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Executive Director’s Message

PRESIDENT’S DAY 2012!
DUELING PISTOLEERS
CHALK ONE UP FOR US!
February is typically a month in which we turn our
attention to the presidency of the United States and
celebrate the memory of two of our greatest past
presidents. There is no doubt that both George
Washington and Abraham Lincoln were instrumental
in building the foundation of our great nation. What
these two icons had in common were a clear vision of
the future they wanted for our country and the
ability to gain consensus within both parties to effect
this vision. We all know from history that this was not as easy as it sounds,
especially for Lincoln, who had to suffer through a terrible Civil War to
achieve his goals. I suspect, however, they would not be surprised or
shocked with the amount of in-fighting that is now going on between our
two main political parties. Instead, they likely would be disgusted over the
ineffectiveness of our present government to reach compromise and get
things done.
This year, being an election year, we will be bracing ourselves for the
expected political rhetoric that is certain to come our way in the next 9
months. The decisions made during this time will once again shape our
nation’s future. In watching some of the early candidate debates, I can’t
help but think back to the post-revolutionary years when political rivalries
took on a much more sinister aspect. Consider for example, the political
rivalry between the former Secretary of the Treasury-Alexander Hamilton
and the incumbent Vice President-Aaron Burr, who were both running for
the office of Governor during the New York gubernatorial race in 1804.
Both men had a long-standing history of public opposition to one another
beginning with the presidential election of 1800, in which Burr ran as Vice
President on the Democratic-Republican ticket with Thomas Jefferson
against the Federalist presidential incumbent, John Adams [Isn’t it
interesting to note that at one time the Democrats and Republicans shared
the same political party name!].
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Unlike today, the Electoral College allowed each elector two votes for the presidential candidate with the holder of
the most votes being elected president, while the second highest vote-getter was appointed vice president.
Strategically the Democratic-Republican Party planned to have 72 of their electors vote for both Jefferson and Burr so
that both men would be elected and then have the 73rd elector cast the two remaining votes for Jefferson, thereby
assuring him of the presidency. But even the best laid out plans sometimes go awry and the 73rd elector forgot to
vote as planned. This resulted in a tie between Jefferson and Burr causing the vote to move to the House of
Representatives, which at the time was controlled by the Federalist Party. It was at this point that Hamilton became
re-engaged in his personal agenda to discredit Burr and used his considerable influence to ensure that Jefferson was
elected president over Burr. During this time a number of private letters were published in local newspapers, in
which Hamilton was quoted as saying, among other things, that “Burr was a dangerous man and should not be
trusted with the reins of government”. The continuation of these verbal attacks by Hamilton eventually led to Burr
issuing a challenge to Hamilton in order “recover his honor”. So it all came down to the morning of July 11, 1804
when both men left Manhattan and crossed the Hudson River to what at the time was a popular dueling ground in
New Jersey, known as the Heights of Weehawken. Keep in mind that this was not a spur of the moment decision, but
instead was carefully planned out to avoid future prosecution. Pistol duels were prohibited in both New York and
New Jersey at the time so precautions were made that included the pistols being delivered hidden from the eyes of
those transporting them, as well as having the witnesses stand with their backs to the duelists [could this be where
the term “plausible deniability” first came into vogue?].
I am quite certain that even then nobody really wanted to shoot one another or for that matter be shot. In fact, the
standard protocol at the time was for each participant to fire the first shot into the ground, thereby displaying their
courage, and then simply walking away to end the duel. However, in this particular instance things did not go as
planned. After squaring off with one another Hamilton, according to accounts, fired his gun first but instead of
aiming at the ground, Hamilton shot into the air hitting a tree behind where Burr was standing, which went against
standard protocol and apparently led Burr to believe that he was being directly targeted. Burr then returned fire
mortally wounding Hamilton. While lying there dying on the ground, Hamilton told the attending physician that he
did not intend to fire at Burr and had intentionally wasted his first shot. Aaron Burr was subsequently charged with
murder in both New York and New Jersey but never actually tried. Afterwards he continued to maintain his
innocence saying that he also had purposely tried to miss hitting Hamilton with his first shot and, had in-fact,
mistakenly hit him due to his poor marksmanship. Not surprisingly, Burr’s political career was over at this point.

Rendering courtesy of Wikipedia
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I will leave it to our readers to determine what the moral of this story is, but it does make one wonder how many
politicians would be left standing today, if the act of dueling was still in practice to counter the many slanderous
accusations made between rival candidates.
Fortunately, we live in a much better world now and can resolve our differences in a more civilized manner [I’m
speaking of people obviously, not nations]. Take for example the recent informal decision by the State Water Board
to terminate the proposed overhaul of the existing SSO-WDR. The process of revising the WDR has been going on for
nearly two years and frankly, was getting out of hand. Our regulators appeared to be intent on telling our collection
agencies how to do their jobs without any deference to practicality or budget. Fortunately, these same regulators
listened intently to our industry’s comments and suggestions and in a remarkable about-face, directed staff to
postpone any further action towards development of a new SSS-WDR. Instead, staff was directed to work closely
with the stakeholders to develop much needed clarifications to the existing WDR. Our work is not done however, as
we still face the very real prospect of defending against the conversion of the WDR to some type of a hybrid NPDES
permit.
Compromisingly Yours,
John Pastore, Executive Director

Comments?
If you would like to leave a comment about content or layout of this newsletter, please feel free to contact us at
SCAP.
Clean Water Summit Partners Update by John Pastore, SCAP
The next meeting of the Clean Water Summit Partners (CASA, CWEA, SCAP, BACWA & CVCWA) is scheduled for
February 6th in Sacramento at which Dave Smith, the Managing Director of WateReuse-California, will be the featured
guest for this meeting.

Winter in Southern California
(Photo Courtesy of Ralph Palomares)
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AIR QUALITY COMMITTEE REPORT
Kris Flaig, Chair
kris.flaig@lacity.org

Greg Adams, Vice Chair
gadams@lacsd.org

LOCAL AIR DISTRICT NEWS AT A GLANCE
Posted meeting dates and proposed new rule development for the following air districts can be found at these sites:
Imperial County APCD
Mojave Desert AQMD
San Diego APCD
Santa Barbara APCD
Ventura County APCD
South Coast AQMD
Air Quality Committee and CWCCG Update by Kris Flaig, City of LA
You might think that the turn of the year might be a time to relax. But, not your air quality professionals! SCAP Air
Quality Committee members have been busy working with South Coast AQMD staff on technical aspects of rules.
Below, David Rothbart (LACSD) reports on the currently most tangible rules for POTWs.
In addition, CWCCG (California Wastewater Climate Change Group) participants have been very busy. At our January
CWCCG Meeting in Ontario, we realized how much more there is to address, even with California Air Resources
Board’s (CARB) approval of its Cap & Trade regulations in December. POTWs must continue to be concerned about if
or when we may have to report N2O emissions, as the science and algorithms used to date may not accurately reflect
the realities of each wastewater facility. And, for any such new regulation, we’d want sufficient time prior to
regulatory implementation to evaluate if capital projects might be warranted. Presently, CWCCG members are
working on getting language put back into CARB’s Cap & Trade regulations that was taken out last year.
The Climate Action Registry (CAR) is always interested in projects that can use one of its protocols. This seems to be
a challenge for POTWs, as BAU (business as usual) practices that we implemented in previous years are typically too
proactive to qualify for a protocol. But, there may be some way that California food processors and POTWs can work
together on this.
Frank Caponi (LACSD) informs us that the Tailoring Rule process to review applicability and science regarding
biogenics is in disarray. The first year’s work has found members for the highly select committee (none from
wastewater), but the process has become hectic, perhaps indicating the differences in priorities among the
participants.
Feed-in-Tariffs (FiT) are a hot item these days. The IOUs seem to want to discourage their use, while the CPUC may
have a workshop or hearing with a limited scope on price. There is some question of if or how FiT could be linked to
RAM, the auction pricing mechanism that CPUC wants to implement. There continues to be some pressure for
alternative pricing methods. Certainly, if a POTW has an interconnection, these pricing alternatives can become
important.
CWCCG members all seem to be aware that the California Energy Commission (CEC) is busy rewriting the Renewable
Portfolio Standard (RPS) Guidelines. How these turn out may greatly influence how renewable energy is treated in
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California; this may also strongly indicate who has the most leverage with the CEC. Our principal concerns start with
definitions (e.g., for biogenics) and include how the new Guidelines will align with recent CPUC decisions.
At our January Meeting, CWCCG members had some discussion regarding State funding. It seems that a greater
proportion of grants would be helpful, rather than just loans. Some eyes are on CPUC energy efficiency funding for
2013-14, as a key 3-year program ends at the end of 2012.
Martha Davis (IEUA) reported that there is some interest in a California Digester Economics Working Group that
would bring various industries together to get renewable energy projects moving. A draft policy outline would focus
on the State’s stated goal of 100 MW by 2016 for biogas procurement.
Greg Kester (CASA Biosolids) reported that the prior exemption regarding California Department of Food and
Agriculture (CDFA) rendering regulations for POTWs may, perhaps, be reinstated. In addition to CDFA, CalRecycle
and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) also have a hand in this. Tom Howard, SWRCB Executive
Director, and Carol Mortensen, CalRecycle Executive Director, may have a tacit agreement, but nothing is in writing.
CWCCG naturally hopes for a blanket exemption. But, if SWRCB agrees to regulate this aspect of anaerobic digestion,
such regulation may present new road blocks.
The regulatory weather seems to be mildly reminiscent of the current El Nino and La Nina weather. One month, you
could swear that La Nina’s cool equatorial currents are dominant, while the next month it seems that the warm El
Nino currents will become dominant. And, in an election year, I can only suggest that regulatory weather in the
coming months may be interesting.
SCAQMD Rule 1110.2 by David Rothbart, LACSD
On January 10th, SCAQMD staff convened another Biogas Technology Advisory Committee Meeting to discuss the
status of technology assessment projects and discuss next steps. SCAQMD staff confirmed that the current rule does
not require existing biogas engines to comply with the proposed biogas limits by July 1, 2012. However, SCAQMD
intends to reopen Rule 1110.2 to require compliance with the previously proposed biogas limits. It is anticipated that
the rulemaking process could commence as soon as February 2012 and rule adoption is tentatively scheduled for July
2012. The proposed rule should provide an adequate amount of time for engine owners to retrofit their facilities.
As previously reported, one digester biogas engine demonstration project has been completed. Based upon this
project, SCAQMD staff believes that the proposed biogas limits are achievable and cost-effective. Nevertheless, our
members continue to express concerns that retrofit costs will be a significant capital expenditure and will result in
engine shutdowns and flaring. In response, SCAQMD staff is considering a companion rulemaking process, which
would require existing flares to meet current best available control technology standards. Needless to say, the
regulated community is troubled by these proposals.
SCAQMD Proposed Amended Rule 1470 by David Rothbart, LACSD
On January 25th, SCAQMD staff conducted a public consultation meeting to discuss proposed modifications to Rule
1470. In response to concerns regarding the reliability of diesel particulate filters (DPFs) installed on emergency
engines, SCAQMD staff proposed to narrow the applicability of such control devices. The proposal would: (1) require
new stationary diesel emergency engines to install DPFs at locations within 50 meters of a receptor, if engines are
larger than 175 bhp, (2) allow exhaust backpressure relief devices for water, sanitation and health care facilities and
(3) extend the compliance date to January 1, 2013. Considering the Governing Board unanimously directed staff to
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revise their proposal and address concerns about diesel particulate filters (DPFs), it is unclear whether this proposal
would be supported by a majority of the Governing Board members. At this time, the proposed rule is tentatively
scheduled for adoption on March 2, 2012.
SCAQMD Rule 317 – Section 185 Penalty Fees by David Rothbart, LACSD
On January 12, 2012, the USEPA published their proposed approval of SCAQMD Rule 317, which relies upon existing
mobile source emission reduction funding programs in lieu of collecting significant penalty fees from major stationary
sources. It is anticipated that environmentalists will challenge this determination, so affected agencies are
encouraged to support USEPA’s proposed approval of SCAQMD Rule 317. Support letters, identified by docket
number EPA-R09-OAR-2011-0876, should be remitted to Andrew Steckel (steckel.andrew@epa.gov) by February 13,
2012. For more information, please go to the following webpage: http://www.gpo.gov/fdsys/pkg/FR-2012-0112/pdf/2012-447.pdf.

BIOSOLIDS COMMITTEE REPORT
Matt Bao, Chair
mbao@lacsd.org

Tom Meregillano, Vice Chair
TMeregillano@ocsd.org

Derrick Lee, Vice Chair
derrick.k.lee@lacity.org

Update to CalRecycle Regulations of FOG and Food Waste Receipt at POTWs by Tom Meregillano, OCSD
CASA continues to make progress with the State Water Resource Control Board (SWRCB) and CalRecycle to help
resolve the issue of duplicative regulations concerning permitting POTWs that accept and receive hauled Fats, Oils,
and Grease (FOG) and food waste.
On December 20, 2012, CASA representatives met with Caroll Mortensen, Director of CalRecycle, to further advocate
their position for a blanket exemption from CalRecycle for POTWs. Director Mortensen understood the issue and
was receptive to the blanket exemption. This meeting was a follow-up to a letter sent by Tom Howard, Executive
Director of SWRCB, to Director Mortensen on December 6, 2012, recommending that a blanket exemption by
CalRecycle would avoid duplicative regulations.
In a separate meeting, CASA representatives also met with Johnny Gonzales from the SWRCB to discuss broadening
the proposed NPDES permit language to include not only FOG but also organic waste such as food waste that is
hauled to POTWs. The SWRCB is also receptive to broadening the permit language. (Source: CASA)
Update to the Terminal Island Renewable Energy Project (TIRE) by Derrick Lee, City of LA
The City of Los Angeles released for public comments from November 21 through December 27, 2011, a CEQA
Subsequent Negative Declaration for proposed changes to the existing 2006 TIRE project. The CEQA document
addressed the following:
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Construction of a fourth well at the existing project site. This well will be drilled to 7,500 feet as opposed to
current wells drilled to 5,300 feet. At this new depth the injection operation will facilitate further analysis of
the productivity of this project.
Deepening of the existing monitoring and injection wells from 5,300 feet to 7,500 feet.
Construction of project replacement wells as deemed necessary during the demonstration phase, allowing
for operational well problems and unforeseen conditions (i.e. natural disasters, mechanical failure, etc.).
Alternating or simultaneous injection into two wells to facilitate the previously approved injection capacity.

During the public comment period, one general comment related to the existing 2006 project was received and two
letters of support.
Conferences and Forums by Matt Bao, LACSD
2012 WEF Residuals and Biosolids Conference
The Water Environment Federation (WEF), in cooperation with the North Carolina Water Environment Association,
will be sponsoring the annual Residuals and Biosolids Conference at the Raleigh Convention Center in Raleigh, North
Carlina from March 25 to 28, 2012. This conference will highlight beneficial reuse options, science, and technologies
currently available to leverage biosolids as a valuable resource. Conference highlights include a tour of the town of
Cary’s Water Reclamation Facility and the Neuse River WWTP, several pre-conference workshops and a charity golf
tournament. Conference topics include bioenergy, land application, climate change/ greenhouse gas issues,
dewatering, EMS, emerging technologies, facility operation, regulations and legal issues, and biosolids product
marketing, to name a few. Please visit the conference homepage for more information.
CalRecycle Organic Materials Management – Digesting Urban Organics Residuals: A Forum on Technology,
Economics & Permitting by Tom Meregillano, OCSD
On May 30, 2012, from 8:30 AM to 5:00 PM, CalRecycle will be hosting a full day event designed for jurisdictions
considering Anaerobic Digestion (AD) projects for the organic fraction of their urban waste stream. The event will be
located at the Cal/EPA Building at 1001 I Street in Sacramento, California. The forum will showcase project
implementation progress in California, and highlight the benefits and challenges of AD technology. Building on
successful AD workshops in November 2009 and April 2010, the program will include case studies, permitting
pathways, technology options and financing. The event is organized in collaboration with the California Biomass
Collaborative, the California Organic Recycling Council, and the City of San Jose. The forum agenda and additional
details will soon be posted here.
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COLLECTIONS COMMITTEE REPORT
Ralph Palomares, Chair
RPalomares@etwd.com

Nicole Greene, Vice Chair
ngreene@ci.montclair.ca.us

Dindo Carrillo, Vice Chair
dcarrillo@ocsd.com

2012 Collection Systems Update by Ralph Palomares, El Toro WD
Well I’m back after a year off from being the SCAP collections chairperson and I would like to thank Sam Espinoza for
a job well done as well as the rest of the SCAP collections committee in 2011. As you know SCAP has a Board
meeting every December where all of the committee chairs attend as well as the SCAP Board members. At this
meeting we all get to hear what each of the committees have done and I can’t begin to tell you how amazed I am at
what is going on in this industry and how each of the SCAP committees are addressing the various issues.
It’s hard to believe its February already and its time for our first collections meeting of the year, which will be held on
February 28th at the El Toro Water District office in Lake Forest. I would like to encourage you to attend and listen to
the speakers and issues that we have lined up for the day, including a great lunch as always. In addition to several
vendors’ presentations, we will have an update to the IAPMO Green Supplement to the UPC, as well as an update on
the WDR/SSMP meeting that was held up north in Sacramento in January.
For those of you who will be attending our collections meeting, I would ask you to please bring a copy of your
agency’s SOP’s for collections to share with the committee. My goal this year is to have you share more info with
one another and let’s quit re-inventing the wheel over and over again! I go to meetings all year long and there’s
always someone asking for something that’s’ been around for years and they seem to be just getting to it now due to
the WDR requirements. As I always say, don’t be ashamed to ask, we all need help at one time or another in this
industry.
This is proving to be a really busy start of the year for me as I am currently the SCAP Collections Chairperson for 2012
and the Collections Chairperson for the Santa Ana River Basin Section/CWEA 2012, as well as a member of the
Orange County WDR committee. I also attend the Orange County Strike Force meeting, where we routinely discuss
who has been illegally dumping chemicals into the sewer system or storm drains or just plan stealing cooking oil
(FOG) to sell to some company making bio diesel somewhere in California.
If you e-mail me with something that you might need as far as information or if you know of someone illegally
dumping in your neck of the woods, feel free to call me and we can discuss it over the phone and I can tell you who
to call in your area. Remember, you are always welcome to our meetings but you must work for a public agency to
attend or be a SCAP associate member. I can be reached at Rpalomares@etwd.com or (949) 837-7050 ext. #10
SWRCB Questionnaires by Bob Kreg, SCAP
There are currently two questionnaires utilized by the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB). One
questionnaire is to be updated annually prior to the anniversary date of when the enrollee was required to begin
monthly spill reporting to the California Integrated Water Quality System (CIQWS). The anniversary date for
enrollees in Regions 4, 8 and 9 is January first of each year. Other regions in the state have different anniversary
dates based upon when they were required to begin mandatory monthly spill reporting. Mandatory monthly spill
reporting consists of either the reporting of an actual spill or making a no spill report stating that no spills occurred
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within the enrollee’s jurisdiction during the month. This annual questionnaire is comprised mainly of contact
information and specific information about the enrollee’s system. By having this information on file the state does
not have to ask for it each time the enrollee makes a spill or no spill report. It is important to update the annual
questionnaire by the due date as failing to do so may prevent an enrollee from filing the required monthly reports
thus resulting in a violation.
The second questionnaire is sent out by the enforcement branch of the SWRCB to a designated number of enrollees.
This questionnaire is accompanied by a letter giving the date that the questionnaire is to be completed. Although
similar to the annual questionnaire this questionnaire is longer and asks for greater detail. Once the questionnaires
are returned to the state the SWRCB enforcement staff will review the completed questionnaires and select those
that staff desires to conduct an onsite audit. Audits are generally unannounced and will basically review the
enrollee’s sewer system management plan (SSMP), including its implementation, for compliance with the State’s
General Waste Discharge Requirements (WDR) and its effectiveness in reducing sewer system overflows (SSO’s). The
audit will also review the enrollee’s spill reporting history and record keeping for the enrollee’s collection system
management, operation and maintenance. Although an enrollee can be randomly picked to receive an audit most
audits are the result of the enrollee activating a trigger that draws interest from the SWRCB. A trigger can be such
things as excessive spills, failure to report spills or to submit a no spill report, not having a spill, failure to return the
questionnaire, etc.
The enforcement branch is under new management and is very interested in actively enforcing the WDR. According
to the SWRCB’s Annual Report enforcement has set a goal of conducting at least 24 audits throughout the state per
year. Currently, not all enrollees that receive a questionnaire from enforcement will receive an onsite audit. But by
receiving the questionnaire the enrollee may have sparked the interest of the State or Regional Board.
So what is the best defense should your agency receive a questionnaire from enforcement or receives an actual
onsite audit? Accurately and truthfully complete the questionnaire and return it by its stated deadline. Review your
SSMP to ensure what you state in your SSMP is accurate, truthful and reflects how your agency conducts the
management, operations and maintenance of its collections system. Make sure your SSMP does not state activities
that are untrue or have drastically changed since the SSMP was developed. Make sure your SSMP is current. Your
SSMP will be the law by which you will be judged during an audit. If your SSMP states that your agency provides
certain activities that make the SSMP appear stronger but never actually conduct those activities, your SSMP should
be changed to reflect what you actually do. To say you clean all of your collection lines three times each year but
your line cleaning records indicate that no lines have been cleaned in the past five years and you are starting to
notice an increase in your SSO activity will probably set you up for a violation. Periodically review your spill and no
spill reports for accuracy and correct where necessary. Make sure you staff understands your SSMP and what the
agency is trying to accomplish including its goals and staff training.
Elected officials must also be reminded of the requirements of the WDR to ensure that the proper funds are procured
and released into the system. The elements in the SSMP are basically industry standards for the proper
management, operation and maintenance of a sanitary sewer collection system. These elements are not extreme or
excessively costly but have proven, when properly implemented, to reduce the number and volume of SSOs over
time. A properly designed and implemented SSMP should provide the tools necessary for an enrollee to fund,
manage, operate and maintain the collection system asset while reducing and or eliminating SSOs over time.
State Water Board to Seek Additional Stakeholder Input and Slow the Pace of SSS WDR Revision by Roberta Larson,
Director of Legal and Regulatory Affairs for CASA. Article reprinted courtesy of January 2012 CASA Connects ENewsletter.

9

February 2012
Homepage

Air Report

Biosolids Report

Collections Report

Energy Report

Water Report

A workshop to discuss the proposed revisions to the statewide General Waste Discharge Requirements for Sanitary
Sewer Systems (the SSS WDR) drew a standing room crowd on January 24, 2012 in Sacramento. Following a
presentation by the State Water Board staff regarding key substantive issues identified during the public comment
period last spring, the Board members heard testimony from representatives of CASA, the Clean Water Summit
Partners, nongovernmental organizations and representatives of privately owned collection systems. At the close of
the workshop, two Board members indicated that they do not see a need to move forward quickly with a major
rewrite of the SSS WDR, and prefer to have staff focus on enforcement and implementation of the existing 2006 SSS
WDR. The Board members also supported staff's recommendation that the Board seek additional stakeholder input
over the next few months on several key issues.
In addition to questioning the timing and need for the proposed revisions to the SSS WDR, which would add
prescriptive detail and increase the burden on enrollees-testimony focused on two key issues: permitting some
collection systems by NPDES permit rather than a state WDR and the staff recommendation to revise the
requirements for private sewer lateral reporting. With regard to the NPDES issue, Board Member Tam Doduc
indicated she still believes the hybrid approach of having some systems subject to an NPDES permit is worth
pursuing. This proposal was supported by the Coastkeeper Alliance and EPA Region IX. Representatives of the
collection system community, including CASA, made clear that they do not support an NPDES permit that simply
carries forward the existing prohibition on all spills that reach waters of the United States, and that if the State Water
Board converts the WDR to an NPDES permit, the permit must include an affirmative defense that excuses some
SSOs to waters where certain criteria are met.
With regard to private sewer laterals, the Coastkeeper Alliance advocated mandatory private sewer lateral reporting.
In response, the State Water Board staff defended its recommendation to eliminate all private lateral reporting,
stating that it would not yield useful information to inform the SSS WDR program. CASA and others agreed that the
reporting of private lateral spills should be eliminated, but noted that the staff's alternative proposal to require
public agencies to enter onto private property to investigate and address private lateral spills is not workable. The
collection system representatives offered to engage in stakeholder discussions to identify a practical and workable
way to deal with private laterals. No formal action was taken at the close of the informal workshop. However, it
appears that the next step will be to focus on stakeholder involvement to inform future board decisions on the key
issues identified during the comment period and at the workshop.
Summary of New York Times Article “Thieves Seek Restaurants' Used Fryer Oil” by Dindo Carrillo, OCSD
A recent news article from the New York Times wrote that thieves have been stealing Restaurant's used fryer oils.
Since the value of grease has been rising, these grease thefts have been increasing and the Rendering Industry who
collect and process the grease are putting a stop it. The Rendering Industry has lobbied to get more attention to the
thefts and have succeeded. The States of California and Virginia have enacted special statutes to regulate grease
collection from commercial kitchens. The police and the courts now have the authority to enforce criminal actions
on these kinds of theft. Although its’ been difficult to get the police and courts to enforce the special statutes since
they have to prioritize their time with higher threat or profile crimes.
Last October 2011 the Department of Food and Agriculture have been working with local police to focus on areas
where grease theft would likely occur. So far, the police have caught and cited five people suspected of grease theft.
These thieves strike during the dead of night and hit multiple restaurants. Sometimes these circumstances cause
difficulty for the police since it’s hard to determine the value of the grease stolen, how much was stolen, and where it
came from. Let us wonder if sewage will ever become a hot commodity and people will start stealing it.
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ENERGY MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
Andre Schmidt, Chair
aschmidt@lacsd.org

Chris Berch, Vice Chair
cberch@ieua.org

CPUC Decides Against High Value for Unbundled RECs by Andre Schmidt, LACSD
During the December 15, 2011 California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) business meeting, a Final Decision was
approved on the Portfolio Content Categories for the new 33 percent Renewables Portfolio Standard (RPS). This
Decision implements rules for Senate Bill 2 (1x), which was signed by the Governor in April 2011, and legislated the
increase of California’s RPS to 33 percent by 2020. This law also established three portfolio content categories that
define the types and quantities of eligible renewable energy that retail electricity sellers must use to meet the 33
percent requirement. The law went into effect on December 10, 2011.
Of interest to POTW’s, the Decision placed all unbundled renewable energy credits (RECs) in the third of the three
Portfolio Content Categories. This is the least valuable of the categories because it faces a decreasing cap, with
utilities being limited to meeting no more than 10 percent of their RPS obligations from it by 2020. SCAP and CWCCG
had sought for the law to be interpreted as allowing unbundled RECs from in-state generators that use the energy
onsite to be included in the Category 1, which is for generation that is in-state or directly delivered to California, and
is the most valuable of the three categories. In the end, the CPUC decided that the first category is only for bundled
products that include both the REC and its underlying energy.
Unbundled RECs can be created from renewable generation at POTWs that is produced and consumed onsite at the
treatment plant. This can create an additional revenue stream for onsite generation facilities. Unfortunately the
value of these unbundled RECs will be severely limited based on this Decision. CPUC Commissioners expressed a
desire for a wide and deep market for RECs, however they felt that the exact wording of the statute did not allow for
this. Commission President Peevey stated that the placement of all unbundled RECs in Category 3 will unnecessarily
increase the cost of RPS compliance. However, he stated that the statute is ambiguous regarding the placement of
unbundled RECs and advised that if the legislature introduces a cleanup bill, it should clarify if some unbundled RECs
belong in Category 1.
CASA is seeking to introduce a legislative amendment that would allow for unbundled RECs from onsite generators
fueled by landfill gas and digester gas to be included in Category 1. The SCAP Energy Management Committee will
continue to monitor this issue, and is finalizing a white paper that details the history and status of the issue.
POTW Case Studies in Net Energy Production Webcast by Andre Schmidt, LACSD
The WEF National Biosolids Partnership recently held a webcast entitled “Renewable Green Energy from Wastewater
and Biosolids - POTW Case Studies Attempting to Achieve Net Energy Production”. The webcast included a
presentation entitled “East Bay MUD’s Journey to Become a Net Energy Producer”. A link to the webcast is available
at: https://www1.gotomeeting.com/register/427613080. When prompted, enter your email address and then hit
submit. You will then be taken to the registration page. Complete the form and then hit register now. You will then
be able to view the audio/video link by clicking on the View Recorded Webinar button.
PDF files for the webcast presentations are available at the following links:
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Bob Forbes Power Point Presentation (WEF Renewable Energy Generation from Wastewater Position
Statement Overview)
Alicia Chakrabarti Power Point Presentation (East Bay MUD’s Journey to Becoming a Net Energy Producer)
Robert Ostapczuk Power Point Presentation (From a Liability to an Asset, Co-digestion and Achieving Zero
Net Energy at a NY Wastewater Treatment Facility)
NBP Webcast Integrated Power Point Presentation_120711

Federal Report Provides Update on Key Energy Issues and Financial Opportunities in California by Andre Schmidt,
LACSD
The US Department of Energy has published the California Energy Incentive Report for 2011. This report is an annual
update on key energy issues and financial opportunities for Federal sites in California. It offers a good synopsis of key
legislation, incentives, and opportunities across energy efficiency, renewable energy, and demand response
programs. While the report is written for Federal sites, most of the information is applicable to POTWs. The report is
available at www.femp.energy.gov/pdfs/2011_ca_incentives.pdf.
EPA Energy Management Webcast by Andre Schmidt, LACSD
US EPA recently held a webinar titled: Energy Management Webcast Series for Water and Wastewater Utilities:
Reducing Operating Costs with Energy Use Assessments and Auditing. A recording of the webcast including a copy of
the slides is available at the following website:
http://cfpub2.epa.gov/npdes/courseinfo.cfm?program_id=0&outreach_id=618&schedule_id=1145.
Many useful resources are mentioned during the webcast. Below is a list of some of these resources and web links:
 Maine DEP Sample RFP:
http://www.epa.gov/npdes/outreach_files/webcast/dec12011/maine_dep_modelenergyaudit_rfp.doc
 Radar graph:
http://www.epa.gov/npdes/outreach_files/webcast/dec12011/assessment_ems_spider_tool.xls
 DSIRE: www.dsireusa.org
 Portfolio Manager: www.energystar.gov/benchmark
 Portfolio Manager training webinar (next scheduled for 12/14 at 2PM EST): www.energystar.webex.com
 EPA Office of Water Energy Use Assessment Tool (in pilot phase): email EnergyUseTool@epa.gov
 NYSERDA: www.water.nyserda.org
 EPRI audit guide: www.cee1.org/ind/mot-sys/ww/epri-audit.pdf
 DOE Industrial Assessment Centers (IAC):
http://www1.eere.energy.gov/industry/bestpractices/about_iac.html
 Massachusetts Energy Insight Tool: www.massenergyinsight.net/
 EPA Office of Water website: http://water.epa.gov/infrastructure/sustain/energyefficiency.cfm
 EPA Region 1: http://www.epa.gov/region1/eco/energy/mitigation-effortsepane.html#EnergyWaterInfrastructure
 EPA Region 9: Home page: http://www.epa.gov/region9/waterinfrastructure/index.html and energy audit
page:http://www.epa.gov/region9/waterinfrastructure/audit.html
You also may check www.epa.gov/npdes/training for updates regarding upcoming EPA webcasts.
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January 2012 Energy Management Committee Meeting Summary by John Pastore, SCAP
The first energy committee meeting of the year was held on January 12th at the City of San Diego’s Point Loma WTP.
The purpose of the meeting was to learn first-hand about the City of San Diego’s “first of its kind project” called the
Beneficial Use of Digester Gas (BUDG) project that converts Point Loma WTP’s excess digester gas into natural gas
that is then injected into the San Diego Gas & Electric (SDG&E) natural gas distribution system. This renewable gas is
then “received” by the University of California, San Diego (UCSD) campus and by the Public Utilities Department’s
South Bay Water Reclamation Plant, where the gas is ultimately used to supply ultra clean fuel cells for generating
renewable electricity. Longtime committee member and City Public Utilities Department Senior Engineer, Tom
Alspaugh, provided an in-depth presentation on not only the technical aspects of the BUDG project but also
described the City’s Public Utilities Energy portfolio of related projects. The Department’s accomplishments are quite
impressive and the City should be rightfully proud of its accomplishments in regard to providing renewable energy
and saving the taxpayers money. The meeting concluded with Tom taking us all on a tour of the BUDG project and
afterwards to view their wind turbine that is located on Harbor Island just steps away from San Diego Bay. A copy of
City presentations and a very interesting fact sheet can be found on the SCAP website here.

City of San Diego’s Tom Alspaugh

Million Dollar View from Point Loma WTP

Digester Gas Flares (tallest is the enclosed flare)

The BUDG Equipment
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PLWTP’s Co-Generation Units

City of San Diego’s Harbor Island Wind Turbine

Note proximity to San Diego Bay

WATER ISSUES COMMITTEE REPORT
Al Javier, Vice Chair, Chair
javiera@emwd.org

Jennifer Shepardson, Vice Chair
Shepardson_Je@sbcity.org

Beach Water Quality Monitoring and Contracting Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP
I attended the January 18th Beach Water Quality Monitoring and Contracting meeting that was hosted by the
Southern California Coastal Water Research Project (SCCWRP) and featured speakers from the SWRCB’s Ocean Unit.
A general overview of SB 482 (Beach Safety Program) was given and the remainder of the meeting focused on
funding (or lack thereof) available to the contracting agencies, which in this case are the various counties throughout
California that are obligated to monitor the ocean shoreline. While these requirements do not directly affect our
POTW ocean dischargers now, I fully expect that the financial repercussions from what was explained in this meeting
will ultimately result in additional monitoring requirements in the future. Presently, our POTW ocean dischargers
have their own NPDES permit monitoring requirements, in addition to the counties who also are mandated to
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monitor the beaches for contamination. But what was most interesting to learn was that the state had previously
asked for the counties’ best estimate of the amount of funding that would be needed to fulfill the requirements of SB
482 for the coming year (2012) and are now reporting that they are woefully short on funding. I certainly can’t fault
the state staff for the shortfall, as those cuts are made by our decision makers at the higher level of government.
Unfortunately, most counties do not have the financial resources to provide the required level of monitoring that is
being asked of them. Fortunately, the state staff appears to realize this and is open to discussing ways to better
realign sampling locations and frequencies and to utilize the wealth of monitoring data that is already provided by
our POTWs in order to supplement any future shortfalls in monitoring data supplied by the counties. My only
concern is that this practice may lead to additional monitoring requirements being imposed on our POTWs in the
future. Just a word of warning--keep an eye out for this in future permit renewals.
Statewide Mercury Monitoring Program by John Pastore, SCAP
The State Water Resources Control Board (State Water Board) and the affiliated Regional Water Quality Control
Boards have announced their intentions to reduce concentrations of mercury in California’s waters. As a first step,
the California Department of Public Health and the Office of Environmental Health Hazard Assessment have
embarked on a program to educate the public with regards to the types and amounts of fish that are safe and unsafe
to eat.
As a next step, the State Water Board has begun working on a Mercury Objectives Project that includes the
development of a set of standards (“objectives”) for what they consider to be safe amounts of methylmercury in the
tissues of fish. These objectives are intended by the State Water Board to guide the development of mercury policy,
mercury pollution prevention plans, and water quality permits. The new mercury objectives will apply to California’s
inland waters, enclosed bays, and estuaries. A copy of the drafted informational document taken from the public
scoping meeting in 2007 can be found at: Development of Methylmercury Objectives.
Pesticides - Water Quality News - December 2011 by TDC Environmental for CASQA, Tri-TAC, sponsoring POTWs and
California Water Boards.
Support for DPR Surface Water Protection Regulations. DPR has proposed regulations to substantially reduce
pyrethroid levels in urban runoff (http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/legbills/rulepkgs/11-004/11-004.htm). In December,
the State Water Board and the nine Regional Water Boards (joint letter), Tri-TAC, the Sacramento Stormwater Quality
Partnership, and CASQA submitted comments supporting DPR’s proposed regulations. The Water Board letter
positively reflected on the growing collaboration between the Water Boards and DPR:
“We look forward to continued collaboration with DPR, particularly in water quality monitoring programs to
evaluate the effectiveness of these regulations in reducing pyrethroids in our urban surface waters, and to detect
and track other non-pyrethroid pesticides, such as carbaryl, fipronil, indoxacarb, and malathion, and their
degradates. Our goal is to proactively implement preventive and corrective actions before pesticide discharges
result in impaired water bodies.”
EPA Initiates Registration Review for Three Pesticides of Interest--Sumithrin, Tetramethrin, and Pyrethrins. All
three workplans have improved water quality elements. To support these improvements and continue toward
additional improvements, comments are recommended for the pyrethroid Sumithrin (also known as d-phenothrin),
which is the most heavily used of the pyrethroids that are used primarily indoors (http://tinyurl.com/7juf7uc).
Comments do not appear to be necessary for the minor pyrethroid tetramethrin (http://tinyurl.com/83moftj) and
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the natural pyrethrins (http://tinyurl.com/89j5y2c), based on their relatively short environmental lifetimes and the
approaches proposed in EPA’s workplans.
DPR and EPA to Improve Ability to Model Pesticides in Urban Runoff. Together, the paths that these two agencies
are establishing will help protect urban runoff because DPR and EPA will be better able to predict water pollution
before it occurs. EPA’s plans, which are reflected in the sumithrin environmental risk assessment workplan
(http://tinyurl.com/7hyfsjy), involve modifying existing pesticide runoff models to account for both pervious and
impervious surfaces, to use washoff data, and to develop multiple modeling scenarios. DPR will fill a key gap in urban
runoff modeling by developing a computational model for pesticide wash-off from impervious surfaces
(http://www.cdpr.ca.gov/docs/emon/pubs/protocol/study276protocol.pdf). Better predictions about the potential
for pesticides to cause water pollution will enable EPA and DPR to use their authorities to meet the goal of
proactively implementing preventive and corrective actions.
EPA Improves POTW Discharge Modeling. The EPA sumithrin environmental risk assessment workplan
(http://tinyurl.com/7hyfsjy) contains a revised and improved approach for POTW discharge assessment. EPA has
recognized that pyrethroid discharges may come from ordinary indoor use (e.g., indoor sprays) as well as from uses
that necessarily entail discharges (pet shampoos, fabric treatments). For the first time, EPA has specifically added
zero dilution discharges and potential POTW process interference to an environmental risk assessment work plan.
EPA has not yet finalized its environmental risk assessment approach for pesticides in biosolids.
LA Water Board Not Intending to Adopt Pyrethroids Objectives in Next 3 Years. In its current Basin Plan Triennial
review, the LA Region has proposed to develop a policy for interpreting narrative objectives (the region has narrative
objectives related to pesticides and toxicity), but to defer adoption of water quality objectives for pyrethroids. The
draft staff report (http://tinyurl.com/7p6b2ne) says that collaboration with DPR and U.S. EPA is “not sufficient to
address water quality impairments due to pyrethroid pesticides” and that a “numeric pyrethroid water quality
objective would provide a specific value to ensure that waterbodies are protected from pyrethroid pesticide
contamination and beneficial uses impacted by pyrethroid pesticide contamination are restored.”
Green Chemistry Update
OEHHA Regulations Defining "Hazard Traits" Adopted. Before DTSC can take action on a polluting product, DTSC
must identify the "hazard trait" of the pollutant. OEHHA just completed its regulations to define these hazard traits.
The OEHHA regulations included all of the types of "hazard traits" that POTWs requested be included (e.g., toxicity to
all types of aquatic organisms, treatment process interference) and the ability to address pollutants important for
POTWs (e.g., Clean Water Act priority pollutants). Both CASA and BACWA/BAPPG sent letters of support for the
regulations thanking OEHHA for the specific elements they included to ensure that POTWs needs can be addressed.
DTSC Busy Digesting Comments on Informal Draft Regulation
The main "Green Chemistry" regulatory program will be operated by DTSC under its Safer Consumer Product
Regulations. DTSC is currently reviewing >800 pages of comments on the much improved informal draft regulations
and starting to work out potential revisions. BACWA/BAPPG, CASQA, and SF PUC sent supportive comments with
specific recommendations for improvements that DTSC will be considering in coming months. DTSC hopes to have a
formal regulatory proposal this spring.
DTSC-EPA Cooperative Agreement on Green Chemistry
Last week, DTSC and U.S. EPA signed a cooperative agreement to coordinate activities on alternatives assessment
methodology development, chemical information database development, and training and education. The
agreement will provide DTSC with a mechanism to obtain much needed EPA technical support for development of
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necessary but unfunded Safer Consumer Product Regulation implementation resources like alternatives assessment
guidance and the Toxics Information Clearinghouse.

WASTEWATER PRETREATMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
Jim Colston, Chair
JColston@ocsd.com

[Vacant], Vice Chair

The very first meeting of the SCAP Wastewater Pretreatment Committee will be held on Tuesday, February 7, 2012 at
the offices of the Inland Empire Utilities Agency in Chino, CA. Please join us for this initial meeting in which we will
discuss the goals of the committee and develop a list of relevant issues for future discussions. All interested parties
are welcome to attend and participate. RSVPs are requested by February 2nd if you plan on attending this meeting.
Suggested Committee Goals and Issues by Jim Colston, OCSD
The following are suggested Goals of the Pretreatment Committee and a list of current issues that have been
prepared by our newest committee chair, Jim Colston:
Goals:
 Provide a routine forum for members to exchange information about industrial and non-industrial
pretreatment issues.
 Review developing federal regulations related to the pretreatment program.
 Discuss federal and local compliance activities for pretreatment programs including Pretreatment
Compliance Inspections and Audits
 Possibly include Pollution Prevention Programs in this committee
Current Issues:
 EPA Dental Amalgam rule
 Enhanced Source Control for water reclamation
 EPA Audits and Inspections and Federal Categorical review
 Pretreatment Program software selection
 Comparison of programs to enhance effectiveness and efficiency (bang for buck)
 Contaminants of Emerging Concern and Medication/Drug programs to prevent dumping to the sewer
 Components of a Non-Industrial Source Control Program
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OCSD's Biosolids Contractor Requirements
Over 200 trucks per week are loaded with the Orange County Sanitation District’s (OCSD) biosolids
(treated sewage sludge) and head to various locations in California and Arizona (see related article).
OCSD was certified for its biosolids management system in 2003. What does that mean? We have a systematic way
of treating, processing, loading, hauling, and using our biosolids (from creation to utilization) that minimizes any
potential adverse environmental impacts and maximizes the benefits that our biosolids (a little bit of all our rate
payers) give back to the environment from once they originated.
But what does that look like in practice, in the field, and on the ground? We just consolidated most of our forms for
training and tracking our biosolids contractors into a comprehensive document. This very large document
demonstrates how much we care about ensuring our biosolids reach their final destination safely. It also serves as a
comprehensive living reference document for our contractors, as well as a model for other biosolids managers.
OCSD highly recommends our contractors bookmark the link to this document, but you can also search this website
for the document with the keyword "biosolids contractor.
"WARNING: THIS IS A 169 PAGE DOCUMENT. PLEASE PRINT ONLY THE PAGES YOU NEED. THE FILE IS ALSO JUST
OVER 5MB, SO IT MAY TAKE A FEW MINUTES TO DOWNLOAD.
This document is also OCSD's "controlled" copy, which means we recommend you LINK to the document so you
always have the latest version.

The love of liberty is the love of others; the love of power is the love of ourselves.
- - Political Essays. The Times Newspaper
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