) requires that sample collection quality 

assurance reco~ be maintained. SUbsection 830.211(b) (11) 

requires recordkeeping of the quantity of end-product carpost 

sold. 

Section 8JO.212 requires that a written plan be developed for 

dealing with typical prOblems encountered at compost facilities 

and sane emetgency situations. Having and keeping these 

contingency plans on-site will ~rl up corrective actions in 

emergencies and maintain carpliance with permit requirements. 

Beotion 830.213 requires permdtted conpost facilities to develop 

a written closure plan. The closure of a landscape waste CCJTtX>st 

facility generally oc:mnences with ceasing' to accept n(!w waste and 

teJ;llli.nates when' waste, carposting m61terial and ocQX>5t ,n"c 
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renoved fran the site to the extent necessary to prevent threats 

to the envirammt. 

Beetlao 830.213(.} specifies that a closure plan must contain a 

description of actions to be taken during unexpected closure of 

the site and for planned closure of the site. 

Section 830.213 (b) requires that the facility closure plan be 

retained at the facility or designated other location. 

Section 830.213(c) requires an operator to file a revised closure 

plan when closure cost estimates are increased. 

SectiOll 830.213 (d) r.equires an operator to inplem:mt approved 

closure activities within 30 days of closure. 

Cection 830.213(e) requires that the operator intorn\ the public 

of site closure by posting a sign at the facility entrance 

stating the facility is closed. 

section 830.213 (f) requires an operator to notify the I\gency in 

writing within 30 days of site closure by filing a closure report 

form with the Agency. 
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Section 830.213 (g) specifies the actions necessary to complete 

closure of a landscape waste compost facility and terminate the 

facility permit. An affidavit by the operator stating that the 

facility has been closed in accordance with the closure plan is 

required. c The Agency will issue a certificate of ccnpletion of 

closure to terminate a pe~t. 
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R93·29 
(Rulemaking) 

TESTIMONY OF HEATHER YOUNG 

My name is Heather Young. I have worked for the Illinois Environmental Protection 

Agency (IEPA) since October 16. 1991. I hold the position of an Environmental 

Protection Specialist in the Groundwater Assistance Unit. Permit Soction. in the 

Bureau of Land. My primary responsibility is the technical review of permit 

applications. closure plans. remediation proposals and proposed adjusted standards in 

relation to groundwater. including groundwater contaminant transport modeling. under 

the Resource Conselvation and Recovery Act (ReRA) (Subtitle C and Subtitle 0). 

and Comprehensive Environmental Response. Compensation, and Liability Act 

(CERCLA) (also known as Superfund) programs. I developed guidance for the 

interpretation of the 35 III. Adm. Code 620 Groundwater Quality Standards. aided in 

the development of IEPA guidance for the landfarming of petroleum contaminated soils 

(Exhibit 3·2) and reviewed the proponent's testimony and provided eron examination 

questions and additional testimony regarding tho analytical model used to support the 

RfJO •. 26 Steel and Foundry Induslly Amendments to the Landfill Regulations (35 III. 



Adm. Code 810 through 815 and proposed 35 III. Adm. Code 817). 

I graduated from Illinois Valley Community College (IVCC) Cum Laude with an 

Associate of Arts Degree and from Illinois State University (ISU) with a Bachelor of 

Science Degree in Geology with Departmental Honors. For a complete description of 

my education and work experience, please see my resume, attached to my testimony 

as Exhibit 3·1. 

Today I will testify in support of proposed Part 830. Appendix A: Early Detection and 

Groundwater Monitoring Program. Part one of my testimony consists of a brief 

summary of the rationale supporting Appendix A. Part two of my testimony provides a 

brief overview of and the justification for the requirements in each subsection of the 

Appendix. 

Appendix A was developed considering all three types of composting facilities: 

landscape waste; organic waste; and mixed municipal waste. In doveloplng proposed 

regulations for organic and mixed municipal waste, Ihe Agency may expand thts 

Appendix and incorporate additional restriclions, if needed, inlo Ihe main body of the 

proposed regulations, Keeping in mind that no landscape wast'!) composting facility 

meeting the proposed standards in Section 830.205(b)(1 )(A) or (b)(2)(A) (located on 

relatively Impormeable solis or equivalent base) will be required to conduct monitoring. 
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when monitoring is required an earty dett!ction program using Iysimeters would be the 

most common and appropriate monitoring system. Groundwater monitoring would be 

for unique situations and determined by the location of the water table. Groundwater 

monitoring is expensive and may not be appropriate considering depth to groundwater 

and the nature of the constituents expected in leachate produced from a land&eape 

waste compost facility. For example. analysis of groundwater samples for routine 

metals. nitrates. ammonia and other routine inorganics costs approximately $400 per 

well. The addition of a volatile organic analysis would raise the cost to approximately 

$600 per well. If a compost facility had four groundwater monitoring wells and 

analyzed samples quarterfy. the cost to the compost facility per year at $400 per well 

would be approximately $6400. The $6400 covers only the analysis of the 

groundwat'!r samples. not the installation. sampling or maintenan<Xt of the groundwater 

monitoring wells. It would be unreasonable to require an operator to ccnduct such 

costly monitOring when the water table is. for example. fifteen or twenty five feet 

below ground lurface with relatively impermeable materials above the water table, 

,'nce the main constituents of concern in landscape waste compost leachate (nitrate. 

ammonia and soluble lalls) are not hazardous p~r&uanl to ReM (35 III. Adm. Code 

721 Subpart O), 

Many r~uiremenl& included in the AppendIX are taken from othor regulahons already 

promulgated by the Board, The C()nceml addressed In this Appendix parallel those 

addresled in the rogulations (rom which these requirements are ta1<en, It II believed 
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that these requirements are reasonable and accepted standards as we" as prote~e 

of human heaHh and the environment. 

The cutoff of ten feet to groundwater used to determine whether groundwater 

monitoring or an early detection monitoring system is required is drawn from 35 III. 

Adm. Code 620.210(a) and supported by the record of R89-14C (35 III. Adm. Code 

820 standards). In that proceeding t~e Board, " ... recognized that many surface 

aC!ivities can impact very shallow underground water Without also impacting the great 

bulk of potable groundwater.". The Board endorsed the ten foot rule as a reasonable 

compromise between the need to protect potable groundwater and the need to carry 

on legitimate surface activities. l.andscape waste composling is a legitimate surface 

activity. This is further discussed in Section 830.Appendix A Subsection(a)(3) In Part II 

of my testimony. 
.. \ 

It has been suggested in a comment received during the development of these 

proposed regulations that Appendix A should require the establishment of background 

groundwater quality for compost facilities (see Exhibit 1·108 of Shirley Baer's 

Testimony). Background Is not always necessary upfronl. If a 'arJlily Is triggered into 

an assessment or evaluation, background groundwater quality may be Investigated or 

more ext~n8tve'y developed at that point. deferring the coat of background analysis 

until needed. This is not a strange concept In that only permlHed 'and disposal 

operatIons 8re required to ettabfl.h background groundwater quality; aileB relgulatelj 

through other programs such as Superfund, lUST GflOB or the Stale volunlary program 
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gather such data at the point an impact is suspected. This type of monitoring is 

conducted by evaluating the routine monitoring data generated at a point immediately 

downgradient of the unit of concern. If an adverse trend is identified, the additional 

background data is then gathered for further comparisons. Establishing background in 

this manner rather than as proposed by Kevin Rogers in Exhibit 1-108 of Shirley 

Saer's Testimony. delays the expense until such time as needed. 
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part Two 

Sect jon 830.Appendix A provides minimum procedures and standards for an earl~ 

detection or groundwater monitoring system applicable to any compost facility which 

does not meet the additional operating standards for permitted landscape waste 

compost facilities set forth in 35 III. Adm. Code B30.205(b)(1)(A) or 35 1/1. Adm. Code 

B30.205(b)(2)(A). 

Section B30.Appendix A.Subsection (a) instructs the operator to perform a 

hydrogeologic investigation to determine which program. early detection or 

groundwater monitoring. he must propose as part of an application for a facility permit. 

The monitOring system must be capable of detecting an impact or potential impact to 

groundwater. If such an impact is proven to eXist. additional steps set forth in 

subsection (e) must be taken to evaluate the impact and to propose ana complete 

further evaluation and, if necessary. remedial action. 

Sect jon 83Q,Appendix A.SubBectlon (a)(1) states that a hydrogeologic site investigation 

must be performed pursuant to subsection (b) to determine the location and quality of 

groundwater and subsurface characteristics. Presently. hydrogeologic site 

Investigations parallel to the investigation required by this subsection are performed to 

determine the uppermost aquifer, to design approproate monitoring systems and to 

determine appropriate groundwater classification pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 620. 

724, and 725. respectively. A hydrogeologic site Investigation is alGo required at 

municipal solid waste landfills pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 811.315 and at steel and 
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foundry landfills pursuant to proposed regulations 35 III. Adm. Code 817.411. A 

hydrogeologic site investigation is key in determining whether land-based activities will 

have an impact on groundwater and, if so. to what extent. 

Section 830.Appendjx A. Subsection(a)(2) states that an appropriate monitoring 

system shall be de$igned. capable of determining the compost facility's impact or 

potential impact on the quality of groundwater beneath the fadtity. The phrase 

"appropriate monitoring system" is used rather than the specification 0)' d ~(!rtain 

number of monitoring devices or wells &0 that there is flexibility to design a mor'~Qrin9 

system capabfe of detecting an impact frorn the facility based on the site specific 

hydrogeologic information obtained rrom tho site investigation. 

SecUon 83Q·AQRfUJdix A.SubecUonCaiW identifies when an early detection system 

rather Ihan a groundwater monitoring syatem may be used. If the water table is 

Iocaled greater than ten (10 ) feet beloY! 'he ground surface and the soil has been 

classtned 8S a soli exhibiting moderate or poor drainage by the U.S. Department of 

Ag,jcuflUre', SoU Conservation Service on a published county soil survey map. the 

operator 18 given the option of Installing either an early detection system, pursuant to 

subsection (d)( 1) of the Appendix, or a groundwater monitoring system. pursuant to 

subseclion (d)(2) Qf the Appendix. Otherwise. tho operator is required to inatall a 

groundWLllor monitonng svslem. pursuant 10 SUbl8c1ion (d)(2) of tho Appendix, TI,e 

Agoncy reliel on the Board's raUonale for adopting tile 10 foot rule In 35 III. Adm 

Code Port 620 to jU&tiry Ihe use of ten feet in lhil subsection 81 the crUolion for 
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requiring a groundwater monitoring program. With the promulgation of Part 620. the 

impact of legitimate surface activities on shallow underground water was recogn ~. 

(Underground water as defined in the lIIin~ Groundwater Protection Act means all 

water beneath the land surface.) Toe "ten foor rule. contained in 35 III. Adm. Code 

620.210(a). states that groundwater occurring within ten feet of the land surface is 

atway;~ Class II. III or IV. depending on the local circumstances. and groundwater 

occumng greater than ten feet below the land surface may be classified 8S potable 

resource groundwater or Class I groundwater. In the Opinion and Order of the Board 

for 35 UI. Adm. Code 620. "Lastly the Board noles that the 10-foot rule arises from the 

need to re<:Ognize that many surface activitie~ can impact very shallow underground 

water without also impacting the great bulk of potable groundwaters .... The Board 

today endorses the "ten-foor rule as a reasonable compromise between the need to 

protect potable groundwater and the need to carry on legitimate surface activities. of 

which agriculture Is but one." Landscape waste compostrng is a 'egitimate surface 

activity. 

An earfy detection system Is much more practical than dlrec1ly monitoring the 

groundwater in aituaUoIll In which the groundwator II located firt&en. thirty or forty feet 

below the ground surface. as it is unlikety that leachate from a landscape waIte 

compoating operation will adversely affect groundwater at these dopths. 

The drajnage charac;teristic; of soU within the upper ten leet waslnCOfporated ,n 

aubaectJon (0)(3) to encourago the loc.at;on of compoiUog fac1illhes In areaa Wtth 
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appropriate natural soil cbaraderidics.. Modefatety to poorty dra~ soils should 

somewhat inhlHt the downward movement of water through the sou to pro~e further 

protection of groundwater. 

fiKtjon 830,AmHmdtx A,SubH£tjooUllW states that if earfy de!edion moniloMg 01 

groundwater monitonng Indicates an imp8d on underground water beneath the facility. 

a lite evaluation shall be pntfOlJllCK'. using the procedures set forth in subsection ee) of 

this s.e.ction. and remedial actio" implemented. tf appropriate. Current regulations 

such as 3510. Mm. Code 724 Subpart F.725 Subpart F and 811 Subpart C include 

proviskms (equiOO9 evaluation of a wspeded or COI\farmed impact to groundwater 

and. if nocessaty. proposal of remedjal actiofl. Such p~ure6 are appropriately 

requiled In Ihit c:oole..d al ~I. 

~ a30~i¥ A~~Ul){5) states that the rOluttfl of Iho hydrogeok;glc 

sHe in"esOgation and the proposed monrConng s)lslam d&l.gn shaU bB 6ubm(ttEtd to the 

Agency a. part of an apphcation fOt a faclility permit RftOe~1 of tht$ mformation allows 

the Agency fo PIOVWO Umited ovefSight on 3cWiUot proposed. 10 <mavra protcCllon of 

the groundwatoll of Ille 5',8:0 of JWnoiI. 

1laGJjon §3flaandlX A,.,SJ.d.l!i.f:~QQJ.bl ouUin65 the min'mum ICtqu;remonll of a 

hydrogeokJglc Ide inve,lfoligalion. 

~. ; . ~ . 
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on the regional hydrogeologic settiflg beneath the landscape waste compost facil :y. 

This provision was incorporated from Kevin Rogers' comments dated October 2£ 

1993, submitted 10 the Board as Exhibit 1-1~8 of Shirley Saer's Testimony. Th; 

information is required for a Phase I investigation pursuant to 35 m. Ad,.,. Code 

811.315(c). This information is also requested by the Agency in determining 

groundwater classification pursuant to 35 ill.. Adm .. Code 620 Subpart B. as part of an 

appUcation to landfann petroleum cootaminated soils and when proposing a 

groundwater monitoring system meeting the requirements of 35 Ill. Adm. Code 724 or 

725 Subpart F. from this information the opera for and the Agency can determine the 

level of protection already afforded by the hydrogeok>gic s.etting and the amount of 

additional data which mUll be collected to adequate'y characterize ahe local 

hydrogeologic setting .. 

SectfQo 83DAwHtndil A.Subuctionl.blL2l requites 'hallnromlation on the site'specjfic 

hydrogeologic setting be collected. This Information is to be obtain(.1I{j 'rom 

contjnuoully sampled borings of tho slte and information collected trom on site 

plezomefers (nonpumping weill which are generally 6maU in diamoter used to 

mtJUU'CI tho elevation ot tho water fablo) or monitoriog wells. 'fhis llfovision was 

incorporated from Kevin Rogers' commonts dated October 26, 1993 f'ubmitted to the 

Board a. exhibit 1~108 of Shirley a,aetl TOf~timonv· At it minimum tho bOI'ngs must 

be Co a depth of (10) feet. 10 dol",mino whelh~r. in accordanC6 with Appondhc A 

Subaec·Uon (8)(3). an earty detection system or a groundwator montloring syatom '6 
appropriate fOllite·spe(ific conditions. Sito··specific Informatfon obtained rrom 

10 

~ _____ m'L.".'._------------



continuously sampled borings is required as part of jl Phase I investigation pursuant to 

35 ill. Adm. Code 811.315(c)(2){8). This information is also required in groundwater 

classification pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 620. a Remedial Faality Investigation as 

required by a RCRA Part B pennit. the determination of the uppermost aquifer 

pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 724 Subpart F and the design of groundwater 

monitoring systems pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 724 and 725 Subpart f. The 

information obtained from the borings uetermines whether regional hydrogeologic 

information is accurate and characterizes the site·specific hyc.rogeologic sett~ng. 

Section aJO.AIUHI,Odix A.Subsgctjon(blQ) requires that information be obtained on the 

soil characterisUcs, including soil types. physical properties of the underlying strata. 

and potential pathways for contaminant migration. Thi& provision was incor]:orated 

(rom Kevin Rogers' comments dat~ O{'1ober 26. 1993 submitted to the Board as 

Exhibit 1·108 of Shirley Beer's Testimony. Anv confining unit relative to waste 

conatituontl oxpectod Co bo preHnt 6hell afoo be identifte:d, Knowledge of tho 

existence 01 con.inlng units (a body 01 (ll~te,jat of low hydraulic conducuvity that as 

stratigraphically adjaCI:A1t to one or more aquifers) relative 10 waste constituents aids in 

the design of a Groundwater monitoring IYltem or oar1y detection system since aomn 

wasle con;muont& may roact differently 10 confining unit.6 than othora, For example, 

allhouoh :Iay is con6tdered a confining unit. manganeae is eluted (removed 01 washed 

out) from clav, Thereforo. clay may not act 06 a barrior relative to this particular 

constituent, The Information required of landfill" in this ~ublectJon il also required 

purauant to 35m .. Adm. Code 811.315(J), in groundwater closaificatiQn p~r&uant to 35 
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ill. Adm. Code 620, a Remedial Facility Investigation as required by a ReRA Part B 

pennit and the design of groundwater monitoring systems pursuant to 35 III. Adm. 

Code 724 and 725 Subpart F. 

Section 830. Appendix A.Subsection(b){4) requires the operator to obtain information 

during the hydrogeologic investigation on the water-bearing sediments or geologic 

units beneath the facility, their classification pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 620, the 

direction and rate of groundwater ffow and regional and local areas of groundwater 

discharge and recharge affecting groundwater at the facility. A recharge area is an 

area In which water is absorbed and added to the zone of saturaUon. Infiltratlon 

moves downward into deeper parts of an aquifer in a recharge area. The discharge of 

groundwater dlrectty from the zone of saturation upon the land surface or into a body 

of water as a seep. sprinO, or ba&eflow or by evaporation or transpiration occurs in a 

diGcharge area. A portion of this requirement was incorporated from Kevin Rogers' 

comments dated October 26. 1993 submitted (0 the Board 8S Exhibit 1-108 of Shirley 

Baer'8 Testimony. The jnrormatlon required In Ihis subsec(;on is similar to information 

required pursuant to 35 Ill. Adm. Code 811.315(d) for landfills. It is also used in a 

Remedial Facility Investigation 88 requIred by a ReRA Part B pLllmit and the deGIgn of 

groundwator monitoring sYAlemB pursuant to 35 III, A<tm. Gode 724 And 72S Subpart 

J!. f<nowledgo ot regionalaod local areas of recharge and discharge ia important to 

predIct or anllclpate changes In the local hydrogeologic aeHing. 

S,emhln sag,/uuland;" A, Sul2aacUon(b)(6.) requIres In(orrnatlon to be collected on the ~ 
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water quality beneath the facility. This information is required in 35 III. Adm. Code 

811.315. a parallel provision. 

Seciion 830,Appendix A.Subsection (c) requires that all drill holes. including 

exploration borings that are not converted into monitoring wells. monitoling wells that 

are n.o longer necessary to he operation of the facUity, and other holes that may 

cause or facilitate contamination of groundwater. be sealed in accordance with the 

standards .)f 35 III. Adm, Code 811,316. The sealing of abandoned boreholes and 

monitoring wells prevents the downward migration of surfa~ wat~r which may 

introduce contamination subsurface. This provision was incorporated from Kevin 

Rogers' comments dated October 26. 1993 submitted to the Board as Exhibit 1-108 of 

Shirley Baer's Testimony. 

SmiQO 83~APpendh( ASubsectioo (d) outlines the minimum requirements of an early 

detection eyetem «d)(1» and a groundwater monitoring system «d}(2» . 

. SfIaioo 83Q,&,lpeodiK A,~UbigdiQo.(dl(jl(,A)(j) requires that early detection monitoring 

devices be Installed hydraulically upgradienl (i.e., in the dhection of increaslOg static 

head) from the facility or at a sufficient distance from the composting area so as not to 

be affected by it. to 8stablish representative b& '1round w~ter quality in the waters 

beneath or near the faCility. Tho information 01 .•. led from such monitOring devicos is 

important In establishing ambient water quality (0 detormine whether an Impact from 

the facility has occurred. An upgradient or background Vlell Is required in the deSign of 
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groundwater monitoring systems pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 724 and 725 Subpart 

F. and 35 III. Adm. Code 811.320. 

Sect jon S30.Appendjx ASubsectjon(d}(1)(A)(ii} requires that early detection monitoring 

devices be installed beneath and around the composting area sufficient to enable the 

early detection of downward migration of constituents related to the composting 

activities at the faCility. Unlike groundwater monitOring wells, early detection 

monitoring devices do not have to be installed downgradient, in the direction of 

groundwater flow, to be effective because they monitor only the vadose zone. 

Migration of water in the vadose zone, that portion of the soil which is unsaturated 

between the land surface and the water table, is mainly vertical due to gravity. 

Therefore, placement of monitoring devices beneath and around the composting area 

is appropriate. 

Secjion B.3.O.l\ppendjx ASubsectlon(d)(.1l(Bl requires that the parameters monitored be 

those expected in the leachate considering the type of coml>ostlng facility. Specific 

constituents were not identified In this requirement to allow flexibility dependent on the 

type of compostlng to be done and additives to be used. 

Section 830.ApperutJ,X. A.Sublectlon.Cd.lL.:1l£Cl outlines the minimum reqUirements to be 

followed if IYB/meters are the early detection devices to be utilized. Lys/meters 

measure concentrations of constituents present In the vadose zone. Since water does 
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not "flow' in the vadose zone, a vacumn is applied t9 the Iysimeter which draws soil 

moisture inside the Iysimeter. The minimum requirements were taken from page five, 

Groundwater Protection, of the IEPA guidance document entitled, uland Treatment of 

Petroleum Contaminated Soils" (Exhibit 3-2). This guidance document is intended to 

aid in the preparation of a permit application to landfarm petroleum contaminated soil, 

non·hazardous only. The groundwater protection requirements taken from the 

guidance document are appropriate in the contE.!xt of composting. 

~ectiQn B30.Append;x ASubsect;on(d)(l.)(Cl(i} requires that Iysimeters be located, 

when possible, in a depression in the path of site runoff in each direction of flow and 

topographically row areas associated with the composting facility. In such areas 

infiltration may be increased due to increased surface-water contact and possible 

ponding which may initially imireaee the rate of downward water movement. Since 

IY6im6ters can be difficult to obtain a sample from, the chances of obtaining a sample 

witt lie grelle' *,"8R fflSflJ Wit" iN llllllilllOlll in lRll §8il wnlen woU1lJ mO§lI8{JiElllly ON 

after a rain event. 

Suction 830.Aggendjx A.Subaection(d)U)(C)(jU requires at a minimum that each 

Iysimeter be sampled within 48 hours of each rain event exceeding 0.5 inches, 

provided that the rain event is not within two weeks after the date previous samples 

were successfully collected. Lye/meters /ns,alled at an angle may be only thre~ feet 

below the ground 8urface. Since a Iyalmeter collects underground water very near the 

surface, It Is logical to relate the sampling of the Iysimeters to rain events. The 
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increased supply of water will increase the ability to obtain a sample from the 

Iysimeter. As stated ;n the requirement, this is only a minimum. 

Section 830.Appendjx A.Sub~ectjon(d)(1)(C)(jji) requires that any Iysimeter placed 

around the perimeter be installed at an angle so that the cup of the Iysimeter is 

beneath the unit(s). This requirement is included since any leachate that escapes the 

compostir.g area will migrate rrainly in a vertical direction and the cup of the Iysimeter. 

where the sample is physically drawn into the Iysimeter. will be closer to the 

composting surface. 

SJtQtiQn 830.Appendjx A.Subsectjon(d)(2)(Al(i) requires that groundwater monitOring 

wells be installed hydraulically upgradient from the facility to establish representative 

background water quality in the groundwater beneath or near the facility. This will 

allow the collection of ambient groundwater samples for comparison to downgradient 

groundwater samples. Such monitoring wells are required pursuant to 35 III. Adm. 

Code 811.320(d)(2) and 35 III. Adm. Code 724 and 725 Subpart F, parallel contexts. 

Section B30.Appendix A.Subsection(d)(21CA)(Ij) requires that groundwater monitoring 

wells also be installed hydraulically downgradlent from the compost facility. 

Oowngradlent wells are also required in the design of groundwater monitoring 

systems pursuant to 35 III. Adm. Code 811.318(b) and 35 III. Adm. Code 724 and 725 

Subpart F. This monitoring allows for the collection of Information on groundwater 

quality and groundwater elevations fer utilization in evaluations, pursuant to f6ubsecuon 
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(e), of a suspected impact on groundwater. 

Section B30,Appendix A.Subsectjon(d)(2)(B) requires that the parameters monitored 

be those expected in the leachate considering the type of composting facility, Specific 

constituents were not identified into this requirement to allow flexibility dependent on 

the type of composting to be done and the additives to be used, 

Sect jon BaO,Appendix A.Subsectjon(d)(2)(C) requires that the monitOring system be 

• installed at the closest practicable distance from the composting area boundary or at 

an alternate distance specified in the permit. This is similar to 35 III. Adm. Code 

811 ,318(b)(3) and is also iequired in the design of groundwater monitOring systems 

pursuant to 35 III. Adm, Code 724 and 725 Subpart F. 

Section B30.Appendix A.Subsection(d}(3) requires approval of an early detection 

system or groundwater monitoring system by the Agency prior to operation. Receipt 

of this Information allows the Agency to provide limited oversight on activities 

proposed, to ensure protection of the groundwaters of the State of Illinois. 

s.a.c.Uan 830,AQpgndix A·Subsact/on(w outlines the methods of evaluation to be used, 

jf necessary, after collection of monitoring data. 

Section 830.AppencUx.A,SubsQ,lion (a)(1)(A) requires further evaluation of an impact 

to underground water if exceedance of the appropriate alandard aa alated In 35 III. 
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Adm. Code 620 is confinned. This standard is applicable only to groundwater 

concentrations since the 620 groundwater standards apply only to groundwater. This 

requirement is appropriate to include since 35 III. Adm. Code 620 applies to all 

resource groundwaters or other groundwaters of Illinois, as set forth in 35 III. Adm. 

Code 620.440. 

Sect jon 830.Appendix A.Subsectjon(e)(1)(B) requires further evaluation of an impact to 

underground water when measured parameters other than pH show a progressive 

increase in concentration ovel two consecutive sampling events. This requirement 

applies to an early detection system monitoring the vadose lone. To my knowledge, 

no standards similar to 35 III. Adrn. Code 620 groundwater quality standards have 

been promulgated by the Board for underground waters present In the vadose lone. 

In the absence of any such standards, it is felt that two consecutive sampling events 

provide 8 built In confinnation of an impact to underground water warranting further 

evaluation pursuant to subsection (e){3). 

SactiQn DJO.Appendlx A, S~tiQn(e)(ll(C) requires further evaluation of an Impact 

to underground water where a statistical Increase over background or upgradient 

concentrations. calculated In accordance with 35 III. Adm. Code 611.320(0). is 

observed. Parallel statistical evaluations are required in 35 III. Adm. Code 811. 320(e) 

and 35 III. Adm, Code 724 and 725 Subpart F. 

SJ,UQn 630.ApQendlx A. SUbS9CUOO(a)(2) allows the confinnation of either the 

18 

--' 



exceedance of an applicable groundwater quality st;mdard or a statistically significant 

increase by resampling. Confirmation by resampling is allowed pursuant to 35 III. 

Adm. Code 811.319(a)(4). 620.305. 724 and 725. This allows the operator an 

opportunity to determine whether the observed exceedance or increase is indeed just 

that or if it is an anomaly. seasonal fluctuation or due to field or laboratory error. 

Section 830,Appendjx A, Subsection (e)(3) requires the operator to propose. as a 

permit modification. a plan to address an impact to groundwater as evaluated and 

confirmed in subsection (e)(1) and (e)(2). Similar requirements are included in 35 111. 

Adm. Code 811. 724 and 725. 
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• State of niinois 
ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

Mary A. Ciade, Director 

Date: 

To: 
Pro.: 

Re: 

2200 Churchill Road, Springfirld, IL 62794-9276 

MEMORANDUM 

March 3, 1994 

Judy Dyer - Division of Legal Counsel 
John Taylor - Bureau of Land 

TESTDIONY IN SUPPORT OF FINAMCIAL ASSURANCE 
REGULATIONS (Subpart P of 830) 

My nUle is John Taylor. I am employed as a financial 
assurance analyst by the Illinois Environmental protection 
Agency. My work address is: 

JOHN TAYLOR 
PLANNING AND REPORTING SECTION 

BUREAU OF LAND 
ILLINOIS ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY 

POST OPFICE BOX 19276 
SPRINGFIELD, ILLINOIS 62794-9276 
Office Telephone: 217/782-6761 

Desk Telephone: 217/782-9613 
Telecopier: 217/524-4193 

My educational background is as follows: 

I was awarded a Master of Businel's Administration degree 
fro. the John M. Olin School of Business, Washington 
University in st. Louis, Missouri and a Bachelor of Arts in 
EconoMics, Sua-a CUm Laude, from SangUlon State University 
in sprinqfield, Illinois. I graduated from Sangamon State 
University with a 4.0 Grade Point Average. While at 
Sanga.on state Univer.ity I vas a .ember of the School of 
Busines. CUrriculua Coaaittee, the Dean'. Advisory Coamittee 
and President of The Economics Club. I edited the Economics 
club bulletin and vas a Graduate Member of the omicron Delta 
Eps:Uon Graduato Honor society in Econo.ics. 

My relevant profe •• ional experience i. as follows: 

I have been .. ployed by the Illinois Environmental 
Protection Agency as a FinAncial Assurance Analyst from 
January, 1990 to the pre.ent ti.e. I currently have .ole 
re.ponsibility for compliance tracking of $165 million of 
.olid waste financial a.surance. Further, I have authority 
to detel1Dine compliance, initiate appropriate enforcement 
proceedings and negotiate .ettle.ants on behalf of the 
Agency. I .erve a. a financial assurance expert, developing 

1 
",,114 .IitqeJII,.", 

-:1 



and writing requlatory proposals and testimony, assisting 
enforceaent attorneys and testifying as an expert witness. 
I previously was eaployed by the Agency as a Field 
Operations Specialist fro. 1975 to 1980. 

I have been employed in several capacities in the 
environmental cQntrol industry. I served as Marketing 
Manager for the Donley co.panies, then owner of Christian 
County (Five Oaks) Recycling and Disposal Facility of 
Taylorville, Illinois, and several other landfills, from 
1988 to 1990. I was Vice President and Corporate Secretary 
for DTC Laboratories, Inc., of Springfield, Illinois from 
1987 to 1988. I served as Director of Regulatory Compliance 
for Peoria Disposal Coapany, a hazardous waste transporter 
and disposer, from 1981 to 1983 and was eDployed as an 
Environmental Engineering Consultant by M. Rapps Associates 
of springfield, Illinois from 1980 to 1981 and again from 
1983 to 1984. 

PROPOSED COMPOST FINANCIAL ASSURANCE REQUIREMENTS 

Three sections of the Act require the IEPA to propose to the 
Board performance standards for financial assurance plans 
for restoration of landscape waste, organic waste and mixed 
municipal waste compost sites. specifically, Sections 
22.33(a), 22.34(a) and 22.35(a) of the Illinois 
Environmental Protection Act1 require the Agency to develop 
and recommend, inter alia, performance standards for theae 
three types of co.post facilities which are to include: 

a financial assurance plan necessary 2to restore 
the site as specified in Agency permit. 

The Agency teels that this statutory directiVe does not 
impart the aut.hority necessary to require financial 
assurance demonstrations siailar to those required under the 
Solid waste and Hazardous waste Rules, whereby operators are 
required to provide binding financial .commitments to the 
Agency. It appears that the compost site operator need only 
.~ke a showing of compliance with a permit approved plan to 
restore the site. 

Given this constraint, the Agency has developed the proposed 
rules which require the operator either to establish a fund 
to oover the cost of site closure and c!eanup or to provide 
evidence of finanQial staying power and strength to show 
that the operator can reaain in bUBine.. into the future and 
will have the financial resources to pro,erly close the 
facility. 

1415 ILeS 5/1 et seq. 
2415 ILeS 5/22.33(a)(5), 22.34(a) (5) and 22.34(a)(5). 
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The Agency f_ls that there ia not sufficient legialati ve 
authority to require the posting of surety bond., letters of 
credit or aODe fora of closure inaurance. 

Also, the Agency has no first band experience or guidance to 
propose any fora of .unicipal self-insurance at this time. 
Although the USBPA baa proposed Local G·avernaent Financial 
T.sta for both underground storage tank (UST) facilities and 
Subtitle D .unicipal soU.d vaate landfill (MSWLF) 
faCilities, the inforaation qatbered and used to develop 
th •• e atandards has not been available to the Illinois EPA. 
Without a review at the underlying rationale for these 
proposed USEPA regulations, it is not possible to develop an 
opinion .s to their po •• ible suitability for the nurpose at 
hand. 

COMMENTS SPECIPIC TO SECTIONS 

Se.Jtirn 830.601 Scope and Applicability 

Thi. aection provides the .cope at financial assurance 
requireaent and atates that separate tinancial assurance is 
not required if the co_poat tacility closure is included in 
a RCRA or Solid Waste closu.re plan and tinancial assurance 
for that pl~n has already been provided. 

section 830.602 Pinaneial Assurance Plan 

This section sets forth the tinaneial assurance plan 
require.ent and require. seleotion of a ti.nanoial aechanism 
by the operator. 

section 830.603 Written coat Eatiaate 

Thia .ection require. the operator to provide a detailed 
coat written cost e.tiaate and requires the operator to 
revi •• the esti.ate vbenever a change ill the closure plan 
increases cost •• 

section 830.604 Financial Aa.urano. FUnd 

This •• ction require. the operator to provide tinancial 
••• urance and that any funda 80 acouaulatod .hall be used 
for the atated purpo ••• 

Section 830.605 Pinanoial A •• uranc. Hechani •• 

Thi •• ection require. the u •• ot one ot two .8ehanisma. A. 
the Aqency teel. that the le9i.l~tive •• ndate does not allow 
the Board to require a tinancial obligation to the Agency, 
the be.t alternative 1. to require the operator to establish 
and .. lntain aonetary reserve. for closure of the facility. 
In the olternative, operator. a.y also solt-insure by 
paa.ing a net worth t •• t identical to the one tormerly 
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- contained. in the Board'. Solid .... te Rul •• at 35 Ill. Ada. 
"Code 811.715. 

Section 830.606 Financial Assurance Certification 

This .ection sets forth the required aechani.. for reporting 
financial a •• uranc4t plan inforwation to t.be Agency. 
certification is ~nvi.ioned aa the aethad of deaonatrating 
coapliance with this subpart. 

JPT/jt 
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My name is Shirley Baer. I have worked at the Illinois 

Environrrental Protection Agency ("!EPA") in the Bureau of Land 

for 5 years. I was a project manager in the Solid Waste 

Management Section fran February 1989 to OCtober 1989, and a 

project manager in the Federal Sites Unit in the Remedial Project 

Managemmt section f:an september 1989 to October 1991. I joined 

the Disposal Alternatives Unit in the Permit Section on October 

1, 1991 to help coordinate and implement the Potentially 

Infectious Medical Waste ("PD+l") program mandated by Title XV of 

the Illinois Envilcn~ental Protection Act (415 ILCS 5/1(1992» 

("Act"). '!'his included working with the Illinois Medical Waste 

Study Group and IEPA persormel on the developnent of the PIMI'l 

regulations. '.the PD+l regulations were adopted by the Illinois 

Pollution Control Board ("Board") on JWle 14, 1993. Since March 

1993, I have been working on the developrent of catpOst quality 

standards for landscape waste catpOst facilities, organic waste 

compost facilities, and mdxed municipal waste compost facilities. 

f1y educational backgroWld is in the life sciences. I received a 

bachelor degree in eotany and a master of science degree in Food 

SCience & Technology at the University of california at Davis, in 

1979 and 1982, respectively. My master's thl!sis was on the 

inhibitory effects of rretabolic end-products on the fennentation. 
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of whey by Klebsiella pneunpniae. In 1982, I was awarded a 

graduate research internship at the University of Illinois at the 

Urbana -Chanpaign canpus in the Department of Food Science. My 

doctorate was on the changes in the biological membranes of two 

strains of .Clostridium acetobut)'licum when e>qX>sed to elevated 

concentratioru; of butanol. Upon receiving my doctorate in Food 

Science, prior to \t.'Orki.ng at the IEPA, I worked briefly at the 

SOuthern Illinois university School of Medicine in Springfield as 

a research associate. For a complete description of my 

education and work experience please see my resume, attached to 

my testimony as Exhibit 1-83. 

Today I will testify in support of SUbpart A (General Provisions) 

and sutpart E (Quality of Finished Products) of proposed Part 

830. I will be providing some general background information on 

landscape waste carposting in Illinois, before I describe, in 

detail, the substance of the regulationa~the justification 

for the requirements in each SUbpart. 

lANDSCAPE WASTE MAN1\GEMENr IN ILLINOIS 

The Illinois SOlid Waste Managerrent Act, enacted in September 

1986, established the State's ~tment to address solid waste 
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management needs in Illinois. The . Solid Waste Management Act 

states: 

It is the purpose of this Act to reduce reliance on land 

disposal of solid waste, to encourage and promote alternative 

means of managing solid waste, and to assist ~ocal governments 

with solid waste planning and management. In furtherance of 

those aims, while recognizing that landfills will continue to 

be necessary, this Act establishes the following waste 

management hierarchy, in descending order of preference, as 

State policy: 

1. volume r~duction at the source; 

2. recycling and reuse; 

3. cariJustion with energy recovery; 

4. cariJustion for volune reduction; and 

5. disposal in landfill facilities. 

Landscape waste' has been estimated to caTpr~se approximate~.y 18% 

of the national rrunicipal Golid waste (UMSW") stream on an annual 

basis (Exhibits 1-73 and 1··97). In Illinois, landfill disposal 

II..nlsctpe VottU i~ defined in S«doo 3.20 of che .Aa tnd ~ pvposed regula1iOfU ti "'all accumuilltooll 
of pan « Jhrubber)' eun.i.np. kIn-es. tnd bW limbI and c.chcr mauriah lCQInu!cod &$ the fWLIll of Ill" Wt of 
~m.thtubba}, vm and trm"', 



of landscape waste has been·~·h:lnned since July 1, 19902
• 

In response to the ban, various management practices have been 

enployed to decrease the fraction of MS\'1 catprised of landscape 

waste. Several of these management practices have satisfied one 

or both of the first t\rr'O hierarchical strategies - volume 

reduction at the source and recycling and reuse. For ex.anple, 

the practice of all<»"ing grass clippings to remain on the lawn as 

rrulch is a significant means of source reduction. Leaving the 

grass clippings on the lawn is beneficial so long as other good 

lawn maintenance practices, for instance frequent mowing, are 

followed (Exhibits 1-28A, 1-73, 1-910, 1-91E, 1-94, and 1-80) . 

Reduction in the quantities of landscape waste generated can also 

be accarplished by the selection of appropriate plant species in 

designing a landscape. For exarrple, shrubbery requiring minitral 

or infrequent pruning would generate less landscape waste 

(Exhibit 1-73). The process of collecting landscape \to'aste 

separately, processing it into a usable product (compost or 

woodchips), and then utilizing that product 1s a form of 

recycling and reuse (Exhibits 1-71 and 1-94) • 

~sting can be viewed as a method for renewing a dwindlir~ 
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natural resource, namely soil. It has been estimated that 

approximately 1.7 billion tons of soil are lost to erosion 

annually in the United States (Exh:ibit 1-71). The use of end­

product catpOst as a soil arrendment has been derronstrated to be 

effective in controlling erosion by mitigating the loss of 

o~anic matter from the soil (Exhibits 1-34 and 1-~1) . 

In 1992, permdtted landscape waste compost facilities in Illinois 

received approximately 418,330 ton; of landscape waste, 

representing approximately 3\ of the MSW stream, an 89\ increase 

fran the 1991 figure (p. 14 of Exhibit 1-54). 

'Ibus, r' .Iposting is gaining acceptance as an alternative to waste 

disposal and waste c:amustion (Le. t leaf burning) (Exhibit 1-94) 

by creating a product derived fran landscape waste that can be 

mixed with soil to iTll'rove its quality (Exhibit 1-87). 

Section 3.70 of the Act defines carposting to rooan the biolQl3ical 

treatnYmt process by which microorganisms dec<~se the organic 

fraction of waste, producing COlpOst. CQrposti.ng is not sinply 

piling up landscape waste and then sitting back until the organic 

fraction decomposes (Ex,ibits 1-28, 1-71, 1-90 and 1-91). 

t1mW1aged landscape waste piles cIeoarpose slowly and have the 
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potential to create environmental and aesthetic problems due to 

their odorous and WlStable nature (Exhibits 1-5 and 1-100) . 

, ' 

It was the firm belief of the O::npost Quality Standards Technical 

Advisory C'armittee) (n~lI) that, in order to manage a 

oomposting process effectively and efficiently, as well as to 

produce a high-quality e'd-p~ct compost, a person must 

understand the interrelationship bet",oeen the biological systems 

and physical parameters involved in carposting. In addition, a 

person nust m:mitor and manage the process prope,rly to avoid 

operational problems, in particular the generation of offensive 

odors fran the caTpOsting material (Exhibits 1-28 and i-91). 

Co1posting is a natural process, occurring over a wide range of 

conditions and materi.als, by which soil organisms decarpose 

ll.Uldscape waste and other organic materials (Exhibits 1-71, 1-87 

and 1-105). As long as the nutritional and environmental 

requirements for their activity and growth are l'Taintained, these 

soil o~anisms (mainly bacteria, fungi and acti~cetes, and to 

a lesser degree insects and earth~'Ot1M) will break ci.o\I.'1) the 

available biodegradable organics into sirrple, rro~e stable 

,~ of 0( ~ J1nCj~) SlIkmmI 0( RtISiON cxplliins heM- fnm'Iben ~ dam ref dU5 commiut'(', 
AtIaehmenI J or «he , 1J29"l))SUtI.c:men1 or R.etiofu h • liR of wrmUuee mernber1., 
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compounds and caibon dioxide (Exhibits 1-78, 1-94 and.1-l0S). 

'!he least decarposable orgctl1ics (i.e. I lignins, hemicellulose and 

cellulose in woody material) will form the final physical 

structure of the end-pvoduct compost (Exhibits 1-87 and 1-88). 

catposting may occur with either aerobict or anaerobics orga.!lisms 

(Exhibit 1-105). Since anaerobic ovganisms tend to generate 

offensive odors (usually in the form of volatile organic 

compounds) that are difficult to control during processing, the 

caJllon practice in Illinois is to CXl1JX'st Ip.ndscape waste 

aerobically (Exhibit 1-105)'. Aerobic corposting has the 

additional advantages of generating higher tef11'eratures (Exhibit 

1-105), necessary to destroy noxious weed seeds or h\mUl and 

plant pathogens in the end·product carpost (Exhibit 1-62) I and 

proceeding at a faster rate than anaerobic oomposting. 

Generally, in Illinois, landscape waste compost facility 

lill &he absenoe of (ree 0X)'St'fI. 

'It thouJd be nOOld thalli was the c.om.ensus of the CQST AC I.hat ills aJmost ~'iblt 10 maintain at'fobic 
coocijliom (.!!.S% ox)ltn) dvOOBhooS &he ~ins rrloIImaJ (Anachment 6).'). Ananobic poc;l.tu form in lhe 
composcina material. n en .. poperly manapd cc.mposting opcrIIiooli. Tf)'ina 10 ina"Ctie <a,)JC'lIUppl), by rumina 
chc ccmpost y,f,m ..,obk cooditlons cxU1 may only ~ the problem \lome bocau.~ it c:ould ~ni.II)' (,AU~ 
I massive rektie of lht wlarile orpllics (,an Ihr compost In tiOfIlC rA~ •• JI(M1ns the 0UI.ef I.)'CII of du.­
«J"'poJ1ins mIICriaJ 10 let IS I biofillC'f '1lI)- be men ~ 10 ~ odoo. (Madvntnl 2.2. Aladvnml )·Z,. 
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operatto,rs collect amd blend raw landscape waste with Ui1terials 

oamlJ'nly referred to as additives and bulking agents· to achieve 

the optimal substrate (in texms of nutrients and porosity) for 

microbial activity and groloo"'.:.h. Fomwation of t..'Us substrate j 

with a specific fcx:u.s on the carbon to nitrogen ("C/Nt') ratio. is 

an lnportant ocns.ideratiCin in maximizirg the deccrr.positial of the 

~5tins material (BKhibits 1-10, 1-13.1-71 and 1-137). 

So! 1 organisrc t:.s,e carb::m as a sourC'C of energy and both ca~ 

and oi(; .. o09('n for b!JHding cell structure. lllclerideal 

conditional £:oi1 org;anisms use thes;e t\ot'Ol elesrents in a proportion 

that avt;-ir3ges abo'(Ut 30 pans carbon to 1 part nitrogen: f>bst 

materi,als available tor ca,rpoetiT19 do not fit the 30;1, ratio. 

Fresh gTA&5 clippings, with a C:N ratio of 20: 1, have too much 

ni,trogen, w,ile ,leav,es, with a C:N :rat!c of 401:1, have too little 

nitrO":}en. Exhibit. 1 ",7 is a table (.1( C/f~ ratios of oc:mn:m organic 

va,slte. 9)' cx:rrbining theee fMterials, one CM obt,ain the proper 

30:1 r6tic~ anLi faster dec'CITpOsition will OCCUY ~E>',hibits 1~13f 

l-~'Jl ari<d 1 .. 91) • 
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formed into elongated piles, called windrows, ~hlch are mixed or 

turned periodically to help physically break down the ~tiXl3 

material, incotpOrate oxygen i.nto the windrows, and control 

tenperatures. The oc:np:>sting p~ss em be eli vided into four 

stages (Exhibit 1-10). The first stage occurs within the first 

couple days of ooYpOSting. Dur.ing this stage, mesophilic 

microorganisms' initiate decccTposition of readily degradable 

c:arpounds, beat i3 given off and the tenperatUl.'e rises. The pH 

typically falls as org.an.ic acids B.re produced. In the second 

stage, the thenoophilic micrcoxganis::'$ take over the ccnposting 

process. This stage is characterized Crl the terrperature of the 

conposting tmt'erial rising atove 4SO'Ci readily degr.adaDle 

substances (e.g- sugars, fats, starch and proteins) are consumed 

and rrost pathogens are destroyed _ 1be pH frequent 1 y turns 

alkaline as ant'IPniun and carbon dioxide are liberated f1"OO\ the 

breakdown of proteins. 1be rate of the COlposting process slO'i>·g 

as more Nsistant materials (e.g., H.gnins, cellulose. and 

hemicellulose) :1re subject to degradation. Duri.ng this second 

phase, water lTIJBt be added to t:he COlp:>Bting mrlterial to maintain 

the proper fl\')iature level (usually between 45 to 60\ water) to 

expedite the OCffp>Sting prc.lCUS (Bxh:1bit 1-13). 1be third 8tage, 

-----------------~.tm5 .. tfj\;dcd tnto ttn. t.aad ~ bwd on Ihrir tem;~ ,... or """,til 
ThcrmophHrJ~·. r~*kd tanpefwn (4510 Ut, I I' '9 161'1) ;"~J('$ P()\\' "tll in the nl.id.r~.Tl~e (If 
smipCllhn (20 10 4JC1611O I' ST). ~ks P\M' 111 (~ tmipmII\R (OCIJ:'n 
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sanetimes referred to as the cooling doIm or stabilization phase, 

is characterized by themophilic fwlgi growth in the catp:>Sting 

material as the tenperature decreases. FUrther degradation of 

ITOre resis"3l1t materials takes place. Once the CCXt'p)sting 

material has reached the desired reduction in volune (usually a 

40 to 75\ reduction in volurre), the final stage occurs. 'l1".e 

windrows are carbined to tonn curing piles. The catpOsting 

mater.ial sits in curing piles wr.ile the microbial activity slows 

sufficiently to qualify the material as stable end-product 

compost. (Exhibits 1-87, 1-94 and 1-105). 

'l11e end-product catpOst can he further processed to prepare it 

for market. Such processing can include screening to reCOVel" the 

bulking agent, grinding to rerrove oversized material, blending 

with various additives, and bagging to facilitate the storage and 

shipping of the end-product C01pOst (Exhibit 1-105). 'Ihe 

ultimate goal of the operator is to produce stable end·'product 

CCfIl'OSt with nutritional content available for plant uptake when 

it is applied to soil (Exhibit 1-94). 

Although the windrO'III' rrethocl io the 1TOst ccmmn landscape waste 

composting process used commercially in Illinoi6, other 

calposting Imthods are available, for e.xanplc passive catposting, 

• 10 • 
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aerated piles, and a group of methods known collectively as 

contained composting processes (Exhibits 1-28 and 1-87). Passive 

c~sting involves simply stackir~ the blended composting 

material in piles to decatp::>se over a long period of time (up to 

3 years) with some agitation and management (Exhibits 1-88 and 1-

94). Tne aerated piles rrethcxi eliminates the need for turning by 

providing air to the material through air ducts or pipes. one 

approach relies on passive air movement through ducts and pipes, 

while another approach uses blowers to force air through pipes. 

Contained composting processes refer to a group of methods which 

confine the composting material within a building, container or 

vessel (Exhibits 1-28 and 1-87) . 

I would like to point out that land application of landscape 

waste is not composting, but an alternative landscape waste 

management strategy. In Illinois, application of landscape waste 

at agroncmic rates' does not require a pennit fran IEPA10. At the 

November 23, 1993 CQSTAC rrecting, Mr. Jerry Joyce, a fanner fran 

Kankakee, Illinois, strongly urged that these compost regulations 

'AsTooomJc rate' it defined in 2 I (q')(3)(D) or the Act end ~ proposed regultdions as "the application or 
no« more than 20 lOllS p:r acre per)'CU. txr.cpl tIw lhe Agmc) rna)" allow I higher rale (or indi"idUAI siles where 
the 0\mCr or operalOl has dtmonstraled to tilt Agcnc)' thallhe 'itt'$ dwactcristics or (fOP needs require I higher 
I'IIC-. 

l°Scction 2J(q) of the Act 
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not interfere with the practice of land-applying landscape waste 

onto farmlands. IEPA has clarified the limited scope of this 

proposal, by defining carposting, for purposes of this Part, to 

mean the following: 

" mE BIOlOOlCAL 'I'RFA1'Ml:Nr PRIXESS BY I'MI~ HIc:::RCCRWnSMS I>EC<:MP:)SE 

1HE ORGANIC PRA..'TIOO OF 1m: WASTE, PR~ a::foo1POST (Section 3.70 of 

the Act). land application is not catpOstingll. 

For further clarity, we have also defined "land application ll and 

"agronanic rates" in the definitions section (Section 830.202) . 

The definition for lIagroncmic rates ll is taken directly' out of the 

Act. 

End-product carpost is the stabilized pr.oouct resulting fran the 

cooposting process. End-prcduct caTJX>st has little resemblance 

in physical fonm to the original wastes from which it was derived 

(Exhibits 1-78, 1-87 and 1-100). It is free of unpleasant ooors, 

easy to handle and rots slowly over a long period of time. It is 

generally dark in color and humus-like, he.s a crumbly texture, 

and resembles ruld smells like rich topsoil. Exhibit 1~71 is a 

list, developed by am, of the physical and chemical properties 

of landscape waste end-product carpost. 
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As a soil amendment, end-prcxiuct C<X1pOst inproves the physical, 

chemical and biological properties of soils and horticultural 

soil mixes (Exhibits 1-61, 1-71, 1-81, 1-87, 1-94 and 1-100). By 

binding soil particles together, it enhances the structure of 

soil, improving aeration and the ability of the soil to retain 

water and nutrients. End-product carpost improves the buffering 

capacity of the soil and rrdnirrdzes adverse effects to plants due 

to extreme shifts in soil pH. It also improves drainage in clay 

soils and water retention in sandy soils. Adding caTpOst to soil 

attracts earthworms, which aerate the soil and provide additional 

nutrients. Compost can store nutrients and release them slowl}' 

for use by surrounding plants. Alth.::>ugh corrpost is not" considered 

a fertilizer, it Uoes contain essential plru1t nutrients. Recent 

studies have demonstrated that compost is effective in 

suppressing various soilborne plant diseases, especially fungi, 

and may in the future replace part of the fumigants and 

fungicides used on some food crops (Exhibits 1~25, 1-48, 1-65, 1-

71 and 1-73). End-product caYpOst has been ~hown t.o be effective 

in controlling erosion and removing pollutants contained in 

runoff (Exhibits 1-34, 1~65, 1-87 and 1-94) . 

Other uses for carpost include use as a mulch (i. e., to control 

weeds and m:dify soil terrt>eratures) and as an animal bedding 
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(Exhibits 1-87 and 1-94). 

Marketing an odorous, inproperly carposted end-product can result 

in complaints, rejection of the product and bad publicity. The 

-reason one carpost may look very good and another C01pOst not so 

good has to do with: (a) the waste (s) and additive (s) utilized in 

the composting process and the qualities they impart to the end­

product compost; and (b) the composting method and the degree of 

maturity reached. The landscape waste carpost facility operator 

and his or her employees have control over both of these 

parameters. Gcod operational practices and quality control fran 

beginning to end of the composting process are necessary to 

produce a high quality end-product compost (Exhibits 1-2, 1-30 

and 1-48) . 

Rapid growth of the landscape waste cCKrpOst industry in Illinois, 

meaning greater quantities of materials collected for processing 

and more and larger facilities, has increased the potential for a 

number of problems. Potential problems include inadequate 

drainage and storm water control, odor and noise complaints, 

underground water quality concerns, and inadequate planning for 

handling and storage of materials during periods of high 

landscape waste gE7neration (Exhibits 1-88 and 1-94) . 
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'!be CQSTAC' s interests and conceDlS, as voiced during CQSTAe 

meetings, are best served by regulations that are: (1) flexible, 

to acccmn:d.ate and praoote current and future catpOsting 

technologies, (b) economically reasonable for landscape waste 

compost facility operators to implement; (c) enforceable, with 

the requirements clearly and logically presented; and (d) 

protective of the environment. 

1his proposal represents IEPA's effort to address the concerns 

and interests of the OQ~C and, pursuant to the Act, to enhance 

the quality of the environment. 

This Subpart identifies those measures pertaining to all 

operators of landscape waste compost facilities, organic waste 

coopost facili ties, and mixed municipal waste Conpp~~':i fa9~liJ.i~p, . 

to be regulated under these proposed regulations. 

830.101 PURPOSE, SCOPE AND APPLICABIL!TY 

Section 830.101 describes the purpose, scope and applicability of 

thi.s proposed P~. 
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Section 830,101 (a) states that the purpose of the regulations is 

to establish perfonnance standards for landscape waste, organic 

waste and mixed municipal waste compost facilities operating in 

the State of Illinois a:,d to establish testing procedures and 

standards for end-product carpost offered, by a facility, for 

sale or use in the State of Illinois. 

Section 830,101Cb) states the general applicability of the 

proposed regulations. 

Section 830.1011b) (1) identifies composting facilities operating 

in the State of Illinois as subject to this Part unless expressly 

exenpted by Section 22.33, 22.34 and 22.35 of the Act or 

regulated pursuant to the federal and state regulations 

addressing treatment of sewage sludge. I would like to point out 

that the definition of landscape waste compost facility was 

narrowed to exclude landscape waste composting operations which 

are both small in size and noncommercial. The rationale for 

doing so is addresRed below when I discuss t.he specifics 

regarding the exenptions outlined in Section 830.104 of this 

Part. 

Facilities oalposting domestic sewage, sewage sludge and septage 
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are regulated l.Ulder 35 Ill. Adm. Code 391 and 40 CFR Part 503 

(Exhibit 1-97). Operators of landscape waste compost facilities 

that utilize domestic sewage, sewage slu?ge and septage, even as 

an additive11 , in their process would presently be regulated by 

both the state and federal requirements listed in the above 

regulations. These include requirements for nonitoring the 

oomposting process, testing the end-product compost, reporting by 

the generator, and recordkeeping by bQth the generator and 

end-user of the end-product cc.npost. Jeff Hutton of the IEPA 

Bureau of Water and John Colletti of the USEPA recommended that, 

to simplify the management of domestic sewage, sewage sludge and 

sept age in Illinois, we exclude catpOsting operations utilizing 

such wastes fran any additional regulations (Exhibit 1-75A). In 

order to accomplish this end, Section 830.202(a) of this proposed 

Part prohibits the use of these materials at landscape waste 

compost facilities regulated under this proposed Part. 

Section 830.101 (b) (2) clarifies that these regulations, upon 

promulgation, will supersede the r~lirements of 35 Ill. Adm. 

COde 807 for all compostir~ facilities operating in the State of 

Illinois that will be subject to Part 830. 

Ul.ess than lonlO by volwnc of 1M raw Jands<:apc waste c:om~'tCd 
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Section 830,lOl{c) states the specific applicability of each 

~.inP~ 830. 

Section 830.101 (c) (1) states that SUbpart A is applicable to all , 
facilities subject to the requirements of Part 830. In addition, 

.the definitions set forth in Section 830.104 apply also to the 

compost facility permitting procedures and requirements set forth 

in Parts 831 and 832. 

Section 830.101(C) (2) states that SUbpart B applies to landscape 

waste compost facilities subject to Part 830. Gary Cina of the 

I EPA will be explaining and justifying the provisions within 

Subpart B in his testirrony. 

Section 830.101(c) (3) states that SUbpart C applies to organic 

waste compost facilities. At this time IEPA has reserved this 

Subpart for standards to be proposed as a separate regulatory 

proposal governing organic waste compost facilities in the near 

future, as mentioned in the December 29, 1993, Statement of 

Reasons prepared by IEPA Assistant Counsel Judith S. Dyer. 

Section 830.10', (c) (4) states that Subpart 0 applies to mixed 

municipal waste CQl}'Ost facilities. At this titre IEPA has 
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reserved this SUbpart for standards to be proposed as a separate 

regulatory proposal governing mixed municipal waste carpost 

facilities in the near future, as mentioned in the December 29, 

1993, Statement of Reasons prepared by Ms. Dyer. 

Section 830.101 (c) (5) states that SUbpart E sets forth the 

performance standards and testing requirements to demonstrate the 

quality of the end-product compost. I will be explaining and 

justifying the provisions within this SUbpart later in my 

testitrOny. 

Section 830.101(c) (6) states that the financial assurance 

requirements set forth in SUbpart F apply to all permitted 

facilities subject to Part 830. Section 22.33(a) (5) of the Act 

requires operators to have a financial assurance plan to restore 

the site as specified in their IEPA p€:tT!"it. John Taylor of the 

IEPA will be explaining the proviSions within SUbpart F in his 

testirrony. 

830.102 DEFINITIONS 

Section 830.102 provides definltions of terms used throughout 

this Part and Parts 831 and 832. The definitions were derived 
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fran: (1) definitions in the Act; (2) definitions in 35 Ill. 

Adm. C~ SUbtitle G; (3) definitions in other State l~ws and 

regulations (Exhibit 1-16}i (4) definitions oommonly utilized in 

the carposting industry (Exhibits 1-13, 1-15 and 1-87); and (5) 

definitions provided by rrenbers of the ~C during the 

develcp-nent of this proposal (Exhibits 1-28 and 1-108). 
,. .. ' . , 

The CIJSTAC spent a considerable aJrOW1t of ti.Ire and effort 

discussing and refinil~ several of the definitions, siJlce the 

definitions provide the foundation for this proposal. I would 

like to point out that section 830.102 is; limited to landscape 

waste oomposting operations and will probably have to pe amended 

when regulations governing organic waste compost facilities 

(SUbpart C) and mixed municipal waste ca1pOst facilities (SUbpart 

D) are developed. 

The words and terms not defined in this secti~ shall have the 

meanings stated in the Act. 

Definitions for additive, aerobic composting, bulking agent, 

closure, composting area, landscape waste leachate, maturity, 

open composting process, processing into windrows or other piles, 

and woody landscape waste were substantially revised in efforts 
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to address the ~c·s ooncern::. At this time" 1 would like; to 

briefly discuss bow these definitions evolved. 

1) additive: "Ibis definition .1aS originally provided by the 

Illinois Department of' Ene,rgy and Natural Resources ("J3NR"). 

During our d.i.&cussion at COSTAe, several cxmnittee merrbers 

raised concerns rega.rding this definition, which IEPA believe~ 

have been resolved. 

"lbe first issue raised was whether ",-ater is oo'Midered an 

additive. \-later deliberately added would be considered an 

additive under this proposal since it affects the ni:>isture 

level (and thus the decarpositioo rate) of the CtCI1"pOSting 

material. At the July 12, 1993 Q)STAC meeting, Mr. Richard 

DeGarrro of the Illinois car-~ting Ccuncil, Dr .. Michael Cole 

of the university of Illinois, and ,~. Kri~ Kaar of the City 

of Napel"Ville recannended that water not be considered an 

additive since in sane cases the souroe l type and quantity of 

water may be difficult to quantify for re60rdkeeping purposes. 

For exanple, water' fran nano!f Md rainfall ... ~ld be virtwlIll)' 

inpossible to f1'euure (Exhibits l·;U~A and l·288). HC1~ver, at 

the same meeting Ms. JoAnna Hoelscher of Citi2ens for a Better 

Envirol1nellt warned ftgai,nat excluding vater as an additivo, 

.. 21 .. 
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because water is not alt.'\:iYS pare. Ms. Hoelscher contende-d 

that treatl1'rent water fran an .:.ndustrial source should be 

a!:OOOJ'~ted for. ,since ~..is type of water could have an inpact 

on the quality of the landscape waste. To adc1ress "'..s ..... 
Hoe16cber~8 ccmce,m and to keep the terminolO3Y sinple. as 

reooIl'tttended by Rotid Elges of ~ Cawlty (Exhibit 1-2SA). 

!EPA elect4!d to regard vater as an additive uncler t.his 

proposed Pa.rt. H~~ever I IEPh a 150 exempted '-'ate:1:" fran the 

recordkeeping reqiliremer.t_ cCl'tbtaine-a in subs·ecil:lon 

830.211 (b) (3) of thds prcposed Part, to '~tify the amount ?! 

additive used during cosposting. 

The seccnd issue VAS the use of an.imal VllSteH in landscape 

waste ~ting operati,ons. !~t the I~gust 3. 1993 CQ,."n"AC 

mseting. Mr. DaGlinlO .requesteet that anhral bedding be a.ll~·ed 

as an aclcUtive, 51.nee it 18 a good bulking Agent which 

inprovetJ oxwen tt'AnBfer and provides a 9CA."XI &CA~n:'e of 

nitrogen (EXhit,it 1 ~2\el1'" .At the aame rree·~1n9. Dr. Cble nC.ej 

that acme type.s of animal waate (e.g- f &'Wine. chicke.n and old 

cattle fJ'MW."o) may poIl\e oever~ (:arp'l<£51t; ins~ probh:"1!1FI6 due 11.:0 

their malodorouG nat~ure. "'S . .ll'iea Di.ebl~ of ~~5ste 
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Management, in her written ccmrents to IEPA, rec:annended that 

animal waste be prohibited as an additive (Exhi.bl'C 1-108). At 

the October 5, 1993 COSTAe meeting, fls. DisbrO'M.~, Dr. c>le and 

Ms. Christina Negri of 11.rgonne Laboratories reoarrrended that 

the use of animal -",'a.ate at landscape waste carpo.st facilities 

be prohibited due to the possible risk of exposu",:e of CUipost 

workers to pathogens and contamination or reinfection of 

end-product, COipost fran raw material containing patbcgens 

(EY.hibit 1 .. 28£). It was pointed out by Dr. Cole at this 

meeting that although swine and poultry wastes have the 

greatest potential to carry pathogenic strains" of Salrronella. 

these ,.·astes are O\lrrently being appl~.ed to fannlan'ds without 

any restrictions. Dr. navid Brcrrwell of the Illinois 

Department of Agriculture, fotr DeGarno, and Dr. Cole all 

agreed that under normal (aerobic) carposting condit ions, the 

tenperature generated c·'.ldng processing would destroy any 

pathogens in animal waste IExhibit 1-71). Mr. I)eoGarrro p:>inte:J 

out to CQSTA.C rnerrbers at thin me{~ting tha~ there ate several 

penni t ted landseaJ'(! waste cClfI'08t fae i li ties current 1 y 

authorized in their IEPA ~rm.itu to utilize animal bedding liS 

an additive or bulking agent. Ms. Disbrow reoonrended that if 
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a..-urral waste is used, t'len additional z-equirements (e.g., 

pathogen testing) sbould apply to verify that the oc:xrp::>st is 

safe (Exhibit 1-108). IEPA has chosen to allo .... ' the use of any 

additive, i ~ the operator both obta.ins authorization in an 

IEPA pem.it (see Section 830.205 (a) (1) (H) cf this proposed 

Part) and dem:clstrates tr.at the oooposting process has 

sufficiently ret:T'.loed pathogens, e:ither by using an applicable 

thellMl proct? Elsing requi rement de.scr ibed in Sect ion 

830.:~5Ia) (4) or this Part l.lr by meeting the p~thogen 

reduct ion perfonnance standard for general·use ooopost stated 

in S~ction 830.503(e). The thermal processing requirement 

wi 11 be further expanded upon by ,.n-. Cirra in his testirrollY. I 

will provide PDre details on the pathogen reduction 

perforrMn.oe standard when I testi fy later on the requirements 

in SUbpa.rt £. 

2) ActQb!C CQ'q;!01:lt.i'W: Origi.nally. am proposed defining aerobic 

c:aYJ.108t t09 to mean -- in the presence of oxygen concentrat ion 

greater than st··. At the Ju.ly 12, 1993 CX)STAC meeting, "1r. 

ctvn~lie Pick of OK Recycling, Dr'. COle f f1r. DeGarmo, and Jt'.s. 

Kaar objected to having a minim...rn oxygen level that mJst be 

fMintained through the carposting material ~ause such a 

requirerrwmt would be virtually irrpouible to meet. uaing the 



, . 

carposting methods currently utilized by landscape waste 

compost facility operators in Illinois (Exhibit 1-28). At 

this rooeting, Mr. DeGanoo explained that after a rainfall, the 

oxygen level generally drops below 5% in windrows. IEPA, 

recognizing that an oxygen requirement should be flexible to 

accarroodate a variety of environmental and operational 

conditions, incorporated such flexibility into the operating 

requirements relating to oxygen level (see Sections 

830.205(a) (1) (C) and 830.206(1) of this proposed Part). TIle 

definition of aerObic composting ultimately agreed upon was 

generated from suggestions provided by Mr. DeGarm:> and Dr. 

Cole in their written ccmnents to IEPA (Exhibit 1-108) . 

3) bulking agent: A bulking agent is, for purposes of this Part, 

lirndted to those materials intentionally brought in to add 

structure or porosity to piles of cattX'sting material. A tree 

trunk brought in with a load of landscape waste and processed 

into wood chips to be used later in the composting process 

should not be measured and recorded as a bulking agent. It 

should be noted that a bulking agent would be regarded as an 

additive since it improves oxygen transfer and thereby 

increases the efficiency of the process. This was the 

consensuo of the ~C. 
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.4) closure: Closure is a process that has a begirming and an 

end. TIlere are rninirrrum closure requirements for all caTpOst 

facilities regulated under this proposed Part, as well as 

additional closure requirements, in this Part for permitted 

facilities. These provisions will be further expanded upon by 

Mr. Cima and Mr. Bakowski in their testirrony. IEPA has chosen 

a 180 day timeframe to trigger closure for a landscape waste 

compost facility that stops accepting waste because it: (1) 

provides a reasonable amount of time for an operation to get 

back on its feet following operational difficulties (e.g., 

labor di~tes, equipment failure); (2) sets forth when IEPA 

can deem a site abandoned; and (3) accommodates seasonal 

variations a composting operation may experience. Seasonal 

variations can have a major influence on the volume of 

material landscape waste co~sting operations will accept and 

process at any given time, as was pointed out in Mr. Pick I s 

written comment to IEPA (Exhibit 1-108). 

5) c.crrp:>sting area: At the August 7, 1993 COSTAe it was the 

consensus of the group to clarify the setback requirements 

stated in the Act. currently the Act, in Section 39(m) , 

contains two setback requirements, one tied to the facility 

boundary and one tied to the caT{X>sting area. One of the 
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problems is that the carposting area boundary is not 

necessarily the same as the facility boundary. Most neigtJbors 

of carposting operations erroneously conclude that all 

setbacks are measured frem the facility's fence line. To 

eliminate thi!"' confusion, IEPA has defined the CClT'pOsting area 

to equate with the permitted area. Section 830.203 of ttis 

proposed Part, addressing location standards, has been written 

so that all setback measurf'.roents for location standards are to 

be taken fran the ccrrposting area boundary. The tent1 facility 

encatpasses a broader scope, describing the entire operation. 

The definition for composting area is similar to the 

definition included in the current permdt application for, 

landscape waste compost facilities (Exhibit 1-55) . 

• 6) landsc~ wasLe leachate: This definition parallels the 

definition for leachate in the landfill regulations (35 Ill. 

Adm. Code 811). At the July 7, 1993 CQSTAe meeting, Mr. Greg 

Maxwell of waste Management requested that we distinguish this 

type of leachate (which is only in contact with \tTaste ' 

constituents in landscape waste and landscape waste cooposting 

material) from other types of leachate which generally have a 

greater environmental impact (e.g., leachate from hazardous 

waste) (Exhibit 1-28A). Mr. Maxwell felt such a distinction 
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would aid the cooposting industry in explaining the 

", regulations to the public. IEPA felt that this would be an 

appropriate term to aid in distinguishing landscape waste 

composting operations from other waste management activities. 

· . 

The issue of whether landscape waste leachate need even be 

defined and addressed in these regulations was also raised 

during the COSTAe meetings. That issue I touched on in the 

Statement of Reasons, will be further discussed by Mr. Cima in 

his testimony. 

7) maturity: Maturity was defined with the goal of preventing 

partially cooposted landscape waste fran being disposed of in 

Illinois landfills. Mr. Robert Johnson of Macon COW1ty and 

Mr. Elges felt that this definltion would provide the 

flexibility for field inspectors to use their discretion in 

enforcing this requirement (Exhibit 1-28F). This definition, 

similar to the definition provided by Mr. DeGanro in his 

written comnents to the IEPA (Exhibit 1-108), was derived fran 

an article printed in the July 1989 edition of WaRte Age 

magazine (Exhibit 1-78). 

8) <pm cooposti..ng process: 'lhe original version of this 
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definition was provided by Mr. DeGann:> in his written cannents 

to the IEPA (Exhibit 1-108). The intent is to distinguish an 

open composting process from a contained oomposting process. 

'!be definition was refined in response to CQSl'AC rrembers input 

regarding precisely what distinguishes an open f~ a 

contained process. 'Ibis distinction is inportant in relation 

to composting process requirements in Section 830.205(a) of 

this proposed Part and composting surface requirements in 

Section 830.205(b) of this Part. Mr. Cima will be elaborating 

on the different requirements in his testirrony. 

9) processing into windrows or other piles: This terni 

accommodates all camposting processes that are not contained 

cooposting processes. It should be noted that "windrows and 

other piles" does not include "waste piles" since the pile 

must be comprised of appropriate composting materials and 

managed for carposting to occur. As previously stated in my 

testirrony, carposting is rrore than just piling up landscape 

waste, either in windrows or other piles, 'and then sitting 

back. Originally I the tenn was "processing into windrows or 

other aerated piles"; in the course of COSTAe discussion, it 

was agreed that "aerated" should be deleted as a criterion 

applying per se to "other piles." 
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10)wcx:xjy landscape waste: Originally, IEPA envisioned that 

processing of landscape waste pieces too large for processing 

in a rrobile chipper not be required wi thin the timeframe set 

forth in Section 830.205 (a). At the October 5, 1993 COSTAe 

meeting, Mr. DeGarIro, pointing out that there are several 

large roobile writs that can process landscape waste pieces up 

to 16" in diameter, recatmended that the IEPA use a 

dimensional standard. Dr. Cole recatmended diameters over 6 

to 8 inches be used to classify oversized or woody landscape 

waste (Exhibit 1-28E). At the November 23, 1993 c:QS'mC 

meeting, IEPA approached the ~C with a new definition for 

woody landscape waste that would be less restrictive in that 

it would allow woody material to have attached branches 

greater than 2 inches in diameter. Since there were no 

objections from the group, IEPA has proposed this definition 

for this rulemaking. 

The basis for defining any remaining term included in this 

definition Section will be expanded upon, if hecessary, in the 

context of testimony relating to Sections in which such defined 

texm is used. 

830.103 INCORPORATION BY REFERENCE 
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Section 830.103 lists three publications which are incorporated 

by reference into this body of regulations. 

The first publication is Standard Methods for the Examination of. 

Water and Wastewater, American Public Health Association et ale 

(1015 Fifteen Street, N.W., Washington, D.C. ~0005) (18th 

edition, 1992). This Is the current eciition. Part 900 of the 

18th Edition provides a detailed description of procedures a 

person should use for the examination and enumeration of 

indicator microorganisms (e.g., fecal coliforms to test for 

pathogens) in a serrd-solid medium. 

The second publication is Test Methods for Evaluating Solid 

Waste, Physical/Chemical Methods, EPA Publication SW-846 (Third 

Edition, 1986 as amended by Revision I (December, 1987), Final 

update I (November, 1992) and Proposed update II (July, 1992). 

SW-846 and amendments are available on a subscription basis, from 

the Superintendent of Documents, U.S. Government Printing Office, 

Washington, D.C. 20402, (202)783-3238. Part I of this 

publication describes analytical procedures for measuring pH, as 

well as the concentration of inorganics, in waste materials. Part 

III of this publication describes the methods and equipment to be 

used for obtaining a representative sample of waste materials for 

- 3l -



~inat~on.and analysis. 

The final document is Reccmnended Chemical SOil Test Procedures 

for the North Central Region, Publication 221 (Bulletin No. 499, 

OCtober 1988; EXhibit 1-79). These test procedures are available 

from the North Dakota Agricultural Experiment Station, North 

Dakota State university, Fargo, North Dakota 58105. 

The procedures described in these publications are to be used in 

fulfilling the test requirements set forth in SUbpart E. 

830.104 EXEMPTIONS 

Section 830.104 specifies those persons exempt from the 

requirenents of proposed Part 830. 

Section B30,104(a) identifies c~sting activities exempt from 

the requirements of proposed Part 830. The first two exemptions, 

printed in capital letters, are statutor}' exenptions taken 

directly from Sections 22.33(c) and 22.34(c) of the Act. The 

third exemption references the definition of landscape waste 

composting facility, narrowed, as mentioned earlier, to exclude 

certain landscape waste conpostj,ng operations appropriately 
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beyond the scope of these regulations due to their small size and 

nonccmnercial nature. I would like to explain the ra~l.onale for 

narrowing this definition. 

On several occasions I Ms. Hoelscher contended that the 

legislature did not intend to regulate composting operations 

conducted in residential backyards, ccmnunity gardens or in the 

inner city as landscaping projects. (Exhibits 1-28B and 1-108). 

According to Ms. Hoelscher, the IIfacilities" intended to be 

regulated were "ccmnercial facilities. II At the CQSTAC meetings 

and in her written cannents, Ms. Hoelscher recartrended that 

"homeowners and others who compost less than 100 cubic yards of 

landscape waste/year should be exempt from these regulatiol~ -

even if they accept such waste from off-site and/or give the 

finished carpost product to sane who will use it off-site". She 

ccmrented further that " ... the Agency is given the authority to 

regulate compost facilities and the finished product that is 

produced at such facilities - nothing rrore. 'Ihus, the key to the 

Agency's regulatory authority rests in the definition of 

"facility" (Exhibit 1-108). 

Several participants in the development of this proposal 

disagreed with Ms. Hoelsoher I s intexpretation of the statute • 
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Mr. Maxwell contended that it was the intent of the legislat .n 

that all persons offering end-product a::xlpC>st for sale or u; be 

held to the same standards. Mr i1axwell recarm:mded that .ere 

not te different standards for end-product catpOSt based ( 

volume or whether it was sold or not - the perfo:r:mance standards 

for end-product carpost should apply across the board (EKhibit 1-

28A). Mr. Patrick Freeland of Joliet, Illinois, wrote that 

accamodating facilities as proposed by Ms. Hoelscher \'I'Ould just 

lead to problems for the residences surrounding a facility not 

subject to the regulations and cloud the issue and make it 

difficult for IEPA to enforce against "problem" sites (Exhibit 1-

108). 

IEPA ult~tely decided to define landscape waste c~st 

facility to exclude landscape waste oomposting operations small 

in size (i. e., less than 25 cubic yards of caTpOsting material on 

site at any one tine) and not engaged in cannercial activity 

(i.e., an activity involving a transfer of rooney). 'l11e 25-cubic-

yards-of-composting-material-on-site-at-any-one-time restriction 

was chosen because: (1) 25 cubic yards is equivalent to che 

norTMl volume reduction, through caTpOsting I of 100 cubic yards 

of raw landscape waste and thus would not create a conflict with 

the repor~ing requirement, Pro.POsed in Section 830.202 (h) (2) of 
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this Part, for facilities receiving rrore than 100 cubic yards of 

landscape waste annually; (2) 25 cubic yards of n'aterial (equal 

to approximately 167 thirty-gallon paper landscape waste trash 

bags or a pile that is 8-3/4 feet high, 8-3/4 feet long and 8-3/4 

feet wide) could be managed 17}' low technology equ.iprent (i. e. , 

pitchforks and shovels) and ineJcperienoed lab:>r (Le. I 

volW1teers); and (3) an on-site volure restriction, rather than 

the annmt received annually for caIl-'OScing, will make it easier 

for inspectors to determine if the operation has lost its exenpt 

statusH
, as well as provide an incentive for operators to quickl" 

process landscape waste and to use or distribute th.e epd~pro:iuct 

compost p~tly. 
_. . ____ ..... ,f\~_" 

'The State of california has taken a similar approach in narrowing 

the definition of a -green carposting facilityth by exeJ11)ting 

noncarmercialfacilities with less than 15 cubic yards (4.5 tons) 

of CO"rpOsting material on-site at anyone time (Exhibit 1*11), 

In addition, other states have chosen either to exenpt all 

St,c "Wid.",. djffirufl (or In jn~ 10 ~ ~hm (\\hich ).) ~ "'\l~'" \t.'l\' ~\'Cd (01 
comp<nains. .im:e JUt" (,,!hIm "m noe be ,.1Cd '0 ma.m.l.Iln WI)' ,~~. SW:e cunpo5.1ins (Ii.'(lid ~ 
up 10 lIvee )cn. • penm couJd "sur tIW the Q)nlpo$1i, .. mlUrilJlII &he Jilt hid bom f~ 0\« tiC"\'tI-.J )~ 

JlClJiromii dfflnei I *Orten CCln'IpOIfm, FlCilir)"" co mMtt. (ltility 1M ia; opcrltU!d ((:# 4he ~ (lit' 
",<xtucio8 compose fiool die ,,-ecn ~ rraccioM o( tht "'.~~. c.,~ ~;n~ (A\:ditje~ mil> Ul,f 

amencbcncs and Iddid\u in the prcxluction o(~. C.ftIm (,("'~tl1f. fadli11t-S 41<, nf.Jlt induJf .hoS(' rlC'4lih('~ 
"hith hMt CNHile at any gi\'tn lime J S aIbk )'NdJ «-1. S tom). (if Je1:~ of an> <:t.llrn~.Oln~ IC-IIl ,,( «'mru)llU~B t~ 
IC1j~'e ~ Mel tUbihud ~. \\fJteh "wi not he (<< ., bin Null w- tOt Ut.(' t).'!Hilt' 



landscape waste OCXl1pOISting faciliti~.s fran their waste 

regulaGions (e.g., Florida. New JJaiapshire, Michigan) c .. r to exatpt: 

1and&cape vute COIpc6t facilities below a set volune !ran the 

regulaticos (Exhibit.s 1-16, 1' .. 1.9. 1-21. 1-22. 1-24. 1-25 and 1-

27) ~ For example~ '~ine e.xet.rpts cperationa that CUlpost lea. 

than 1S cubic yanIs of landscape waste aror.ually, Wis,ccnsin 

ex.enpt& facil.itie.s that c:arpost. no rrore than .50 cubi'c yards of 

landscape waste annuallYI and New York allows a facility to 

CXXlpoet up to 3,000 cubic yards of J.a.nds.cape waste before 

becarling INbjee to ngulaticro aa a &olid vaste management 

facility. Innoat:, states, landscape waste ~ti.ng is not 

regulatocl as a solid waste nN1gertant activity. (P.dlibit 1-16). 

In regud to toll;' .P"J:Mol.anfJ'. ccncem about controll ing the 

operations that will. not be subject to twe regulations. there 

are U81J.a.lly loeal oxd.i.nances that regulate t.he.sa maller 

cperatioruJ. For ~le, the Village of Orland Park has an 

ord.i.na.rloe addrening the nvmagemantof backyal;d CICI1pOst log 

operations (Exhibit 1~103). 

100 Addition, IM1lY federal And state programa an encouraging 

backyard ~ti,ng by provicling cSenawt:tating .sites at public 

locations (EKhJ..blts 1-12 aDd 1 .. 36) • IEPA hdieve,8 tho 
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legislature intended to allow these types of ccnposting 

activities to q>erate without being subject to regulation. 

Sectiog 830.104 (b) sets forth the exenption fran testing 

requirements contained in Sections 22.)), 22.34 (organic waste 

end-product caipost quality standards) and 22.35 (mixed nunicipal 

waste end-product cotpOSt quality standards) of the Act. During 

our disC'USSion with the COSTAe (Exhibit 1-28), as ~ll as in 

written CQUllents received by IEPA (Exhibit 1-108) I the concern 

was raised that encI··product COl1X'St used as a daily cover or 

vegt!tative anerdnent in the flnal ).ayer of a land! ill ~d be 

rna 1 odorous , as we 11 as hannful to hl.lMJl healtll and the 

enviroment (especially with respect to end-product carpost 

derived fran miY..ed m.m~cipal waste). 1be lloard note is included 

here, as well as at the end of sections 830.501. 830.502 and 

830.508 of this Part, to clarify the restriction that a lariliill 

must obtain rEPA approval (possibly requiring physical. chemical 

and biologir..al testlng) prior to using eoowproduct COlpOst for 

such a pur;pose. 

6.30.105 COJPLIANCB TlMEfRArMB fOR fjUSTll'l3 FACI.LITIES 

Section 8~J.l05 addresses the date for caning into c."OIrpliance 
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with Part 830, paralleling the landfill ru.1es by providing .for a 

transitional period for existing facilities to come into 

oatpliance. 1be intent of this provision is to establish a 

reasonable tirneframe within which existing facilities can comply 

or retrofit with any new and different requirements inposed 

'pursuant to Part 830. 

section 830.105 Cal states that upon the effective date of these 

regulations, all facilities subject to this Part must comply with 

the mininun performance standards and recordkeeping requirements 

in section 830.202. Mr. Cima of the IEPA will be explaining 

these standa.tds and requirements in his testim:>ny. 

sectian 83p.10S{b) states that within one year of the effective 

date of these regulations, existing permdtted facilities must 

certify to IEPA, by carpleting and filing with IEPA fonns 

provided by rEPA, that they have developed and inplemented an 

operating plan, a personnel training program,' a recordkeeping 

system, and an end-product tpsting program and secured a 

financial assurance lrechanism that treets the requiretrents of 

proposed Part 830. Mr. Cima of ~he IEPA will explain in his 

testirrony the points a permi.tted landscape waste oarpost facility 

operator must address in an operating plan, personnel training 

• J8 • 



· . 

programl recordkeeping system and end-product testing proglam 

(Sutpart B); Mr. Taylor will explain what types of mechanisms 

would fulfill the financial assurance requirerrents for pennitted 

landscape waste compost facilities (SUbpart F) . 

section 830,10S(c} states that existing permdtted facilities must 

remain in compliance with all of the conditions in their current 

permit Wltil either: 

1) the pennit expires; or 

2) the permit is specifically m:x:tified for one or ,nore of the 

follO'~ing reasons: 

a) \:0 authorize construction; 

b) to increase the facility's operating capacity; 

c) to transfer ownership of the facility; or 

d) __ to extend the permit tem. 

Section 830.105(d1. states that a facility must demonstrate 

compliance with all provisions of Part 830 upon application 

either for petmit renewal or for any of the rrodifications 

mentioned specifically above. currently there are 72 permitted 

landscape waste compost facilities with 4 or 6% scheduled to 

expire by Decerrber 1, 1994. Exhibit 1-57 is a list. of pennitted 
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landscape waste catp:>st facilities and the dates their permits 

are scheduled to expire. A pie graph, showing a breakdown of the 

permit expiration dates for Illinois compost facilities, is 

provided. 

Ed Bakowski of IEPA will be providing, in his testim:my, 

additional justification for the coopliance dates being proposed 

for existing permitted facilities. 

830.106 SEVERABILITY 

Section 830.106 is the severability provision for this Part. 

'Ibis Section is necessary in order to maintain the validity of 

these regulations in the event that any subpart, section, 

subsection, sentence or clause is adjudged unconstitutional, 

invalid or otherwise not effective for any r~ason. This 

provision parallels a simdlar provision in the landfill rules. 

SUBPART E 

End-product compost derived fram landscape waste must be of 

consistent quality, ccnp:>sted to maturity and free of hazardous 

material in order to cc:rnpete with other soil amendments (e.9., 
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organic peat, hunus products, mushrcx::rn carpost, sludge CCX1pOst 

products) and to preclude injury fr<om its use (Exhibits 1-48, 1-

61 and 1-71). For rrost end-users; product quality is dependent on 

appearance, consistency, arrount of inpurities, chemical 

composition and maturity of the end-product compost (Exhibit 1-

71). Part of the mission of IEPA is to prarote recycling and 

reuse as an alternative to waste disposal. As mentioned earlier 

in my testirrony, carposting is a form of recycling and reuse. In 

order for the composting industry to survive, it must produce a 

high quality product consistently. Therefore, it is the focus of 

SUbpart E to establish unifonn crnpost standards and ~isite 

testing to ensure the quality of end-product compost derived from 

landscape waste. = _ _.i. ~ 

830.501 SCOPE AND APPLICABILITY 

Section 830.501 sets forth the scope and applicability of SUbpart 

E. 

Sectign 830.501 Ca) restates the statutory exerrption1' fran testing 

and meeting quality standards for end-product compost when used 

as daily cover or in the final layer of a landfill. As mentioned 

• 
UScctions 22,33(,), 22.34{c) and 22JS{c) of Ihe Act 
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· previously in my testilTOny, a Board note has been added to 

clarify that end-product compost cannot be utilized at a landfill 

tmless ~uch use is appr~ .in the . landfill 's pennit. 

section 830.501(b) specifies that the provisions in Sections 

830.502 (coopost classification), 830.503 (quality performance 

standards) and 830.507 (sampling methodology) apply to all end­

product catpJst regardless of the source from which it was 

derived. 

Section 830.501(c) specifies that the p~isions in Sections 

830.504 (testing requirements for end-product compost) and 

830.508 (management of off-specification compost) apply only to 

end-product catpOst derived fran landscape waste. IEPA intends to 

propose testing requirements for organic and mixed nrunicipal 

waste end-product compost, to be located in Sections 830.505 and 

830.50?, respectively. 

830.502 C'CMPOST CIASSES 

Section 830.502 contains the classification scheme governing end­

product caTpOst. 
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Classification of coopost, in the documents reviewed by IEPA, has 

been based on either: (1) the materials fran which the end­

product caTpOst was derived; (2) -the targeted use; or (3) a 

combination of the above (Exhibits 1-5, 1-61 and 1-94). I would 

like to :point out that trost states and other countries do not 

have classification requirements for end-product compost derived 

fran landscape waste (Exhibit 1-16). Sane states and countries 

classify their compost based on the type of ~te processed 

(Exhibits 1-16, 1-19 and 1-72). 

During the developnent of this pro:posal, Er--1R recarrrended that the 

quality of end-product compost be regulated by (1) classifying 

the cattX>st based on its "best" use (e.g., food crops, 

horticultural crqps, land reclamation sites); and (2) labeling 

the end-:-product caTpOst to identify that use. Originally, ENR 

had proposed three classes of end-product compost derived from 

waste (Exhibit 1-28D): 

C1aaa I - carpost that may be utilized for any purpose 

including in the cultivation of crops. 

Class II - carpost that nay be utilized to cultivate 

horticultural or agricultural products not intended for hunan 
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collSlIrtption, roadway construction and land reclamation. 

unclassified - compost that is suitable for either daily 

cover or final vegetative cover for landfills . 

. 
ENR suggested that the end-product catpOst be tested for 

maturity, pathogen concentration, pH range, percentage of inerts 

(e.g, man-made inerts and film plastics), concentration of 

pesticides and concentration of heavy metals (Exhibit 1-51). 

Testing ~lould verify whether the end-product canpost was Class I 

or Class II quality. 

The composting industry generally accepts that end-product 

CCX1pOst should be cla.ssified based on its marketable use and, 

consequently, labeled to promote fair and truthful representation 

of this claim (Exhibits 1-13, 1-20, 1-28E, 1-34, 1-62, 1-71 1-87 . 

ard 1-107). However, during our discussion with the ~C, it 

became apparent that the Act did not grant IEPA the authority to: 

(1) regulate the user11 of the carpost material; and (2) control 

the labeling of a "recycledu product (Exhibits 1-281-", 1-28G and 

1-108). /\ ccmrercial product derived or recycled fran a waste is 

11 A usercoold be a subsequenl processoroflheoompost (e.g.., baggers, lOil blendingopcralions). in addition 
10 final end·user of the compost (e.g.. horne g.vdenm and apiculrural ~ions). 
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no longer under the jurisdiction of !EPA. For exanple, recycled 

used oil is regulated not by !EPA or U.s. EPA but by the Federal 

Trade Cc:mnission as a ccmnercial- product. Therefore, labeling of 

end-product catpOst was deemed by IEPA to be beyond the scope of 

this proposal18 • 

Classification of end-product catpOst based on "best" use was 

also eliminated. The differences betwef'..Il class I and class II 

end-product carpost, as proposed by ENR, were insignificant 

(Exhibits 1-28F, 1-28G and 1-51). Instead IEPA has elected to 

adopt the classification schesre drafted by the Conp:>st.ing CoW1cil 

(Exhibit 1-15) whereby all compost falls under two classes: (1) 

General Use CccTpost, which carplies with all regulatory standards 

to protect public health, safety and the envirorunent, and is 

suitable for distribution and use as a soil amen~1t; or (2) 

Designated Use carpost, which fails to catply with all regulatory 

standards and therefore its use is restricted. 

General use compost could be further divided into subclasses or 

grades based on user needs 1 however, it was the consensus of the 

CQSTACthat grading end-proauct C<X1post for marketability is 

U£nd.product compost ela.iming to be mixed fmilim or fmilim malenal mUS1 meet lho labelinG 
requirements of the Illinois Ftrtiliur Act (50S IlF.S 8OIJ)(EWbif 1·59) . lhe cnfOlcing 1pK.')' is the Illinois 
JApiU1J11em of Agriculture 
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unnecessary and would be econcmi.cally burdenscme for operators. 

It was reccmnended by Mr. Johnson and Mr. DeGarm:> that the 

canrercial use of general use carpost should be market -driven 

(i.e., let the ccmrercial sector set up the additional s_andards 

for marketability). (Exhbits 1-280 and 1-28F). Mr. DeGarmo urged 

IEPA to leave the imposition of any additional end-product 

compost performance standards (e.g., soluble salts, particle 

size) to the user (e.g., landscapers, horticulturists) and the 

composting operator. Mr. DeGarm:> pointed out that many greenhouse 

operators and compost distributors set up their own te3ting 

program to verify that the quality of the end-product 9QmPOst 

meets their specifications (Exhibits 1-138 and 1-28F). IEPA 

recarmends that grading of end-product catpOst be left to the 

marketplace. 

Section 830.502 (a) states that meeting the performance standards 

set forth in Section 830.503 qualifies end-product compost to be 

classified as general use compost. 

Section 8JO.502(b) states that all other end"product compost 

(Le., that which does not qualify as general use coop:>st) shall 

be designated use carpost. An previously rrentioned in my 

testimony, endMproduct compost used 8S daily cover or vegetative 
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arrendnent in the final layer at a landfill is exenpted by the Act 

fran testing and perfonrance standards required in this proposal. 

Again a Board note has been added to clarify that end-product 

compost cannot be utilized at a landfill unless such use is 

approved in the landfill's pennj.t. 

830.503 PERFORMANCE STANDARDS fOR GENERAL USE a:MPOS'r 

The perfonnance standards contained in this Section are 

applicable to general use caJtX)St. The standards cover the 

presence and concentration of physical hazards, man-made 
- . 

materials, pathogens and inorganics in general use catp:'>st, as 

well as the pH and stability standards for general use compost. 

At the Septeni>er 21, 1993 COSTAe rreeting, Ms. Hoel.9cher 

recaJll'el1ded that the standards assure that oarpost: (1) is safe 

to use on croplands without adverse cumulative effects when 

applied over the long tetm; and (2) does not pose a hazard as a 

result of its application in areas of public.access (Exhibit 1-

28). IEPA contends that these standards adequately protect human 

health and the enviX'OJTl'ent in the context of oc::tTpOst distributed 

as a so1.l amendrrent. As roontioned earlier in my testilrony, the 

establisanent of market quality "user" standards (e.9., particle 

size, moisture cont~nt, nutrients, cation exchange capacity) for. 
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general use carpost is not within the scope of this rulenaking. 

An end-product carpost which does not meet the performance 

standards in this Section is deerred off-specification COip>st 

that nust be managed in accordance with Section 830. SOB of this 

SUbpart, which can include: (1) reprocessing or oomposting the 

off-specification ccnpost to meet the performance standards; or 

(2) marketing the off-specification compost as designated use 

carpost. IEPA pointed out to the CQSTAC that a person can utilize 

off-specification ccnpost for other purposes (e.g., reclamation 

projects, roadway construction) by either: (a) petitio;1ing the 

Board for an adjusted standard; or (2) obtaining a solid waste 

determination (Exhibit 1-28F). 

Section 830.5'13 (a) states that general use CCfltx>st shall be free 

of any material which can pose a physical hazard. The subsect ion 

lists glass or rretal shards as exarrples of material that could be 

potentially injurious. 

1'his is one of the performance standards proposed by ENR at the 

September 21, 1993 o;:)9"rnC meeting (Exhibit 1-51). ENR, as well as 

the carposting industry, re~/f1ized that certain materials can 

pose a risk to hUIMn and animal health through unprotected 
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exposure or through direct ingestion (Exhibits 1-15 and 1-71) . 

It was the consensus of the OJSTAC that a performance standard 

for potentially injurious rraterials be included (Exhibit 1-28D) . 

Mr. Duer recannended that a physical d.inension be used to 

identify what constitutes a hazard (Exhibit 1-28D). IEPA 

maintains that this standard is analOfJOUS to the standards in 

other Boa.rd n.tleslt - this is a performance standard. It is 

inappropriate to identify any specification because, fot- e.xarrple. 

a small piece of glass has the sarre potential to cause harm as a 

large piece; it is the responsibility of operators to recognize 

and rerrove fran the end-product C011'Ost any material they deem a 

hazard (Exhibit 1-20F). Florida, New~shire and california 

have similar perfo1'1MJlce standards (Exhibits 1-16. 1 .. 17, 1-19 and. 

1-24). 

IEPA contends that such hazards can be avoided through proper 

managetrent and quality contn')l at the landscape ,,"'aste CCl1lX>st 

facility. Quality control begins "at the gate" by not al101.tling 

objectionable waste to be W1loaded (Exh.ibit 1-42). 

Si:ct.ipn fllO. 503 (b) states that general use C01p>st shall not 

'"-,.'" 

J 'JS Ill. Adm. Q1deo Pill 1420 rcquita Ih.II PlMW pacbaa 10 be lcak·(tii~; hOMWCf lhr)' Ill) px~t' 
~ion spCICifiCi1liom to mcea Ce g.. ccnWllCf ~'III ~1.. din '('~$. COMI'-(f nwMat, tK) 
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oontain man· aie traterials larger than four rrlillirieters. in size 

exceeo.i.ng one perco...n~ of che end-product co.post. on a dry we:. ;ht 
., 

basis. M/ln-1Mde materials. such as plastic. can be a po~e.ntial 

hazard to srrall a.nim:lls through direa: ingestion. as well as 

adversely affect soil drainage ty becaning a lTOisture barrie.r 

(Exhibit 1·-1.5). 

ENR, as ~~.1Ll as the CCIlIpOStl..ng industrj, reCC9f1ized t~.at man-m.'ld.e 

materials or f,orei~m bodies {"'r-a.s"') ahould be addressed i.r: t.hese 

regulations since F'Bs ("~. man~made materials lower the quality 

(and therefore the publ ic' s image) of gen.erl'..l use oc:npOst. 

(Exhibits) .. 15, 1~71 and 1 .. 91), and ",olld be a scutee of littel" 

where end-product caJp01Jt is wuoaded or land applied. 

At the Septmoor 21. 1993 CX)S'J7;,C Ift!!eting, ENR propoa.ed that man .. 

lW0.de inerts Cit' material,... ,lreater than f.our mi llimeters be 

prohibited in end- pro::tuct COIJpost (£.xhibit 1-51). This standard 

va. taken t ran It h.e st4l'ldards recamended by the Ccl'fp:>st ing 

COuncil (EJdU.bit 1-15). several bt4tca limit the ~t ot man .. 

made materiAls based on the plrt:icle Slze of the materials and/or 

percent dry wight. Fl or i.da , r~ HM'pahire And C4nadaset the 

limit of. mm-fMde materials to two parcent em l:l dry weight baSlS 

(Exhibits 1 .. 17. l~la and 1-24); ("'~rmany has a 1/2 pe .... cent limit. 

.. so • 
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It was the consensus of the COSTAe that mm-nade materials should 

be lirrdted to one percent for the purpose of protecting the 

envil."OlTIent. The percentage of man-made rraterials acceptable to 

~1mers (i.e., for aesthetic purposes) has been left for the 

marketplace to determine (Exhibits 1-28F and 1-108) • 

Similar to materials causing physical hazards, the presence, size 

and curount of man-m!lde inerts or materials in end-product catpOst 

is dependent on the am::>Wlt present in the raw landscape waste 

used and the level o.f processing conducted (e.9., sorting by the 

generator and compost facility, gr~ng, etc.) (Exhibdt 1-71). 

Becticm 830·503 (el states that general use carpost shall have a 

pH bet\lleen 6.5 and 8.5. 
_ _,~ 1 

pH is a measure of the concentration of hydroJen ions in solution 

based on a logarithnic seale in which each unit represents a 

hydrCJgen ~.on concentration ten titres rrore, or less, than the next 

Wlit. .nw, pH seale ranges fran 0 (extremely acidic) to 14 

(extremely alkaline) I with pure water having a pH equal to 7 

(neutral) . 

The pH or acidity of end·proc1uct CC1TpOst coo; affect the physical 
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properties of the soil, the 4lvailability to plants of certain 

minerals, and the biological .activity in the soil (Exhibit 1-1S). 

!EPA notes that acceptable pH levels will vary according to the 

end-user application (Exhibit ~\-1S). fwbst plants grow best in 

. soils near neutrality; however, certain plants such as azaleas, 

camellias, and crarberries grow best in acid soils, while a few 

plants grow well in slightly a~aline soils (Exhibit 1-82). 

'I11erefore a range of pH is propo!led for general use application. 

At the Septenber 21, 1993 cosme I\~eting, am proposed a pH range 

between S. S and 8. S for general use carpost (Exhibit 1,-51). 1his 

range is identical to the pH range permissible for organic 

catp:)st in canada (Exhibit 1-18). Mr. DeGanro noted that an 

irrmature catpOst could have a pH value of S. 5 (Exhibit 1-280); 

while Dr • Cole reca1'1rended that the caJtX>st pH not be allowed to ., 

exceed 8.5, otherwise there would be problems in neutralizing 

calcium and rMgnesium ions (Exhibit 1-28E). Based on these 

ccmnents, rEPA has chosen a pH range between· 6.0 and 8.5 as &n 

acceptable standard for general use COTpOst to areet. 

SCction glO,SOl {do) states that general use carpost shall be 

stabilized, as derronstrated by one of the methods prescribed in 

section 830.~ S. 
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Stability refers to a stage in the oomposting process 

characterized by nearly carplete'O utilization of energy-bearing 

carbon carpowlds in the original-waste and no inhibition of seed 

ge~tion or plant growth (Exhibits 1-15 and 1-18). 

Microbiological activity is reduced due to the lack of a carlx>n 

energy source, with deCCl'lpOsing micrcX>rganisms being the major 

energy source for the remaining microorganisms. Although oxygen 

is still required by mature carpost, the rate of oxygen use 

levels off and mature compost is less likely to become anaerobic 

(Exhibit.'l-lS). 

The ~:ee of stability of end-product compost is a factor in 

detennining its appropriate use. nus fa.ctor becanes especially 

inp:>rtant when carposts are applied imnediately before planting 

or when they are used in potting mixes21 (Exhibits 1-10 and 1-60) . 

Raw or semi-ccnposted wastes may cause a problem when used 

because they induce high microbial activity in soil for sane time 

after incorporation, potentially causing oxygen deficiency and a 

variety of indirect toxicity problems to plant roots (e.g., 

rem::wing nutrienta as the decay process continues, carryover of 

~°CompIe1e JUbilil.3Jion " nor rcadiJ)' attainable and nor likel)' desirable ~incc thc-rc YtOUld be no soil 
amendmenI vaI~ due to low or flClfH'Jdstena organle COOIent. 

n Qmposts tniliztd on croplands may be tpplifd \\\'Ieb or rnootJu before plMting and haV( lime 10 
"5UlbililC" in the .~OII. 

.. 53 • 



........ --""'.,.""").------------~~~---.,...--~ .. ,,' 

"plant pathogens, etc.). Inproperly carposted wastes can also be 

. malodorous, causing problems during utilization (Exhibits 1-5, 1-

10, 1-18, 1-60, 1-71, 1-76, 1-89; 1-100 and 1-109). In contrast, 

properly stabilized end-product compost can contribute to soil 

fertility and stzucture, and nay in sane cases co':ffiteract root­

rot and danping-off problems with seedlings and plants (Exhibits 

1-5,1-61 and 1-110). 

There are widely divergent and contradictory views concelning the 

period of colposting necessary to attain the proper degree of 

stability. 'Ihe usual soil analysis (e.g., rroisture, organic 

matter, nutrients, pH, etc.) does not provide enough information 

to determdne the degree of stability (Exhibit 1-66). OVer the 

past decade, several rrethods have been prqx:>sed to measure the 

degree of stability: (1) by observation CLe., odor, structure, 

color); (2) by the course of decarposition (i.e., curing period 

following rapid decomposition of the waste); and (3) by chemical 

analyses. It is generally agreed in the carPosting industry that 

no universal method or teat can be used as a stability index for 

all ca1pOst and that a carbination of methods should be used 

(~!ibits 1-10, 1-61, 1-66, 1-85 and 1-87). 

As mentioned earlier in my testimony, compost maturity may be 
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detennined by observation. End-product 'carpost has been defined 

in Section 830.202 of this Part as organic material processed to 

"maturityll. For purposes of this· Part, maturity has been defined 

as "a state which is characteristically: generally dark in color; 

humus like; -:rumbly in texture; not objectional in odori 

resembling rich topsoil; and bearing little resemblance in 

physical form to the "Taste fran which derived". This language is 

CUl"rently being used by IEPA in determining when carposting 

materiaP2 is no longer a waste (Exhibit ).-56). Florida and New 

Hanpshire have a standard similar to the one proposed (Exhibits 

1-19 and 1-24). As mentioned earlier in my testirrony, the 

definition of maturity ~s dev~l~~ in cooperation with the 

COSTAe. 

Ms. Disbrow suggested that stability be linked to the txxrpost 

curing process, through the adoption of a minimum 30 day curing 

time for landscape waste, as is required in New Jersey (Exhibit 

1-108). IEPA would like to (X>int out that detetmination of 

stab;'lity based on a apecific CCXl1'Osting schedule would be 

difficult; it would be impossible to establish a precise time 

when the waste has been converted into end-product CCtTpOst, due 

aaSectfon 830.202 of Ihfl Part dcfioc:s "compoJdn& material" to mean "solid "'ll$CCS OW arc in lhe prCXClo~ 
of being wmpostcd". 
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. to the variability of CUlposting systems and materials (i.e., 

. biodegradability of the waste) being catpOsted. sane systems 

produce catpOst that must be cured in windrows for m:mths. 

Others, because their system design meets opti1Tll.Dll process 

parameters, produce carpost that requires curing only for a short 

period (Exhibits 1-60 and 1-87). Ultimately, it was the 

consensus of the ~C to provide operators the flexibility to 

treasure stability based on their operations. 'Iberefore the 

introduction of new corrposting techniques and equipnent to be 

utilized in Illinois, that could differ signi.ficantly fran 

currently accepted practices and processes, is possible, so long 

as the operations are consistent with the overall intent of the 

legislation (Exhibit 1-28). Landcape waste compost facility 

operators required to have a permit will be proposing composting 

systems and schedules in their operating plans as part of their 

pennit applications, pursuant to Part 831, for approval by IEPA. 

Therefore, a processing schedule will be required tor each 

pennitted facility; approval will be on a case-by-case basis by 

IEPA. This approach provides the flexibility to acccmrodate the 

operation of a variety of viable composting systems in Illinois. 

Various chemical analj'tica1 rrethc:dB were proposed by CQ,STAC 

lreffibers to establish the degree of stability: the C/N ratio, 
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cation exchange capacity ("CEC") and adenosine triphosphate 

("ATP") measurements, organic acids and htmnlS carposition, ash 

content, respiratory activity and phytotoxicity tests (Exhibits 

1-5, 1-10, I-IS, 1-32, 1-46, 1-47, 1-49, 1-60, 1-61, 1-62, 1-66, 

1-82, 1-85, 1-87, 1-89, 1-106, 1-107, 1-108, 1-109 and 1-110) . 

These methods rely on the fact that the degree of decomposition 

of the organic fraction in waste, a measure of stability, can be 

characterized using the respiration rate of aerobic 

microorganisms in end-product carpost (Exhibits 1-50, 1-64, 1-76, 

1-101, 1-106 and 1-108). An aerobic microorganism's heat 

production, carl:x>n dioxide production, and oxygen C01l.SUIlption are 

all proportional to its respiration rate. Consequently, 

measurement of any of these variables can serve as an indicator 

of an aerobic microorganism's respiration rate and, in turn, of 

the level of stability of end-product compost (Exhibit 1-106). 

Dr. Cole recarmended that oxygen uptake rates in the range of 

0.75 to 1.0 milligram 0,2 per gram volatile suspended solids per 

hour be used to establish compost stability (Exhihit 1-108). 

OXygen uptake tests are relatively sinple and routlne tests used 

to determine the stability of activated sludge (Exhibits 1-35 and 

1-64). However, oxygen uptake studies are expensive and require 

specialized equipment (Exhibit 1-758). In addition, s~-skilled 
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.personnel would be needed to conduct the test.s ana evaluate t _e 

results (Exhibit 1-64). Finally, the studies published to da 

have not adequately deIronstrateci -any specific procedure 

compatible with a variety of composting materials. Therefore, 

IEPA is reluctant to propose ;m oxygen uptake test in Section 

830.Appendix B that would be applicable to all general use end­

product catpOst. 

IEPA has proposed, in Section 830.Appendi.x 8, a self-heating test 

performed in a De~dr vessel or flask as an acceptable method of 

detenni.nin:J stabilit}' - a sinple, reliable, inexpensive means to 

characterize the oomposting process and verify compost stability 

(Exhibits 1-64 and 1-758). A Dewar flask is an insulated ' 

container normally used to store and maintain the temperature of 

liquid gases (ExhibitG 1-33A and 1-758); however, since 1977 

scientists have been using these flasks to measure the Jleat 

production of end-product catpOst (Exhibit 1-758). Heat 

production and reheating upon standing are currently being used 

in Florida and New Hanpshire to detenlune the stability of end­

product carpost (Exhibits 1-19 and 1-24), I will go into details 

regarding the self-heating test:. when I discuss Section 830.504 of 

this Part. 
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At the August 3 I 1993 o;:sTAC meeting, Mr _ Robert Gillespie of DK 

Recycling and Dr. Cole pointed out that the ultimate test of the 

quality of compost is its effect-on plants (Exhibit 1-28B). In 

other words, does the compost sustain or harm plant life? 

Originally IEPA had drafted a standard for phytotoxicity, 
. 

requiring a demonstration of seed germination within the compost 

(Exhibit 1-28G) _ It was recarmended by Ms_ Kaar, Mr. DeGanro and 

Mr. Pick that quality (i.e., phytotoxicity) be viewed as a 

product liability issue, to be dealt with in the marketplace, 

rather than as a waste issue (Exhibits 1-28G and 1-108). Ms. 

Hoelscher has maintained that testing of end-product CCtl'POst is 

needed: (1) to improve public confidence in oomposting wastes; 

and (2) .to provide an enforceable standard distinguishing waste 

fran end-product cotpOst (Exhibits 1-28 and 1-108). To address 

these concerns, and to stay within the realm of environmental 

conce:rns and out of the realm of COlll~rce, IEPA has dropped its 

proposed phytotoxicity standard, rut includes a seed germination 

test in Section 830.Appen~ B as an acceptable means to 

determine COIiPOSt stab:Uity (Exhibits 1-10 and 1-106). I will go 

into details r~~LUlng the seed germination test when I discuss 

Section 830.504 of this Part. 

Section 83Q.5L~ states that general use compost shall not 

• 59 • 



-contain fecal colifonn populations exceeding 1000 MPN per gram of 

total solids (dry weight basis) I or Salrronella species 

populations that exceed 3 MPN per 4 grams of total solids (dry 

weight basis). This s~adcb.:esses pathogens. 

Pathogens are organisms that have the potential to cause an 

infection or disease in a susceptible bost (Exhibit 1-15). U.S. 

EPA has established a pathogen reduction standard for sewage 

sludge that it has determined adequately reduces any risks to 

public health and the envirormmt (Exhibit 1-39). california has 

established the sarre pathogen reduction standard for "green 

materiap)fI (Exhibit 1-17). IEPA has elected to propose this 

pathogen reduction standard. Later in my testirrony, I will 

describe how. if! pe);;'son den'onstrates carpliance with this standard. 

section 830.5Q3(f) states that general use compost shall not 

exceed, on a dry weight basis, the inorganic concentrations set 

forth in Section a30.Table A. IEPA relied on USEPA in 

identifying inorganics of concern, as discussed below. Exhibit 

1-3D is a table prepared by IEPA S\.IJ11larizing the basis for 

including these inovJanics on the list. 

2JCaJiromia defines "g1m1 rnareriaJ" 10 mean any waS1es. separakd at the source of g.enmlioo. deri\'ed from 
planl nureriaJ. includin, bullIOllimiled 10 leaves. ,rass c1iWifli5. ~ trte lrimmmg~ &Unreated \\OOd \\UC, and 
JhrubbcT'}' cuttin~., 
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During our discussions with the CQSTAC, Ms.Hoelscher urged IEPA 

to examine and caTpare the analytical data on raw landscape and 

mature carpost generated by a recent am study with the standards 

f~ other states and countries2t (Exhibits 1-4, 1-17, 1-18, 1-19, 

1-20, 1-21, 1-22, 1-23, 1-24, 1-25, 1-26, 1-27, 1-280, 1-29, 1-

31, 1-63, 1-72, 1-102 and 1-108). In addition to examdning these 

standards I IEPA chose to examine standards proposed by the 

carposting industxy (Exhibits 1-14 and 1-15), backgroWld soil 

concentrations for inorganic constituents in Illinois and other 

states (Exhibit 1-58), and both Illinois and Federal pollutant 

concentrations for sewage sludge (35 Ill. Mll. Code Part 391, 

Exhibits 1-8, 1-39, 1-96, 1-98 and 1-99). Exhibit 1-93 is a table 

prepared by IEPA that caTpares guidelines and standards fran 

regulatoxy ageIlQies of~ther,states and countries. 

ENR proposed to the CJ;JSrAC the use of inorganic limits adopted by 

U.S. EPA and recarmended by the cayposting COUncil (Exhibits l­

IS, 1-280, 1-39 and 1-51). Those are the limits proposed by IEPA 

in Section 830.Table A, for the following reasons. 

24Sec1ion 22.33(1) of the Act dimu Ihc COSTAe to evaluate the composting regulalions ~cd in 
other stalH and countrit5 in the devclopmm: of rquillioni ~siilg landscape waste COO1pos1ing. Ir:.PA has 
reviewed scvmJ state rcgu1ations lha1 have tdo.1fMd compost regulations: California. Rorida. Maine. Mchipn. 
MiMC:SOtl. New Hampshire. New York. auo end W'lJCOf1Sin.'n reprds to COOlposting requirements in fo~ign 
oounIies. IEPA ~ auidaoo: doclments in CanIda and Getman)'. IS well II aniclcs &hal described 1M 
CIOmpOStinS rcquir~ in Gr. Brillin. Italy. Bolland IPd the NctheIlands. 
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'Ihese standards were based on the results of the largest (and 

ItDSt expensive) risk assessment ever conducted by u.s. EPA 

_(Exhibits 1-9 and 1-65). 'Ihis catprehensive assessment'S included 

ecological as well as human health effects, utilizing 14 pathway 

roodels, as well as field data, to evaluate contaminant loading 

limits for agricultural land application, non-agricultUl"al land 

application and retail distribution. Exhibit 1-74 is a table of 

the pathways m::xiels utilized by U. S. EPA. In developing the 

standards for the utilization of sewage sludge, u.S. EPA defined 

risk in tenns of the risk a contaminant may pose to the arost 

exposed indi viduaP' ( tiME!") • 

U.S. EPA concluded from their aggregate risk analysis that then­

current non-agricultural land application practices were 

environmentally safe, and that, possibly, no regulation would be 

necessary (Exhibits 1-9, 1·39, 1-98 and 1-99). Recognizing that 

the absence of any regulatory limitation would encourage 

2SSectioo 4OS(d) of the Clean We M directed U.S. EPA 10 ClOnduct such !he ri~ wcurnt1lt 

''The MEl may be. human being. plan!. .,IimaJ. or any li .. ing organiAn. The MEl rqnsmts a oetWn 
qmmI of pnmI popuillions, informal.on or amlnpCions ,,;111 respoct to dietary habit!., ~ duration. fraction 
or dice derived from .unW$ sruin8 on or food ~ en IMds 00 ~ sludJc has been tppIitd CiC:. In the case 
of I humin MEl. the U. S. EPA ISIUmCd; Ca) a 70 )'S dur.don or cxposunr. (b) WIler c:on:sumplion of 2 liltr~ ,.,. 
day, (e) a diC1lly intake equaJ CO the COO'tfX»;IC orlhe hlrhHt ~ion or each food 81OOP; (d) 2 S% 10 6()01t of 
tho MEJ'. diet ~ frml.foods tfRMn on ,'udpuarcd 1Oi15~ (e) 34 to 48% of.he ME"s dietary tI1\irMJ products 
were (rom AIlimah rabed on (oed produc.cd from lludp-traUd land anGlo: .,... 00 .lud~lf'Clltd '1INt and CO 
a mpinuion rate of 20 ni/da},. 
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utilization of highly oontaiminateci sludges in non-agricultural 

situations, and that at sate future time non-agricultural land 

nay be converted to agricultural land, U.s. EPA elected to base 

limits on either the 98th percentile awroach (98th peroenti.le 

concentrations of each contaminant fOWld in a survey of sludges 

fran 40 cities conducted in 1979 and 1980) or limits calculated 

fran the agricultural land application pathways m . .iels, whichever 

resulted in the higher nurber for each contaminant" (Exhibits 1-

8, 1-39, 1-74, 1-86, 1-98 and 1-99). U.S. EPA has thus pl"OVicied 

cmulative loading limits for the beneficial use of sludge. 4 •• a 

In addition, U.S. EPA has established limits identifying slud3\~ 

of exceptional ~lity, allowing general distribution ~f such 

sludge as a product considered safe, wi th no long tenn adverse 

effects when used on croplands. 'lhe limits for general 

distribution, referred to as Alternate Pollution Limits (uAPL"), 

were incorporated following a technical review of the prop'.)sed 

rule by the Peer Review CQlmittee (ItPRCU
) Jt (Exhibit 1-96). 

:t'TWmI)'.tJne CQ1t.Imirwyu were idmtifHld by Us. B'A fn:wn altll1&eJ hill ofpolawUaJl) hatmlul meul~ 
Jnd orpllk cc.mpounds. ~ludUtg kncYMI or suspccud ~ (fJchibiu 1·8, 1·)9 MIt 1·86). 

'·U,S, EPA Ind tEPA'~ tkmatJ or Wau-r rcpbu the ~f\dal mM of .1._ b)' ~ling the quanti') 
tnd bequmcy of IMd lppliuditJl of &he 11_ &be soil '>P. mcuJ cmocntm~" in the aJucJat. $O.')il pl\ and Jilt' 
cmccnn (i.e,. odor pobIaJu. potable ner iUpplic$. nmff. ~'IUr puoction. Init ... "plant lOXi~jl)'. etc,), 

"FedcnJ Ind Uljno;~ .Iudge permiuina pqpwns Ire fCPII* MIl ~ prop1m~. 

'on.. canmill.ee. fmncd by «he US .. Depa:rtmcnr of ~ wu (Q' ..... of lS ~ ~C'I\" 
m II. rifok anaJ~lt fi'm) ~ pmmenl tnd pl\'1\I.e ~' • 
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Ms. Hoelscher has gone c::! record cglOSing the st"...aruia.rdsbeoause 

&be feels that the limits &renot protectivp of croplands. She 

pointed out that QI..ropean and Oltario. canada standards are 

oonsiderably lo;er md therefore woo .•• ld be trore prot.ectiveof 

soils intended for ~icultural us.e (Exhibit,s 1-4, 1-18<1 1-20. 1-

280, 1"'29, 1 .. 31. 1-63 •. 1 .. 93, 1-102 and 1-108). 

IEPA agrees that the 9.u:q:'lean and C'anadian 8taJ'l . .da.ms are 

ClC.'II'WiCierabl y mre re~""·r let j ve .Iiowever , they are nct ne-ce.ssar i 1 Y 

mre pro·tectivc of the enviRORent.. for the folla.ring reasons: 

1. A.D. thoogh EUrq::lean count:.ies have tllJd 8 longer h.i story of 

ope.rating rrJ.xed fl'unicipal waste ~rpoet facilities, it is 

reClOC'J'1ited by th.e ~tlng industry that it would .be 

inapp"'Pt"iatc to elet the Mae limits ev8t')"1-"~~~re_ because 

manyt,ac·tor'~ are .involved oonc~m.ing t.he tnuUlfel"abi 1 H:y 

of' he.avy II'W.ttuls into t!:~; food chain (e.g. N clih~te, 6::>il 

ol'g!Uli C f1I'at t <: r I soil pH, soll type, etc. ) (Elxhibits 1 .. .281), 

1-29 and .1 .. 75) . • 

2 • ~t of the st.ftndArd.B p~ed by foreign OOWlt riea Are 

guidelines without r~Jlatory ,enforceability. A.lf.~(:i~ m>;:c;> 

ot the foreignregull'lt, ana re\'l('!'~d by IF.::PA id~nti!ien 
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specific, ~tatistically validated, analytical methcds to 

accurately determine the inorganic concentrations in 

general use oextpOtSt. For e.xanple, the Ontario t'ti.nistly of 

the Bnvilounent does not require that a specific method be 

used .. only that the method anali~.te for the inorganics in 

the COlipOlSt. Without using stardardizedu , statisticall}, 

validated nethodsn to detennine the concentration of each 

inorganic in end-procru:ct c:atpOst., the standards 

reCOllllendeci by lois. Hoelscher cannot be oarpa.red 

scientifically to the U.S" EPA standards (Exhibits 1-29 f 

1-35A and 1··108). As an illustratioo, total concentration 

of contaminants and tox.icity concentration are different. 

For example, in a recent IEPA waste stream application. 

the lead concentration reported in a waste oi 1 sant>le "oas 

1,300 parts per million (-PPM·) Mlen analyzed with U.s. 

EPA P.ethod 7421 for total concentration, and 0.1 p~, when 

analyzed with U.S. EPA Method 1310 for toxicity 

cencentration (Exhibit 1-3D). 

I would like to point out that if any of the standards 

--.. ----.... ~-~ 
J"Tbr m.uIu '" wI~ b)' ,,1UnbCJ of ~ chII 'wif) UiC' fM},,;d', Was Mid p~idi;'II'I ... 

MUJd CCCU" In normal pa:t~~ 

'OValidilion " UJUIJI)'. ~JI.tp p'1XIe1JJ: (I) txunniNlion 0( fifts.k··~~ po;i~.Ofl MIl bW. t.~, 
AnaI)1lJ, (;I( IncfcpcI1dm1J) ptpnd ~n ~., ()) Oec.mniMion 01 mechod ~~, 
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~ in Ontario, canada and European countries "'''ere to 

be adopted, there would be no validated l'.S. EPA method 

available to df~tenrdne accurately whether the inorganics 

oonoentratiCa"S .in ~-prQduct CCl'IpOSt wou.ld. meet those 

standards. 

All rreti1;}s occur in small l.Il'DlInts In all soils, whether 

contaminated or not. 1he background soil concentration ... '; 

for ;..norganics in Illinois would exceed a majority of the 

German, DLltch and C"anoadian conp:>st quality standards 

(Exhibits 1-4, 1-29, 1-31, .1-S8, 1-63, 1-93, 1-102 a.nd 1-

108). In disc:usslng this problem with me, Neal AAlberg of 

the Q1tario Ministry of the Environnent noted that in some ,; 

cas.es ocapoet derived fran urban orqanic waste may not 

~.6S the iJlOl'9'anics ~t.anda.rds because the standards used 

~re b&sod only 00 a limited Ol.rOOer of background 

.1oorganics levels and derived frcrn rux'al, rather than 

u.rban, soil sanples (Exhibit 1-7SC). In such cues t 

canadian blJthoritiea !\8ve all~ the "general us·e of such 

CCII'JX').8t in urban areas with additional reporting 

requirements, I would like to point out that the Ontario 

Ministry oJf the Envircnnent ia etill evaluating add.itional 

80il backgrou.~ ATples fran rurala.reas to deteluline 



whether the ptqlOSed standards need to be adjusted. 

4. 1he Cooposting Council believes that, until there is 

additional data to prove otherwise, the U. S. EPA's APLs 

serve as an app~riate set of standards for general use 

carpost. I would like to point out that the Ccxtposting 

COUncil is conducting its O'ml research to support the use 

of these limits for catpost derived fran organic waste and 

mixed nunicipal waste as well (Exhibit 1-14). 

5. Ms. Hoelscher contends that the U.s. EPA's APLs are not 

restrictive enough (Exhibits 1-280 and 1-108) . : I '-'''vuld 

like to point out that, on the contrary, the U.S. EPA's 

APLs were based on a series of worst case scenarios. 'The 

PRe eritized the U.s. EPA I s proposed sludge rule)) during 

the develcprent of the risk assessment m:x1els for taking 

an extreme approach when defining the MEl in terms of risk 

(i.e., low probability, as well a,8 lCM consequence risk). 

7hatis, in all probability an MEl as'defined was unlikely 

to exist, having be~n identified by carpounding a worst 

cas·e situat.ion upon another worst case situation. Fo:-: 

e>.~lc, the probability of the MEl identified for path .... ·ay 
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1F (hane gardening) existing is less than 1%, and 

therefore statistically meaningless. In other words, the 

risk associated with exposure of this group to the 

contaminant is irrelevant, as no one would fall within the 

group (Exhibits 1-8, l-39, 1-86, 1-96, 1-98 and 1-99). 

The m.c criticized the standards proposed in the sludge 

rules as too stringent and inflexible, precluding local 

ccmmmities fran beneficial use cptions considered 

protective of public health and the enviromnent under 

local conditions (Exhibit 1-96). U.S. EPA r1esponded in 

the notice of final rulemaking by providing rro~e realistic 

application li~ts for beneficial sludge use (exhibit 1-

39). 'l1lese revised limits include the ArLs sewage sludge 

nust meet before it can he utilized in lawns and heme 

gardens. 

6. Clay soils and humic substances in the end-product cCfltlOst 

would bind up roost of the rretals, thereby protecting 

against plant uptake (Exhibits 1-12, 1-28 and 1~71) . 

7. lnorgan.ics standards for end-use carpost in other states 

are oooparable to the U.S. EPA sludge standards, rather 
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than any of the standards proposed for foreign countries 

(EKhibit 1-16). 

8. Quality control at the source is enployed. Lead, cadmium, 

zinc and copper can be introduced into landscape waste· 

fran pesticides, wood preservatives, or soil-bound forms 

(Exhibits 1-11 and 1-68). At the landscape waste compost 

facilities IEPA visited, operators used a combination of 

public education (e.g., site tours by local schools, 

flyers, etc.) and gate control measures (e.g., inspection 

of trucks for inerts, pulling out treated ltnnber fran the 

material received, etc.) to improve the quality of the 

landscape waste received prior to processing (Exhibit 1-

91) • 

For all of these reasons, IEPJ'.l. feels that the U.S. EPA sludge APL 

standards are appropriately applicable for general use compost. 

Regarding organics, BNR originally proposed standards for 

pesticides potentially present 1.n landscape waste. The standards 

were derived fran the V.S.D.A. ta tolerances for pesticide 

chemicals in or on hay crops (40 C'F'R Part 180; Exhibit 1-38), 

because the consistency of such crops closely corresponds with 

.. 69 • 

. .... -.... ---------------,---------___ ..J 



.. ~ . :., '; . -

the consistency of carpost. ENR contends that these limits 

-provide a conservative indicator of the compost's safety for 

general use (Exhibits 1-28D, 1-72 and 1-84) .. 

Recently I ENR sanpled and tested raw landscape waste and end­

product corcpost fran eleven landscape waste carpost facilities 

situated in Illinois for inovganics and pesticides (Exhibit 1-

72). Six of the sites were situated in heavily urbanized areas 

and five in primarily rural areas. Samples were collected in the 

winter, spring, summer and fall of 1990 in order to account for 

any possible seasonal variability. 

The average levels of pesticides detected in the end-product 

caTqX>st sanples were "well below the allowable levels" specified 

by U.S.D.A. In fact, only one cut of 44 sarrples contained a 

{X':!sticide, atrazineu 
I at a concentr~~~ion above the U.S.D.A. 

tolerance limdt for the pesticide. 

Ms. Hoelscher contends that pesticide testing should be required 

until rt~search data supports rem::wal of such a requix'ement. Me. 

Hoelscher contends that not requiring such testing would be a 

Jt A!raz'ine i •• fIiar.ine herbicide used for pre-Ind pcm·ancfBcoof: cootJol or annUl! srass and broGd.lca\'cd 
wced5 in agricultural crops. 
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disservice to fanrers and the carposting industry. Based on one 

discussion with a fanner, she was disturbed by the ENR finding of 

atrazine in an arrount exceeding the U.S.D.A. limit (Exhibit 1-

108). 

IEPA has examined Ms. Hoelscher t s concerns ~ng pesticide 

testing of end-product COTpOst derived fran landscape waste. We 

feel this requirement is not necessary at this tifl'lE! for the 

following reasons: 

1. Pesticides will break da~ into simpler products as a 

result of the oomposting process <elevated temPeratures, 

microbial activity, sunlight, etc.} The concentrations of 

pesticides in compost derived f~ landscape waste have 

been dem:mstrated to be low relative to background soil 

levels ,Exhibits 1-3B, 1-3C, 1~28D, 1-45, 1-47, 1-53, 1-

71, 1-72, 1-73 and 1-84). Exhibits 1-3B and 1-3C are 

analytical laboratory results showing that pesticide 

levels in end-product corooet screened for pesticides were 

far below the U.S.D.A. limdts, and in most cases not 

detected. I would like to point out that in collecting 

end-product compost from sites, ENR failed to have a 

atanc1ardized method. to establish the stability or maturity 
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of the end-product caTPOst. '!hus, the sanple containing 

the atrazine with a concentration above the U.S.D.A. 

tolerance level could have been derived fran carpost that 

had not completely stabilized. 

2. Although atrazine was detected in exceedance of the 

U.S.D.A. limit in one out of 44 end-product coopost 

~les, in 19 s~les (more than half of the samples 

taken by ENR) atrazine was not detected at all (i.e., less 

than 1 X 10·' parts per million atrazine) . 

3. Tne analytical trethod utilized by ENR is questionable. 

ENR has failed to confiIm to IEPA whether the test trethod 

utilized in its study is the trethod required by U.S.D.A. 

to verify pesticide concentrations. As mentioned earlier, 

without using identical, statistically validated methods 

to determine the concentration of contamdnants in end­

product carpost, one carmot scientifically carpare the 

results obtained with the U.S.D.A. standards (Exhibits 1-

29, 1-358 and 1-100). ' . 

4. In order to test p~ecisely and ~ccurately for 

contaminants, it is necessary to have a statistically 
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validated analytical rrethod. At this time, u.s. EPA has 

not approved an analytical method to test for atrazine 

(EYltUbit 1-92). Dr. Cole has suggested that the atrazine 

measured in the ENR study may not be atrazine, but rather 

carpounds that reserrble atrazine incorrectly identified as 

atrazine (Exhibit 1-28D). 

5. The concentration of pesticides in compost derived from 

landscape waste is related to the application rate. There 

has been sore concern that overapplication or excessive 

use of pesticides by l"lcxTeowners could increase the 

potential for pesticide residues in yard wastes: {Exhibits 

.1-46 and 1-68). However, shrubbery, trees and lawns would 

seldan be sprayed with pesticides prior to pruning and 

trOWing. Rather, they would be sprayed after pruning or 

trOWing, and there would be sufficient tiTre for the 

pesticides to degrade or be washed off of the vegetation 

(Exhibit 1-73). In addition, residual pesticides in the 

end-product compost will be further degraded when applied 

to the soil (Exhibits 1-47 and 1-53). 

6. In regard to the concern expressed by the one farmer, the 

highest ooncentration of lltrllzine detected (i. e ., 28 parts 
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per million) in the ENR study is equivalent to 1.1 poW1ds 

per acre, or 45 percent of the manufacturer's reccmnended 

application rate for atrazine. Also, the organic material 

in the carpost will bind up the atrazine. 'Iherefore this 

level in organic cat'pOSt will have no measurable effect in 

preventing plant growth (Exhibit 1-6). Mr. nmker and ENR 

agree that the source of the atrazine detected in end­

product COOJX>st derived solely fran landscape waste would 

probably be the surrounding fannlands rather than waste 

accepted at the gate (Exhibits 1-28 and 1-72) • 

7. There is some question as to whether the limdts proposed 

by ENR are too restrictive, since these limdts are for 

crops to be eaten by humans or livestock (Exhibits 1-280). 

Consunption of ~.nd-product CX:X1p:>st by h\lllaJl.S or animals 

would be non-existent or incidental. 

8. The cost of testing end-product COOJX>st derived fran 

landscape waste for pesticides ~Jld be prohibitive 

(Exhibit 1-73). '!he C09t would be around $1,000 to conduct 

the tests originally proposed by ENR (~it 1-33B). As 

already stated, ell tests to date have dem:mstrated that 

pesticides are not 8 problem in end-product ooopost 
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derived frcm landscape waste. 

9. All CQSmC m:mbers except Ms. Hoelscher felt that 

pesticide testing should not be required (Exhibits 1-28G 

and 1-108). 

10. No other state or foreign country has established 

pesticide standards for end-product CXtIp:>st derived from 

landscape waste (Exhibit 1-16). Also, the CcxJt:>Osting 

Cowlcil has recarmended that no pesticide standard be 

inposed for end-product coopost (Exhibit 1-14) . 
" 

Based on the above reasons (i.e., precedent, literature review, 

field data, and discussions with Cl;)'f5rAC members) IEPA has chosen 

not to establish pesticide standards for compost derjved from 

landscape waste. 

I would like to point out that IEPA may add n.ew general use 

coopost quality perfo:rmance standards when the organic and mixed 

nunicipal waste carposting rules are proposed. At this titre, IEPA 

has not fully reviewed the literature ~~ the quality of 

the carpost derived fran Hueh wastes • 
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830.504 'l'ESTIOO ~ FOR END-PRCOUCI' CXJVfPOST DERIVED 

FRCt-1 LANDSCAPE WASTE 

'!be performance standards applicable to general use catpOst are 

to be verified by standard sanpling and analytical methods. 

Section 830.504 provides testing requirements applicable to 

general use COlpost produced by landscape waste catp:>st 

facilities. The contaminants for whcich to test depend on the 

source of the material. 

Section 830.504(al states that operators of landscape waste 

compost facilities shall do testing to demonstrate compliance 

with the standards for man-made materials, pH and stability set 

forth in subsections (b) - (d), respectively. Test rrethods to be 

used are described in Section a30.Appendix S, ~eBs an 

alternative rrethod(s) is approved .in writing by IEPA. 
"' , 

MaI1:Inade. msteria1a: IEPA has elected to use the method proposed 

by ENR, derived fran methods reccmnended by the National 

Corrposting COUncil, to determine the percent man-made materials 

relative to the cb:y weight of end-product COlpost (Exhibits 1-15, 

1-28D and 1-51). '!his method involves taking four oven .. dried 250 

gram sanpleo and passi.ng them through a four millimeter screen to 
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separate tile man-made materials, fran which the percentage of 

man-made material is to be calculated. 

pH: IEPA has elected to allow the use of one of the two methods 

proposed by ENR (which were derived frcrn nethods reccmnended by 

the Naticmal o::aposting a:"u,-.cil) to measure the pH of solids 

(Exhibits 1-15, 1-280 and 1-51). 'lbese methods are Method 14 

fran the North central Regional Publication 221 and EPA Method 

9045 fran SW-846. eoth c:lcx::\Jrents have been incorporated by 

reference at 35 Ill. MIl. Code 830.103. 'Ibis is an inexpensive 

test that can be conducted by ffOst analytical laboratories for 

$10 (Exhibit 1-339). 

StabUit,¥:1. IEPl~ has elected to allow either of two methods to 

demonstrate the stability of end·product cal~t. 

The first method is a self .. heating test developed by Woods End 

Research Laboratory (Mt. Vernon, Maille). 'Ibis method can be 

purchased either as a kit for $325 or separately f~ a number or 
ccopanies (Exhibits 1-33A aod 1 .. 158). The procedures are very 

specific to prevent false positives for stability due to an 

inproper sarrple size, inprope;cly sized Dewar flask or inproper 

rroiature levels (Exhibits 1-758 and 1-108). The test requires at 
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'The procedu:.:e requires a -person to carbine a soil-less medium 

(i.e., vermiculite) and tiOil mixture with a specific quantity of 

catpost. The vezm.iculiteprovides structural support for root 

developrent. ~ soil, 'l.'bich represent.s a anall fl""action of the 

mixture, is a SOJrCe of soil microorganisms to break down. the 

organic mat ... .rial as they would in-situ. 'Ihe soil-yermiculite 

mixture is blended with diffezent amounts of end-product. carpost 

to produce different colpost:soil·,vermiculite ratios. The ratios 

or blends on a weight basis are: 75 percent conpc.~j;t, 50 percent 

calpost and 0 percent oo.~t. Due to the low densi ty of 

vermiculite, this con'elates on 8 volme basis \rdth appl'oxirrdtely 

50 percent carpost, 30 percent cx:1Ip)St and 0 percent ~st, 

respectively. For each blend, four 4-inch pots are started with 

10 ceeds of each t:.~.8t species. Fertilizer is added t so that 

plant nutrient:s are not a limiting factorl f • The pr~e .. 

requires tlv.tt the potf be m.:mitored and maintained (Le., 

watered, properl)' iU,u-ninated, etc.) daily for seven days. After 

seven days, visual observations of .relative plant conditions and 

percent germination ot plants relative to the:mt.rol should be 

recorde-d in accorda.noe with section 830.Table C. 

U As mendeRd.tift in m)' kIIdmMy. <<In..- is I IOU IrIlGnIfrnmI. .ad b lu:uaJl)' not nw\cct.d 1\ a 
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I would like to point out that there were several nminor" changes 

. tMde to the test procedure originally proposed by Dr. Cole, based 

on my experience in perfonning his test. For exarrple, we have 

elected to specify the \ro'eight of end-prcduct ccxrpost requin. i not 

in tenns of dry weight, rut rroist weight, L-..cause the process of 

drying could destroy sore of the beneficial properties of the 

end-product COip::>st. Also, the anount of carp:>st to be utilized 

represents call1Dll ratio3 recannended by the gardening COll1l'..111ity 

(EKhibit 1-44). The proposal also specifies the size of the 

flower pot to be utilized. 

Mr. Daniel Fied.l(.;.r of Land Treatment Alternatives reccirmended 

that a rating system to record visual observations be included in 

the regulations (Exhibit 1-108). IEPA feels that this would be 

helpful and has incorporated the ratings system proposed by Mr. 

Fielder into Section 830.Table C. 

This test is inexpensive to perfonn and requires no special 

equiprent. 'Ihis procedure could be conducted for the landscape 

waste operator by local. schools, garden (.,;lubs, or youth 

organizations and serve to denonstrate the proper use and 

beneficial properties of caiPOSt. In the test I performed, the 

soll ... ve.tmiculite-c:alpost blends out-perfomwad the control in 
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terms of percent gennination and plant growth. This is consistent 

with what gardening experts have krlc1tm all along aOOut end­

product carpost Ii. e., end-product C!Cl1p:>st inproves the physical, 

chemical and biological properties of soils and p::itting mixes, 

which .1s conducive to plant growth (~its 1-4.4, 1-61, 1-71, 1-

81,1-87,1-94 and 1-100). 

Seed gennination is a direct measurement of the quality of the 

carpost and was recarmended by sare CQS'I1\C members as a 

parameter to judge stability (Exhibits 1-28B and 1-108) . 

section 830,504 {b) states that, if required by permit,' operators 

of landscape waste coopost facilities nuet test for pathogens by 

using the method set forth in Section 830 . .Appendix B, unless an 

altematlve rrethod(s) is approved in writing by IEPA. As 

toontioned aarlier in my testimony, there was some concern by sare 

of the CQSTAC regarding the use of animal waste/animal bedding as 

an additive due to the pote; ltial fot" introduction of pathogens 

(Exhitit 1-28E) • 

'l11e proposed method to detennine the MfNl' is utilized by 

''The Most Probable NaInber (MPH) kdvUqut b • method to C$1in\IIJC lhe number of «pnh'nu in ,"'\. 
becuri.aJ defyity litulliom. 
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regulatory agencies I as well as the food industry, to determine 

bacterial contamination. IEPA has selected procedures found in 

Parts 9221 E and 9222 D Standard Methc:xis for the Exam:ination of 

Water and Wastewater for fecal colifoml and Part 9260 D Standard 

Methods for the Exarrination of Water and Wastewater for 

Ba1rronella. 'Ibese methods were inco%}X>rated by reference in 

Section 630.103 of this Part and are currently utilized by our 

IEPA Bureau of water (nSCM") in nonitoring water quality. 

I would like to point out that alternatives to d.erronstrat.e 

compliance with the pathogen standard set forth in Section 

830.503(e) of this Part are allowed, if approved in writing by 

IEPA. For exarrple, an operator could dem:mstrate thFJt this 

standard is met by ahowing that the OCX1'pOBting prOC'Bss passes the 

thelmal processing requirements set forth in Section 

830.205(a) (4) of this Part. 

section 83Q,504 eel states that end-product carpost derived fran 

landscape waste need not be tested for inorganics, unless 

required by IEPA to dem:mstrate carpliance with the standards set 

forth in Section 830.Table A (Le., pursuant to subsection ee) of 

this Bection) . It was the fMjority view of the c:t'$rAC that end­

product coopost derived solely fran landscape waste need not be 
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tested for inorganic constituents, based on the analytical data 

generated by Elm, CCflIX>st operators and other CCX1'p'.)st 

distributors (Exhibits 1-3A, 1-3B, 1-3C, 1-280, 1-72 and 1-108). 

In all cases i the concentrations of the morgan; cs listed in the 

ENR study and other analytical reports reviewed by IEPA were far 

below the standards set forth in Section 830. Table A. Most 

~c members felt that since inol-ganiCS of concern are present, 

if at all, in concentrations substantially lower than the 

standards, the cost to analyze, approximately $150 - $225 

(Exhibit 1-33B), would not offset the benefit gained frem this 

infonnation (Exhibits 1-280 and 1-108). Although sc:xte operators 

do test their end-product carpost for inorganics, the ~eneral 

recommendation was that inorganic testing remain their option 

rather than being made ,a . requirement in this proposal (Exhibits 

1-28D and 1-108). 

In a recent study conducted by am, elev\ID landscape waste 

composting facilities situated throughout Illinois were selected 

for seasonal testing of raw and mature carpost to detelTl\ine the 

presence of 2!J elements as well as three types of pesticides. 'Ihe 

inorganics and pesticides analyzed were those rrost likely to be 

of interest from an environmental and public health standpoint. 

(Exh.iDit 1-9). Baaed on the results, ENR concluded that the 
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carpost sanpled in their statewide testing program was reasonably 

safe and appropriate for any foreseeable soil amendment 

application. This conclusion is consistent with observations 

made by other investigators (Exhibits 1-15, 1-28D, 1-29 and 1-

45) • 

Me. Hoelscher argued that testing should be conducted to provide 

assurances that Illinois soils will be protected from 

contamination or degradation. However, Ms. Hoelscher also 

reccmnended that inorganic testing not be applicable to small 

nonccmnercial carposting operations (e.g., carmunity gardens or 

backyard composting) since they will not have the same: 

emlironmental inpact as large C011'rercial landscape waste catpOst 

facilities. IEPA contends that if inorganics are a major concern 

in al~ waste material composted, then all end-product compost 

offered for use off-site should be tested, regardless of the size 

of the composting operation. 

Most states do not have inorganics standards "for compost derived 

fran landscape waste. Of those states that have established 

standards, only california requires that end-product compost 

derived fran landscape waste be tested on a periodic; basis" 

)7Every 5,000 cubic yards of green compost poduccd, 
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(Exhibit 1-17). Since end-product carpost derived from landscape 

waste in Illinois has been derronstrated not. to exceed (or even 

cane close to) inorganic concentrations that would hann the 

environment, IEPA is proposing that inorganic testing not be 

required. 

section 830.504 (d) states the frequency at which end-product 

compost must be tested for the parameters set forth in Section 

830.503. 

It is inportant to test the end-product carpost as often as 
, 

financially possible (Exhibit 1-2). At the September 21, 1993 

~C meeting, ENR recommended that end-product derived from 

landscape waste be tested every 5,000 cubic yards or annually 

(Exhibit 1-51). ENR carpared the size (Le., landscape waste 

accepted during 1992) and the number of permitted landscape waste 

compost facilities in Illinois to calculate the frequency 

(Exhibit 1-52). There were no objections from the OQSTAe 

(Exhibit 1-28) . 

As mentioned earlier in my testim::my, nost states do not require, 

coopost derived fran landscape waste to be tested. States and 

countries which do require such testing have established the 
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frequency of sampling based on either the amount of compost 

produced (e.g., cubic yards or tons) or a minimum periodic 

sanpling interval (roonthly, quarterly or annually). Sane states 

and countries have a provision to allow for a reduction in 

testing frequency based on the consistency of the coopost quality 

. (Exhibits 1-16, 1-17, 1-18 and 1-26). CUrrently, permittea 

l~~cape waste compost facilities are net required to test their 

end-product compost; however, many operators test their end­

product carpost as a marketing tool. Mr. Karl Dunker of laidlaw 

Waste and Mr. Duer have their end-product coopost analyzed by a 

laboratory four times a year and twice a year, respectively 

(Exhibits 1-280, 1-91A and 1-910). Ms. Kaar and Mr. pick have 

periodically analyzed the end-product compost produced at their 

sites (Exhibits 1-3A, 1-3C and 1-91E). The Ccuposting Council 

has recently recarmended that end-product compost be tested, at a 

,minimum, once a year (Exhibit 1-14). Finally, many end-users 

(e.g., landscape business, compost blending and distributing 

operation) test the end-product compost to determine if it meets 

their criteria and specifications for quality (Exhibits 1-3B, 1-

14 and 1-28G). 

Based on these facts, IEPA feels that the proposed testing 

frequency is appropriate to veri fy thE! safety of g€".neral use 
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COlpost and is not tmdulyecanan:i.cally burdensane for landscape 

waste coopost operators. 

Section 830,504 (e) provides IEPA the authority to required 

additional testing. '!bis can include, but is not limited to: 

(l) more frequent testing of end-product carposti (2) conducting 

additional types of analysis (e.g., inorganics, pathogens) 

pursuant to penniti and (3) repeating a test to verify the 

quality of the end-product coipOst (e,g., derronstrate that the 

operator has corrected problem(s) that caused off-specification 

carpost to be produced) . 

.. 

830.505 TE'STIOO REX2UIREMENTS FOR ENO-PRODUCT o:MPOST DERIVED 

FRCM ORGANIC WASTE - .- - . . 

As previously rrentioned by Ms. Dyer in IEPA's Decetrber 29, 1993 

StatemP~t of Reasons, Section 830.505 is reserved for testing 

requirements applicable to organic waste compost facilities. 

830.506 TFSI'INJ ~REMENTS FOR END-PRODUCr ca-tPOST DERIVED 

FRCM MIXED MUNICIPAL WASTE 

As previously rrentioned by Ms. Dyer in IEPA's December 29, 1993 
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Staterent of Reasons, Section 830.506 is reserved for testing 

requirements applicable to mixed municipal waste catp)St 

facilities. 

830.507 

Section 830.507 sets forth two acceptable methods for preparing a 

composite sample of end-product compost to be used in testing. 

Section 830,507(0) is a description of the first sampling method 

acceptable for preparing a composite sample of the end-product 

carpost. The sanpling protwcol first proposed by ENR XExhibit l­

SI) was a hybrid of the sarrpling method reccmnended by the 

Carposting Council and the sanpling method utilized in the 1992 

Illinois compost stua; conducted ~I ENR (Exhibits 1-15, 1-28D and 

;1-72)~ -> _ .• ' •• 

Mr. Pick pointed out that tOOst landscape waste caTpOst facility 

operators place mature end-product COtpost into piles, rather 

than windrows, and recanrended that this protocol be also 

applicable to "other piles" t To be consistent with the language 

in Subpart B, the sanpling protocol in this subsection is 

applicable to both windrows and "other piles". 
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minimum, each grab sanple should be 505 milliliters. To allow 

for errors in sanpling and testing, we are proposing that each 

grab ~le be 550 mdlliliters in size. 

Section 830.Table B specifies the sanple holding tires, sanple 

container types and minirrun collection volumes to be used by 

those following the first method provided. These sarrpling and 

handling requirements were derived fran the Standard Methods for 

~nation of Water and Wastewater, 18th edition, incorporated 

by reference in Section 830.104. 

Section 830.S07(bl is an alternative to the sampling protocol 

specified in subsection (a). '!he option to propose one I s own 

sarrpling procedure is allCMed, if it is perfonred in accordance 

with the procedures in Test Methods for Evaluating Solid Waste, 

Physical/Chemical Methods (SW-846), incorp:>rated by reference in 

Section 630.104. '!his docvrrent describes how to develop and 

implement a sampling plan that accurately represents the material 

being sanpled. '!he methodology described in this document is 

utilized to developing sampling plans to satisfy special waste 

requirements in state and federal environmental programs (e.g., 

RCRA and CERClA) • 
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Dr. Cole noted that the sanpling depth in ENR's proposal (i.e. t 

10 centimeters) was too shallow and recannended the use of the 

dimension of the curing pile to set the sampling depth (Exhibit 

1-28D). Mr. DeGarrro pointed out that a specific sanpling depth 

(e.g., greater than one meter) might be too restrictive for sane 

operators, specifically when sarrpling at the perimeter of sane 

curing piles (Exhibits 1-28F and 1-108). In response to these 

carrrents, IEPA adopted the sarrpling depth recarmended by Canada, 

which addresses the concerns raised, for the location of the four 

grab samples required in subsection (a) (1) (Exhibits 1-16 and 1-

18). For the location of the grab sarrples required in subsections 

(a) (2) and (a) (3), the minimum sanpling depth was set at It not 

less than half the distance between the surface and the botton of 

the windrow or other pile", 

Finally, Mr. DeGann::> reccmnended that the volume of each grab 

sample be adequate to form the composite sample for the requisite 

testing in Bection 830.504. '!be sarrple size needed to verify all 

the perfoxmance standards spelled out in Section 830.503, using 

test methods identified in Section 830.504, would be, at a 

minirm..rm, 6,050 milliliters of end-product catpOstJl • '!bus, at a 

"Man-made mat.trieJs test + pH tcs1 + selr·hearing CCst'" ~I test i inorganic tt"li1 .... 1.000 mI .. SO 
ml + 4,000 ml + SOO ml ... SOO mI) • 6,050 mi. 



• 

gaining approval either fran: (l} the Board for an adjusted 

standard; or (2) the IEPA as ,part of a solid waste determination 

(Exhibit 1-28F). 
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830.508 

Section 830.508 requires that off-specification oc:rrpost derived 

fran landscape waste be further nanaged as landscap~ waste (e.g .• 

recal1X>Sting the off-spec.ification oarpOrst, shipping the off­

specification oarpost to another landscape waste conpost 

fac.ility, land application of the off-specification carpost) or 

be used as designated us·e catpOSt if it meets the definition of 

end-product cccrpost. Again, a aoard note has been incl\lded to 

point out that use of designated use catpOSt will require 

approval by tEPA through a landfill' 8 operc...~ing p:;rmit. 

Production of off-specification catpOSt may require an operator 

to track the problem back through the catpOSting proces.s to 

detennine the conditioas that created the problem and recti fy it 

(Exhibit 1-2). SUb&ect.ion 830.504 (e) provides IEPA the authOl"ity 

to require an open,tor to cor.duct add,lit ional testing of the end­

product catpOSt to dem:lnstrate C'IOOl'liance "dth the perform.VlC'e 

standards in this SUbpart . 

. As I pointed out earlier in my testinaty, a pe!rson can utilize 

ott-specification catpOSt or designated use corpost for other 

purpoeea (e.g., reclarMtion projects, n')ll.ciwal' construction) up:;n 
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