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1. Review of Biosolids Generation, Quality, Management Practices and Regulatory Outlook

1.1 Introduction

This section summarizes existing conditions and trends that will influence long-term biosolids management decisions in Santa Barbara County.  The information included in this document is based on a review of biosolids surveys data and other relevant documents and legislation.  

Current biosolids management practices used by the municipal wastewater service agencies in Santa Barbara County (agencies) are environmentally sound and meet Federal, State, and local regulatory requirements. However, due to dynamic regulatory conditions and public perception pertaining to biosolids, the agencies are concerned about the long-term viability of their current programs.  To address these concerns, the agencies have prepared this Strategic Countywide Biosolids Master Plan (Master Plan). 

1.1.1 Definition of Biosolids

The National Biosolids Partnership, which is a not-for-profit alliance formed in 1997 with the Association of Metropolitan Sewerage Agencies (AMSA), Water Environment Federation (WEF), and U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA), developed the following definition and overview of biosolids:

Biosolids are the nutrient-rich organic materials resulting from the treatment of domestic sewage at a wastewater treatment facility. Through biosolids management, solid residue from wastewater treatment is processed to reduce or eliminate pathogens and minimize odors, forming a safe, beneficial agricultural product. 

Farmers and gardeners have been recycling biosolids for ages. Biosolids can be applied as fertilizer to improve and maintain productive soils and stimulate plant growth. They also are used to fertilize gardens and parks and reclaim mining sites. Biosolids are carefully monitored and must be used in accordance with regulatory requirements. 

1.1.2 Existing Conditions

Currently, the agencies produce approximately 7,000 dry tons of stabilized and dewatered biosolids per year.  By the year 2022, the agencies project that biosolids production will be approximately 7,100 dry tons per year. However, biosolids production may increase to approximately 9,100 dry tons per year by 2022 if the population in the service area increases according to projections developed by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG).

Biosolids are stabilized and dewatered at the agencies’ treatment facilities.  Afterwards, several private companies are hired to haul and beneficially reuse the biosolids at land application and composting sites within Santa Barbara, Kern and Kings counties. Some biosolids are also used as alternative daily cover in landfills or are disposed of in landfills with other solid waste.  Details of the sites within Santa Barbara County are provided in Section 2.

1.1.3 Regulations

Counties throughout California have developed, or are in the process of developing, ordinances that severely restrict land application of Class B biosolids (ref. Section 1.4.1 for definition of Class B). Both Kern and Kings counties banned land application of Class B biosolids in January and February of 2003, respectively.  These ordinances have significantly impacted current biosolids management practices. Trends indicate that future requirements will be more restrictive and biosolids management costs will increase. As a result, the agencies are looking for long-term, sustainable biosolids management solutions.  Detailed discussions of the recent history of land application of biosolids in Santa Barbara, Kern, and Kings counties are provided in Section 1.3.5.

1.1.4 Multi-Jurisdictional Solid Waste Task Group

A Multi-jurisdictional Solid Waste task Group (MJSWTG) was formed to address solid waste and biosolids management issues throughout Santa Barbara County.  The MJSWTG is made up of waste management agencies operating throughout Santa Barbara County, including the municipal wastewater agencies that produce biosolids.  Early after its formation, the MJSWTG established guiding principles that are the basis of all planning decisions made by the group.  The MJSWTG includes subgroups, one of which is a biosolids subgroup.  The biosolids subgroup is tasked with developing the Master Plan using its guiding principles, which are as follows:

· Alternatives considered will be consistent with the highest and best use philosophy contained in the California Integrated Waste Management Act of 1989. 

· Management alternatives shall target biosolids as an integral component of the local solid waste management system.

· The selection of management alternatives will be based, in part, on their proven/demonstrated ability to process waste streams of similar scale and composition generated within Santa Barbara County.

· All parties representing potential feedstock shall be included in the identification, analysis and selection of alternatives.

· Alternatives shall be sited or operated in Santa Barbara County.

· Commitment of tonnages must be made by each respective jurisdiction prior to any solicitation for infrastructure development.
1.2 General Guidelines for Long-term Biosolids Master Plan 

The agencies’ goals for the Master Plan are as follows: 

· The Master Plan is to be in accordance with the MJSWTG’s guiding principles with flexibility to accommodate future changes.  

· The agencies are seeking an in-county solution to the handling and reuse of biosolids.

· Timely completion of the Master Plan is key to providing the agencies with an interim and long-term, cost-effective plan as the current biosolids reuse practices are diminishing for a number of agencies.  

The objectives of the Master Plan are to determine quantities and qualities of biosolids (feedstock), evaluate the available infrastructure within the County for management of biosolids, identify sustainable markets for biosolids products, identify and screen viable treatment technologies for processing biosolids to produce marketable products, and to develop the treatment concepts in sufficient detail such that the agencies can make informed decision for further development and implementation of the selected alternative(s).

An effective biosolids management program must address many diverse technical, economic, social, and political challenges.  These challenges are based on a combination of real and perceived issues and concerns.  The following sections summarize general guidelines that will be considered in the development of the Master Plan. 
1.2.1 Guidelines for Enhanced Reliability

In consideration of the dynamic regulatory environment, the following guidelines will be followed to maximize the reliability of the long-term biosolids management program: 

· Focus on Markets - The driving factor in process selection will be the determination of the resultant product and the development of a clear answer to the question - “do we have a long-term, sustainable market for the product?”.  

· Commitment to Class A Exceptional Quality Products and Other High-quality Products that are Marketable – To provide for long-term and sustainable markets, commit to development of Class A Exceptional Quality products or other products (such as energy) that are perceived positively by consumers.

· Class B Land Application - Although current Class B biosolids land application practices may be environmentally sound and meet all current regulatory requirements, for planning purposes it is assumed that land application of Class B biosolids will not be possible in the long-term due to issues associated with product quality. 

· Backup Options - Options that can handle the total volume of biosolids are desired and may decrease costs through economy of scale. However,  it is important to have fail safe backup options (i.e., landfill capacity) that can be used to manage the biosolids in case of unforeseen or emergency events.    

· Flexibility - The program must be flexible to accommodate unknown future issues.  

· In-County Options - In-county options will provide the maximum control and reliability. The Master Plan shall strive to identify in-county options for all biosolids produced by the agencies.

1.2.2 Guidelines to Improve Public Perception and Confidence

It is clear that a biosolids management program will only be reliable with the support and confidence of the public.  The following basic guidelines will be followed:

· Sensitivity to stakeholder issues - Each alternative must consider potential nuisances or other impacts to the public.  Odor, noise, air quality, protection of human health and the environment, and traffic are examples of public concerns. Other issues such as facility height must be considered as both public nuisance items as well as conditional use permit considerations.

· Provide quality products - Consideration must be given to the quality of the final product and the impression it will leave on the public.  Sufficient processing should be provided to ensure that products are not odorous or contain plastics or other undesirable materials.

· Public Outreach - Interactive public outreach processes, through workshops and meetings, that include participation not only by the agencies’ staff, but also by the stakeholders such as County Board of Supervisors, city councils, affected community groups, and regulatory agencies is critical to success of the program. This process enhances the level of support and agreement the agencies will receive regarding the Master Plan. 

Development and distribution of promotional information material and articles for targeted publications about acceptable uses of biosolids, including potential risks, benefits and costs, and best management practices for use of biosolids should be considered. Workshops throughout the County for categories of users, such as growers, public and private parks and golf courses, nurseries, etc. should be conducted as a part of the public outreach and stakeholder involvement. 

Presentations should also include local organizations and elected officials and could include cities, the Farm Bureau, Natural Resource Conservation Service, Resource Conservation District, California Association of Nurserymen, Landscape Contractors Association, and associations of parks departments, golf course managers, etc.  An offer to present at the regular meetings or to conduct a special meting should be extended to these organizations.

· Collaboration with Local Educational Institutions - Collaboration with local education and research institutions such as city colleges or universities, agricultural services and research agencies may improve chances of success of the program.  The agencies may want to consider conducting a pilot project for biosolids products application where a test area could be established and monitored. Such a project could be coordinated with a local entity like the Natural Resources Conservation Service (for an agricultural project) or the Environmental Horticulture Program at Santa Barbara City College (for an urban landscape project).
1.2.3 Innovative, Cost-effective, and Environmentally Sound Ideas

The Master Plan will encourage the identification and development of innovative, cost -effective, and environmentally sound long-term solutions. These solutions may include some or all of the following characteristics:

· Volume reduction -  Alternatives that reduce the volume of biosolids or biosolids derived products will be considered.  Reduced volume could result in substantially reduced management costs and traffic impacts.

· Offsetting costs - Cost assessments must consider savings from reduced use of chemical fertilizers and soil amendments that would be realized by substituting biosolids for such materials.

· Market creation  - Approaches such blending/bagging or product delivery and spreading operations should be considered to create markets that may not currently exist. 

· Product marketing costs – If a product is to be sold directly to retail customers, costs associated with marketing must be included in the evaluation. Retail options that involve management of the final product by the agencies should include costs for account managers and other staff necessary for product marketing.  Conversely, marketing costs for wholesale distribution to resellers will be minimal and does not require dedicated marketing staff.  This master plan uses the wholesale prices for products  which are much lower than the retail prices. Therefore, the marketing and distribution costs will be incurred by the resellers. 

· Holistic solutions - Alternative evaluations should tie all elements together (on-site, off-site, hauling, etc.) and consider the overall impact to the environment.

1.2.4 Facility Siting and Public Perception

Siting and operating biosolids management facilities can be a significant challenge.  Without the support of the public, biosolids operations can eventually fail.  

The first challenge is identification of appropriate locations for the facilities.  The current trend in the industry is to involve the public very early in the site identification process.  Extensive outreach and education is required to develop a common appreciation of the issues of concern to both the biosolids manager and the affected public.  Another trend is to include improvements that minimize the potential for nuisance impacts to the public.  These improvements increase capital costs, but enhance reliability by establishing good-neighbor facilities. 

Public-private partnering is a method that may be used more frequently in the future, as it provides assurance that the public agency will be involved in ensuring regulatory compliance while reducing the requirement for the agency to expand operations to off-site facilities. 

1.3 Biosolids Survey

1.3.1 General

A survey of wastewater treatment facilities in Santa Barbara County was conducted to determine the current and projected biosolids quantities produced, the quality of the biosolids, current management practices, and current disposal/reuse options.

1.3.2 Biosolids Processing Facilities

Eleven (11) wastewater treatment plants currently produce biosolids at sites throughout Santa Barbara County.  These facilities are listed in Table 1-1.  According to information provided by the agencies, the facilities served a combined population of 375,400 people in 2002.  The facilities have a combined capacity to treat 44.55 million gallons per day (mgd) of wastewater.  The treatment processes used at each of the facilities generate biosolids that must be managed by the agencies.

	TABLE 1-1

	Municipal Wastewater Agencies in Santa Barbara County

	Agency
	Facility
	 Population Served in 2002 
	 Plant Capacity
(mgd)

	Santa Barbara, City of
	El Estero WWTP
	    100,000 
	        11.00 

	Santa Maria, City of
	Santa Maria WWTP
	      80,000 
	          9.50 

	Goleta Sanitary District
	Goleta SD WWTP
	      70,000 
	          9.00 

	Lompoc, City of
	Lompoc Regional WWTP
	      50,000 
	          5.00 

	Santa Barbara, County of
	Laguna County SD WWTP
	      35,000 
	          3.70 

	Carpinteria Sanitary District
	Carpinteria SD WWTP
	      16,000 
	          2.50 

	Montecito Sanitary District
	Montecito WWTP
	        9,500 
	          1.50 

	Solvang, City of
	Solvang WWTP
	        5,300 
	          1.00 

	Buellton, City of
	Buellton WWTP
	        3,900 
	          0.65 

	Mission Hills CSD
	Mission Hills La Purisima WWTP
	        3,200 
	          0.40 

	Summerland Sanitary District
	Summerland WWTP
	        2,500 
	          0.30 

	TOTALS
	
	375,400
	44.55

	


1.3.3 Current and Projected Biosolids Quantities

Biosolids production data provided by the agencies is summarized in Table 1-2.  In 2002, the agencies produced 6,995 dry tons of biosolids, which equates to approximately 19 dry tons per day.  The agencies project that in the year 2022, biosolids production will be approximately 7,135 dry tons per year or about 20 dry tons per day.

The projections are based on information provided by the agencies.  It is conceivable that production rates could be higher in the future if the population increases as projected by the Santa Barbara County Association of Governments (SBCAG).  Using population projections developed by SBCAG (March 2002), it estimated that the population served by the agencies will increase by approximately 29.4% to 486,000 people by the year 2022.  This population increase would result in an estimated biosolids production rate of 9,100 dry tons per year.

	table 1-2

	Biosolids Production in Santa Barbara County

	Agency
	Facility
	 Biosolids Produced in 2002 
(dry tons)
	 Estimated Biosolids Production in 2022 
(dry tons)1

	Santa Barbara, City of
	El Estero WWTP
	            1,970 
	            1,970 

	Santa Maria, City of
	Santa Maria WWTP
	            2,100 
	            2,100 

	Goleta Sanitary District
	Goleta SD WWTP
	              800 
	              820 

	Lompoc, City of
	Lompoc Regional WWTP
	              700 
	              700 

	Santa Barbara, County of
	Laguna County SD WWTP
	              550 
	              550 

	Carpinteria Sanitary District
	Carpinteria SD WWTP
	              245 
	              270 

	Montecito Sanitary District
	Montecito WWTP
	              165 
	              180 

	Solvang, City of
	Solvang WWTP
	              200 
	              270 

	Buellton, City of
	Buellton WWTP
	              165 
	              165 

	Mission Hills CSD
	Mission Hills La Purisima WWTP
	                80 
	                80 

	Summerland Sanitary District
	Summerland WWTP
	                20 
	                30 

	TOTALS
	
	            6,995 
	            7,135 

	Notes:
1.  Estimated biosolids production quantities are based on information provided by the agencies.  Biosolids production may reach 9,100 dry tons per year in 2022 if the population of the service area increases according to SBCAG estimates.


1.3.4 Biosolids Quality

Biosolids quality is measured using the following six parameters: 

· Pathogen concentration, 

· Vector attraction reduction (VAR), 

· Metals content,

· Dioxin, PCBs,  and Other Priority Pollutants

· Solids content, and

· Nutrient content.

The first four parameters are regulated, while moisture and nutrient content are important for analyzing the feasibility and economics of management alternatives.  Nutrient content is also important for assessing agronomic loading rates and any special requirements that may be needed to protect surface water and groundwater.

Pathogen Concentration

All of the agencies produce biosolids with Class B
 pathogen levels.  Biosolids that are composted by private companies at post-processing facilities have Class A
 pathogen levels.  In general, Class B material has higher pathogen levels, but it can be beneficially and safely reused if regulations are followed.  Class A biosolids are nearly free of pathogens and can be beneficially reused with significantly fewer restrictions.

Vector Attraction Reduction (VAR)

Vectors are organisms, such as rodents and insects, that can spread disease by carrying and transferring pathogens.  Biosolids regulations require treatment to reduce vector attraction using one of 12 processing methods.  All of the agencies are currently complying with VAR requirements by reducing the volatile solids content of the biosolids by at least 38% through aerobic or anaerobic digestion.

Metals Content

State and Federal regulations impose limits on the concentrations of certain metals in biosolids that are land applied.  The limits include ceiling concentrations and “exceptional quality” or EQ pollutant concentration limits.  Ceiling concentration limits must be met under any and all circumstances where biosolids are applied to land.  Biosolids that exceed the limits cannot be land applied.  

Biosolids are not subject to the land-application general requirements and management practices contained in Federal regulations if the following conditions are met:

· EQ pollutant limits are met, 

· The biosolids have Class A pathogen levels, and

· VAR compliance is  achieved

However, more stringent requirements can be imposed by State and local.  In California, land application of EQ biosolids may be regulated under certain circumstances by the State Water Resources Control Board under Water Quality Order No. 2000-10-DWG, which is also known as the General Order.  Additional details on regulatory requirements are included in Section 1.4 below.

Biosolids testing data from the following agencies were reviewed to determine if the metals concentration limits are being met:

· City of Santa Barbara

· City of Santa Maria

· Goleta Sanitary District

· Laguna County Sanitation District

· Carpinteria Sanitary District

· Montecito Sanitary District

· Summerland CSD

The data indicate that all of the agencies are in compliance with ceiling concentration limits.  Based on the data reviewed, all of the agencies are also in compliance with Federal EQ pollutant concentration limits with the following exceptions:

· Data from two samples taken in the first half of 2002 at Goleta Sanitary District indicate that copper concentration limits were exceeded.  However, additional testing from the second half of the year indicates that copper limits were achieved.

· Only one set of data from Santa Maria was reviewed.  The test data, which are from a sample collected on January 27, 2003, indicates that EQ pollutant concentration limits were not achieved for  copper, mercury, selenium, and zinc.  In this case, the biosolids were diverted to a landfill for disposal.

In addition to Federal ceiling concentration limits, the General Order contains a limit for molybdenum. This criterion was deleted from the Federal regulations in 1994.  The data from Santa Maria from the sample collected on January 27, 2003 indicates that the ceiling concentration for molybdenum was exceeded. 

Dioxins 

After an exhaustive scientific review and public comment period, the EPA announced on October 17, 2003 that it has made a final decision not to regulate dioxins in land-applied biosolids. After five years of study, including outside peer review, the EPA has determined that dioxins from this source do not pose a significant risk to human health or the environment. The most highly exposed people, theoretically, are those people who apply biosolids as a fertilizer to their crops and animal feed and then consume their own crops and meat products over their entire lifetimes. EPA's analysis shows that even for this theoretical population, only 0.003 new cases of cancer could be expected each year or only 0.22 new cases of cancer over a span of 70 years. The risk to people in the general population of new cancer cases resulting from biosolids containing dioxin is even smaller due to lower exposures to dioxin in land-applied biosolids than the highly exposed farm family which EPA modeled.

PCBs and Other Priority Pollutants

Priority pollutants are listed in 40 CFR 122, Appendix D, Tables II and III.  These tables list 180 volatile organic compounds, halogenated compound, phenols, pesticides, and other organic compounds of concern to human health and environmental protection. 

A review was conducted of a limited amount of data from the wastewater agencies listed above covering concentrations of PCBs and other organic compounds.  The data indicate that PCBs were not detected in any of the samples. Testing conducted to detect other priority pollutants were mostly below detection limits, although a few results did return positive results. Regular testing should continue for these pollutants as required by the agencies’ NPDES permits and other regulations.  At this point, PCBs and other priority pollutants do not appear to limit the biosolids management options available to the agencies.

Solids Content

Solids content is a measure of the amount of solids and water contained in biosolids.  The average values of solids content of dewatered biosolids reported by the agencies are listed in Table 1-3.  In general, biosolids that are mechanically dewatered using belt filter presses have solids contents ranging from 15 to 20%.  Facilities using drying beds can achieve solids contents up to 85%.

	table 1-3

	Solids Content of Biosolids

	Agency
	Facility
	Solids Content of Biosolids
	 Dewatering Method 

	Santa Barbara, City of
	El Estero WWTP
	18%
	Belt Filter Press 

	Santa Maria, City of
	Santa Maria WWTP
	70% to 85%
	Drying Beds 

	Goleta Sanitary District
	Goleta SD WWTP
	18 to 20%
	Belt Filter Press 

	Lompoc, City of
	Lompoc Regional WWTP
	70% to 85%
	Drying Beds

	Santa Barbara, County of
	Laguna County SD WWTP
	23%
	Drying Beds 

	Carpinteria Sanitary District
	Carpinteria SD WWTP
	17%
	Belt Filter Press 

	Montecito Sanitary District
	Montecito WWTP
	15%
	Belt Filter Press 

	Solvang, City of
	Solvang WWTP
	15% to 17%
	Belt Filter Press

	Buellton, City of
	Buellton WWTP
	11%
	Biosolids Thickener

	Mission Hills CSD
	Mission Hills La Purisima WWTP
	18% - 20%
	Lagoon Storage and Belt Filter Press

	Summerland Sanitary District
	Summerland WWTP
	18%
	Belt Filter Press

	


Nutrient Content

Testing data from the agencies was analyzed to determine the nutrient content of biosolids produced at the treatment plants.  The analysis is summarized in Table 1-4. 

Nitrogen, phosphorous, and potassium compounds are the primary nutrients of interest in biosolids and other fertilizers.  Table 1-5 provides a comparison between median values reported by the agencies and typical concentrations in animal manure and biosolids reported by the US EPA for these three elements.  As indicated in Table 1-5, , the nitrogen and phosphorous contents reported by the agencies are somewhat higher than average, while potassium is somewhat lower.  However, the nutrient concentrations are within the normal expected range.  The nutrient content of biosolids is dependent on several variables, including mass loading in raw sewage and the treatment processes used.

Table 1-5 also includes a comparison to typical fertilizer used in agriculture.  As indicated, the nitrogen content is similar to typical fertilizer, while the phosphorous and potassium contents are lower.  

The nutrient content of fertilizers is usually measured in terms of total nitrogen as nitrogen, phosphorous as phosphate (P2O5), and potassium as potash (K2O) by weight.  If a comparison to typical labels on fertilizer products is made, the values listed in Table 1-5 should first be adjusted using the factors provided in the table.

	table 1-4

	Summary of Nutrient Content of Biosolids Produced in Santa Barbara County

	Parameter 
	 No. of Samples 
	 Averages
(mg/dry kg) 
	 Standard Deviation 
(mg/dry kg)
	 Minimum 
(mg/dry kg)
	 Maximum 
(mg/dry kg)

	 Ammonia as N
	             30 
	        6,000 
	        3,900 
	           320 
	      14,000 

	 Nitrate as N
	             30 
	        1,600 
	        5,200 
	             -   
	      27,000 

	 TKN1 as N
	             30 
	     126,000 
	     221,000 
	        8,500 
	     904,000 

	 Total Nitrogen
	             30 
	     128,000 
	     222,000 
	        9,300 
	     905,000 

	 Total Phosphorous as P
	             14 
	      36,000 
	      35,000 
	        8,200 
	     132,000 

	 Potassium as K
	              3 
	        1,400 
	           250 
	        1,200 
	        1,700 

	 pH   
	             10 
	            7.4 
	            1.0 
	            5.9 
	            8.6 

	Notes:
1.  TKN = Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen, which is the sum of ammonia and organic nitrogen.
2.  All values listed are on a dry weight basis.


	table 1-5

	Comparison of Nutrient Content in Typical Biosolids, Biosolids from Santa Barbara County and Manure

	Nutrient
	Animal Manure
(% dry weight)1
	Typical Biosolids Range
(% dry weight) 1
	Typical Biosolids
(% dry weight) 1
	Typical Fertilizer Products for Agriculture2
(% dry weight)
	Median of Santa Barbara Wastewater Agencies
(% dry weight)

	Nitrogen as N
	1.7 to 7.8
	<0.1 to 17.6
	3.0
	5
	5.4

	Phosphorous as P3
	0.3 to 2.3
	<0.1 to 14.3
	1.5
	10
	2.6

	Potassium as K4
	0.8 to 4.8
	0.02 to 2.6
	0.3
	10
	0.1

	Notes:
1.  Values from US EPA Biosolids Management Handbook, 1999.
2.  Values from Wastewater Engineering, 3rd Edition, Metcalf & Eddy, 1991. Agricultural fertilizers can vary widely in nutrient content to match specific applications.
3.  To convert from % as P to % as P2O5, multiply by 2.29.
4.  To convert from % as K to % as K2O, multiply by 1.21.


1.3.5 Current Biosolids Management Practices 

Table 1-6 summarizes current biosolids management practices in Santa Barbara County. The agencies currently manage biosolids disposal and reuse through a variety of contracts with private hauling and disposal/reuse companies.  The biosolids are mostly composted or land applied at various sites in Santa Barbara, Kern, and Kings counties.  Since land application of Class B biosolids was banned in Kern and Kings counties, the agencies have been looking for alternatives to produce Class A biosolids and other land application sites. Prices paid to private biosolids management companies range from $12.50 to $51.90 per wet ton.

	table 1-6

	Summary of Current Biosolids Management Practices by Santa Barbara County Wastewater Agencies

	Agency
	Method
	Contractor
	Site
	Cost
($ per wet ton)
	Existing Contract
	Contract Expiration
	Early Termination Penalty
	Renewal Terms
	Threats
	Backup
	Material Loaded by Agency
	Options Being Considered

	Santa Barbara, City of
	Land Application And Composting
	McCarthy Farms
	Kern and Kings Counties
	$34.40
	Yes
	
	No termination in first three years
	One 5-year renewal option
	Ban on land application
	Simi Valley Landfill
	Loader provided to contractor
	In-County composting or on-site treatment

	Santa Maria, City of
	Land Application and Composting
	City of Santa Maria
	Santa Maria WWTP and Santa Maria Landfill
	
	Yes
	2015
	
	Renewal likely
	None
	Composting at WWTP
	Yes
	No

	Goleta Sanitary District
	Land Application and Public Give-away
	Honey Bucket Farms
	Tule Ranch
	$26.50
	No
	N/A
	N/A
	None for Class B
	Class B biosolids not allowed
	Produce Class A biosolids
	Yes
	Composting in-County or at site within 200 miles 

	Lompoc, City of
	Store on site
	N/A
	Lompoc WWTP
	
	No
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	
	Public give-away and landfilling
	
	Reviewing current proposals

	Santa Barbara, County of
	Land Application (landfill closure)
	None
	Casmalia Resources
	
	No
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	Existing method is short term
	Engel & Gray composting
	Yes
	

	Carpinteria Sanitary District
	Composting
	San Joaquin Composting
	Kern County
	$51.90
	Yes
	2003
	None. 30-day notice required.
	
	
	
	
	

	Montecito Sanitary District
	Composting
	Liberty Trucking, San Joaquin Composting
	Kern County
	$33.80
	Yes
	2003
	Contract may be extended in one year intervals
	Long haul, high cost, site viability
	None
	Yes
	
	Composting at nearby site

	Solvang, City of
	Composting
	Engel & Gray
	Santa Maria WWTP
	
	Yes
	
	None
	Renewal likely
	None
	San Joaquin Composting
	Yes
	No

	Buellton, City of
	Land Application
	None
	Gardner Ranch, Buellton
	$12.50
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	N/A
	
	
	Yes
	

	Mission Hills CSD
	Land Application (site remediation)
	Yakima
	Buttonwillow, Kern County
	
	No
	
	
	
	High cost.  Current method uncertain
	None
	
	

	Summerland Sanitary District
	Land Application
	USA Transport, Wasco Farms
	Kern County
	$50.00
	Yes
	
	None
	
	Contract expiration
	Composting on site
	Yes
	

	


1.4 Regulatory Requirements 

Biosolids reuse and disposal practices are currently regulated by multiple federal, state, and local agencies. This section provides a summary of Federal and State requirements and a summary of Federal and State agencies responsible for enforcing biosolids regulations.  A summary of ordinances enacted by some counties in Southern California and their general requirements, management practices, monitoring and record keeping requirements, and other important issues are also discussed.  Due to the many regulatory agencies, issues, and perceptions associated with biosolids management, the regulatory environment is very dynamic and proposed modifications are virtually continuous. 

1.4.1 Federal Regulations

United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA)

The US EPA is responsible for the development and implementation of Federal rules and regulations regarding biosolids processing, use, and disposal.  Table 1-7 provides a summary of key federal regulations.

Federal Regulations – Part 503 Rule

The primary federal regulation for biosolids management is 40 CFR
 503 (Part 503 Rule).  In California, the Part 503 Rule is enforced through National Permit Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) permits. Promulgated in 1993, the regulations under the Part 503 Rule apply to land application, surface disposal, and incineration of biosolids.  The Part 503 Rule standards include pollutant limits, management practices and operational criteria, as well as monitoring, record keeping and reporting requirements for biosolids use and disposal.  For land application, the rule establishes metal limits, pathogen reduction requirements and vector attraction reduction requirements.  As shown in Table 1-8, the Part 503 Rule includes four sets of metals criteria that are applicable to land-applied biosolids.   Exceptional Quality (EQ), Class A biosolids products, such as compost and heat-dried pellets, must also comply with the limits listed in Table 1-8.

	TABLE 1-7

	Current Federal Biosolids Rules and Regulations


	Regulation
	Application/Coverage

	40 CFR 257
	Criteria for Classification of Solid Waste Disposal Facilities and Practices. Regulates disposal practices of municipal biosolids and other materials not specifically covered under Part 503, including, incinerator ash, drinking water sludge, and commercial and industrial sludge.

	40 CFR 258
	Criteria for Municipal Solid Waste Landfills. Provides regulation of municipal biosolids that is disposed with municipal solid waste (MSW).

	40 CFR 261
	Provides criteria to define whether municipal biosolids is hazardous or non-hazardous.

	40 CFR 503
	Regulates beneficial use of domestic sewage biosolids that is land applied, disposed in a surface disposal site or incinerated in a sewage biosolids incinerator. Also covers materials derived from sewage biosolids (e.g., compost) and domestic septage.

	40 CFR 122, 123, and 124
	The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System, State Program Requirements, and Procedures for Decision Making. Requires municipal disposal to be included in NPDES. Covers permitting requirements for the biosolids disposal/reuse practices regulated under Part 503.

	40 CFR 403 
	General Pretreatment Regulations for Existing and New Sources of Pollution

	40 CFR 501
	State Sludge Management Program Guidelines. Requires states to implement federal regulations concerning some sludge.

	40 CFR 761
	Polychlorinated Biphenyls (PCBs) manufacturing, Processing, Distribution in Commerce, and Use Prohibitions. Defines biosolids containing more than 50 mg/kg PCBs as toxic.

	Clean Water Act Section 307(a)
	Provides a list of pollutants that are required to be tested semi-annually

	Clean Air Act
	Requires comprehensive federal regulations of biosolids management and for states to implement these regulations.

	


	table 1-8

	40 CFR Part 503 Metal Criteria for Biosolids Land Application



	Pollutant
	Ceiling Concentration1 (mg/dry kg)
	Cumulative Pollutant Loading Rates2  (CPLR) (kg/ha)
	EQ Pollutant Concentration3 (mg/dry kg)
	Annual Pollutant Loading Rates 4 (APLR) (kg/ha)

	Arsenic
	75
	41
	41
	2

	Cadmium
	85
	39
	39
	2

	Chromium5
	-
	-
	-
	-

	Copper
	4300
	1500
	1500
	75

	Lead
	840
	300
	300
	15

	Mercury
	57
	17
	17
	1

	Molybdenum6
	75
	-
	-
	-

	Nickel
	420
	420
	420
	21

	Selenium7
	100
	100
	100
	5

	Zinc
	7500
	2800
	2800
	140

	(1) From Table 1, 40 CFR 503.13; applies to all land-applied biosolids. All land applied biosolids must be below these limits.

(2) From Table 2, 40 CFR 503.13; applies to bulk (non-bagged) biosolids.

(3) From Table 3, 40 CFR 503.13; applies to bulk and bagged biosolids, including compost and heat-dried pellets.

(4) From Table 3, 40 CFR 503.13; applies to bagged biosolids, i.e., biosolids sold or given away in a bag or other container.

(5) The chromium limit has been eliminated.

(6) With the exception of the ceiling concentration, the molybdenum limit has been suspended; but may be re-instituted.

(7) The Table 3 selenium limit was raised to 100 mg/kg from 36 mg/kg.


The rule also establishes two classes of pathogen reduction, Class A and Class B. Criteria for determination if a biosolids product is either Class A or Class B are presented in Table 1-9.  Due to the higher pathogen content of Class B biosolids, the 503 rule imposes the following use restrictions on these products: 

· Food crops – no harvesting after biosolids application for 14 months to 38 months, depending on type of crop grown and how biosolids are applied.

· Feed crops – no harvesting for 30 days after biosolids application.

· Pasture – no animal grazing for 30 days after biosolids application.

· Public access – restricted access for 30 days after biosolids application in low exposure areas, one year in high exposure areas. 

· Turf – no harvest for one year after biosolids application.

	table 1-9

	Criteria for Meeting Class A and B Requirements


	Parameter
	Unit
	Limit

	Criteria for Meeting Class A Requirements

	Fecal Coliform Concentration or
	MPN/g TS(1)
	1,000

	Salmonella Concentration
	MPN/g TS
	3

	and one of the following process options:

	Temperature/Time based on % Solids
	

	Prior test for Enteric Virus/Viable Helminth
	

	Composting
	

	Heat Treatment
	

	Beta Ray Irradiation
	

	Pasteurization
	

	Alkaline Treatment
	

	Post test for Enteric Virus/Viable Helminth
	

	Heat Drying
	

	Thermophilic Aerobic Digestion
	

	Gamma Ray Irradiation
	

	PFRP(2) Equivalent Process
	

	Criteria for Meeting Class B Requirements

	Fecal Coliform
	MPN or CFU/g TS(3)
	2,000,000

	or one of the following process options:

	Aerobic Digestion
	

	Anaerobic Digestion
	

	Lime Stabilization
	

	Air Drying
	

	Composting
	

	PSRP (4) Equivalent
	

	(1) Most probable number per gram dry weight of total solids.

(2) Process to Further Reduce Pathogens.

(3) Most probable number or colony-forming units per gram dry weight of total solids.

(4) Process to Significantly Reduce Pathogens.


Vector attraction reduction criteria must be met for all biosolids products.  The rule provides twelve options to meet VAR requirements as listed in Table 1-10.  If a biosolids product meets the most restrictive metals criteria (Part 503 “Table 3” Criteria), Class A pathogen reduction requirements, and the vector attraction reduction criteria, it is considered an Exceptional Quality or “EQ” product.

Since promulgation, the Part 503 land application requirements have undergone several changes including:

· Molybdenum limit was rescinded pending further review,

· Chromium limit was eliminated, and 

· Selenium pollutant concentration limit was raised to 100 mg/dry kg.

	table 1-10

	Summary of Vector Attraction Reduction Options



	Option
	Requirement
	Where/When Requirements must be met

	1 - Volatile Solids (VS) Reduction
	> 38% VS reduction during solids treatment
	Across the process

	2 - Anaerobic bench scale test
	< 17% VS loss, 40 days at 30oC to 37oC (86oF to 99o)
	On anaerobic digested biosolids

	3 - Aerobic bench scale test
	< 15% VS reduction, 30 days at 20oC (68oF)
	On aerobic stabilized biosolids

	4 - Specific Oxygen Uptake Rate
	SOUR at 20oC (680F) is < 1.5 mg oxygen/hr/g total solids
	On aerobic stabilized biosolids

	5 - Aerobic Process
	> 14 days at > 40oC (1040F) with an average > 45oC (113oF)
	On composted biosolids

	6 - pH adjustment
	>12 measured at 25oC (77oF)1, and remain at pH> 12 for 12 hours and > 1.5 for 22 more hours
	When produced or bagged

	7 - Drying without primary solids
	> 75% Total Solids (TS) prior to mixing
	When produced or bagged

	8 - Drying with primary solids
	> 90% TS prior to mixing
	When produced or bagged

	9 - Soil Injection
	No significant amount of solids are present on the land surface 1 hour after injection. Class A biosolids must be injected within 8 hours after the pathogen reduction process.
	When applied

	10 - Soil Incorporation
	< 6 hours after land application; Class A biosolids must be applied on the land within 8 hours after being discharged from the treatment process.
	After application

	11 - Daily cover at field site
	Biosolids placed on a surface disposal site must be covered with soil or other material at the end of each operating day.
	After placement

	12 - pH adjustment of septage
	> 12 measured at 250C (770F)*, and remain at pH> 12 for 30 minutes without addition of more alkaline material.
	Septage

	Notes:
1.  For Option 6, pH adjustment the pH may be corrected to 250C


National Academy of Science Study

Since Part 503 was promulgated in 1993, a variety of environmental groups, local governments, and others have expressed concern regarding the adequacy of the regulations.  Concerns have primarily focused on the land application of Class B biosolids. In response to these concerns, the US EPA requested the National Research Council (NRC) of the National Academy of Science (NAS) to conduct a study to assist the US EPA in evaluating regulatory requirements and non-regulatory measures with respect to the land application of biosolids.  The findings of the study may cause the US EPA to revise the Part 503 Rule, which would have a direct impact on the wastewater agencies in Santa Barbara County.

In July 2002 the NAS completed the 18-month study and issued a report entitled “Biosolids Applied to Land: Advancing Standards and Practices.”  The overarching findings of the NAS report concluded that there is no documented scientific evidence that the Part 503 Rule has failed to protect public health, but there is a persistent uncertainty on the potential for adverse health effects.  In light of recent scientific advances, the report finds that additional studies should be conducted and risk assessments be performed to update the scientific basis for the rule.  

On April 9, 2003, the US EPA issued a response to the NRC report and solicited public input to the responses. EPA has identified three main objectives for attaining a better understanding of biosolids and reducing the potential for, or reducing the uncertainty related to, human health impacts: (1) Update the scientific basis of Part 503 by conducting research in priority areas, (2) strengthen the biosolids program by evaluating results of completed, ongoing, or planned studies both within and outside EPA, and (3) continue ongoing activities for enhancing communication with outside associations and with the public. 

Major short-term Goals and Priority Actions During FY03 and FY04  - Over the next two years, subject to available resources, the US EPA proposes to pursue biosolids activities in the following priority areas:

1. Continue program implementation (regulatory, compliance, and enforcement). 

2. Evaluate the state-of-the-science and revise risk assessment methodologies, as appropriate. 

3. Review available data, track ongoing studies by researchers outside of EPA, and identify information gaps. Initiate further field studies as needed. 

4. Continue ongoing/planned activities relative to exposure, risk assessment, biosolids management, and analytical methods development. 

5. Determine what pollutants, if any, warrant further regulation under the Clean Water Act. 

6. Design and begin conducting a targeted survey that uses information obtained from published pollutant occurrence and effects data, State occurrence data bases, and input received during the public comment period. 

7. Conduct a dialogue with other health-based Federal agencies, such as the Center for Disease Control, on the possibility of cooperatively tracking incident reports and investigating whether adverse human health outcomes can be associated with biosolids exposure. The results could help the US EPA identify research gaps and, if appropriate, the need for a more comprehensive research plan. 

These activities would be aimed at implementing NRC recommendations for reducing the potential for public health impact and updating the scientific basis of Part 503.  

Major Longer-Term Goals and Future Priorities (FY05 and Beyond) - The US EPA’s proposed long-term biosolids activities depend on results of activities conducted in FY03/FY04 and available resources. The following priority areas are aimed at implementing recommendations for reducing the potential for public health impact: 

1. Continue program implementation (regulatory, compliance, and enforcement). 

2. Update the scientific basis of Part 503 by using FY03/04 research or by conducting research in priority areas. 

3. Strengthen the biosolids program by incorporating results of completed, ongoing, or planned research activities both within and outside EPA to possibly include: 

· Quantitative microbial risk assessment. 

· Improved understanding of exposure pathways/scenarios. 

· Molecular tracking study.

4. Continue activities to establish partnerships and communicate more effectively with other public health-based agencies, outside associations and the public. 

WEF and AMSA each submitted comments on July 8, 2003 regarding EPA’s April 9, 2003 Federal Register response. While acknowledging the limits of EPA’s finite budget, and given the numerous recommendations made in the NRC report, both organizations support the EPA’s initial strategy for responding to the NRC’s recommendations and urged EPA to maximize its resources on improving its understanding of potential health effects, establishing procedures for tracking and responding to reported impacts, and improving communications with the public regarding land application practices. Comments addressed the eight categories EPA used to organize its response: survey, exposure, risk assessments, methods development, pathogens, human health studies, regulatory issues, and biosolids management.  

The actions listed above may cause the US EPA to revise the Part 503 Rule, which would directly impact biosolids management practices used by the wastewater agencies in Santa Barbara County.  If the rule is changed, it would likely become more stringent. On the other hand, the actions may find that the existing Part 503 Rule is sound and that no changes are necessary. At this point it is difficult to predict what the results will be.

1.4.2 Water Environment Research Foundation Biosolids Summit

The Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF) co-sponsored a national Biosolids Research Summit with the US EPA July 28-30, 2003 in Alexandria, Virginia. The purpose of the summit was to identify and prioritize biosolids research for the next five or more years by involving a broad group of stakeholders. Nearly 200 invited participants and observers attended the summit. Attendees included representatives from farming communities, private citizens, research scientists, physicians, non-governmental organizations, and regulators. Participants identified 31 potential highest-priority research projects in six categories: human health; pathogens; fate and transport of organic and inorganic chemicals; risk assessment; treatment, odor, and management; and social and economic issues. The seven highest ranked projects were:

1. Rapid incident response to concerns about possible health affects associated with biosolids land application. 

2. Targeted characterization of pathogens in biosolids. 

3. An updated national survey of constituents of potential concern in biosolids.

4. Characterization of bioaerosols associated with certain kinds of land applied biosolids.

5. Identification of  the odor compounds emitted by biosolids in the various stages from generation to end use, and specification of sensory potencies and mechanisms of generation and release.

6. Cost-benefit analysis of management options for biosolids use and disposal. 

7. Evaluation of the effectiveness of current Part 503 regulations and other management practices.

The recommended research projects are expected to carry considerable weight given that this summit marked the first time a diverse variety of stakeholders, including concerned citizens, gathered at a national level to develop and prioritize biosolids research needs. The next step will be to secure funding and determine what organizations or agencies are best suited to conduct the needed research. WERF has stated the summit recommendations will be included in their established research funding and priority-setting processes. US EPA indicated the information from the summit will be factored into their final response to the NRC report.
1.4.3 National Biosolids Partnership’s Environmental Management System Model

The National Biosolids Partnership (NBP) is a nonprofit coalition between the US EPA, AMSA, and WEF.  The purpose of the NBP is to promote environmentally sound biosolids management practices.  In order to further their objectives, the NBP developed a model environmental management system (EMS). An EMS is a voluntary biosolids management system that goes beyond mandatory regulatory requirements by incorporating the opinions of stakeholders and including third party verification of the program and its results.  

Currently over 40 publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) in the United States are participating in pilot testing of EMS for biosolids. EMS provides a clear understanding of how the entire biosolids program actually works and what changes are needed to make it work better.  It clearly defines how the program is impacted by the control of industrial wastes, by the effectiveness of different unit operations at the treatment plant, by the way specific unit processes are managed at the plant, by the method of biosolids storage and transportation, and by the chosen fate of the final biosolids product. Since EMS is an open process, it may lead to improved public support of biosolids management decisions and practices. 

1.4.4 State Regulations

State and local agencies are allowed to impose more stringent requirements for the use and disposal of biosolids beyond those specified in the Part 503 Rule. Table 1-11 summarizes key state of California regulations involving biosolids that expand on the federal regulations.

	table 1-11

	State of California Biosolids Rules and Regulations



	Regulation
	Application/Coverage

	California Hazardous Waste Control Law (California Code of Regulations (CCR), Title 22 Division, Chapter 30, Articles 9 and 11)
	Provides criteria to determine whether a biosolids is hazardous or non-hazardous. Administered by the California Department of Health Services (DHS).

	Discharges of Waste to Land (CCR, Title 23, Subchapter 15)
	Governs the disposal of biosolids in a landfill or dedicated land disposal site.

	California Integrated Solids Waste Management Act of 1989
	Requires that local government agencies meet diversion goals of 25 percent by 1995 and 50 percent by 2000 through source reduction, recycling, and composting or a combination of programs.

	Compost Regulations (CCR, Title 14, Division 7)
	Regulates biosolids and other types of composting facilities using a tiered approach wherein the level of regulatory control depends on the type and volume of materials stored and process on site.

	Water Quality Order No. 2000-10 DWQ
	Prescribes General Waste Discharge Requirements (GWDRs) for use of biosolids as a soil amendment. Gives Regional Board option to issue GWDRs in lieu of site specific WDRs. Requires that appliers file a Notice of Intent (NOI) and submit pre-application and monitoring reports.

	


The California Department of Health Services (DHS) and the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) are the primary state agencies responsible for the regulation of biosolids reuse and disposal in California.  The DHS and SWRCB share overlapping authority.

Other state agencies whose regulatory efforts have, or could have, effects on land application of biosolids include the California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB), California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA), Department of Toxics Substance Control (DTSC), California Air Resources Board (CARB), and the California Highway Patrol.  The following provides a brief discussion of key state agencies.
California Department of Health Services (DHS)

The DHS administers the California Hazardous Waste Control Law (HWCL) and has responsibility for determining whether biosolids are a hazardous or non-hazardous material according to CCR title 22, Division 4, Chapter 30, Articles 9 and 11. 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) and Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs)

The SWRCB relies on nine RWQCBs to administer and enforce regulatory requirements.  Through its nine RWQCBs, the SWRCB may issue individual waste discharge requirements (WDRs) or general waste discharge requirements (GWDRs) to regulate the discharge of biosolids to land. WDRs and GWDRs do not apply to Class A EQ biosolids products (such as compost and heat-dried pellets) that:

· Are bagged for retail sale, 

· Contain more than 50% biosolids and  are applied at less than 10 dry tons per acre per year;
· Contain less than 50% biosolids and are applied at less than 20 dry tons per acre per year.
A land application permit with individual WDRs involves a more complicated permitting process and includes more stringent conditions. Application forms for individual WDRs are very detailed and are designed to provide the RWQCB staff with in-depth site information.  Typical WDRs issued by the RWQCB include provisions from the US EPA Part 503 regulations and from the Manual of Good Practice for Landspreading of Biosolids that was published in April 1983 by the DHS.  These DHS guidelines were based largely on the pre-Part 503 EPA guidance on land application.  In 1998, the California Water Environment Association (CWEA) published a Manual of Good Practice for Agricultural Land Application of Biosolids.  The new manual reflects the Part 503 regulations and updates the guidance from the DHS manual that may also be applied in WDRs.

To streamline the permitting process, the SWRCB authorized the RWQCBs to prescribe GWDRs for Class B and Class A biosolids. The GWDRs  may be issued for application of biosolids to land for use in agricultural, horticultural, and land reclamation activities. To obtain coverage, the permit applicant for the biosolids and application project must complete a Notice of Intent (NOI) form and submit a filing fee.  A pre-application report must be submitted for each field or an application area prior to the application of biosolids. 

General Waste Discharge Requirements and the Statewide Environmental Impact Report

Currently, the legitimacy of GWDRs is in question.  Several lawsuits and court orders have challenged the GWDRs, and final verdicts have not been reached.  As mentioned above, the General Order and GWDRs do not apply to exceptional quality, Class A biosolids products such as compost and heat-dried pellets that are applied to land at or below specified rates.

The Central and South Delta Water Agency filed a lawsuit regarding the Central Valley’s biosolids land application GWDRs. The judge in the case accepted the proposal from the SWRCB for development of a statewide Environmental Impact Report to address GWDRs for the discharge of biosolids to land for use as a soil amendment in agricultural, silvicultural, horticultural, and land reclamation activities. The EIR was completed and a final General Order was adopted.

The most significant requirements in the adopted General Order are:

· Moisture content must be greater than 50 percent; 

· Biosolids containing less than 75 percent moisture shall not be land applied when surface wind speed is greater than 25 mph;

· If groundwater is less then 25 feet from the surface, monitoring is required, including Mo, As, Se;

· Plant tissue testing for Mo, Cu, and Se; and, 

· Residual nitrogen content must be determined by annual soil testing at a depth of 18 inches.

Lawsuits over the statewide EIR were filed by both the Central and South Delta Water Agency and Kern County. The two lawsuits were combined and the lawsuits were denied in August 2001. One of the findings of the court was that “there is substantial evidence to support the validity of the findings reached by the EPA in its development of the federal regulations (Title 40, Part 503 of the Code of Federal Regulations).” Kern County filed an appeal to the court ruling, and subsequently, the Central and South Delta Water Agencies also appealed.   

The judge in the appeal found that two alternatives were not adequately covered in the EIR, making the General Order invalid.  The alternatives that were not considered are: (1) a ban on application of biosolids to land where food crops are grown; (2) an alternative that requires all land-applied biosolids to meet Class A pathogen limits.

The California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA) is currently working with the SWRCB to respond to the recent appellate court ruling. Although the court upheld the majority of the components of the EIR, the court has directed the SWRCB to expand the alternative analysis section to include the two additional scenarios. It is estimated that the revision of the EIR and re-adoption of the General Order will be completed in the early summer of 2004.

A Sacramento County Superior Court Judge will decide whether or not farmers can continue to land apply biosolids (except for Class A EQ products used at or below specified rates) under the Statewide General Order for Biosolids Land Application pending the preparation of a revised environmental impact report (EIR). The Superior Court has yet to issue a judgment and writ of mandate to implement the Court of Appeal decision. The parties do not agree on how existing land application sites should be treated during the nine-month period it will take to prepare and adopt a revised EIR and General Order. CASA and the SWRCB have requested that any permitee that has filed a Notice of Intent to comply with the General Order be allowed to land apply during the interim, but that the SWRCB not expand the number of land application sites until the revised EIR is certified and a revised General Order is adopted. The plaintiffs, Kern County, the South Delta Water Agency and the Central Delta Water Agency have asked that the Court prohibit all land application under the General Order until the environmental review is complete. The parties have submitted proposed judgments and writs of mandate to the court, which has yet to issue a final judgment.
California Integrated Waste Management Board (CIWMB)

The CIWMB has established green waste composting regulations and is considering establishing biosolids composting regulations.  The proposed regulations include a new concentration limit for selenium of 36 mg/kg in the biosolids. The current Part 503 regulation concentration is 100 mg/kg.  The CIWMB received comments on the proposed regulations and is currently determining if their selenium limit will be changed.   Of all biosolids test data reviewed for this report, only 1 set of biosolids test data taken in Santa Maria on January 27, 2003 exceeded 36 mg/kg.

The CIWMB has proposed revisions to the rule governing minimum standards for solid waste handling and disposal, alternative daily cover (ADC) and cover material, and beneficial uses. In the proposed revisions, the provisions for the use of biosolids and compost as ADC remain almost unchanged. There are a few minor additions including a new provision that biosolids or biosolids derived materials and compost materials used as ADC "shall be restricted to a minimum compacted thickness of 6 inches and average compacted thickness of less than or equal to 12 inches." Also, compost materials used as ADC "shall comply with a grain size specification by volume of 95% less than 6 inches." According to biosolids generators who are currently sending material for use as ADC, these new provisions are in line with ADC practices already being followed at sites receiving this material. One provision that remains unchanged in the proposed rule revisions is the requirement that biosolids or compost used as ADC make up no more than 25% of total landfill cover materials at any one site. 

The proposed "Alternative Daily Cover (ADC) Material and Beneficial Reuse" regulations are currently in formal rulemaking and were published for a 60-day comment period which ran from April 18, 2003 through June 17, 2003. CIWMB staff revised their proposal in response to comments made during the 60-day comment period, and the Board approved an additional 15-day public review and comment period for these revisions which ran from August 7th to August 22nd. At its September 8, 2003 meeting the Permitting and Enforcement Committee directed staff to begin a second 15-day comment period for changes to the regulations. The comment period ran from September 15 through September 30, 2003. The most recent changes mainly applied to grain size and processing, and operational and record keeping practices that the landfill must use, that are not expected to impact biosolids management. 
California Department of Food and Agriculture (CDFA)

The CDFA initiated a process in 1998 to regulate heavy metals in inorganic fertilizers.  Organic fertilizers are expected to be addressed next.  To date no restrictions on biosolids land application have emerged. 

Department of Toxic Substance Control (DTSC)

In October 2001, the DTSC prepared a Draft Mercury Report that raised concerns regarding the problem of mercury contamination in California by the disposal of mercury-containing wastes that are not currently regulated as hazardous waste.  In August 2002, DTSC opened for public comment their proposed rule for mercury.  DTSC has eliminated some earlier options that could have caused biosolids and waste-to-energy ashes to be classified as hazardous.  Their proposed rule focuses on source control and mercury recycling.  

California Air Resources Board (CARB)

The control of airborne particulate matter (PM) is one of the most serious air pollution problems facing California.  PM has been linked to a wide range of adverse health effects including acute and chronic bronchitis. The CARB regulates fine particulate matter of 10 microns or less in size, known as PM-10, to protect public health. The CARB conducted a review of the PM-10 standard as a requirement of the Children’s Environmental Protection Act (Senate Bill 25, 1999, Chapter 731).  The anticipated tightening of air particulate standards may increase regulatory control of agriculture, particularly application of biosolids products such as compost, at agricultural sites. Greater regulatory control will increase the costs of applying biosolids products, especially products that emit dust when spread and incorporated at land application sites.

1.4.5 Local Regulations

Ordinances Issued by Various Local Governments in California

Land application of biosolids must comply with local laws, ordinances, and regulations in the County or City where the biosolids are used.  Such conditions typically do not include Class A EQ products such as compost and heat-dried pellets that are applied in small quantities or are sold in bags to retail customers.

Depending on the location of the land application site, local agencies, such as the County Planning and Development Department, County Public Health Department, or the County Public Works Department, may act as the local enforcement agency (LEA) or play a role in permitting and environmental compliance certification.  The project proponent may be required to obtain a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), building permits, and other local permits.  

In California, counties usually place conditional use requirements on biosolids land application sites.  However, a growing number of counties have developed highly restrictive ordinances regarding land application of biosolids. Some counties and their respective farm bureau chapters became concerned as the private market for permitting of large land application sites developed in the early to mid-1990s.  In 1994, Merced County adopted the first county ordinance in California that placed restrictions on land application of biosolids.  There are now many county ordinances that place varying restrictions on land application of biosolids.  Figure 1-1 presents information provided by CASA that summarizes the current status of biosolids ordinances in California.  The county ordinances generally include requirements that are more stringent than required by federal or state regulations, including:

· Setback requirements for certain types of uses that greatly increase the land area needed for Class B land application, thereby reducing the feasibility of this practice.

· Limits on depth to groundwater to minimize groundwater contamination.

· Restrictions on the application of biosolids to irrigated land.

· Additional biosolids and soil testing requirements.

· Inspection fees.

· Bans on Class B and/or Class A biosolids.

There are no ordinances specific to land application of biosolids in either Santa Barbara County or any of the Cities within the county.  However, land application of biosolids is extremely limited.  The City of Santa Barbara does use biosolids compost produced at the Engel & Gray composting facility on parks, restoration projects, and other areas where compost can be used beneficially.

Despite the absence of any restrictions on land application, past applications met significant public opposition. The resistance to land application is exacerbated by negative perceptions about transfer of waste material from the South County to the North County. Land application is largely restricted to North County sites because most farming in Santa Barbara County takes place there.  South County is almost exclusively residential and commercial, with only isolated and very small farming operations. Public sentiment against land application was strong enough in the early 1990’s that the local treatment plants opted to pursue out-of-county land application sites, rather than fight the public opposition.

Other Counties - Tri-TAC is a technical advisory committee made up of representatives from the League of California Cities, CASA, and CWEA. Over the years, Tri-TAC has proactively worked with Counties throughout California to develop reasonable ordinances. Excerpts from a recent Tri-TAC Land Committee report describing the history and current status of biosolids management ordinances for Kern, Kings, San Luis Obispo, and Riverside California counties are provided below.   These excerpts are intended to provide a history of recent developments in local biosolids regulations in California.[image: image1.wmf]Ban on Land Application
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Kern County – - Kern County developed an ordinance that banned land application of all but Exceptional Quality biosolids by January 1, 2003. The Southern California Alliance of POTWs (SCAP) and several major POTWs in Southern California tried unsuccessfully to influence provisions of the ordinance. Controversial provisions include: $8,000/year fee, $3.37/ton road impact fee, soil sampling every 40 acres, dioxin concentrations must be below 10 ppb, no Class B application after January 2003, and 10 mph wind limit for spreading. Exceptional Quality biosolids products (including compost and heat-dried pellets) are exempt from the provisions of the ordinance.

A draft negative declaration (County of Kern (R0027)) for the adoption of the ordinance began circulation on August 13, 1999. The Board of Supervisors met on October 5, 1999 and adopted the Negative Declaration. The Board adopted the ordinance on October 13, 1999 and it became effective on January 1, 2000. The ordinance has stringent requirements for soils background monitoring (which may include every 40 acres for dioxins, PCBs, phosphorus, potassium, etc). Some tests are annual, and some are once every three years.

Orange County Sanitation District (OCSD), the City of Los Angeles, Los Angeles County Sanitation District (LACSD), CASA, and SCAP filed a lawsuit against the new Ordinance on November 8, 1999. On December 7, 1999, a motion was filed to transfer the case out of Kern County. The judge agreed to move the trial to Tulare County. 

Kern County then filed a lawsuit against the agencies applying biosolids in the county for failing to perform an adequate EIR before application began. The judge in the case ruled that Kern County complied with CEQA requirements during the development of the ordinance. The judge also ruled that the agencies had complied with CEQA. The following summarizes the Court’s tentative ruling:

· The ordinance does not violate commerce laws since the application of the ordinance is only within unincorporated lands which reflects the constitutional limits on Kern County’s police powers.  Therefore, it is not discriminatory with regards to interstate commerce.

· The ordinance does not conflict with state and federal regulations “permitting” application of biosolids since the current regulations expressly authorize the local regulation of biosolids.

· The impact fees are valid and enforceable since the County needed only to demonstrate a reasonable relationship between fees to be charged and the estimated cost of the service program.

Kern County released a new draft ordinance that regulates Class A, EQ biosolids and continues to ban Class B biosolids.  The ordinance includes provisions for permitting, reporting, testing and inspection.  A public hearing on the proposed ordinance is conducted in November 2002. These additional requirements will also have an adverse effect on reuse fees charged for the agricultural land application throughout California.

A Tulare County Superior Court Judge has enjoined CASA and its fellow petitioners from pursuing a challenge to Kern County's 2002 ordinance prohibiting land application of biosolids in Kern County.  Superior Court. Judge Paul Vortmann, who upheld the County's 1999 ordinance against a similar challenge, ruled that the new lawsuit should not go forward until resolution of the appeals of the earlier decision. CASA, along with the SCAP and several individual wastewater agencies, filed a CEQA challenge in January to the revised ordinance.

CASA and the other petitioners argued against the injunction, noting that while the issue presented in the 2003 suit is similar to the claim in the 1999 lawsuit, the two ordinances are not one and the same. In adopting the 2002 ordinance, the County rescinded the existing ordinance, established a separate administrative record, and took a different approach to CEQA compliance. Superior Court. Judge Vortmann disagreed. Applying the rule of concurrent jurisdiction, the judge found that allowing the suit to proceed would impose a threat to the judgment in the Tulare County suit, because a final judgment in the first suit would have collateral estoppel or res judicata effect on the second case. In light of the judge's ruling, the parties are proceeding with briefing the issues on appeal.

The Kern Food Growers Against Sewage Sludge raised numerous "concerns" regarding the use of Class A Exceptional Quality biosolids in Kern County in a letter sent to the Kern County Water Resources Committee. The Kern County Water Resources Committee is in the process of reviewing technical information and presentations on the use of Class A Exceptional Quality biosolids over useable groundwater (defined as groundwater having <1,000 ppm TDS) in Kern County in order to give a recommendation to the Kern County Board of Supervisors on further regulatory requirements.

On August 18th, 2003 the Kern County Water Resources Committee Biosolids Task Force held a meeting in order to have the Kern Water Agency (KWA) make a presentation on the state of the groundwater in the San Joaquin Valley portion of Kern County. After brief introductions, detailed maps were presented by KWA staff that showed the following:

· Water district boundaries,

· Historical, and current biosolids application areas,

· Shallow groundwater (perched, saline),

· Soil permeability (in/hr),

· Soil salinity (mmhos/cm),

· Soil pH,

· Soil clay content (%),

· Groundwater quality in the unconfined aquifer in TDS (mg/l),

· Groundwater quality in the contained aquifer in TDS (mg/l),

· Depth to groundwater, and

· Groundwater elevation above sea level (Spring 2000, a somewhat high year due to banking, etc.)

The KWA is concerned about the potential impact(s) of the use of Class A/EQ biosolids over the "multi billion dollar" water banking areas in Kern County. Specifically, their concern is over areas in the Kern River fan, the Semitropic area and the Arvin Edison area. These three areas happen to include all of the four existing Class A/EQ biosolids permitted sites. KWA wants a biosolids management policy (ordinance amendment) developed that protects their groundwater resource. KWA suggested that such a policy would include requirements that Class A/EQ biosolids sites not be permitted in areas with shallow groundwater, areas adjacent to groundwater recharge basins, or areas with high soil permeability. In general terms, such areas where the use of Class A/EQ biosolids would be appropriate (with exceptions) would be west of Interstate 5.

The KWA is not openly opposed to having the existing ~10,000 permitted acres (all of which would not meet the suggested permitting requirements for new sites) be "grandfathered" as acceptable under an amended ordinance. KWA staff had long talks with the MWD, their water banking customer, about this issue. It appears that the MWD staff supports KWA's grandfathering concept in order to protect the groundwater quality while keeping the existing biosolids operations going.

KWA stated that caution is needed when using biosolids over useable groundwater, but that "most of the evidence" presented to the Kern County Water Resources Committee shows that there is no mobility of contaminants found in biosolids, i.e., the contaminants are bound up by the soil. The evidence provided by the biosolids generators was persuasive, but KWA also stated that there is not enough Kern County-specific research on biosolids reuse and its impact on groundwater.

It was stressed that groundwater data on existing biosolids sited in Kern County was important to KWA. Fortunately, a large amount of groundwater data on the City of L.A.'s biosolids land application site was available due to monitoring requirements for use of the City of Bakersfield's effluent on the City of L.A.'s site. This groundwater data has shown that there is no adverse impact on groundwater from the use of biosolids (and effluent) at that site. The City of LA has also committed $200,000 this year alone for additional research at their site. Blake Sanden (Kern County UC Cooperative Extension) acknowledged OCSD's financial support for his Kern County research on nitrogen mineralization. Nevertheless, the Kern Food Growers Against Sewage Sludge want the Kern County Water Resources Committee to make a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors for additional groundwater monitoring for a variety of potential contaminants.

Beyond the groundwater issues, KWA claims that they are looking for a reasonable solution that considers both the food growers and the biosolids generators’ needs. Specifically, they believe that a clear definition of the criteria for future sites should be developed by Kern County. Dave Price, Director of the Kern County Resource Management Agency, said that he believed that the County had taken "prudent steps" with biosolids management. He said that if Kern County made a mistake with the regulation of biosolids the impact on the groundwater asset could be costly, thus the County should have an "extra level of care to err on the side of caution." Mr. Price went on to say that he was hopeful that since the County began on the biosolids regulatory process back in 1996 that more federal and state research would have been performed to answer some of the uncertainties, which has not been the case. If more information becomes available in the future, Kern County will look at the data for potential biosolids ordinance amendment(s). He stated that for ~10,000 acres that this effort "has not been worth staff's time" and that "fighting this battle [in the courts] inconclusively doesn't make sense."

As a result, Mr. Price wants to have the Kern County Water Resources Committee's recommendation result in an ordinance revision (if any) that will have longevity (he doesn't want to revisit the biosolids issue again). In effect, Mr. Price said that both sides "fought to a draw" and he wants a "twin approach" that has both a "containment strategy and a research strategy." Mr. Price suggested to maintain the existing Kern County Class A/EQ ordinance with existing sites grandfathered and no new applications for permits for Class A/EQ biosolids land application sites on areas of concern to the KWA (as listed above). Mr. Price also said that if exiting sites are in areas that are "sensitive" more groundwater monitoring may be required. The next step in this process will take place at the September 8th meeting of the Kern County Water Resources Committee. At this meeting, it is expected that a summary of the Kern County Water Resources Committee's Biosolids Task Force meetings will be completed and a recommendation to the Board of Supervisors will be voted upon. Any suggestions on a final recommendation to the Board of Supervisors should be provided to Mr. Price in ample time prior to this meeting in order for Mr. Price to give it proper consideration.

Finally, Mr. Price reassured the Kern County Water Resources Committee that he did not anticipate that more biosolids would be sent to Kern County. The basis for this assurance was that no additional land had been permitted in Kern County over the past several months and that the large municipalities were pursuing other biosolids management options as part of their long-term biosolids management plans that did not have Kern County as the final use location for their biosolids products.

Kings County – In 2000, Kings County, which has 23,0000 acres of land permitted for biosolids application, implemented local regulation of biosolids. The Kings County Agricultural Commissioner initially proposed a form of agreement between his office and the two permitted land application sites to allow local inspection and record keeping. Kings County circulated a draft ordinance among staff, which allowed land application of Class B biosolids. The draft ordinance did restrict biosolids application to sites in only a portion of the County and at least 2 miles away from schools and sensitive receptors.  The Kings County Agricultural Commissioner held a meeting with the Kings County Farm Bureau, County Counsel, biosolids appliers, and water interests on September 2000 to discuss the ordinance.

The ordinance was drastically changed and banned Class B biosolids in February 2003. The current ordinance allows for the use of Class A EQ biosolids until February 2006 and then only composted Class A EQ biosolids will be allowed. This ordinance was adopted pending completion of CEQA documentation. A lawsuit was filed against the ordinance on November 16, 2001 after an appeal to the Board of Supervisors by OCSD for a time extension on their permit was denied.

The court found in favor of the County and the ordinance. The court decision on the adequacy of the CEQA compliance document was appealed. 

McCarthy Farms, a land applier in Kings County, submitted a request for a Class B permit extension. This request was withdrawn by McCarthy Farms pending a tour of the ranch by the Kings County Supervisors. The Board of Supervisors recently denied the McCarthy Farms requests to extend the application of Class B biosolids. A request for a stay was filed for this action. 

Tule Ranch, another land applier in Kings County, challenged the County’s use of an exemption from CEQA in the adoption of its biosolids ordinance. On December 17, 2002 the Court of Appeals ruled against Tule Ranch.

Riverside County - In response to complaints and local demonstrations during biosolids land application at some sites, Riverside County is considering a revision of their ordinance that could possibly ban Class B biosolids. Regulators, generators, and appliers are meeting to address and resolve the issues. 

On March 20, 2001, after almost three hours of testimony, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors (Board) postponed their vote on two biosolids related agenda items: (1) the approval of the Riverside County Health Services Agency’s report on the “Health Effects Related to the use of Pesticides and Sewage Sludge” (Report), and (2) the proposed prohibition of land application of biosolids on County owned land. The Report affirmed that the existing regulations provided adequate health and safety measures to protect the citizens of Riverside County finding that “[t]he minimal risk of disease transmission or causation makes the adoption of any additional mitigation, up to and including a full ban, a policy decision based on the quality of life issues as opposed to a public health necessity.” The Report also determined that the quality of life issues “apply equally to the similar uses of manure.” Subsequent to the Report, Riverside County staff concluded that virtually all complaints attributed to biosolids were the result of manure use.

The Board instructed staff to form a “Blue Ribbon Committee” to address the issues surrounding the land application of biosolids. The Committee was limited to eight individuals, formed by the Board, from a pool of representatives of the Riverside County Farm Bureau, scientists from the University of California at Riverside, Riverside County regulators, concerned citizens and the biosolids industry. It is anticipated that the committee will provide a report to the Board within sixty days of its formation.

The “Blue Ribbon Committee” was to look at two issues: (1) a ban on land application of biosolids on publicly owned land and (2) a review of the Health Department Report. A preliminary report was due out of the group by June 5 2001 with the final due June 15, 2001. A draft ordinance banning land application of Class B biosolids was made available October 24, 2001. 

Staff implemented a policy requiring half-mile setback of application of Class B material from all buildings. This effectively implemented a ban on all but 600 acres in the County. The final ordinance banning land application of Class B biosolids has been enacted. Land application in the County has ceased except for some in-County Class A solar dried biosolids. The Ordinance banning Class B biosolids land application was adopted in November 2001.

In response to local anti-biosolids activist comments on the National Academy of Science (NAS) biosolids Report, the Riverside County Board of Supervisors directed its Community Health Agency to review the NAS Report and to report back on August 13, 2002 on the Report’s implications with regard to land application of biosolids in Riverside County.

Specifically, staff recommended: 

1. That the prohibition of the land application of Class B biosolids, instituted under Riverside County Ordinance No. 812, and codified as County Code Chapter 8.129 remain in effect, and

2. Riverside County Ordinance No. 812, codified as County Code Chapter 8.129, be amended, or an additional Ordinance be developed, to prohibit the land application of bulk (un-bagged) quantities of all Class A material.

In its staff report, Riverside County stressed that “additional scientific work is needed to reduce persistent uncertainty about the potential for adverse human effects from exposure to biosolids. There have been anecdotal allegations of disease, and many scientific advances have occurred since the Part 503 Rule was promulgated. To assure the public and to protect public health, there is a critical need to update the scientific basis for the rule to (1) ensure that the chemical and pathogen standards are supported by current scientific data and risk assessment methods, (2) demonstrate effective enforcement of the 503 rule, and (3) validate the effectiveness of biosolids management practices”.

“In Summary [Riverside County stated]: 

1. We are unable to determine that the practice is safe, 

2. We are unable to determine that the practice is unsafe, unhealthy or is otherwise responsible for public health impacts,

3. Standards must be developed using currently accepted, up-to-date scientifically valid analytical methods.”

The staff report went on to say “while there are a wide variety of processes that can be used to achieve Class A standards, none reduce heavy metals or chemicals; and with regard to the adequacy of the chemical risk analysis, the Report makes no distinction between Class A and Class B biosolids. Absent other restrictions, there is a real potential that past or future applications of Class A biosolids may include harmful chemicals for which the standards have not been established using current risk analysis standards, or for which standards were never adopted.” 

During the public comment period, the Board heard from several speakers in opposition to a ban on Class A biosolids. No anti-biosolids comments were made. The speakers represented Synagro, Coachella Water District, the City of Corona, the Riverside County Farm Bureau, the University of Arizona (Dr. Chuck Gerba), Industrial Recycling Services, and Precision Soil Products. The speakers stressed waste diversion, lack of biosolids management options, increase in truck traffic, adverse impact on business, increased costs, etc. The Board, especially Supervisor Buster, was concerned over the importation of Class A biosolids and stressed that each county should manage its own biosolids.

The Board concurred with Staff’s first recommendation to continue the ban on the land application of Class B biosolids but continued for 180 days a decision on the second recommendation, pending additional review of the NAS report by a yet to be assembled committee to be chaired by Dr. Gary Feldman, Director of the Riverside County Community Health Agency. It is expected that Dr. Ian Pepper, microbiologist from the University of Arizona and a member of the 16-member NAS Report team will be on Dr. Feldman’s committee. As with the Class B biosolids committee, the committee to consist of members from farming, local POTWs, anti-biosolids activist, Synagro, Riverside County staff, and academia.

A Class A ordinance has been developed by a committee made up of farmers, scientists, biosolids producers. The committee worked together to develop revisions to the ordinance. The ordinance has a tiered approach based on the nuisance odors generated from the Class A biosolids to be land applied. Staff and the committee took the proposed ordinance to the Board of Supervisors on May 13, 2003 and it was adopted.

San Luis Obispo County - The San Luis Obispo County Board of Supervisors has instituted a process to develop an ordinance for land application of biosolids. The Board has established a committee made up of 27 individuals including County Staff, Cal Poly academicians, farmers, business leaders, and several from a group in opposition to biosolids land application. They have hired several consultants to work with them in the preparation of this ordinance.

The County Department of Environmental Health is charged with putting out regulations of land application of biosolids. They have put together a panel that is very divided and covers the range from anti-biosolids activists to land appliers. 

The recommendations of the panel will allow biosolids land application with some restrictions beyond the current requirements. The recommendations should allow reuse of all biosolids generated within the County on existing sites until a formal ordinance is prepared and adopted. The recommendations were presented to the Board of Supervisors on March 12, 2002. 

In the mean time, staff has prepared a draft interim ordinance that has been circulated once for review. This interim ordinance, which sunsets in one year, limits land application to Class A EQ biosolids only and limits the amount that can be applied to 2,500 cubic yards a year.

South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) Rule 1133.2

The SCQAMD regulates air quality in Los Angeles, Orange, and Riverside counties and the southern portion of San Bernardino County.  Because air quality in the SCAQMD basin is severely degraded, this district is seen as a leader in developing new air quality regulations. Many rules promulgated by the SCAQMD are often copied for use in other air districts.  Therefore, it is important to track developments of the SCAQMD since they are a reasonable forecast of future developments in other areas, including Santa Barbara County.

On January 13, 2003, the SCAQMD adopted Rule 1133.2 to control emissions from composting and wood chipping/grinding operations in the basin.  The purpose of this rule is to reduce volatile organic compounds (VOC) and ammonia (NH3) emissions from co-composting operations. This rule applies to all new and existing co-composting operations.

New composting facilities - The rule requires operators of new co-composting operations to conduct composting operations inside an enclosure that includes adequate ventilation such that no measurable increase over background levels of ammonia or hydrocarbons occur outside the enclosure.  In addition, all curing must be conducted using an aeration system that operates under negative pressure for no less than 90 percent of its blower operating cycle.  Exhaust from the enclosure and the aeration system must be vented to an emissions control system designed and operated with a control efficiency equal to or greater than 80 percent, by weight, for VOC emissions and 80 percent, by weight, for ammonia emissions.

In lieu of complying with the requirements listed above, operators of new co-composting operations may submit a compliance plan, for the approval of the SCAQMD, that demonstrates an overall emission reduction of 80 percent, by weight, for VOC emissions and 80 percent, by weight, for ammonia emissions from the baseline emission factors.

Existing composting Facilities - Operators of existing co-composting operations must submit a compliance plan, for the approval of the SCAQMD, that demonstrates an overall emission reduction of 70 percent, by weight, for VOC emissions and 70 percent, by weight, for ammonia emissions from the baseline emission factors.

Permits and periodic compliance testing of VOC and ammonia control devices are required for new and existing facilities.  All new facilities must be compliant upon startup.  A compliance schedule is provided in the Rule for existing facilities.

1.4.6 Biosolids Reuse and Disposal Trends 

There are several issues that may impact the future of a long-term biosolids management program.  This section summarizes issues that may impact future biosolids management, including regulatory trends, legislation, costs, joint use projects, facility siting issues, and the trend towards information sharing. 

Regulatory Trends

Restrictive County Ordinances - The most significant trend impacting current biosolids management programs is the imposition of severe restrictions or complete bans on Class B land application by counties throughout California.  County governments have enacted regulations based on negative public perception, nuisance odors, and uncertainty about health and environmental impacts despite a lack of scientific evidence to indicate that land application of biosolids is unsafe.  A judge in one court case stated in his ruling that “there is substantial evidence to support the validity of the findings reached by the EPA in its development of the federal regulations (Title 40, Part 503 of the Code of Federal Regulations).” However, judges have also upheld the counties’ right to impose more restrictive regulations, as allowed in the Federal regulations.  

Some counties have indicated that they may consider bans on land application of Class A biosolids.  However, it is anticipated that in the future some counties will preclude the land application of Class A biosolids in liquid or cake form, but most counties will allow the beneficial reuse of Class A biosolids products with a higher solids content, such as compost or heat-dried pellets.

Some local decision makers are not convinced that the Federal and State regulations adequately protect public health and safety.  There is concern by some counties that private firms currently managing the application of dewatered biosolids cake on a contract basis with public agencies may not be operating in accordance with the regulations. There is also concern that oversight of the industry is insufficient. Though the overall performance of the private sector has been good, there have unfortunately been some problems with private land appliers that have supported the arguments favoring stricter regulations. 

In certain areas, county governments have been influenced by concerns of local farm bureaus.  Though the farm bureaus may not have concerns about the safety of using biosolids, they are sometimes concerned about the negative stigma attached to biosolids and the impact it could have on national and global agricultural markets.  In fact, some packaging exists that showcases the fact that the product was not grown on land amended with biosolids.  As the farming industry faces challenges associated with the management of manure and other organic wastes, opportunities for co-composting facilities may help gain the support of certain farm bureaus. 

Though evidence exists that proper land application of Class B biosolids can be beneficial to the environment and improve crop yields, it is clear that the trend of prohibiting Class B land application is continuing.  It appears that higher levels of biosolids processing will be required if land application is to continue in California.  

Some counties may be more receptive to land application of Class A biosolids cake (or even Class B) if the site is owned and operated by the public agency involved.  Ownership of the site by a public agency, including the holding of applicable permits, may mitigate some of the concerns raised by the performance of private land appliers.

Trends in State and Federal Legislation

Though there is no active legislation that would significantly impact the reuse of biosolids.  However, the issues raised by counties, biosolids producers and land appliers have resulted in development of several proposed bills over the past few years.  Some of the proposed bills included provisions that would make land application more difficult.  Other proposed bills would have strengthened the ability to land apply.  Most of these bills failed due to limited political support.  

As county restrictions on biosolids reuse continue to grow, it is anticipated that biosolids producers will seek solutions through legislation.  Future proposed legislation may involve a five year moratorium on future County ordinances and requirements that local agencies regulate land use and not the product.  The five year moratorium would provide time to resolve issues between counties and biosolids producers, while enabling the continuation of environmentally sound land application programs.  Biosolids producers may also choose to pursue legislation that would preempt counties from imposing quality restrictions on biosolids that are more stringent than established State requirements. 

Cost Trends

The costs of biosolids management are going up.  In 1992, the average cost in California for the hauling and land application of biosolids was approximately $35 to $40 per wet ton.  As more contract management options became available, the cost dropped significantly and typical costs held fairly steady at approximately $25 per wet ton from 1996 through 2000.  As more stringent ordinances are developed and siting becomes more difficult, the average costs are creeping back up to $35 per ton.  Costs are projected to climb higher as Class B land application sites in California are closed.  This will result in additional transportation and treatment costs. To reduce biosolids management costs, many agencies are focusing on improved dewatering capabilities.  Many agencies moved from centrifuges to belt dewatering presses in the late 1980s due to energy savings.  The current trend is back toward centrifuges, or retrofitting of belt presses, to produce a drier biosolids cake. Drier cake may reduce hauling costs and odor potential. The cost of biosolids management is now outweighing the extra energy costs associated with centrifuges or other alternatives that reduce moisture content.

Trends in Joint Use Projects

Projects that include recycling of a variety of organic materials such as biosolids, green waste, and animal manure are being implemented.  Since these projects meet the needs of multiple stakeholders, such as the landfills when considering green waste management, there may be a greater opportunity to obtain local support.

Trends in Information Sharing and Self Improvement Within the Industry

A very positive trend in the industry is the desire of biosolids producers, Federal and State regulators, and private biosolids recyclers to work together to strengthen the performance and image of the industry.  Several joint efforts have been introduced over the past several years that will strengthen public confidence and reduce the potential for problem projects that negatively impact the entire industry. Examples of these joint efforts are provided below:

· The National Biosolids Partnership (US EPA, AMSA, and WEF) and the development of Environmental Management Systems for biosolids described above.  

· SCAP’s Standard Request for Proposals and Contract Provisions that can be used to select reputable biosolids management contractors.

· CWEA’s Manual of Good Practice that provides proven guidance for the safe reuse of biosolids.

· CWEA certification programs for biosolids land appliers that provide indications of an appliers understanding of the rules, regulations, and management practices required for well-managed facilities.

With the support of all of its member agencies, CASA has hired a Biosolids Program Manager.  The Biosolids Program Manager is responsible for developing CASA’s statewide biosolids program to successfully realize the following mission:

· Promote the environmentally sound recycling of biosolids in California;

· Foster cooperation among governmental agencies, regulators, private corporations, the agricultural community, and the general public in the management of biosolids; 

· Develop and maintain a system for sharing information between public and private stakeholders; 

· Sponsor/support university research to develop knowledgeable stakeholders; and,

· Help avoid county biosolids recycling land application bans and minimize costs while advocating environmentally sound biosolids management practices that benefit the people of California.  
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Status of County Ordinances and Regulations Regarding Land Application of Biosolids in California�(CASA, 2003)








� Refer to Section 1.4.1 for a definition of Class B.


� Refer to Section 1.4.1 for a definition of Class A.


� CFR = Code of Federal Regulations.
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