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One of my passions (besides SCAP) has always been 
motorcycles.  I love motorcycles, whether they’re for 
the dirt or the street, I just can’t get enough.  When I 
was 12 I begged my parents for a mini bike for 
Christmas and only through the intercession of my 
older brother did I received my wish.  It wasn’t much, 
just a homemade frame with an old worn-out 
lawnmower engine attached.  But to me it was the 

greatest thing in the world.  For the next couple of years I rode the heck out 
of that thing until, like everything else, I outgrew it.  During my high school 
years I would sit in my room at night and look through motorcycle 
magazines dreaming of owning one of those brand new bikes that were 
being advertised and someday be able to race them.  It wasn’t until I 
attended an international motocross race in 1969 at the infamous Carlsbad 
Raceway did I learn how impossible my dream was.  The riders from Europe 
with their exotic production bikes were so superior to the Americans that it 
was almost laughable how good they were and how overmatched I was.   
 
My favorite bike at the time was a motorcycle made in Spain called a 
Bultaco.  Unfortunately, just starting college at the time, I came to the 
realization that I probably would never be able to afford one.  But I never 
gave up hope or my desire to own one of these beautiful machines.  Since 
then, time has gone by at an incredible pace and although I fulfilled one of 
my wishes by actually racing motocross later in life, I never lost the desire to 
own a Bultaco.  Then a few years ago I came across an ad on Craig’s List for a 
1973 Bultaco Pursang in “as-is” 
condition.  “As-is” being nothing 
more than an euphemism for “sitting 
in the mud in someone’s back yard 
covered with weeds”.  But with a little 
elbow grease and luck finding parts on 
Ebay, I was able to rebuild it to 
reasonably good condition and will 
someday soon take that first ride.   

http://www.scap1.org/
http://www.scap1.org/Lists/Events/AllItems.aspx
file://Hqtr-data1/share_old/104.SCAP/SCAP%20Documents/SCAP/SCAP%20Documents/SCAP/Monthly%20Updates/2011/SCAP%20December%20Newsletter.docx
http://www.facebook.com/SCAPUPDATE
mailto:jpastore@scap1.org
mailto:Jpastore@scap1.org
mailto:rmiller@scap1.org
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I suppose the point of my story is that we should always hold onto our dreams, and no matter how long it takes or 
how many obstacles we have to overcome, never give up trying to achieve our goals.   
 
Much in the same way, as Californians we collectively have a desire to someday achieve an unlimited supply of 
potable water in our State that will be available for the benefit of future generations.  In regards to this goal I am 
pleased to present the following discussion in a series of articles regarding seawater desalination that we have 
recently featured in this Newsletter. 
 
Desalination: A Path to Reliability by John Ruetten - Resource Trends, Inc., Escondido, CA 
 
Introduction 
Because it is a renewable and highly reliable resource, ocean desalination can and eventually will increase water 
reliability in Southern California.  However, the pace of progress has arguably been slow and hindered by a public 
debate that is sometimes contentious and often unproductive. Ensuring that desalination is properly considered 
requires addressing a variety of issues.  These issues include how facts and perceptions about desalination impact 
outcomes, how the current debate hinders sound decision making, and why we need a clear regional strategy and 
message that addresses desalination’s value and comparisons to alternatives. 
 
Background 
The Changing Landscape of Water Resources and Reliability 
The idea of using desalted ocean water to address the water-supply needs of Southern California has been around for 
decades.  The primary barriers to implementation have been cost and the 
debate over whether the water is actually needed.  However, things are 
changing.  Costs have dropped so they are now more in line with 
traditional supplies, or at least other new supplies.  Due to environmental 
issues and periods of drought, the reliability of imported water supplies 
has changed dramatically, impacting overall water reliability in Southern 
California.  Restrictions on water use are more common and seem more 
like the norm.  Some water professionals contend that were it not for the 
recession that began in 2008, Southern California would have run out of 
water.  And as of February 2012 the snow pack in the Sierra Nevada 
mountain range is less than 40% or normal 
 
The Lightning Rod of Desalination 
Recycled water, increasing water-use efficiency, and capturing and storing more stormwater are widely accepted as 
part of the solution for addressing future water-supply reliability, population growth, and meeting the environmental 
needs for water.  However, implementation of ocean desalination is an ongoing source of controversy.  Desalination 
is branded as the ultimate water supply, a growth enabler, too costly, and environmentally damaging.  Positive or 
negative perceptions about desalination by those in the water industry, active special interest groups, and (to a lesser 
degree) the general public will continue to impact the progress of desalination.  To date, much of the information 
about desalination is focused on highly technical analyses covering a wide variety of issues, including costs, water 
quality issues, and environmental impacts.  Much of this information is sponsored by opponents who contend that 
desalination is too costly and damages the environment, or developers who are looking to profit from producing new 
water resources. 
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Enhancing the Dialogue about Desalination 
What is missing is information and context that leads to a more balanced and productive dialogue.  This dialogue 
should focus on the potential value of desalination to Southern California, including ensuring that California does not 
miss opportunities because of overly technical thinking, a narrow environmental agenda, and negative perceptions 
about a profit motive.  Independent of whether one thinks that desalination progress should be faster or slower, it is 
clear that some questions remain about how desalination fits into the future of Southern California and the 
southwest. 

¶ How should the use of imported water in Southern California and the southwest affect our thinking and 
decision making about desalination? 

¶ How is the advancement of ocean desalination affected by the structure of the water industry and the 
politics of water investments? 

¶ Why has desalination been a lightning rod for conflict between water managers and some active 
community members?  In other words, why is desalination special? 

¶ Who is involved in the dialogue about desalination, who has power, and how is this dialogue and power 
structure impacting progress? 
 

Technical information, including detailed comparisons between desalination and other water supplies, is readily 
available.  What is less available is an assessment of the structural and strategic factors that are actually impacting 
the decision making process, outcomes, and progress.   
 
Water Realities in Southern California and the Southwest 
 
Communities Connected by Imported Water 
Fifty percent of the water used annually by communities in the service area of the Metropolitan Water District of 
Southern California (MET) is provided by MET (from outside the region).  As a result, these communities (and their 
water agencies) are connected by the common need for imported water.  Some depend 
more heavily on this water than others.  Communities in south Orange County depend 
on imported water for more than 90 percent of their supply. For others, the percentage 
is much less.  What they have in common is the need for imported water to be 
consistently available at the levels defined in their water resources plans.  
Unfortunately, with climate change, increasing use of Colorado River Water, and the 
environmental issues associated with the Sacramento Delta (State Water Project), 
concerns about the availability of imported water are significant. 
 
This water connectedness extends well beyond Southern California.  The water needs of 
Southern California impact the Sacramento Bay Delta and the Colorado River basin.  A 
third of the 14 million acre-feet of water that is allocated each year from the Colorado 
River goes to California.  This means that water investment decisions made by 
communities in Southern California and across the southwest impact the other 
population centers in the southwest. The decision to invest in desalination is no exception.  In fact, desalination may 
need to play a unique role with respect to ensuring future water reliability in California, Nevada, and Arizona. 
 
The Nature of Water Investments 
 
Many Jurisdictions  
When considering any water investment decision, it is important to understand the characteristics of the municipal 
water industry and the challenges that come with investing in water resources.  First, the natural availability of water  
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is determined by the flow of water into watersheds and the presence of natural water storage in the form of 
groundwater basins.  Even in the case where large aqueducts are built to transport water, the amount of water 
available for transport is determined by the flows (rain and snowpack) in the originating watershed.  The challenge is 
that water is not managed based on watershed boundaries.  Within a watershed, hundreds of water and non-water 
entities (cities, water districts, water agencies) may have water rights to watershed flows or legal rights to water 
stored in groundwater basins.  As a result, water-investment decisions can be complex and fraught with politics. 
Resolving a single issue may involve coordinating or negotiating with multiple agencies or jurisdictions.  
 
This context is important for decisions about desalination, because complexity is a significant factor in the ability of 
water managers to develop a new water resource in time to meet the water reliability needs of their community. 
Often, implementing desalination looks much simpler than addressing complex water rights issues, including 
groundwater rights. 
 
The Ramifications of Fragmented Water Management 
A significant consequence of multiple jurisdictions is that the management of water resources is fragmented.  Several 
problems arise, including inefficiencies due to smaller projects, limited cost sharing across jurisdictional boundaries, 
and communities competing for investment dollars instead of cooperating and sharing benefits.  Such fragmentation 
ultimately impacts desalination.  First, it is difficult for a single agency to actually have the confidence, skills, and 
financial resources to propose a desalination plant.  Second, the size of the plant may be limited by the needs of the 
agency.  Third, when proposed, desalination plants can look like a local endeavor (even when the plant is subsidized 
with outside funding), giving opponents the opportunity to be narrow in their criticism, especially with proposals that 
cannot afford the environmental features or benefits that a “regional” plant might offer. 
 
Selling a Commodity or Water Reliability 
It is tempting to think of water as a commodity that should “cost” a given number of dollars per unit volume.  The 
problem with this thinking is that the price of municipal water is not driven by the supply and demand of a 
commodity.  It is determined by the need to provide a reliable and high quality water supply.  This need for reliability, 
and the price of water, is affected by both natural and man-made circumstances.  These circumstances are unique to 
a region, such as natural watershed flows, the quality of source waters, demand, water rights, and history of past 
investments in both water resources and delivery infrastructure.  The price of water is actually the price of reliability 
and quality given these unique conditions. 
 
Addressing the quality of the water is not trivial, but conceptually straightforward.  It involves protecting sources, 

applying the proper purification processes, and implementing a comprehensive water 
testing program.  Water rates are being impacted (typically rising) due to new 
regulations designed to improve municipal drinking water quality. Reliability is a 
different matter.  It requires that water resources be available in the face of changing 
climate, changing demand, and a changing political environment.  Doing so requires 
sound planning, a strong sense of risk management, and the ability to make a 
compelling case for needed investments.  Therefore, if the efforts of the utility are 
focused on reliability, then it would follow that the product (and what the customer is 
paying for) is a reliable water supply.   

 
Why is this reliability distinction important?  First, people are often confused by conservation efforts because they 
ultimately pay a higher rate after using less water.  This makes no sense if they view water delivered to their tap as a 
commodity.  It makes a lot more sense if they understand that they are paying for reliability and that reliability can 
be improved through conservation.  A highly reliable water supply allows them to fill their pool and water their lawn  
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with little or no restrictions year in and year out.  Second, if water is viewed as a commodity, the “lowest cost first” 
philosophy for developing new water resources makes sense.  When reliability is the standard, the attributes of 
potential supplies should be evaluated based on how they impact or enhance reliability.  This “reliability first” 
mindset forces the utility to consider a host of technical, administrative, regulatory, and political issues that can 
impact the ability to develop resources in time for reliability to be maintained. 
 
Due to the length of this article we are unable to reprint it in its entirety and ask that you please click on the 
following link to view the remaining portion HERE. 
 
Reflectively 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 Summit Partners has been scheduled for July 31st in Sacramento.  The newest SWRCB 
Member Steve Moore will be the featured guest for this meeting. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Who says New York has it all? 
Photo courtesy of Ralph Palomares 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

http://www.resourcetrends.com/documents/desalination-paper-ruetten-final.pdf
mailto:jpastore@scap1.org
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Kris Flaig, Chair   Greg Adams, Vice Chair 
 kris.flaig@lacity.org  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 

 
CWCCG Update by Kris Flaig, City of Los Angeles 
 
During the past month, the CWCCG Steering Committee has been plotting CWCCG’s future, while the CWCCG has 
been taking a watch and wait approach to many potential developments, especially legislation. 
 
As the clock ticks down on the end of the fiscal year, the Steering committee is faced with several factors that could 
influence the direction of CWCCG.  The first thing is to recognize that CWCCG has become a brand that is recognized 
in regulatory circles; so, we naturally want to take the greatest advantage of this as is possible.  Secondly, during the 
past year, CWCCG’s focus has shifted from emissions-oriented Climate Change issues to renewable energy as related 
to these emissions.  Thirdly, one of our partners in steering the CWCCG, CASA, is about to name a new Executive 
Director, who may have distinct ideas on likeable direction for CWCCG.  Fourthly, sufficient funds exist to keep 
CWCCG going for several months, which could be augmented by pledges from SCAP, BACWA (which has already 
decided to put in $50k for next FY), and CVCWA as needed.  Fifthly, face-to-face attendance and conference call 
attendance have suffered, due to the economic situation and poor conference calling facilities, although some 
consultants thankfully have fairly good conferencing equipment. 
 
Considering all of the above, the Steering Committee has decided to move forward with a short-term contract 
extension with our consultant, a system of computer-based meetings, and time to discuss CASA’s new approach 
towards Climate Change and renewable energy. 
 
Meanwhile, the CWCCG, led by the very capable Zeynep Erdal, with strong contributions by Sharon Green, Beth 
Olhasso, Frank Caponi, and others, continues to monitor key legislative and regulatory activities.  The following is an 
update from Zeynep. 
 
Legislation: 

¶ Gatto 1900 – landfill gas and hazardous waste landfills issues (this has been moving) 

¶ AB 2196 – tracking the issues for pipeline biomethane 

¶ AB 2404 – Looking at regional collaborative and appropriations of the $s collected under the C&T program 

¶ SB 1122 – developing a separate market for biogas 

¶ AB 1990 – sets aside 375MW from small scale renewable generation at disadvantaged communities 
 
 
 

mailto:kris.flaig@lacity.org
mailto:gadams@lacsd.org
http://www.co.imperial.ca.us/
http://www.mdaqmd.ca.gov/
http://www.sdapcd.org/
http://www.sbcapcd.org/
http://www.vcapcd.org/
http://www.aqmd.gov/
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Regulatory: 

¶ Feed in Tariff under SB 32 
o CWCCG had submitted response letters on the CPUC staff’s proposed method and the subsequent Proposed 

Decision (PD) of the ALJ. 
o Commission meeting held on May 24th approved the PD with revisions.  The revised/final version of the PD has 

not been distributed yet.  It will not include the environmental cost impacts on some projects such as biogas, 
but will have an opening for revisions in the future.  

¶ RPS Eligibility of Biomethane – suspension put in place by CEC for pipeline biomethane in the latest revision of the 
RPS Eligibility Guidebook. 

o Pipeline Biomethane related issues left to a future update of the document.  Biogas eligibility has not changed. 

¶ RPS Eligibility Guidebook 
o In addition to the above listed issues, the latest version addressed the REC eligibility of distributed generation 

facilities, and harmonization with the latest RPS program status.  It also modifies reporting deadlines and adds 
new forms.  It postpones updates required due to implementation of the SB 2 1X and regulations driven by RPS 
policies for the POUs to a later revision. 

¶ Cap and Trade (only 2 POTW agencies currently involved) 
o C&T will be opened for amendments to allow for use of the compliance instruments issued by all linked 

jurisdictions.  This opening will define the operating parts related to accounting and administration, for 
multiple participating jurisdictions including CA.  There will be only one auction on November 14th of this year. 

¶ Offset Protocols 
o CARB is continuing to work with WCI, which is in the process to start evaluating new protocols.  One in 

evaluation is Forestry protocol, not relevant to WWTPs. 

¶ National GHG – US EPA Scientific Advisory Panel (SAP) is continuing to work on the biogenic emissions issue.  They 
held a workshop a couple of days ago, a summary of which we’ll distribute soon. 

 
At this time, many agencies are working towards bringing renewable energy projects on-line, through planning, 
design, permitting, and construction.  CWCCG’s scope, once primarily focused on GHG emissions, is now more 
squarely addressing renewable energy issues.  This will also make it easier for SCAP, BACWA, and CVCWA agencies to 
be a part of the State and federal renewable energy programs.  This is essential, as these programs define what can 
be done, how it can be done, and how funding may be obtained to do it. 
 
The pot may boil gently, but there is a tempest, and it comes from all directions. 
 
Rule 1315 and New Permit Moratorium by Greg Adams, LACSD 
 
The final approval of Rule 1315 by EPA was published in the Federal Register on May 25, 2012.  This rule, the 
“Federal New Source Review Tracking System,” is the culmination of a long series of lawsuits on Rule 1309.1 and 
earlier versions of Rule 1315 that initially focused on CEQA concerns and later progressed to the testing of the 
underlying validity of the credits contained in the SCAQMD’s credit banks.  At one point, a moratorium on the 
issuance of permits by the SCAQMD was in effect for close to fourteen months, only undone by the action of SB 827. 
Among other things, SB 827 allowed permits to be issued using credits in the SCAQMD banks until May 1, 2012. 
Because of a 30 day lag period between the publication in the Register and the rule’s effective date, the District is 
again imposing a moratorium on the issuance of permits until June 25, 2012.  In the final approval published by EPA, 
they responded to a 26-page comment letter authored by NRDC, Communities for a Better Environment and Angela 
Johnson Meszaros attacking the bases for approving the rule.  A lawsuit is anticipated shortly. 
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2012 Air Quality Management Plan by Greg Adams, LACSD 
 
The draft, unquantified control measures were released at the ninth meeting of the AQMP Advisory Group on May 
17, 2012.  The most noticeable new control measure was a combustion measure regulating landfill and digester gas 
flares for NOx and VOCs.  The next meeting of the AQMP Advisory group, moved up to June 14, 2012, will flesh out 
the control measures in greater detail. 
 
SCAQMD Proposed Amended Rule 1110.2 by David Rothbart, LACSD 
 
On May 18th, SCAQMD staff presented a revised proposal to the Stationary Source Committee. Staff proposed to: (1) 
reestablish the previously proposed biogas limits, (2) allow until July 1, 2015 for the first biogas engine to comply and 
(3) provide an additional year for all remaining biogas engines.  
 
Due to time limitations, SCAP members were unable to respond to SCAQMD staff’s revised proposal. However, 
Governing Board members will provide an opportunity to respond at the June 15th Stationary Source Committee 
meeting. If you have concerns about the revised proposal, please attend the June 15th meeting. This will be your last 
opportunity to provide comments prior to the July 2012 Governing Board meeting when the rule is scheduled for 
adoption.   
 
EPA Draft Ammonia Assessment Available for Public Comment by Vlad Kogan, OCSD (source EPA) 
 
The U.S Environmental Protection Agency today announced the release of its draft Integrated Risk Information 
System (IRIS) health assessment for ammonia.  The draft assessment will be available for public comment for 60 days 
and will be sent for independent expert peer review.  
 
Ammonia is used in agricultural fertilizers, the manufacture of pharmaceuticals and explosives, water purification, 
household cleaners, as a refrigerant, and in many industries.  Scientific studies show that ammonia can affect the 
respiratory system.  The draft assessment includes an estimate of the amount of ammonia a person can inhale daily 
throughout a lifetime that is not likely to cause harmful health effects, which is less stringent than the current value 
for ammonia on IRIS. 
 
The draft IRIS assessment for ammonia represents major progress for EPA in implementing the April 2011 National 
Academy of Sciences (NAS) recommendations for improving IRIS assessments.  The draft assessment uses a new 
streamlined document structure that is more transparent and clear; includes a template for describing the literature 
search approach; identifies the strengths and weaknesses of analyzed studies; and describes how EPA applied their 
guidance, methods, and criteria in developing the assessment.  
 
When the assessment is final it will be posted to the IRIS database.  IRIS is a publicly available online database that 
provides high quality science-based human health assessments used to inform the agency’s decisions on protecting 
public health and the environment.  
 
The IRIS database contains crucial information on more than 550 chemical substances and their impacts on human 
health.  Governments and private entities use data from IRIS in conjunction with exposure information to help 
characterize the public health risks of chemical substances.  These characterizations are then considered in risk 
management decisions to protect public health.  More information about the draft IRIS assessment for ammonia: 
http://cfpub.epa.gov/ncea/iris_drafts/recordisplay.cfm?deid=200305 
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EPA Report: 2011 California Biosolids Use and Disposal Trends by Tom Meregillano, OCSD  
 
The following is a summary of end uses for biosolids produced in California in 2011, reported by Lauren Fondahl, US 
EPA Region 9: 
 
California Biosolids Use and Disposal Trends, 2011 (all values expressed as dry metric tonnes, 100% dry weight basis) 

¶ Tonnage generated: 710,000 dmt 

¶ Land application (placement on land to grow crops): 404,900 dmt 

¶ Class A:  235,000 dmt 

¶ Compost:  151,000 dmt 

¶ Thermophilic digestion:  50,000 dmt 

¶ Heat drying:    13,000 dmt 

¶ Alkali treatment:  20,000 dmt 

¶ Air drying and testing for pathogens (Alternative 4):  1,600 dmt 

¶ ATAD:  300 dmt 

¶ Class B (over 90% is achieved by anaerobic digestion; most  of the remainder by air drying for three months 
or testing for fecal coliforms) 169,000 dmt 

¶ Landfill disposal or use as ADC: 220,000 dmt 

¶ Surface disposal (placement on land for disposal):  23,000 dmt 

¶ Incineration:   20,000 dmt 

¶ Fuel for cement kilns:  18,000 dmt 

¶ Deep well injection:   11,000 dmt 

¶ Temporary storage:  30,000 dmt 

¶ Long term treatment in lagoons, ponds:  12,000 dmt 

¶ Other (research, feed sludge for industrial digesters, etc.):  2,000 dmt 
 
Counties where > 1,000 dmt of California Class B biosolids was Land Applied: 

¶ Yuma County, AZ (privately-owned lands):  72,000 dmt 

¶ Merced County (city-owned and private lands):  41,000 dmt 

¶ Sacramento (private):  22,000 dmt 

¶ Kern (city-owned):  7,500 dmt 

¶ Sonoma (city and private):  7,100 dmt 

¶ Solano (private):  7,000 dmt 

¶ Stanislaus (city):  5,000 dmt 

¶ Colusa (private):  4,000 dmt 

¶ Tulare (city):  1,300 dmt 

¶ Napa (city and private): 1,100 dmt 

¶ Alameda (private):  1,000 dmt 

mailto:mbao@lacsd.org
mailto:TMeregillano@ocsd.org
mailto:elissa.jackson@lacity.org
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California biosolids options continued to diversify in 2011, with larger quantities being used for fuel in cement kilns 
and for deep well injection.  323,000 dmt (45% of the biosolids generated in California) were used, disposed, or 
further treated in the Central Valley.  This included the 12% generated by POTWs in the Central Valley, and 33% 
coming from Southern CA and the Bay Area.  The tonnage used, disposed, or treated in Kern County dropped from 
33% of California’s biosolids a couple of years ago to 23% in 2011.  98,000 dmt (14% of California’s biosolids) were 
used, treated, or disposed in Arizona. About 0.3% went to Nevada and 0.1% to Oregon.  A sludge treatment 
operation on Cabazon lands received about 0.1% before being shut down by EPA’s RCRA program in April 2011. 
 
Levels of the pollutants regulated under 40 CFR 503 continued to decline.  Particularly noticeable were drops in 
copper and lead: many POTWs are now reporting copper levels of less than 250 ppm and lead levels of <10 ppm, 
levels which were very rare until recently.  About 2% of California’s sewage sludge still exceed 503 Table 3 limits for 
either zinc, copper, or arsenic.  The main monitoring and reporting compliance issues continue to be a failure by 
many POTWs to convert their monitoring results to a 100% dry weight basis.  In addition, many POTWs reported the 
hauler they contracted with, but did not report or incorrectly reported the final destination of the biosolids. 
 
Notes on data: 
The tonnage generated does not equal tonnage used and disposed for a number of reasons, including: 

¶ Some POTWs produce several thousand tons of biosolids once every ten or twenty years when they dredge 
their lagoons. 

¶ Some POTWs stockpile the current year’s biosolids, and use or dispose of a previous year’s biosolids. 

¶ Some POTWs record the tonnage generated before placing the biosolids in drying beds, then scoop up a lot 
of sand when removing the biosolids from the drying beds and record this as the tonnage used or disposed. 

¶ The tonnages reported for composting operations are the tonnages received; however the composting 
process both releases more volatile compounds, and adds bulking agents, so the final tonnage may be 
greater or less than the tonnage received. 

 
Tonnages reported are based on: annual reports from major POTWs, reports from land appliers and composters who 
also report tonnages received from minor POTWs, and estimates from 2S forms and WDR’s for POTWs that only 
remove sludge every several years and minors who send sludge to landfills.  (Source Lauren Fondahl, US EPA Region 
9) 
 
 
EPA:  California Biosolids Use and Disposal Trends 2011 by Tom Meregillano, OCSD 
 
On May 9, 2012, CalRecycle published a preliminary report, which lays out potential means to reach the legislative 
mandate of 75% diversion from landfills by 2020.  This report proposes to eliminate the diversion credits for 
alternative daily cover (ADC), intermediate cover, and other beneficial uses at landfills.  Since many POTWs utilize 
their biosolids as ADC, particularly during winter months, this could have tremendous impacts on certain agencies’ 
biosolids management.  The report is clear that it does not contain recommendations, but rather possible ideas for 
how to achieve the mandate, and invites discussion.  CASA will be monitoring and will provide comments as 
appropriate.  SCAP will provide assistance, if needed.  The report can be found here. (Source Greg Kester, CASA) 
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Upcoming Conferences:  Abstracts Due! by Matt Bao,LACSD 
 
Planning for next year’s conferences has well begun, so if you have been contemplating submitting an abstract and 
presenting on biosolids (or other topics), please keep note of the following abstract due dates: 
 

¶ Due August 1, 2012 – The Water Environment Federation’s (WEF) 2013 Residuals and Biosolids Conference 
will be held in Nashville, Tennessee on May 5-8.  The Conference Program Committee is soliciting abstracts 
for oral presentations, workshops, and panel discussions to be presented at the conference.  Please visit 
www.wef.org/ResidualsBiosolids to submit an abstract, view detailed call for abstracts, and to download 
workshop proposal forms. 

¶ Due August 17, 2012 – the California Water Environment Association (CWEA) Annual Conference will be held 
in Palm Springs April 16-19, 2013.  Specific sessions will be dedicated to Biosolids along with other topics.  
CWEA is now accepting abstracts online at the following link. 

 
Project Summary and Update to the Terminal Island Renewable Energy Project (TIRE) by Elissa Jackson, City of Los 
Angeles 
 
The City recently received notification from the County of Los Angeles that the Subsequent Negative Declaration 
(SND) for the TIRE Project has been certified.  The current project is operating under  an existing Underground 
Injection (UIC) permit, pending approval of a new UIC permit application that was submitted to the U.S. EPA in 
August 2011.  The City is requesting to continue demonstrating for another five years under a new U.S. EPA 
Underground Injection Control Permit with the requested addition of the following proposed project changes 
approved in the SND.    

1. Construction of a 4th 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 its productivity. 

2. Deepening the existing monitoring and injection wells from 5,300 feet to 7,500 feet.  
3. 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.) 

4. Alternating or simultaneous injection into two wells to facilitate the previously approved injection 
capacity. 

 
The Terminal Island Renewable Energy Project (TIRE) is nearing its fourth year of successful operation injecting 
biosolids into deep, depleted subsurface geological formations.  The earth’s high temperature biodegrades the 
organic compounds to generate methane gas that can ultimately be used to produce an environmentally safe 
renewable energy, while carbon dioxide is sequestered.  The first injections started in 2008 and to date the City of 
Los Angeles has placed over 160 million gallons of biosolids.  For more information please visit the TIRE Website (link 
to http://www.lacitysan.org/biosolidsems/managing_biosolids/deep_well.htm) . 
 
City of Los Angeles Biosolids Management Program Audit by Diane Gilbert Jones, City of LA 
 
The City of Los Angeles is preparing to conduit an audit of it biosolids management program.  The audit will review 
several processes within the City's biosolids program including production and management options.  We invite you 
to participate in the audit by reviewing the audit scope, being interviewed as an interested party, observing the audit, 
and/or helping us address any findings identified during the audit.  If you would like to participate in the audit 
process please contact Diane.gilbert@lacity.org or Ernesto.Libunao@lacity.org.  Please click on this link to view and  

http://www.lacitysan.org/biosolidsems/managing_biosolids/deep_well.htm
mailto:Diane.gilbert@lacity.org
mailto:Ernesto.Libunao@lacity.org
http://www.lacitysan.org/biosolidsems/downloads/program_performance/2012/2012_Interim_Audit_Scope_of_Work.pdf
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comment on the draft audit scope of work.  You may also view more information about our biosolids EMS program at 
http://www.lacitysan.org/biosolidsems/index.htm 

 
 
Nursery Products LLC - Hawes Composting Facility by John Pastore, SCAP 
 
Our newest Associate member, Nursery Products LLC, is in the process of opening up a new composting facility 
approximately 22 miles west of Barstow.  According to Nursery Products President, Jeff Meberg, “the new Hawes 
Composting Facility site is a Title 27 facility so it is regulated to the highest level possible in the State of California.  
Even though depth to groundwater is 400 feet we still have 3 groundwater monitoring wells, 2 lined retention ponds 
with continuous monitoring, designed to withstand the 1,000 year flood (not 100 year but 1,000) and we have no 
neighbors for miles and miles”. 
 
For more information, please view Nursery Products web site at www.nurseryproductsservices.com . 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
Aerial View of Composting Site 
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Summer at the Beach by Ralph Palomares, El Toro WD 
 
Well it’s June already and we just finished celebrating Memorial Day and as always, it’s the start of my surf fishing 
season down at the outlet of the Santa Ana River or the jetty at Seapoint in Huntington Beach.   

http://www.lacitysan.org/biosolidsems/index.htm
http://www.nurseryproductsservices.com/
mailto:RPalomares@etwd.com
mailto:ngreene@ci.montclair.ca.us
mailto:dcarrillo@ocsd.com
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I have noticed over the last couple of weeks that there are more sailboats out sailing and more people biking on the 
weekends.  At night, I can smell the smoke from the fire rings that burn each night from now until the end of 
summer, when I can finally breathe fresh air once again!  
 
All of this got me thinking, we send out flyer’s to our customers about putting fog or disposable wipes down the 
drains and it seems to work, so why can’t the cities or schools send out flyers or text messages about  plastics and 
trash that they leave on our public beaches each and every day?  Even when there’s a trash container 10 feet away! I 
challenge you to take a day out of your summer and come down to the beach to relax and just watch what the public 
leaves behind, you will be amazed. Believe me, there’s a lot of dedicated people who go around and pick up trash 
early in the morning, such as myself using my plastic trash arm that I bought so I don’t have to bend over each time, 
and when I‘m done I feel good about making the shoreline a cleaner place.  But unfortunately, its right back to the 
same way by the next morning.    
 
I see what has been done in our industry over the last 30 years with public awareness and how well it has worked, 
and I say to myself, they need some wastewater awareness people to help them out with public education on making 
our beaches cleaner.  I purposely did not want to bring up the WDR or SSMP or audits this month, so with that have a 
safe and fun filled June 2012! 
 
Calcium in our Pipes by Dindo Carrillo, OCSD 
 
Agencies have had concerns with calcium deposits building up in their sewer pipes.  At the January 2012 National 
Clay Pipe Institute (NCPI) western region technical services meeting in Chicago this issue was discussed.  They have 
found that the calcium issue was wide spread and it affects all conduits commonly used in waste and storm water 
applications.  NCPI current efforts to date have shown the origin of the 
calcium deposition and determining the areas that are the most 
vulnerable.  In addition, NCPI is creating a feasible mitigation and 
removal method for the calcium deposits.  Recent tests have shown that 
calcium deposits can be effectively removed chemically, however, the 
current combination of chemicals was either cost prohibitive or 
environmentally unwise (primarily off-gassing).  Some other short term 
methods used to remove the calcium are chain flailing and longer term 
solutions such as CIPP or PVC segment replacements.  NCPI has 
recruited David Jenkins, UC Berkeley, to work on this project and 
provide comprehensive solutions for affected areas through a WERF 
research fund.  The field tests should provide invaluable results.                          Calcium deposits in a clay sewer pipe 

 
2012 Heal the Bay Report Card by Dindo Carrillo, OCSD 
 
The annual statewide beach report card from Heal the Bay was just released and we can find Orange County and San 
Diego County at the top of the list for clean beaches.  Heal the Bay has noted that “…San Diego, Orange and Ventura 
counties once again had superb water quality in dry summer.”  We can also read on the report card that the “grades 
for both summer dry and winter dry weather were excellent. 94% of monitoring locations received an A or B during 
summer dry weather and 87% received A or B grades during winter dry weather…”  They also distinguish Orange 
County by saying it had only four sewage spills that occurred during the past year which led to beach closures.  This is 
a decrease from the previous 2010- 2011 year when there were a total of 16 beach closures.  The report card quotes  
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“According to Orange County records, dating back to 1987, this is the longest stretch of time the county has gone 
without a single beach closure.”  This is great news for everyone.  This report card validates the State Water Board 
data on how the WDR Order has had a positive effect on how we manage our collection system programs.  The Heal 
the Bay Annual Beach Report card can be found at this link.  
 
May 8th Collection Systems Committee Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP 
 
Many thanks to the City of Santa Barbara for hosting our May 8th committee meeting, which was attended by nearly 
40 members including 4 SCAP general managers.   

{ŀƴǘŀ .ŀǊōŀǊŀΩǎ /ƘǊƛǎ ¢ƻǘƘ     Lw²5Ωǎ DǊŜƎ {ǇǊƛƴƎƳŀƴ     {/!tΩǎ Professor Bob Kreg 

 
The meeting featured an update on the City of Santa Barbara’s collection system activities by Manuel Romero and a 
presentation by Chris Toth on a related federal lawsuit by the Santa Barbara Channelkeeper, which resulted in a 
Consent Decree with the City.  Also featured was a Case Study by Greg Springman from the Irvine Ranch Water 
District (IRWD) on the Newport Coast Force Main sewer cleanup effort, including a discussion of the emergency 
equipment used, their spill containment and capture plans, the importance of mutual aid and the lessons learned.  
Lastly, Bob Kreg provided a short primer on sewer spill volume estimating as well as a brief regulatory update.  

 

 

9b9wD¸ a!b!D9a9b¢ /haaL¢¢99 w9thw¢ 

 Andre Schmidt, Chair Chris Berch, Vice Chair 
 aschmidt@lacsd.org cberch@ieua.org 
 
 
 
CPUC Approves New Feed-in Tariff Program by Andre Schmidt, LACSD 
 
During its May 24 business meeting, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) approved a new Feed-in Tariff 
(FiT) program.  The pricing mechanism for the new FiT is referred to as the Renewable Market Adjusting Tariff, or Re-
MAT, which establishes a starting price of $0.08923 per kWh based on the weighted average of the highest contracts 
executed by each investor owned utility (IOU) under the Renewable Auction Mechanism (RAM) auction held in 
November 2011.  The FiT consists of three independent product categories, peaking as-available (solar), non-peaking 
as available (wind) and baseload (biogas, geothermal, small hydro).  The price for each category can adjust every two 
months up or down based on the level of program participation in each category.  Other key elements of the decision 
are: 
 

http://brc.healthebay.org/assets/pdfdocs/brc/annual/2012/HtB_BRC_Annual_2012_Report.pdf
mailto:aschmidt@lacsd.org
mailto:cberch@ieua.org
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¶ The maximum size of eligible facilities is increased to 3 MW. 

¶ The price adjustment amount increases every two months if the program participation triggers are met in 
consecutive periods.  For example, the price will initially be adjusted by $0.004/kWh, but could go upward or 
downward by as much as $0.060/kWh within a 10 month period.  

• The price adjustment for a product type will not be triggered until there are at least five eligible projects with 
different sponsors in a utility’s queue for that product type. 

¶ An equal portion of each IOU’s allotted capacity will be assigned to each of the three product types over 24 
months.  Any remaining unsubscribed capacity at the end of a two-month period will be reallocated to 
beyond the 24 months. 

¶ Interested generators that meet the program’s minimum project viability criteria must submit a program 
participation request form to the utility.  Once the participation request form is deemed complete, the utility 
will establish a queue on a first-come-first served basis for each product type. 

¶ Recipients of SGIP and CSI funding are not allowed to participate in the program until 10 years after the 
project first received the incentive.  Net-energy metering customers can participate but must first terminate 
participation in net-energy metering. 

 
There was one significant issue that was left unresolved by the final decision.  The legislation that established the 
new FiT required that, “The payment… include all current and anticipated environmental compliance costs, including, 
but not limited to, mitigation of emissions of greenhouse gases and air pollution offsets associated with the 
operation of new generating facilities in the local air pollution control or air quality management district where the 
electric generation facility is located.”  The CPUC acknowledged that the Re-MAT pricing mechanism does not 
capture specific environmental compliance costs, such as the compliance costs in a particular air quality management 
district, and expressed openness to adopting specific adders to address this issue.  It was stated that more analysis 
and data is required to complete the task, and that the issue will be prioritized.  Such an adder could benefit 
generators in the South Coast AQMD that are facing increased generation costs associated with the impending 
amendments to Rule 1110.2.  SCAP will continue to monitor this issue and work with the commission to produce the 
information necessary to justify an environmental compliance adder. 
 
CPUC Expands Net Energy Metering Cap by Beth Olhasso, Dolphin Group 
 
The Net Energy Metering (NEM) program has a program cap that limits the availability of electric utility NEM 
programs to eligible customer-generators in the utility service territory on a first-come-first-served basis until the 
total rated generating capacity exceeds five percent of the utility’s “aggregate customer peak demand”.  During its 
May 24 business meeting, the California Public Utilities Commission (CPUC) clarified that “aggregate customer peak 
demand” means the aggregation, or sum, of individual customer’ peak demands.  This clarification changes the way 
the IOUs calculate towards the five percent cap and will allow for a significant amount of eligibility to be left in the 
NEM program. Initial estimates suggest that the changes today allow for 2.8 gigawatts of additional net-metered 
power under the NEM cap. 
 
Additionally, the Commission directed an updated NEM cost-effectiveness study and an issuance of new rules in 
rulemaking by the end of 2014. Should the new rules not become effective by the end of 2014, the NEM program will 
be suspended for new customers until new rules are issued. 
 
CPUC Approves Electric Program Investment Charge by Beth Olhasso, Dolphin Group 
 
With the sunset of the Public Goods Charge program on January 1, 2012, the Governor asked the California Public 
Utilities Commission (CPUC) to establish a program to continue the charge that appears on IOU ratepayer bills every  
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month.  Since January 1, the charge has continued to be levied on IOU ratepayer bills, and held in accounts until the 
CPUC could create a new program to expend the money.  During its May 24 business meeting, the CPUC approved 
the $162 million Electric Program Investment Charge (EPIC) program and allocated funds into specific categories.  The 
program will be administered 80% by the California Energy Commission (CEC) and 20% to be administered by the 
IOUs.  The table below shows the allocation of funds into the following categories: 
 
Annual EPIC Funding Collections and Allocation Beginning January 1, 2013 (in $ Millions) 
 

Funding Element  
 

CEC Utilities CPUC Total 
 

Applied Research: supports investment in applied science 
and technology that provides public benefits but for which 
there is no current clear business case for deployment of 
private capital. 
 

$55.0   $55.0 
 

Technology Demonstration and Deployment 
(20% for bioenergy projects): supports assisting 
technology development through the “valley of death” and 
toward commercialization. 

$45.0 $30.0  $75.0 
 

Market Facilitation: involves activities to address non-price 
barriers to adoption of clean technologies, such as 
regulatory barriers and lack of information, as well as 
supporting market research and tracking of results. 

$15.0   $15.0 

Program Administration $12.8 $3.3  $16.2 

Program Oversight   $0.8 $0.8 

Total $127.8 $33.3 $0.8 $162.0 
 

 
Agricultural and wastewater parties have participated in the proceeding and urged the CPUC to include specific 
funding for biogas projects in more than just the Technology Demonstration and Deployment category.  We will now 
work with the CEC to secure funding for projects within the other categories.  
 
Southern California Edison's Summer Season Officially Starts Friday, June 1, 2012 by Amy Olson-Major Account 
Executive, Southern California Edison-Business Customer Division 
 
To be prepared, please read the following Summer Readiness article which discusses rates, demand response 
strategies, and the latest information regarding SONGS. 
 
SCE faces a unique challenge this summer season, in that our San Onofre Nuclear Generation Station (SONGS) was 
taken off-line after inspections of some of the tubes inside the Unit 2 and 3 steam generators showed areas of tube 
wear.  SCE will only return the units to service when the company and the Nuclear Regulatory Commission are 
satisfied it is safe to do so.  As a result, SCE is working with state agencies like the California Independent System 
Operator, to implement mitigation measures, such as completing transmission upgrades, procuring supplemental 
generation, and increasing participation in demand response and conservation programs. 
 
Below you will find some reminders regarding Summer Season rates and some tips to consider to minimize your 
energy costs: 
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ƷThe summer season shall commence at 12:00 a.m. on June 1 and continue until 12:00 a.m. on October 1 of each 

year. 
ƷTime periods are defined as follows: 

¶ On-Peak:    Noon to 6:00 p.m. summer weekdays (except holidays). 

¶ Mid-Peak:    8:00 a.m. to Noon and 6:00 p.m. to 11:00 p.m. summer weekdays (except holidays) and 8:00 
a.m. to 9:00 p.m. winter weekdays (except holidays). 

¶ Off-Peak    All other hours 
Ʒ2012 Summer Holidays are:  Independence Day (July 4) and Labor Day (September 3) 
 
If it is possible to shift your operations completely during the summer on-peak time period (Monday – Friday from 12 
Noon to 6 PM) you can avoid the additional On-Peak Time Related Demand charge each month plus avoid the higher 
summer On-Peak energy charge. 
NOTE: You will still always pay the facilities related demand if you operate the facility at least 15 minutes anytime 
during the billing month. 
 
Facilities related demand is year-round. 
 
It's not realistic to stop a biological process from Noon to 6 p.m. just to avoid an energy charge, but, are there some 
processes that you could defer?  Is there an extra treatment or pumping process that could be scheduled in the Off 
Peak time frame?  If you are unable to defer a process every weekday during the Summer; could you for just a few 
Demand Response events? 
 
Demand Response programs benefit customers who can reduce power when statewide energy supplies are low and 
may earn financial incentives, and/or other benefits by participating in these programs.  While saving money, your 
participation can make a difference in California's energy and economic well-being.  Already enrolled in a Demand 
Response program?  Be prepared with an action plan, and ensure that your staff is ready to participate when an 
event is called. 
 
Discuss your Summer Readiness plan with your SCE Account Executive and watch for additional information 
regarding SONGS as it becomes available.  To learn more about Demand Response, go to:  http://www.sce.com/drp . 
 
May SCAP Energy Management Committee Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP 
 
The second Energy Management Committee meeting of the year was held on May 22nd at the Victor Valley 
Wastewater Regional Authority WWTP in Victorville, CA.  The meeting was well attended and highlighted by a 
presentation on VVWRA’s energy goals and renewable energy projects related to food waste digestion given by 

VVWRA General Manager, Logan Olds.  Logan followed up with a tour and 
close-up look of his agency’s energy projects.  Logan possesses a wealth of 
information regarding food waste/FOG anaerobic digestion and I encourage 
anyone interested in finding out more about VVWRA’s experiences with this 
process to contact him directly. 
 
Other informative presentations were made by Waste Management’s Jim 
Denson regarding WM’s plans and involvement with food waste digestion and 
by Environ Strategy’s Jeff Mummert , who reported on their experience with 

food waste digestion at IEUA’s IBE/RP5  wastewater plant and other facilities in Southern California.  Both speakers  
 

http://www.sce.com/drp
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provided a technical look at food waste digestion from both the design and operations standpoint. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 1           Photo 2 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Photo 3            Photo 4 

 
 

Photo 1: Logan Olds explaining what plans they have for using the digester gas that is currently being flared at the 
VVWRA WTP. 

 
Photo 2: Recently installed energy efficient Pillar turbo blower which enables the plant to shut down oversized 

inefficient engine driven blowers. 
 
Photo 3: Food waste receiving and injection system developed by WM for their research project. 

 
Photo 4: Almost complete UV installation will increase plant electricity demand significantly, pushing the need for 

self-generation to offset the increase electricity costs. 
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SWRCB Biological Objectives for Freshwater Streams and Rivers by John Pastore, SCAP 
 
The State Water Board has initiated a process to develop biological objectives for freshwater streams and rivers in 
California.  The effort began over two years ago and was initiated by the preparation of a Draft Biological Objectives 
Workplan.  According to the SWRCB, the State of California currently lists over 26,000 stream miles as impaired. 
These listings are based almost exclusively on chemical and toxicological objectives for water quality.  The State 
Board feels that chemical and toxicological objectives serve an essential role in protecting aquatic systems but are 
inadequate for protecting the ecological health of the state’s watersheds. 
 
The SWRCB believes that because California currently has no numeric objectives for in-stream biota it needs them to 
adequately protect its resources. Even though several regions of the state have begun to include biological condition 
monitoring in their assessments, the SWRCB believes that the lack of biological objectives limits their ability to define 
and enforce standards for the protection of ecological condition and that without these objectives, California will 
continue to lose critical aquatic resources. 
 
The SWRCB believes that biological objectives will help improve water quality in our streams and rivers by providing 
the narrative or numeric benchmarks that describe conditions necessary to protect aquatic life beneficial uses.  
Furthermore, creating biological objectives for the state will assist in supporting the Water Boards Mission to 
preserve, enhance and restore the quality of California's water resources, and ensure their proper allocation and 
efficient use for the benefit of present and future generations. 
 
The SWRCB formed a Stakeholder Advisory Group for the purpose of communicating the Development of Biological 
Objectives project goals to other interested stakeholders.  This committee is tasked with carrying overall 
stakeholder's comments back to the Scientific and Regulatory Advisory Groups.  The SWRCB has set as one of its a 
goals to ensure that overall stakeholder input is incorporated into the technical and policy elements throughout this 
process, empowering the Stakeholder Advisory Group to play a key role in advising the State Water Board.  These 
meetings are open to all interested parties 
 
On May 24th the Stakeholder Advisory Group met at SCCWRP to review draft proposals by the various stakeholder 
representatives, including a draft proposal by LACSD’s Phil Markle representing the NPDES stakeholders.  The 
representatives were responding to the following previously issued guidelines:  
 
Guidelines for Preparing Draft Program Implementation Proposals 
At the April Regulatory and Stakeholder Advisory Group meetings, Regional Water Board staff and stakeholder 
representatives were assigned the task of drafting proposals for implementing biological objectives in the Water 
Boards’ regulatory programs.  The proposals will be discussed during the next round of advisory group meetings on 
May 24 and 25 at SCCWRP.  Below is a list of each of the program areas: 
NPDES Stormwater; NPDES Wastewater; 401 Water Quality Certifications; Irrigated Agriculture; Timber Harvest; &   
Enforcement.  
 

mailto:javiera@emwd.org
mailto:Shepardson_Je@sbcity.org
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The following is the Guidance Instructions that was given for Developing the Proposals  
• Proposals should be 1-2 pages and may include a flow chart if appropriate. 
• Focus the proposal on applying anti-degradation policies to ensure that streams do no degrade below baseline 

condition. 
• Identify how baseline condition will be established. Focus on who will do the monitoring and how the information 

should be reported to the Regional Water Board. You do not need to include specifics such as where and how 
frequent monitoring should be conducted. 
• Monitoring & Reporting 

¶ What monitoring and reporting requirements should be included in the permit or order? 

¶ How should monitoring be conducted (i.e., individual discharger monitoring or regional, multi-agency 
monitoring)? 

¶ If multi-agency monitoring is proposed, how will dischargers be compelled to participate and how will it be 
enforced? 

• Permit Conditions 

¶ What will dischargers be required to do when biological degradation (i.e., biological condition degrading 
below established baseline condition) is observed? 

¶ Should new discharges have more stringent conditions? If so, how? 

¶ Under what circumstances should an application be denied? 

¶ If degradation is deemed necessary for the benefit of the state, then will compensatory mitigation be 
required? 

• Compliance and Enforcement 

¶ Recognizing that biological degradation can have multiple possible causes, who should conduct/fund the 
causal assessment when degradation occurs? 

¶ Should more aggressive enforcement be taken on degradation of good quality streams? 

¶ Will participation in causal assessment studies be considered compliance with permit conditions? What 
minimum effort would be required? 

 
The proposal submitted on behalf of the NPDES Wastewater group by Phil is as follows: 
 
Demonstrating Degradation Using Biological Objectives for POTWs 
 
Year 1 through 7 
Establishment of baseline condition at a location 
 Annual bioassessment monitoring at the location during the spring season. 
 Exclude results associated with or impacted by a catastrophic event such as a wildfire. 
 
Year 8 
Establishment of thresholds 
Establish single result exceedance threshold as the mean (Year 1 through 7) – 2 STDev. 
Establish single result “pass” threshold as the mean (Year 1 through 7) – 1 STDev. 
If the single result falls between the “pass” and “exceedance” threshold, result identified as inconclusive. 
 
Year 9 through 13 
Establishment of objectives to address inconclusive results  
Establish single result exceedance threshold as the mean (Year 1 through 7) – 2 STDev. 
Establish single result “pass” threshold as the mean (Year 1 through 7) – 1 STDev. 
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If the single result falls between the “pass” and “exceedance” threshold, average the result with previous years’ 
results (up to a maximum of 7 years). 
If the average is < than the 2 S.D. threshold, the objective is exceeded. 
If the average is > than the 1 S.D. threshold, the objective is not exceeded. 
If the average falls between the 1 and 2 S>D. thresholds, the result is inconclusive. 
Re-evaluate including the next year’s result. Yearly result averaging should not exceed 6 years. 
 
Year 14 and After 
Conduct a t-test comparison of the results used for baseline determination to results from the previous seven years. 
Statistically significant differences at an alpha = 0.05 would be identified as an exceedance.  This evaluation can then 
be repeated annually for conclusive year-to-year determination.  
 
The SCAP Water Issues Committee is in the process of forming a subcommittee to assist Phil in responding to the 
SWRCB’s effort in establishing these biological objectives, especially for wastewater dominant streams in southern 
California.  If you are interested in participating in this subcommittee, please contact the SCAP office. 
 
Further information can be found here: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/biological_objective.shtml  
 
Ballast Water Briefing provided courtesy of John A. Coleman, Executive Director, Bay Planning Coalition 
 
California has different standards for Ballast Water than the rest of the country, and ultimately could have an impact 
to all water and wastewater agencies.  The upcoming BPC Ballast Water Briefing is the first such informational and 
dialogue meeting in the state.  EPA was asked to hold a hearing on the proposed standards in California, and they 
opted not to.  Although this briefing is taking place in Oakland, SCAP members may find value in attending. 
 
Ballast water discharge has been cited as one of the primary sources for the spread of aquatic invasive species. As 
noted in House Report 112-266, San Francisco Bay is considered the most invaded aquatic ecosystem on earth.  In 
order to bring more focus to ballast water treatment, Bay Planning Coalition (BPC) will host a Ballast Water Briefing. 
This briefing will facilitate dialogue between stakeholders in the maritime and water/wastewater industries on 
ballast water regulations, treatment capabilities, environmental and economic impacts within the Bay.  Specific 
regulations to be discussed are: a) the 2006 California legislation mandating ballast water treatment standards for 
discharge in California waters; b) the Environmental Protection Agency’s (EPA) Draft 2013 National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Vessel General Permit (VGP); and c) Coast Guard (CG) mandates for vessels to 
install CG-approved ballast water management systems.  
 
The California Code of Regulations, Article 4.7 – “Performance Standards for the Discharge of Ballast Water for 
Vessels Operating in California Waters,” sets an implementation timeline for discharged ballast water mandated in 
2006 state legislation.  The performance standards are for all vessels discharging ballast water in California waters.  
All discharged ballast water must meet treatment standards by 2016.  The final phase of implementation will require 
discharged ballast water to meet zero detectable life forms by 2020. There are many options for complying with the 
discharge standards, including on-board treatment, third party treatment and not discharging ballast water.  
 
The EPA currently requires a Vessel General Permit (VGP) (Clean Water Act Section 402) for all vessels that discharge 
ballast (with the exception of non-commercial vessels and vessels under 79 feet).  The current VGP expires on 
December 19, 2013 and the Draft 2013 NDES VGP was released in December 2011.  EPA is proposing numeric ballast 
effluent limits equivalent to the U.S. Coast Guard Phase I proposed discharge standard, which is equivalent to the 
standard set by the International Ballast Water Convention. Treatment limits can be met in one of four ways:  

http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/plans_policies/biological_objective.shtml
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discharge treated ballast water meeting the applicable numeric limits; transfer ballast water to a third party (onshore 
or on another vessel); use of treated municipal/potable water as ballast water; or by not discharging ballast water. 
The CG also revised federal ballast water regulations as of 2012.  The compliance date for vessels to install CG-
approved ballast water management systems is January 1, 2021. However, ships may petition to delay installation of 
ballast water management systems if there are issues in meeting the compliance timeframe.  
 
BPC will convene two panels consisting of leading science and regulatory perspectives on this important topic. 
Panelists will include representatives from: the US EPA; California State Lands Commission; Matson Navigation; Port 
of San Francisco; Stanford Environmental Law; California Maritime Academy; State Water Resource Control Board. 
The Science of Ballast Water Treatment Panel will consist of leading experts with extensive experience in the science 
of ballast water treatment.  Potential topics to be discussed are: the practicality, technological complexities, 
capabilities and future of ballast water treatment systems.  The Federal and State Ballast Water Regulations Panel 
will convene a diverse group of federal and state agencies as well as navigation industry and legal representatives. 
This panel will discuss the regulations behind the new ballast water treatment standards as well as the potential 
impacts through phases of implementation.  
 
The mission of BPC is to work through a broad coalition to enhance the quality of life in the San Francisco Bay Region. 
The goals and objectives of the BPC Ballast Water Briefing on June 7, 2012 from 8:00 – 11:30 am at the URS 
Downtown Oakland office are to facilitate productive and, hopefully, on-going dialogue with respect to ballast water 
treatment and reducing invasive species entering the San Francisco Bay.  
 
Further information can be found at the following website: 
https://acwa.eventready.com/docs/images/clients/client_0/file/May-25%20BPC%20Ballast%20Water%20Eblast_new.pdf  
 

 

²!{¢9²!¢9w tw9¢w9!¢a9b¢ /haaL¢¢99 w9thw¢ 

 
Jim Colston, Chair    [Vacant], Vice Chair 

      JColston@ocsd.com  
 
Sustainable Manufacturing Resources Now Available to Pre-treatment Facilities by André Villaseñor, EPA 
 
A federally supported and locally implemented program to tune up, strengthen and sustain Southern California 
manufacturers has officially launched.  E3: Economy, Energy & Environment is a framework of local public-private 
partnerships that coordinate and strategically target federal and local resources to propel manufacturers towards 
efficient, competitive and sustainable business practices.   
 
Small- and medium-sized facilities with wastewater production or discharges are invited to participate in, and benefit 
from, a comprehensive set of assessments, recommendations and implementation in: 
• Lean & clean manufacturing (via value-stream mapping) 
• Pollution prevention through pretreatment strategies 
• Energy, water and materials efficiency 
• Greenhouse gas inventory 
• Business process improvements 
• Worker Safety 

https://acwa.eventready.com/docs/images/clients/client_0/file/May-25%20BPC%20Ballast%20Water%20Eblast_new.pdf
mailto:JColston@ocsd.com
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Participation in E3 will benefit both wastewater dischargers and POTWs.  Amongst other services, the E3 assessment 
will identify opportunities for recycling or reclaiming wastewater and sludge, thus realizing cost savings while insuring 
pretreatment compliance.  POTWs will gain from the respective industrial users’ pollution prevention 
implementation achievements.  And taxpayers will benefit from their POTW’s protection of America's multi-billion 
dollar public investment in treatment infrastructure. 
 
Established in 2010 by a consortium of Federal Agencies with local partners, E3 pilot projects are launching across the 
country.   The effort is supported with resources from the Department of Commerce, Department of Energy, U.S. 
Environmental Protection Agency, Department of Labor, Small Business Administration, Department of Agriculture 
and OSHA.  These agencies have signed a Memorandum of Understanding whose goals include benefiting 
manufacturers by promoting sustainable manufacturing and economic growth, and retaining jobs in companies 
better positioned for global competition.  Federal organizations leverage regional and local constituencies to 
encourage collaboration among programs at the local level.  Local signatories and supporters to the E3: Southern CA 
charter include California Manufacturing Technology Consulting (CMTC), Southern CA Gas Company, Small Business 
Development Center, Workforce Investment Board and eight additional local technical assistance providers. 
 
While E3: Southern CA made its debut in March 2012 at the So Cal Gas Business Expo in Pomona, CMTC has already 
reaped success with its customers throughout CA.   Jensen Precast, in Fontana, reduced hazardous chemicals in 
cleaning waste water along with related removal, handling, transport and disposal costs for the sludge.  These 
efforts, as well as energy efficiency improvements, resulted in $60,000 in transport & landfill cost savings and 
$40,000 in projected annual energy savings.  3D Instruments, in Anaheim, used Value Stream Mapping to reduce 
production lead time by five weeks, while increasing employee productivity by 29%. 
 
E3 is available to facilities with 500 or 
fewer employees who are interested in 
identifying and correcting 
inefficiencies in their operations, 
businesses practices, and environmental management.  Contact:  Michael Goblowsky, Account Manager, CMTC  
mgoblowsky@cmtc.com 310-263-3060, or André Villaseñor, EPA, villasenor.andre@epa.gov 213-244-1813  For more 
information, visit www.e3.gov . 
 
 
Pesticides - Water Quality News - May 2012 Dr. Kelly Moran, TDC Environmental Inc. 
 
Urban Pesticides Committee (UPC) Meeting Tuesday May 15, 9-1 p.m.   
The final grant-funded meeting of the UPC will include discussions of DPR’s Surface Water Regulations and product 
label changes to address toxicity from outdoor pyrethroid use in urban areas; a presentation on pesticide loadings to 
the Sacramento and San Joaquin Rivers, San Francisco Bay, and Delta to guide risk assessment for sensitive species; 
and updates on regulatory, science, monitoring, and IPM outreach.  See the UP3 Project website for the agenda.  
Since this meeting involves managers from both U.S. EPA and DPR, it is a great opportunity for informal discussions 
to educate pesticide regulators.  Telephone participation welcome:  916-255-4044 (no passcode).   
 
EPA Publishes Human Health Benchmarks for Pesticides.   
EPA has developed human health benchmarks for approximately 350 pesticides.  These handy screening values, 
which are analogous to EPA’s aquatic life benchmarks, can be used to determine whether pesticide detections in a 
current or potential future drinking water source may indicate potential human health risk.  California’s drinking 
water comes from both surface and ground water.  Some surface water drinking water supply intakes are 
downstream from major California urban and agricultural areas.  Currently posted human health benchmarks for  

mailto:mgoblowsky@cmtc.com
mailto:villasenor.andre@epa.gov
http://www.e3.gov/
http://up3project.us1.list-manage.com/track/click?u=833eb84fe7dd41b66f23e407c&id=93ef64dc00&e=a45629740f
http://iaspub.epa.gov/apex/pesticides/f?p=HHBP:home:1871379433268262
http://www.epa.gov/oppefed1/ecorisk_ders/aquatic_life_benchmark.htm
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pesticides do not account for cancer risk, which will be addressed in a future update. (Expect some benchmarks to 
become much lower when this update occurs). 
 
tǊŜƭƛƳƛƴŀǊȅ wŜǎǳƭǘǎ ŦǊƻƳ 5twΩǎ нллф-2011 Urban Stream Monitoring Show Elevated Levels of Bifenthrin and 
Fipronil.  
DPR presented preliminary results at the NorCal SETAC conference: “Statewide, bifenthrin was detected in 157 of 191 
samples, with 82% of samples having concentrations greater than the U.S. EPA aquatic life benchmark (0.0013 μg/L).  
Fipronil was detected in 89 of 159 samples, with 56% of samples greater than the benchmark (0.011 μg/L). Bifenthrin 
had a higher frequency of detection in northern California (85%), while fipronil was detected at higher frequency in 
southern California (74%).  Both pesticides were detected at higher frequency during storm events.  DPR’s full report 
should be published soon. 
 
New California Professional Bifenthrin Product Labels Are Reaching Shelves.  FMC announced that containers of 
Talstar Professional reflecting new water quality protection restrictions are being shipped to California.  Talstar is one 
of the most popular professional bifenthrin products. 
 
EPA Science Advisory Panel Completes Review of Proposed OPP-OW Common Effects Assessment Methodology.  
EPA scientists are currently digesting the generally supportive feedback, which will play a key role in the next steps 
for the project. 
 
Safer Consumer Product Regulations by Dr. Kelly Moran, TDC Environmental, Inc. 
 
Due to the involvement of the Governor's office--specifically his business advisor Mike Rossi--DTSC has delayed 
release of the next version of its Safer Consumer Product Regulations until the first half of June.  The regulations are 
currently undergoing a limited 5-working day "screen check" review by two groups--the industry association Green 
Chemistry Alliance and the environmental collaborative called CHANGE.   
 
Some--but not all--wastewater and storm water comments were addressed in the screen check version of the 
regulations.  The biggest changes were: (1) addition of a DTSC work plan that lays out anticipated future priority 
products and (2) prioritization of products brought to DTSC through the petition process. Other significant changes 
include: 
--The problematic concepts of assembled and formulated products were completely removed.   
--Degradates and reaction products have been incorporated.  
--Compliance problems were brought into the regulations, though not exactly as CASQA and BACWA had suggested.  
-- The role of municipal economic challenges was reduced, due to a legal interpretation of AB 1879.  
--Water pollutants are better captured on the initial list of chemicals of concern.  
 
I expect that the rationale for DTSC decisions about your comments will become clear once we see the "Initial 
Statement of Reason," which will accompany the formal regulatory proposal.  
 
If you want a copy of this unofficial screen check version of the regulations (which is not intended for broad 
distribution), please let me know. Please recognize that this version is difficult to review because it lacks revision 
marks, explanations, and any summary of changes; all of these conveniences should be available with the next formal 
version.   
 
Last week I met with many DTSC and U.S. EPA staffers to discuss the regulations and the work being done to prepare 
for their implementation.  DTSC staff have begun to work on development of alternatives assessment guidance and 
on the initial framework of the product prioritization process.  DTSC is also working with U.S. EPA on implementation  

http://www.epa.gov/scipoly/sap/meetings/2012/january/013112minutes.pdf
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of their MOU, which will provide U.S. EPA staff time to help DTSC on program elements like the alternatives 
assessment guidance and the assessor certification program that have nationwide benefits. 
 
The next step is the formal regulatory process that will begin when the next version of the regulations is released in 
June.  This step will include one or more public meetings this summer and an opportunity to provide written 
comments.  DTSC anticipates adopting the regulations by the end of 2012. 
 
May Wastewater Pretreatment Committee Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP 
 
The Wastewater Pretreatment Committee met on May 15nd at the offices of the Inland Empire Utilities Agency to 
discuss a number of timely issues.  Preeti Ghuman from the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County gave an 
informative presentation on the control of salts and water softeners, based upon LACSD’s work with the Santa Clarita 
Sanitation District.  Merrill Seiler from the Orange County Sanitation District reported on his successful effort in 
getting Insinkerator’s proposal for modifying the IAPMO Green Plumbing and Mechanical Code, to require 
commercial disposal of food waste in the sewer system, terminated.  Committee Chair, Jim Colston, discussed the 
important elements associated with water reclamation and source control.  Lastly, the committee had a lively 
roundtable discussion on a number of topics of concern to the group. 
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ANNOUNCEMENTS 

 
NEW SCAP MEMBERS 

 FOR IMMEDIATE  

We wish to welcome our newest SCAP members: the City of West Hollywood; Atkins Global; and Nursery Products 
Services.  Thank you for your support----SCAP 
 
 

Non Sequitur 
 

Economic distress will teach men, if anything can, that realities are less dangerous than fancies, that fact-finding is 
more effective than fault-finding. 

- - -Progress and Power (1935) 

 
 
 
 

file://Hqtr-data1/share_old/104.SCAP/SCAP%20Documents/SCAP/SCAP%20Documents/SCAP/Monthly%20Updates/2011/SCAP%20December%20Newsletter.docx
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Some of our Supporting SCAP Associate Members
 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
                              
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                                  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 

 

 

 


