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Executive Director’s Message
HAPPY FOURTH OF JULY!
DESALINATION - OUR WATER SUPPLY FUTURE?
WHAT DOES THE COASTAL COMMISSION THINK ABOUT IT ALL?
I would like to wish all of you a safe and happy
Fourth and hope this is the start of a great summer
season for everyone!
At least once a year I ask our Environmental Division
Manager at Dudek, Joe Monaco, to provide an
update on various desalination projects within the
state that may be of interest to our readers. The
following information concerns the hard challenges
facing the Huntington Beach Desalination Project.
After over 10 years of planning, permitting, and design modifications, the
Huntington Beach Desalination Plant (HBDP) was brought before the
California Coastal Commission in November of last year, for consideration
on the last of the major permits needed to construct and operate the
facility – a Coastal Development Permit. Deliberations on the Coastal
Permit were complicated by several factors that are discussed in more
detail below.

As background on the project - Poseidon Water, the developer who is
currently constructing a similar plant in Carlsbad, proposes to build the
reverse osmosis seawater desalination facility at a production capacity of
SCAP STAFF
50 million gallon per day (MGD), or 56,000 acre-feet per year (AFY). The
John Pastore, Executive Director project also includes off-site water delivery pipeline and pump stations.
jpastore@scap1.org
The HBDP would be located on the northern portion of the existing
Pam
Merriam,
Administrator Huntington Beach Generating Station site – an 880 MW gas-fired power
plant owned and operated by AES, in the City of Huntington Beach.
pmerriam@scap1.org
Ray Miller, Exec. Director Emeritus To collect the feed-water for the reverse osmosis desalination process,
rmiller@scap1.org
Poseidon proposes to use the adjacent Huntington Beach Generating
Station’s existing seawater intake pipeline system, which includes intake
and outfall pipelines located approximately 1,800 feet and 1,500 feet
Southern California Alliance of
offshore, respectively. With the exception of the Coastal Development
Publicly Owned Treatment Works
Permit, the HBDP has secured all other necessary State and local
P.O. Box 231565
discretionary permits to construct and operate the facility.
Encinitas, CA 92024-1565
Ph. (760) 479-4880
Fax (760) 479-4881
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Prior to the 2013 Coastal Commission hearing, the Commission staff issued a report containing their recommended
Findings for a Coastal Permit. The Commission staff found that implementation of the proposed project would raise,
“significant and complex coastal protection issues under both the Coastal Act and the City’s LCP”. A key issue
identified by the Commission staff is the potential for marine life to become entrained in the plant’s proposed open
ocean intake system. The Commission staff found that this potentially significant effect, as well as the others
identified by the Commission staff in the report, could be minimized or avoided through implementation of Special
Conditions.
However, the Special Conditions involved a substantial alteration of proposed project plans – construction of an
entirely new intake system. The condition required replacing the existing open ocean intake with a subsurface intake
gallery (SIG) to obtain source water for the desalination plant. A SIG is essentially a network of perforated collector
pipes that are buried beneath seafloor sediment or placed in a bed of engineered infiltration media, where suitable
conditions are not naturally present. The collector pipes would draw water through the substrate/media and are
connected to a main feeder pipeline that conveys feed-water to the desalination plant.
The initial feasibility studies conducted by Poseidon, which were also included in the findings of the City of
Huntington Beach’s Environmental Impact Report, assessed the viability of a SIG, as well as other subsurface intake
technologies, and found them to be infeasible. While Coastal staff acknowledged that most subsurface intake
technologies were likely infeasible, they believed that infeasibility had not proven for a SIG technology, and therefore
included that technology as a Special Condition to approval of the Coastal Permit. Part of the feasibility
determinations made by Poseidon pointed to the only large scale seawater SIG in existence worldwide – the intake
for the Uminonakamichi Nata Seawater Desalination Center on the island of Kyushu in Fukuoka, Japan. Among the
notable differences between the HBDP and the Fukuoka plant is the fact that the Fukuoka intake has a design
capacity of 27 MGD, substantially less than the intake volume of 127 MGD needed for the HBDP (which includes 50
MGD of product water, 50 MGD of brine discharge and the remaining volume for dilution). Additional differences
can be seen in the environmental setting of the facilities, including sediment transport characteristics and other
issues that could affect the performance of the intake.
During the Coastal Commission hearing, and due in part to the lack of agreement on the feasibility of a SIG
technology at the scale and location needed for the HBDP, Poseidon grew concerned over whether the Commission
would have sufficient information to issue the Coastal Permit, and as a result, elected to withdraw its application for
the permit until they could resolve those concerns. Poseidon is now engaged in a process, in collaboration with
Coastal Staff and a professional facilitator, to evaluate feasibility issues associated with a SIG, as well as other
subsurface intake technologies. That process involves conducting extensive additional studies, including collection
and evaluation of vibracore samples, hydrodynamic assessment to determine the optimal location of a SIG, design of
a SIG concept, and evaluation of constructability. The process also involves assembling a series of expert panels to
objectively review and opine on issues of feasibility. The first of those panels to convene was the Independent
Scientific and Technical Advisory Panel, or “ISTAP”. The purpose of the panel is to offer objective scientific and
technical advice to Coastal staff on technical feasibility of a subsurface intake.
The Coastal Act defines feasibility in a manner that balances competing values: “Feasible means capable of being
accomplished in a successful manner within a reasonable period of time, taking into account economic,
environmental, social, and technological factors.” (Coastal Act § 30108). However, Coastal staff narrowed the charge
of the ISTAP by stating their desired result of the panel’s determination being a yes or no answer on “technical
feasibility,” and while staff acknowledged that there is no regulatory definition of technical feasibility, they selected a
definition of “able to be built and operated using currently available methods.” It should also be noted that the
production capacity was removed from the parameters that the ISTAP was to consider. So essentially, if any
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subsurface intake of any capacity could technically be developed, then the answer on technical feasibility would be
yes. The presumption is that a smaller capacity desal plant, or series of smaller plants, could be built to service some
level of need for the project, even if the full capacity of the plant and the objectives of the project would not be met.
Additionally, the ISTAP was also instructed not to consider other non-technical factors, such as costs, environmental
effects, recreation and access effects, disruption of the beach, or effects on the local economy from construction.
Nor were they afforded the context under which the SIG is being proposed – to avoid impingement and entrainment
losses that include an estimated daily impingement of 0.78 lbs of fish/shellfish per day, and annual larval entrainment
losses projected to affect 0.02-0.28% of larvae in the source water.
From the discussion among the ISTAP members in a two-day workshop held last month, they appeared to struggle
with these limitations, with the notion being that given enough time and money, and disregarding all other
limitations, including scale – developing a subsurface intake would clearly be “technically feasible”.
Poseidon’s feasibility criteria were stated more broadly, including:
 Production Capacity and Reliability
 Proven Technology and Track Record
 Energy Use
 Permitting
 Operational Flexibility and Maintainability
 Constructability
 Costs
Poseidon’s preliminary analysis and design of the SIG indicated that an approximate 40-acre area of seafloor would
be needed to draw the 127MGD of intake volume. A schematic concept showing the location and design of the SIG
were presented in the ISTAP workshops.
The preliminary constructability analysis revealed that construction
of the facility would require a multi-year schedule, and would
require construction to be completed through use of trestles, upon
which heavy equipment could operate. The configuration of the
trestle system is shown in the figure below.

The work would involve extensive dredging, sheet piling, piping, and
backfill. Although the specifics of the estimated construction
impacts were not provided in detail in the ISTAP workshops, it is
clear that such a large and extensive construction activity in the near
shore environment, which would be accessed from the State Beach
over a several year period, would have substantial impacts.
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While the ISTAP continues their deliberation on the information provided to them, my prediction is that they will not
likely adhere to the strict limitations of the Coastal staff’s direction, and that they will look more broadly at a variety
of factors that would influence feasibility beyond strictly technical factors. I also predict that the information
provided to the ISTAP will influence Coastal staff’s perspective on the practicability of a SIG, given how construction
of this Special Condition may affect other Coastal Act policies. What I can’t predict is where Coastal staff will go from
there. It remains clear that avoidance of impingement and entrainment effects at any level is a top priority, and will
likely continue to be deliberated extensively before the project is handed back to the Commission for permit
consideration.
Patriotically yours,

John Pastore

Photo courtesy of Ralph Palomares

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.
On May 6th the Summit Partners met in Sacramento with SCAP President Robert Ghirelli presiding as Chair. The
meeting’s featured guest was Christoph Dobson, Director of Policy & Planning for the Sacramento Area Sanitation
District. Mr. Dobson provided an update on the permit implementation of the regulatory requirements imposed on
the Sacramento Regional Wastewater Treatment Plant Upgrade.
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In addition, the Partners discussed collaboration on the following issues:
 Proposed Federal Rule re: Waters of the United States
 Nutrient Management strategies and policies
 USEPA Blending Panel
 Bacteria Objectives focus group
 General WDR for non-potable watereuse
 Cost of Compliance/SSO Reporting Overlap
 Wheeler Institute Funding
 CASA regulatory workgroup

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

Air Quality Committee Update by Kris Flaig, Chair–City of Los Angeles
On June 23, 2014, some people would say that the regulated community received a watershed decision from the U.S.
Supreme Court on greenhouse gases. In this issue, Frank has written a good summary of the decision. If there is one
exception to his article, it’s that Frank did not mention more of Justice Scalia’s quips, which make reading those few
pages all the more rewarding.
But, just because this decision tends to favor the regulated community, it’s not yet time to sit on our laurels. On the
federal level there are still questions on how EPA will address biogenics and reporting thresholds, as well as the
President’s Climate Action Plan, led by EPA’s Clean Power Plan Proposed Rule. While this proposed rule is strongly
focused on large power plants, one would think that the President would like to make it easier for Cap & Trade to
spread beyond California’s borders.
At the June 11th CWCCG meeting there was some discussion regarding the many sources of funding, both loans and
grants, from both the feds and the State, although usually only up to $3 million….. If that’s a good sum for your
agency, then grab it! ARB, CPUC, and CEC are among those in the State who are offering various kinds of funding,
although funds from the Cap & Trade program are largely going to the bullet train and State agencies that do not
typically support the wastewater industry. Federally, DOE and EPA are the first that come to mind and continually
have opening and closing applications.
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The Supreme Court’s doings should not occlude SCAQMD’s activities. South Coast, not the only Air District in
Southern California, is big but never sitting on its thumbs. At their June meeting, they decided to purchase more CNG
cars, look at Mobile Smog Chamber Studies, and approved a Drought Management and Water Conservation Plan.
At our monthly meetings, the SCAP Air Committee has been discussing several State and SCAQMD rules, the 2016
AQMP, and the new Annual Emissions Reporting Program. Rules, like 317, Clean-Air Non-Attainment Fees, are sexy
to follow, while those like 1168, Adhesive and Sealant Applications, are just as important, although a little painful to
read.
We appreciate the examples and problems that Members of this Committee bring to our monthly meetings.
Significant discussion goes toward developing an approach to addressing most of these challenges. Keep ‘em
coming!
As we dive into summer fun and celebrating July 4th, we are monitoring both soccer and tennis. My crystal ball has
already hit the summer doldrums, so I cannot predict the winds in Washington or Sacramento, but I can wish you all
a safe and uneventful July!
Supreme Court releases its decision on the approriateness 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. EPA released its final decision on this
matter June 23.
Back in February when I reviewed the specifics of the actual hearing, I made predictions of two possible outcomes;
turns out I was correct on both since the Supreme Court divided the decision into two parts. First, I predicted that
there is a 75% chance the Federal PSD Tailoring Rule could be overturned. In a 5 to 4 decision, the Supreme Court
ruled (using Justice Scalia’s words - Justice Scalia wrote the opinion for the majority), “… EPA exceeded its statutory
authority when it interpreted the Clean Air Act to require PSD and Title V permitting for stationary sources based on
their greenhouse-gas emissions. Specifically, the Agency may not treat greenhouse gases as a pollutant for purposes
of defining a “major emitting facility” (or a “modification” thereof) in the PSD context or a “major source” in the Title
V context. To the extent its regulations purport to do so, they are invalid.”
In my opinion, this was the correct finding. EPA clearly exceeded its authority when it determined that it could
regulate stationary sources, considered minor based upon criteria pollutant emission, as a major stationary source
based solely on GHG emissions. Then, to avoid having to permit millions of small sources as a result of this “absurd”
determination, EPA “tailored” new GHG major source limits, once again overstepping their authority by essentially
rewriting the Federal Clean Air Act, without legislative authority. Although not everybody appreciates Justice Scalia’s
wit, my favorite line in the opinion is, “We are not willing to stand on the dock and wave goodbye as EPA embarks on
this multiyear voyage of discovery.”
In my second prediction I said there is also a possibility that a compromise could be reached that only requires
facilities that trigger the PSD threshold for regulated criteria pollutants (the true major stationary sources – termed
“anyway sources”), to have to consider BACT for GHG. I put the odds of this decision at 90%. Well, in a 7 to 2
decision, the Supreme Court determined that (once again in Justice Scalia’s words), “EPA may, however, continue to
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treat greenhouse gases as a “pollutant subject to regulation under this chapter” for purposes of requiring BACT for
“anyway” sources.”
Under this ruling, if a source is considered a major stationary source for criteria pollutants, and subject to Federal
PSD regulations, EPA could require the source to utilize BACT for GHG. The Supreme Court found that GHG BACT is
workable and already, in many cases, defined. It was recognized that EPA is currently using a 75,000 MTCO2e value
as a trigger for a significance level. However, the decision would not affirm this number but only recognized a
deminimis trigger can be used to determine when BACT is applicable for GHG as long as EPA provides the proper
justification for this trigger level.
I believe the Supreme Court got this one wrong and side with the minority opinion in this decision, reasoning that the
Federal Clean Air Act never intended GHG emissions to be regulated under the major stationary source permitting
programs, specifically PSD.
What was not addressed?
One of the outstanding issues in the Tailoring Rule was the treatment of biogenic emissions. If you recall, EPA did not
distinguish between biogenic and anthropogenic CO2 emission, so as a result, all CO2 counted towards the
thresholds for determining what sources were major and triggered significance levels. This was a huge issue for our
industry since much of our CO2 emissions are considered biogenic. Realizing this issue was missed, EPA had
promulgated a three-year deferral for biogenic CO2 emissions while the biogenic issues were studied. The deferral
expires this July, and to date EPA has made no determination, I believe, because they were waiting for the Supreme
Court decision on the Tailoring Rule. This issue not only affects sources potentially subject to PSD and Title V
permitting, but biogenic emission sources subject to a New Source Performance Standard (NSPS). An example of
where this issue may come into play is EPA’s upcoming revision to the MSW Landfill NSPS.
So what does this all mean?
As a result of these decisions, EPA will likely have to promulgate a new rulemaking that undoes a lot of the previous
rulemakings, and also further defines how GHG BACT will apply to new and modified major stationary sources. PSD
Permits have been issued over the last few years triggered solely because of GHG emissions. I’m assuming EPA may
have to go back and reconsider the need for those permits. Also, EPA has to address biogenic CO2 emissions. The
good news for the wastewater industry is that sources are rarely big enough to trigger PSD due solely to criteria
pollutants. So under the Supreme Court decision, the wastewater industry will fare very well. For the “anyway”
sources that are out there, GHG BACT for wastewater treatment is ill-defined, so they may face challenges
negotiating permits with EPA. Finally, the treatment of biogenic CO2 emissions is still an issue which could affect
“anyway” sources that may have to apply GHG BACT.
If you read the Supreme Court decision in the newspaper or heard it on the news, it was generally portrayed that the
decision upheld EPA’s right to regulate GHG. In my opinion, this could not be furthest from the truth. What this
decision did was to clearly send a message to EPA that it cannot overstep its statuary boundaries simply because it
perceives that the environmental problem (in this case climate change) is critically important to tackle; so important,
that statutes can be loosely interpreted or rewritten. Without congressional legislative changes to the Federal Clean
Air Act, EPA does not have unlimited authority to regulate GHG. The Supreme Court decision defined EPA’s narrow
authority in this area. I think it was not only a huge victory for industry, but for the rule of law.
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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

Next SCAP Biosolids Committee Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP
SCAP is tentatively scheduling a joint meeting of its Biosolids and Energy Management Committees for August 12th
at the offices of the Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) in Irvine, CA. The meeting agenda is still being developed but
will definitely include presentations on our host’s Embedded Energy Management Plan, as it relates to
wastewater/recycled water, and their Biosolids & Energy Recovery Facility, including a virtual tour of the planned
facilities.
Further details will be sent out by email to the committee members very shortly.
Update AB 371 – Kern County Sludge Bill by Tom Meregillano, Vice Chair - OCSD
Despite overwhelming opposition from the wastewater community, the Senate Environmental Quality Committee
unanimously passed AB 371 (7-0) on June 18, 2014. CASA, City of Los Angeles, San Francisco Public Utilities, LACSD,
EBMUD, OCSD, and the City of San Diego were present at the hearing and voiced their opposition. The bill was
amended on June 23, 2014 and is set to go the Senate Appropriations Committee. Key amendments include the
deletion of “unincorporated parts of the county” and “imported”, which means the bill now applies to everyone,
including cities within Kern County who land apply biosolids. In addition, the bill mandates that the State Water
Board to require groundwater monitoring at every land application site for 18 compounds of interest (see link below
for amended bill). As mentioned by CASA, there are a number of clarifications and questions that need to be
addressed such as: 1) requirements and standards for groundwater, soil, and biosolids monitoring, 2) how the State
Board will determine the effects of land application of biosolids on properties, and 3) how the bill does not intend to
supersede the authority of CalRecycle as it relates to biosolids composting. SCAP will continue to work closely with
CASA and keep members informed as the bill continues to move through the Senate. Here is the AB 371 link:
Reclamation of Fire Ravage Lands by Tom Meregillano, Vice Chair - OCSD
The San Diego fires several months ago have reinvigorated discussions on the use of biosolids to reclaim fire ravage
land. CASA recently met with California Department of Forestry and Fire (Cal Fire), Placer County Air Pollution
Control District, State Water Resources Control Board, Santa Ana Regional Water Quality Control Board, and
CalRecycle, and discussed the potential use of biosolids to fire ravage lands. The meeting participants were very
supportive and expressed the need to reclaim such lands. CASA assembled a research team from UC Davis, UC
Riverside, Utah State, and EPA to conduct a research study this fall/winter on specific Cal Fire controlled burn sites to
demonstrate the benefits of using biosolids. Since fires are localized and the quality of biosolids may vary based on
the locality, the research study will not be limited to compost, taking into account Class B and other Class A biosolids.
SCAP will continue to track and monitoring this initiative.
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Biosolids in the News:
Fertilizing Golf Course Rough with Biosolids
The Golf Course Superintendents Association of America published an article that evaluated the use of biosolids from
the Metropolitan Water Reclamation District of Greater Chicago (MWRDGC) on golf course turf. A link to the article
can be found at http://www.gcsaa.org/gcm-magazine/2014/june/fertilizing-golf-course-rough-with-biosolids. The
research found that MWRDGC biosolids could be used to maintain rough turf at two Chicago-area golf courses and
that biosolids plots produced turf color that was equal to or better than several commonly used commercial organic
and synthetic turf fertilizers. In addition, one of the huge advantages of fertilizing with biosolids is cost.
Biosolids Conference Announcements:
Soil in the City Conference: Enhancing Urban Soils for Living Landscapes and Healthy Communities:
This is a great conference on urban use of biosolids and other organic residuals. It is sponsored by the W2170
Research group. It will be held on June 29th thru July 2nd in Chicago. Early Registration is open until April 15th. The
link includes the program and registration information:
http://www.iweasite.org/Conferences/SoilCity.html
Where does it go when you flush? A farm in Kern County, at least for now by KellieMejdrich/Staff Writer, Los
Angeles Register –June 4, 2014
That stuff you flush down the toilet each day in Los Angeles? Most of it becomes fertilizer for alfalfa and other
animal feed grown on a farm in Kern County. Each day, the city trucks around 500 tons of “biosolids” – treated solid
waste from its sewage plants – to Green Acres Farm in Bakersfield. The city bought the farm in 2000 for around $10
million, court records and city documents show. The farm uses around 85 percent of all the biosolids produced in Los
Angeles as fertilizer for crops, said Traci Minamide, chief operating officer for L.A. Sanitation.
A city council committee on Wednesday gave preliminary approval to a five-year, $28 million contract with R&G
Fanucchi Farms for operations at the 4,688-acre farm, next to I-5 just south of Taft Highway. With this extension, the
city will have spent $55 million plowing its biosolids into the Kern County soil. Sanitation officials said they expect
about $4 million a year in revenue from the crops. The city hasn’t always used a farm to dispose of this waste. Until
the late 1980s, the city pumped its waste in liquid form, known as “sludge,” into the Santa Monica Bay. The farm is
better, according to the sanitation bureau.
The farm produces various crops, including Roundup Ready corn, alfalfa and wheat, according to contract
documents, much of which is sold as livestock feed, Minamide said. Alfalfa and Sudan hay, for example, goes to
animals at the Los Angeles Zoo, thanks to an agreement between zoo and sanitation officials from October 2012. But
the city’s daily trucking of solid waste to Kern County doesn’t sit well with residents there, many of whom are
concerned about residual contamination of the groundwater from human waste, despite the fact the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency says biosolids are a safe fertilizer.
Kern voters passed a referendum in 2006 known as Measure E that banned the application of human waste on farms
in unincorporated areas of the county by an 83 percent vote. As a result, Los Angeles has been locked in a legal battle
with Kern County for years. When the county began enforcing the ban in 2011, the city of Los Angeles, along with
sanitation districts in Orange and Los Angeles counties and other sanitation groups, sued the county.
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The city says that the county referendum is trumped by the state’s Integrated Waste Management Act, which
requires local agencies to recycle biosolids. The sanitation districts were quickly granted a stay of implementation of
the law, which was later upheld on appeal, until the case is decided. Charles Collins, deputy county counsel for Kern
County, said that the county’s position in this case is defending the will of the voters.
A complicated and narrow aspect of the case about overlapping state and federal claims is before the California
Supreme Court – oral arguments were in early May. But as to the status of the case, it’s still in the “preliminary
stages” in Tulare County Superior Court, Collins said. Collins said he doesn’t understand why the city persists in
pursuing activities at the farm. “That’s one of the things that I’ve always been kind of surprised about, why L.A. isn’t
just willing to say ‘OK, well, nobody wants it up there, we’ll go someplace else.’” But it’s not so easy for the city of
Los Angeles to exit operations at Green Acres Farm. Los Angeles is also locked into a contract with the city of
Bakersfield through 2026 that says the city must take 14 million gallons per day of treated water from the city of
Bakersfield’s wastewater treatment plant for irrigation at the farm, said Minamide, the L.A. Sanitation official.
The city has also spent more than $15 million updating its treatment plant to allow more holding time for the waste
in large anaerobic “digesters” that kill microorganisms to meet the county’s legal requirement that the biosolids be of
high quality, containing no detectable pathogens. “We’ve made a large investment in the farm and it’s a productive
and cost-effective operation, and it’s safe,” Minamide said. “The farm provides us with the opportunity to reuse the
biosolids. So it’s a good way to make otherwise unfarmable land farmable.”
Fanucchi took over operations of Green Acres Farm in 2003 when a previous contractor pulled out of operations
early. The city eventually chose Fanucchi after weighing the company against four others. The contract now goes to
the city’s Board of Public Works.
Contact the writer: 323-813-8332 or kmejdrich@losangelesregister.comTwitter: @kelmej

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 Water District
Well the summer of 2014 is here and it’s time for new vacations and new budget monies for most of us to purchase
new equipment and or supplies, tools, etc. Have you seen how much a combination machine or jet rodder cost
lately or cctv sewer inspection vehicle, not to mention the manpower it takes to operate them. Jet nozzles that can
do this and that cost $2,000 up to $14,000, just to cut pipe or remove calcium or concrete that’s been dumped into a
sewer pipe.
Training costs are up as are media training guides and association membership costs, vehicle fuel cost, insurance etc.
Going to seminars is costly for agencies but most of the ones I go to provide great training for the cost of attending
for a day or two. The cost for CWEA certification testing has also risen, as have the yearly dues to keep your
certification valid. CWEA associates also pay higher costs that are going for such things as their new website, which
by the way is awesome if you haven’t seen it lately. Everything continues to rise in cost more here in California, such
as housing, taxes, road assessments, electricity, water, gas, cell phones, food and fun.

Page | 10

July 2014
Homepage

Air Report

Biosolids Report

Collections Report

Energy Report

Water Report

Pretreatment Report

Speaking of fun, have you gone to Disneyland lately or to a ball game? If you have, you know it will cost you a couple
of hundred dollars just to get in. I went to the movies to see Transformers over the weekend in “3 D “ $17.50 per
person x 3!! Oh! I forgot popcorn at $8.50 a bucket too. Now the one that really bothers me is cable TV and the
internet at $140.00 a month and that’s the cheap version without the fancy channels and all the warp speed stuff.
And don’t even get me started on my monthly cell phone bill! Ok then there’s my water and sewer bill that comes
each month at a tune of about $60.00 but that actually is a good deal after talking to some of you out there at
meetings last month. But I turn my faucet on and water comes out all clean and good and I flush my toilet and bam,
within seconds the waste is gone never to be seen again. What a deal for only $60.00 a month, right?
So with the cost of sewer equipment going up and labor we continue to eliminate costly SSO’s that would cost our
agencies hundreds of thousands of dollars in fines and that’s money not well spent when you think about it. Yet we
continue to provide our customers with clean fresh water and sewer service on a daily 24/7 basis. So I think we
should thank our general managers and staff at our agencies for all of their continued support and dedication.
Have a great and safe summer everyone!
State Water Board SSMP Development Guide by Dindo Carrillo, Vice Chair - OCSD
On June 26, 2014, the State Water Board Database Review Committee met to create an SSMP Development Guide
that incorporates the new requirements of the 2013 SSS WDR Order MRP. The Committee received the Bay Area
Clean Water Agencies (BACWA) SSMP Development Guide and will use it as a starting point. This SSMP
Development Guide will include guidance for each SSMP section, i.e. Legal Authority, O&M Program, OERP, FOG
Control Program, etc. For each SSMP section there will be explanations on what language and technical information
that are required to be included per the WDR Order and also suggestions on how to make that specific section more
robust from State Water Board audits.
The new Guide will also try to include several new items: SSMP Change Log, Agency Adoption Documents, SSMP
Audit Reports, Acronym Listing, Pre-inspection Questionnaire, Regional Board Inspection Questionnaires, sample
Water Quality Monitoring Plan/Outline, sample Technical Report/Outline, Collection System NOVs, etc. The
Database Review Committee’s goal is to have a draft of the SSMP Development Guide by October 2014. This
Committee is open to all stakeholders of the SSS WDR Order and are welcome to participate.
If interested in joining please contact Victor Lopez of the State Water Board (Victor.Lopez@waterboards.ca.gov).
Why All the Odor Complaints? Oh I get it…It’s Summertime! by Arturo Garcia, Dudek
The characteristic “rotten egg smell” that emanates from collection systems and prompts complaints from residents
is largely due to hydrogen sulfide (H2S) gas. H2S is highly toxic to humans, which is likely the reason humans can
smell extremely low concentrations of the gas. While this is a good defense mechanism to warn us of the presence
of a deadly gas, it is often a public nuisance and cause for complaints when the gas escapes from the sewer
headspace.
In municipal collection systems, H2S is formed in areas where the wastewater contains little or no dissolved oxygen.
This is common in long/oversized force mains or inverted siphons, in stagnant wet wells with excessively long
detention times, or in portions of a pipe containing sediment build-up.
The production of H2S in wastewater is largely dependent on three factors: availability of nutrients, warm
wastewater temperatures, and the length of time the wastewater is without dissolved oxygen. Of those three
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factors, the wastewater temperature has the greatest impact on the production of H2S. For instance, increasing the
wastewater temperature by 10 percent will increase the production of H2S more than increasing the amount of
nutrients or the time without oxygen by same percentage. Warmer temperatures accelerate most biological
reactions. This is why food will spoil much sooner inside your car on a sunny day with the windows rolled up, than it
would in your refrigerator. So in the same respect, warmer summertime temperature wastewater will “spoil”
quicker and generate H2S at a faster rate than cooler winter-time wastewater.
H2S is generated in a slime layer that develops on the wetted portion of pipe wall. When H2S is initially formed it is
dissolved in the wastewater. It eventually escapes the wastewater and into the sewer headspace as a gas.
Turbulence in the wastewater accelerates the release of H2S from its dissolved form to its gaseous form in sewer
headspace. If the sewer air containing H2S gas escapes the sewer headspace, it can be detected by the public,
resulting in odor complaints. There are several situations that can cause sewer air to escape to the outside
atmosphere.
One thing that is often over-looked is that gravity sewers in fact convey two fluids: 1) wastewater, and 2) the air
above the wastewater. Typically inside sewers, the headspace air moves in the direction of the flow of the
wastewater. This is caused by the movement of the wastewater itself. As wastewater flows down the sewer it pulls
the air above it, causing it to move in the direction of the water flow. This movement of air causes the inside of the
sewer to be under a slight vacuum, which causes fresh air from the outside atmosphere to flow into the sewer
headspace. Ideally, this vacuum would be maintained as the airflow would continue unimpeded all the way down to
a treatment plant or a pump station where it can be treated. However, in the real world, sewer lines inevitably
encounter obstacles that prevent the continuous flow of air. When the air flow is disrupted, the headspace can lose
its vacuum, causing sewer air to flow out of the sewer headspace through the manholes near the flow obstruction.
The disruptions in air flow can be inherent to the design of the sewer, such as at the inlet of inverted siphons. Since
inverted siphons flow completely full for a portion of the length, they create a blockage to the downstream transport
of headspace air carried by drag of the wastewater flow. As the headspace air is blocked at the siphon entrance,
pressure builds and headspace air is forced through manhole pick holes, or in some cases, customer plumbing vents.
This is illustrated in Figure 1.

Figure 1: Sewer Air Escaping at the Inlet of an Inverted Siphon
In a similar way, surcharged pipes also block the transport of headspace air.
Root intrusions or grease build-up can be enough to block the flow of air, causing air to flow out through the nearest
upstream manhole(s). Even changes in sewer slopes may cause slight pressurization of the sewer headspace,
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causing air to flow out at (or upstream of) the manhole where the change in slope occurs. Steep slopes will convey
fast-moving wastewater, which accelerates the air movement in the headspace. If the sewer slope transitions to a
milder slope, the slower moving water will exert less drag on the air as the fast-moving water. Therefore the faster
moving air from upstream will collide into the slower moving air downstream causing an increase in pressure that
will push headspace air out through the nearest opening into the outside atmosphere.
So as the summer time increases the temperature of the sewer environment, biological reactions in the sewer will be
accelerated and more H2S will be generated. The additional H2S will be noticed in areas of the collection system
where sewer headspace air escapes into the outside atmosphere due to blockages of the sewer air flow – likely
resulting in additional odor complaints.
Next Collection Systems Committee Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP
SCAP is planning on holding the next Collections Committee meeting on August 25 th at the offices of the Orange
County Sanitation District in Fountain Valley, CA. The featured speaker will be Mr. Walter Graf, Program Director for
the Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF), who will provide a workshop on the use and implementation
of WERF’s “SIMPLE” asset management program for collection systems. This is a great opportunity for those
agencies that may not already have an asset management plan in place to learn more about this tool and how to
obtain it.
We are also working towards having a roundtable panel of experts to discuss the pros and cons of asset
management systems and to obtain feedback from the committee participants. SCAP will be sending out a formal
notice in the near future.
Maine Wins EPA Award for Wipes Campaign by Jeff Gunderson, WEF Highlights
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) New England Region has honored Maine’s “Save Your Pipes: Don’t
Flush Baby Wipes” campaign with its Environmental Merit Award. The award recognizes outstanding contributions
on behalf of the region’s public health and natural environment.
The $113,000 campaign, launched on Jan. 21, is a joint effort by the Maine Waste Water
Control Association (now known as the Maine Water Environment Association;
MEWEA), the Portland Water District, and the Association of the Nonwoven Fabrics
Industry (Cary, N.C.). The objective of the campaign was to raise awareness through
communications outreach about the environmental and economic effects of flushing baby wipes.
The campaign website — www.saveyourpipes.org — features two videos showing a
mock “What the Flush?!?” game show, designed to illustrate to the public what should
and shouldn’t be flushed. The website also includes an infographic, links to other
resources, and information about the potential damage that non-flushable products
can cause to local sewer pipes and equipment in public wastewater treatment systems.
Organizers collected materials intercepted by a screening system installed in a pump
station in the area targetd by the campaign before and after the launch to find a
decrease in volume of wipes.
Photo courtesy of Strause.
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Organizers collected materials intercepted by a screening system installed in a
pump station in the area targeted by the campaign before and after the launch to
find a decrease in volume of wipes.

Photo courtesy of Strause.

Doug Gutro, leader of the government and community relations team with EPA,
said the campaign represents an outstanding effort in calling attention to the
problems associated with flushing baby wipes. “Baby wipes in our septic systems
and sewers are a real issue,” Gutro said. “Consumers need to know about the
resulting unsanitary effects and financial consequences that can occur to both
municipalities and homeowners.”

Baby wipes were targeted specifically by the campaign after field tests at a pump station demonstrated that baby
wipe products represented a sizable portion of the items responsible for causing clogs, said Aubrey Strause, owner of
Verdant Water PLLC (Scarborough, Maine) and 2014 president of the MEWEA. “Market research conducted prior to
the campaign also revealed that 40% of baby wipes sold were being used by adults for reasons that did not include
babies,” Strause said. “This was the demographic we needed to reach.”
The campaign is a joint effort by the MEWEA, Portland Water District, and Association of the Nonwoven Fabrics
Industry (Cary, N.C.). Since the campaign addressed an uncomfortable topic, Strause said the organizing team turned
to humor to make it memorable and effective. “In the game show video, [MEWEA] also felt that it was important
that the actors were seen putting baby wipes into the trash. This way the message would be abundantly clear to the
public,” Strause said.
Over the course of 8 weeks prior to the campaign launch, organizers collected materials intercepted by a screening
system installed in a pump station in the area targeted by the campaign. They separated and measured the volume
of baby wipes to establish a baseline for calculating results. According to Strause, collections conducted 8 weeks
after the campaign ended show a decrease in volume, including the baby wipes that were targeted. “Market
research completed pre- and post-campaign also indicates a change in consumer understanding,” Strause said.

ENERGY MANAGEMENT COMMITTEE REPORT
Steven Hernandez, Chair
shernandez@lacsd.org

Jesse Pompa, Vice Chair
jpompa@ieua.org

Next SCAP Energy Management Committee Meeting by John Pastore, SCAP
SCAP is tentatively scheduling a joint meeting of its Energy Management and Biosolids Committees for August 12th
at the offices of the Irvine Ranch Water District (IRWD) in Irvine, CA. The meeting agenda is still being developed but
will definitely include presentations on our host’s Energy Management Plan, as it relates to wastewater/recycled
water, and their Biosolids & Energy Recovery Facility, including a virtual tour of the planned facilities .
Further details will be sent out by email to the committee members very shortly.
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WATER ISSUES COMMITTEE REPORT
Al Javier, Vice Chair, Chair
javiera@emwd.org

Jennifer Shepardson, Vice Chair
Shepardson_Je@sbcity.org

SCAP notifies USEPA that they did not follow proper procedures when approving Two-Concentration TST as an
Alternate Test Procedure (ATP) for whole effluent toxicity (WET) testing by John Pastore, SCAP
On June 26th SCAP filed a Temporary Restraining Order and Preliminary Injunction with the US District Court against
the USEPA to halt the effective date for the new TST requirements in the recently issued NPDES permits for the cities
of Simi Valley and Thousand Oaks and the Camarillo Sanitary District. The TRO was heard in court on June 30th and
unfortunately was not granted by the judge. However, the opposition brief filed by EPA’s counsel suggested that
EPA’s approval letter of March 14th was not a mandate and that the SWRCB was not obligated to impose the use of
the contested Two-Concentration test in permits. This discovery should definitely help our cause.
In addition, SCAP’s attorney--Melissa Thorme, of the law firm Downey Brand, filed a lawsuit on behalf of SCAP and
the Central Valley Clean Water Association (CVCWA) challenging EPA’s procedures in improperly approving the twoconcentration TST as an ATP and arguing that EPA exceeded its authority in mandating the use of the TST in all NPDES
permits.
The SCAP Board of Directors, acting on a request by the above named permittees, approved going forward with the
lawsuit against EPA as numerous members voiced their concerns over the process followed by EPA to approve the
alternate test procedure after having spent the last couple of years working with SWRCB on a stakeholder group to
provide input and feedback on the SWRCB’s development of a Toxicity Plan (formerly a policy).
Development of Nutrient Policy for California by John Pastore, SCAP
The State Water Board is initiating the process to develop a nutrient policy for inland surface waters, excluding inland
bays and estuaries in California. The nutrient policy could include objectives and control strategies to help improve
water quality in aquatic habitats by providing the benchmarks that describe conditions necessary to protect
beneficial uses. Creating a nutrient policy 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 State Water Board intends to develop narrative nutrient objectives, with numeric guidance to translate the
narrative objectives. This numeric guidance, could include the Nutrient Numeric Endpoint (NNE) framework which
establishes numeric endpoints based on the response of a water body to nutrient over-enrichment (e.g. algal
biomass, dissolved oxygen, etc.).
The technical foundation of the nutrients for freshwater lakes and streams has been developed and the State Water
Board is initiating public scoping and peer review.
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On June 13, 2014 a Stakeholder Advisory Group (SAG) Meeting was held in Sacramento and SWRCB’s Rik Rassmussen
provided an overview of the draft work plan. All of the presentations from the meeting are available at the following
link.
According to CASA’s Executive Director, Bobbi Larson, Mr. Rassmussen noted that developing a nutrient policy
requires a different approach from the typical regulatory paradigm of setting a number and then establishing permit
limits and TMDLs to achieve that number. Martha Sutula from SCCWRP provided an overview of the technical
workplan. She noted that the presentation was simply to orient the stakeholders to the science and that
stakeholders will have an opportunity to review and comment on the technical work plan later this summer.
SCCWRP is developing default numeric targets for biological indicators, which she stressed are the “starting point” for
policy discussions rather than the end point. Martha also indicated that an important USEPA document that SCCWRP
has been working on will be released in the next month or two. She stated that review of that document with the
stakeholder advisory group will be an important first step in the policy development effort.
A webinar is scheduled for July 7, 2014 from 9:30 a.m. to 12:30 p.m. to provide the same information to interested
persons who were unable to attend Friday’s session.
General Order for Small Domestic Wastewater Treatment Systems by John Pastore, SCAP
The State Water Board is preparing a General Order for land application of treated wastewater from small domestic
wastewater and treatment systems that will be applicable statewide. The General Order will be used by Regional
Water Quality Control Boards (Regional Water Boards) to streamline permitting of small domestic wastewater
treatment systems, which typically are a relatively low threat to groundwater quality. The General Order will allow a
monthly average flow rate up to 100,000 gallons per day and will allow the use of recycled water consistent with
California Code of Regulations title 22. Wastewater treatment systems will vary from septic tanks, activated sludge
treatment facilities, to pond facilities. The minimum level of treatment will be determined by requirements of the
General Order, Regional Water Board Basin Plans, California Code of Regulations, title 22, and mitigation measures
required by future site-specific CEQA evaluations.
The State Water Board intends to hold a public hearing to receive comments on the proposed General Order) and an
associated California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Initial Study/Negative Declaration. The State Water Board
may adopt the General Order and Negative Declaration at the end of the hearing. The location and time of the public
hearing is Tuesday, September 23, 2014 - 9:00 a.m. in Sacramento.
The proposed General Order and Draft Initial Study/Negative Declaration are available here.
Draft Environmental Checklist for A Proposed Amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San Diego
Basin Changing the Nitrate Water Quality Objective for 44Groundwater Basins by John Pastore, SCAP
The California Regional Water Quality Control Board, San Diego Region will hold a California Environmental Quality
Act (CEQA) Scoping Meeting on July 31, 2014 from 9:00 am to Noon to provide information and receive public input
on a Draft Environmental Checklist to support a proposed amendment to the Water Quality Control Plan for the San
Diego Basin. If adopted, that Basin Plan amendment would change the nitrate water quality objective for 44
Groundwater Basins.
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The Draft Environmental Checklist assesses environmental impacts from the San Diego Water Board’s proposed
action to change the nitrate groundwater quality objectives established in the Basin Plan for 44 groundwater basins
in the San Diego Region. At this time, the Draft Environmental Checklist concludes that the proposed action will not
have a significant impact on the environment. The San Diego Water Board plans to prepare and release a Substitute
Environmental Document for the proposed action at a later date.
At the workshop, staff will give an overview of the Draft Environmental Checklist and receive public comments and
questions. The San Diego Water Board Staff would like to receive verbal public comments about the Draft
Environmental Checklist and ideas for its improvement. A quorum of Board members may be present at the
workshop but no action will be taken
The San Diego Water Board is required to protect the quality and beneficial uses of the waters of the State, and is
proposing to make the following amendments to its Basin Plan:
1. Change the Basin Plan’s water quality objective established for nitrate in groundwater for 44 groundwater
basins in the San Diego Region. The proposal is to raise the water quality objective for groundwater to be
equivalent to the California Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) for nitrate, currently set at 45 mg/L as
nitrate.
2. Incorporate the State Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (OWTS) Policy into the Basin Plan.
3. Make minor administrative changes to the Basin Plan.
The Draft Environmental Checklist only assesses environmental impacts associated with the proposed action to
change the nitrate groundwater quality objective. Environmental impacts associated with incorporating the State
OWTS Policy are addressed in a separate SED, while the minor administrative changes to the Basin plan do not
require assessment of environmental impacts and are exempt from CEQA requirements.
See Basin Plan on-line at: http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/sandiego/water_issues/programs/basin_plan/index.shtml

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

Barbara Sharatz, Vice Chair
BSharatz@sandiego.gov

FDA Outlines Nanotechnology Policy by Matthew Perrone, AP Health Writer, Manufacturing.net
WASHINGTON (AP) -- Federal regulators want to hear from companies using tiny, engineered micro-particles in their
products, part of an effort to stay abreast of the growing field of nanotechnology.
The Food and Drug Administration issued final recommendations Tuesday for companies using nanotechnology in
products regulated by the government, which can include medical therapies, food and cosmetics. FDA regulators
want companies to consult with them before launching nanotechnology products, though the decision whether to go
to market will essentially rest with manufacturers.
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The FDA doesn't make a judgment call on the overall safety of nanotechnology or even define the term. "We are
taking a prudent scientific approach to assess each product on its own merits and are not making broad, general
assumptions about the safety of nanotechnology products," said FDA Commissioner Margaret Hamburg, in a
statement.
Industry groups generally define nanoparticles as those less than 100 nanometers wide. A nanometer is one billionth
of a meter. A human hair, for example, is 80,000 nanometers thick, while a sheet of paper is 100,000 nanometers.
These submicroscopic particles have been increasingly showing up in FDA-regulated products, including food
packaging, sunscreens, skin lotions and glare-reducing eyeglass coatings. The technology also has potential uses in
medicine, though the new FDA documents focus specifically on food and cosmetics.
The guidelines for food makers suggest any manufacturing changes involving nanoparticles could require submitting
additional data to show that the changes don't affect the safety or identity of the food. Under longstanding
regulations, food companies aren't required to seek regulatory approval for products containing established
ingredients and materials, such as caffeine, spices and various preservatives. But the FDA states that "at this time,
we are not aware of any food substances intentionally engineered on the nanometer scale" that would qualify for
that category of "generally recognized as safe" additives. Food companies are studying nanoparticle coatings as a
form of preservation and as a way to potentially reduce bacterial contamination in certain foods.
In a separate guidance document, the FDA laid out suggestions for the use of nanotechnology in cosmetics, a
common practice in the cosmetics industry since the 1990s. Nanoparticles are used in skin moisturizers, mineral
makeup and other cosmetics. The guidance encourages manufacturers to consult with FDA before testing the safety
of nanoparticles used in cosmetics, noting that traditional testing methods may not pick up changes produced by
adding nanotechnology. The FDA generally has less authority over cosmetics than food ingredients. The FDA does
not typically review cosmetics before they launch, and companies are responsible for assuring the safety of their
products.

Non Sequitur

America. Such is the patriot's boast, wherever we roam,
My first, best country ever, is the U.S.A. - home.
- - - - - the Traveller, l.91
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ANNOUNCEMENTS
SCAP welcomes our newest members:

“The City of Simi Valley” and “Gate 5 Energy Partners, Inc.”

The City of Simi Valley, with an estimated population of 126,414 (as of December 2011) is the third largest of
Ventura County's ten cities. Occupying an area of approximately 42 square miles, it is located in Southeast Ventura
County, adjacent to the northwestern perimeter of the San Fernando Valley, approximately 37 miles northwest of
downtown Los Angeles. The City was incorporated in 1969 under the general laws of the State of California and
operates under a General-Law/council-manager form of government.
The Sanitation Services Division of the Public Works Department provides an essential service to the residents and
businesses in Simi Valley – the conveyance and treatment of sewage. This responsibility exists around the clock,
every day of the year. In order to provide this service, the Sanitation Services Division operates and maintains the
sewer system that runs underneath City streets and a Water Quality Control Plant where the wastewater is treated
to a very high standard before being returned to the environment. Sanitation Services are a complex set of
operations that involve trained and qualified staff, specialized equipment, deliberate planning, engineering, qualified
contractors, significant electrical energy, and other resources.

Gate 5 Energy Partners, Inc., is an Orange County based startup offering wastewater treatment
plants an onsite biosolids management alternative that creates energy, is non-polluting,
sustainable and runs without fossil fuel.
Gate 5’s “waste to energy” technology addresses major environmental challenges today: the
world’s fossil fuels are being depleted and land available for managing Residuals is declining,
both at
increasing rates. At the same time an accelerated rate of climate change is attributed to release of greenhouse gasses
and burning of fossil fuels. Additionally, worldwide the public and private sectors work to protect people and the
environment from the public health risks of contamination and diseases that can be borne by Residuals. The G5ES is
an innovative technology that addresses these critical problems with a solution that is both economically and
environmentally sound: today’s waste becomes tomorrow’s power.
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