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9:00 am  Welcome & Opening Remarks by Pam Hoyt-Denison 


 Review the previous minutes.  No revisions were suggested for the prior meeting’s notes. 


 Plan for morning is to break up into individual work groups:  Rules/Regulatory, 
Education/Outreach and NRRA Pilot Project.  We will reconvene around 11 am to report out 
and determine next steps.  


 
9:20 am  Focus groups commence meeting separately. 
 
11:15am  Focus Groups reconvene.  Each group provided progress reports to the full group, as follows. 


NRRA Group :  Melanie reported out.  Other members of that group present are Mike Durfor, Bob 
Kelley, Linda Birmingham, Laura Filiau 


The members of the group reviewed the notes from the last meeting including the previously 
identified 16 locations that would be possible locations for each of the pilot study sites. 


 The permit status of each of the locations was discussed. 


 Looking for a small town, possibly already recycling – regional presence, good sized 
community to divert food waste but no capability to do it themselves. 


 Looking for a hub – place to collect from other locations, either a municipal or commercial 
operation. 


 Another factor was whether the facility is ready or not ready to begin the project.  Those that 
are ready will begin in the Spring of 2018.   


 
The group narrowed it down to 4 target sites out of 16:  Lebanon Landfill, Sunapee TS, Derry TS and a 
hub.  
 
Next Steps: 


 Economics to figure the full cost accounting for the pilot 


 Test and verify alternative methods of economically viable food waste diversion for effective 
reuse.  This would be using the BMPs and… 


 Start small, food waste for the first 12 months. 


 In the Fall of 2017 specific proposals for each of the 4 potential sites will be submitted to 
NHDES in order to determine what will be required in terms of permitting, waivers, etc. – 
workgroup will put together proposal(s) with NRRA being the lead. 


 If these are successful, the group would like to go further with the project. 
 
HOMEWORK:  Ensure proper proposals are submitted to NHDES in October so that the project can get off the 
ground.  
 
Rules/Regulatory Group:  Pam Hoyt-Denison reported out. 
 
The group determined that there were a variety of issues within the rules that need to be addressed; however, as a 
whole there are very few things that are “broken”.  There are some aspects of the rules that could be confusing to 
“the man on the street” but not completely unworkable.  Some things that need some tweaking and clarification 
include:  


 The wording and packaging need to be user-friendly 


 Meat and dairy is the biggest issue – focus on thoughtful rule revisions pertaining to this 
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 Review existing permit exemptions 


 Tiered permit system – there will be permits! 


 Address the topic of end markets/uses. 
 
Topic Discussions in subcommittee: 


 End markets.  What is happening with this finished compost?  Is there a need for the compost 
that would be created? 


 Why are there not more facilities composting?  Economics? Rules? Centralized compost 
infrastructure not logistically viable?  The committee will be looking to the NRRA projects for 
some answers on this. 


 We need to discuss concerns about nutrient loading and equity with biosolids regs.  Key issue 
for later discussion –  we need to show attention to this effort beyond food waste 


 Farm Exemptions – potential operator for receipt from off-site.  Need to discuss nutrient 
management.  Farms have a responsibility for nutrient management…this is not a condition of 
the NHDES rules for now. Dept. of Ag and NRCS have the standards and farms generally police 
themselves.  Is this responsible or not?   


 


HOMEWORK:  For the next meeting (November 29, 2017), focus group members will be assigned to 
review a surrounding state’s composting rules and regulations and prepare to present a summary to 
focus group members. 
 
Education & Outreach Group:  Tara Albert reported out.  Those in attendance were Tara Mae Albert of 
SWMB, Sarah McGraw of NRRA , Dave Jeffers  of Lakes Region Planning Commission,  Christine Beling 
of EPA and Lauren Noether, SWMB (scribe). 


Review the action items from the last meeting. 
Educational Materials:  Tara has been sent some educational materials.  She will send the materials to 
the subcommittee electronically.  
 
Resources:  There was lots of discussion regarding the resources that we have currently and what 
resources we may need.  We need a subcommittee volunteer to be the “collector” of information 
regarding the existing resources.  As Tara had discussed previously, NHDES does not have the 
resources to be the only way this work will be completed.   
 
Specific resources that were mentioned in this discussion:  USDA Grant through NRRA, LRPC, EPA 
Sharetables 
 


 Action Item:  Sub-Committee members to identify what resources are actually available.  An 
example of this could be: 


o Who:  NEWMOA (New England Waste Management Officials’ Association), Jennifer 
Griffith.  (Include a specific contact person and information, if available) 


o What:  Small USDA Grant to assist a stakeholder in promoting food 
reduction/composting in rural NH towns.  This grant time frame is from October 1, 
2017 to September 30, 2017.  (Include time constraints if there are any.)   


o Deliverables:  If this is a grant driven endeavor, what is the group supposed to deliver 
at the end of the time frame?  If not a grant, what can the resource deliver/offer to 
the Subcommittee whether it is expertise, funding, time, location to host training or 
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information. 


 Throw out any and all ideas to the group.  This should include things other than monetary 
resources such as master gardeners, farm associations. 


 


 Action Item:  Sub-Committee member to volunteer to collect the information regarding the 
existing resources available to the workgroup.  This can be warehoused in an Excel 
spreadsheet using the information provided to the volunteer. 


 
Roles of the Subcommittee Members:  Sub-Committee members need to choose where their area of 
expertise could be best utilized.   


 Action Item:  Sub-Committee members identify whether they would like to work with E&O 
towards 1) Big Institutions, 2) Backyard/Small TSs/Schools (K-12), or on the 3) Food Waste 
Reduction efforts. 


 Within those three groups the focus needs to be:  
o Why should we do this? 
o How do we do this? Where do we do this? (Use what we know; Facebook; 


Conferences/Workshops; SWOT; Farmers’ markets; nurseries) 
o What are the actual education topics? 


 
Education Plan:   


 Branded Logos.  Take a look at Vt model.  No reason to reinvent the wheel.   


 We need to get a better grasp on what can be done and who are examples of folks doing 
composting already-what community gardens, what schools? What transfer stations can be 
tapped into?      


 We need to dispel myths on odors, pests and then teach people how to properly compost 
rather than let food rot. 


 Social media uses:  YouTube, Facebook, etc. 


 Rack cards for why to compost and reduce food waste to disseminate to schools, libraries, TSs, 
Grocery stores – use a NH centric image, a pyramid and the VT logos. 


 Action Item:  Education plan in place for when the rules are in effect.  We want to be able to 
hit the ground running for those facilities that have permits and for those residents who use 
those facilities.  In addition, we need to have a united message for other education 
opportunities. 


 
Online Host:  Discussions were had as to who should host all of this information.  Is it NHDES? Dept of 
Ag.?  Cooperative Extension?     


 The ideas of an interactive website that would provide people with information pertinent to 
their purpose would be helpful rather than just throwing everything on the page and calling it 
good.  Does anyone know of a web designer that could help with this? 


 Other information  available such as list of markets for compost, composting manuals that 
already exist 


Other Action Items 


 Action Item:  Does the E&O subcommittee need to add some members from statewide 
educational associations and from a statewide agriculture entity such as farm to table group or 
Dept. Agriculture? 


 Action Item: Endorsing the EPA Food reduction initiative 
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Summary 
Composting Facility Design Requirements---2014 Solid Waste Rules 


 
General Design Requirements. 
 (a)  A facility shall employ best practicable technology(s) and sound engineering practices in 
meeting the applicable design requirements specified in the solid waste rules. 
 
 (b)  Where options exist relative to design concepts, preference shall be given to the option which 
provides: 
 


(1)  The least complex alternative(s) for facility construction, operation and maintenance; 
 
(2)  The required performance standard(s); and 
 
(3)  The same or less risk of failure compared to designs that are in common usage in the 
industry and which comply with current requirements established under the solid waste rules.   


 
 (c)  The design of a facility shall be compatible and facilitate compliance with the applicable 
facility operating and closure requirements specified in the solid waste rules 
 
 
 
Design Features and Appurtenances.   
(a) The design of a composting facility shall include each of the following features and appurtenances, 
except as provided in (b) below: 
 


(1) Waste receiving and inspection area(s); 
 


(2) Waste sorting area(s), if facility operations involve the sorting of waste; 
 


(3) Hot load segregation and control area(s); 
 


(4) Waste storage areas and devices including, as appropriate for the type of waste being 
stored, transfer containers, bins, concrete bunkers, covered pallets, buildings and storage pads 
for stockpiles; 
 


(5) Equipment required to operate the facility in conformance with the solid waste rules 
including, as applicable to the size and scope of operations, scales, balers, compactors, 
mechanical sorting devices, fork lifts, trucks and other vehicles; 
 


(6) Equipment storage and cleaning areas; 
 


(7) A closed drainage system or functionally equivalent operating system to manage the 
discharge of liquids, if any, from waste handling and storage areas and from equipment 
cleaning area(s); 
 


(8) Lighting; 
 


(9) Active or passive ventilation systems for enclosed areas; 
 


(10) Fire control devices or systems, including smoke detectors, alarms, fire extinguishers, 
and sprinkler systems as appropriate; 
 


(11) Shelter for facility operators; 
 


(12) Sanitation facilities for facility operators; 
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(13)  First aid station for facility operators; 
 


(14) Emergency communication for facility operators; 
 


(15) Office or other area for maintaining and storing facility records; and 
 


(16) Access control devices such as fencing, gates and bars, locked buildings, and signs. 
 
 (b) A design feature or appurtenance listed in (a) above shall not be required if: 
 


(1) The applicant or permittee, as applicable, demonstrates in a permit application, 
application for permit modification or compliance report, as applicable, that: 
 


a.  The underlying facility operating requirements will be met without the design feature 
or appurtenance or met through use of an alternative feature, appurtenance or practice; 
and 
 


b.  Not incorporating the design feature or appurtenance, as proposed, will not result in a 
violation of the universal environmental performance requirements in Env-Sw 1002; and 


 


(2) The department provides written approval thereof in the permit or permit modification, 
specifically including reference to any alternative feature, appurtenance or practice the facility 
shall employ as a condition of the approval. 


 
 
 


General Waste Handling and Storage Area Design Requirements. 
 (a) A waste handling and storage area shall be designed to collect and contain waste in a manner 
that is protective of the environment, public health and safety. 
 
 (b) A waste handling and storage area shall be delineated and signed to control and assure proper 
use of the area by facility users and operators, as appropriate based on the following factors: 
 


(1) Whether public access to the area will be allowed; 
 


(2) Whether a full time operator will be present to monitor and control use of the area;  
 


(3) Whether the area will be used to handle wastes requiring segregation from other waste 
types; 
 


(4) Whether the area will be used to handle wastes requiring no public contact in order to 
protect the environment, public health or safety; and  
 


(5) Whether the method of assuring the facility receives no excess waste will be based on 
visually monitoring the extent to which the designated storage area is filled. 


 
 (c) A waste handling and storage area shall be designed to manage and store waste in a manner 
that controls to the greatest extent practicable dust, litter, insects, odors, vectors, spills, the production of 
leachate, fire hazards including spontaneous combustion, the generation of methane and other hazardous 
or explosive gases, noise and nuisances. 
 
 (d) A waste storage and handling area shall be designed to prohibit public access to any area used 
for storing or handling a waste that requires special handling to assure protection of the environment, 
public health and safety. 
 
 (e) A facility shall be designed to allow year round access by facility operators to all waste storage 
areas for the purposes of: 
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(1) Inspection; 
 


(2) Monitoring; 
 


(3) Maintenance; and 
 


(4) The removal of waste as necessary to protect the environment, public health and safety. 
 
 (f) Putrescible waste shall not be collected or stored on the ground. 
 
 
Additional Design Requirements for Handling and Storage Areas for Waste and Materials.  Areas used to 
handle and store each of the following waste groups and materials shall be designed as provided in (a) 
through (g) below. 


• Incoming waste; 
• Residual and bypass waste resulting from the operation of the facility; 
• Waste-derived products produced by the facility, (i.e., the finished compost); and 
• Materials used by the facility to process or treat waste. 


 
 (a) Stockpiles of waste shall be positioned within a footprint identified on the facility site plan. 
 
 (b) If a stockpile will be open to precipitation, the footprint of the stockpile shall be: 
 


(1) Underlain by an asphalt, concrete or packed soil surface; and 
 


(2) Graded to prohibit precipitation and surface drainage from surrounding areas from 
draining through or collecting in the stockpile area. 


 
 (c) A waste stockpile shall be located, sized and configured in accordance with (d) below and as 
required by local fire authorities in order to assure that available local firefighting equipment and 
resources will be able to effectively respond to a fire at the facility. 
 
 (d) At a minimum, a facility shall be designed to: 
 


(1) Provide access to all waste stockpiles for fire control purposes, including the placement 
and maintenance of fire lanes between and around all stockpiles of combustible waste; 
 


(2) Limit the height of the stockpiles to a height compatible with local firefighting equipment 
response capabilities; and 
 


(3) Provide a water supply within a distance and in a quantity sufficient for local firefighting 
needs. 


 
 (e) A stockpile shall be sized and configured to be physically stable against slides, collapse or 
other conditions that might result in personal injury or destruction of property. 
 
 (f) A stockpile shall be covered when required to protect the environment, public health or safety. 
 
 (g) If a waste exhibits a characteristic which has the potential to cause groundwater or surface 
water contamination when placed in contact with the ground surface, the waste shall be stockpiled in a 
manner as to prevent the contamination by means of a leachate collection system or functionally 
equivalent control system. 
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Roads and Traffic Control. 
 (a)  The design of the facility as it relates to the management of traffic on roads leading to and 
from the facility’s entrance and exit points shall meet all applicable local standards if the roads are 
municipal streets or roads or, if the roads are state roads, shall meet the requirements of the New 
Hampshire department of transportation. 
 
 (b)  A facility shall be designed to prevent entering and exiting vehicles from obstructing the safe 
flow of traffic on any public road leading to or from facility. 
 
 (c)  Adequate on-site area at the facility’s entrance and exit points shall be provided to allow the 
number and types of waiting vehicles expected to use the facility during peak times to safely queue off the 
public road(s) and right-of-way. 
 
 (d)  A facility shall be designed to accommodate on-site traffic flow in a safe and efficient manner 
in all weather conditions. 
 
 (e)  Separate on-site access for passenger vehicles shall be provided at facilities where public drop-
off is allowed.  
 
 (f)  A facility shall be designed to assure that traffic conflicts shall not occur between bulk 
transport vehicles, passenger vehicles and pedestrians at the facility site. 
 
 (g)  The on-site road surface and the road base shall be suitable for heavy vehicles and capable of 
withstanding expected loads. 
 
 
 
Drainage. 
 (a)  Site drainage features shall be designed in accordance with the requirements of RSA 485-A:17. 
 
 (b)  Detention basins and other drainage structures shall be located and designed to minimize the 
potential to adversely impact any landfill closure system located at or near the site. 
 
 (c)  Surface drainage shall be collected and directed to discharge points having no potential to 
affect the performance of any groundwater or surface water monitoring system, leachate collection and 
removal system, or any other component of a landfill closure system. 
 


 
 
Protection of Landfill Closure Systems.  The design of a facility shall include measures or features to 
avoid damage during construction and operation of the facility to any component of a landfill closure 
system, including: 
 


 (a)  Ground control markers; 
 


 (b)  The capping system; 
 


 (c)  Leachate collection system risers and clean-outs; 
 


 (d)  Groundwater monitoring wells; and 
 


 (e)  Decomposition gas control devices. 
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Wastewater Systems.  All wastewater collection, transmission and treatment features which are part of or 
specifically serve a facility shall be designed in accordance with RSA 485-A. 
 
 
 
Equipment. 
 (a)  The installation and use of manufactured equipment at a facility shall conform to the 
manufacturer’s specifications and recommendations, unless the permittee provides a written statement by 
a qualified professional engineer certifying that the non-conforming installation and use shall not 
adversely affect the environment, public health or safety. 
 
 (b) Pursuant to RSA 149-M:10, II, municipalities and waste haulers shall affix ownership 
identification or facility or company logo to all waste containers used in conjunction with the operation of 
a facility. 
 
 
 
Access Control. 
 (a)  The perimeter of a facility site shall be fenced in a manner as to restrict unauthorized access to 
the facility, except no fence shall be required if natural site features restrict access to the site, or all waste 
handling, storage and disposal areas at the facility are wholly contained within locked structures or 
devices when the facility operator is not present. 
 
 (b)  Weather-resistant signs, which state that access is restricted, shall be posted around the 
perimeter of a facility site wherever fencing is not required by (a) above. 
 
 (c)  The lawful access points to the facility shall be secured by locked gates or the equivalent 
during times when the facility operator is not be present. 
 
 
 
Surrounding Properties.  The design of a facility shall incorporate features to minimize adverse impacts, if 
any, to surrounding properties, such as the use of stockade fencing where appropriate to shield waste 
storage and handling areas from view and to control the off-site transport of dust and windblown litter, 
and the use of landscaping berms or other vegetation for similar purposes. 
 
 
 
 
Design Plans and Specifications, Content and Format.  Facility plans and specifications, including 
preliminary and final plans submitted with an application shall conform to the following requirements: 
 
 (a)  Plans and specifications shall bear the date of preparation and, for a facility already permitted, 
the facility permit number; 
 
 (b)  Plans and specifications shall be clearly readable; 
 
 (c)  Plans and specifications shall be prepared in accordance with standard engineering practices, 
including dimensions, labels, details and other graphic elements; 
 
 (d)  Plans and specifications shall be stamped by a qualified professional engineer as required by 
RSA 310-A; 
 
 (e)  Except as provided by (f) below, plans shall:  
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(1)  Be prepared at a scale of no less than one inch equals 50 feet; 
 


(2)  Be presented on paper no larger than 24 inches by 36 inches; 
 


(3)  Show profiles drawn to standard scales with a ratio of 10 horizontal to 1 vertical (10:1), 
such as 40:4 and 50:5; 
 


(4)  Show elevations of the surface to the nearest 0.1 foot; 
 


(5)  Show elevations of the piping, sewer, and manhole inverts to the nearest 0.01 foot; 
 


(6)  Report all elevations in feet and tenths and reference all elevations to a standard datum, 
which shall be indicated on the plans, based on mean sea level; and 
 


(7)  Show contours at a minimum interval of 2 feet on all plan views. 
 
 (f)  Alternatives to (e) above shall be accepted if, prior to submitting the plans, the applicant 
requests approval of the alternative(s) and shows in the request that, based on the size of the land area 
being shown, the size of the detail being shown or the margin of error acceptable, the information to be 
presented on the plans will be as clear and understandable prepared according to the alternative(s) as it 
would be prepared according to (e) above. 
 
 (g)  Plans and specifications submitted for construction approval shall include the intended 
methods for sequencing facility construction, consistent with: 
 


(1)  The seasonal restrictions specified in Env-Sw 1104.04; 
 


(2)  The construction schedule required by Env-Sw 1104.02; and  
 


(3)  For landfills constructed in phases over time, the requirements in Env-Sw 805.11(d).   
 


 (h)  Plans and specifications shall be submitted with all calculations and design related 
documentation required to support and verify the adequacy of the proposed design and construction. 








Summary 
Composting Facility Operating Requirements—2014 Solid Waste Rules 


 
General Operating Requirements 
1. A facility, including associated equipment, containers and vehicles, shall be operated and maintained 


in a manner that controls to the greatest extent practicable: 
a. Dust; 
b. Litter; 
c. Insects; 
d. Odors; 
e. Vectors; 
f. Spills; 
g. The production of leachate; 
h. Fire hazards including spontaneous combustion; 
i. The generation of methane and other hazardous or explosive gases; 
j. Noise; and 
k. Nuisances. 


2. Regularly inspect, monitor and maintain the facility to assure compliance with the permit and the 
solid waste rules. 


3. Execute facility repairs and correct, abate and remediate facility operating problems in a timely 
manner and as directed by the department in conformance with the solid waste rules. 


4. Restrict unauthorized entry and use of the facility by restricting access, regularly inspecting the waste 
received and managed at the facility, and other appropriate measures. 


5. Conduct facility operations in a manner that does not allow incoming or exiting vehicles to obstruct 
the safe passage of traffic on any public road leading to and from the facility. 


6. Conduct facility operations in a manner as to accommodate on-site traffic flow in a safe and efficient 
manner. 


7. Post legible signs at or near each public entrance to the facility, including the following information: 
a. Facility name and permit # 
b. Name, address and telephone # of the permittee 
c. Days and hours the facility is open; 
d. Type of wastes accepted; and 
e. Statement that unlawful dumping is subject to fine and prosecution. 


8. Prominently display copy of permit. 
9. Prominently display operator certification certificates. 
10. Annually communicate with the host solid waste management district to assure that: 


a. All operating requirements established for the facility pursuant to the provisions of RSA 149-
M:11, XI pertaining to the requirements of RSA 149-M:11, III(c) and RSA 149-M:12, I(b) 
are being met by the facility; and 


b. Facility operations meet other relevant planning needs and requirements identified or 
established by the district, to the extent allowed by the permit. 


11. Maintain an up to date Operating Plan at the facility, conforming to Env-Sw 1105.11. 
 
 
Compost Quality / Classification 
1. Class AA:  Compost produced from the following source-separated wastes and materials is classified 


as Class AA compost and can be land applied without restriction: 
a. Yard waste and farming crop residuals; 
b. Food waste; 
c. Animal manure; or  
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d. Approved bulking agents, including waste derived products certified for distribution and use 
as composting bulking agents. 


2. Class A:  Compost shall be designated as Class A compost if it meets the following criteria.  It can be 
applied to land, except where crops are grown for direct human consumption.  However, Class A 
compost may be used on land where food chain crops are grown, such as crops that are fed to 
livestock but not consumed directly by humans. 


a. The finished compost shall be sufficiently stable that it shall not reheat upon standing to 
greater than 20ºC above ambient temperature; 


b. The concentration of heavy metals in the finished compost shall not exceed the ceiling 
concentrations provided in Env-Ws 800 for sludge and sludge mixtures, determined on the 
basis of representative samples using EPA test procedures in EPA manual SW 846 (2007);  


c. The finished compost shall contain less than one ppm dry weight total polychlorinated 
biphenyls (PCB);  


d. The finished compost shall not exceed 10 millimeters (0.39 inch) particle size;  
e. The finished compost shall be produced from a composting process which: 


(1) Has a minimum retention time, including active composting and curing, of 90 days; 
or  


(2) Achieves 60 percent reduction in organic matter; 
f. The finished compost shall contain no glass, metal or plastic of size or shape that could cause 


injury;  
g. The finished compost shall contain no more than 2% non-organic and non-mineral material 


not including sand and other inorganic soils, by weight; and 
h. If the finished compost is produced using sludge or septage, the Class A pathogen reduction 


requirements in 40 CFR 503.32(a) shall apply. 
 
3. Off-Specification Compost:  Compost which is not Class AA or Class A shall be:  


a. Managed as residual waste in accordance with the facility’s residuals management plan; 
and  


b. Not certified for distribution and use as compost to be applied to land. 
Compost that meets all of the standards of a Class A compost, except that its particle size exceeds 
10 millimeters (0.39 inch) shall be certified for distribution and use as compost in landfill cover 
systems, pursuant to Env-Sw 1500. 


 
 
Management of Incoming Waste 
1. Incoming waste shall be actively managed. 
2. Incoming wastes shall be inspected and, if necessary, sampled and analyzed to assure the facility 


accepts authorized waste only. 
3. Unauthorized waste shall be rejected by the facility. 
4. The permittee shall advise the transporter of a rejected waste as to potentially available alternative 


facilities which the permittee believes or knows to be authorized to receive the type of waste being 
rejected. 


5. Incoming waste shall not be stored for a period of time that results in a condition adversely 
affecting the environment, public health or safety, including conditions that attract insects and 
vectors, generate odors, decomposition gasses, or leachate, or have the potential to cause fire or 
explosion. 


6. All wastes received by the facility shall be inspected to identify and remove wastes that are not 
suitable for composting, including wastes that are not organic in nature and wastes which are 
prohibited wastes and any other waste having the potential to adversely affect the capabilities for 
producing either a Class AA or Class A compost. 


7. Prohibited wastes are:  
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a. Asbestos;  
b. Batteries;  
c. Explosive or contained gaseous wastes;  
d. White goods;  
e. Construction and demolition debris;  
f. Bulky wastes;  
g. Recyclable materials other than paper or cardboard products certified for distribution and 


use as a composting bulking agent pursuant to Env-Sw 1500;  
h. Household hazardous waste and hazardous waste;  
i. Liquid wastes;  
j. Infectious waste or treated infectious waste;  
k. Deceased persons;  
l. Contaminated soils or absorbent media;  
m. Radioactive materials as defined and regulated by the New Hampshire rules for the 


control of radiation, He-P 2000 and He-P 4000; and  
n. Sludge or septage as defined by RSA 485-A:2, except in accordance with a permit issued 


pursuant to RSA 485-A, as applicable. 
 
 
Bypass and Residual Waste Management (including off-spec compost) 


1. All solid waste leaving the facility shall be transferred to an authorized facility. 
2. Facility operations shall include provisions to properly manage residual waste. 
3. A facility shall obtain and maintain access to at least two authorized locations where adequate 


capacity exists to handle the type and quantity of all residual waste that the facility regularly 
generates. 


4. A residual waste shall not be distributed for use unless certified for distribution and use in 
accordance with Env-Sw 1500 (i.e., either approved by rule or by the department based on an 
application for approval). 


 
 
Processing/Treatment Requirements 


1. A composting facility shall operate in a manner to meet the pathogen reduction criteria specified 
in 40 CFR 503 and consistently produce either a Class AA or Class A compost. 


2. Using the windrow composting method: 
a. The solid waste shall be maintained under aerobic conditions during the compost process;  
b. A minimum of 5 turnings shall be required during a period of 15 consecutive days when 


the temperature of the mixture shall not be less than 55ºC (131ºF) at 6 to 8 inches below 
the surface of the pile; and  


c. In turning the compost pile, the exterior of the compost pile shall be turned into the 
interior of the compost pile to assure that all solid waste is exposed to composting 
conditions;  


3. Using the aerated static pile composting method, the compost pile shall be insulated and a 
temperature of not less than 55ºC (131ºF) shall be maintained throughout the compost pile for at 
least 3 consecutive days; or  


4. Using the enclosed vessel composting method, the mixture shall be maintained at a temperature 
of not less than 55ºC (131ºF) throughout the mixture for at least 3 consecutive days.  


5. The composting facility shall have sufficient temperature monitoring to ensure that the pathogen 
reduction criteria specified in 40 CFR 503 are met, such as the following:  


a. For a windrow or an aerated static pile process, monitoring 6 to 8 inches and 18 to 24 
inches below the pile surface;  
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b. For an aerated static pile process, monitoring 6 to 8 inches and 18 to 24 inches from the 
outlet of the aeration pipe; and  


c. For an enclosed vessel system, monitoring 6 to 8 inches and 18 to 24 inches inside the 
vessel wall and 6 to 8 inches from the aeration piping when operating in the positive 
aeration mode. 


6. Temperature shall be monitored as follows and shall be recorded daily: 
a. For a windrow or an aerated static pile process, monitoring 6 to 8 inches and 18 to 24 


inches below the pile surface;  
b. For an aerated static pile process, monitoring 6 to 8 inches and 18 to 24 inches from the 


outlet of the aeration pipe; and  
c. For an enclosed vessel system, monitoring 6 to 8 inches and 18 to 24 inches inside the 


vessel wall and 6 to 8 inches from the aeration piping when operating in the positive 
aeration mode. 
 


 
 
Testing Requirements 


1. Sampling and analysis of the compost shall be performed in accordance with a quality 
assurance/quality control plan (QA/QC plan) which:  


a. Conforms to the minimum requirements specified in the table below, unless modified by 
permit condition;  


b. Assures all compost distributed by the facility meets Class A or Class AA specifications; 
and  


c. Is approved by the department as a condition of the permit. 
 


Table 600-I  
Sampling and Analysis of Compost  


 
 
 
 


Average Compost 
Produced  


(Dry Tons/Day)  


ANALYSES  


Total Solids; Total Volatile Solids; Total  
Kjeldahl Nitrogen, Ammonia,  


Nitrate & Nitrite; Total Phosphorous;  
Total Potassium; pH; Heavy Metals 


(Cadmium, Total Chromium, Copper, Lead, 
Mercury, Nickel, Zinc) 


Total  
Polychlorinated Biphenyls  


Less than 1  Semiannually,  
with 6 grab samples  
composited monthly  


Annually,  
with 12 grab samples  
composited monthly  


1 to 10  Monthly,  
with 4 grab samples  
composited weekly  


Semiannually,  
with 6 grab samples  
composited monthly  


More than 10  Weekly,  
with 5 grab samples  


composited daily  


Semiannually,  
with 6 grab samples  
composited monthly  


 
2. Analysis of nitrogen series, including total kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), ammonia (NH3), nitrite 


(NO2), and nitrate (NO3), shall be performed on either fresh grab samples or grab samples that 
are immediately frozen and remain frozen throughout the pre-analysis storage period; 
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3. Analysis of nitrogen series, including total kjeldahl nitrogen (TKN), ammonia (NH3), nitrite 
(NO2), and nitrate (NO3), shall be performed on either fresh grab samples or grab samples that 
are immediately frozen and remain frozen throughout the pre-analysis storage period; 


4. Additional analyses for salts or other pollutants shall be required for the compost if, during the 
permit application process, the proposed operating procedures and waste through-put 
characterization indicate that salt or other pollutants are likely to be present in the compost; and  


5. If the compost is produced using septage or sludge, the pathogen testing requirements in 40 CFR 
503.32 shall apply. 


 
 
Management of Finished Compost 


1. Quality assurance/quality control procedures shall be implemented to assure that the quality of all 
finished compost distributed by the facility meets class A or class AA specifications. 


2. Off-specification compost shall be managed in the same manner as (a) an incoming waste as if 
the waste will be reprocessed or retreated by the facility; or (b)  a residual or bypass waste if the 
waste will not be reprocessed or retreated by the facility. 


3. When an off-specification compost is produced by a P/T facility, the permittee shall: 
a. determine the likely cause and take appropriate steps to correct and avoid a recurrence of 


the problem; 
b. If the problem is determined to be operational, make the appropriate processing or 


treatment adjustments to correct the problem before reprocessing or retreating the off-
specification material; and  


c. If the problem is due to characteristics of the waste feedstock that cannot be remedied by 
operational adjustments, manage the off-specification material and all unprocessed and 
untreated waste of similar characteristics as bypass waste. 


4. A facility shall disclose the following information to consumers of the class A and class AA 
compost: 


a. The content and nature of the waste-derived products (i.e., the finished compost); 
b. The proper uses of the waste-derived products (i.e, the finished compost) and any 


restrictions related thereto; 
c. Any hazards that might result from use of the compost; 
d. Proper methods for disposal of the compost; and 
e. Other such information as might be required by applicable federal and state consumer 


protection rules and regulations. 
5. Prior to distribution, all Class A compost, both bagged and bulk, shall be clearly marked to:  


a. Show its classification; and  
b. Identify the following:  
c. Type of waste from which it was derived; 
d. Use restrictions; 
e. Recommended safe uses;  
f. Application rates; and  
g. Maximum allowable contaminant levels as provided in Env-Sw 605.05 and average 


contaminant concentrations to date. 
 
Recordkeeping 


1. Records to identify the locations to which or persons to whom the materials are transferred. 
2. Operational records shall include:  


a. The source, description and quantity of all materials received at the facility;  
b. For facilities producing other than Class AA compost, a sampling log, which shall 


identify:  
i. The date and time of sampling;  
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ii. The person taking the sample;  
iii. The sampling method and location; 
iv. The lab to which the samples were sent for analysis; and  
v. The results of the analysis, including quality assurance and quality control 


provisions;  
3 A daily temperature data log, which shall identify: 


vi. The date, time and location of data collection; 
vii. The person collecting the data;  


viii. Calibration data for the temperature device; 
ix. The data collection method; and 
x. The data; 


4. Quantity of bypass waste removed prior to composting;  
5. Quantity of non-compostables and other residual waste removed after composting; and  
6. Locations to which or persons to whom Class A compost is distributed. 
7. Maintain records at the facility which document all phases of facility operations, including the 


following information: 
a. Identification of the facility by name, location by street and municipality and permit 


number; 
b. Identification of the permittee by name, address and telephone number; 
c. Identification of all facility operator(s) by name, address, certificate number, and date(s) 


of employment at the facility; 
d. Quantity, type, source and destination of all waste received by the facility; 
e. Quantity, type and destination of all waste generated by the facility, if any, including 


bypass waste and residual waste; 
f. Quantity, type and destination of all compost produced by the facility; 
g. Record of inspections, maintenance, and repairs; 
h. Record of accidents, violations, remedial and emergency event response actions; 
i. Record of complaints received and related response actions; 
j. Data from all environmental monitoring performed at or for the facility, whether required 


by the solid waste rules or the permit or undertaken voluntarily; 
k. Documentation of contact with the waste management district(s) served by the facility;  
l. Other information and documentation as required by the terms and conditions of the 


permit. 
 
 
Reporting 
1. The results of laboratory analyses shall be reported to the department on a quarterly basis for those 


facilities that produce at least one dry ton of compost per day and on a semi-annual basis for those 
facilities that produce less than one dry ton of compost per day; 


2. Reporting of the analyses shall include copies of the laboratory reports, with all results reported on a 
dry weight basis except pH, total solids and total volatile solids, and a narrative of the findings, trends 
and results; 


3. The permittee shall report to the department all incidents or situations at the facility which involve an 
imminent and substantial risk to human health, safety or the environment or which constitute a 
violation of the solid waste rules or the facility permit. 


4. The permittee shall report to the department, in writing, complaints made by abutters or other third 
parties which involve operating conditions or practices having the potential to adversely effect human 
health, safety or the environment or which involve a recurring or persistent nuisance situation such as 
noise, litter, odor, dust or vectors. 


5. Permittee shall file an Annual Facility Report by March 31 for each prior year of operations. 
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Operator Qualifications/Facility Staffing 


1. Facility operators shall be capable of efficiently operating and maintaining the facility in a manner 
which is protective of the environment, public health and safety.  


2. Facility operators shall demonstrate a level of knowledge and understanding of the solid waste 
rules sufficient to operate the facility in compliance with all applicable requirements of the solid 
waste rules and the facility permit.  


3. Operators of non-exempt facilities shall be trained and certified pursuant to Env-Sw 1600.. 
4. A facility shall be staffed with persons qualified by reason of training, experience and performance 


history to operate the facility in accordance with all applicable requirements of the solid waste 
rules and the permit. 


5. Each facility shall have at least one principal operator certified in accordance with Env-Sw 1600 
present at the facility during operation. 


 
Financial Assurance 


1. The permittee shall be responsible for the cost of facility closure, including all post-closure 
obligations. 


2. Prior to commencing operation of a facility, the permittee shall assure that adequate funds, in an 
amount no less than the amount calculated pursuant to Env-Sw 1403.02, are readily available to 
cover the cost of facility closure. 


3. In order to meet the obligation specified by (b) above, the permittee shall provide a formal 
financial assurance plan when required pursuant to Env-Sw 1400. 


 








Summary 
Composting Facility Siting Criteria---2014 NH Solid Waste Rules 


 
Setbacks 


1. 50 feet from uncapped landfills, with exceptions noted 
2. 100 feet from property lines 
3. 500 foot vegetated buffer between facility and all properties not owned by the permittee 


that contain residences or are zoned for residential use 
4. 200 feet from any perennial surface water body, measured from the closest bank of a 


stream and closest shore of a lake, as applicable. 
5. 200 feet upgradient and 100 feet downgradient of a wetland within the jurisdiction of 


RSA 482-A (excluding any drainage appurtenances related to the site) that is not 
allowed to be filled under the authority of RSA 482-A. 


6. 1,000 feet upgradient of a surface water reservoir or intake used for a community 
drinking water supply. 


7. 300-feet from Class I and Class II roads  
8. 100-feet from Class III through Class VI roads. 
9. 10,000 feet from any airport runway used by turbojet aircraft or 5,000 feet of any airport 


runway used by only piston-type aircraft. 
 


Excluded areas 
1. Not within well head protection area of community or non-community, non-transient 


water supply well system delineated in DES water protection area inventory 
2. Not in areas that physically interfere with the proper operation or closure of any other 


solid waste facility. 
3. Not within 100 year flood hazard zone 
4. Not within any right-of-way or easement granted to a third party, unless the grant does 


not adversely affect the permittee's ability to meet all facility requirements pursuant to 
RSA 149-M, the Solid Waste Rules and the terms and conditions of the permit. 


5. Property not owned by the permittee, unless the property owner has granted a lease, 
easement or other legal right to the permittee for use of the property for said purpose, 
including access to the property when required by the permittee and department for 
closure and post-closure monitoring of the facility and site. 


6. No facility shall be located in violation of RSA 483, relative to management and 
protection of rivers. 


7. No facility shall be located in violation of RSA 485, RSA 485-A and RSA 485-C, 
relative to protection of groundwater. 


8. No facility shall be located in violation of RSA 483-B, relative to protection of 
shorelands. 
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Attendees: 
Tara Albert – NHDES Solid Waste 
Chris Beling – USEPA Region 1 
Erin Daley – Lakes Region Planning Commission 
Melanie Doiron – NHDES Solid Waste 
Mike Durfor – NRRA 
Laura Filiau – NHDES Solid Waste 
Evan Ford – UNH 
Scott Hazelton – Town of Sunapee 
Lara Hooper – NHDES Water Division 
Judy Houston – NHDES Water Division 
Pam Hoyt-Denison – NHDES Solid Waste 
David Jeffers – Lakes Region Planning Commission 
Bob Kelley – Seacoast Farms 
Sarah McGraw – NRRA 
William C. Meagher, III P.E. – Loureiro Engineering Associates 
Todd Moore – NHDES Solid Waste 
Marc Morgan – City of Lebanon 
Felicia Morrissette – RMI 
Cynthia Nelson – NHDES Pollution Prevention 
Lauren Noether – NHDES Solid Waste 
Michael Nork – NHDES Solid Waste 
Mark Richardson – Town of Hampton 
Jessica Saturley-Hall – Upper Valley Compost Co. 
Olivia Saunders – UNH Coop Extension Service 
Kim Scamman, P.E. – Blue Farm, LLC 
Kristen Simard – Star Island Corporation 
Michael Simpson – NRRA/Antioch University 
Matt Smith – UNH (research scientist) 
Lisa Stevens – BCEP Solid Waste 
Cheri White – NH Dept of Ed 
Melissa Zych – NHDES Pollution Prevention 
  (more came in after the start of the meeting – see sign-in sheet) 
 


9:00 am Welcome & Opening Remarks by Michael Nork 


 Nearly a year since we kicked off, slow process but some progress to show for our efforts – our 


group is dedicated and cohesive. 


 DES has sent 2 staff to Maine Compost School to increase Solid Waste Bureau’s technical 


capacity 


 New Hampshire was represented at this year’s US Composting Council annual conference 


(1/22/18 – 1/25/18) 


 Group introductions, general comments/questions 


 


9:12 am Subgroups commence meeting separately 







Draft Notes:  Composting Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting 
January 31, 2018 


Scribes:  Todd Moore, Melanie Doiron & Lauren Noether 
Page 2 of 7 


 


 


 


 


Rules/Regulatory Subgroup: 


Present: Pam H-D, Jessica Saturley-Hall, Judy Houston, Kristen Simard, Felicia Morrissette, Matt Smith, 
Kim Scamman, Bill Meagher, Todd Moore (notes) 
 
 
Intro (Pam): 
Goal.  Identify issues for siting, design, operation: 
What is good. 
What needs updating 
What are the gaps 
 
Focus on requirements for siting, design, operation.  Not permitting.  Permitting will be second. 
 
Matt & Kim: requirements significant.  Imagined a farmer being overwhelmed. 
PHD explained rules. 
 
Jessica: Described her operation.   Rules onerous for starting operation in NH. She has started a business 


in Upper Valley offering curbside collection of food scraps as well as drop-off locations. Hauls 
materials to a VT composter. Biggest stumbling block to processing in NH are restrictions on 
meat & dairy. Perhaps allow for exemptions on farm, or for facilties handling up to a certain 
volume? This is big issue! 


 
Setbacks: 
1.  50 from uncapped landfills, with exceptions noted. 
 Judy OK, Kim not OK.  Client wants to operate near a temporary cap. 
 Agree some protections for the landfill appropriate 
 DES: these protections may be in place through the landfill permit. 
 Conclusion: likely able to remove: DES has protection  
2.   100 to Property Line 


Judy: NHDES setbacks for wastewater residuals can be reduced w/ permission of abutter. 
Perhaps can make this change for compost facilities? 


 Matt? What if a facility is built, but then that permission removed? 
 Bill: State shouldn’t have to worry – the composting business would have to adjust. 
Pam: NHDES would not want to permit facility then get involved in local property use dispute   
Matt: one option, have setback for active/waste/compost, but less for others.  But that makes it more 
complex 
General discussion re: local zoning & DES requirements.  DES focus = environmental. 
Judy : other than to protect sensitive receptors, setbacks needed for access and to minimize nuisance 
issues, e.g. odors, noise. 
Kristen: Possible health concerns also a reason for setbacks? What's science behind a setback? 
Todd: Setbacks should be required assuming sensitive receptor next door - worst case. 
Define facility & have setbacks from  
Jessica: What is the purpose of the setback. 
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Pam: minimum = local setback. 
Jessica:  may be different for different types of facility. 
Kim: Is it in US Composting Council model rule? 
Make setbacks from waste handling operations, not from property boundaries, buildings or other non-
active appurtenances 
Jessica: USCC guidance on buffers defers to local zoning requirements – no universal standards 
Kim: specific requirements for siting next to sensitive receptors (make it case specific – but hard to 
anticipate future development on adjacent properties) 
Kristen:  should the issues be addressed through operating criteria 
General re: setbacks 
General setbacks (1, 2, 3, 7, 8) possibly covered by performance requirements.  Work on performance 
requirements.  See if any setbacks still necessary.  Look also @ USCC and NRCS guidelines/models. 
 
Water setbacks (also performance requirements).  Kristen:  have general setback, allow less based on 
certain process controls/design.  
 
Pam: Noted the setbacks may have come from landfills.  Landfills essentially forever and Setbacks from 
LF are to protect cap condition and protect contained waste. Rules in place before data on engineered 
caps so limited the uses allowed on top. But now allowing more uses of caps with review of prop. 
operations/structures and can issue waivers. 
 
Kim:  Any universal setback requirement in rules that applies to all types of facilities?  E.g., all solid waste 
facilities required to be located within “X”? 
 
Pam: Setbacks from private wells – don’t see any. 
 
Jessica: Keeping in mind different types of operations (septage vs food scrap composting). 
Have scalable requiments.  (100 lb vs 10,000 lb). 
 
USCC, NRCS, Felicia noted VT has scalable requirements. 
 
Jessica:  look at all rules with:  why is underlying requirement.  Can/should they be scaled. 
 
Next Steps: 
Another meeting to focus on design/operating requirements. 
- Kim – longer meeting.   
- Jessica: phone meeting.  Smaller subjects more often 
 
Next Step = Conference Call: 
Focus on design criteria 
Basis of requirements.  
Scalability 
Reference existing standards/guidance where possible. 
2-4 weeks out. 
Matt: Bob Rynk / SUNY Cobbleskill – composting manual being updated. 
 Matt: will try to see when it is coming out 
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Jessica: Invite someone from USCC to join next call/meeting? 
 


 


NRRA Pilot Subgroup: 


Present:  
Marc Morgan (MM)                   Lisa Stevens (LS)  
Michael Simpson (MS)    Evan Ford (EF)  
Bob Kelley (BK)     Laura Filiau (LF)  
Lara Hooper (LH)    Mike Nork (MN)  
Mark Richardson (MR)    Jessica Saturley-Hall (JSH)  
Mike Durfor (MD)    Melanie Doiron (LMD) – notes 
Scott Hazelton (SH)  
 
Jessica Saturley-Hall: (Came in for a few minutes) As a compost company wanting to expand, NH 
regulations need to change. Interested in working with Pilot Subgroup to do a composting pilot at 
Lebanon Landfill. Her company has been collecting residential food scraps for over a year now and there 
is little contamination.  They take all food, nothing else (no paper, etc.). 
MD: Working with SH of Sunapee. Hoping to locate composting pilot at the Sunapee Transfer Station. 
Existing, well-run facility, will introduce food scraps. PowerPoint presentation on siting, design and 
operating requirements compared to reality/challenges of Sunapee’s site. 
MM: He went through the rules and asked, why? Pilots should answer the why on the rules. 
MS: Some rules have no scientific backing.  
MM: 20% food scraps, why? 
MN: many site, design, operating requirements are universal for all solid waste facilities, and several are 
sourced from requirements for landfills, and not always applicable for composting. The rules were also 
mirrored on the federal sludge requirements (503 rules). We should build a new framework for the 
rules.  
MM: What do we need to accomplish? What questions do we need answered? Composting rules for 
meat and dairy were based on an MSW composting operation in Hooksett, that DES didn’t want 
happening.  
MD: Overarching goal is to promote more composting in state. There are different rules for different 
sites, scales. Landfill vs Transfer Station, etc. Case study will answer some questions. 
There are 3 pilot models the group would like to pursue:  


 Show small, rural community can compost efficiently (Sunapee). Does it have the capacity? 
Demonstrate diversion potential. 


 Medium-scale public facility with regional coverage (Lebanon, BCEP), on site 
disposal/composting 


 Privately-owned facility providing hub-spoke model (Jessica S-H, Seacoast Farm) 
These models will push the boundaries to show we can do this. Are the challenges the same across all? 
 
SH: Sunapee is a facility that can take advantage of composting, Can save tax payers money. Went 
through the slides (see ppt presentation) 
There are some challenges on site. Described the site. Leaves are stored on the top right of the site. 
Town purchased a leaf vacuum (chops leaves w/ impeller), collected the leaves and left them over the 
winter. They composted nicely. >360 cy collected from town properties + 100-160 cy from residents. 
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Went over the siting criteria. Cannot meet all of the criteria and would require waivers. Questioned 
some setbacks. Why? Science behind them? 
 
BK- Odors are part of biological process. MS- setbacks can be designed to mitigate impacts. Prevailing 
winds also a consideration.  
 
MN- What does Sunapee want to do? Let’s focus on rules later. 
SH- Proposed composting area is outlined in red on the site map.  
 
PowerPoint slides 
Slide 6- Compost design requirements- MN says we should start from scratch and put together guidance 
to accompany rules so it is easy to understand. 
Slide 7- Design Features. SH- should be case for case for drainage systems. 
Slide 8- General Requirements- may not all be applicable  
Slide 9- General waste- Leachate BK- if properly managed, Nitrogen metabolized in the compost 
process. It shouldn’t leach out. 
SH- monitoring wells for Landfill present. Would put in micro wells if needed. Leachate should not be an 
issue for small operation. Pilot- some may not apply. He will micromanage the area and focus to get 
information, such as operational issues, such as odor and turning. 
MN- issues with meeting requirements of the rules (setbacks, etc.)? Propose alternative methods and 
justify your case so DES can grant reasonable waivers 
Slide12- (b) stockpile L &Y waste is now on packed soil. 
Slide 13- proposed area for compost operations. Windrows and finished compost. L&Y waste will be only 
items in back area.   
Slide 14 to 20- Traffic Control, buildings on site 
Slide 21- Leaf and yard waste are managed every day. Need to control what goes in.  
MD- Sunapee is a well-managed site. 
SH- concrete block wall to pile leaf and yard waste against. Chipper – use L & Y for bulking agent. 
Education/ signage are important.  
Slide 23/ 24 Drainage & equipment MN & MS – no mention in rules of soil type, depth to bedrock or 
water table, pad design specs 
Slide 25- Leaves from leaf and yard waste collection. Only part of what was brought in. 40 ft. x 18 ft. - 
about 150 yds. about 1/3 of what is brought in.  
Slide 26- stamp by qualified engineer. Engineer is restricting. (BK) This may be the reason why there is 
no food waste being composted in NH. (MM) Need GW permit and engineering stamp.  
MN- there can be exceptions for small scale facilities.  
Slide 28/29- General requirements- already doing. 
Slide 30- Compost quality standards - BK- focused on sludge- not applicable to yard waste. MS- PFRP 
needed for pathogen reduction, no science behind particle size requirement under class A compost MD -
What is animal manure? Cat and dog waste- is it an issue? Question is why- class AA/A quality standards 
need to be updated.  
Slide 33- Prohibited waste - MM why (i) liquid waste? Why not able to take it? Wood - clean C&D- 
carbon source (MS)? Contaminated soils - what is this, contaminated with what? 
 
MM- Lebanon LF- not in printed slides- Takes food and yard waste, dead animals, does not take Lebanon 
sludge (only sludge from Hanover & Hartland).  L&Y waste (shred). 10 to 15,000 yds. of compost 
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collected. Takes leaves from anyone. Uses “compostable” bags. Windrows- start to finish takes 4 to 6 
months. Stable product? Maybe not, but doesn’t have to be – uses for bank stabilization at landfill. 
Taking in brown paper fiber as new carbon source (residuals from Cascades paper mill in NY). Works well 
as an amendment. 
 
MD- Go through the rules-ask why? What are the challenges? 
MN- Challenges should be identified, need a plan/outline, then DES will see if a waiver is needed. 
Proposal as to why an issue is so, what is reasonable alternative? What are the barriers? What needs to 
change?  
 
Next:  
 
SH put together a model for small community- Sunapee (400 residents/ up to 7500 seasonal) 


 Put together an Outline/Plan for the Pilot Project 


 What is the Scope of the Project 


 What are methods? Objectives? 


 Where taking the food waste from, what kind of food waste? 


 How will this pilot benefit the department and ongoing regulatory review? 


 Identify the challenges and BMPs 


 What do you need to do to make sure it is successful 


 DES will determine what waivers/ modifications needed 


 Start Education Campaign April 
SH  & MD to collaborate on writing outline/proposal to be submitted to NHDES for review  
 
Other potential project: Hub & Spoke model – Lebanon Landfill on-site? 
 


 


Education & Outreach Subgroup: 


Present:  
Tara Albert                    Cheri White  
Chris Beling     Dave Jeffers  
Erin Daley     Olivia Saunders 


Sarah McGraw     Melissa Zych 


Cynthia Nelson     Lauren Noether (notes) 


 


Members of the E&O Subgroup reviewed draft of “Education Plan.” Discussed action items to move 


forward. Roles and action items have been assigned within the document (see Education Plan, 


attached). Each member of the group will review the entire document using Track Changes, and will 


update their action items where identified. Updates/comments due back to Tara Albert by 2/14/18 


 


 


11:15 am Subgroups reconvene as larger group 
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Education/Outreach report out: 
Tara had pulled together bones of plan.  Meeting discussed how to put a plan together – without talking 
about what the content would be.   
Group has homework.  2 weeks turn in to Tara & Lauren N. (Tara & Lauren will collate) 
No next mtg scheduled, look @ results of homework first. 
Melissa Zych - for Pilot Project: Any outreach needed? Task for E&O group?  Scott Hazelton reply: he will 
be working on outreach.  Won’t work on it much until receives approval. 
 
Pilot report out: 
Mike D. - looked at siting & design criteria relative to proposed composting at Sunapee TS.   Scott H. 
(after town meeting) will present proposal to NHDES.  NHDES will review/respond w/what approvals 
required.   
Pilot will include review of existing siting/design/operation criteria. 
Scott H: Common thread = Pilot Subgroup and Rules Subgroup looking at similar issues – could 
coordinate more between each other 
 
Rules report out: 
Todd Moore – looked at siting requirements. Discussion about reason/justification for some setback 
requirements. May look to NRCS/USCC guidance. Also discussed need to scale requirements based on 
size of operation. Next time group will delve into looking at design requirements, will hold conference 
call – to be scheduled (invite someone from USCC to be on call?) 
 
General Comments from Group: 
Pam: subgroups should revisit the deliverables originally set out to accomplish, assess progress toward 
those deliverables 
 
Scott H:  pilot group needs to work closely with regulatory group. 
 
Michael Simpson:  Pilot = obtain useful data.  Research to inform rules group. 
 
Jessica: Goal pilot is to obtain information to inform updates of rules. 
 
Michael Simpson:  Suggest E&O group look @ CT, MA, VT outreach programs.  They are well-established 
– no need to reinvent the wheel. 
 
TMA: agree.  That was discussed by E&O group. 
 
Jessica S-H: Experienced with E&O outreach at individual/household level.  Her company has performed 
a lot of research, collected data from working with households, addressing questions, etc.  Willing to 
share information. 
 
Chris Beling:  VT has established universal symbols, e.g., green apple symbol for food scraps – consistent 
messaging & branding region-wide 
 
11:45am  Adjourn 
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Attendees: 
Mike Nork (MAN), NHDES Solid Waste 
Pam Hoyt-Denison (PHD), NHDES Solid Waste 
Bill Meagher III (BILL), Louriero Engineering Assoc. 
Sarah McGraw, NRRA 
Chris Behling, EPA Region 1 
Tara Albert, NHDES 
Melanie Doiron, NHDES 
Kim Scamman, Blue Farm, LLC 
Judy Sears-Houston, NHDES Wastewater/Residuals 
Paige Wilson, PSU Graduate Student 
Matt Smith, UNH 
 
Via Phone: 
Marc Morgan (MM), Lebanon SW Facility 
 
 
Introductions 
MAN update: 
 Goal to finish reviewing the Design Summary sheet today 
 Hoping to have something tangible for this group to look at by Spring 2019 
 Last meeting was in June of 2018 – discussed quality specifications and finished compost 


Questions were raised that will help form the proposed amendments to the rules 
The goal for this session is to discuss the design requirements summary sheet for 
compost facilities. 
 Pad Design and Stormwater Requirements:  need further discussion 
 Leachate vs. run off vs. run on 


 
PAD DESIGN/STORM WATER MGMT: 
Kim Scammon:  Seepage, run off and uncontaminated run off are the concepts and terms in 
NRCS guidance. 
 
MAN:  We have some people here today who have looked into other states programs to see 
what they require for pad design and storm water management. 
 
BILL:  Prepared a matrix comparing pad design and stormwater requirements from other states’  
SW Regs – this will be placed in the folder for this meeting. 
 
PHD:  In NH, compost facilities are not one of the industry sectors governed by NPDES 
stormwater permits.  Mostly delegated states have requirements but since NH is non-delegated 
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the state does not enforce NPDES Regulations; EPA takes ownership of the regulations and 
assures compliance. 
 
MAN:  Review the matrix for patterns.   
 
BILL:  One common pattern is designing for 25 year/24 hour storm events. 
 
*** Opportunity for climate change, extreme weather events. Make sure the rules are written 
to include the most current data. 
 
PHD:  we need to snip the link between the 600 rules (for composting) and the 800 rules (for 
Landfills) regarding siting, site plans, etc.  Should craft requirements specific to composting. 
 
MM:  concerned that we are talking too much about regulations.  Concerned that smaller 
compost facilities may not be willing or able to follow high standards set for commercial scale 
facilities (complicated site plans, engineering expenses). Tiered structure would be appropriate. 
Have regulators even been to a composting facility? 
 
MAN: we have discussed a tiered structure at past meetings; intention is to accommodate a 
wide variety of operations. 
 
PHD:  Reminder that purpose of this meeting is to review current rules to help guide 
amendments. The summary sheets distributed to the group are not a proposal, simply 
summary of current requirements relative to compost facilities. We recognize that updates are 
necessary. NHDES has invested effort into networking, increasing our knowledge-base, and 
working with outside parties in the interim to develop composting pilot projects to help inform 
revisions. 
 
MAN:  Update on composting pilots – NRRA & Town of Sunapee proposing to compost food 
waste including meat and dairy (requires a waiver).  We have provided them guidance on 
submitting waiver request, currently awaiting submittal.  Lewis Farm in Concord: Have talked to 
them about a waiver as well, no submittal as of yet.  
 
PHD:  NHDES is amenable between now and new rules to waiving existing rules to facilitate 
proposals for pilot projects that are well thought out. 
 
DESIGN SUMMARY DOCUMENT 
Page 3 in Summary Document – Additional Design Requirements for Handling and Storage 
Areas… 
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Start at item (g) at bottom of the page (left of here on 4/24/18)…Requirement for system to 
protect groundwater, management of liquid flows. 
 


 Bill produced a matrix mentioned previously to help support discussion 


 Paige has done some research as well, primarily in MA, ME, VT 
 
The group needs to review the research in order to better address item (g). 
The requirement for leachate collection system or functionally-equivalent control system – Kim:  
use of the word “leachate” may not be appropriate for most composting applications. 
Terminology from NRCS may be better suited. 
 
Kim Scammon:  Vegetative Treatment area may not work with true leachate; best thing to do is 
to mix it back into manure (or compost feedstocks) or send for treatment.  Runoff from pad can 
go into veg. treatment strip or settlement device.  Uncontaminated stormwater should be 
diverted around pad; goal is to minimize what needs to be collected/managed.   
 
Judy:  Guidance on “functionally-equivalent control system” can be referenced in a BMP.  Rules 
can describe performance expectation, rather than detailed regulation with specificity.  BMP 
guidance doc could also could discuss: setbacks, depth to groundwater, confining layers, using 
test pits, etc. 
 
Kim Scammon:  NRCS – Technical arm of USDA –  provides standards/BMPs for Compost facility 
and Waste Storage design.  See Chapter 10 of Agricultural Waste Management Field Handbook: 
Seepage & Runoff – frequently occur from manure stacks or other piles – are to be controlled 
to protect surface and ground water.  Uncontaminated run off – from roof or other non-contact 
areas – should be rerouted. 


Seepage – high-strength moisture from within decomposing waste.  i.e. leachate 
Runoff – heavy precipitation on piles will produce runoff; not as strong as leachate. 


 
Paige – Attended VT Compost Technical Training back in October. Learned some good BMP’s – 
e.g. “keep clean water clean.” 
 
Bill:  value to the leachate.  Reincorporate into a wetting process during mixing/pile formation.  
Capture and recirculate into composting process.  This one system uses post-consumer waste, 
everything on a concrete pad…collected and then put back through the process. 
 
PHD:  Will have to keep in mind scalability relative to stormwater/moisture mgmt. Is there a 
commonly-accepted vocabulary for these issues that NH should consider? 
 
BILL: Not really. Maybe NRCS 
 



https://www.wcc.nrcs.usda.gov/ftpref/wntsc/AWM/handbook/ch10.pdf
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Judy:  Refer to water regulations for setting water standards and keeping them as such.  Not 
adding too much specificity. 
 
Kim Scammon: looking at stockpile requirements. Is a compost pile a “stockpile?” 
 
MAN: Stockpiling requirements in the rules are derived from requirements for transfer facilities 
(chapter 400), not tailored specifically to composting – more relevant to temporary storage of 
waste materials. Would argue that a compost pile is not a stockpile, is a processing system. 
 
Kim:  Stockpiling of Pre vs. Post materials. Probably should have different requirements for 
storage/stockpiling of initial feedstocks vs.  finished compost.  
 
MAN: agree 
 
Sarah:  Scale…have we determined what requirements apply to different size facilities? VT 
defines Small, Med. & Large facilities….and also need to discuss feedstocks for risk factors. 
 
PHD:  Agree.  We need to determine our thresholds in NH – this group has previously discussed 
incorporating a tiered system into rules; we have not yet defined how that might look.  Will 
likely entail core requirements for all facilities and specific requirements depending on the 
size/volume and feedstocks accepted. 
 
Page 4 in Summary Document – Roads and Traffic Control 
(a)-(g) NHDES Solid Waste Bureau does not control local and state roads.  This purpose of (a) 
just looks at entrance points. Generally only applies if there it is a large scale facility that may 
require a stoplight, or left-turn lane (depending on local requirements). Also can be pointed to 
when addressing complaints and/or concerns.  The other requirements here are common 
senses rules, intended to be one-size fits all. 
 
Judy: NHDES residuals management does have rules relative to transport of sludge 
 
Drainage 
(a)-(c)  Site drainage features… (a) references RSA 585-A:17, relative to alteration of terrain. 
PHD: This is a requirement regardless.  Can be repealed, however, it is not going to change 
requirements for applicant/facility owner. 
 
MAN:  This section needs to be more specific for composting given the discussions we have 
already put forth. Items (b) and (c) are very specific to interference with landfill closure 
systems, but there are probably other considerations that should be addressed. 
 
Protection of Landfill Closure Systems 
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Reinforces (b) and (c) in drainage.  Basically, don’t design or operate a facility in any way that 
damages or disrupts effectiveness of landfill closure systems. Relevant if composting facility is 
proposed on a landfill cap. 
 
Page 5 – Wastewater systems. 
Wastewater disposal/treatment, references requirements in RSA 485-A.  Intended as a one-
size-fits-all rule.  Most commonly used at landfills that direct-pipe their leachate.     
 
Judy:  This could come into play if the facility is piping untreated leachate to a POTW or to a 
stormwater drain.  Otherwise it will not be an issue for the majority of facilities.   


 ACTION ITEM: Will look into this requirement to make sure it covers every facility 
and also does not create unintended consequences or conflict with local 
requirements for wastewater transmission. 


 
Equipment 
PHD:  Item (a) probably derived from the days when more waste incinerators were in use 
statewide (e.g. municipal sites, hospital autoclaves). Wanted to ensure the equipment was 
installed according to manufacturer’s specs. 503s. State was just looking at developing rules for 
those.  Rules hail from rules as far back as 1991 and 1997. 
 
Discussion regarding labeling of containers by haulers or municipalities. 
 
MAN: Item (b) is not specific to composting facilities, more applicable to waste haulers or 
owners of containers 
Judy:  Residuals management has similar requirement that haulers have specific identification. 
 
 
Access control 
(a)-(c) Universal Requirements – focused on unauthorized access/illegal dumping 
 
MAN:  Should be performance based. Numerous ways to restrict unauthorized access. 
 
Sarah:  Asked if it was different than Dept. of Ag. Regulations? 
 
Kim:  Said yes.  Ag only requires if there is a pit or some safety hazard.   
 
MAN:  What if a farm was collecting source separated residential or commercial food waste? 
Would then essentially become a solid waste facility and subject to these requirements. Are 
such requirements appropriate at a farm?  
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PHD:  This has come up in other permits.  Usually comes up for situations with limited customer 
base.  Willing to be flexible and use this as a case-by-case. … Common sense rule and control. 
Does not want it to become a midnight dumping place?     
 
We need to review scalability of this requirement. 
 
BREAK 


 
Surrounding Properties 
Mostly performance requirements for nuisance.  Another universal requirement.   
 
Design Plans and Specifications, content and Format 
MAN: Another opportunity for scalability – When and to whom do these requirements apply?   
 
PHD:  We do need to look at this closely.  Be clear, in its current form this rule is saying “when 
design plans are required as part of an application, then those plans will adhere to these 
requirements”.  When we determine the scalability for facilities these rules may or may not 
apply.  The PE stamp is by state law and NHDES has a policy/fact sheet on how to apply this 
statute relative to professional services.  We need to determine whether the design plan 
follows the ‘practice of engineering’ and if it does, then requires P.E.’s stamp. --- RSA 310-A 
practice of engineering relates to safeguarding life, health or property. 
 
BILL:  Suggests that (f) covers the smaller facilities.  Provides an option for alternative plans 
 
PHD:  suggests that item (d) read “when required”  instead of “as required” to clarify that not 
all situations involve the practice of engineering and may not require a P.E.’s stamp. 
 
Kim:  In NY, there was a manure pit that broke and released millions of gallons.  In response NY 
developed a guidance list defining features/situations that involve the practice of engineering. 
Very helpful resource. Could be an opportunity for NH to develop more specific guidance on 
types of situations that require engineering. 
 
PHD:  Or perhaps at least provide more specificity about how these requirements apply to each 
“tier” of composting facility. 
 
Kim:  if a farm wants a funding from USDA for specific projects, required to have a nutrient 
management plan. Funding hinges on prerequisites, but if they comply, then cost of surveys 
and engineering may be covered. 
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*** Tara Albert possible education opportunity *** to bring in farmers and others with a 
representative from NRCS.  We could facilitate applications for funding to help these facilities 
move forward on off-site food waste composting at their facilities/farms.   
 
PHD:  We need to really look at the rules and determine the applicability.  Scalability is going to 
come in to play.  Should revisit item (f) to add clarity about when alternative design plans might 
be acceptable. 
 
END REVIEW OF SUMMARY DOCUMENT  
 
MAN: Other thoughts, business, issues that need to be addressed? 
 
JUDY:  How will revised draft be compiled? Rewrite Env-Sw 600 completely? 
 
PHD:  Explains the rule writing process including required annotation to show what has been 
changed. 
 
MAN: will likely start by writing up a “clean-slate” version of what we want Chapter 600 to look 
like, then go back and figure out what/how to annotate. Will also involve looking at other 
Chapters/sections of the rules to make sure appropriate revisions are made in those sections as 
they may relate to composting facilities (e.g. Chapters 1000, 1100, definitions, etc.). 
 
Consider the following re Scalability: 


 Feedstock 


 Size:  Throughput in volume or tonnage? Physical footprint? 
 


Performance-based requirements as appropriate.  Flexibility for smaller scale facilities. 
 
Potential permit structure relative to a “tiered” system of facilities. Currently NH has 3 main 
permitting “BUCKETS.” Will likely continue with this framework: 


 Permit-Exempt 


 Permit-by-Notification 


 Standard Permit 
 


 Possible 4th “bucket”: General Permit – essentially a registration system, little or no 
reporting, training requirements. Currently being considered for other types of facilities 
and composting could be added. 
 


Paige: Offered to look at other state permitting structures. 
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NHDES will work on identifying common situations/types of composting facilities that would fall 
within each “bucket.” This framework will help us conceptualize the tier system and will guide 
revision of the rules (fit the structure of the rules around the facility categories identified).   
 
PHD: All facilities are subject to rules in chapter 1000 (including permit-exempt facilities).  
Operating more than 90 days (i.e. long-term operations) subject to 1100.  Then look at rules in 
chapters 400 through 800 depending on specific facility type.  400 is transfer stations.  500 is 
processing/treatment.  600 is specific to composting.  700 is incinerators.  800 is landfills.  900 is 
additional requirements that apply if the facility will handle specific types of waste (tires, 
asbestos, etc.)  
 
300 relates to permit application content, processing and suspension/revocation procedures 
 
Once rules are revised, goal is to develop a sister guidance document to help general populace 
with navigating requirements and BMPs. This project may involve input from a subgroup of this 
stakeholder workgroup. 
 
NEXT STEPS 
MAN will communicate via email with a status report in/around February.  The status report 
may include: 


 Suggested permitting framework (anticipated types of facilities and where they might 
fall into the 3 permit “buckets”)  


 Ambitious Goal: DRAFT “clean slate” revised rules (more likely to have this by mid-late 
Spring).   


 
Once we have a draft revision, will circulate to group for feedback. Schedule a meeting when 
and if it would be productive.  
 
Dismiss at 11:39. 
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9:00 am Welcome & Opening Remarks by Pam Hoyt-Denison 


 Ongoing regulatory research 


 NHDES continuing to devote what limited resources are available, always interested in 


partnering with groups such as regional planning commissions, collaborate on grants, etc. 


 Will break into respective subgroups, although NRRA pilot group opted not to meet today 


(planning to meet sometime TBD in December). Follow up on action items identified at 


September meeting 


 


9:25 am Subgroups commence meeting separately 


 


11:10 am Subgroups reconvene as larger group 


 


Rules/Regulatory Subgroup: 


Present: Pam H.D. (NHDES), Judy H. (NHDES), Michael N. (NHDES), Felicia M. (RMI), Kristen Simard (Star 


Island), Matt S. (UNH), Bob M. (Waste Management), Marc M. (City of Lebanon), Kim S. (Blue Farm), 


Vickie D. (UVLSRPC) 


 


 Initial conversation touched on the importance of defining the goals driving this rules review. 


 Develop rules based on research and science 


 Important to also keep policies consistent with the economic, geographic and demographic 


characteristics of our region 


 Outright ban probably not the “NH way” 


 Identified need: dedicated technical assistance. NH lacks dedicated staff that can help train & 


guide facilities with startup and operations 


o ME has the Maine Compost Team, a cross-disciplinary group composed of 


individuals from DEP, Dept of Ag, UMaine Cooperative Extension 


o In NY the Cornell Co-Op extension serves similar role 


o UNH extension may be contemplating the addition of a new position for the 


purposes of compost outreach/training. Potential for future collaborations 


between state and UNH to mirror the ME model. Use MOU to codify roles? 


 The group reviewed composting rules established by other states in region: 


o New York: 


 Considerable number of large scale CAFO farms. CAFO’s are permitted 


and regulated by Dept. of Ag. NY has worked to modify regs over last 


several years to create compatibility between Ag and waste rules. 


 Have also increased language for AD and added a new CAFO permit 


class. AD is perhaps more relevant in NY due to quantity of sizeable 


farms 
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 3 levels of facilities – exempt, registration, permit (generally anything 


above 10,000cy per year triggers need for a permit) 


 No distinction for facilities processing meat & dairy vs. those without 


 State utilizes SEQR decision-making framework 


(http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/6208.html) 


o Maine: 


 Residual categories based primarily on initial C:N of feedstocks (5 


categories total) 


 Overall, suite of rules very performance-based 


 Seems to take a middle approach, emphasizing BMP’s rather than 


regulating for worst-case scenarios  


 Specific management techniques not prescribed in rules. Instead state 


has separate BMP’s document as supplement (this document does not 


appear to be specifically referenced by rule) 


 Standards for testing of finished product not specified explicitly in rules, 


would seem Maine DEP exercises discretion in deciding when testing is 


required, and defers to Dept of Ag standards for land application, or 


chapter 405 – rules for water quality monitoring, leachate monitoring, 


and waste characterization 


 Team-based approach; close coordination between DEP and Dept of Ag 


 No standards for persistent pesticides 


 Conversation highlighted that perhaps standards for 


contaminants will be dictated by market requirements/demand 


o Vermont: 


 3-tiered system based on volume: small, medium and large facilities. 


 Prescriptive testing before market of product 


 Training requirement 


 Act 148 is statutory backdrop – much more than a composting 


framework; establishes universal recycling standards and sustainable 


materials management goals. Emphasizes source reduction and 


preferential reuse (not just waste management) 


 Food waste diversion goals are phased in over time (by 2020 food 


scraps from any generator banned from disposal) 


 Issues with collection and processing capacity to meet demands of the 


law. Little funding available to bolster infrastructure 


o Massachusetts: 


 Some similarity with NY in terms of structure of rules and parity 


between waste and Ag 


 Also pursuing a food waste ban, but unlike VT only affects commercial 


generators 



http://www.dec.ny.gov/permits/6208.html
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o California: 


 Tiered based on feedstocks 


 Very specific facility scenarios that authorize acceptance of only certain 


types of wastes/residuals 


 Where are we now? 


o Have established context for what some other states are doing 


o Next goal is to take a critical review of NH rules and discuss what exactly should 


be revised/updated 


 It was suggested that perhaps the group take a break for a while and 


allow DES to come forward with draft revisions for review 


 However, group seemed to think more critical review of NH’s existing 


rules would be more appropriate at this point (identify specific 


needs/concerns) 


o What exactly is our goal in revising the rules? 


 Establish new diversion goals/conserve disposal capacity? 


 Remove regulatory barriers/inconsistencies? (i.e. look at compatibility 


issues between water rules or ag rules and waste rules) 


 Provide a more regulatory framework for handling meat and dairy? 


 Ultimately encourage development of more composting/organics 


mgmt. infrastructure in NH 


 Strike a balance between accommodation of current industry practices 


and proper regulatory oversight and engineering standards. 


o ACTION ITEM: 


 Review NH composting chapter (Env-Sw 600) along with the rules 


summaries previously compiled by NHDES. Identify “red flags” or other 


areas of concern. At next meeting we will compile a master list of areas 


for review 


o Meet again in January/Feb?  TBD – just be conscious of Feb school break 


  



https://www.des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/index.htm#solid
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Education & Outreach Subgroup: 


Present: Tara Mae Albert (NHDES), Melissa Zych (NHDES), Cynthia Nelson (NHDES), Dave Jeffers (LRPC), 


Sarah McGraw (NRRA), Dave Morrill (Badger), Erin Daley (LRPC), Chris Behling (US EPA), Amy Janvier 


(Antioch University), Melanie Doiron (Scribe from NHDES) 


 


Recap: 


 3 groups of things have been discussed in previous sessions of this workgroup 


o Who needs to be trained?   


o What are the resources?   


o What are the educational needs and deficiencies? 


 There are a number of generators:  small commercial, sw owners/operators 


 There are already groups out there to do education – 


NERC/NEWMOA/NRRA/SWOT/P2/Universities/Agriculture/Communities/4-H/Food Recovery 


Network, etc. 


 


What do we need?: 


 Money, someone to coordinate (not Tara)?, who are the hosts of composting?  Where are our 


feedstocks?  What are the end markets?  New regulations needed?  What are the logistics? 


 We need a plan?  - What is it?  How do I do it?  Who is I? What is How? Permits, training, etc.  


 Topics 


 


Statements/Conversations after recap. 


 Resource Library – who will house the resources? 


 


 We have two I’s – food waste reduction/composting (DM) 


 


 Source Reduction/food recovery/composting next (CB) 


 


 Composting is what we are working on now in this group.  We need new rules.  Food waste 


reduction should be a target. (TMA) 


 


 Food waste reduction campaign aimed at hospitality and social media outreach is needed 


(MZ/CN) 


 


 NEWMOA/Food work reduction funded through USDA Grant (TMA) 


 


 We should work with stakeholders for food waste reduction (DJ/LRPC) 


 


 NRRA – Schools are looking to reduce waste (SM) 
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 Project she is working on – model – municipal compost project with CSA component, compost at 


local farm – it is new and 2 learning experience – start small/scale down – (Marlborough) – 


opportunity for education (SM) 


 


 Who runs the school project?  Students leave.  Staff at school can run program (ED) 


 


 Common core standard for school.  Needs to do waste reduction as part of it. (SM) 


 


 Other states are doing work on food waste and have put together packages on donations, 


liability, etc. (CB) 


 


 A webpage on “questions on compost” would be useful – e.g. homeowners – how do I compost? 


(TMA) 


 


 Put together information/resources.  Cooperative extension should be at the table.  


Borrow/exchange information for interactive set up. (DJ) 


 


 Multiple sources of information can be confusing.  There should be a gathering of funding, 


pooling of resources, of those that want to work on the same things (one grant) (DJ) 


 


 There is a sustainability and agriculture education research grant that may be available.  We are 


not ready for it now but may be in the future (TMA) 


 


 Did research about what is out there and what can be utilized.  It could be organized into a 


spreadsheet of information. (ED) 


 


 Get back to Composting. Q. Do you see more composting at Transfer stations?  What do you 


envision for the future?  A. Yes, we see more TS and would like to see more commercial 


composting.  Vt. Went backwards – implemented the ban but provided little education.  Need 


for more education when implementing programs/bans. (TMA/SM) 


 


 How do we get to generators? Y – has master composters that are a community voice.  They 


have an infrastructure in place, where they use master gardeners etc. to education people.  


(SM) 


 


 NRRA SM/VDavis – UVLSRPC/LRPC/all have USDA grants – they can all work together to do 


outreach and alter it to fit community (TMA) 


 


 Community kitchen in the area.  The program can get food to them through a CSA/donation 


system.  Do they also compost? (AS) 
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 Bagel Works/Thai Restaurant works together to replace a cardboard dumpster with a compost 


dumpster (DM) 


 


 P2 was trying to recruit 2 collection system in Common Ground.  There were a lot of barriers.  


Food waste to farmers – the project was hard to get off the ground because of road blocks.  – 


hard to make connections (MZ) 


 


 Talk success, financial benefits, this is a sell.  How do you measure success?  Use case studies. 


(DJ) 


 


 You have to measure your waste in order to manage it, in order to determine success (CN) 


 


 Measures 4x 1 year – divert large percentage of waste.  Yuck factor is issue who organize it is 


question. (DM) 


 


 Small businesses are hard.  Need labor, schools, university, large institution is easier (CB) 


 


 There are companies out there that measure.  But there is a cost involved (CB) 


 


 NHLRA – You can go to the conference, but it is hard to get in. (MZ) At sustainability conference 


there was little talk about sustainability.  Needs to focus on those that are interested.  Successes 


will pull them in.  (CN) 


 


 “Common Ground” – Lakes Region – works with groups to education others about wastes (ED) 


 


 Universities are isolated.  They can have an event at the TS or community area and education 


people about how much food waste is thrown out. (TMA) 


 


 Whole foods.  What are they doing? They do food donations.  (CB) Helping hands also do food 


donations. (CN) 


 


 Helping hands also do food donations (CN) 


 


 What about grants to purchase compost bins? (MZ) 


 


 We need to hone in on all the groups that are doing different things.  Concentrate on two areas 


– business/residential.  Two separate focus areas (TMA) 
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 There are 200 schools in the NRRA “School Club” – there are active and not so active schools.  


Rural vs. large town.  One funded a large scale compost area and it was successful.  It is viable in 


rural areas.  (SM) 


 


 Somersworth did a compost program with Mr. Fox.  It was a success. (SM) 


 


 If a facility (composter) was available it would be easier. (SM)  In the meantime, compost 


regulations need to revisited (TMA)  


 


 We can start with food waste reduction, but still compost currently as the rules allow (TMA) 


 


 Grocers can be a focus.  Hannaford did some but currently let go of sustainability people (CB).  


P2 is no longer working with them (MZ) 


 


 Transportation is a huge barrier to donating/composting/recycling.  Huge cost.  We want to do 


the right thing but it needs to be affordable and convenient.  Communities need to work 


together (DJ)  


 


 Why does it use more to transport compost? (DM) matter of scale (CB) 


 


 We did dispel the myths of composting with education (SM) 


 


 Penacook PAYT – drives people to reduce, reuse, recycle.  Start with PAYT Towns (ED) 


 


 For PR – use city television (DM) NHtB – school videos on various topics (SM) have a PR 


campaign – all ready others doing it.  Reyclingworksma.com – look at this website.  Lots of 


useful information.  They can be useful in determining what needs to be done as far as technical 


assistance.   (CB) 


 


ACTION ITEMS 


Members need to identify where they are going to focus their efforts from among the following areas: 


 Education:  Residential/localized composting – Backyard or Business 


 Determine geographically where the composting infrastructure is 


 Food recovery/reduction education as focus 


 Pilots – figure out where the target should be for education 


 Measures (waste audits – emphasis on usefulness) 


 


Members agreed to the following: 


 David M – Business/Institutes – build connections – what are they? 
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 Cynthia N – work on “packet of tools” gather information/food recovery challenge with EPA 


(work together)  


 TMA – Operator class – Mark K – Maine Compost School & Athena – NERC – PAYT/Food 


Reduction 


 Sarah McGraw – work with schools on food waste reduction/share table/resource documetns, 


connect with CB of EPA 


 Amy – Antioch – tie in with pilot project, Mike Durfor – Sarah M will give her school curriculum. 


 Side Note – one coordinator needed (NRRA?) DHHS (food safety?) to be composting person 


 


Next Meeting to be determined after the holidays and TMA has time to marry the 11/29 notes and the 


original Education Plan discussed in August. 
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Attendees: 
Paige Wilson – PSU Graduate Student  
Kim Scamman P.E. – Blue Farm LLC 
Kristen Simard – Star Island Corp 
Matt Smith - UNH 
Bill Meagher – Loureiro Engineering 
Tara Albert (TMA) – NHDES Solid Waste 
Judy Houston – NHDES Water 
Melanie Doiron – NHDES Solid Waste 
Mark Richardson – Town of Hampton (formerly) 
Mike Nork (MAN) – NHDES Solid Waste 
Pamela Hoyt-Denison (PHD) – NHDES Solid Waste 
 
Via Phone: 
Deb Darby – Organix Solutions 
Jessica Saturly Hall (joined on phone later) – Upper Valley Compost Co. 
 
 
MAN intro: Purpose of meeting = discuss operating & design requirements.  Start with 
operating because likely more discussion. 
-noted MAN/PHD started outline of siting requirements based on setback requirements 
discussed a last meeting 
PHD – example:  initial review indicates setbacks should be for certain site features v.s. entire 
‘facility’ 
PHD – review of other state’s (e.g., ME) rules enlightening.  NH may have to make significant 
revisions to structure/content of siting requirements  
 
Judy Houston: Noted any time sludge/septage included, operation would be subject to Env-Wq 
800.  Class A sludge has to meet specific standards, Class A does not need a site permit or 
facility permit. Class B sludge includes facility permit w… (?)   Water Div. rules are not 
necessarily changing any time soon 
 
Matt Smith – create a regulatory flow chart for composting, with both solid waste and 
sludge/septage requirements – would help simplify understanding the process/decision tree 
 
MAN: Put sludge issues in a ‘parking lot’ for now. Overall Goals:  Base requirements on 
accepted science and/or established industry practices to address food waste composting in 
NH.   Using other states programs/models as guide. Need to first establish BMP’s that would 
apply universally, then we can talk more specifically about permit frameworks. 
Noted that rule structure will include cross-references to other chapters of solid waste rules 
(but guidance document to follow that will lay out all requirements in one place) 
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PHD – suggested focusing on general requirements 1st.  NHDES will then figure out how to 
incorporate into the rules. 
PHD – noted (based on last meeting), NHDES will sever tie to landfill siting rules. 
 
START DISCUSSION 
MAN: Noted current operating requirements are driven by compost classes.  Thinks should be 
based off initial feedstocks instead.  Matt Smith agrees. Noted that basing requirements on 
feedstock was also discussed at previous meetings.   
TMA noted could tailor requirements based on feedstock. 
 
All agree: base operating requirements on feedstock. 
 
PHD: Are there ‘universal’ operating requirements for composting that apply regardless of 
methodology? 
  
PHD noted universal operating requirements such as control dust, litter, etc. 
TAM: performance requirement.  General = fexible, but requires interpretation/plans 
Matt Smith: BMP’s can help. 
 
Judy: agrees operating plan should be required.  Unsure whether should conform to Env-Sw 
1105.11 relative to need for certified operator (discussion of training/certification to follow at 
later time) 
 
Matt:  Does leachate include condensate? 
PHD: rules don’t specifically address condensate 
 
Matt: some processes create significant condensate (esp. systems w/ forced aeration).  
Condensate different than leachate but still may contain nutrients (nitrogen) that would need 
to be managed. In some cases can be used as a wetting agent and incorporated into the active 
system. Leachate is usually minimal volume, however condensate could be 1,000s of gallons 
 
Bill M & Kim S: Noted difference between leachate (low flow, high strength) and ‘contact water’ 
(high flow, low strength).   E.g., pile w/no precipitation = low amounts high nutrient load 
leachate.   During precip event, high amount of low nutrient load ‘contact water’.  Typical 
design = contact water (stormwater) treated with vegetative treatment area.   Leachate 
managed differently.  E.g., leachate to a tank, contact stormwater bypasses to vegetative swale. 


Materials likely to generate leachate if stockpiled without incorporating bulking agents – 
animal manures, silage, fish gurry, possibly food waste stockpiles 
Kim S. to look @ NRCS standards to see if there are leachate/contact water 
requirements that can be used as reference 
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(Jessica Saturly Hall joined on phone) 
 
Summary of ‘leachate’ discussion: 
Leachate 
Contact Water 
Condensate 
Non-contact stormwater 
All different.  Different levels of management appropriate. 
 
Compost Classes: 
MAN suggest scrapping existing compost classes.  Base requirements on feedstock.  Use USCC 
model rules:  feedstock drives design, operating, and product testing and end use  
 
Kristen Simard:  Should requirements also be based on end use? 
 
Jessica Saturly-Hall:  Does/should NHDES get involved in end-use? 
PHD: OK with operating requirements, but notes NHDES should still be involved in end use if 
there is potential health or environmental impacts. 
 
Matt Smith: could keep classes, but have it in the ‘marketing’ section of the rules. 
 
Judy: Thinks compost class should drive operating requirements. 
 
Jessica: noted that testing compost can be expensive.  Noted, relative to feedstock, can 
produce poor quality compost. 
 
Kim Scammon noted:  finished product evaluation will have to consider agricultural use 
 
PHD: noted NHDES may not follow compost into market, but that will have to be based on 
confidence that we do not have to.  E.g., if compost with litter/glass is spread, NHDES will get 
complaints. 
Back to operating requirements….. 
 
Management of Incoming Waste: 
Matt Smith: #4.  Doesn’t think that the receiving facility should have to know where to 
take/how to manage ‘other’ waste.  PHD noted purpose was to prevent people from not being 
allowed to drop it off, then driving down the road and dumping it.  PHD believes requirement 
not that hard, and facilities should be able to give some direction.    Doesn’t believe that it 
would be a big problem. 
Judy H. noted could be guidance. 
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Jessica S-H: List of prohibited wastes long, complex. 
PHD: Noted base requirements that apply to all. 
Discussion re: liquid waste as prohibited waste: 
 - NHDES recognizes that blanket prohibition on liquid waste may not be appropriate for 
composting. 
MAN: Noted may also need to look at ‘bulky waste” relative to stumps which could be used as 
bulking agent if put through a grinder – common for commercial composters that accept yard 
waste to have a grinding operation on site 
Kim Scammon: maybe base acceptability based on ‘organic’ materials.  E.g., can take vegetable 
oil,  
 
TMA: does infectious waste include infected animal corpses? 
Kim Scammon: noted farms of certain size need emergency outbreak procedures. 
Kim Scammon:  suggest looking at NY solid waste regulations.  Maybe composting/A-D 
regulations.  NY also trying to blend CAFO & solid waste regulations.  Look there for examples: 
some of these issues may be addressed. 
 
PHD noted also: sludge/septage is on the list of prohibited wastes (& possible disconnects with 
wastewater engineering rules?) 
Infectious waste:  Should recognize/allow use of guidance for composting diseased animals. 
 
Residual Wastes 
General questions re: definitions 
Matt: noted would be nice to have definition pop up in hover-over when reading document 
electronically. 
Bill M.: Further explanation re: requirement to have 2 locations to dispose of waste.  PHD: 
scalable requirement – may apply more to facilities dealing with larger volumes of waste 
Mark R. Noted operating plans don’t require two disposal options noted. 
Judy: noted ‘residuals’ in water rules is different than ‘residual waste’ in SW rules 
 
P/T Requirements 
1) keep requirements from 40 CFR 503.  Delete Class AA/A references. 
2) MAN: Current rules for where/how to take temps (i.e. what depth) should be revised? 


Perhaps this is something better suited in a guidance doc. rather than stipulating in rule 
3) Windrow methods 
      Discussion regarding technical operating/process requirements (time, temp, turning, etc.) 


Kim Scamman: noted in USCC model rule “….requirements appropriate for method” 
Jessica: language relatibe to turning windrow (“exterior to interior”).  Not always 
required.  Just need to make sure all solid waste exposed to composting conditions. 
Suggestion:  Reword “Assure all solid waste is exposed to composting conditions” 
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(TAM: did not bring this up at meeting:  What is purpose of these requirements?  Why does 
NHDES need to control?) 
 
3) Aerated Static pile.  Discussion re: different types, covers.  Decided method/cover doesn’t 
matter as long as reach time/time. 
Conclusion: rule requirement for 3 & 4 (aerated & enclosed) = 55degC for 3 days. 
5) (measurement methods).  Decision = delete 5a.-c..  They are ‘such as’ anyway. 
6) Limit temperature measurement requirements to only that required for demonstrating 
requirement time/temp requirements. 


Matt: No need to specify max temp (some facilities may choose to sanitize their process. 
But important to remember risk of spontaneous combustion if temp exceeds 160 F, at 
that point heating of pile can transition from a biological process to chemical) 


 
Note: P/T requirements do not currently include requirements relative to preventing fires. 
Matt Smith: noted existing guidance by Bob Rynk – On Farm Composting Manual 
Reference BMPs 
 
MAN:  Skip testing requirements for now.   
 
Recordkeeping: 
1) destination of compost.  Necessary? Flag for discussion re: how far does NHDES follow 
compost into the market? 
2)  Source, description and quantity. 


Jessica S-H: this requirement could be intense.  For example, some facilities allow 
homeowners to drop off material. 
PHD noted:  MAN & PHD agree need to look at what is required – blanket term for 
source may be sufficient (e.g. residential, commercial, etc.) 
Agreed: need to clarify. 


TMA: noted re: quantity.  NHDES would be more interested in 2.5 tons v.s. 2 buckets/lbs. 
Jessica S-H: likes idea of scaling requirements based on amounts.  Referenced table in Env-Sw 
600 as an example. 
General discussion re: scaling requirements based on scale of operation. 
 
Discussion re: horse manure.  PHD noted exempt by statute.  Others noted issues with syringes, 
potential presence of persistent pesticides. 
 
Meeting adjourned.  Stopped discussion at “Recordkeeping” – left off at sampling log in (item 
2b) 
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MAN: for next meeting, MAN/PHD hope to incorporate prior comments from siting 
requirements.  Pick up where left off in recordkeeping at next meeting and also get to design 
requirements if possible. 
 
Kim Scammon: has called NRCS re: basis for setbacks.  Will forward information once she 
receives reply. Also will look into NRCS standards on leachate/contact water to see if there are 
requirements that can be used as reference 
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Attendees: 
Paige Wilson – PSU Graduate Student  
Kim Scamman P.E. – Blue Farm LLC 
Tara Albert (TMA) – NHDES Solid Waste 
Mike Nork (MAN) – NHDES Solid Waste 
Pamela Hoyt-Denison (PHD) – NHDES Solid Waste 
Felicia Morrisette – RMI 
Ian Grimes – RMI Intern/PSU Undergrad 
 
Via Phone: 
Jessica Saturly Hall – Upper Valley Compost Co. 
Matt Smith – UNH 
 
 
MAN -- Overview of last month’s meeting in which the group began to look at the composting 
facility operating requirements contained in the summary documents previously prepared by 
NHDES.  Discussed how we discovered that some items in the current operating requirements 
section were more relevant to finished quality standards than actual day-to-day facility 
operations. Moreover, some operating requirements are actually in design requirements and 
vice versa. 
 
Goal for today – continue review of operating requirements, then start on design requirements 
(one area that may need attention is pad design – the rules are currently vague/silent on pad 
requirements). 
 
Down the road we can tackle other questions: 


 finished compost quality specs (to what degree does the state want to regulate the 
product? Other agencies may already be involved with regulating finished compost – 
porbably start talking about this at June meeting of this workgroup) 


 Should state of NH adopt some sort of stated policy/goal relating to composting of food 
waste? 


o Diversion goal? Infrastructure development goal (e.g. XX number of facilities by 
2025)? 


 
 
The below notes follow the group’s review of the “Composting Facility Operating Requirements” 


summary document (see page 5 – ‘Recordkeeping,’ where the group left off after 3/30 meeting) 
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Operating Requirements 
 
Recordkeeping 


 Current structure of recordkeeping requirements are tied to the compost classes (Class 


AA or Class A), but that will change if we alter/do away with compost classes 


o Can make the whole structure of the rules more direct if requirements follow 


from the nature of the feedstocks being managed rather than a desired end-


product specification 


2b – needs to be more general.  E.g. ‘sampling/testing log as required depending on feedstocks 
managed’ 


 Operator needs to keep a sampling log, as necessary.  Depending on the type of 


composting.  Somewhere in the operating requirements…needs to be by feedstock type 


or facility type.  There needs to be a statement on the quality of the compost in order to 


remit a final product (QA/QC) 


3 – Daily temperature log…does this really need to be done?   


 Kim suggests to strike the word daily. 


 Jessica suggests that daily temperature is good, but more for the operator…it shows 


where you are in the process. 


 Regulations need operator to show that PFRP requirements have been met. – need a 


record to show time/temp has been achieved 


3 viii. – strike calibration data for the temperature device 
 
side conversation regarding temperature and QA/QC measuremtns. 


 Should we reference to 40CFR Part 503, or spell it out?  ***check out 


processing/treatment requirements on page 3 of summary document.   


 Mike and Felicia suggest using language from 503’s verbatim. 


4.  – Why do we care about bypass waste?  Do we need to require people keep track of how 
much waste is captured and removed prior to processing?  


 Pam suggests that all P/T facilities need to determine how much bypass waste they have 


at the facility.  Gross quantities of waste. 


 At a small composting facility it will be negligible.  This requirement may need to be 


scaled based on size/nature of the facility. 


 Flag this requirement for removal? 


 Where did this requirement come from? Probably a universal requirement for all solid 


waste facilities (Env-Sw 1100?) 
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5.  – non-compostables and residuals 


 This tracks the same as the prior. 


 Be mindful of leachate is currently considered a residual waste 


 Agricultural sector – storm water, contact water and leachate 


 Leachate is low flow but high strength, precipitation runoff is high flow but usually low 


strength 


 Leachate should be minimal if wastes are managed quickly after receipt and compost 


process is well-managed. 


6.  locations to which compost is distributed – strike this 
7.  maintain records at facility…. 


 7f – strike this, or create carve out for certain types of facilities 


 7d – use of word “destination” in reference to wastes received by a composting facility 


is probably not appropriate (destination would seem to imply final disposal site, i.e. 


landfill) 


Reporting 
1. Report results of laboratory analysis on a quarterly basis. 


 Facility should maintain this information on file and submit to NHDES only on 


request 


 What types of laboratory analyses are necessary? 


 Discuss this further during quality specs conversation (June 1 meeting?).  What types 


of tests, when necessary and how often? 


 Probably dependent on the feedstocks -  driving different tests 


2. Facility should retain copies of lab reports but only submit them to the State of New 


Hampshire as requested 


3. &  4.  – incidents should have  a time frame included (i.e. report incidents w/ in X amount of 


time).   


 Fielding complaints.  This covers both the operators, the state as well as the 


complainant. 


5.  Annual Facility Report – look at the current AFR form and make updates to include relevant 
fields for composting operations. 


 Scalable, should not apply to permit exempt facilities (perhaps also general permit 


facilities?) 


Operator Qualifications/Facility Staffing 
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 Customize this.  Operators should show/prove technical ability but training does not 


necessarily need to be through the NHDES Solid Waste Operator Training (SWOT) 


program as currently required by Env-Sw 1600. 


 Scalable…need to look at the tier-system.  Staff qualifications need to be expressed in 


the rules.  


 Vermont model – state & NRCS host training classes once a year for land-spreading of 


manure – 5 hrs class followed by an exam 


 Paige Wilson has offered to compile a list of composting training already available. 


Financial Assurance  


 Statute requires that the permittee be responsible to close the facility 


 Scalable – would be more applicable to larger facilities that pose greater financial risk 


should they need to close.  As a general rule the facility should be financially responsible 


for its own closure. 


 
Design Requirements  (See “Composting Facility Design Requirements” summary document) 
 
General Design Requirements 


 No comments 


Design Features and Appurtenances 


 Very general features, only required if the operation would warrant it. Please read 


through (b) before teasing through (a) 


 Applicability should be clarified only for permitted facilities? 


General Waste Handling and Storage Area Design Requirements 


 (f) – concern putrescible waste is potential nutrient leaching….need to include a 


qualifying statement that wastes must be actively managed. 


 Possibly eliminate it all together. – we don’t lose anything. 


 No one in the group expressed any other concerns. 


Additional Design Requirements for Handling and Storage Areas for Waste and Materials 


 The four bullets at the top should be clarified.  Product stored at the facility…is it being 


actively managed. 


 These requirements are geared towards stockpiles at the facility… relevant to active 


composting? 
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 These standards derive from Env-Sw 500, which refer to standards in Env-Sw 400 for 


transfer stations…not necessarily applicable to composting facility.  Probably need to 


sever this tie between Env-Sw 600 (Composting) and Env-Sw 500/Env-Sw 400 


 The design standards for composting facilities should address items relevant to 


composting 


o Dust, litter, Odors/Noise/Nuisances, Vectors, Groundwater/Surface water, Fire 


Hazards, Traffic 


o Probably best to keep rule requirements performance-based rather than overly 


prescriptive (specifics can be provided in a separate guidance document) 


Pad Design  


 Referenced on page 3 in item (b)(1). – underlain by an asphalt, concrete or packed soil 


surface. The rules do not adequately address pad design specific to composting 


 Kim referenced NRCS Conservation Standard 313-CPS-1….page 7 


 This document applies to waste storage facilities, “Stacking Facility” – temporary stack 


of material/stockpile 


 At next meeting we will delve into more conversation about pad design 


 


Storm water/Contact water Management 


 Referenced indirectly on page 3 in item (g) – prevent surface or groundwater 


contamination “by means of a leachate collection system or functionally equivalent 


control system.” Wastewater also referenced on page 5, points to RSA 485-A 


 Probably need more guidance on this 


 


Meeting adjourned **Left off on page 3** 


 


Homework – come to next meeting prepared to discuss pad design considerations. May 


review the US Composting Council Model Rule Template to see how pad design is addressed. 


Also may look at NRCS Conservation Practice Standard # 313 – Waste Storage Facility.  Things to 


keep in mind when reviewing: 


o When is a pad necessary? 


o What materials/construction methods are appropriate? 


o How does hydrogeology of a site factor into it? 


 Homework - Kim to delve further into NRCS # 313, provide executive summary of 


highlights?  Will share with group  
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 Homework – Research other pad design or general design resources that may be out 


there. 


Side note: Learning Resources available for this workgroup – 


 NRCS Website has a Technical Service Providers (TSP) Page which can be used to identify 


USDA “Ag-Learn” online modules that would be relevant to composting, facility design, etc. 


A lot of soils and hydrology training.  Very technical. 


 Also NRCS conservation practice standard documents, e.g. Code 590 (Nutrient 


Management), Code 313 (Waste Storage Facilities), code 317 (Composting Facility) 


o Kim Scammon to prepare a brief bulleted list of major highlights in these NRCS 


resources 








Draft Notes:  Composting Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting 
June 01, 2018 


Scribe:  Todd Moore, NHDES 
Page 1 of 4 


 
Attendees: 
Mike Nork (MAN), NHDES Solid Waste 
Pam Hoyt-Denison (PHD), NHDES Solid Waste 
David Jeffers, Lakes Region Planning Commission 
Debra Darby, Organix Solutions 
Lilly Zemba, NHDES Solid Waste Intern 
Jill Crowley, NHDES Solid Waste Intern 
Bill Meagher III, Louriero Engineering Assoc. 
Judy Houston, NHDES Wastewater/Residuals 
Cheri White, Dept of Ed, Office of Nutrition 
Jen Gornnert, Dept of Ag, Dir. Division of Regulatory Services 
Felicia Morrisette, RMI 
 
Via Phone: 
Matt Smith – UNH 
Jessica Saturly Hall – Upper Valley Compost Co. 
 
 
Introductions 
MAN update: 
 DES held 2 composting trainings this week.  Partnered w/Mark King from MEDEP 
 Working with couple facilities re: pilot projects 
 MAN going to animal mortality mgt symposium next week 
 
FINISHED PRODUCT 
Jen (Dept Ag):   Compost not regulated by Dept Ag, other than under organics certification 
program (regulate the ingredients/inputs, not the finished product) – NH Dept. of Ag is organic 
certification agent for USDA 
 
Discussion re: current regs do follow some composts into the market depending on ingredients 
Q: Cheri White: Background on regs in question: federal, state, etc? 
MAN:  State, NHDES rules.  More discussion re: regulations, Judy noted residuals covered by 
NHDES water division, not waste division 
PHD: some federal requirements 40CFR part 503 re: sludge residuals mgmt 
 
Discussion re: current regs following compost into market.  Class A, AA, Off-spec. 
Class AA: unrestricted use based on rebuttable presumption that the input feedstocks are of 
minimal concern (leaf/yard waste, agricultural manures, source separated food waste, bulking 
agents) 
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Class A: may be land applied if passes testing requirements/specs, but not on crops intended 
for direct human consumption. Product is derived from sewage sludge and other compostable 
feedstocks 
Off-spec: essentially anything that does not fall into Class AA or Class A. Needs to be managed 
as a residual waste 
 
Bill:  Likes rules as they are.  Class AA/A/Off-spec designations give contractors confidence in 
acceptable uses depending on the specific application (highway medians, landfill cap, etc.) 
Matt UNH:  Agrees should keep classes.  Would go even further.  Keep size requirements. If a 
producer makes bad compost, it can hurt the entire industry. Possible loophole if someone 
makes poor quality compost and mixes it with loam or other soils to side-step the classification 
system?? PHD: mixtures are still regulated 
Jessica:  State should not regulate quality standards unless issues of health/safety or 
environmental impact. Producing a poor quality vs producing a product that is not safe. 
 
Jen: Suggestion – is there an industry group that can help? 
MAN: US Composting Council has ‘Seal of Testing Assurance’ (STA) standard that may provide 
some guidance 
 
Bill: noted contractors take topsoil and grub waste, mix it and re-sell/re-use it on different sites. 
 
Jen:  Noted contractors moving soil one place to another can spread invasive species.  Possibly 
violation of invasive species regulations 
 
Jen: Ag only ‘regulates’ compost through organic certification program – i.e. whether a compost 
is eligible for use on organic farms based on the ingredients the compost was derived from. 
 
General discussion re: ‘organic’ certification. 
Jess S-H: notes organic not tied to safety.  It deals with other issues.   
 
Dave, LRPC: Question: has farm that composts material on a farm. If bring food waste from off-
site, does that make compost Class A vs Class AA? 
PHD:  No, on-site/off-site is trigger for permit.  On/site/off-site does not affect class of compost. 
 
BREAK 
 
MAN: When should testing be required? 


Scale of facility? 
Ingredients? 


Jen Ag: many regs based on scale – focus on larger facilities because of potential scale of 
impact.  Impact of large producer can be greater than small producer 
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Felicia: noted that small amount can have impact. Just test everything across the board 
Jessica S-H: NH has very little composting infrastructure.  Want to promote infrastructure – 
important part of waste management.  Noted that compost testing is expensive and time-
consuming. Important to have scale component to testing requirements 
MAN: noted VT rule based on Tiers.  Different requirements for different tiers.  A similar model 
could be based on scale. 
Jen Ag:  Start with ingredients and if there are items present that trigger concern for 
quality/safety of finished product. Certain items may have lower level of confidence, others 
may have higher level of confidence. 
PHD: noted existing rules set up that way. 
Felicia:  should arsenic be included in testing (not currently included)?  Why are PCBs included? 
Discussion re: arsenic.  Judy H noted arsenic naturally occurring in NH soil & water – may have 
intentionally been left out.  
Felicia: noted PCBs not included Federal 503’s 
PCB consensus: not sure why it is in current rules. 
Felicia: perhaps biosolids composting should fall under only one set of rules (e.g. Water Quality 
rules, Env-Wq 800) 
Bill:  estimates Class A testing ~$400.  Does not seem excessive to him. 
Bulking agents:  Can currently use only approved bulking agents for class AA.  Several people 
noted should look at whether we should have an approved list or criteria.  One suggestion was 
refer to an approved list.  NHDES noted that rulemaking would not likely allow “des-approved’ 
unless the rule specified the criteria on which NHDES would evaluate. 
MAN: may be better to define criteria for determining acceptable bulking agents, but not 
actually define specific items – hard to anticipate all possibilities and would be difficult to keep 
an “approved” list updated. At very least include examples and “…other materials that meet X 
criteria.” 
 
Jessica S-H:  Currently bring compost into NH from certified organic producer in Vermont. Is it 
required to have out of state compost meet NH’s labeling requirements? 
PHD: noted that labeling requirements apply to Class A compost only. Intention is to mean that 
the product must meet same standards if produced out of state (or must meet applicable 
standards of source state – no additional requirements beyond this) 
 
Judy & Felica noted sludge is different: NH required that meet the source state requirements, 
and more stringent of NH and source state. 
 
Debra:  Who regulates ‘air’ (odors, emissions)? 
 
Ingredients in Class AA and potential inputs of concern: 
Discussion regarding animal mortalities – depends on cause of death and whether specified risk 
material is present (eg prion dieseases like BSE, chronic wasting disease, etc.) 







Draft Notes:  Composting Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting 
June 01, 2018 


Scribe:  Todd Moore, NHDES 
Page 4 of 4 


 
Potential concerns re: euthanized animals – unclear if the chemicals will break down in the 
composting process.  
Jen Ag: noted horses allowed to receive pharmaceuticals that animals produced for food 
cannot.   
MAN: noted MEDEP looked at pharmaceuticals.  Found many were broken down by composting 
process. 
Jessica S-H: noted to keep focus on the concerns.US Composting Council may be a resource 
MAN: look at USCC STA program – perhaps incorporate by reference? 
Jen Ag: Noted Dept ag recently went through rulemaking of veg producers. Initial version had 
compost requirements.  Significant comments.  Dept of Ag pulled compost requirements and 
switched to referencing organic certification. 

























































Composting Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting 
August 30, 2017 
Intro Remarks by Pamela Hoyt-Denison, NHDES, Chair 
 


• Meeting format 
o Break into 3 focus groups: 


 Rules / Regulatory / BMPs 
 Education / Outreach 
 NRRA Pilot Project 


o May need a 4th group at some point to address compost quality standards and 
markets, but for now, let’s start with the 3 groups 


o Go to separate rooms to work until 11:15 AM +/- 
o Full workgroup to reconvene to: 


 provide progress report to the full group 
 decide on next steps 


• September 27 and October 25 are earmarked for next meeting—
keep or move on separate tracks? 


• Focus Group Logistics 
o You will decide which group you prefer to join by adding your name to the white 


board under the group of interest—if we don’t have a good spread, I may prod 
certain people to cross over 


o Mission or scope of work for each group was provided in prior email dated 
August 10.  We will review that in a minute. 


o Some of you may want to actively participate in more than one focus area and you 
can…Each focus group will periodically report back to the full group, so that 
everyone can weigh in on the direction and progress of the group 


o Each group is assigned a DES facilitator 
 Rules / Regulatory—Pam Hoyt-Denison 
 Education/Outreach---Tara Albert 
 NRRA Pilot Project---Melanie Doiron 


o The facilitator is your shepherd: 
 will help keep the focus group on track 
 will herd you to your meeting room and back to this meeting room  


o The facilitator is also the central point of contact for the focus group to share 
information and raise questions between meetings, i.e., please communicate 
through your facilitator when it concerns a matter that involves the entire group.  
If you do this by email, put the focus group name in the subject line 


• Mission Statements for Focus Groups / Scope of Work---Each Focus Group is charged 
with developing recommendations for each of the focus areas.  Each Focus Group, 
working with its facilitator, will set a schedule of target dates and assign outside work as 
needed to accomplish the desired outcome, i.e., well founded recommendations.   


o Rules/Regulatory Focus Group:  This group will formulate recommendations 
for improving the existing Solid Waste Rules for facility siting, design, and 
operations, and related permitting systems.  First, the group must decide the 
desired scope of its work: NHDES has a statutory/regulatory obligation to update 
its rules for composting all types of organics, but food waste in particular (see 



https://www.des.nh.gov/organization/commissioner/legal/rules/index.htm#solid





RSA 149-M:7,XV). Therefore, do we tackle food waste composting first or try to 
concurrently address composting of all organics, including biosolids, which in NH 
are regulated differently than solid waste when composted. And, because the 
Solid Waste Rules do not explicitly address other methods of managing organics, 
in particular anaerobic digestion, the group must also decide whether we should 
tackle this concurrently with composting, or address it as a separate initiative on a 
separate track.  I recommend that we first work on composting for all organics, 
not just food waste, and keep AD in the background, bearing in mind that many of 
the composting requirements will be common with the AD requirements, i.e., 
methods of collecting, storing and transferring the organics will be largely the 
same.   


o Education / Outreach Group:  This group will work to identify composting 
education and outreach needs (including but not necessarily limited to public 
education, operator training, and feedstock generator training), develop a 
proposed plan of action or recommended actions to address those needs. The 
group should also consider resources that would be needed to fully implement the 
plan. Since there will no doubt be resource deficiencies, the work group may also 
be asked to address possible measures to cure the deficiencies that are barriers to 
accomplishing plan goals.  DES does not have adequate resources to single 
handedly address all education / outreach needs, but we are in a good position to 
foster communication among groups who can and are assisting in this effort, e.g, 
planning commissions, NH Municipal Association, NERC, NRRA, NEWMOA, 
trade associations, other state agencies, etc.  There needs to be a master plan and a 
system of communicating between the groups.   


o NRRA Pilot Project Group:  This group will work with NRRA staff to 
determine how the pilot demonstration project should be structured to produce 
meaningful information, including what will be specifically demonstrated or 
examined, what will be measured and evaluated, and facilities that might be good 
candidates for implementation. This work is expected to include identification of 
BMPs to be test driven as part of the pilot demonstration project. 


 



http://www.gencourt.state.nh.us/rsa/html/X/149-M/149-M-7.htm






ORGANICS STAKEHOLDERS WORKGROUP 


Composting Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting August 30, 2017 at NHDES, Concord, NH 


Scribe: Lauren Noether, NHDES SWMB 


9 am  Welcome, review, and focusing remarks by Pam Hoyt-Denison 


No revisions were suggested for the prior meeting’s notes that by Pam Hoyt-Denison e-mailed out. 


Pam explained that the group will be breaking out into 3 focus subgroups today:  Rules/Regulatory; 


Education/Outreach an NRRA Pilot project.  In future, may need a 4
th


 group on Quality Standards or the like.  Each 


group will meet in a breakout room and attempt to come up with action plan and perhaps deliverables.  At the 


end of the meeting will come back together and report back to larger group. 


Two further potential meetings have been set already but can meet sooner or on different dates if smaller focus 


groups wish: Sept 27 and October 25. 


Each stakeholder will chose a subgroup, understanding that this does not limit participation in other issues or 


groups. Pam will facilitate Rules/Regulatory, Tara will facilitate Education/Outreach and Melanie Doiron will 


facilitate the NRRA Pilot.   


Each sub-group will develop recommendations relative to the focus.   NHDES will ultimately review the subgroups’ 


recommendations in light of  NHDES’ authority and mission. NHDES has the statutory obligation to develop rules 


and BMPS for composting, including meat and dairy.  At this point inorganics may be initially beyond the scope of 


the legislative mandate. Statutory charge is composting of organics and food waste. Sludge and bio-solids are 


regulated by Water Division.  If “disposed” at solid waste facility, under current laws, then regulated under Solid 


Waste Management rules.  We need to synchronize these rules, understanding everything interrelates.    


Rules/Regulatory group will work on developing requirements for composting facilities, siting, design and 


operation.  What regulatory controls are appropriate? NHDES will listen to recommendations and seek to plug 


them into rules, the writing of which is a fine art as the must dovetail into the existing permitting scheme 


Education/Outreach will focus on identifying training needs and groups in need of education then develop 


systems for training and outreach.   This subgroup will also identify resources available to assist and where there 


are deficiencies.  NHDES does not have the resources or ability to solely develop or to conduct education and 


outreach but can help find and develop partners for this. NHDES will need help getting the word out on new rules 


and opportunities. 


NRRA Pilot group will look at potential pilot site(s) and explore BMPs to be employed.  What are the obstacles and 


how does the pilot site demonstrate working through these?  Odor problems are something we must be mindful 


of when exploring pilot sites.  In short, consider the surroundings, setting and chose a site that has a chance of 


success and public acceptance.  


Groups break up at 9:45 am for focused discussions







ORGANICS STAKEHOLDERS WORKGROUP 
EDUCATION & OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 


Scope & Purpose:  This group will work to identify composting education and outreach needs (including but not 


necessarily limited to public education, operator training, and feedstock generator training), develop a proposed 


plan of action or recommended actions to address those needs. The group will should also consider and identify 


possible resources that would be needed to fully implement the plan. Since there will no doubt be resource 


deficiencies, the work group may also be asked to address possible measures to cure deficiencies that are barriers 


to accomplishing plan goals.  


Members:  Identify who each member is and what group they represent.  Answer the questions: Why they chose 


this sub-committee?  What do they hope to accomplish within this group?  And what they feel their role may be? 


Initial Tasks 


• Identify who needs to be trained. (ex. Homeowners, TS Operators, Institutions, etc.)


• Identify resources for training. (ex. SWOT Program for TS Operators, RPC, NEWMOA, NERC, etc.)


• What are the education needs?


• Where are the deficiencies in the state for composting? Composting Education?


------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 


Members: 


Tara Albert – Solid Waste Operator Training & Certification Coordinator, NHDES 


Janet Bowen/Chris Behling - EPA Region 1, Food Waste Reduction 


Cynthia Nelson - NHDES P2 Program representing hospitality (hotels, restaurants, brewery) & grocers association 


and past environmental school teacher, experience with other feedstocks including spent grain  


Olivia Saunders -  UNH cooperative extension, works with Master Gardiners in all areas of the state who can 


provide education to homeowners, has developed outreach tools, experience with biosolids and also soil testing 


Rachel Worthington - runs Star Island composting and sustainability. Interested in food waste reduction and bring 


awareness to commercial kitchens, worked with schools/farms in S. America and is bilingual, has produced 


signage & education campaigns for tourists & residents  


Sara McGraw – Outreach manager for NRRA in NH K-12 schools, experience with hands-on exercises, making 


connections/cross-training opportunities with schools & municipalities 


Dave Morrill – Production Schedule Coordinator at Badger Co. in Gilsum, is expert in composting, MBA 


project involved putting together a business plan/model for composting facilities in NH, implemented 


composting program at Bagel Works 


Josef Quirinale  - food director at Keene State, ex officio of college president’s sustainability Council, GM of Dining 


Services, Received EPA Award for Food Reduction/Composting Program 


David Jeffers - Lakes RPC coordinating HHW collections and have USDA grant that includes assisting stakeholders 


with composting and e-waste as well so have had discussions with solid waste operators regarding composting, 


comes from science education background  


Lauren Noether - Focus group scribe, interested in food waste and composting 







ORGANICS STAKEHOLDERS WORKGROUP 
EDUCATION & OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 


 


Additional notes regarding participants 


Three people in group have been to Maine composting school. 


Perception is that meat and dairy composting is forbidden in NH—we need outreach to overcome this and 


understanding permitting. 


Many Existing E&O Materials from members of this group 


Working Definitions – we need to clearly define what we are talking about regarding food: pre-consumer-breads, 


vegetables, food waste, food scraps, pre-consumer, post-consumer, pre-plate vs. post-plate 


------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 


Who needs training? 


• Schools, grocers, restaurants, institutional, farms, food service groups 


• Solid waste operators 


• “Small” Generators: residential, landlords, tourists, municipalities, counties  


• Commercial vs backyard composting 


• Solid waste biz owners and haulers 


 


Questions surrounding “Who needs E&O?” 


• Where can we have the most impact?  More effective perhaps to work with food service companies, 


institutions, and municipalities or to reach out to homeowners first to push backyard composting – There 


were discussions regarding both methods.  


• Food residuals are a resource not a waste—how do we get the word out about this? 


 


Resources & Deficiencies 


What & Who Currently Exists? What do we need in our Toolbox? 


NERC 


NEWMOA 


Regional Planning Commissions 


NRRA 


Lakes Region Planning Commission (USDA Grant) 


EPA – Food Recovery Challenge 


SWOT 


Pollution Prevention Program (Businesses) 


Keene State College 


Dartmouth 


UNH 


Cooperative Extension – Master Gardeners 


Agriculture Commissions 


Conservation Districts 


Farmers & Growers – NoFA & Other Associations 


4-H 


Antioch – Graduate Students (Matt Smith & Michael Simpson) 


Sustainable Agriculture Research & Education Grant (SARE) 


Food Recovery Network/Gleaners 


Current Studies proving its benefits 


Money  


State – Education Coordinator 


Facilities to host 


Haulers (identify & get on board) 


Feedstocks:  In particular Carbon (ID 


Businesses who may have these 


feedstocks) 


Determine End-Markets 


Working set of regulations (in 


progress) 


Determine logistics for composting in 


NH 


 







ORGANICS STAKEHOLDERS WORKGROUP 
EDUCATION & OUTREACH SUBCOMMITTEE 


 


Education Plan 


In order to properly put together an Outreach and Education plan for the State of New Hampshire with the 


current circumstances, we propose the following outline for an education plan.  We will be mainly focusing on 


food waste composting, but there is room to discuss food waste reduction.  Other regulated composting 


feedstocks (i.e. biosolids, sludge, etc.) will come later. 


Why Should “I” Do This?:  Prepare educational materials that answer this question.  The “I” can be any of the 


identified groups, however, the messaging will revolved around the following concepts: 


• Community Benefits 


• Environmental Benefits 


• Waste Reduction 


• Incentives/Recognition – Possible lead to discounts in disposal/recycling 


We can use existing materials to create a “branded” message for NH.  A suggestion was made to use the “green 


apple” and other messaging that VT and other NE states have adopted.  This will help keep the messaging 


recognizable and clear. 


How do “I” Do This?:  There are two composting groups and 1 basic message on food waste reduction under 


“How” that we identified as the focus areas.  Each of these three will have different pathways to reaching “How”, 


though the “Why” may be the same. 


• Big Institutions 


• Backyard/Residents 


• Food Waste Reduction 


• Permitting/Exemptions 


• Point of Generation 


• Active Compost On-Site or Transported Off-Site 


• Train the Trainer/Prove Technical Ability/Mentors 


• Behavior Change 


• Good Samaritan Laws 


 


Education Topics:  There are quite a few topics areas that need to be discussed and determined above and 


beyond composting “recipes”.  This group will need to pull together current information on the following: 


• Transportation of compost feedstocks/finished compost 


• How to site a compost facility/proper location 


• Identify contaminants (in all phases of the composting process) 


• Where/Who are the end markets 


 


Action Items 


Sub-Committee Members are to send education & outreach materials to Tara via email or create a copy for her to 


compile all of our existing materials. 


Members are to review the notes and identify anything that is missing from the discussion. 


At the next meeting the group should be prepared to discuss ideas on implementing the education plan including:  


methods of training/educating, schedule, assigning roles to each member.  


In addition, we need to discuss integrating EPA’s Food Reduction Challenge with current composting training 


events in order to pull together the “Why” Section of the plan.







ORGANICS STAKEHOLDERS WORKGROUP 
 


11:25 am Sub-Groups reassemble together in Room 208C 


NRRA Pilot Subgroup reported out: Grant deliverable is two pilot residential composting programs—already have 


4 farmer’s market type programs.  NRRA grant ends in Sept. but NRAA committed to long term.  Identify sites, 


locations already operating—some commercial some municipal.  Will need to determine better what role they 


could play—Collection, haul to hub, permit restrictions or the need for permit, meat/dairy  


What metrics do we monitor or measure—diversion rate (what is taken out of waste stream), recovery rate (what 


is placed back in commerce as product??), cost compared to trash removal now; quality of what goes in and what 


goes out as compost (organic or land application grade product) 


Goals for pilot:  outcomes, training needed to do pilot and public training to understand, does the pilot focus on 


residential vs commercial sources 


Evaluation: of equipment and logistics, outcomes, meeting goals 


Next Steps: Narrow list of pilot sites –potentially 4 sites 


• Schedule next sub group meeting 


• Establish a mode of communication/collaboration 


• Follow up and outreach with sites to make sure they are ready and able 


• Coordinate with SWOT to see what pilot site operators might borrow from SWOT; Identify educational 


resources already available 


• Finish spreadsheet with bullet points 


• Schedule: within two months during leaf season 


• Pick sites, get buy in and get report back   


 


E&O Subgroup reported out: Identified skillset of group; Identified resources already available and what is 


needed; Identified who are target audiences for education/outreach.  Discussed food primarily as a feedstock—


Identified lack of feedstock, (one of which was carbon); Listed resources & deficiencies on who can do education 


and outreach; Identified some sources of funding; Developed the bones for an education plan for food waste, 


composting.  Ggeneral and wide ranging discussion will need to be pulled in and focused. 


Next Step to ID who gets what info and how and when (even before we get rules). Gather information on topics 


such as food reduction and the benefit of composting. 


Next meeting Sept 27
th


 9 am and will break out sooner to meet longer in the subgroups 


Rules/Regulatory subgroup reported out they have a plan of action.  Went over rules in general and discussed 


developing different categories of facilities.  The differentiation should be science-based.  Feedstock is one way to 


differentiate and US Composting has already looked at such appropriate categories.  Different categories may 


have different siting and operation and finished product.  Another category that will determine how to regulate is 


what the end use of product may be—used on site or not.  Before next meeting, group members will review 


Pam’s rule summary relative to siting and operational requirements and meet at next scheduled meeting, Wed, 


Sept 27, 2017 at 9 am at NHDES. 


Adjourned at noon. 





