Tri-TA\C

September 10, 1989

Todd Thompson

State Water Resources Control Board
901 P Street

Sacramento, CA 95814

SUBJECT: Comments on the Draft Statewide General Waste Discharge
Requirements and the Draft Environmental Impact Report

Dear Mr. Thompson,

The California Association of Sanitation Agencies (CASA), Tri-TAC, and the
Southemn California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment Works (SCAP},
{collectively, the Associations) are California-based assaciations of public
wastewater colfection and treatment agencies. CASA represents 87 member
agencies, both large and small, that coilectively serve sorme 15 million
Califernians. Tri-TAC is a technical advisory committee representing California
municipal wastewater management agencies that together treat and recliaim
more than two billion gallons of wastewater each day. Tri-TAG is sponsored by
the League of Cities, CASA, and the California Water Environment Assogiation.
SCAP is a non-profit professional organization representing 52 member
agencies in southern Caiifornia. The Associations’ mission is te work with
regional, state, and faderal regulatory agencies ¢n matters relating to pubiicly-
owned treatment works (POTWS). Their goal is to improve the overail
effectivenass of envircnmental programs and ensure that regulations affecting
POTWs in California are reasonable and in ihe public’s best interest,

The Associations appreciate this opportunity to review and comment on the
Statewide Biosolids General Order and its associated Draft Environmentai
Impact Report (EIR). This letter is being sent to demonstrate the Associations'
support for the State Water Resources Control Board's {(SWRCB) effort to
develop a reascnable, science-based General Order that will allow for the
cantinued land application of biosolids in an environmentally safe manner without
overly burdensome regulatory requirements.
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Biosclids reuse has besn shown to bs a positive environmental force that is strengly
encouraged by the USEPA and environmental graups that lock at the whote
environmental picture. It is the only fertilizer/soil amendment application process that
requires agronomic rates of nitrogen application to prevent groundwater nitrate
contamination - one of the major water quality issues in California. Biosaolids reuse
reducas the waste of organic matter and rapid filling of our landfills. The SWRCB
should continue to support responsible biosolids reuse with science-based efforts such
as the General Order and EIR.

The Associations agree strongly with the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA),
which states that “[a]rgument, speculation, unsubstantiated opinion or nairative,
evidence which is clearly inaccurate ar efronzgus, or evidence of social or economic
impacts which do not contribute ta, or are not caused by, physical impacts an the
environment, is not substantial evidence, Substantial evidence shall include facts,
reasonable assumptions predicated upon facits, and expert opinion supported by facts,”
The Associations strongly believe that there is N0 substantial evidence, in light of the
whole record, that biosolids tand application will have g significant adverse effect on
the environment. The Associations believe that the Final EIR shouid conclude that

the opponent's concerns related to biosolids land application are based on
distortedfinaccurate public perception and not scientific facts.

According to CEQA, the SWRCB's regulatory requirements in the General Order must
be based on substantial evidence and not on negative public perception of biosolids
recycling. Thus, all references to public percaption concerns should be deleted from
the Draft General Order, The SWRCB should refrain from imposing requirements
without a scientific basis except where science may not apply and best professional
judgment would be appropriate. For instance, best professional judgment may be
appropriate for establishing requirements related to nuisance grevention, such as
buffer zones and housekeeping requirements, Any subjective requirements should
also be avoided.

The Associations continue to racommend that the SWRCB limit the applicability of the
General Order to only Class A and Class B biosolids, and adopt a waiver process for
Exceptional Quality (EQ) biosolids similar to that adopted by the Central Valley
Regional Water Quality Control Board. As currently written, the Draft General Order
will subject the use of biosolids compast and other EQ biosolids "products” to this
permit, potentially resulting in a marketing disadvantage for those high quality products.
Such an economic disadvantage may ultimately thwart efforts to create and reuse
higher quality biosolids. If the SWRCB intends to maintain this overly inclusive
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approach, the potential environmental impact of increased reguiation of EQ biosolids
needs to be studied as a part of the EIR scoping process.
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The Asscciations, on behalf of their membar agencies, respectiully submit the attac_:hed
comments on the Draft General Order and the Draft EIR for yaur consideration during
the development of the Generai Order and Finai EIR. Should you have any questions,

please coniact Layne Baroldi at {714) 593-7456.
/W D ozee
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Associations' Comments on the /99

STATE WATER RESOURCES CONTROL 80ARD WATER QUALITY ORDER
NQ, XX-XXX-DWQ

GENERAL WASTE DISCHARGE REQUIREMENTS FOR THE DISCHARGE
OF BIOSOLIDS TO LAND FOR USE AS A SOIL AMENDMENT IN
AGRICULTURAL, SILVICULTURAL, HORTICULTURAL, AND LAND
RECLAMATION ACTIVITIES (GENERAL QRDER)

General Comments on the SWRCB General Order {Appendix A}

Michael D. Moore Ann Briggs
CASA Land Subcommittee  Tri-TAC Land Committes SCAP Bicsolids Commiltes
Chair : Co-Chair Co-Chair

LB:wh
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c: James M. Stubchaer, SWRCBS Board Chair
Mary Jane Forster, SWRCB Board Member
John W, Brown, SWRCB Board Member
Arthur G. Baggett, Jr., SWRCB Board Member
Michael D. Rushion, Jones and Stokes
Michael F. Dillon, CASA Executive Directar
Staven Majoewsky, CASA President
Phil Bobel, Tri-TAC Chair
Michael D. Moore, Tri-TAC Land Committse Co-Chair
Robert Gillstte, Tri-TAC Land Committee Co-Chair
Layne T. Baroidi, CASA Land Committes Chair
Ann Briggs, SCAP Biosolids Committee Co-Chair
Mike Sullivan, SCAP Biosalids Committee Co-Chair

The £/29 version of the State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB)
GO for land application of biosolids has been developed as a basis for a
siatewide EIR. The EIR is requirsd becauss of 3 SWRCEB finding that the
negafive declaraticns prapared by the Central Valley and Lahontan
RWQCBs for their General Orders and Excepticnal Quality (EQ) Waiver
were not adequats. A court upheld this finding. The whole EIR procass
will be subject to close public scrutiny.  Therefore, the SWRCB should
refrain from using raquirements withaut a scientific basis (¢.g., regulation
of EQ biosolids bacause of adverse public perception) except where
science may not apply and best profassional judgsment wouid, such as
nuisance prevention {e.g., buffers, housekeeping, stc. for odar coniraf).

The SWRCS drsit GO regulates Class 8 biosolids and Class A biosolids
which are not EQ, and certain £Q biosolids because “... public accaptancs
to large scale uses has indicated the nead for oversight at this time,
regardfess of the actual threat to water quality...”. The criteria used to
determine which EQ hiosolids applications would be permittad and wiich
would not be permitted appears arbitrarily based on biosolids content of
the material, loading rate, and area of application.

Application of bicsolids shouid not be basad on perception. Further, it
seems appropriatz that the SWRGR should develop regulatory guidelines
that parallel the baszline that was initially posed to the court (i.e., a GO for
non-EQ biosolids and an EQ Waiver} and allow the CEQA process to
determine whathar £Q biosolids require additicnal regulaticn. The
Associations recommend that the GO be restricted only to non-EQ
biosolids. Gtherwisz, all use of compost and othar "praducts" will be
subject to this permit, which will result in a marketing disadvantage for
these products and may ultimately thwart efforts to reuse higher quality
piosolids.

The Associalions bsiieve that the implementation of any or ail of the
fellowing comments and recommendations would not changs the GO
sufficiantly to raquirs a recirculation of a Oraft EIR.
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Specific Comments on the SWRCB General Order {Appendix A}

Page 2, Item 3. h. reads:

Page 1, tem 1. b.:

"All Exceptional Quality {£Q) biosolids-derived mixtures consisting of more
than or equal to 50 percent biosciids (dry weight) applied at mare than 10
dry tons per acra per year for use a5 a soil amendmenr_ to contmuous_
fields...." This phrase is missing frem 1b and inciuded in 1¢. Exceptional
Quality {EQ) bicsolids-derived mixtures consisting of more than or equal to
5C percent biosolids (dry weight) applied at more than 10 dry tons per acre
per year is also used as a scil amendment,

Page 2, Item 3. a. reads:

“Agriculturs: The practice, science, or art of using the scil for the
production of craps or.raising livestock for mar’s use.”

The Associaiions recommend the following revision: "Agricuiturg: The
practice, science, or art of using the soil for the produciion of_crops _a_ng/or
raising fivestock for rran's human usa.” Agriculture is not limitad to just
¢rop production or fivestock. “Man's” use may be intended to be all-
inclusive, but *human” is all-inclusive.

*Class B Biosolids: Biosolids mesting the pathogen reduction standards
specified in 40 CFR 503.32(b)."

The Associations recommend 1hé following revision: “Class B Biosolids:
Biosofids mesting the pathogen and veglor reduction standards and
mesting sollulion concaniration limits as spacified in 40 CFR 503.

Class B biosolids are defined by compliance with three requirements,
pathogen and vector reduction standards and pollution concentrations.
Without compliarice with all three requiremants, the material does not
achieve Class B biosolids status.

Page 3, Items 3. n. and q. reads:

“High Potential for Public Exposure Areas: Land located within one half
mife &f a deveioped border of a populated area.” and “Low Potential for
Public Exposurs Areas: Land not lacated within one half miie of a
developed border of a populatad area.”

The terms "developed border” and ‘populated area” are vague and need
further definition. "High Potential for Public Exposure Areas” is used in the
following sits restriction requiremant found in the General Order, on page
18, B, Discharge Specifications 7. b.:

2
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“After an applicaiion of biesolids in any field, the discharger shall ensure
the feliowing:
(2) For at least 12 months:
a, Public accass to the site is restricted for sites with a high
potential for public expesure;”

This use of the definition either confuses a high exposure area with a
buffer area or fails to realiza that araas with potential to be frequented oy
the public can be.mors than cne half mile from a populatad area and.
conversely, areas within one half mile of populated araas may not be
frequented by the public. Recommend revising the definiiion as follows:

“High Potential for Public Exposure Areas: Lardlocatod-withinona-half
mille-stadovalssod berdargi g pepdiatad-arse: Land andfor facilities thai
are gxpected fo pe frequanted by public such as a oark. school_afc’

Page 5, Findings, Item 3. ag.:

Shori-tarm storage: Biosolids storage sites used a ternporary holding
sacility for less than or equal to 7 days. The definition of fonger-term
storage states for more than 7 days o short-term storage should include
7 days.

Page 5, Item 3. ak. reads:

“Tailwater; Excass water discharged to surface water bedies resulting
from crop irrigation.”

The Associations racommand the following revision: "Taitwater- Excess
water dise o+ Yo ies resulting from crop irrigation."

Some farms have tailwater systems that return the water to ihe field; thus
no water is discharged to surface watar badies,

Page 8, Item 10.;

"The National Research Council established a committee to review tha
methods and procedures used by the USEPA while forming the basis of
the 40 CFR 503. The Naticnal Research Council's mambers are drawn
from the National Academy of Sciences, National Academy of
Enginesring, and the Institute of Medicine. Commitles members included
university professors from the schools of law, science, and agriculiure: a
state health ofiicial; a food industry professional: a professional from a
sanitation agency; and a professional consultant. After 5 three-year study
(stariing in 1993), the committee made some recommendations for
improvement but also stated: ‘Established numerical iimits on
concentration levels of pollutanis added to cropland by sivdge are
adequate to assure the safaty of craps preduced for human consumption.’

("
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As a result of the peer reviaw, monitaring for arganic chemicals and using A
fecal coliform testing [excluding salmenella testing] as a paramater for
determining Class A pathogen reductions is includad in this General
Crder.”

First, there is no Natienal Research Council (NRC) commitiee
recommendation to manitor bicsolids for erganic chemicals. The
recommendation is that EPA, when it conducts the second Nationas
Sewage Sludge Sludy, shouid strive to improve the integrity of the data by
using more consistent sampling and data-repariing methods in order to
show whether or nof toxic organic compounds ars present in biosolids at
concentrations ioc low to pose humanfanimal health and envirormental
risks.

49-14
{cont)

Next, the NRC racommendad the use of the facal califarm test in placs of
the Salmoneila tast, to deal with acceptable product quality. While ihe
SWRC8 may impose this restriction on non-compaest Class A biosolids, it
is outside the SWRCB's jurisdiction with respact to compost quality.
Corpost quatity Is regulated under the authority of the California
Integrated Water Management Board (CIWMB) through the composting
reguiations in Title 14, Chapter 3.1. The Associations recommend that
changes to product quality be uniformly instituiad there.

Page 9, Item 15, reads:

' “This General Order shall primarily apply to the land owner of sites using
biosclids, but may alse inciude, as determined oy thosa involved in the
operations, the individuals, companies, or municipalities iransporting and
placing the biosolids (Class A or Class B) and the land lessze in
conjunction with the landowner, ..”

It is not clear why tha GO will "primariiy apply to the landowner” since, in
many instances, the landownear does not directly manage the fand
application activities. The landownsr that is not the applier has chosen to
recaive an agricultural praduct and has contracted with the applier to
provide the product. It is recommendad that the GO apply primarily to the
applier and that the GO contain raguirements for the land owner and
lesses to certify that they agrae to use the material and that they
understand and agres to comply with alf sita restriciions required by
regulation. The Nofification of Site Restrictions form will accomplish this.
Also, itis not clear what is meant by the language “as determined by those
involved in the operations”,
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The Associations recommends to revise, as follows: “This General Qrder
shall primarily apply to = i t i i 1

i = = those. ag-n isns; the
individuals, companies, or municipalities transperiing-and angaved in the

v

placemeant of placinghe biosolids (Class A or Class B) gn fand for use as
a soit amendment (Aoolier). Such Applier is required to inform and otizin
ceriifications as aporooriate from other parties inciuding cengrarors.‘ )
transporters. Jandownzers and land lessees to salisfy sil requiraments of

this Order andthe-land-lesseairconjunctionwiththetandownar. .."

Page 13, Prohibitions, item A. 4.: y . »
Please state dsfinitively whethar municipalities are exern,qi from tha Sa._e
Watar Drinking Water and Toxic Em’orcamen; Act. Explain how this Act
applies to municipalities who generate biosclids.

Page 14, [tem 7. reads: _ ) _ o o
"Surface water runoif the permitted site resuliing from irrgation of sites to
which bicsolids has been applied is prehibited for 30 days after appilf:atlon
of biosclids if vegetation in the application area and along the path of
runofi does noi provide 33 feet of unmowed grass or simitar vegetaticn in
the applicaiion area and aiong the path of nunoff to prevent the movement
of biosolids from the application site.”

The Associations recommend the following revision: “From the per(nittt_ad
site, irrigation watar runoff shall be prehibited for 3[_) days after application
of biosolids if vegetatonia-t ication the appiled_area does not
provide a sefback of 33 faet of unmowed grass or similar ve:getatlon to
pravent the movement of biosalids from the application site.

The werding on the first statement was difficult to follow, and the
suggestion makes the slatement more concise.

Page 14, item 9. reads: _ _ o
“Application of Biasolids at rates in excess of tht_e nitrogen requirsments of
the vegetation may be allowed for soil re_clamahon p_rolects...A report
prepared by a Certified Agronomisi, Registered Agrfcuitu:al Engineer or
Registerad Civil Engineer providing this demonstration...

The Assaciations recommend the following revision: “Application of _
biosolids at ratas in axcess of the nitrogen requirements of the vegetation
may be allowed for soil reclamation projects... A report prepqred by &
Cerified Sgif Scientist, Certified Agronomist, Regls_tered Agncult_ural .
Engineer or Registered Civil Engineer praviding @hls demqr}stre_:hon._..
Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for prof_ess‘xonal certmc_anons for
agronomists and soil scientists alike. Soil scientists are qualified to
dstermine the ecclogical implications of a recommended agronomic rate.

p,
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Page 14, ltem 12. table:

Ceiling concentration (mgrky dry weight) levals are such that the Copper
cefling is 2,500 mg/kg and the lead calfing is 350 mg/kg. The Associations

recommend adjusting the ¢
basad limits sat forth within
ma/kg and lead 840 mg/kg

Page 15, ltem A. 14.:

opper and lead ceifing rates to the scientifically
40 CFR 503. Copper should then beg 4,300
en a dry-weight basis.

"Any visible airtorne Particuiates isaving the application site during
biesoiids applications or during incorporation ai the permitied site is

prohibited.”

Such a raquirement is an unrezsonabls burden on sites using biosolids as

a part of tha normal farming

practices. Dust migration off-site is normal in

4

any farming practice. The act of tand applying biosolids and tilling fislds
creates dust that may migratz off site. No such rzquiremant is placad
upon sites using other nutrisnt sources, such as manuraes. Biosolids

particulates are axtramely u

nlikely to leave the site with normal dust

generaied during agriculiural practices dus to the maisture content in

biosofids (typically batwean
shortly thersafter). The Sw|

70% to 80% water when appiied and tiflad
RCB’s mission “to prasarve and enhance the

=fit of present and future generations” is not

furtherad by this requirement. Nuisance |aws and Air Pellution Control
District rules pravide adequate regulaticn.

Page 15, Item A. 15.;
"The application of biosafids
€rosion or washout offsite is

Please deiine the criteria for

in areas where biosalids arg subject to
prohibitad.”

datermining whether a site is Subject {0

erosion or washout, Specify which government agency establishies such

Page 15, ltem B, 1.

"All biosolids subject to this Genaral Order shall comply with the applicabie

Pathagen reduction standard

s [isted in 40 CFR 503.32. In addition o

thase standards, ait biosolids meeting Class A standards shall not have a
maximum fscai coliform concentration greater than 1,000 MPN per gram

of biosoiids "

In additicn to previous comm
established pathogen reduct

ents, both the USEPA and the CIMMB hava
on standards in compost, that allows the usa \4
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of sither a Saimonella or fecal coliform Iimil._ Itis recqmmenaed tha}térze
SWRCB exempts compost from this regulation or patmon Ehe CIWE : ;0
change the limii for all composis. if the SWRCB cheosas {o purs:, he
regulation of pathogans in bioseiids, _the Assqcrahon_s reiqmr?egstiiuticn
including provisions in the GO that MII aliow for the mcluao su Stiutio
of acceptable Class A pathogen testing rnet_hods and s.andggx (“r.'\gd”
revised Safmonella test mathod upon adoption by the U.S. . &
approval of the SWRCB).

Page 15, ltem B. 4.:

USEPA’s 40 CFR 503 requirement for the tra_cking of meta!s_bgsed c‘m t
cumulative loading limits {Table 2) is misqpp.il‘ed hr_are. .Part _:,O.: F(’J:fv{?r?
require metals tc be tracked jor high quality biosolids (l.e:, b:_oso id A
metals concentrations less than Part 503 Table 3 csnc..entr.ahons)_. D e
scientifically darived risk-basad rule should nol be applied in a sgzjz..c.k~
manner. For axample, including backgrognd metals v_vhen USEI. : oma
into consideration existing background_sonif metals when dave olpnf_mge e
cumulative loading fimits. USEPA’s scuentmc_basns fg( the cumg al;(V
loadings were to be attributed solefy to _bmmilds additions, not ag g

soils. Such inclusion of background soif metals by the SWRQB al_ Sit
excessive regulation. Also, the molybdenum cumulaiive Ioaclrllg |r2 i
should be removed from the General Crder due to the court ruling de o]
this limit from the federal ragulation.

The Associations recammend that the SWRCB usa Tables_z a;nd Jinthe
establishment of pollutant limits, per _Part 503, and let the Flna or this
Envircnmental irmpact Report detenfm|ne whether a_negg exlst_sc:icnn:= o
General Order fo become more stringant. W_hat sc_:enhnc daia odus e
SWRCB have to support this requirement of including background me

in the cumulative locading calculations?

Page 15, Item B. 4. Table:

Cumulative loadings (kg/ha) levels are sucr’l thf'at the molybdenum {evel is
18 kgiha. The Associations fecom_mend adjusting tr}e mcly_bqenduomCFR
cumulative lcading raies to the smen_tlﬁ'cally based limits _wﬂhm !

Part 503. Malybdenum should be eliminated from the table.

15, ltem 8. reads: . ) S
Page “If biosolids are applied 1o ground surfaces having @ slaps graater than ten

percent, a report, including an erosion control plarj, shallz‘oe praparedby a
Certified Agronomist, Registarad Agricultural Engingar..

The Associations recommend the following revision: *If bxosol;as:a:ea
applied to ground suraces having a slope greater than tneg gerc_cna;'tiﬁed
report, including an erosion contr_ol plan,' shall be prepare | Ey a‘ne:cvr X
Agrenemist, Cerdified Soif Scientist, Registered Agricultural Engineer...

A

«

49-22
{cont)

49-23

49.24

49-25




Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for profess_ionaé cerﬁﬁcg_iions far
agronomisis and soil scientists alike. Soil scientists are qualified to _
determine the ecalegical implications of & recommended agronomic ratz in
any envirenment. Erasion contral is a critical part of the soil science
curriculum.

Page 18, item 7. b. {1)(c): ) o
Animals ara not grazad for at least 30 days after apphc_atron. Based upen
the mitigation measures 4-2 and 5-2, this time frame will bg changed to 90
days with some conditions for 60 days if temperature requirements are
met. Provids the scientific basis for changing the grazing tlmes._ )
Comments in Chapier 4 and S support the risk assessment prowdeq in
40 GFR 3503 that indicates littla potential for pathogens to be transmiitad to
animals if grazed on sites applied with biosolids.

Page 17, Item 8. reads:
{b) 500 fest from domestic supply wells,
{f) 10 feet from agricultural buildings

The Associalions recammend:;
(b} 200 feel from domastic supply wells,
{f) Omit

Most septic systems {unireated effluent) are permitted to be |nstallgd )
within 200 feet from the house and well. As required by the GO, bivsolids
must mest strict quality standards to be eligible for tand apolication, arjd
are applied at agronomic ratas so as to minimize threatg ta watger quality.
The setbacks determined in this saction should be consistent with other
regulatory limits and the CWEA Manual of Good Practice for the

Agriculturs Land Aooliggtion of Siosolids.

Page 18, Item G.Vreads: ]
9 “Biosolids’ storage facilities that contain biosolids _betwgen Oc@oben:'1 and
April 30 shall be covered during periads of runoff inducing periods.

The Assaciations recommend the following revision: “Siosolids starace
facilities will be evaluated for storm water retention adeauacy on an
individual basis.”

Each site is unique in terms of focal climate, soils, zmount of biosolids to
be starad, runoff controls, sic.

Page 20, [temn 3. reads: _
“Also, the discharger shall nofify adjacent property owners with parcels
abutting the subjest land application site...”
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The Associations recommend that this requiramant be eliminated. Tha
GO requires a minimum ssiback distancs from adjacant proparty ownars.
The requirements of the GO are such that activities on the biosalids
applied site will not impact the adjacent properties.

Page 20, ltem 7.:
The dischargsr shall be responsicle for informing all bicsolids transportars
and growers using the site of the conditions cantained in this GO. Spacify
Who "grower” in this statement refers to, A definition for grower shoulc he
includzd in the Finding section.

Page 22, item 17.:
The statement that the discharger shouid notity the Office of Emergency
Services if thera is any noncompiiancs which may endanger human hazlth
or ihe environmani should not be the responsivility of the discharger. The
discharger is not qualified to make that type of assessment. The Rzagionai
Board should advisa the discharger that human health or the environmant
may be endangerad and inform the discharger to notify the Qffice of
Emergency Services or the Regisnal Board makes the notifications.

Comments Pre-Application Report Monftoring & Renorting Program

Report review can 2asily bacome a time burden for the regulatory review agency
On resource unlass clear and concise records of pertinent
information are kept, The CWEA Manual of Good Practice spent a good deal of
lime drawing from the expertise of land application practitieners in developing
standardized forms and methods of reporting for land application activities. The
Associations recommend that the Reperting Pragram be revised to reflect the
methods and forms contained in the CWEA Manual of Goad Practica.

The Associations also recommend that Pre-Application Reports only includa
information specific fo the upcoming biosolids application in that field. The
overall site information, sterage plan, erosian contral plan, and spill response
plan should be supplied in the NOJ since this infermation will remain consiant, or
will be updated as requirad.

The requirement for filing a separatz and complete Pre-Application Repor: for
each source of biosolids just serves to confuse overall site operations mulliple
Pre-Application reports may be needed to determine exactly how the program is

being conduciad.

The Associaiions suagast that clarification be mads in the firs: garsgraph zs lo
the frequancy of the required pre-application report {initial apolication. annually.
or ever?), specify whethar the entire report must be submitted for each
application of biosclids ta be applied to the site.
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Page 1, Site Location/Applier Dischargen
This section should be changed to be consistent with the GO terminoclegy
or the GO shouid be changed to uss "Applier" as defined in the Finding
saction. The word "Applier” should be used throughout the GO

Page 1, item 1. c. reads:
b. Siorage or staging areas

The Associations recommend revising as follows:

b. Storage erstaging-arsas. Omit staging arsas because staging areas
move within the applicable boundarias of the field, in order to avoid
compacting one specific area.

Page 2, Biosolids Source(s);
The Associations suggest ravising as follows: A-separats-Rez i
Report-"The section below must bs filled out for each different biosolids
source: Jf addifional space is required. cooy secfion and attach."

Page 2, item 2. reads:
"Description_ of treatment and how vector attraction reduction was
achigved:; !

The Assaciations suiggest: *Description of vector attraction reduciion
achievement: 7

Vecior attraction raduction may be achieved in the ﬁéld by &-hour
incerporation as per 40 CFR 503 and GO options.

Page 2, Item 3.;
The Constituent Cancantration Table in the Pre-Application Report is
confusing, Clarify whather sail sampiing is requirad per the table. Provide
the basis for requiring pH, fecal coliforms, PCBs, aldrinfdieidrin, serni-
volatile organics analyses. State how this data wilt be used and what
standards the data will be evaluated against. The table requires the
background soil concentrations for metals, nutrients, PCBs, and SOCs.
The Associations racommend that the PCB and SOC background levels
for sails be omitted from the requirement. These lests are very expensive
and no limits on PCBs and SOCs have besn established, thus the data
will be inconclusive. In addition, each EPA NPDES permit requirement
evaluates the required testing program.

Page 3, Iltem 4. Table contains:

Distancea to nearest water body.
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Land Use Zone and Site Zoning, Public Access Conirols, Runcif Controls, 149-41
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The Associations recommeand that aither Land Use Zone or Site Zoning be /]

used, and the others listed above be sliminated. Public controls are often
not necassary on ramots farm fields. Runoff sontrols, again, ara inharani
on the praject by applying guality biosolids at agronomic rates,
incorporation, and buffer zones. The distance to nearsst watar bodies
shouid be included on the mag if within buffer zone distance. If a creek
runs through the property, then the buifer zones must be markad on the
map, as per the GO.

Page 4, Ground Water Monitoring:

"For biesolids” application operations where minimum depth to ground
watsr is less than 25 fest, a ground water monitoring program consisting
of & minimum of thrae monitoring wells {one upgradient, two
downgradizsnt) for 2ach application area is required and shall be in place
prior to any apptication of biosolids if the discharger intands to apply
biosolids more than thrae times within a ten-year period al any particular
lecation, A report specifying location, canstruction, and development
details of ground watar monitoring wells shail be submitted to the RWQCB
prior to the installation. In addition, a mean sea level (MSL} reference
etevation shall be astablished for each well in order to determine water
elevations."

The Associations recommand the deletion of the groundwater-monitoring
program. The basis for requiring agronamic application rates in the first
placa is to pralact against groundwater degradation. It makes better
sense io emphasize the groundwater contamination prevention aspect of
any program by focusing on appropriate application rates. Additional
monitaring is unnecessary and will almost surely make beneficial use of
biosolids prohibitivaly axpensive for many sites, and force the usa of
chemical fertilizers which can be more susceptiblz io causing groundwater
contamination, but for which no such monitoring requirements arza
imposed.

Page 5, Biosolids Storage Plan:

"A biosolids’ storage plan must e attached. {Even if no on-site biosolids
storage will be provided). ..." Explain why a plan must be providad if no
storags will occur. Possibly a contingency plan for inclement weather
operalion is more appropriate that could be submittad in the NOIL Revise
as follows:

A biosolids' storage plan must be attached (Evag if no on-site biosoclids
storags will be provided. a conltinaency ofan for inclement waather

operafion must be atfached).

49-41
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Associations' Comments on the June 28, 1999

Starage information, the erosion control ptan, and the spill response plan

Zﬂgiﬂﬁt:g :::t?'snzgsr? ;Viih;he;\l(?l_, atherwise, redundant material would be 49-43 Draft Environmental Impact Report Covering the Genaral Waste Discharge
re-Appiication Report, {cont) Requirements for Biosolids Land Appiication
Page 5, ltem 8. b. 3. reads:
“ldentify all load restrictions for sach traveled roadway”
The Associaiions recommend aliminating this raquirament, as the time 49.44 Executive Summar
;erqwred 0 etvsfu_ate g'very road that the truck_s may travel on iq any given Page ES-3, Quantity of Biosolids Generated in California:
m:; gaagc?jotivz feasible. The proposad traffic raute required in 8.b.1 is Change "Sanitary” to "Sanitation” when referring to the California 49-46
=scTiptive. Association of Sanitation Agencigs (CASA).
Page 7, General Reporting: i
h iati o ; . . Page ES-6, Overview: _ .
Z@ﬁ:ﬂ%ﬁgﬁiﬁcﬁﬁf o ndj.r-ﬂlarmeﬁaﬂpﬁ' feport information be Within this paragraph, please provide clarification as to the staius of
period Jan-Dec'tHr;e ré ‘;ifepéu eg. ; Sludij i =f=lnm.I=l raporting is for the individual Waste Discharge Requirsmeants {WDR) regulating current
sufficient e fér - gr ’ Stgmc:da ate 0 January 13 does not alfew biosolids land application, and whether such WDRs will be impacted by
The Associa{{ons fecgm;elz%% " ne rlnon_th would be more appropriatz. the adoption of the General Order par the SWRCB mandate found in the
@ following amendments: California Water Code saction 13274. The Associations believe that sites 4947
" . . B that have been permitted undsr the CEQA rigor of an individual WDR -
iﬁ-c}IAggl;r?l rrepor_ﬂng shall be submitted bYrF-S'b'fua 19 of every year and basis should be allowed ic continus recaiving biosalids under the
ann&'}ed ihe required information for each field o which biosolids were 49 individual WDR requirements and not be subjected to the General Order.
= o -45 The Associations recommend adding a statement defining that if the
. A . General Order (GO) is nat applicable for a proposed site that individual
éhe S\{VRQB shou{d reguire d:scharger.to us2 1orms as developed for the WDRs can be oblained. (See Draft EIR (DEIR) comments for page 2-8,
Ota facilitate review for RWQCB staff. Otherwise, each discharger will Comply with California Water Code)
use a dnffergn_t format which may comply with the requirement byt not be
the most efficient for determining complianca. Page ES-9, 7th bullet, reads as follows:
" : ) N . . “...for tand reclamaticn sites if a certified agronomist, registered
The discharger shall submif all reayired reports on the forms develoed in agriculturat engineer, or registerad civil engineer..."
fh!s Ganeral Order_ror Such puipgses. Additional data shall be arranged '
disc=r"\ibrlg ta%&:éﬁ;;?;r__\;;;ﬁgat the soscified information is readily The Associations recommend the addition of a certified soil scientist to 49-48
ilfust;e;te wﬁether s ot e surnm_anz._ed in such a manner as to clearly those qualified to demenstrate that the application of biosolids would not
discharas ra uirementz >\ 18 operaling in compiiance with wasts degrade the quality of underlying groundwater at fand reclamation sites.
9ereq ' The American Society of Agronomy has implemented the ARCPACS
certification program to bring rigerous industry standards for agronomists
and soit scientists alike.
Page ES-9, 8th bullet, reads as follows:
“...30 days of application unless a sufficiant buffer of grass (mora than 33
feef) ..."
The Associations recommend charging to: ... 30 days of application 49-49
uniess a sufficient buffer of vegetation (more than 30 fect) ..." The
suggested term "vegetation” is more inclusive than grass, and may
account for crop residues, etc. {See GO comment for page 14, Item 7.)
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Page ES-9, 10th bullet, reads as follows:

"No application or incorporation into the soil is permitted when wind may
reascnably be expected to causs airborne particulates to drift from the
sita.”

The Associations recommend deleting this requirement. The word
“reasonably” is subjective. A specific requirement for a sat wind velocity
would be more agpropriate (e.g.. 25 miles per hour). Existing buffer sat-
backs alse address maintaining biosolids on the application sits. {See GO
comments, pags 15, Item A. 14.)

Page ES-9, 11th bullet, reads as follows:

"No apwlication is permitted in areas subject to erosion or washout offsite.”

The Asscciations recommend deleiing this requirament, Every farm fisld
is subject to some form of erosion, and the potential increases with the
required lillage practices. Erosion can be subtle in the form of sheets, or
visible in rills and guilies. (See GO comments for page 15, Itsm A. 15.)

Page ES-10, 5th bullet, reads as follows:

“If the slope of the application site is greater than 10%, an erosion contral
plan must be prepared by a qualified erosion control speciatist,”

The Associations recommend that if the slope of the application site is
greater than 10%, an erosion control plan must be prepared by a qualified
erosion conirol specialist or certified soil scientist.

Page ES-11, 1st bullet, reads as follows:

"An NO! must be submitted for sach biosotids source and discharge site.
Specliic agencies, adjacent residents, adjacent landowners identified in
the GO, and any locaf agency with jurisdiction over the application sits
must be natified. The RWQCB must be notified of project completion
through submittal of a Notice of Termination and a Final Discharge and
Monitoring Report.”

The Agsociations recommend the following changes to clarify the
frequency of reporting requiremeants: An inifial NOI must be submitted for
each discharge site including aff of the biosolids sources. Specific
agencies and adjacent residents adjeeartlandswnasars identified in the GO
and any local agancy with jurisdiction over the appilicaiion site must be
notified.  The RWQCB must be notified of project final {not anaual)
completion through submittal of a Notice of Termination and a Final
Discharge and Monitoring Report. (Ses comments an the GO Pre-
Application Report)
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Page ES-11, 3rd bullet, reads as follows:
“Groundwatear monitering would generally be raquired if the depth to
greundwater at the dispoesal site is less than 25 fest and biosalids would
be applied to the site more than twice in a 5—year period.” )

The Associations racornmend removing this raquirement. Ressarch has
continuously demonsirated that metals, and pathogen movement is a
minimal threat to groundwatar. {Ses comments on the GO Pre-Applicaticn
Raport, page 4)

Page ES-12, General Order Exclusion Areas:
The Associations racommend modifying the first sentence to read:
"...projects for which the GO is not applicable.” The statement “cannot be
parmitted”, is not corract wording from the GO. The fifth bullet defining the
exclusion arsa for the Delia shouid be modified to read, "the area defined
asthe Primary Zonz of the Delta Protection Act of 1952 (SB 1868).

Table ES-|, page 2 Mitigation Measure: 4-2 Extended grazing restriction
period to allow for SOC biodegradation & Table ES-l, page 3 Mitigation
Measure 5-2: Extended grazing restriction period to allow for pathogen
reduction:
The Associations recommend zliminating these mitigaiion measures. The
potential {or pathagens to survive diminishes over time with exposure to
the harsh soil environment and sunlight. SOCs at minute levels found in
biosolids have not baan found to adversely impact grazing animals. The
EPA conducted exiensive research in developing 40 CFR Part 503,
including a risk assessment based on 14 differant pathways, and
determined that 30 days after biosclids apglication is a safe and protective
time period until grazing and livestock activity may resume. (See DEIR
commenis for pages 4-12 & 5-29)

Table ES-|, page 5 Mitigation Measure 10-2: Control fugitive dust from
unpaved roads:

The Associations recammend mitigating fugitive dust from unpaved roads
with a mandatory spead fimit of 15 mph. Most farms raceiving biosolids
throughout the state are in rural areas with few sensilive PM10 and PM2.5
receplors. Also, because of the rurai sitas, the roads are typically not
paved, impasing a limit on truck travei miles per day is not feasible for
many sites. {See DEIR comments Pages 1G-7 & 10-8)

Table ES-l, page 6 reads: .
“Mitigation Measure 10-1: Properly maintain vehictes in good operating
condition and fimit truck travel on paved reads to 4,800 VMT.”

o
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Table

_Clarir'y whether the 4,800 VMT are per APCD ar are they a total valua
independent of where the VMT occur. The VMT are in multiple APCDs
and should not be a total resfriction, just a restriction on the amount of
VMT per APCD.

The Associations recommend a revised Mitigation Measura 10-1:
"Properly: maintain vehicles in goad operating condition and minimiza truck
travsl on paved roads to-4:300-VMT. Ulilize aifernalive fual for hauling
biosolids andfor emplov supplemental vehicle amission control.”

Most biosolids sourcas are situated among urban areas. Most farms
receving biosolids are in rural farm areas. Because of urban sprawl, the
distance between the biosolids source and farms are often quite
considerable. Tha 4,800 VMT and would make the program unwarkable
with the undesired rasult of having trucks travel much farthar on paved I
roads to Jandfiils as an altemative management method. Such VMT
restrictions are not found cn other items of commerca. (See DEIR
comments for page 10-7) .

ES-l, page 6 reads:
"Mitigaticn Measure 10-2: Control fugitive dust from unpaved roads”

Tbe Associations recommend minimizing fugitive dust from unpavad roads
with a mandatory speed limit of 15 mph. Maost farms receiving biosolids
throughout the state are in rural areas with few sensitive PM10 and PM2.5
receptors. Also, because of the rural sites the roads are typicaily not
paved. _Jmposing a limit on truck travel miles per day is not faasible for
many sites. (Ses DEIR comments for pages 10-7 & 10-3)

CHAPTER 2. Program Description

Page 2-8, Comply with California Water Code:

The GQ is basec_l on compliance with section 13274 of the California
Water Code, which requires the issuance of WDRs for projects that may
affect the waters of the state. Specifically, section 13274. {a) (1) states:

“The state board or a regional board, upon recaipt of applications
for wasts discharge raquirements for discharges of dewaterad,
treated, or chemically fixed sawage sludge and other biological
solids, shall prescribe general waste discharge requiremsnts for
that _sfudga and those other solids. General waste dischargs
requirements shall raplace individual waste discharge raquiraments
for sewags sludge and other biofogical solids, and their prescription
shall be considered to be a ministarial action.”

49-58
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Clarify how this saction of the Water Code affects the ranewal of existing
biosolids sites permitted under existing site specific WORs. Explain
whether these existing sites would be unaffecied by the GO, or whether
these sitas will have to comply with the GO. K compiiance is required,
clarify the applicable time.

Page 2.9, Provide Regulatory Framework for RWQCB Permit Process:

Add a statament, as notad in comment ES-6, which allows for individual
WOR for sites whare the GO is not applicable. Explain whether RWQCBs
arg requirad to process GO permit applications and use the GO as a basis
for the permitting process.

Page 2-10, Applicability, 2nd paragraph:

The terms "appliar" and "discharger” appear to be interchangeable. The
word "discharger” is used throughout the GO but not defined in the
Finding section of the GO. |n the Finding section, the word "applier” is
defined. In the Pra-Application Report, the term "applier” is used, Please
define "discharger” in the GO as it is used throughout the document and
remove “applier” from the Finding section. Alernatively, usa "applier"
througnout the document.

Page 2-10, Applicability, 3rd paragraph:

A permittad site under & single NOI cannot be more than 2,000 acres and
the sites must ba within a 20-mile radius.

Clarify the basis for limiting the acreage to 2,000 for a single site. Some
landownears may have 2 site larger than 2,000 acres, £xplain how this
would this affact existing sites with site speciiic WDRs that may bs
impacted by Califernia Water Code section 13274. Clarify how the site
would be divided and what guidsiinas the landowner would usa to
determine and develop an NOI for the sites larger than 2,000 acres but in
the same localion.

Page 2-10, Applicability, 3rd paragraph:

The goal of the GO is to provide a unifarm, stalewide reguiation for
biosclids land application in Czlifornia.

The statsmant that the GO doas not preempt ar supersade the authority of
lacal agencies should be removed fram the GO and the Draft EIR. The
GO, and the scientifically based EIR review, should serve as the basis for
a future statewide requlation for biosclids tand appiication. Tne GO should
provide larguage that requires the local authorities to provide scientific
evidencs and data that aliows them {o prohibit, restrict, or control bicsolids
reusa payend the provisions of the GO only where health and safety
concerns related (o specific conditions within the local jurisdiction ¢can be
proven.

A
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Page 2-11, 2nd paragraph:
Clarify whethar the NOI is required sach vear of intended biosolids
application or is g one-time raguirerant. The Associations beiiave s
should be a one-time requirement.

Page 2-11, 3rd paragraph:
The "threat to water quaiity” complexity ratings brings about negative
connotations related to the biosciids appiication. The majerity of problems
associated with land application of biosciids are inaccurate public
percaption, and this rating system implies that no matter how big the-farm
a thraat to water quality will occur if biosoiids are applisd.

Page 2-12, Relationship of the GO to Part 503 Regulations, 3rd paragraph:
Explain the scientific basis for regulating t=n metals when the USEPA only
reguiates nine metafs under 40 CFR 503. Since Chromium is being
proposed to be regulated, please provids the explicit scientific basis for
the limit as sat forth in the GO.

Page 2-14, Storage and Transportation, 1st paragraph:
The definition of "storage" in this particular section is differant from the
definition in the GO. This saction states a storage requirament for more
than 7 consacutive days. The GO defines storage as mors than 48 hours.
Thesa definitions should be clarified.

Table 2-4;
Delete Chromium from the table. Chromium is not regulated under
40 CFR 503 regulations. Since Chromium is being proposed o be
reguiated, please provide the explicit scientific basis for the fimit as set
forth in the GQ.

Table 2-5:
The Associafions suggsst removing the Molybdenum cumulative loading
limits, in accordance with the 40 CFR 503, The limits for Molybdenum
were removed from 40 CFR 503 in February 1994 pending EPA
consideration. If Molybdenum is proposed to be regulated, please provide
the explicit scigntific basis for inciuding tha cumulative limit for
Melyedenum as set forth in the GO. :

Page 2-15, Storage and Transportation, 1st paragraph:
Clarify why the GO is requiring storage sites to be coverad between
Qciober 1 and April 30 during periods of runoff-producing precipitation.
The ability to contain and manage such storm water should be allowed in
liet: of covering. Containment of the watar will prevent runoff and
agronomic rates will not be exceeded as a result of the rain svent(s).
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Page 2-15, Provisions, 3rd bullet:
Please substitute. "land application”, with "disposal”.

Page 2-16, GO Exclusion Areas:
Please change, "cannot be parmitted”, to "GO is not appiicable”.

CHAPTER 3. Soils, Hydrology. and Water Quality

Page 2-1, 3rd paragraph titied Texture, reads;
“The pH (discussed below) of fine textured scils ranges from near neutral
to alkaline."

The Associations suggest amending this sentence becausa it is not
accurata. Soils vary in pH depending on other factors than just texture,
such as climats. parent material, biological activity, stc.

Page 3-2, 1st paragraph, reads:
“The pH of coarse textured soils ranges from near neutral to acidic."

The Assacialions suggest amanding this sentence because it is not
accurate. Soils vary in pH depending on other facters than just texture,
such as climate, parent material, biological activity, etc.

Page 3-2, Cation Exchange Capacity, 2nd sentence reads:
“Cations (calcium and ammonium) are often essential for plant growth...”

The Associations recommend: *Cafions (calcium and nitrogen) are ofter
assential for plant growth...” There are a minimum of sixteen (some need
twenty} essential elements for plant grewth, and they are: C, H, O, P, K, N,
S, Ca, Fe, Mg, B, Mn, Cu, Zn, C!, Mo.

Page 3-2, Organic Matter, reads:
“Crganic matter, another important property of scil, enhances the physical
condition of surface soil by binding indivicual soil. "

The Associations recommend: *Organic matter, ancther important
praperty of soil, enhances the physical condiber-oisurdacasoil, biological.
and chemical soif properties by binding individual seil..." Soils are
complex in nature, and the crganic matter elemant impacts all three

components of soils: physical, chemical, and biological.

Page 3-11, Trace elements and heavy metals, reads:
“These cceur in biosolids primarily in small quantities and, when released,
often form sparingly seluble reaction products. Some trace elements are
requirad for plant growth, wheraas ather heavy metals may be toxic to
plants.”
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The Associations recommend adding: “Biosolids contain both frace
elements and frace heavy metals. most of which can be utifizad by the
Dlant. Plants raquire sixfsen essential elements for growth and
develooment, Due fo ihs naturs. of soifg. those metals that cannof be
utlfized by the plant will mosi jikelv be bound within the soil and not pe

Dlant-available. "

Page 3-13, Transport Mechanisms of Plant Nutrients to Surface Water and
Groundwater, 2nd paragraph raads:

“The application of dewaterad biosafids wauld prabably have no significant
impact an the quality of water emanating from watersheds in which
dewaterad biosclids are apptied,”

The Associations recommend revising as follows: "The application of
dewatered biosalids would Brobably have ne minimal if anv, iImpact on the
Quaiity of water emanating from watarsheds in which dewatsred biosolids
are applied." Ample avidence exists to suppart that properly managed
biosolids do not impact the groundwater and surface watsr, so the
language should be amended 1o state that the impact potential is minimal.

Page 3-17, Synthetic Organic Compounds, paragraph 2 reads;

“The Part 503 regulations do not require that biosolids be tested for SOCa:
howsver the proposed GO monitoring program wouid require testing of
biosolids for PCBs and SVOCs.”

In the Risk Assessment used to establish the Part 503 Rule, the United
States National Sewags Sludge Survey (NSSS) demonsirated that
organic pollutants in biesolids occur at low levels that do not pose
significant risk to the environment ar public heaith. Additionally, many of
thasa pollutants are no longer in use, or have besn banned or rastricted
far use in the United States (e.g.. DDT). Thus, Based on the science from
the NSSS findings, SOCs testing should be deieted as SOCSs will cantinue
to be measured by the wastawater treaiment planis as required under its
NPDES permit.

Page 3-23:

The Associations recommend adding the following after the 3rd
paragraph:

“Tha ASA has alsc adopted the ARCPACS certification program that
ideniifies individuals quatified in the specialties of soi! and plant sciences.
ARCPACS maintains a registry of certified professionals in the following
arsas: soils, agronomy, crops, wesd science, plant patholegy, and
horticulture:

h
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Page 3-29, Impact: Potential Degradation of Groundwatar Nutrients, reads;

“The GO defines the agronomic rates as 'the nitrogen requirements of the
plant needed for aptimai growth and productien, as cited in profassional
publications for California, the County Agricultural Commissioner, or
recommended by a Certifiad Agronomist'”

The Associations recommend revising as follows: “The GO defines the
agronomic ratas as ‘the nitrogen requirements of the plant negded for
optimal growth and production, as cited in professional publications for
California, the County Agricultural Commissioner, or recommended by a
Certified Agronomist gr_ Soif Scizntist’”

Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for professional certifications for
agronomists and sail scientists alike. Soil scientists are qualified to
determing the scological implications of a recommended agrenomic rata.

Page 3-31, 3rd paragraph, and throughout the document:

The Associations recommend changing raferences lo the RWQCB
engineer to RWQCB staff. Not all RWQCB staff working on biosolids
related projects are sngineers.

Page 3-32, 2nd paragraph reads:

“The calculation of sgrenomic nitrogen uptake rates...agricultural
enginesrs, agronomists, .. ”

The Associations recommend revising as follows: *The calculation of _
agronomic nitrogen upiaks rates... agriculturat engingers, agronomists. soif
scienfigts...”

Again, ARCPACS sets the standards for proiessional cartifications for
agronomists and soil scientists alike. Soil scientists are quatified to
determine the ecological implications of a recommendad 8gronomic rate.

Page 3-34, 4th bullet reads:

“The proposed GO includes cancentration limits and cumulative loading
rates for chromium and molybdenum. The proposad GQ is therefore maore
restrictive than the sxisting Part 503 regulations that do not include fimits
for these tracs metals.”

The Associations racommeand deleting this buflet because EPA used
scientific findings to eliminate the cumulaiive toading rates for both
molybdenum and chromium, Therefare, the proposad GO is not basad on
science, and is unnecessarily more restrictive than the existing Part 503.
(Ses General Order camment page 15, Item 4)
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Page 3-37, 1st bullet reads:
“if it is found that in the future that the land appfication of biosolids is
responsioie for unlawful disposal of hazardous waste, cleanup actions (if
requirad) would be taken by the responsinle parties.”

e 4-8, 1st bullet reads:
Pag “A refatively narraw range of soils and crops ware cansidered by the EPA
in gvaluating potential impacts on crop yields and producglylty. _Thxs range
did not adequatsly reflact the range of scil and crop conditions found in
) California.”
The Associations recommend omitting that statement. If biosolids are 49-86
applied in accordance with the GO, than they are applied in a lawful
manner. The Draft EIR is a scientific review of the project {the General
Order}, not a documeant to determine legal remedies. The statement only
breeds fear and exacerbates inaccurate public percaption.

The Associations recommend ravising as follows: "A relalively narrow
rangs of soils and crops wers considerad oy the EPA in avaluating 49-90
potential impacts on crop yields and productivity based on worsr case
scenarios of arsas with higher rainfall and lower soif oH's. This range c_j[d
nct adaguately raflect the specific range of soil and srsp climate conditions
found in California.”

CHAPTER 4. Land Productivity

Page 4-1, at the end of the 3rd paragraph:

Tha Associations recommend adding the fellowing statement: “Af ghis 49-87
time. the apolication of most ferilizers is unregulated.”

The suggesied changes raflect the research that was done for 40 CFR
503 in harsher climates with more suscaptibility for nitrogen to move
through the soil profile to groundwater,

Page 4-2reads: - Page 4-12, Mitigation Measure 4-2 Extended Grazing Restriction Period to

"..-both the physical and chemical conditions of the soil determine the Allow for SOC Biodegradation:
inherent productivity...” Thase rasting periods ara stated to "promote maximum degradation of
P . S0Cs and pathogens before grazing animals ars exposed to the soil."

The Assodiations recommend the following revision: * ... beik the physical, B 49-91
biofogica{, and chemical conditions of the sojl datermine the inherent 49-88 The Asscciations recommend omilting the extended criteria beyond the 30 -
productivity...” days. The 30 days resiriction found in 40 CFR 503 was based on

i scientific research and data, and has been found fo be adequata to protect
Soils are complex in nature, and all three components of soils - physical, animal neaith. Each wastewater treatment plant is required to do
chemical, and biological impact its inherant productivity. appropriate testing via thair NPDES permits with the EPA. These raports

show that the SOC's are de minimus or nondeleciable.
Page 4-4, 1st paragraph reads:
“Elements that would be added to the soil includs nitrogen, phospharus, CHAPTER 5. Public Health
patassium, calcium, magnesium, sodium, and chloride. All of these
elements except phosphorus are water soluble and can be leached from Tables 5-1 & 5-4: 49-92
wpper soil layers.” Survival time nesds a duration pericd specified.
The Associzations recommend the following revision: “The major elements Page 5-5, Incidence of Biosolids-Related lilness:
that would be added to the soil include nitregen, phosphorus, potassium, Numerous scientific studizs exist that document the incidences of manure-
calcium, magnesium, sodiumn, and chloride. All of these glements, excapt 49-89 refatad illnesses. If tha use of biosolids is limiled, ¢r eliminated due to GO
PhPSphorus, which is nof water sofuble 23 . requiramants, or as a resuit of the adaption by the SWRCRB of DEIR 49.93
saibayass, will bond fo the soil's cafipn exchanae sites. and are not fikelv recommended mitigation measures {e.g.. dust limitations, VMT reductions.
{0 be leached from upper soil iayers. The nitrate form of nitrogen is waler EQ-biosolids regulation, stc.} it is foreseeable that the unragulated use of
soluble and may be leached If the Ylosolids are not appfied at agronormic manures will raptace biosalids land application. Unlike the use of
faies” manures. the DEIR siates: "To date, there have been no reportad
: incidence of human disease that is directly related to biosolids tand

The suggssted change reflects basic sail science, and better explains the application operaticns (National Academy of Sciencas 1998)." 4
typical sail environment. '
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The Associations racommend adding: "Clemsan University {McLeod and
Hegg, 1984) conducted a study of pasiure runoff, as a result of various
inorganic and organic fertilizer sources. The study ailowed the authors to
conclude that runofi from plots with biosolids fertilizer had the least overall
paiential for pollution when compared to plots using dairy and poultry
manuras or chamical fertilizers.” Reference: Mclzod, R. V. and R. O.
HMegg. 1984. Pasturs runoif water quality from appiication of inorganic and
arganic nitrogen sourceas. (J. Environ. Qual. 13:122-128)

Animal manures may pose a thrzai to human health. Farm animats such
as cattie. pigs. and chickens become infested and excrete a number of
numan pathegens in thair faces. These include Salmonelfa,
Campylobacter, Yersinia, E. Coli 0157:H7, Listeria spp., a2nd the
arotozoan parasite Cryptosporidium. Cattle manurs is believed to be the
major source of both water and foed borne outbreaks of £. Coli in the
United States associated with lettuce and apples. Referencs: Feachem at
al, 1983, P=ppar et al, 1996,

Although animals have nat been known to be a sourca of human enteric
viruses, recant studiss have shown that hepatitis E infects pigs and can be
found in their fecas. Two recent cases of hepatilis E in the United States
are believed to have been associated with water and food borne
outbraaks in the developing world. Reference: Meng et zl, Genetic and
axperimental evidence for cross-species infeciion by swine hepatitus £
virus, J, Virol. 1998 Dec; 72 {12): 9714-21.

Page 5-20, Ambient Air Quality and Air Toxics:
The second senience in this paragraph should be expanded to mention
that the general nuisance provisions found in Section 41700 of the
California Health & Safety Code indiractly pertain to biosolids land
application.

Page 5-29, Mitigation Measure 5-2; Extend Grazing Restriction Period to
Allow for Pathogen Reduction:
The DEIR recommends the sife rasting pericd far grazing animals 1o 90
days, and the site use by cattle to 60 days. Thesa resiing periods are
stated to "promote maximum degradation of pathogens (and SCCs)
befora grazing animals ara sxpesed (o the soil.”

The Associations recommend omilting the extended criteria beyond the 30
days. The 30 days restriction found in 40 CFR 503 was based on sciantific
regsearch and data, and has been found to be adeguate to protect animal
health. Each wastewater reatment plant is raquired to do appropriatz
testing via their NPDES permits with the EPA. These reports show that
the pathogens are not a threat to animal grazing after 30 days.

N

49-93
(cont)

4994

49-95

Page 5-29, Horticultural Use:
Given the typical nitrogan concentrations found in biosolids, it appears
most horticultural projects would not be required to appiy for coverage
under the GO, unless biosolids are to be applied at v'ery high rates.
Thereforg, the statement “use of Class A biosclids for larger scale
landscaping projects would be subject to the GO" is not necassariiy true.

CHAPTER 8. Land Use and Aesthetics

Page 6-3, Agriculture:
Plef.'ge change fram “biosalids disposal sites" te “biosalics recycling sites"
.?r. biosofids beneficial use siies". Industry terminology is to usa the term
disposal” only when biosolids are landfilled or otherwise not being put to

bgneﬁcial use. Biosclids are usad for beneficial purposed at agriculturat
sites. )

Page 6-7, Mitigation B-1, ltem (a);
The: Associations recommend revising as follows: "no application of Class
B b_losolids shail be permitted within an area defined in the GO as having
a high potential for public sxposure unless the biosolids are injected into
the soil graccess to the sita is restricted by fencing and signs, and .."
CHAPTER 8, Fish

Page 8-1, Special Considerations:
The Associations recommend modifying the sentence to read: “The GO is
not anplicable for the appiication of biosolids in three areas of Region 2:
the Primary Zona as dafined in the Delta Protaction Act of 19€2
(AB 1868)".

CHAPTER 10. _Air Quality

Page 10-2, Czone:

EPA suspended the 1-hour standard when they promulgated the 8-hour
standard in 1987.

Page 10-2, Particulate Matter:

Roaq'dust generated by vshicles is largely PM1 0, while vehicle exhaust
contributes to the formation of PM2.5. Oniy a small portion of PMZ 5 is
diractly emitied. '

Page 10-5, Methods, 3rd paragraph:
Th<_=.- mter*:ded purpcse of the SWRCB for cavering stored biosolids from
Qctober i to Aprit 30 i$ to pravent precipitation from contacting biosolids
and washing them away, not for odor control as recommended in the Draft

49-96

49-97

49-98

49-99

49-100

49-101

49-102



EIR. Biosolids application site buffars provide adeguais odor control,

Storm water con

the containad rainwater in the storage site. (See GO comments page 13,

CerMns can be addressed through Proper management of

49-102

C
ltem 5 & DEIR comments page 2-15) ( one)

Page 10-5, Methods, 4th paragraph:
Explain the jurisdictional authority of the RWQCEH to raquire no visible

49-103

emission dufing biosalids land application.

Page 10-8, Thresholds of Significance, 5th bullet:
The Associations suggest changing the term "substantiai” to

“considerable” The last paragraph is uriclear. The threshold of
significance shoulg be that applied by the respective ajr district for CEQA
burpcsas and simply not the most siringent of the three air basing

mantioned,

49-104

Page 10-7, MitiQation-Measure 10-1:

Provide the basis for arriving at 4,800 VMT per day raquiremant. Explain
whether the VIMT per day calculated for the miles travated are containegd

within each Air Q
location of travel,

to similar VMT rastrictions. Explain whether the trucks cantaining nutrient
saurcss repiacing biosoiigs 2s a result of the VMT Jimit on biosalids ara
also limited in the amount of VMT,

The analysis is unclear. The vehicla emissions are estimated from tha

total miles driven
total miles driven
significance thras

This “mitigation measure" would result in the exact apposite effect of that
dasirad, (i.e,, lass PM10 and NOx emissions), Limiting vehicle travel to
4,800 VMIT per day for biosolids trucks would significantly incraase vehicle
emissions, in some cases by up to 50 percant. Such a limit of 4,800 VMT
per day, per site would limit many 2,000-acre sites to 12 or fawer trucks

per day (400-mile

Proceed en such a limited amount of biosolids.

The altarnate ciosest location for biosolids management would be at a
landfill. The distance to travel to the ¢loget available landfill wouig be
significantly farther, up to 6Q0-mile raung trips. Traveling to the landfili
would significantly increase venicle amissions. Farms utilizing bicsoiids
land application would have to utiliza another nutrient saurce, rasulling in

additicnal VMTs,
California s mand

amount of matarig| being iandfilled by year 2000,

uality Managament District or are not dependent on
Specify whether other items of commerce are subjectad

and rot the total mileg driven within sack air basin, The
in each air basin should be compared against the

holds established by the ARCD for that air basin, 49-105

reund Irips). Normal farming operations could not

Landfilling of biosalids would alse adversaly impact
ate under AB 938 to decrease by fifty percent the J
V

This impact should be re-svaluatad to determine if fimiting truck :raye!_lo
4,800 VMT per day actually raduces emissions or craaies mare 2missions
and other 2nvironmental impacts.

The Associaiions understand that the DEIR must look at ail impacts
including VMT per day. However, the Associations qo not belisve that th?
reguiation of VMT per day is within SWRCB's aqthorlty. Any_ regglah_on of
VMT per day, if done at all, should be done _by el_tner l[ﬁe‘ C_ahforma Air
Resourcas Board, or the affactad APCD. Mltfgauqn of air {mpacts_may be
accompiishad through the use of altarnative fuels in biosolids hauling
vehicles.

Tne GO addrasses the biosofids migrating off ;ite i’ssue_. The SWRCB's
cancern is whether biosolids particles ara leaving th_e snte_from the
perspective of water quality, not for PM10 or NQx air quallt_y. As such, the
GO contains biosolids application setbacks from propert;,r hp_es, whers the
delivery trucks travel, and other fequirements, including suifer zones to
insure biosolids do not leave the site.

To the axtent that agricultural production on marginal [and sites currently
utilizad for Class B biosslids application is deem_ed to be _er_.onomucauy _
infeasibfe due to the VMT restrictions, resultin_g in land lertvraflow,_ thera will
be a significant increzss in sail logs through wind and erosion. The San
Joaguin Valley Unified Air Pallution Control Dlsmg! (SJVU_APCD) has
eslimated that the loss of soil as PM10 through wind erosian of barg,
construction-disturbed, surfacas in the San Joaquin Valley averagss 0.11
tons/acre-month (Guide for Assessing Air Quality Impacts_. SJVEJAPCD,
May, 1988). If similar losses wera experienced for bare, rar_low farmland,
the approximately 50,000 CVRWQCB GO permitted acras in ths San‘
Joaquin Valley could produce approxir_natgly 6§.ODO tons per year to the
Valley's non-attainment PM10 air quality violation,

If the sites remain in operation under the biosolids VMT re's.trictlon, the
transgortation and utilization of manrures and chemical fertlh;ZEf‘S tc "
supplement the farm's nutrient needs will 2dd unaccog_nted ficr VMTs. The
use of these non-biosolids nutrient sourcas arg essequally‘unregulated at
this ime, with the exception of limited contro!s' of onsite da!ry manure
application rates and practices. The foresesable and predlctabl‘e. non-
speculative, effact of the substitution of such unragulated matenalsA for
Class B bigsolids application will be significant dust and watar quality
impacts. .

er quality impacts from unregulated use of manuras an )
St:jg?qi":;tfarﬂ;lzeri ha?:e Besn observed in the eastern San Jcaqum \_/_alrs-
where nitrate concantrations in groundwatar oftan exceede_d the cjrmmng-
waler standard. Nitrats concentrations in 24 percent (21 or__88) of the
damestic wells sampled during 1993-85 in the regional aquifer survey and

T49—105
(cont)

49-106

49-107

49-108

49-109
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land-use studies of the sastern San Joaquin Valley sxceeded the drinking- I!\ CHAPTER 11. Noise
water standard of 10 mg/L established by the USEPA. Furthermaors,

groundwater samples from 77 percent of the wells had niirata
concsntrations greater than 2 mg/L, which is believed {o represant 49-109
background concentrations {Mueiler and Helsal, 1996). These findings (cont)
indicata that groundwater quatity has been degraded over g large part of
this aquifar because of the input of nitrate from numan activity (USGS
Water Guality in the San Joaguin-Tularg Basins, Californig, 1292-95),

Page 11-6, Mitigation Measure II-I: Avaid the Use of Haul Routes near
Residential Land Uses reads:
“If the vse of haul routes near residential land uses cannot be avoided, ke
project applicant and or transporter will limit oroject-ralated truck traffic to
daylignt hours (8 a.m to 6 p.m.).”

The Associations recommend revising as follows: “If the use of haul routas
near residential fand uses cannot be avoided, the project applicant and e¢

Page 10-8, Mitigation Measure 10-2: Contro] Fugitive Dust From Unpaved transparter wil fimit project-related truck traffic to daylight Aours, or noz- 49-112
Roads, bullet 1 reads; “Limit truck travel on unpaved roads to B7 VMT per geak traffic hours. e S par )t
day.”; = "

The Associations suggest limiting the impacts of truck travel on unpaved Coniining operations to daylight hours is not faasible on many projects,

roads by impasing a spead limit of 15 mph. Most farms receiving biosolids The larger treatment plants operate round-the-clack and have mirimal

throughout the state are in rural araas with few sansitive PM10 and PM2.5 storage for their biosofids. Another difficulty in operating during daylight

receptors. Also. because of the rural sites the roads are typically nat hours only, especially the given time frame of 8am-8pm, is the truck

paved. Imogsing a fimit on truck travel mites per day is not f2asible for 49-110 coordination of trave! time to the rural areas. This limitalion would make

many sites, and other reasonasle alternatives exists, such as seeed limit
and mandatory road walering. Biosolids are nat applied to unpaved

roadways, thus biosaolids leaving the site with dust from the unpaved CHAPTER 13. Cumulative Impacts
readways is not an issue,

operations not feasible in many araas.

Page 13-4, 1st bullet reads:

The SCAQMD CEQA Air Quality Handbook 52ys that water or chamical ‘requirements for the discharger to use the servicss of a cartified
stabilizers can reduce PM10 by up to 85%, Lowsring traffic speads once agronomist. crop adviser, or agricultural engineer to develop additional
the trucks are on site can fFeduce PM10 up to 70%. (See DEIR cornments management practices related to: 1) deiermining the agronomic rate for
Page 10-7, Mitigation Measura 10-1) biosolids application prajects that inciudes all nitragen sources applied...”
Page 10-8, Mitigation Measure 10-2; Control Fugitive Dust from Unpaved The Asscciations recommend to revise as follows: “requirements for the
Roads, bullet 2 reads: dischargar to use the services of a certified agronomist, crop advisor, seils | 49-113
"Appiy water or chemical stabilizers that have no secondary ecological geientist, or agricultural angineer to develop additional management
affects to unpaved roads in sufficient quantities to pravent visibie dust practices refated to: 1) determining the agronomic rate for biosolids
emissions and limit truck travel on unpaved roads to 134 VMT per day." application projects that includes all nifrogen saurces applied...”
The Asscciations suggest tha following amenciment: “Apply water or Again, ARCPACS sets the standards far professional cartifications for
chemical stabilizers that have no adverse secondary ecologicai effacts to 49-111 - agronomists and soif scientists alike. Soil scientists are qualified to
unpavsd roads in sufiicient quantities to prevent visiole dust emissions determine the ecological impfications of a recommendad agronomic rate.
and sk minimizs imoacts due fa truck traval on Unpaved roads with 3 15-
miph soeed fimit." CHAPTER 14. Alternatives Analysis
Some air quality districts are warking with farmers to minimize PM2.5 ang Page 14-2, Medified GO Provisions:
PM1G emissions, ang a 15-mph speed limit and watsring roads ars two of Pleasa modify tha fourth bullet to read, "Land application of Class B
Iheir most effective tools. Limiting ruck traffic on the farm impedes the Biosolids shall be srohibited within one half mile of areas defined as 49-114
farming business and is often not practical for the bigsalids pregram to be having a 'high potentiai fer public axpasure’, unless access to the site is
complata. {Sas DEIR camments Pags 10-7, Mitigation Maasure 10-1) resiricied by fencing and sians".
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CHAPTER 15. Mitigation Monitering Program

Table 15-1:

The Associations recommend updafing Table 15-1 to raflect the proposad [49‘1 15
changes in this comment laiter

Table 15-1, Mitigation Measure 4-1: ,49_1 16
Change “phatotoxicity” 10 "phytotoxicity”

\\radcn\datﬂ|wp.dla\ls\sssulhamldeWRcB DEIR Comments.dog
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Responsesto Commentsfrom Tri-Tac/ SCAP

49-1.  Thiscomment providesan overview of the California Association of Sanitation Agencies
(CASA), Tri-TAC, and the Southern California Alliance of Publicly Owned Treatment
Works (SCAP) (collectively referred to as the Associations). Additionally, the comment
statesthat the A ssociations support the SWRCB'’ s effort to devel op areasonabl e, science-
based GO that will alow for the continued land application of biosolids in an
environmentally safe manner without overly burdensome regulatory requirements. The
commenter’ s opinion regarding the merits of biosolids land application is noted.

49-2. Thecommenter’ sopinionthat thereisno substantial evidence, inlight of thewholerecord,
that biosolids land application will have asignificant adverse effect on the environment is
noted. Where applicable, the responsesto commentswill identify when public comments
are based on speculation.

49-3.  See Response to Comment 8-4.

49-4.  See Responses to Comments 23-27 and 23-31.

49-5.  See Responses to Comments 8-4, 23-27 and 23-31.

49-6.  Comment noted.

49-7.  See Response to Comment 14-15.

49-8.  The proposed GO text (Finding No. 3 of Appendix A) now defines “agriculture” as
follows:

The practice, science, or art of using the soil for the production of crops and/or
raising livestock for human's use.

49-9.  Theproposed GO text (Finding No. 3 of Appendix A) now defines* Class B biosolids’ as
follows:

Biosolids meeting the-pathegen-vector attraction reduction standards and
meeting pollution concentration limits specified in 40 CFR Part 503 and
pathogen reduction specified in 40 CFR Part 503.32(b).

49-10. SeeMaster Response 11.
49-11. See Master Response 11.

49-12. See Response to Comment 14-9.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments

Final Statewide Program EIR 3-164



49-13.

49-14.

49-15.

49-16.

49-17.

49-18.

49-19.

49-20.

49-21.

49-22.

See Response to Comment 23-30.

The NRC committee made specific recommendations regarding organic chemicals in
biosolids, especially for pollutants that were found in more than 5 percent of the sludge
sampled in the NSSS. Although the committee did not specify that California should
monitor its sludge for those chemicalsin ageneral permit, the committee did recommend
that “amore comprehensive and consistent survey of municipal water treatment plantsis
needed to show whether or not toxic organic compounds are present in sludges at
concentrations too low to pose arisk to human health and the environment.” Monitoring
for thoselisted constituentsistherefore being required to establish California-specific data
on those pollutants. See Responses to Comments 1-4, 23-31 and 23-43, and Master
Response 6.

See Responses to Comments 14-3, 14-5, and 14-17. The landowner is ultimately
responsible for the condition of his or her land and is therefore the focus for compliance.

The Safe Drinking Water and Toxic Enforcement Act applies to discharges of chemicals
known to the State to cause cancer or reproductivetoxicity into asource of drinking water.
However, it does not appear that businesses employing fewer than 10 people, any city,
county or district or any department or agency thereof, or any department or agency in state
or federal government are subject to thislaw.

The proposed GO text (Prohibition No. 7 of Appendix A) has been revised as follows:

Surface-waterrunoffErom the permitted site, resutting-from irrigation_water
runoff ef-sitete-whichbrosotttdshasbeen-apphedis prohibited for 30 days after
application of biosolidsif vegetation in the application areaand along the path
of runoff does not provide 33 feet of unmowed grass or similar vegetation in
the application area and along the path of runoff to prevent the movement of
biosolids from the application site.

The proposed GO text (Prohibition No. 9 of Appendix A) has been revised as follows:

Application of biosolids at rates . . . Certified Agronomist, Certified Soil
Scientist, Registered Agricultural Engineer . . .

See Master Response 4.
See Master Response 9.
This requirement has been revised. See Response to Comment 21-80.

See Master Response 6.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-165



49-23.

See Master Response 4 and Response to Comment 14-19.

49-24. See Master Response 4.

49-25. Theproposed GO text (Discharge Specification No. 7 of Appendix A) hasbeenrevised as
follows:

If biosolids are applied . . . than ten percent (10%) or if required by the
Executive Officer, a report, including . . . be prepared by a Certified Soil
Scientist, Certified Agronomist, Registered Agricultural . . .

49-26. See Master Responses 7 and 8.

49-27. See Response to Comment 23-38 and Master Response 3.

49-28. See Response to Comment 18-7.

49-29. See Response to Comment 45-62.

49-30. See Response to Comment 14-22.

49-31. See Response to Comment 14-23.

49-32. The CWEA Manual requires more specific information than is required by the proposed
GO. Assuch, the Pre-Application Report requires the necessary information without the
extra documentation listed in the CWEA Manual.

49-33. See Response to Comment 23-46.

49-34. See Response to Comment 23-42.

49-35. Thetext of the proposed GO, as found in Pre-Application Report, first paragraph, in the
Monitoring and Reporting Program of Appendix A, has been revised as follows:

A pre-application report shall be submitted for each field or distinct application
areaprior to thetrttrat application of biosolidstrpropesedapptication-areasin
accordancewiththe WDRs. Wherebiosolidsare applied on acontinuing basis
to asingle area, the pre-application report may cover ongoing operations and
need not be submitted for each load applied. A Pre-Application Report should
be submitted 15 days prior to the date of the proposed application. . . .

49-36. See Response to Comment 14-5.

49-37. See Response to Comment 23-41.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000

General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and

Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-166



49-38.

See Response to Comment 23-42.

49-39. See Response to Comment 45-64.

49-40. See Responsesto Comments 23-43 and 45-64.

49-41. See Response to Comment 45-65.

49-42. See Response to Comment 23-44.

49-43. See Response to Comment 23-45.

49-44. Thisrequirement has been removed.

49-45. The new time frame for annual reporting has been changed since publication of the draft
EIR. Thenew periodisDecember 1to November 30. Eventually electronic reporting may
supersede any forms developed for the proposed GO. As such, the proposed language
would inhibit such forms.

49-46. Page ES-3, third paragraph of the draft EIR isrevised as follows:

The California Association of Santtary Sanitation Agencies (CASA) . ..

49-47. See Master Response 2.

49-48. See Response to Comment 45-5.

49-49. See Response to Comment 45-6.

49-50. See Master Response 9.

49-51. See Response to Comment 45-8.

49-52. See Response to Comment 45-9.

49-53. See Response to Comment 45-10.

49-54. See Response to Comment 45-11.

49-55. Thetext of the GO, page ES-12, second paragraph, first sentence, is changed as
follows:

The proposed GO species. . .eannotbe-permitted is not applicable.
Gonee) W Dishorge Recirementoror Crepter 3. Commeniaand

Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-167



Also, see Response to Comment 30-5.

49-56. See Master Responses 7 and 8.

49-57. See Master Response 5.

49-58. See Master Response 5.

49-59. See Master Response 5.

49-60. See Master Response 2.

49-61. See Master Response 2.

49-62. See Responsesto Comments 14-3, 14-5 and 14-17.

49-63. See Master Response 10.

49-64. The SWRCB cannot restrict local government entities' ability to adopt biosolids control
standardsthat are morerestrictive than those of the State. Also see Responseto Comment
23-4.

49-65. See Response to Comment 45-18.

49-66. See Response to Comment 45-19.

49-67. See Master Response 4.

49-68. See Response to Comment 14-9.

49-69. See Master Response 4.

49-70. See Master Response 4.

49-71. See Response to Comment 18-7.

49-72. Draft EIR page 2-15, third bullet, second sentence is revised as follows:

Groundwater monitoring would generally be required if the depth to
groundwater at the dispesat land application site is less than 25 feet and

biosolids would be applied more than twice in a 5-year period.

49-73. Page 2-16, first paragraph, first sentenceis revised as follows:

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
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49-74.

49-75.

49-76.

49-77.

49-78.

49-79.

49-80.

The proposed GO specifies several areas of the state within which biosolids
application projects under the GO eannetbepermitted-are not applicable.

See Response to Comment 45-21.
See Response to Comment 45-22.
See the Response to Comment 45-23.
See the Response to Comment 45-24.
See the Response to Comment 45-27.

The suggested changeis semanticin nature and would not substantively change theintent
or significance conclusion finding for the impact. Therefore, no EIR changes have been
made.

The commenter states that the NSSS demonstrated that organic pollutants in biosolids
occur at low levels and do not pose significant risk to the environment or public health.
The commenter noted that the science behind the NSSS would justify dropping SOC
testing from the proposed GO program and that SOC testing will continue to be required
by treatment plants as conditions of their NPDES permits.

Severa scientists, including some at Cornel Waste Management Institute (1997), have
criticized the science behind the risk assessment completed as part of the Part 503
regulations. For example, they cited EPA’sfinding that SOCs were present in fewer than
5% of the ludgesin the NSSS and that these SOCs were not in sufficient concentrations
towarrant their regulation. Therefore, SOCscould occur in 5% of biosolidsand be present
at levels of concern, but would not be regulated or further considered. Some SOCs were
not included (they were excluded under the Part 503 regulations) because there was
insufficient information to complete arisk anaysis.

The NSSS has been criticized because standardized sludge sample analyses were not
completed and samplesanalyzed from varioustreatment plantsinthe survey had markedly
different water contents, which caused inconsi stenciesin determining detectionlimits. As
a result, estimates of the concentrations and occurrence frequencies for some organic
chemicals could not be reliably made. In addition, not all SOCs that may be present in
biosolids are capable of detection by commercial analytical testing laboratories. A
conservative approach has been taken in the proposed GO because of this controversy and
uncertainty, supporting theneed for ongoing researchintheseareas. The EIR recommends
aset of mitigation measuresthat are protective of human health and the environment while
not being overly burdensome to biosolids generators, applicators or end users.

California State Water Resources Control Board June 30, 2000
General Waste Discharge Requirements for Chapter 3. Comments and
Biosolids Land Application Responses to Comments
Final Statewide Program EIR 3-169



The proposed GO does not require redundant or additional testing of SOCs in biosolids.
If the generator testsfor SOCs, per the requirementsof their NPDES permit and these data,
are available, then the proposed GO merely requires the test results to be included in the
Pre-Application Report. If, for some reason, test data on biosolids constituent
concentrations are unavailable, then the applicator must compl ete testing for the limited
SOCslisted inthe Pre-Application Report. The RWQCB, afarmer, or an applicator could
conceivably request additional follow-up testing if theinitia test resultsindicate areas of
concern. Thiscouldinclude additional organic analysesnot covered in the standard semi-
volatile organic compound testing program, if the applicator is concerned about treatment
areaindustrial dischargesthat generate waste that is not detectable in the NPDES permit-
required analysis.

49-81. See Response to Comment 45-30.

49-82. Comment noted. Thethird sentence under thefirstimpact header on Page 3-29 of the draft
EIR, is hereby revised as follows:

The proposed GO defines the agronomic rate as “the nitrogen requirements of the
plant needed for optimal growth and production, ascited in professional publications
for California, the County Agricultural Commissioner, or recommended by a
Certified Agronomist or Soil Scientist.

49-83. See Response to Comment 45-33.

49-84. See Response to Comment 45-34.

49-85. Comment noted. The text for page 3-34, fourth bullet, second sentence of the
draft EIR isrevised asfollows:

The proposed GO istherefore amorerestrictive conservative approach than the
See also Master Response 4.

49-86. Thecommenter would likethelast sentence of thefirst bullet on page 3-37 of thedraft EIR
to be deleted (this sentence pertains to the unlawful disposal of hazardous wastes). This
sentence has not been deleted because it is an accurate statement and is not intended to
indicate that biosolids contain hazardous waste.

49-87. Thischange has not been made because the draft EIR is not evaluating the environmental
impacts of fertilizers.

49-88. Seethe Response to Comment 45-40.
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49-89. Seethe Response to Comment 45-41.
49-90. Seethe Response to Comment 45-42.
49-91. SeeMaster Response 7.

49-92. The commenter states that Tables 5-1 & 5-4 need to be revised so that the survival time
specifies a duration period. The requested duration periods have been added. See
Response to 9-2.

49-93. After thelast paragraph on Public Health, page 14-14, add the following:

Animal manures may pose a threat to human health. Farm animals such as
cattle, pigs, and chickens become infested and excrete a number of human
pathogensin their feces. Theseinclude Salmonella, Campylobacter, Yersinia,
E. coli 0157:H7, Listeria spp., and the protozoan parasite Cryptosporidium.
Cattlemanureisbelieved to be the major source of both water- and food-borne
outbreaks of E. cali in the United States associated with lettuce and apples.

Although animals have not been known to be a source of human enteric
viruses, recent studies shown that hepatitis E infects pigs and can befound in
their feces. Two recent cases of hepatitis E in the United States are believed
to have been associ ated with water- and food-borne outbreaksin the devel oping
world (Meng et al. 1998).

49-94. The commenter stated that the second sentence of the paragraph on draft EIR page 5-20
(relating to ambient air quality and air toxics) should be expanded to mention that the
general nuisance provision in Section 41700 of the California Health and Safety Code
indirectly pertains to biosolids land application.

The second sentence of the paragraph on draft EIR page 5-20 is hereby revised asfollows:

There are no state policies or regulations that specifically address air quality
issuesrelated to biosolidsland application. Thereare numerous state and local
air quality regulations that govern compliance with transportation-related
source emissions (from hauling equipment and incorporation equipment) and
general provisions related to compliance with local air quality management
district regulations for ambient air quality and specific source control which
might have been adopted with regard to toxic air emissions. As an example,

the general nuisance provision found in Section 41700 of the CaliforniaHealth

and Safety Code indirectly pertains to biosolids land application. The federal
and state ambient air quality standards of greatest concern with respect to land
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application of biosolids are the particul ate matter standard for fine particul ates
(PM10). For more details, seethe air quality chapter (Chapter 10).

49-95. See Master Response 8.

49-96. See Response to Comment 9-4.

49-97. See Response to Comment 9-5.

49-98. Thiscomments suggests adding languageto Mitigation Measure 6-1 that allowsfor fences
and signsto beinstalled in order to allow biosolids to be applied in areas having a high
potential for public exposure. Thischange has not been made because the addition of this
language contradictstheintent of the measure. The measureisintended, in part, to prevent
aesthetic impacts, and installing fences would not achieve this mitigation.

49-99. Page 8-1, third paragraph of the draft EIR isrevised asfollows:

The GO prohtbitsappheatronof-brosotids is not applicable in three areas of
Region2...
Also see Response to Comment 30-5.

49-100. The commenter is correct that EPA suspended the 1-hour standard when it promulgated
the 8-hour standard. However, due to a court ruling, the 8-hour standard was remanded
and the 1-hour standard was reestablished.

49-101. Of the fugitive road dust generated by vehicles, approximately 19 percent is PM10 (10
microns or smaller) while 81 percent islarger than PM10. Approximately 5% of fugitive
road dust isPM2.5 or smaller.

49-102. The commenter is correct that the primary purpose of covering biosolids is not odor
control, but to prevent precipitation from contacting biosolids. However, odor and dust
control is a secondary benefit.

49-103. See Response to Comment 18-5.

49-104. Theword*“substantial” inthefifth bullet on page 10-6 istaken directly from the Appendix
G of the CEQA guidelines environmenta checklist form. The significance thresholds
mentioned have been modified to reflect the programmatic nature of this EIR as described
in Master Response 9 regarding paved and unpaved roads.

49-105. See Master Response 5.

49-106. See Master Response 5.
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49-107.

49-108.

49-109.

49-110.

49-111.

49-112.

49-113.

49-114.

49-115.

49-116.

See Master Response 5.

See Master Response 5.

See Master Response 5.

See Master Response 5.

See Master Response 5.

The proposed changeis not an acceptable mitigation. Theoreticaly, it would allow trucks
to passthrough residential areasat all hours of the night. Also see Response to Comment
45-49.

Page 13-4, first bullet of the draft EIR isrevised as follows:

Requirements for the discharger to use the services of a certified agronomist,
crop advisor, soils scientist, or agricultural engineer . . ..

Signs and posting are not sufficient mitigation for nuisance odors and aesthetic detraction
of those land uses designated as “high potential areas.”

See Appendix C of this final EIR for a revised version of Table 15-1, “Mitigation
Monitoring Program”.

Table 15-1, Mitigation Measure 4-1 (under the Monitoring and Enforcement Activity
column) of the draft EIR is hereby revised such that “phototoxicity” is changed to
“Phytotoxicity”.
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