
LODI CITY COUNCIL 
SHIRTSLEEVE SESSION 

CARNEGIE FORUM, 305 WEST PINE STREET 
TUESDAY, JUNE 15, 2010  

 

 
An Informal Informational Meeting ("Shirtsleeve" Session) of the Lodi City Council was held 
Tuesday, June 15, 2010, commencing at 7:01 a.m.  
 
Present:    Council Member Hansen, Council Member Johnson, Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, 
and Mayor Katzakian 
Absent:     Council Member Mounce 
Also Present:    Interim City Manager Bartlam, City Attorney Schwabauer, and City Clerk Johl 
 

 

 
Interim City Manager Rad Bartlam provided a brief introduction to the subject matter of the White 
Slough Water Pollution Control Facility Waste Discharge Permit.  
 
Deputy Public Works Director Charlie Swimley provided a PowerPoint regarding the waste 
discharge permit. Specific topics of discussion included the permit overview, White Slough 
location, land application facilities, treatment plant, studies for surface water discharge, 
compliance demonstration plans, temperature study, cost of studies for surface water discharge, 
studies for land application, Title 22 engineering report, groundwater background study, land 
application practices report, cost of studies for land application, construction, secondary aeration 
basins, monthly average nitrate data, historic field nitrogen loadings, tertiary filters, aluminum 
data, mercury data, ultraviolet (UV) disinfection, biosolids lagoon lining, historic and current 
biosolids lagoon operations, storage pond nitrogen trends, State Board order, 2012 permit 
application, biosolids dewatering, and considerations for application of liquid biosolids and 
biosolids dewatering.  
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated the regulation on land application 
reductions also started in May 2010. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated the olives were planted on non-City 
land north of the facility. Mr. Swimley stated typically the City will grow alfalfa and corn seasonally 
on the City-owned land. 
 
In response to Council Member Johnson, Mr. Swimley stated the blue lines on the map depict 
how the fields were prepared for flood irrigation purposes. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated the water for field irrigation comes 
from treated effluent and can be stored in the ponds or can come from industrial water. 
Mr. Swimley stated all municipal water supply is treated and industrial supply is pre-treated. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated water from PCP used to have 
high amounts of salinity but those amounts have been reduced significantly through PCP’s use of 
potassium instead of sodium.  
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated the City’s quality of effluent is 
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probably as good as many third world countries. Mr. Swimley stated the water could likely be 
consumed without causing sickness but legally the water cannot be consumed. 
 
In response to Council Member Johnson, Mr. Swimley stated PCP invested $300,000 per year to 
reduce salinity based on the State Board order, community sensitivity, and in an effort to be 
proactive. Mr. Swimley stated Flag City has also issued a reduction mandate to its customers and 
made significant improvements. 
 
In response to Council Member Johnson, Mr. Swimley stated that, while the water softening 
business may continue to decline, other technology to reduce the salinity will likely be introduced 
in the future. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated the waste from the wineries 
does contain some nitrates but nothing significant to be concerned about currently. 
 
In response to Myrna Wetzel, Mr. Swimley stated that extreme temperatures do affect the plant 
and operational adjustments, such as increasing or decreasing the biological matter, are often 
made as a result. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated unreimbursed regulations do often 
times drive the cost of the related studies. 
  
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated the studies that are specific to 
Lodi and the County that are not required by all agencies include the Organic Loading 
Study, Pond Freeboard Study, and Wintertime Irrigation Plan. He stated the studies are fact 
driven and not complaint driven. 
  
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated during the heavy rainfall the City 
does see spikes of nitrate in the sewer system based on the lack of proper drainage. 
 
In response to Myrna Wetzel, Mr. Swimley stated rainfall does not dilute nitrates. 
  
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated in the winter time the change 
in operations would involve adjustments in the biological process associated with bugs. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated that, while it is difficult to determine 
where biosolids are being applied and collected, the City can maintain a zero level whereby 
the fields will not be overloaded by biosolids. 
  
In response to Council Member Johnson, Mr. Swimley stated staff will continue to work on 
the relationship with surrounding growers because the larger the crop the more financial benefit 
the City receives and vica versa. 
 
In response to Council Member Johnson, Mr. Swimley stated the City is spending approximately 
$300,000 per year for the UV system. City Attorney Schwabauer stated it would be difficult to use 
public benefit monies for the lightening unless an energy efficiency could be shown. 
 
In response to Myrna Wetzel, Mr. Swimley confirmed that the used light bulbs are sent back to 
the manufacturer, a discount is not received, and he is not sure if the manufacturer recycles the 
bulbs thereafter. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated the treatment plant processes 
and removes nitrates whereby it releases into the air through the biological process. 
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In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated that, while he is not sure of the 
exact amount the 2012 permit application cost, it is likely that it will be expensive. 
 
In response to Council Member Johnson, Mr. Swimley and Mr. Bartlam confirmed that in addition 
to other regulations San Joaquin County has a prohibition against certain application of biosolids 
through an ordinance. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley and Mr. Schwabauer stated there 
is no legal prohibition against buying land near the facility, there would be financial implications, 
and purchasing more property would not improve application process because it would only 
spread out the application. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated that, even if the liquid biosolids were 
redirected through a pipe instead of irrigation, collection would still occur at point of entry. 
Mr. Swimley stated staff believes the use of the flinger, which also prepares the City for 
elimination of biosolids application altogether, is the best solution. 
 
In response to Council Member Hansen, Mr. Swimley stated the water diverted to Northern 
California Power Agency will remove about 1,000 acre feet but the City processes about 7,000 
acre feet per year. 
 
In response to Mayor Katzakian, Mr. Swimley stated while pharmaceuticals remain a concern 
they are not seeing much in discharge. 
 
In response to Myrna Wetzel, Mr. Swimley stated he is not aware of any concerns 
regarding health care products being discharged. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated the proposed recommendation 
will allow for either even distribution on land or an option for trucking out. 
 
In response to Mayor Pro Tempore Hitchcock, Mr. Swimley stated regardless of the Certificate of 
Participation funds remaining staff would be making the same recommendation with respect to 
the biosolids application.  
 

 
None. 
 

 
No action was taken by the City Council.  The meeting was adjourned at 8:20 a.m.  
 
 

C. Comments by Public on Non-Agenda Items

D. Adjournment

ATTEST:  
 
 
Randi Johl 
City Clerk

Continued June 15, 2010

3



AGENDA ITEM 

CITY OF LODI 
COUNCIL COMMUNICATION 

TM 

AGENDA TITLE: Present Council Update on White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility Waste 
Discharge Permit 

MEETING DATE: June 15,201 0 (Shirtsleeve Session) 

PREPARED BY: Public Works Director 

RECOMMENDED ACTION: Present Council update on White Slough Water Pollution Control 
Facility Waste Discharge Permit. 

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: The City’s White Slough Water Pollution Control Facility (WSWPCF) 
is currently in the third year of a five-year National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) discharge permit (Permit) 
cycle. The current Permit was issued in September 2007 by the 

State Regional Water Quality Control Board and includes more stringent water quality requirements and 
a significant number of reports and studies related to the facility’s discharges to surface water and to land 
application areas. 

Staff will provide a summary of the Permit requirements, current and anticipated expenditures resulting 
from the Permit requirements, discussion regarding biosolids dewatering, status of the State Board 
Order, and a brief summary of how WSWPCF is performing since the Phase 3 Improvements were 
completed. 

FISCAL IMPACT: Not applicable. 

FUNDING AVAILABLE: Not applicable. 

Public Works Director 

Prepared by Charles E. Swimley, Deputy Public Works Director-Utilities 

FWSICESlpmf 

cc: Charles E. Swimley, Deputy Public Works Director - Utilities 
Del Kerlin, Wastewater Treatment Superintendent 
Mike Schafer, Laboratory/EnvironmentaI Compliance Superintendent 
D. Stephen Schwabauer, City Attorney 

--- 
APPROVED: , a 

Bartlam. Interim City Mananer - 
K:\WP\White Slough\CPermitUpdate.docx 6/9/2010 



City of Lodi 

Water Pollution Control Facility

June 15, 2010

Permit Status Update



Presentation Outline
Permit Overview

Surface Water Discharge Studies

Land Application Studies

What’s Next?

Performance Status Report

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Fairly Complicated Information

There is a lot to get through and I will be moving at a fairly brisk pace –

	Please feel free to interrupt me if you have any questions along the way

Permit Overview – 

Studies for Surface Water Discharge-

Studies for Land Application – 

Status Report on Current Performance – 

What is on the Horizon - 





Permit Overview
• Adopted September 2007
• New standards for surface water 

discharge apply May 18, 2010 
• Increased Regulation on Land 

Application
• Permit expires September 1, 2012
• Application for new permit due 

March 4, 2012

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Adopted September 2007

New standards for surface water discharge apply May 18, 2010 
	Reduced 		BOD	- 20 mg/L to 10 mg/L
	Added  		Ammonia 	- 
			Nitrate
			Nitrite
			Aluminum
			Chlorodibromomethane
			Dichlorobromomethane
			Manganese
			EC
			Monthly limits for Mercury
		

Increased Regulation on land Application – 	Increased monitoring and studies on land application practices
				Added Discharge Limits to Recycled Water
					Added Turbidity
					Reduced Total Coliform Limit to 2.2 MPN -7 Day Avg.
					Modified the BOD Limit – 100#/Acre/Day

Permit expires September 1, 2012 -   		A little over ½ way through the permit cycle

Application for new permit due March 4, 2012 -  	That is when we file our Report of Waste Discharge and the fun starts all over again !

	




White Slough Location
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Shows Location  of Treatment Plant Facility Relative to Town


Area bounded in red represents approximately 1014 Acres

	790 Acres are used as Land Application Area
	300 Acres of the 790 are used for Biosolids Application

Facility Located along the Delta Fringe –  contributing factor for elevated salinity levels in groundwater

Surrounded by many land uses : Dairy, Farming, Municipal 

Areas in 	Blue - represent land irrigated primarily by surface water 
	Green  - primarily by groundwater 
	Light Blue – Mixed , Ground and Surface Water





Land Application Facilities

Municipal Wastewater

Industrial Wastewater

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Overview of Land Application Area:

	Blue lines represent the reclaimed water irrigation paths
	Red  Lines are the tailwater return paths
	Green Lines – Currently irrigated with well water
	Notice the two pipelines from Town

None of the tailwater or runoff leaves the treatment facility. 

Pretty much been the practice for over 40 years

	Apply approx. 3000 Acre-Ft of reclaimed water each year - ~ 75% municipal 25% industrial 

	Capacity of 700-750 dry tons of Biosolids each year to 300 acres – Based on current practices which are:

	Transport the biosolids slurry with the irrigation water – Touch on uneven application problems

	The facility generates approximately 1800 Dry Tons of Biosolids each year
	
	



Treatment Plant
Biosolids 
Lagoons

Secondary 
Clarifiers

Primary 
Clarifiers

Sludge 
Digesters

Tertiary Filters and 
UV Disinfection

Secondary 
Aeration Basins

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Treatment Plant Overview

	Processes ~ 2.4 Billion Gallons (~6.5 MGD) of Domestic Wastewater each year

	Treated to Title 22 Standards – Disinfected, Filtered Tertiary
 
			As cleand or cleaner than the Delta - Show Jar Samples

	Performing very well -  ZERO Discharge Violations last year

	Go through the Process Train	


I like to think of the plant as a big digestive system just like the human body

Our bellies, intestines and kidneys separate our waste into solids and liquids and rely on biological activity to do the work

When our bellies get upset, you just can’t hit a switch to make it better  -  Same with a treatment plant

So it is quite a job keeping things “regular” so to speak…..
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Studies For Surface Water Discharge
Study Name Due Date
Corrective Action/Method of 
Compliance Plan May 2008 
Salinity Evaluation and 
Minimization Plan November 2008 
Temperature Study July 2010
Pollution Prevention Plan September 2010
Treatment Feasibility Study July 2011
Effluent and Receiving Water 
Characterization Study

Submit With New 
Permit Application 
(March 4, 2012)

Presenter
Presentation Notes

Emphasize “Checks” mean the study is complete.

Purpose of this slide is to illustrate the number of studies and plans associated with the Permit. I will only be speaking on a few to save time but can answer questions on the others if you would like.








Compliance Demonstration 
Plans

Salinity Evaluation and Minimization Plan

Treatment Feasibility Study

Pollution Prevention Plan

Corrective Action/Method of Compliance Plan





Presenter
Presentation Notes
Quick Overview of these Studies

When a permit is issued with new compliance limits – Agencies must show how they intend to meet the new limits:

Whether it is constructing new or upgraded facilities or Public Outreach and Education

Treatment Feasibility Study – Needed to demonstrate we have the treatment capacity for treating 8.5 MGD. 
No problem here, all the data we are collecting shows it will not be a problem

Pollution Prevention Plan -   Collecting data of interest by the Board – to identify potential strategies for controlling 
Mercury, Manganese, Aluminum, Nitrate, Nitrite and chlorodibromomethane and dichlorobromomethane discharges to the treatment plant.

Mercury – monitoring industrial users and some dental offices – no industrial users recommended
Aluminum – monitoring some industrial dischargers – all but 2 not recommended for further monitoring
Manganese – monitoring some industrial discharges – all but 2 not recommended for further monitoring

Nitrite, Nitrate and Ammonia handled by the plant upgrades
DCBM-CDBM – not a factor since we use UV for disinfection instead of chlorine

Corrective Action Plan – Goes together with the Pollution prevention plan. Focus is on corrective action to obtain compliance with the constituents mentioned above.


Salinity Evaluation and Minimization Plan – Discusses efforts to minimize salinity discharges to the City’s collection system
				Municipal discharges are below the basin plan objectives 
				Permit limit of 780 EC.
				(Source water averages around 260 EC.) 
				Identifies Proposed Salinity Controls
					Water Softener reduction
					Surface Water Treatment Plant
					Industrial users ( PCP using potassium hydroxide vs. sodium hydroxide)

Effluent and Receiving Water Characterization Study – Verifies our effluent isn’t containing something the Regional Board should be concerned about – Monitors for Priority Pollutants – pesticides, volatile organics, organics, metals, etc.

 Required so the Regional Board can determine what permit limits may be needed / feasible for future compliance limits

Required of all wastewater treatment plants – we are not special here….



Temperature Study

• Study complete
• Discharge has 

very limited 
effect on 
temperature

• Identifies appropriate temperature 
requirements for receiving water

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Related to a Basin Plan Requirement

Characterizes the seasonal temperature changes of the effluent and its impacts on Dredger Cut and points downstream 
	
Concerned with impacts on aquatic life that is very sensitive to temperature changes in the water
	From minnows to Striped Bass

Study shows there is minimal effect on the receiving water temperatures and we are not anticipated future requirements at this time


Discharge Water temperature
Winter 65 F
Summer 82 F



Cost of Studies For Surface Water Discharge

Study Name
Cost To 

Date

Future Budget 
Estimate 

(To Sept. 2012)
Corrective Action/Method of Compliance Plan $10,100 N/A
Salinity Evaluation and Minimization Plan 2,900* $11,000*
Pollution Prevention Plan 16,800* 20,000*
Temperature Study 58,000 4,500
Treatment Feasibility Study 6,700 20,000
Effluent and Receiving Water Characterization 
Study 5,800* N/A

Total $100,300 $55,500

*Costs shown do not include fees for laboratory analyses

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Total cost to date & estimated future costs to complete the studies for surface water discharge

Note the costs do not include lab analysis (~$50k)

Nor does it include the Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE): If toxicity testing is positive then accelerated monitoring then TRE
Big Bucks (~$95k)
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Studies For Land Application
Study Name Due Date 

Wintertime Irrigation Plan December 2008 

Organic Loading Study July 2009  
Salinity Evaluation and Minimization Plan November 2008 

Title 22 Engineering Report November 2009

Groundwater Background Study August 2010
Industrial Influent Characterization Study November 2010

Pond Freeboard Study July 2011

Land Application Practices Report 
(Due March 4, 2012)

Submit With Permit 
Application

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Wintertime Irrigation Plan – Addresses/documents land application practices that will minimize/prevent washout of biosolids during 100 year flood events.  We don’t irrigate or apply biosolids in the winter = only in fall and not before a rain. The plan is complete.
Organic Loading Study – Study conducted with PCP – Evaluated the allowable BOD loading on the land application areas. Supports our interim limits of 100#/Ac/Day can be increased to 200. Results were very favorable for PCP. 
Salinity Evaluation & Minimization Plan -  Talked about that previously, it also applies to the land application areas. 
Title 22 Engineering Report – Identifies current reclamation uses and operations. For example- along with the farmers, we supply the S.J. mosquito control district fish rearing ponds with reclaimed water, and we supply NCPA with cooling water for the turbine.
GW Background Study – Determines the baseline GW conditions prior to the Treatment Plant existing. Very important study because it drives whether we comply with the basin plan objectives or not. The results could require improvements/operational adjustments.
Industrial Influent Characterization Study -  Evaluates the contents of the industrial discharges that are collected at the plant. 
Pond Freeboard Study – Determines whether our existing storage pond berms are strong enough to withstand less than 2 feet of freeboard. We often operate with way less than 2 feet to maximize storage. So far they are holding. If the geotechnical analysis determines the berms are not sufficient, it will reduce our storage capacity unless improvements are made. 
Land Application Practices Report – Requires Best Practical Treatment or Controls to improve land management practices that may be contributing to the degregation of groundwater. It ties into our groundwater monitoring and the Groundwater Background Study.





Title 22 Engineering Report

• Report complete
• Recycled water meets DPH “Title 22” 

standards
• Report in

review by CDPH
• Minor system 

modifications 
needed

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Identifies current reclamation practices and operations as they relate to the farming, S.J. County Mosquito Abatement District and NCPA

Discusses City’s Treatment Process for meeting Title 22 Recycled Water Standards
		Filtration
		UV System – Validated the performance of our UV system. Found numerous areas we could improve to better the 		performance and possibly use less energy doing so.

Evaluated cross connection controls for the treatment plant, NCPA, Mosquito District – Big job – very spread out facitlities

“Disinfected Tertiary Recycled Water” – Required for Cooling Tower makeup water (because of the mist) and for Impoundments (lakes,ponds)



Groundwater Background Study

• Study underway 
• Required to 

demonstrate 
Basin Plan compliance 
(and Title 27exemption)

• Required for all 
land application 
facilities

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Determines Baseline Condition  prior to the Treatment Plant 

The Permit States the City’s Land Application Practices are a threat to groundwater quality but acknowledges the complex seasonal and local movements of the groundwater underlying the facility. 

Other complexities are the varied land uses surrounding the facility – Dairy, Farming etc. 

Requires 3 additional monitoring wells – and a two year study to collect samples for comparison

Challenge is to find suitable backround monitoring wells – upgradient of the plant and not subject to surface water influence

Using  advanced isotope analysis to differentiate between animal and human sources of nitrogen, salinity and other compounds such as pharmaceuticals. 

The idea is to compare the water quality in the background wells to the water quality in the wells used to monitor the facility and land application areas. 

If our discharges are shown to threaten to cause or has caused degregation of the groundwater, then we until (December 2010) to submit a Best Practical Treatment or Control (BPTC) workplan that will address the issue. The Regional Board will issue a time schedule order telling us when we would need to complete the work.

If the study shows background conditions are higher than our discharges, then those concentrations would be our new objective. 




Land Application Practices Report

• Study to begin Fall 2010
• Required to demonstrate Basin Plan 

compliance (and Title 27 exemption) 
• Nitrate is a 

concern
• Good land 

application
practices must be
documented

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This plan is necessary if Groundwater Background Study shows City has the potential to cause or has caused Groundwater degregation

..And good land practices are the even distribution of irrigation water, even distribution of biosolids/nutrients on fields

Are we doing good now? We are doing okay, but not able to evenly apply biosolids to the fields.





Cost of Studies For Land Application

Study Name
Cost To 

Date

Future Budget 
Estimate 

(To Sept. 2012)
Wintertime Irrigation Plan $14,800 N/A
Organic Loading Study 336,300 N/A
Salinity Evaluation and Minimization Plan 2,900* $11,000*
Title 22 Engineering Report 136,800 5,000

Groundwater Background Report 24,500* 85,000*
Industrial Influent Characterization Study 10,500* 20,000*
Pond Freeboard Study 42,700 15,000
Land Application Practices Report N/A 100,000
Total $568,500 $236,000

*Costs shown do not include fees for laboratory analyses

Portion of this 
paid by PCP

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Think PCP paid for portion or all of the influent characterization study also.
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During Construction

Biosolids 
Lagoons

Secondary 
Clarifiers

Secondary 
Aeration 
Basins

Sludge 
Digesters

Tertiary Filters 
and UV Disinfection

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Quickly go over what was there vs. what is now



After Construction
Biosolids 
Lagoons

Secondary 
ClarifiersAeration Basins

Sludge 
Digesters

Tertiary Filters and 
UV Disinfection



Secondary Aeration Basins
• Integral to 

meeting 
standards for 
nitrate and 
nitrite

• Reduces 
nitrogen 
levels in 
effluent 

• Reduces 
loads to land 
application 
area & Delta

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Anaerobic Selection

Utilizes an Anoxic Zone in a portion of the aeration basins where there is very little oxygen for the nitrifier bugs

Forces them to pull the oxygen molecule out of the NO3 to survive, this leaves only the nitrogen gas that blows off to atmosphere with the air bubbles



Monthly Average Nitrate Data
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Reflection of the denitrification  

Trend line shows a steady decline below our monthly limit of 10 mg/L

Explain how the trend line works



Historic Field Nitrogen Loadings
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Presenter
Presentation Notes
Reason for the spike

2007 – we applied just under 1500 Dry Tons of Biosolids with higher than normal nitrogen content

Had no where else to get rid of them – 

In contrast 2009 was our first irrigation season with the denitrification process working. Reason for significant reduction

Later years reflect more normal application rates along with denitrification in 2009. 




Tertiary Filters
• Reduces 

discharges to 
the Delta of 
copper, lead, 
zinc, 
aluminum, and 
mercury

• Integral  
to meeting 
standards for 
increased flow 
to NCPA

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Basically allows us to meet our discharge limits for aluminum mercury and other metals

Also allows us to meet our turbidity limits and disinfection requirements in the UV

The filters and UV need to work together.



Aluminum Data
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Filtration Online

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Note the aluminum concentrations since the filters went online 



Mercury Data

Year
Mercury Load Methylmercury Load

pounds per 
year

drops per 
year

pounds per 
year

drops per 
year

Permitted 0.1 56.6 0.002 1.0      

2008 0.03 16.5 0.0002 0.1

2009 0.02 12.4 0.0001 0.06

Presenter
Presentation Notes
This slide facinates me:

6.5 million gallons a day – 2.4 billion gallons per year

So imagine a tank of water the size of a football field…that was 7,300 feet high

We only put 12 drops of mercury in 2.4 billion gallons of water processed



UV Disinfection
• Eliminates 

generation 
of toxic 
disinfection 
byproducts

• Integral
to meeting 
standards for 
increased 
flow to NCPA

Presenter
Presentation Notes
The UV allows us to control the disinfection by products (those big words)  that I spoke about earlier because there is no chlorine used.

Very expensive and complicated facility – e.g. each lamp is ~$150 ea. – there are 1760 of them and they can be used no more than 9000 hours before they need to be replaced.

The UV energy from the lamps sterilizes pathogens before they can reproduce – not a good way to go if you are a pathogen….

Don’t be a pathogen…stay away from tanning booths…….





Biosolids Lagoon Lining
• Reduces 

discharge of 
biosolids 
supernatant 
to storage 
ponds

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Constructed during phase 3 – council authorized change order

Allows additional storage and was designed to work with a solids handling facility



Historic Biosolids Lagoon Operations

Biosolids
Lagoon

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Note the supernatant that used to go primarily to the ponds due to lack of lagoon storage

This was high in nitrogen and elevating the nitrate concentrations in the unlined storage ponds



Lagoon Supernatant 
to Treatment Plant

Current Biosolids Lagoon Operations

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Phase 3 improvements provided a means to process the supernatant back through the primary portion of the plant. 

It is denitrified and reprocessed.  We still have had some decant to the ponds, but it has been very rare. 

Pond nitrate concentrations are now largely below 10mg/L.  A huge improvement.



Storage Pond Nitrogen Trends
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State Board Order

• Regional Board staff has indicated they 
are in “no hurry” to get permit modified

• Might be best to wait for City to complete 
Groundwater Background Report 
(due August 2010)

• CVCWA continues 
to move forward 
with petition

Presenter
Presentation Notes
We have spent over $113,000 addressing the state board order in preparing documents arguing technical errors made by State Board Staff, preparing  for hearings and in legal fees to assess the legality of the Order. This does not account for the significant amount of staff time. 

We are still in a wait and see mode. The state board legal staff appears to be in no hurry either.

Nutshell,
Order significantly narrows the exemptions in title 27 for activities such as wastewater treatment and storage associated with municipal wastewater treatment plants and reuse activities. Title 27 also includes conditional exemptions  for other discharge activies that are consistent with water quality objectives and basin plans.

The order finds the sewage exemption only applies to facilities that are part of the treatment process and finds the “post treatment” storage ponds and facilities are not part of the treatment process therefore not exempted from Title 27 requirements. 

If our discharges do not comply with the basin plan objectives, then we will need to find a way to make them. 



2012 Permit Application

• Data collection in 2011
• Expect less studies
Issues to be resolved:
• Solids disposal practices
• Pond lining requirements
• Pond freeboard requirements
• Potential for additional regulations 

associated with land application activities
– Application of hydraulic and nutrient loads



Biosolids Dewatering
Allows for:
• Much better 

control of 
biosolids 
applications 
to fields

• Economical 
off hauling of 
biosolids (as 
needed)

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Like to continue discussion of the Biosolids Handling Facility. As you know we brought this to you on March 3rd. The Council decided more discussion was needed to make the decision to go forward.????? Check video

Explain the “better control of nutrient applications”

The Facility generates approx. 1800 DT of biosolids per year at current discharge levels. Those numbers will grow to 2300 DT when the Flows reach 8.5 mgd. 

We currently apply around 710 DT on average to the 300 acres of Biosolids application area

The ponds can store around 450 DT so we can “handle” around 1160 DT per year but this is not available when lagoons are full

The difference; (1800-750) is 1050DT that we need to either hire a company to process and off haul at around $430/DT as we did this winter

Or we construct a facility that processes the biosolids that allows staff operational flexibility to 
apply biosolids evenly over fields during the growing season, limits won’t be hydraulic conveyance
Off haul excess at a cost of around $190 DT during the winter months
Completely eliminate supernatant to storage ponds

There is a solids inventory issue: 1800-750; therefore 1050 DT that are collecting in the lagoons when available, storage ponds or being carried out is solution to the ag fields; that practice is of concern to the regional board. 





Application of Liquid Biosolids 
Causes Excessive Loading of 
Nitrogen At One End of the 

Agricultural Fields

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Represents how biosolids deposit as they head into the field. 

Results in uneven application of nitrogen

Too much nitrogen at head end of fields that could leach through to the groundwater table with the large amounts of water being used to transport the slurry

Not enough at the tail end of the field – poor crop performance.





Why Consider Biosolids 
Dewatering?

Generate more than we can 
handle

Enhanced Operational Control

Regulatory Trends

You’re Paying for it Now

Presenter
Presentation Notes
Why consider dewatering? – 4 Reasons

We historically have generated more solids than can be appropriately disposed of;
	Currently about 640 DT per year excess – It will only get worse, never better

Enhanced Operational Flexibility:
	By processing – we can apply very accurate and even loads to our land application areas without all the water
	The applications can be applied and tilled in – allows for spring and fall applications before winter wheat
	There is “room” to apply more nitrogen but not water to maintain agronomic rates – if it is applied evenly
		average around a 100# per acre – 
	More even application of nutrients, better crop yields, more $ to General fund from farming lease, more sustainable operation
	Hitting the right limits is difficult without control. Like trying to hit a light switch with a 10 foot fishing pole. 

Regulatory Pressure:
	State Board Order -  Title 27 requirements – groundwater degregation
 	Litigation between two local landowners regarding groundwater degregation
	Possible that one day land application of biosolids will be prohibited

Pay Now- Pay Later:
	Great bidding climate
	Bond proceeds remain available until December 2010 to fund construction
	Council approved the design in ________. 
	If we wait, our rate payers will pay more. $5m. Is equivilent to around $500k/year or around 5%. 
	Cost Benefit Analysis shows that construction the facility is less expensive over 20 years than paying outside vendor



Questions?




