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D
ear

I
am

an
attorney

and
a

lobbyist
in

Springfield
and

w
as

involved
w

ith
the

V
illage

of
L

yons
in

their
efforts

to
dispose

of
excess

dirt
that

w
as

excavated
w

hich
did

not
m

eet
the

“residential
inhalation

and
ingestion

standards”
for

soil
and

w
as,

therefore,
“too

dirty”
to

rem
ain

on
the

future
park

site.

T
he

village
hired

a
professional

soil
consultant

w
ho

proposed
rem

oving
all

unsuitable
soil

from
the

park
site

and
depositing

it
in

the
R

eliable
M

aterials
L

yons
quarry/C

C
D

D
site

adjacent
to

the
V

illage’s
proposed

park
project.

A
s

the
soil

posed
no

threat
to

local
groundw

ater,
this

proposal
represented

the
low

est-cost,
environm

entally
safe

disposal
option.

T
he

proposed
plan

w
as

rejected
by

the
Illinois

E
PA

because
the

soil
did

not
m

eet
the

E
PA

’s
proposed

rules
for

C
C

D
D

disposal
and,

therefore,
could

not
be

deposited
in

th
e

q
u

arry
/C

C
D

D

site.
In

response,
the

consultant
proposed

a
plan

w
hich

included
com

prehensive
testing

of
all

excess
soils

to
separate

areas
w

hich
passed

C
C

D
D

standards
from

those
areas

that
did

not.
T

he
plan

w
as

to
dispose

of
the

soil
that

m
et

C
C

D
D

standards
in

the
quarry

w
hile

hauling
the

ineligible
m

aterial
off

site
to

a
landfill.
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L
yons

w
as

able
to

dispose
of

approxim
ately

half
of

the
excess

soil
in

the
adjacent

quarry.
T

he
rem

aining
m

aterial
w

as
designated

for
landfill

disposal
at

a
projected

cost
of

$1,500,000.00
w

hich
the

V
illage

did
nothave.

T
he

Illinois
E

PA
finally

agreed
to

a
com

prom
ise

w
hereby

a
berm

w
as

to
be

constructed
w

ith
the

rem
aining

excess
soil

on
a

portioi
of

the
park

property.
T

he
berm

w
as

to
be

covered
w

ith
three

feet
of

clean
soil

and
this

“barrier”
w

ould
render

the
m

aterial
harm

less
to

hum
ans.

T
he

berm
w

as
built

on
the

park
property

at
a

cost
of

$150,000
and

it
is

now
covered

w
ith

three
feet

of
clean

soil.
If

the
E

PA
had

allow
ed

the
soil

to
be

m
oved

100
feet

into
the

adjacent
quarry,

it
w

ould
have

been
covered

by
a

lot
m

ore
than

three
feet

of
soil.

T
his

does
not

seem
like

a
logical

solution.

In
m

y
opinion

the
PC

B
should

give
the

E
PA

enough
flexibility

to
establish

rules
to

deal
w

ith
situations

sim
ilar

to
L

yons.
A

m
ore

relaxed
inhalation

standard
w

ould
m

ake
m

ore
sense

in
that

this
m

aterial
w

ill
be

covered
w

ith
clean

soil
and

the
quarry

could
be

restricted
to

industrial
or

com
m

ercial
use.

T
he

E
PA

should
not

be
bound

to
one

solution
for

an
infinite

num
ber

of
problem

s.
T

he
PC

B
w

ill
hopefully

give
the

E
PA

enough
flexibility

in
rulem

aking
to

allow
unique

solutions
to

unique
problem

s.

T
hank

you
for

your
consideration.

C
lain

C
c:

100W
.

R
andolph,

Suite
11-500

C
hicago,

IL
60601

Sincerely,

5
—
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S
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D
ear

I
am

an
attorney

and
a

lobbyist
in

S
pringfield

and
w

as
involved

w
ith

the
V

illage
of

L
yons

in

their
efforts

to
dispose

of
excess

dirt
that

w
as

excavated
w

hich
did

not
m

eet
the

residentia1

inhalation
and

in
g

e
s
tio

n
standards”

for
soil

and
w

as,
therefore,

to
o

dirty”
to

rem
ain

on
the

future
park

site.

T
he

village
hired

a
professional

soil
consultant

w
ho

proposed
rem

oving
all

unsuitable
soil

from

the
park

site
and

depositing
it

in
the

R
eliable

M
aterials

L
yons

quarry/C
C

D
D

site
adjacent

to
the

V
illage’s

proposed
park

project.
A

s
the

soil
posed

no
threat

to
local

groundw
ater,

this
proposal

represented
the

low
est-cost,

environm
entally

safe
disposal

option.

T
he

proposed
plan

w
as

rejected
by

the
Illinois

E
PA

because
the

soil
did

not
m

eet
the

E
P

A
’s

proposed
rules

for
C

C
D

D
disposal

and,
therefore,

could
not

be
deposited

in
the

quarry/C
C

D
D

site.
In

response,
the

consultant
proposed

a
plan

w
hich

included
com

prehensive
testing

of
all

excess
soils

to
separate

areas
w

hich
passed

C
C

D
D

standards
from

those
areas

that
did

not.
T

he

plan
w

as
to

dispose
of

the
soil

that
m

et
C

C
D

D
standards

in
the

quarry
w

hile
hauling

the

ineligible
m

aterial
off

site
to

a
landfill.



L
yons

w
as

able
to

dispose
of

approxim
ately

half
of

the
excess

soil
in

the
adjacent

quarry.
T

he

rem
aining

m
aterial

w
as

designated
for

landfill
disposal

at
a

projected
cost

of
$1,500,000.00

w
hich

the
V

illage
did

not
have.

T
he

Illinois
E

P
A

finally
agreed

to
a

com
prom

ise
w

hereby
a

berm
w

as
to

be
constructed

w
ith

the

rem
aining

excess
soil

on
a

portion
of

the
park

property.
T

he
berm

w
as

to
be

covered
w

ith
three

feet
of

clean
soil

and
this

“barrier”
w

ould
render

the
m

aterial
harm

less
to

hum
ans.

T
he

berm
w

as

built
on

the
park

property
at

a
cost

of
$150,000

and
it

is
now

covered
w

ith
three

feet
of

clean

soil.
If

the
E

P
A

had
allow

ed
the

soil
to

be
m

oved
100

feet
into

the
adjacent

quarry,
it

w
ould

have
been

covered
by

a
lot

m
ore

than
three

feet
of

soil.
T

his
does

not
seem

like
a

logical

solution.

In
m

y
opinion

the
PC

B
should

give
the

E
P

A
enough

flexibility
to

establish
rules

to
deal

w
ith

situations
sim

ilar
to

L
yons.

A
m

ore
relaxed

inhalation
standard

w
ould

m
ake

m
ore

sense
in

that

this
m

aterial
w

ill
be

covered
w

ith
clean

soil
and

the
quarry

could
be

restricted
to

industrial
or

com
m

ercial
use.

T
he

E
P

A
should

not
be

bound
to

one
solution

for
an

infinite
num

ber
of

problem
s.

T
he

P
C

B
w

ill
hopefully

give
the

E
P

A
enough

flexibility
in

rulem
aking

to
allow

unique
solutions

to
unique

problem
s.

T
hank

you
for

your
consideration.

S
incerely,

M
ichael

F

C
c:

100W
.

R
andolph,

S
uite

11-500
C

hicago,
IL

60601
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D
ear

M
em

ber
G

losser:

I
am

an
attorney

and
a

lobbyist
in

Springfield
and

w
as

involved
w

ith
the

V
illage

of
L

yons
in

their
efforts

to
dispose

of
excess

dirt
that

w
as

excavated
w

hich
did

not
m

eet
the

“residential

inhalation
and

ingestion
standards”

for
soil

and
w

as,
therefore,

“too
dirty”

to
rem

ain
on

the

future
park

site.

T
he

village
hired

a
professional

soil
consultant

w
ho

proposed
rem

oving
all

unsuitable
soil

from
the

park
site

and
depositing

it
in

the
R

eliable
M

aterials
L

yons
quarry/C

C
D

D
site

adjacent
to

the
V

illage’s
proposed

park
project.

A
s

the
soil

posed
no

threat
to

local
groundw

ater,
this

proposal
represented

the
low

est-cost,
environm

entally
safe

disposal
option.

T
he

proposed
plan

w
as

rejected
by

the
Illinois

E
PA

because
the

soil
did

not
m

eet
the

E
PA

’s
proposed

rules
for

C
C

D
D

disposal
and,

therefore,
could

not
be

deposited
in

the
quarry/C

C
D

D
site.

In
response,

the
consultant

proposed
a

plan
w

hich
included

com
prehensive

testing
of

all
excess

soils
to

separate
areas

w
hich

passed
C

C
D

D
standards

from
those

areas
that

did
not.

T
he

plan
w

as
to

dispose
of

the
soil

that
m

et
C

C
D

D
standards

in
the

quarry
w

hile
hauling

the
ineligible

m
aterial

off
site

to
a

landfill.



L
yons

w
as

able
to

dispose
of

approxim
ately

half
of

the
excess

soil
in

the
adjacent

quarry.
T

he
rem

aining
m

aterial
w

as
designated

for
landfill

disposal
at

a
projected

cost
of

$1,500,000.00
w

hich
the

V
illage

did
not

have.

T
he

Illinois
E

PA
finally

agreed
to

a
com

prom
ise

w
hereby

a
berm

w
as

to
be

constructed
w

ith
the

rem
aining

excess
soil

on
ilportion

of
the

park
p
ro

p
ey

.
T

he
berm

w
as

to
be

covered
w

ith
three

feet
of

clean
soil

and
this

‘banier”
w

ould
render

the
m

aterial
harm

less
to

hum
ans.

T
he

berm
w

as
built

on
the

park
property

at
a

cost
ofS

150,000
and

it
is

now
covered

w
ith

three
feet

of
clean

soil.
If

the
E

PA
had

allow
ed

the
soil

to
be

m
oved

100
feet

into
the

adjacent
quarry,

it
w

ould
have

been
covered

by
a

lot
m

ore
than

three
feet

of
soil.

T
his

does
not

seem
like

a
logical

solution.

In
m

y
opm

ion
the

PC
B

should
give

the
E

PA
enough

flexibility
to

establish
rules

to
deal

w
ith

situations
sim

ilar
to

L
yons.

A
m

ore
relaxed

inhalation
standard

w
ould

m
ake

nrore
sense

in
that

this
m

aterial
w

ill
be

covered
w

ith
clean

soil
and

the
quarry-

could
be

restricted
to

industrial
or

com
m

ercial
use.

T
he

E
PA

should
not

be
bound

to
one

-solution
for

an
infinite

num
ber

of
problem

s.
T

he
PC

B
w

ill
hopefully

give
the

E
P

A
enough

flexibility
in

rulem
aking

to
allow

unique
solutions

to
unique

problem
s.

T
hank

you
for

your
consideration.

Sincerely,

M
ic

h
1
c
c
1
a
in

C
c:

100W
.

R
andolph,

Suite
li5

0
Q

—
C

hicago,
IL

60601
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D
ear

M
.
T

i
E

:

I
am

an
attorney

and
a

lobbyist
in

Springfield
and

w
as

involved
w

ith
the

V
illage

of
L

yons
in

their
efforts

to
dispose

of
excess

dirt
that

w
as

excavated
w

hich
did

not
m

eet
the

“residential
inhalation

and
ingestion

standards”
for

soil
and

w
as,

therefore,
“too

dirty”
to

rem
ain

on
the

future
park

site.

T
he

village
hired

a
professional

soil
consultant

w
ho

proposed
rem

oving
all

unsuitable
soil

from
the

park
site

and
depositing

it
in

the
R

eliable
M

aterials
L

yons
quarry/C

C
D

D
site

adjacent
to

the
V

illage’s
proposed

park
project.

A
s

the
soil

posed
no

threat
to

local
groundw

ater,
this

proposal
represented

the
low

est-cost,
environm

entally
safe

disposal
option.

T
he

proposed
plan

w
as

rejected
by

the
Illinois

E
PA

because
the

soil
did

not
m

eet
the

E
PA

’s
proposed

rules
for

C
C

D
D

disposal
and,

therefore,
could

not
be

deposited
in

the
quarry/C

C
D

D
site.

In
response,

the
consultant

proposed
a

plan
w

hich
included

com
prehensive

testing
of

all
excess

soils
to

separate
areas

w
hich

passed
C

C
D

D
standards

from
those

areas
that

did
not.

T
he

plan
w

as
to

dispose
of

the
soil

that
m

et
C

C
D

D
standards

in
the

quany
w

hile
hauling

the
ineligible

m
aterial

off
site

to
a

landfill.



L
yons

w
as

able
to

dispose
of

approxim
ately

half
of

the
excess

soil
in

the
adjacent

quarry.
T

he
rem

aining
m

aterial
w

as
designated

for
landfill

disposal
at

a
projected

cost
of

$1,500,000.00
w

hich
the

V
illage

did
not

have.

T
he

Illinois
E

PA
finally

agreed
to

a
com

prom
ise

w
hereby

a
berm

w
as

to
be

constructed
w

ith
the

rem
aining

excess
soil

on
a

portion
of

the
park

property.
T

he
berm

w
as

to
be

covered
w

ith
three

feet
of

clean
soil

and
this

“barrier”
w

ould
render

the
m

aterial
harm

less
to

hum
ans.

T
he

berm
w

as
built

on
the

park
property

at
a

cost
of

$150,000
and

it
is

now
covered

w
ith

three
feet

of
clean

soil.
If

the
E

PA
had

allow
ed

the
soil

to
be

m
oved

100
feet

into
the

adjacent
quarry,

it
w

ould
have

been
covered

by
a

lot
m

ore
than

three
feet

of
soil.

T
his

does
not

seem
like

a
logical

solution.

In
m

y
opinion

the
PC

B
should

give
the

E
PA

enough
flexibility

to
establish

rules
to

deal
w

ith
situations

sim
ilar

to
L

yons.
A

m
ore

relaxed
inhalation

standard
w

ould
m

ake
m

ore
sense

in
that

this
m

aterial
w

ill
be

covered
w

ith
clean

soil
and

the
quarry

could
be

restricted
to

industrial
or

com
m

ercial
use.

T
he

E
PA

should
not

be
bound

to
one

solution
for

an
infinite

num
ber

of
problem

s.
T

he
PC

B
w

ill
hopefully

give
the

E
P

A
enough

flexibility
in

rulem
aking

to
allow

unique
solutions

to
unique

problem
s.

T
hank

you
for

your
consideration.

Sincerely,

M
ic

h
a
1

a
in

C
c:

100W
.

R
andolph,

Suite
l1

5
0
0

C
hicago,

IL
60601
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D
ear

M
e
m

Ø
i
:

I
am

au
attorney

and
a

lobbyist
in

S
pringfield

and
w

as
involved

w
ith

the
V

illage
of

L
yons

in
their

efforts
to

dispose
of

excess
dirt

that
w

as
excavated

w
hich

did
not

m
eet

the
“residential

inhalation
and

ingestion
standards”

for
soil

and
w

as,
therefore.

“too
dirty”

to
rem

ain
on

the
future

park
site.

T
he

village
hired

a
professional

soil
consultant

w
ho

proposed
rem

oving
all

unsuitable
soil

from
the

park
site

and
depositing

it
in

the
R

eliable
M

aterials
L

yons
quarry/C

C
D

D
site

adjacent
to

the
V

illage’s
proposed

park
project.

A
s

the
soil

posed
no

threat
to

local
groundw

ater,
this

proposal
represented

the
low

est-cost,
environm

entally
safe

disposal
option.

T
he

proposed
plan

w
as

rejected
by

the
Illinois

E
P

A
because

the
soil

did
not

m
eet

the
E

P
A

’s
proposed

rules
for

C
C

D
D

disposal
and,

therefore,
could

not
be

deposited
in

the
quarry/C

C
D

D
site.

In
response,

the
consultant

proposed
a

plan
w

hich
included

com
prehensive

testing
of

all
excess

soils
to

separate
areas

w
hich

passed
C

C
D

D
standards

from
those

areas
that

did
not.

T
he

plan
w

as
to

dispose
of

the
soil

that
m

et
C

C
D

D
standards

in
the

quarry
w

hile
hauling

the
ineligible

m
aterial

off
site

to
a

landfill.



L
yons

w
as

able
to

dispose
of

approxim
ately

half
of

the
excess

soil
in

the
adjacent

quarry.
T

he
rem

aining
m

aterial
w

as
designated

for
landfill

disposal
at

a
projected

cost
of

$1,500,000.00
w

hich
the

V
illage

did
not

have.

T
he

Illinois
E

P
A

finally
agreed

to
a

com
prom

ise
w

hereby
a

berm
w

as
to

be
constructed

w
ith

the
rem

aining
excess

soil
on

a
portion

of
the

park
property.

T
he

berm
w

as
to

be
covered

w
ith

three
feet

of
clean

soil
and

this
“barrier”

w
ould

render
the

m
aterial

harm
less

to
hum

ans.
T

he
berm

w
as

built
on

the
park

property
at

a
cost

of
$150,000

and
it

is
now

covered
w

ith
three

feet
of

clean
soil.

If
the

E
P

A
had

allow
ed

the
soil

to
be

m
oved

100
feet

into
the

adjacent
quarry,

it
w

ould
have

been
covered

by
a

lot
m

ore
than

three
feet

of
soil.

T
his

does
not

seem
like

a
logical

solution.

In
m

y
opinion

the
PC

B
should

give
the

E
P

A
enough

flexibility
to

establish
rules

to
deal

w
ith

situations
sim

ilar
to

L
yons.

A
m

ore
relaxed

inhalation
standard

w
ould

m
ake

m
ore

sense
in

that
this

m
aterial

w
ill

be
covered

w
ith

clean
soil

and
the

quarry
could

be
restricted

to
industrial

or
com

m
ercial

use.
T

he
E

P
A

should
not

be
bound

to
one

solution
for

an
infinite

num
ber

of
problem

s.
T

he
PC

B
w

ill
hopefully

give
the

E
P

A
enough

flexibility
in

rulem
aking

to
allow

unique
solutions

to
unique

problem
s.

T
hank

you
for

your
consideration.

S
incerely.

M
ichael

F.

C
c:

100W
.

R
andolph,

Suite
11-500

C
hicago,

IL
60601


