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Executive Director’s Message
THE EXUBERANCE OF YOUTH?
WELCOME TO SOUTHERN CALIFORNIA!
TO STRUGGLE IS TO SUCCEED!
Realistically, as a young adult right out of college,
how many of you would consider loading up all of
your earthly possessions in an old used car, no cell
phone, no radio or air conditioner [totally unheard
of these days], and leave your home on the east
coast to drive all of the way across country to Los
Angeles, in anticipation of starting a new job? Now
imagine you are a young woman about to start your
career and after arriving in Los Angeles alone and
with no friends or even acquaintances to rely on, you have no place to stay
and no established credit to speak of.
Well, that is exactly the circumstances that
awaited Grace Hyde, Los Angeles County
Sanitation Districts (“Districts”) very first
female Chief Engineer/General Manager, as
she reported for duty on her first day on the
job at the Sanitation Districts in 1983. As
you can imagine, it takes a strong-willed and
determined individual to accept a job offer 3,000 miles away, much-less
making the solo, across-country journey in the heat of summer.

Having just received her Bachelors degree in civil engineering from the
John Pastore, Executive Director University of Texas, Grace subsequently enrolled at the University of North
jpastore@scap1.org
Carolina (UNC), where she earned her Masters degree in Environmental
Pam
Merriam,
Administrator Engineering. Grace had long thought of working abroad to assist
developing countries with their water and wastewater infrastructure, and
pmerriam@scap1.org
after much research, she chose UNC due to its renowned international
Ray Miller, Exec. Dir. Emeritus programs. As she was completing her graduate work, reports of the
rmiller@scap1.org
Districts reputation as a progressive leader in solid waste and wastewater
management reached her ears all of the way back in North Carolina via her
UNC professor and she began to consider public agency work in the states.
Southern California Alliance of
So she decided to send in an application, and to her surprise, she received a
Publicly Owned Treatment Works
return phone call several weeks later followed by a written job offer. And
P.O. Box 231565
so began her 30 year journey that has taken her to the top tier of
Encinitas, CA 92024-1565
management.
Ph. (760) 479-4880
Fax (760) 479-4881
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Arriving in Los Angeles one day prior to reporting for work, she had no place to stay and knew nothing about the
area, having never been to the west coast before. Someone at the office told her Long Beach was a nice area [not
realizing how far away it was] so she simply followed the map and started looking for “For Rent” signs along the way.
Armed with only a handful of Travelers checks and no credit history, she quickly learned how difficult securing a place
to rent in Southern California can be. So after numerous attempts she finally found someone willing to rent to her,
but not until she used up most of her Travelers checks to pay for the first and last month’s rent.
Fortunately for Grace, life went much smoother from that point on. Starting her career as an Associate Engineer in
the Solid Waste Research Section and later climbing up the ladder to Section Head of the Solid Waste Planning
Section, Grace also gained practical experience while working in the field as an on-site engineer at the Scholl Canyon
Landfill. As is the District’s policy, they allow staff to gain experience in different areas and Grace was no exception,
as she later spent time in Wastewater Operations.
I talked with Grace at length about who was her greatest influence and she, without hesitation, replied that it was
her father. Her father was a research chemist and constantly impressed upon her the importance of picking a field of
study that would lead to job that would allow one to be independent. In Texas in the early 1980s, there were a lot of
opportunities for young engineers with the oil companies, but Grace ultimately chose civil engineering and in
particular, environmental engineering to focus on, which led her to UNC for further study. I am sure like any other
parent, her father would have wanted to see his daughter stay close to home, yet Grace was never one to stay put as
she left home each summer for jobs in Colorado and North Carolina while attending college.
The one principle that I learned immediately from Grace is that she has no regrets associated with her career at the
Districts. Even though her dream of working internationally never came to fruition, the experiences and relationships
that she has formed over the past 30 years have given her a sense of great fulfillment. Yet to this day, she remains
humbled by her current position and is so grateful for all of the dedicated, talented staff that carry out the work of
the Sanitation Districts day in and day out.
I asked Grace about the challenges associated with working for such a large Board of Directors and surprisingly she
replied that it was not as complicated as one would think. Her 23 separate Boards [yes, that is correct—23 Boards]
are made up of 95 elected officials, (mayors, city council members and county supervisors), from each of the 78 cities
and county area that are served by the Districts. Because her staff does such a thorough and professional job of
developing information on each issue brought to the boards, the meetings go rather smoothly and generally with
little controversy. Even with the recent closure of the Puente Hills Landfill, while the fiscal impact of the loss of
revenue was substantial, prudent planning by staff several years ahead, shifting of staff duties, attrition through
retirements, and comprehensive solicitation for service contracts lead to an effective, efficient transition.
Looking forward, Grace is very optimistic about one of the largest construction projects ever undertaken by the
District’s in its long history, which is the Clearwater Project. The keystone of the Clearwater Project is construction of
a new 18 foot diameter tunnel to convey discharge along 7 miles from the Joint Water Pollution Control Plant in
Carson, CA to the existing ocean outfall structure. Construction is estimated to be completed in 2023.
She also remains extremely aware of the current state of scrutiny that our public agencies are facing, from both the
media and watchdog groups, and hopes to develop strategies to improve her agency’s transparency and maintain its
high level of excellence.
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Lastly, I would be remiss if I were not to ask Grace one last important question, “What do you like to do in your spare
time?” What I learned was: in addition to her love of being in the outdoors, Grace enjoys reading cookbooks and
even occasionally cooking when she has time, especially when it comes down to southern cooking. Having grown up
in East Texas, she still enjoys the simple pleasures of such comfort foods as fried chicken, grits and chicken and
dumplings (although she readily admits she should not be eating such dishes!).
It was a pleasure having the opportunity to get to know Grace on a more personal level and I hope that those of you
who read this will appreciate her accomplishments and possibly find that you have something in common with her
on a personal or professional basis.

Admiringly yours,

John Pastore
California Clean Water Summit Partners Update by John Pastore, SCAP
The California Clean Water Summit Partners consist of the following associations:
 Bay Area Clean Water Association (BACWA)
 California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA)
 California Water Environment Association (CWEA)
 Central Valley Clean Water Association (CVCWA)
 Southern California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment Works (SCAP)
 Tri-TAC
The meetings consist of the executive officers and presidents from each association along with invited guests from the
regulatory agencies. The purpose of the meetings is to collaborate on issues of statewide concern with the intention
of presenting a unified message to the regulators.
The Summit Partners held their first meeting of 2014 recently on February 19 th in Sacramento. Invited guests
included Dee Dee D’Adamo, Member of the State Waterboard, and Elizabeth Haven, Deputy Director, Division of
Financial Assistance, SWRCB.
Ms. D’Adamo was very engaging and candid with her comments. She filled the group in on the details of the new
drought legislation that has been promoted by the Governor, which was being announced that very afternoon. She
also spoke about the January 31st news conference that was held to announce the standards for determining the
amount of water that must be moved through the Delta to allow for such things as salinity, etc. She further
acknowledged that there will likely be water curtailments in the San Joaquin River that will affect water rights all of
the way back to the 1914 water rights holders.
Dee Dee was a congressional aide and became very focused on drinking water issues throughout her career. She is
very interested in drinking water issues related to quality, regulatory constraints and cost and is working to insure
that disadvantaged communities have the necessary funding to assist with developing safe drinking water supplies.
Our other guest, Elizabeth Haven, advised that she is available to assist our agencies with the SRF Fund allocation
needs and is excited to see the CDPH drinking water program merged with the SWRCB, as it allows for an overlap in
administration for both the wastewater and drinking water SRF Funding programs.
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She further encouraged anyone with “shovel-ready” recycled water projects to submit their applications as soon as
they can to assure funding availability.
Other topics discussed by the Summit Partners at the meeting included: the Pyrethroid Survey Report; the Tri-TAC
transition to a CASA Regulatory Workgroup; a discussion of the Collection System of the Future proposal by the West
Bay Sanitary District; the Wheeler Institute Citizen Suit Research Proposal; the SWRCB Resource Realignment
Resolution and the AB371 Ban on Biosolids in Kern County.
SCAP will be the host for the next Summit Partners meeting, which will be held in May.

“Wintertime Fun in So. Cal.” by Ralph Palomares

Stormwater Debris after the recent rains
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AIR QUALITY COMMITTEE REPORT
Kris Flaig, Chair
kris.flaig@lacity.org

David Rothbart, Vice Chair
drothbart@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

Litigation Status: SCAQMD Rule 317 and SJVAPCD Rule 3170 by David Rothbart, Vice Chair-LACSD
About 12-months ago, various environmental groups challenged EPA’s approval of both SCAQMD Rule 317 and
SJVAPCD Rule 3170. These rules implement an alternative compliance strategy to satisfy Section 185 of the federal
Clean Air Act. Section 185 imposes a fee on “major” stationary sources in severe and extreme ozone non-attainment
areas, if they cannot achieve certain emissions reductions. Without this alternative compliance strategy, “major”
stationary sources in the South Coast Air Basin would have been liable for $30 million in added fees, each year, with
an annual escalator, until the air basin comes into attainment with the 1-hour standard, estimated to be 2023.
The SCAQMD Rule 317 case (Ninth Circuit Case No. 13-70544) was to be stayed until the resolution of the SJVAPCD
Rule 3170 case (Ninth Circuit Case No. 12-73386), but the plaintiffs recently retained new counsel, who obtained the
court’s approval to proceed with the SCAQMD Rule 317 case. EPA’s Rule 317 brief is scheduled to be remitted on
May 30, 2014. Meanwhile, all briefing has been completed on the Rule 3170 case and the parties await a hearing
date.
A negative ruling in either case would likely eliminate use of the alternative compliance strategy. Without this
compliance strategy, relief from the Section 185 penalty would require a revision of the federal Clean Air Act.
Supreme Court Hears Oral Arguments on the Appropriateness of the Federal PSD Tailoring Rule (Utility Air
Regulatory Group vs. EPA) by Frank Caponi, LACSD
On February 24, 2014 the Supreme Court of the United States (Supreme Court) heard oral arguments on whether
EPA correctly determined that its regulation of greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions from new motor vehicles triggered
permitting requirements under the Federal Clean Air Act for stationary sources that emit GHG. This regulation for
stationary sources is commonly known as the Federal PSD Tailoring Rule.
This summary is not comprehensive in that I will not review the history of the Federal GHG regulations, nor the
specifics of the Federal PSD Tailoring Rule. It is important to point out though that several challenges were filed
against the various Federal GHG regulations, but the Supreme Court decided to combine the petitions into one, the
“Utility Air Regulatory Group”, and limit the challenge to only one question, as outlined above. It is also important to

Page | 5

March 2014
Homepage

Air Report

Biosolids Report

Collections Report

Energy Report

Water Report

Pretreatment Report

point out that much of the context that I will give to the proceedings are based upon my opinion of what I read since,
quite frankly, interpreting oral arguments from the transcript of a Supreme Court case involves trying to read into the
thinking of the individual Justices from their questions and comments. Also, I support the petitioners’ view point that
GHG should not be regulated under the PSD and Title V programs, so my opinions come from that perspective.
Finally, quotes below are taken directly from the proceedings transcript, so in many places the flow of language is not
there. I will recommend that people that have an interest in this topic read the transcript or listen to the audio
version, both of which are posted on the Supreme Court website. Typically, regulatory documents are very dry,
however, this reads like a good novel.
The petitioners’ (challenger) arguments primarily centered around two points:
1. Congress would not have intended GHG to be regulated in the PSD program because this regulation focuses
on emissions that have “area-specific air quality impacts” and GHG’s impact are thought to be global.
The Justices asked many questions in this area with the most pertinent having to do with the broad nature of
the “any air pollutant” language which is included in the statute as a means of determining which pollutants
are regulated when specified thresholds are exceeded. As an example, §7479 of the Federal Clean Air Act
says the term “major emitting facility” means any of the following stationary sources of air pollutants which
emit, or have the potential to emit, one hundred tons per year or more of any air pollutant ….(the same
language also appears with regard to the 250 tons per day threshold). The Petitioners argued that in the
context of the PSD regulation “any air pollutant” is specific to pollutants that have area-specific air quality
impacts, which cannot include GHG. The “left” leaning Justices believed that per an earlier ruling under
Massachusetts vs. EPA, GHG should be included in the definition of “any air pollutant” and thus, stationary
sources of GHG can be regulated in the PSD regulation. In response, the petitioners argued that there is
precedent throughout the Federal Clean Air Act where “any air pollutant” language was not all inclusive, but
individual regulations have, and could narrow what should be included in this category of pollutants based
upon the nature of the regulation. Once again, the petitioners argued that the nature of the PSD regulation
would not include GHG because of its focus on area-specific air quality impacts.
2. The Federal PSD regulation has “unambiguous” thresholds of 100/250 tons per day to distinguish between
major and minor stationary sources. However, in the Federal PSD Tailoring regulation, EPA “tailored” new
thresholds since the 100/250 tons per day threshold would have created millions of new sources to be
regulated, what EPA argued, was an “absurd” result. The petitioners argued that in re-writing
“unambiguous” thresholds, EPA overstepped what Congress intended in establishing these thresholds. They
also argued that EPA intends to eventually bring the new, tailored thresholds back down to the 100/250
level, thus including millions of minor sources, which was never the intent of Congress.
The attorney representing EPA (challenger) argued that “EPA did what it did because the problem (global
warming) it’s confronting is a problem EPA considers to be urgent.” Justices Kagan, Breyer, Ginsburg and
Sotomayor (the “left” leaning Justices) all argued in support of this position stating that when faced with a
crisis EPA had a duty to act. As stated by Justice Kagan, (referring to EPA’s dilemma in promulgating the
Federal PSD Tailoring Rule) “Look, we’re not going to just exempt a broad class of pollutants. Instead, we’re
going to fudge the numbers. And why isn’t that the more reasonable of the two things to do.” In a similar
thought, Justice Breyer stated, “So either we have to do the one or the other. Either we have to interpret the
trigger provision with flexibility so that there are written exceptions – unwritten exceptions on it, one way or
the other, or we have to say you can’t do that, and therefore they don’t apply at all. Which is worse?”
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In response to this line of thought, Justice Alito (“right” leaning Justice, and in my opinion correct) ask the
question, “Here we have a statutory provision that has very specific numbers, and the agency has said these
numbers are absurd. We’re going to multiply them by 400. Now, in the entire history of the Federal
regulation what is the best example you can give us of an agency’s doing something like that, where it has
taken a statute with numbers and crossed them out and written the numbers that it likes?” The challenger
could not answer this question effectively, perhaps because there is no effective answer.
Chief Justice Roberts (“right” leaning Justice), continuing on this thought process asking, “Let’s assume you
find out there’s a particular substance that did does cause harm to ambient air quality that is not already
covered, and you publish a NAAQS for that, can you decide that 100 and 250, you want to regulate at a
different threshold, just like you have here. I mean, is this a particular assertion of authority only with respect
to greenhouse gases or does it cover any pollutant under the Act?” The challenger responded, and I think
very problematically, “I think it would be within EPA’s authority to do so, but there is really significant
problems with trying to regulate that way ….” [no kidding]
I think Justice Scalia (“right” leaning Justice) summed up this line of discussion best when he quipped, “…I
don’t have as expansive a notion of reading exceptions into a statute that are not there as Justice Breyer
does.”
So what does this all mean?
In summary, the petitioners argued that Congress never would have intended the Federal PSD regulation to include
GHG since they don’t fit the category of pollutants that were meant to be regulated under this statute. The
challenger argued that GHG should be regulated by virtue of the fact under an early ruling (Massachusetts vs. EPA),
GHG became a regulated pollutant and thus, fits under “any air pollutant”. Also, tailoring the thresholds was justified
because of the urgent nature of the problem (global warming).
I pointed out in many places the typical politics of the Justices, based upon many past rulings. Of course, we have
been surprised many times by deviations in the thinking of the Justices. In my opinion, based upon the questions and
discussions, the Justices have lined up in an even split on this issue, with Justice Kennedy being a deciding swing vote.
However, based upon several statements and in particular, this one statement (below), I believe he is leaning in the
direction of the “right” leaning Justices:
“I have to say in reading the brief for the States and reading your brief [referring to the EPA
Attorney], I couldn’t find a single precedent that strongly supports your position.”
So what decisions could be made? In my opinion, there is a 75% chance (by the way, I heavily favored Denver to win
the Super Bowl), the Federal PSD Tailoring Rule could be overturned. However, based upon the discussions among
the Justices, especially Roberts, Kennedy & Breyer, there is also a possibility that a compromise could be reached that
only requires facilities that trigger the PSD threshold for the regulated criteria pollutants, to have to consider GHG. In
this case, the affected facilities would have to consider BACT for GHG (also part of the discussions of this case). I put
the odds of this decision at 90%.
The question of, if the Federal PSD Tailoring Rule were overturned, would it impact the establishment of a GHG New
Source Performance Standards (NSPS) for sectors (e.g., large power plants), was also discussed by the Justices.
Essentially, all seemed to agreed that the NSPS standards would not be impacted by any ruling here. Therefore, in
my opinion it would be a great victory to overturn or minimize the Federal PSD Tailoring Rule, however, GHG
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regulations could still proceed, on a sector-by-sector basis, through the NSPS rulemakings. At least in these
situations there would be adequate time to review proposed decisions by EPA and work with the agency.
It is estimated that a ruling by the Supreme Court will come early this summer; so stay tuned!
CARB AB32 Scoping Plan Update by Frank Caponi, LACSD
CARB is currently in the process of updating the AB 32 Scoping Plan in accordance with the AB32 requirement to
update this document every five years. The Scoping Plan is essentially the roadmap to reducing greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions to 1990 levels by 2020.
A draft update to the Scoping Plan was released in October 2013 and presented to the CARB Governing Board on
October 24. A second draft, which CARB is calling the “Proposed First Update to California’s Climate Change Scoping
Plan” (Scoping Plan Update), was released in February 2014 and presented to the CARB Governing Board on February
20. After additional public input CARB is planning on presenting the final Scoping Plan Update to the Board for final
approval in Spring 2014.
The latest Scoping Plan Update is simply a refinement of the October version; no significant new additions. One item
still missing is the appendix that describes and itemizes the progress made by control measures implemented in the
original Scoping Plan. CARB intends to release this important appendix in the near future. SCAP members working
with the California Wastewater Climate Change Group (CWCCG) have identified a few areas of concern in the Scoping
Plan Update as outlined below:
 As in past versions of the Scoping Plan, CARB incorrectly shows the wastewater sector as the State’s fifth
largest source of anthropogenic methane. At issue here is CARB’s “lumping” methane emissions from septic
tanks into the conventional wastewater sector emission estimates. Federal EPA inventories from similar
years clearly show that septic tank methane emissions make up at least 70% of the combined emissions.
SCAP and CWCCG need to work with the CARB greenhouse gas (GHG) inventory staff to correctly report the
methane emissions.
 New to the Scoping Plan Update is language that indicates methane emissions as a contributor to
tropospheric ozone formation. We believe this reported link between methane and ozone to be scientifically
incorrect; we have seen no evidence presented in peer-reviewed journals to support this assertion. If CARB
were to continue reporting this link, it would allow methane to be further and unjustly regulated not only by
CARB under the AB 32 program, but by local air districts in their battle to bring their regions into attainment
with the ozone National Ambient Air Quality Standards. SCAP and CWCCG will work with CARB staff to
correct this information.
 Also, newly reported in the Scoping Plan Update was CARB’s intention to expand investigations into GHG
emission from landfills and wastewater treatment plants through an actual flux chamber measurement
program. SCAP and CWCCG are extremely concerned with CARB seemingly going alone on this program.
Collectively, members of our organizations have significant amounts of experience in conducting these types
of measurement programs and are well aware that if done incorrectly, bad data may result. It certainly does
not help anybody to produce bad data, so we have suggested to CARB staff and in testimony at the February
20 Governing Board meeting that any program of this type be done in full collaboration with industry.
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Finally, as we have commented in the original October 2013 draft Scoping Plan Update, the wastewater
industry can be a partner in reaching the GHG reduction goals outlined in the Energy, Transportation,
Agriculture and Water Sectors, because of the energy potential of our biogas and biosolids products to
displace their fossil counterparts. We are recommending to CARB that each of these respective sections be
modified to indicate the potential the wastewater sector can have in reaching these goals.

SCAP members will be working with CWCCG to formulate a comment letter to CARB outlining our concerns with the
Scoping Plan Update.
Planning for the CARB PM Emission Deadlines for Portable Diesel Engines > 50 bhp by Carol Kaufman, MWD
Ladies and Gentleman, start your engines…the next phase of compliance deadlines requiring portable engine fleets
to meet the cleanest particulate matter (PM) emission standards is right around the corner!! Two key upcoming
requirements of the California Air Resources Board (CARB) Air Toxic Control Measure (ATCM) for Diesel Particulate
Matter from Portable Engines (50 horsepower or greater) are as follows:
 By January 1, 2017, non-certified (i.e., Tier 0) portable diesel engines must be removed from service or
replaced by the cleanest, available certified engine
 Portable engine fleets must meet the following PM emission fleet averages:

In preparation of meeting these compliance dates, portable engine owners/operators will need to review the
marketplace options including the availability of new engines meeting certified Tier 4 interim and full Tier 4 emission
standards, as well as verified control equipment for the existing engines. To assist members in their compliance
efforts, the SCAP Air Quality Committee is evaluating the overall feasibility of meeting the compliance deadlines and
will be working with CARB staff, if necessary, to pursue regulatory options. Stay tuned!!
The CARB ATCM can be found on their website: http://www.arb.ca.gov/diesel/peatcm/peatcm.htm
Next Scheduled SCAP Air Quality Committee Meeting
The next Air committee meeting will be held on March 25th starting at 10:00 am at the offices of the Los Angeles
County Sanitation Districts in Whittier. Be sure and consult the SCAP website calendar for any last minute changes to
this schedule.
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BIOSOLIDS COMMITTEE REPORT
Matt Bao, Chair
mbao@lacsd.org

Tom Meregillano, Vice Chair
TMeregillano@ocsd.org

Diane Gilbert Jones, Vice Chair
diane.gilbert@lacity.org

Bioenergy Technology Converts Wastewater Byproducts to Hydrogen (Article by Phys.org) by Tom Meregillano,
Vice Chair - OCSD
Researchers from DOE's Lawrence Livermore National Laboratory (LLNL) and Florida-based Chemergy Inc. plan to
demonstrate an innovative bioenergy technology that converts wastewater treatment plant byproducts into
hydrogen gas to produce electricity.
The $1.75 million project will demonstrate an integrated system on a limited industrial scale at the Delta Diablo
Sanitation District (DDSD) facility in Antioch, Calif. "Our job is to lend our multi-disciplinary expertise in chemistry,
engineering and materials science to model and optimize the efficiency of this new technology," said chemist Bob
Glass, the LLNL project leader. "We want to use this demonstration project as a model to encourage the widespread
use of biosolids for energy production."
The demonstration project will be funded jointly by the California Energy Commission and Chemergy, and sponsored
by the Bay Area Biosolids to Energy (BAB2E) Coalition. DDSD is spearheading this renewable energy effort for the
coalition. According to coalition spokesperson Caroline Quinn, "The Chemergy technology is of interest because of
its innovative approach utilizing a chemical process for high-moisture feedstock at moderate temperatures and at
smaller scale than traditional conversion technologies. The coalition is specifically focused on combustion-free
processes that can maximize the renewable energy potential of biosolids."
BAB2E is a consortium of 19 San Francisco Bay Area public agencies responsible for wastewater treatment that
collectively serve more than 4 million customers. Other partners in the project are the DOE Fuel Cell Technologies
Office and the U.S. Department of Defense (DoD) Construction Engineering Research Laboratory (CERL). Work on the
demonstration project started last October and Glass anticipates that in about a year the Antioch wastewater
treatment plant will be processing one ton per day of wet biosolids and will be producing up to 30 kilowatts of
electricity. The electricity, in turn, will be used to power select functions at the plant.
Chemergy uses a patent-pending technology that integrates two established chemical processes. First,
thermochemistry is used to produce heat, carbon dioxide and a hydrogen compound from wet biosolids. Secondly,
the hydrogen compound is decomposed to produce renewable hydrogen gas. In this demonstration, the hydrogen
gas will be used as a fuel and fed into fuel cells provided by CERL and the Department of Energy (DOE) - to generate
electricity. It is believed that the technology to be demonstrated by LLNL and Chemergy may convert wet biosolids
into hydrogen at less than $2 per kilogram (one kilogram of hydrogen is equivalent in energy content to one gallon of
gasoline), making it useful both for stationary power as well as for transportation fuel.
As part of the demonstration studies, the scientists will examine the system's performance and efficiency, and the
durability of the materials, among other aspects of the technology, Glass said. One reason LLNL researchers are wellsuited to work on this project is because of their lengthy involvement in the DOE's hydrogen and fuel cell programs,
where scientists have conducted major work on hydrogen production, storage, use and safety, Glass said. "While the
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project has technological hurdles to overcome, it offers the potential for wastewater treatment agencies to diversify
biosolids management options and reduce associated truck transportation costs, fossil fuel use and greenhouse gas
generation, while producing clean energy," Glass said.
Fact Sheet on “Drying of Wastewater Solids” Released by Water Environmental Federation and National Biosolids
Partnership by Tom Meregillano, Vice Chair - OCSD
A WEF fact sheet on the drying of wastewater solids is now available at www.biosolids.org or on the SCAP website
here. The document is an update of the 2004 white paper. The fact sheet was prepared by the WEF Residuals and
Biosolids Committee, Bioenergy Technology Subcommittee.
Anaerobic Digestion 101 Infographic Shared by CASA and American Biogas Council by Tom Meregillano, Vice Chair –
OCSD
American Biogas Council in conjunction with CASA, USDA, and EPA crafted the following simplified graphic that
illustrates anaerobic digestion of organic material.
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Biosolids Conference Announcements by Tom Meregillano, Vice Chair - OCSD
WEF Residuals and Biosolids 2014: Reminder that registration is now open for the Residuals and Biosolids 2014
Conference Sustainability Made Simple: Facilitating Resource Recovery May 18 – 21, 2014 Austin Convention Center,
Austin, TX.
Super Saver Deadline: April 18, 2014.
On-line registration can be found at
http://www.wef.org/ResidualsBiosolids/ .
BIOCYCLE REFOR14 WEST: This Conference brings together the who's who of the anaerobic digestion and renewable
energy industry. This is the Conference where participants get the latest on technologies and practices to turn
municipal, agricultural and industrial organic waste streams into power, renewable natural gas, vehicle fuels and
high-value digestate and compost products. Conference is from April 7-10 (four days) at Town & Country Resort in
San Diego. To register visit http://www.biocyclerefor.com/ .

COLLECTIONS COMMITTEE REPORT
Ralph Palomares, Chair
RPalomares@etwd.com

Dindo Carrillo, Vice Chair
dcarrillo@ocsd.com

Collection Systems Committee Update by Ralph Palomares, Chair – El Toro WD
Well march is here and it’s almost time for daylight savings time once again which means longer bike rides after work
and more time to exercise to try to keep fit and healthy. Over the past year I have many friends who have passed
away from some type illness shortly after they retire from 30 something years in the wastewater industry, so
exercising is a must.
We talk a lot about how to get roots out of the sewer system or how to eliminate odors from lift stations, but we
seldom talk about how to take care of our own machines -- our bodies. I suppose after we retire we need to stay
active and eat smart and do a lot less of all those bad things that we all enjoy, such as eating sweets, smoking and
even drinking. I’m not saying to stop but just do it in moderation so we can all enjoy life and our families a little
longer after we all retire.
Better yet, why wait until we retire, let’s start today by changing our eating habits. I even have a friend, who now
drinks water daily, after having survived a life threating illness related to not drinking water, but instead consumed 5
sodas a day along with those power drinks. Today he drinks water and feels better and healthier but unfortunately
he is still not out of the woods yet.
Our families and our friends deserve to have us around for a long time so with that, I will work with Pam to make
sure that we have healthy food for our next SCAP Collections meeting in May 2014.
I just came back from a week in Las Vegas and toured Lake Mead and Hoover Dam once again and the water level on
the lake continues to drop in elevation, which is not good for Southern California. When the dam was built during
the great depression did you know that all of the workers were only allowed 2 days off a year and were only paid
four dollars a day, which was considered good pay at the time? Today we get 2 weeks off or even 4, depending on
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how much time you have worked at your agency, and I know for a fact that your pay is more than 4 dollars a day, not
including benefits.
I had to miss the 1st SCAP collections meeting of the year in Los Angeles last week due to a FOG speaking
engagement at the annual P3S Conference in Ontario, CA. This annual conference is a great event, which I haven’t
attended for a few years, so it was good to see all my Source Control friends once again and swap pretreatment
stories with them. I would like to thank my vice chair, Dindo Carillo of OCSD, and John Pastore of Dudek for chairing
the SCAP meeting for me and let’s not forget Pam for always getting us a fresh healthy lunch. We will get back to
our discussions about the topics at our next meeting that are affecting us here in the wastewater industry and, on a
positive note, I went into a Stater Brothers market last week and I couldn’t find one baby wipe that said flushable on
it !!!
See you in May 2014 ……………
State Water Board SSO Reduction Program Annual Compliance Report FY2012/2013 by Dindo Carrillo, Vice Chair OCSD
The State Water Board has just published online their SSO Reduction Program Annual Compliance Report for the FY
2012-2013. The report can be found in this link.
The report provides important information on the status of the SSS WDR Order, such as how many sanitary systems
are now enrolled, volumes of sewage spilled, number of SSOs reported, etc. However, here’s a couple of the most
interesting bits of information found in the report.
First, the report points out that three Regional Water Boards (San Francisco Bay, Central Valley, and Los Angeles)
account for 82 percent of reported spills in the state, and that two Regional Water Boards (San Francisco Bay, and
Central Valley) account for 74 percent of reported spill volume in the state. The report further ranks the top 20
highest volume spillers in the state.
The second interesting section of the report is the enforcement of the SSS WDR Order. The report states that in the
FY 2011-2012, the State Water Board issued 148 NOVs, and 136 of the 148 NOVs have returned to compliance or
working to be back in compliance. The remaining 12 NOVs have been referred to the Office of Enforcement for
further action. For FY 2012-2013, the Regional Water Board and Office of Enforcement have conducted 23
inspections, and 137 enforcement actions for violations of the SSS WDR Order.
Also, the State Water Board concludes with recommending further enforcement activities, enhancing CIWQS SSO
Database reporting, and providing additional guidance to the newly implemented Monitoring and Reporting Program
(MRP) amendments.
February 25th Collection Systems Committee Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP
The first SCAP Collection Systems Committee meeting of the year was held on February 25th and hosted by the Los
Angeles County Department of Public Work in Alhambra. The meeting was very well attended and presentations
were made by: Fernando Villaluna from the LADPW concerning “Lessons learned from condition assessment of their
agencies sewer lines”; LACSD’s Mark Petit regarding a new and innovative method of mitigating ragging in sewer
pumps of all sizes; Dindo Carrillo from OCSD, Bob Craig from Dudek and John Pastore - SCAP regarding updates on
the Statewide WDR and SSO Monitoring & Reporting Program; and an update by John Pastore on a WERF proposal
he is working on to study the effects of pulp loading on downstream sewers.
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A copy of all of the presentations are contained on the SCAP website here.

Collections Committee at LADPW

Bob Kreg from Dudek

LACSD”s Mark Petit

OCSD’s Dindo Carrillo

SCAP’s John Pastore

Wipes in Pipes Cause Costly Problems for Water Resource Recovery Facilities courtesy of January 28, 2014 WEF
Highlights by — Jennifer Fulcher
Wipes clogged this pump in Portland, Maine. Photo courtesy of the Portland Water
District. Many wastewater treatment professionals agree that clogged pipes can
cause big and costly problems. As these problems arise, Water Environment
Federation (WEF; Alexandria, Va.) members are documenting costs spent on
maintenance and repairs and are working to identify culprits.
Clogs from items that do not belong in water resource recovery facility (WRRF) flows
are not new phenomena. But a new culprit, nonwoven fabric wipes, poses extra
problems for sector professionals.
Quantity of wipes causes new problems in Illinois
Downers Grove Sanitary District (DGSD; Downers Grove, Ill.) had to repair a 250-hp pump in one of its lift stations in
the spring of 2013 because it was clogged by wipes. DGSD spent about $30,000 to repair the pump and an additional
$5000 to install vibration-monitoring equipment to alert staff of blockages so they could prevent future damage, said
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Nick Menninga, general manager for DGSD. “We’ve been doing a number of different things in response to that
problem because we’re trying to make sure that it doesn’t happen again,” Menninga said.
In addition to installing new equipment, DGSD employees have been visiting and inspecting commercial customers
to discuss the clogging problem and rules against disposing materials in the wastewater treatment system. This has
been a substantial commitment since DGSD has been conducting these inspections for 6 months and still has not
met with half of its commercial customers, Menninga said. In addition, DGSD has been educating private residents
about the issue through an annual open house, on its website, and through an annual newsletter, he added.
Because the wipes have continued to accumulate in the lift station wet well, DGSD employees have been flushing
them out once a week. “We’re able to get rid of some of the debris in a controlled way,” Menninga said. Even
though this adds only about 15 minutes to an employee’s regular rounds each week, if the problem continues the
DGSD may need to install additional equipment, he said.
A few debris items always can be found in WRRF flows, but typically have been in small quantities that pass through
the system and can be removed at the WRRF’s bar screen. Only
recently have these items appeared in quantities large enough to
cause a problem. “Last spring was the first time that we experienced
this problem,” Menninga said. “If we continue to have a problem,
we’re going to have to look at outfitting the lift station with a screen
or grinder system,” he said.
An intact baby wipe was pulled from a clogged pipe in Portland,
Maine {Photo courtesy of the Portland Water District}. “This new
material, it all floats, so that’s part of the reason why it accumulates
and it doesn’t just pass through the system,” Menninga said. DGSD’s
experience seems consistent with what other sector facilities are
experiencing, Menninga said. This is why water sector professionals
and others well-versed with pump clogs gathered at WEFTEC® 2013 to discuss the problem during Technical Session
610, “Wipe Out: Reducing the Burden of Wipes in the Pipes.”
Taking a closer look at culprits for clogs
In 2006, the Portland Water District (PWD; Portland, Maine) completed upgrades to improve the ability to deliver
peak flows during wet weather events, said session speaker Scott Firmin, director of wastewater services for PWD.
The upgrades included replacing pumps at two stations feeding the Westbrook/Gorham Wastewater Treatment
Facility.
After the upgrade, both stations began clogging frequently, “particularly during wet weather events,” Firmin said.
Each station required regular unclogging during storms and “we were not able to meet our maximum wet weather
flow rates of [57.5 ML/d] 15.2 mgd from the Cottage Place Pump Station”. When changing pump impellers,
modifying controls to increase the speed of pump operation, and investigating possible pump replacement did not
offer a solution, PWD began a $4.3 million project to install screens with throttling gates to control influent flow,
Firmin said.
The screens, which began operating at each station in 2009, have eliminated pump clogs and enabled the Cottage
Place station to provide the required maximum flows during wet weather, Firmin said. And PWD can pull materials
from the screens and try to categorize them. Analysis has revealed that of these materials, 42% were paper
products, 24% were baby wipes, 17% were feminine hygiene products, and 17% were a variety of other debris, he
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said. Firmin encourages further research and analysis of materials causing clogs. “As an industry, how can we take
some of the things we’ve started here and do more of it and get us some results that we can begin to determine
really what is flushable and what isn’t?” he said.
Quantifying costs
WEFTEC session speaker Frank Dick explained his efforts quantifying the costs of clogs in Vancouver, Wash. As
wastewater engineer and industrial pretreatment coordinator for the city, he began working on capital projects to
deal with clogging pumps in the wastewater treatment system.
Clogs cause systems to operate inefficiently and waste electricity. They can require portions of a system to be shut
down and pipes to be opened, cleaned, and the material disposed of. The expenses for handling this problem take
funds away from operations and capital investments and do not include worker safety, odor issues, or wear on
equipment, Dick said. Calculating the 5-year total costs from clogging, Dick determined that the city has spent
$810,000 on new equipment, $140,000 on electricity wasted by running clogged pumps inefficiently, $480,000 in
field labor to unclog pumps, and about $100,000 in associated engineering and administrative support, he said. This
totals about $1.5 million dealing with clogs. Even though the city’s wastewater treatment division annual budget is
$25 million, clogs have made a dent in operations and capital investment, he said. “We’re paying some pretty good
dollars for highly skilled maintenance workers to go out and to do something that they really shouldn’t be doing,”
Dick said.
Installing new equipment to handle trash
The Water Environment Federation (Alexandria, Va.) Collection Systems Committee has
helped develop outreach materials including this “It’s a toilet not a trash can” bill stuffer.
“Modern trash—it’s the number one enemy of municipal wastewater collection systems,”
said another speaker Robert Domkowski, business development manager for Xylem Inc. (Rye
Brook, N.Y.). Many collection systems are reporting problems from “flushables” where
facilities must repair the equipment broken by clogs and install new equipment to handle
problems, he explained. “From an equipment side, you have three choices: it’s either screen
it and dispose of it, grind it and move it along, or pump it,” Domkowski said. Each has its
benefits and drawbacks and choosing a solution depends on the individual installation needs,
he added. “Several solutions do exist to help sustain efficiency and minimize maintenance
spending,” Domkowski said. And many new innovative technologies are out there that could
handle these problems.
Regardless, finding a successful way to educate consumers is key to solving the problem, he added. “Education is the
number one thing that can help alleviate some of these issues,” Domkowski said.
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ENERGY MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
Steven Hernandez, Chair
shernandez@lacsd.org

Jesse Pompa, Vice Chair
jpompa@ieua.org

February 27th Meeting of the SCAP Energy Management Committee
The SCAP Energy Management committee met for the first time in 2014 on February 27th at the County of Los
Angeles’ Joint Water Pollution Control Plant (JWPCP), located in the City of Carson. The meeting featured
presentations: by Ken Weston from the LA City Bureau of Sanitation, who reported on the Los Angeles City's
Hyperion Treatment Plant Digester Gas Utilization Project (DGUP); by LACSD’s Jim LaRoche, who discussed the
“Lessons learned during startup and commissioning of the JWPCP Steam System”; and by LACSD’s Dave Czerniak,
who discussed the Food Waste Anaerobic Digestion Demonstration Program at the Joint Water Pollution Control
Plant.
A copy of all of the presentations can be found in the committee presentation folder on the SCAP website here.
During the question and answer period, LACSD’s Mark McDannel shared some information concerning the specifics
of the food waste slurry feed, and since he was going strictly off of memory at the time, he wanted to make sure that
the following information provided was shown here for accuracy. According to Mark, “20,000 gpd of food waste slurry is
fed to the digester in addition to 205,000 of biosolids slurry fed to both the test digester and the control digester. The food waste
feed rate is 9% of total flow on a liquids basis and 30% on a solids basis. Target feed rate information is presented below”.

Test Digester

Control Digester

Wastewater/sludge feed
gal/day
% solids
tons per day solids

205,000
3.20%
27.3

205,000
3.20%
27.3

Food waste slurry feed
gal/day
% solids
tons per day solids

20,000
14%
11.7

% Food Waste
liquid basis
solids basis

9%
30%

Digester total
Gal/day
% Solids
Residence time, days

225,000
4.2%
16.4
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Following the presentations, the committee was treated to a tour of both the food waste demonstration project and
the steam system equipment. Pictures of the food waste demonstration project are not available because of the
proprietary nature of the equipment used by Waste Management Company.

City of LA’s Ken Weston

LACSD’s Dave Czerniak

HRSG Control Room
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HRSG Equipment

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

Jennifer Shepardson, Vice Chair
Shepardson_Je@sbcity.org

EPA Announces New Program Vision for TMDLs, courtesy of WEF’s Stormwater Report
In early December, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) announced a new collaborative framework for
developing Total Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs) to begin in 2014. The New Program Vision incorporates experience
gained over the last two decades from developing nearly 65,000 TMDLs. The new vision focuses on improving how
states establish and prioritize impaired waters. The vision seeks to provide states with more flexibility by offering
tools beyond TMDLs for achieving water quality restoration and by allowing states to tailor their program to meet
specific needs and goals. State activities would also be incorporated into a national restoration program. Further,
the plan includes a new focus on maintaining and protecting healthy waters.
The new program envisions that:
 by 2014, states and EPA will actively engage the public and stakeholders in protecting water quality;
 by 2016, states will report on priority waters or watersheds for inclusion in state strategic planning. States
also will identify protection planning priorities for healthy waters. Further, states will coordinate
implementation and foster integration of point and nonpoint source control actions;
 by 2018, states can use alternative approaches, such as adaptive management; and
 by 2020, states will report on the extent of both impaired and healthy waters in priority waters or
watersheds.
The original framework for the vision was released in 2011, and a draft was released a year later.
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Next Meeting of the SCAP Water Issues Committee
The next Water Issues committee meeting is scheduled for March 20th at the offices of the Inland Empire Utilities
Agency in the City of Chino. Be sure and consult the SCAP website calendar for any last minute changes to this
schedule.
Proposed Drinking Water Reorganization by John Pastore, SCAP
The Governor’s Administration supports moving the drinking water technical programs branch, the northern and
southern California drinking water field operations branches, and the Environmental Laboratory Accreditation
Program from CDPH to the SWRCB. Specifically the reorganization would:
• Create a new Division of Drinking Water joining the existing Divisions of Water Quality, Water Rights, Financial
Assistance, and Administrative Services.
• Move the Safe Drinking Water SRF and all funding staff under the Division of Financial Assistance where the
Clean Water SRF is currently managed.
• Identify other possible benefits of program consolidation. For instance the drinking water operator certification
program could be merged with the wastewater operator certification program.
• Maintain regulatory staff at the local level answering directly to the State Board through the newly created
Division of Drinking Water.
• Develop MOU’s between the SWRCB and CDPH to account for continuing operational relationships between
the new Division of Drinking Water and any operations that remain with CDPH.
This following link is to a document that presents the Administration’s draft proposals relating to several major
aspects of the Drinking Water Program. The Administration has solicited feedback from a group of stakeholders,
convened as the Drinking Water Reorganization Task Force (Task Force), and is currently soliciting further feedback
through a public meeting. The Administration is in the process of preparing a Transition Plan that will take into
account the Task Force and Public Meeting input.
Industrial General Permit by John Pastore, SCAP
On the February 19, 2014, the SWRCB released a revised version of the draft General National Pollutant Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for the Discharge of Storm Water Associated with Industrial Activities (Industrial
General Permit).
Attached is a draft comment letter from California Stormwater Quality Association (CASQA) summarizing its concerns
about the latest revisions. The group’s request for an extension was denied by the State due to this comment period
only allowing for comments on changes from the State. Formal comment periods of 30 days were given during 2011,
2012 and just recently in 2013. The comment period for this draft was less than 30 days.
SCAP Water Committee Chair, Al Javier, received permission from CASQA to share their comments with our SCAP
Water committee
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WASTEWATER PRETREATMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
Jim Colston, Chair
JColston@ocsd.com

Barbara Sharatz, Vice Chair
BSharatz@sandiego.gov

March 4th Meeting of the SCAP Wastewater Pretreatment Committee
The first 2014 SCAP Pretreatment Committee meeting of the year was held on March 4th at the offices of the Inland
Empire Utilities Agency in the City of Chino. The meeting featured a presentation by Dennis Doherty from Doherty
Tech, Inc., who provided information on maintenance and inspection of grease removal systems. He also showcased
the GOSLYN GRD and discussed its features in comparison to other devices such as the Big Dipper.
Committee Chair Jim Colston and staff from OCSD updated the group on news items and regulatory issues, including
the latest on the dental amalgam rule, OCSD’s recent Pretreatment Compliance Inspection and highlights from the
CWEA P3S Conference.
Vice Committee Chair Barbara Sharatz from the City of San Diego led an open discussion about cost recovery of costs
from pretreatment programs in light of Prop. 218 and Prop. 26 requirements.

GOSLYN GRD under sink

OCSD’s Jim Colston
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GOSLYN GRD next to sink

City of San Diego’s Barbara Sharatz
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Non Sequitur
Trust yourself. You know more than you think you do!
------- Benjamin Spock

ANNOUNCEMENTS
SCAP welcomes our newest Associate member: “Tecogen”
Tecogen manufactures and services natural gas engine-driven cogeneration, air conditioning, and water heaters
where engine heat can be used at our customers facility saving money and reducing greenhouse gas and carbon
emissions.
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