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Agricultural & Industrial Residuals Subcommittee
MISSION:


To promote the beneficial reuse of Animal, Municipal, and Industrial
residuals through scientific and environmentally sound management.



To promote mutually beneficial relationships between agricultural,
industrial, and municipal residuals generators to solve mutual problems
without increased use of resources.



To promote cooperation between government agencies, associations,
corporations and the public to improve professional education and the
management of agricultural, industrial, and municipal residuals.

GOALS:
1. To identify stakeholders key to the beneficial reuse of residuals.
2. To identify common needs, expectations, and opportunities between
stakeholders.
3. To identify existing association meetings, conferences, seminars sharing
information on the beneficial reuse of residuals.
4. To facilitate workshops and conferences to promote beneficial use of
residuals.
5. To identify financial resources to facilitate beneficial reuse of residuals

WEF Residuals & Biosolids Committee
Agriculture & Industrial Byproducts Subcommittee
WEFTEC 2011
Las Angeles, CA
Monday, October 17, 2011
2:00 – 3:00 pm
Lynne Moss, Chair
Ben Davis, Vice-Chair
Meeting Minutes
Attendees: John Frederick, Ron Goodrich, Bob Bastian, Bob Reimers, Sam
Hadeed, Ben Davis, Lynne Moss

A. Introductions & Welcome
 Lynne lead introductions of attendees
B. Membership
 Young Professional involvement – Ben Davis attended along with John
Frederick
C. Minutes
 RBC Specialty Conference – Sacramento, CA – Minutes were reviewed
and approved
D. Upcoming Conferences
 RBC Specialty Conference – Raleigh, NC March 25-28, 2012
E. Old Business

Lynne Moss

 2012 RBC Workshop Proposal
i.

Nutrient Management workshop will be held Sunday the 25th.

ii.

Bob Rubin will chair

 Synergies with other WEF Committees
i. Committee decided to wait until further development on direction
of subcommittee before branching out to other subcommittees.

F. New Business

Lynne Moss

 Legislative Update and 2012 Farm Bill
i.

Details are forthcoming, but it appears that goals are to cut $23
billion from Farm Bill funding, which would likely impact
conservation efforts.

ii.

A public survey conducted regarding federal agriculture policy
and the environment, indicates that there is support for
conservation funding.

 Potential Revision of Committee Scope
The subcommittee is looking at refocusing its efforts to include
all products applied to the land, including newer products such
as phosphorus recovered from struvite. This expanded focus
will retain interest in agricultural products, but will attempt to
address:
-

Biosolids land application and value-added products issues

-

Regulatory and other issues surrounding new biosolidsderived products

-

Industrial by-products management

-

Bob Bastian provided an example of a company that wants
to take biosolids and turn them into a bio-polymer that can
be used as a biodegradable plastic.

It is hoped that this expanded focus will not only better serve the
RBC and WEF members as a whole, but will also increase
subcommittee engagement.
Action Item – A survey will be conducted to determine the scope to be
encompassed by this subcommittee. This survey will be distributed to
the RBC. Lynne will solicit input from Kari Brisolara and Chris Peot on
the draft survey and will work with Sam Hadeed on survey distribution.
G. 2012 Webinar Planning
i. Lynne is looking at July or August to hold the webinar
ii. Topics of interest will be ready for the meeting in Raleigh
H. Adjourn

United States Environmental Protection Agency
Office of Water, Office of Wastewater Management
Water Permits Division
October 2011
Proposed NPDES CAFO Reporting Rule
On October 14, 2011, the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) signed the proposed National
Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Concentrated Animal Feeding Operation
(CAFO) Reporting Rule.
Background
EPA’s regulation of discharges from CAFOs
dates to the 1970s. Contrary to many other
regulated industries, EPA does not have facilityspecific information for all CAFOs in the
United States. Facility location and basic
operational characteristics that relate to how and
why a facility may discharge is essential
information needed to carry out NPDES
programmatic functions.
The purpose of this proposed rule is to collect
facility-specific information that would improve
EPA’s ability to effectively implement the
NPDES program and to ensure that appropriate
practices are being implemented by CAFOs,
with the ultimate outcome being improved
protection of water quality. The objectives of
the NPDES CAFO Reporting Rule are to
address water quality issues associated with
discharges of manure pollutants from CAFOs,
and to allow the EPA to more efficiently and
effectively achieve the water quality protection
goals and objectives of the Clean Water Act
(CWA), with respect to the implementation and
management of the NPDES program for
CAFOs.
Action
The EPA developed a proposed rule that would
require owners or operators of CAFOs to submit
basic information to the EPA. Specifically, the
EPA is co-proposing two regulatory options
regarding which CAFOs would be required to
submit information to the EPA. Under the first
option, all CAFOs would be required to report
information to the EPA, unless states with

authorized NPDES programs choose to provide
the information on behalf of CAFOs within the
state. This option is voluntary for states. Where
a state provides all the information to the EPA,
the CAFO would not be required to submit
information. Under the second option, only
CAFOs in focus watersheds that have water
quality concerns associated with CAFOs would
be required to report information to the EPA.
Additional criteria for identifying focus
watersheds include the following: high priority
watersheds, patterns of vulnerable soils, high
densities of animals, and other relevant
information such as proximity to environmental
justice communities.
EPA is requesting public comment on both
proposed rule options for gathering the
information identified in the proposal and the
alternative approaches to achieve water quality
protection.
Proposed Reporting Requirements
Under the first option, unless a state voluntarily
provides the information on behalf of a CAFO,
an owner or operator of a CAFO would be
required to provide the EPA with a completed
survey form. Under the second option, all
CAFOs in the focus watershed would be
required to submit information to the EPA. The
survey form may be completed and provided to
the EPA by using an online information
management system or, if providing the
information electronically would cause the
CAFO an undue burden, the owner or operator
may complete and mail to the EPA a hard copy

of the survey form. The survey form collects
the following information: contact information,
location of the CAFO’s production area,
whether the operation has NPDES permit
coverage, the number and type of animals held
in confinement, and the number of acres
available for land application of manure. Both
options would apply to unpermitted and
permitted CAFOs.

Docket ID No. EPA–HQ–OW–2011–0188, may
be submitted by one of the following methods:

EPA also is seeking comment on alternative
approaches for achieving improved water
quality protection:
•

•

•

Use of Existing Data Sources: The EPA
would gather information from existing
sources in lieu of requesting CAFOs to
report under section 308 of the CWA. Such
data sources would include the U.S.
Department of Agriculture Ag Census, state
data/mapping, satellite images/aerial
photography, and the EPA’s Assessment and
Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)
Tracking and Implementation System
(ATTAINS).
Alternative Mechanisms for Promoting
Environmental Stewardship and
Compliance: EPA would expand its network
of compliance assistance, outreach tools and
partnerships with industry to assist in
addressing the most significant water quality
problems. Comprehensive compliance
assistance and outreach efforts are tools a
regulatory program can use in partnerships
with industry to proactively protect and
maintain water quality.
State Reporting: The EPA would require
state NPDES regulatory agencies to submit
available information on CAFOs and only
require CAFOs to report where states fail to
provide the necessary information.

Public Involvement
The Agency will take public comment on the
proposal for 60 days following publication in
the Federal Register. Comments, identified by
40 CFR 122.23, subpart K
October 2011
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•

www.regulations.gov: follow the on-line
instructions for submitting comments.

•

E-mail: Comments may be sent by
electronic mail (e-mail) to
ow-docket@epa.gov.

•

Fax: Fax your comments to: 202-566-9744.

•

Mail: Send your comments to: Water
Docket, Environmental Protection Agency,
Mail Code: 28221T, 1200 Pennsylvania
Ave., NW, Washington, DC, 20460.

•

Hand Delivery or Courier: Deliver your
comments to: EPA Docket Center, 1301,
Constitution Ave., NW, Room 3334,
Washington, D.C. Such deliveries are only
accepted during the Docket’s normal hours
of operation, and special arrangements
should be made for deliveries of boxed
information.

Next Steps
During the public comment period, EPA will
hold several webcasts to provide an overview of
the proposed rule requirements and answer
questions about the proposed rule.
EPA plans to take final action regarding the
proposed rule by July 2012. The rule’s progress
can be followed on EPA’s Rulemaking Gateway
at http://yosemite.epa.gov/opei/RuleGate.nsf/
byRIN/2040-AF22?opendocument.
FOR MORE INFORMATION
Copies of the fact sheet and the Federal
Register notice can be downloaded from
http://cfpub.epa.gov/npdes/home.cfm?program_
id=7. For more information, call Becky
Mitschele of EPA’s Office of Wastewater
Management at 202-564-6418 or email at
mitschele.becky@epa.gov.

HEALTHY WATERS COALITION URGES ACTION ON NUTRIENT RUN‐OFF
Since passage of the Clean Water Act (CWA) in 1972, America’s clean water resources have seen
dramatic improvement in overall water quality, however over the past two decades these gains have
been threatened by nutrient contamination that the CWA was not originally designed to address. Over
this next decade, the critical challenge facing efforts to restore and maintain clean and safe water is
whether excessive amounts of nitrogen and phosphorus (nutrients) in our waters can be reduced.
According to State water quality reports, 80,000 miles of rivers and streams, 2.5 million acres of lakes,
reservoirs and ponds, 78% of the assessed continental U.S. coastal areas and more than 30% of estuaries
are impaired due to excessive levels of nitrogen and phosphorus.
In all, the U.S. Environmental
Protection Agency attributes excess nutrients as the direct or indirect cause of impairments in over 50%
of impaired river and stream miles; over 50% of impaired lake acres; and nearly 60% of impaired bay and
estuarine square miles. For the majority of these waters, nutrient run‐off from agricultural lands is the
dominant source of the nutrient impairments according to studies by the U.S. Geological Survey (USGS).
In fact, recent USGS data indicate that despite efforts to reduce nitrate levels in the Mississippi River
Basin, concentrations at eight major USGS study sites did not consistently decline from 1980‐2008.
America’s clean water resources and agricultural practices are inextricably linked. In fact, over the next
five years agricultural policies and practices will have the single greatest impact on our lakes, rivers and
estuaries. Congress has an opportunity in this next Farm Bill to establish policies to more effectively
reduce agricultural nutrient run‐off and improve water quality throughout the United States.
Conservation practices designed to reduce agricultural nutrient run‐off support multiple agricultural,
water quality and ecological goals, many of which are already established policy goals for agricultural
investments under the Farm Bill. For example, many practices that control for nitrogen and phosphorus
loss also control for erosion and sediment loss thereby avoiding unnecessary loss of fertile farmland and
supporting the Highly Erodible Lands policy Congress established in the 1985 Farm Bill. In addition,
many effective nutrient‐control practices, such as wetlands and other riparian restoration activities, also
have significant habitat and wildlife preservation benefits, thereby supporting goals of the Wetlands
policy established by the 1985 Farm Bill and the Wetlands Reserve Program and Wildlife Habitat
Incentives Program. Thus, many effective strategies for controlling nutrients not only improve water
quality, but also can contribute to important benefits related to food security, biodiversity, and habitat
and wildlife preservation.
The following recommendations are designed to better leverage our
agricultural resources to achieve real reductions of nutrient run‐off.
1. Conservation programs: The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP), Conservation
Stewardship Program (CSP), Conservation Reserve Program (CRP), Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP),
and Cooperative Conservation Partnership Initiative (CCPI) provide technical and financial assistance for
a variety of conservation activities on agricultural lands. While water quality improvement is a goal of
these programs, program investments can more effectively achieve reductions of nutrient run‐off
through the following policy reforms:








For EQIP, prioritize nutrient control as the primary program goal in watersheds impaired by
nutrients and t these investments to performance standards.
For CSP, direct participants in nutrient impaired watersheds be assigned nutrient reduction as a
required resource concern.
For CRP (and the CRP enhancement program), ensure that sufficient acres are available for new
conservation buffer enrollments and require buffer enrollments ensure nitrogen run‐off is
reduced.
For WRP, restore full funding so restoration work continues and the important water quality
benefits of wetlands are expanded.
For CCPI, increase the percentage of funding available for targeted projects and require projects
address performance‐based nutrient reduction in impaired watersheds.

By incorporating these policies, Congress would ensure that conservation dollars more effectively
reduce nutrient run‐off in impaired watersheds. Should Congress consolidate these programs, these
concepts and approaches should be incorporated into a consolidated framework.
2. Commodity and Crop Insurance Programs: Conservation compliance requirements should apply to
all commodity and crop and revenue insurance programs. In addition, federal payments and premium
subsidies should be linked in some manner to the goal of avoiding adverse water quality impacts from
agricultural operations. Options to consider include expanding conservation compliance requirements
to include nutrient reduction activities, particularly in watersheds impaired by nutrients, or providing
increased assistance to producers in such watersheds to adopt an adaptive management approach to
maximizing nutrient use efficiency and/or other effective and documentable practices and approaches
to reduce nutrient losses. In addition, Congress should examine commodity and crop and revenue
insurance programs to identify where these programs may create disincentives for effective nutrient
management and remove those disincentives.
3. Monitoring and Evaluation: Successful nutrient control programs demonstrate that effective
implementation of nutrient management practices by agricultural operations is critically dependent
upon monitoring systems which generate timely, precise and accurate data about the environmental
pathways of agriculturally applied nutrients. Congress should provide monitoring and evaluation tools
and incentives to help farmers gather and evaluate real‐time data on the most efficient nutrient
management practices for site‐specific soil and crop conditions. Congress should also strengthen
mechanisms for improved collaboration among on‐going state and federal water quality monitoring
programs to gather water quality data to determine the effectiveness of on‐farm site‐specific nutrient
management practices and to identify opportunities for more effective practices.
These recommendations are supported by a diverse cross‐section of municipal water and wastewater
organizations, state clean water officials, conservation and sustainable agricultural organizations who
call on Congress to strengthen the links between water quality and agricultural practices, including:
AMERICAN RIVERS
AMERICAN WATER WORKS ASSOCIATION

ASSOCIATION OF METROPOLITAN WATER AGENCIES
ASSOCIATION OF PUBLIC WORKS AGENCIES
CALIFORNIA ASSOCIATION OF SANITATION AGENCIES
CHESAPEAKE BAY FOUNDATION
ENVIRONMENTAL DEFENSE FUND
ENVIRONMENTAL LAW AND POLICY CENTER
ENVIRONMENTAL WORKING GROUP
IZAAK WALTON LEAGUE OF AMERICA
NATIONAL ASSOCIATION OF CLEAN WATER AGENCIES
NATIONAL SUSTAINABLE AGRICULTURE COALITION
WATER ENVIRONMENT FEDERATION
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1. What products do you think this subcommittee should address? Select
more than one if appropriate
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Response
Percent

Response
Count

a. Biosolids

13.8%

4

b. Manures

48.3%

14

c. Industrial byproducts

41.4%

12

d. Sidestream and other products derived
from biosolids

13.8%

4

e. All of the above

55.2%

16

answered question

29

skipped question

0

2. Of the products above, which do you think should be the primary (but
not necessarily the sole) focus of the subcommittee? Select only one
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31.0%
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b. Manures

41.4%
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c. Industrial byproducts

24.1%
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3.4%

1

answered question

29
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d. Sidestream (and other) products derived
from biosolids

3. What issues do you think are most important for the committee to
tackle? Select all that are important to you.
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a. Land application concerns (odor, water
quality impacts, etc) – both existing and
emerging

89.3%
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b. Value-added product marketing

67.9%
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c. Regulations

67.9%
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Other (please specify)
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resource recovery in general, including nutrients, carbon and energy
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Organics processing
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4. Of the issues noted above, which do you think is the most critical and
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a. Land application concerns (odor, water
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emerging

44.4%

12
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Select all that apply.
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a. Promotion of beneficial use for agricultural,
municipal and industrial residuals

82.8%

24

b. Guidance for WEF members (on research,
best practices, etc).

51.7%

15

c. Outreach to agricultural stakeholders,
industrial stakeholders

51.7%

15

d. Education of/coordination with regulators
(particularly to support regulation
development)

51.7%

15

Other (please specify)
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6. What educational materials/delivery approaches do think would best
meet your needs? Select all that apply.
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skipped question
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a. Webinars

53.6%

15

b. Guidance manuals

46.4%

13

c. White papers (on specific land application
issues, for example)

60.7%

17

d. Technical sessions/workshops

67.9%

19

Other (please specify)
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7. As the name implies, the current focus of the subcommittee is animal
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manure/industrial byproducts. If you believe that the focus of the subcommittee should be broadened,
do you support a name change for the subcommittee to better reflect revised mission/goals?
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Answers to Open Ended Questions
Question 3: What issues do you think are most important for the committee to
tackle? Select all that are important to you.
Resource recovery in general, including nutrients, carbon and energy
3/5/2012 9:23 AM View Responses
Technology that improves final biosolids product; WWTFs as resource facilities
3/3/2012 11:49 AM View Responses
High strength waste for co-digestion
3/2/2012 2:47 PM View Responses
Organics processing
3/1/2012 7:10 PM View Responses
Co-digestion with biosolids
3/1/2012 3:39 PM View Responses
Question 4: Of the issues noted above, which do you think is the most critical and
should be the primary (though not necessarily the sole) focus of the
subcommittee for the near term?
Land application and recycling benefits
3/5/2012 9:23 AM View Responses
Proactive "counter-anti" Communication
3/3/2012 7:52 AM View Responses
Question 5: What objectives do you think are most critical for the subcommittee?
Select all that apply.
Talk to the Public
3/3/2012 7:52 AM View Responses
Question 6: What educational materials/delivery approaches do think would best
meet your needs? Select all that apply.
Public Information on the Benefits of Land App
3/3/2012 7:52 AM View Responses
Question 8: If you answered yes to Question 7, what name do you propose?
Residuals Land Application Subcommittee
3/6/2012 8:09 PM View Responses
Beneficial use for Residuals
3/3/2012 11:49 AM View Responses
Is this the only committee on "land app", or is there another?
3/3/2012 7:52 AM View Responses
Industrial products and substrates
3/2/2012 2:47 PM View Responses

Agricultural and Industrial Sustainable Resource Development
3/2/2012 2:34 PM View Responses
Agricultural and Organics
3/1/2012 7:10 PM View Responses
Biosolids & Industrial byproducts
3/1/2012 6:42 PM View Responses
I think Ag does cover land ap of biosolids
3/1/2012 2:53 PM View Responses
Use of Biosolids Subcommittee
3/1/2012 2:45 PM View Responses
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2012 FARM BILL UPDATE
Committee Schedules:
Tuesday, March 27, 2012 – 10:00 a.m.
1300 Longworth House Office Building
Washington, D.C.
Subcommittee on Conservation, Energy, and Forestry—Public Hearing
RE: U.S. Forest Service Land Management: Challenges and Opportunities for
Achieving Healthier National Forests
Friday, March 30, 2012 – 9:00 a.m. CDT
Arkansas State University, Riceland Hall
201 Olympic Drive
State University, AR 72467
Full Committee on Agriculture—Field Hearing
RE: The Future of U.S. Farm Policy: Formulation of the 2012 Farm Bill
Friday, April 20, 2012 – 9:00 a.m. CDT
Magouirk Conference Center
4100 W. Comanche
Dodge City, KS 67801
Full Committee on Agriculture—Field Hearing
RE: The Future of U.S. Farm Policy: Formulation of the 2012 Farm Bill
UPDATES:
Agriculture Secretary Tom Vilsack said the Obama administration wants to provide
incentives for farmers to follow good conservation practices, rather than tying
conservation compliance to subsidized crop insurance. The Environmental Working
Group, the National Sustainable Agriculture Coalition, the American Farmland Trust and
the National Farmers Union have said that if Congress ends direct payments, the
conservation compliance requirement attached to that program should be transferred to
crop insurance, but other farm groups including the American Farm Bureau Federation
oppose tying the two together. However, it was reported that Farm Bureau will
consider supporting farm bill proposals that are alternatives to its catastrophic loss
proposal.
The Moultrie Observer Online (Ga.) reported that, “In a speech that focused primarily on
budgetary issues, U.S. Rep. Austin Scott raised concerns for the future of the Farm
Bill. The article stated that, “Some $23 billion in cuts have been proposed for the Farm
Bill as compared to the 2008 version, Scott said. However, he said, [Sen. Ag. Comm.
Chairwoman Debbie Stabenow (D., Mich.)] is requiring no more than $4 billion of the
decrease to come from nutrition programs. The remaining $19 billion would have to
come from the much smaller share of the funding — that going to support agricultural
producers.
More specifically to agriculture, and the Congressional Budget Office (CBO) updated
baseline numbers released this week, an update posted yesterday at the National
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Sustainable Agriculture Coalition (NSAC) Blog indicated that, “According to CBO, the
big pots of money in the omnibus farm bill (assuming current policy with no changes)
are as follows:


Supplemental Nutrition Assistance Program (SNAP) — $774.8 billion or an
average of $77.5 billion a year,



Crop Insurance Subsidies — $89.8 billion or an average of $9 billion a year



Commodity Subsidies — $66.6 billion or an average of $6.6 billion a year,



Farm Conservation Programs — $65.3 billion or an average of $6.5 billion a
year

A recent update at the NSAC blog also provided a summary of recent House
Appropriations Hearings on agricultural spending, noting that, “Earlier this month, the
House Agriculture Appropriations Subcommittee held a series of four hearings on the
Obama Administration’s fiscal year (FY) 2013 budget request for the U.S. Department
of Agriculture (USDA). The hearings precede and are meant to inform the markup of a
FY 2013 agriculture appropriations bill.”
Healthy Waters Coalition
The following recommendations are designed to better leverage our agricultural
resources to achieve real reductions of nutrient run‐off.
1. Conservation programs: The Environmental Quality Incentives Program (EQIP),
Conservation Stewardship Program (CSP), Conservation Reserve Program (CRP),
Wetlands Reserve Program (WRP), and Cooperative Conservation Partnership Initiative
(CCPI) provide technical and financial assistance for a variety of conservation activities
on agricultural lands. While water quality improvement is a goal of these programs,
program investments can more effectively achieve reductions of nutrient run‐off through
the following policy reforms:


For EQIP, prioritize nutrient control as the primary program goal in watersheds
impaired by nutrients and tie these investments to performance standards.



For CSP, direct participants in nutrient impaired watersheds be assigned nutrient
reduction as a required resource concern.



For CRP (and the CRP enhancement program), ensure that sufficient acres are
available for new conservation buffer enrollments and require buffer enrollments
ensure nitrogen run‐off is reduced.



For WRP, restore full funding so restoration work continues and the important
water quality benefits of wetlands are expanded.



For CCPI, increase the percentage of funding available for targeted projects and
require projects address performance‐based nutrient reduction in impaired
watersheds.
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By incorporating these policies, Congress would ensure that conservation dollars more
effectively reduce nutrient run‐off in impaired watersheds. Should Congress consolidate
these programs, these concepts and approaches should be incorporated into a
consolidated framework.
2. Commodity and Crop Insurance Programs: Conservation compliance requirements
should apply to all commodity and crop and revenue insurance programs. In addition,
federal payments and premium subsidies should be linked in some manner to the goal
of avoiding adverse water quality impacts from agricultural operations. Options to
consider include expanding conservation compliance requirements to include nutrient
reduction activities, particularly in watersheds impaired by nutrients, or providing
increased assistance to producers in such watersheds to adopt an adaptive
management approach to maximizing nutrient use efficiency and/or other effective and
documentable practices and approaches to reduce nutrient losses. In addition,
Congress should examine commodity and crop and revenue insurance programs to
identify where these programs may create disincentives for effective nutrient
management and remove those disincentives.
3. Monitoring and Evaluation: Successful nutrient control programs demonstrate that
effective implementation of nutrient management practices by agricultural operations is
critically dependent upon monitoring systems which generate timely, precise and
accurate data about the environmental pathways of agriculturally applied nutrients.
Congress should provide monitoring and evaluation tools and incentives to help farmers
gather and evaluate real‐time data on the most efficient nutrient management practices
for site‐specific soil and crop conditions. Congress should also strengthen mechanisms
for improved collaboration among on‐going state and federal water quality monitoring
programs to gather water quality data to determine the effectiveness of on‐farm
sitespecific nutrient management practices and to identify opportunities for more
effective practices.
These recommendations are supported by a diverse cross‐section of municipal water
and wastewater organizations, state clean water officials, conservation and sustainable
agricultural organizations who call on Congress to strengthen the links between water
quality and agricultural practices…
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