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INTRODUCTION

In 1988, the United States Congress responded to the public’s
'ncreasing concern over ocean dumping by passing the Ocaan
Dumping Ban Act (ODBA) The Act amended the Marne
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) of 1972
which regulates ocean dumping, and requires that ocean
dumping of industnai waste and municipal sewage sludge be
terminated by December 31, 1991 The U S Environmental
Protaction Agency (EPA or the Agency) was assigned primary
responsibility for implementing ODBA, and since enactment
saveral program actions have been intiated to ensure that the
legisiation’s statutory requirements are met

Termination of ocean disposal of industrial waste has aiready
been achieved, and thus EPA 1s now focusing its efforts on the
nine sewerage authorties n New Jarsey and New York which
use ocean disposal to manage ther sewage siudge OOBA
required EPA, the states of New Jersey and New York, and the
sewerage authormies to enter into compliance agreements that
would include a negotiated schedule to design, construct, and
impiement an afternative system to ocean dumping by
December 31, 1991 In case full implementation can not be
achieved by this date, enforcement agreements will be required
Given the stnngent tme frame, all nine sewerage authonties
enterad Into enforcement agreements, the agreements were
signed on or before August 4, 1989. The sawerage authorities
agreed to implement intenm disposal plans until long-term plans
could be impiemented Interm and final disposal plans, as well
as comphance dates, are shown for each sewerage authormy in
Tabie 1.

Currentty, most of the New Jersey sewerage authormies plan
dewatering and out-of-state disposal as the intenm land-based
alternative and incineration 18 expected to be thewr final land-
based alternative. However, many of the New Jersey sewerage
authorrties are continuing to investigate other aiternatives For
axample, the Passaic Valley Sewerage Commissioners are
considenng a proposal for gasficaton, and the Rahway Valley
Sewerage Authortty 18 considering a proposal for pellgtization

In New York, the sawerage authorties will dewater and then
utilize private vendors to manage ther sewage sludge in the
imenm. The majorty of responses recerved as a result of the
request for proposal process include chemical fixation,
composting, pelietization, land apphcation and in a few cases,
landfiling and incineration.  Alternatives for long-term land-
based disposal are stil under study.



TABLE 1 CURRENT SLUDGE MANAGEMENT COMPUANCE SCHEDULES AND
PLANS FOR INTERIM AND LONG-TERM IMPLEMENTATION
INTERIM LONG-TERM
SEWERAGE COMPUANCE PLAN COMPUANCE PLAN
AUTHORITY DATE DATE
Bergen County 3/17/91 Dewatering/ 1/1/96 incineration
Utiities Authonty Out-of-state
disposal
Joint Meeting of 3/17/91 Dawatenng/ 2/10/88 Incineration
Essex and Union Out-of-state
Counties disposal
Linden Roselle 3/17/91 Dewatenng/ 1/1/96 Incineration
Sewerage Authonty Out-ot-state
disposal
Middlesex County 3/17/91 Chemical fixation/ 3/17/91 Chemical fixahon/
Utihties Authority Landfill cover tandfill cover
Passaic Valley 3/17/91 Dewatering/ 12/31/96 Incineration
Sewerage Out-of-state
Commissioners disposal
Rahway Valley 317/91 Dewatenng/ 2/10/98 Incineration (at
Sewerage Authority Out-of-state Joint Mesting of
disposal Essax and Union
Counties)
Nassau County 6/30/91 (50%)"  Dewatening/ 12/31/94 Under study
Department of Public  12/31/91 (100%) Private venture
Works
New York City 12/31/91 (20%)°  Dewatenng/ 12/31/95 (50%)°  Under study
Department of 6/30/92 (100%) Private venture 6/30/98 (100%)
Environmental
Protection
Westchester County 12/31/91 Dewatering/ 9/15/96 Under study
Department of Private venture
Environmental
Facities

' Undearlsnslglmenm plan, NCOPW plans to phase out 50% of its ocean dumping by 6/30/91 and 100%
by 12/31/91

® nds%(;t/gzlmenm plan, NYCDEP plans to phase out 20% of s ocean dumping by 12/31/91 and 100%
b

¢ 6/ndef 1s long-term pian, NYCDEP plans to phase in 50% of its capactty by 12/31/95 and 100% by



At a hearing on the FYgQ Appropriations Bill, the Senate
Approprations Subcommuttee on VA, HUD, and Independent
Agencies considered the Sewerage authorties' interim and finat
plans. Concern was expressad that the sewerage authorrties
selecting incineration had done so wrthout fully considering
other disposal aternatives. The Subcommittes stated that under
ODBA and the Agency's Pollution Prevention Policy, EPA has a

to implement thesg alternatives. In Senate Conference Report
101-128, the Subcommittee requested that EPA prepare a report
On actions 1t has taken to work with the sewerage authorities to
identrty and implement sludge recycling atternatives

Specffically, the Subcommittee requested the following

* Adescription of the process that EPA 13 using to assist
the sewerage authorrtigs, and

* Economic and technological feasibiiity assessments of
alternatives that have been proposed to reuse or recycle
sewage siudge

EPA ASSISTANCE IN SELECTING
SLUDGE RECYCLING ALTERNATIVES

Ounng ODBA Oversight Hearings in May 1989, the House
Merchant Marine Fisheries Committee, along with the Natural
Resources Defense Council, asked EPA 1o prowide the sewerage
authorties wrth information and assistance on  sludge
management technology via a roundtable meeting on land-
based afternatives to ocean dumping. EPA Region ll, with
assistance from the EPA Office of Marne and Estuanne
Protection (OMEP) and Offica of Municipal Poliution Control
(OMPC), responded by hosting a two-day meeting in November
1989, in East Rutherford, New Jersgy EPA invitad the nine
Sewerage authorties, along with officials from other sewerage
authorties already familiar with the operation of land-based
sludge management systams. The meeting provded an open
forum to dentty and discuss the poltical, economic and
technological drfficuties associated with implementing land-
based technologies. A report summarzing the discussions at
the roundtabie meetng was prepared and 18 included as
Attachment 1

EPA has also developed official policies to provide guidance on
sludge management issues. The Agency’s Pollution Pravention
Policy promates source reducton and recyciing and states that

“ Although source reduction is preferred to other
Mmanagement practices, the Agency recognzes the



value of environmentally sound recyciing, and s
committed to promobng recycling as a second prefer-
ence, above reatment, control and disposal . *

The Agency's Beneficial Use of Siudge Policy 18 directed solely
towards management of sewage sludge and states that

. . The US. Environmental Protection Agency will
actively promote those municipal siudge management
practices that provide for the beneficial use of siudge
while maintaining or improving environmental quality
and protectng public heaith .. .

EPA and other agencies (e.g, Department of Agricuhture.
Department of the Interior, Natonal Science Foundation,
Tennessee Valley Authorty) have conducted and/or tunded
many research ntiatives, workshops, conferences. and
demonstration projects to support the Beneficial Use of Sludge
Policy; results have been published n numerous EPA and
external publications. These publications, which are available to
the sewerage authorties, thew consuitams, and the general
public through private publishers, National Technical information
System, General Prninting Office, and other means, have focused
on a vanety of public policy and technical issues related to
beneficial use of sewage sludge. Major topics addressed
include

* Health effects associated with siudge land-appiication
practices

¢ Crop responses when grown on sludge amended soils

* Use of sludge compost in turf production and
maintenance

e Use of siudge in land reclamation and biomass
production

* Applicaton of siudge to forest lands
* Technology assessment of in-vessel composting

* Technology assessment of statc pile and window
composting

* Technology assessment of dual digestion

¢ Technology assaessment of chemical fixaton and alkaline
stabilization processes.



While EPA recognizes that it has a role in providing assistance
to the sewerage authorities, t should be noted that Saction
405(e) of the Clean Water Act clearly states that

¢ the determination of the manner of disposal or use
of sewage sl/udge i1s a local determination °

EPA cannot prohibit a local government from implementing a
particular technoiogy, and thus, the utimate responsibility for
evaluating and selectng a land-based siudge disposal
technoiogy lies with the local government.

EPA FEASIBILITY ASSESSMENTS OF
SLUDGE RECYCLING ALTERNATIVES

Economic and technological feas.0ility assessments of various
land-based siudge management technologies have been
conducted for years as a result of EPA's Construction Grants
Program The program, which has provided over $52 billion in
federal funding since 1972 for construction of publicly owned
wastewater treatment facities, requires a facity to conduct a
full evaiuation of potential afternatives before seiection of a
technology As a result, project- and araa-specfic economic
and technical asssssments have been conducted of various
land-based siudge management alternatives. In addtion, a
number of area-wide sludge management studies, Including
specific technology assessments and pilot tests, have been
funded by EPA. Examples include the Los Angeles/Orange
County Metropoitan Area Regional Wastewater Soids
Management Program, the San Francisco Bay Regional
Wastewater Solids Study, and the New York/New Jersey
Interstate Santation Commission Study. These project-specific
assessments have not been collected or published by EPA in a
central location; however, f a sewerage authorty official
requests information on the economic and technical feasibilty of
a technology, the Agency can help to direct the official to
appropnate sources of information, and in many cases operating
facities. While the assessments are Qenerally project-spactfic,
the information can still provide a sewerage authority official with
an appreciaton for the postive and negative trade-offs
associated with vanous technologies.

In some carcumstances, EPA has conducted ts own economic
and technological assessments of proposed Construction Grants
projects through the preparabton of enwvironmental impact
statements. In addmion, EPA has supported state-of-the-art
assessments and 188ued design gudance and cost estmating
gudance applicable to most of the major sludge use and
digposal technologies. (Some of the major reference documents
that have been prepared are histad in Attachment 2) EPA 1s



currently planning a technical assessment of chemical fixation, a
technology selected by Middiesax County Utiies Authorrty and
under consideration by some of the other sewerage authormies
The study, which 1s being sponsored by OMEP and OMPC, will
be conducted in the summer of 1990 I will be useful to the
sewerage authorties that are stli evaluating thewr long-term
disposal aiternatives.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 1988, the Untted States Congress amended the Marine
Protection, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) of 1972 by
enacting the Ocean Dumping Ban Act (ODBA) to end the practice
of ocaan dumping of industrial waste and municipal sewage
sludge. The U S Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) s
delegated primary responsibility for the implementation of QDBA
Currently, all industrial-waste generators subject to ODBA have
stopped dumping, howaver, the following nine municipal sewerage
authormies in New Jersey and New York are still ocean dumping
sewage siudge’

New Jersey
* Bergen County Utities Authority (BCUA)
* Joint Meeting of Essex and Union Counties (JMEUC)
¢ Lnden Roselle Sewerage Authority (LRSA)
* Mwddlesex County Utiities Authority (MCUA)
¢ Passaic Valley Sewerage Commissioners (PVSC)
L]

Rahway Valley Sewerage Authority (RVSA)

New York

* Nassau County Department of Public Works (NCOPW)

¢ New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP)

* Waestchester County Departmentof Environmental Facilities
(WCDEF)

ODBA established a framework for terminating ocean disposal of
sewage sludge and prohibited ocean dumping of sludge after
August 14, 1989, unless the munic:pal sewerage authorities had
received a permit and enterad Into a comphance or enforcement
agreement with EPA and the applicable state. EPA recaived
complete permnt apphcations for the transport and disposal of
municipal sewage sludge from all mnine municipal sewerage
authormes. Final permts were 1ssued and enforcement
agreements were signed by EPA, the states of New York and New
Jersgy, and the nine municipal sewerage authorties on or before
August 4, 1989 The permrs became effective on August 14, 1389;
the enforcement agreements, in the form of judicial consent
decrees, were filad with the court by August 14, 1989

At an ODBA heanng on May 17, 1989, the U. S. House of
Represematives Committee on Merchant Manne and Fisheries and
the Natural Resources Defense Council (NRDC) asked EPA to
convene a roundtable on land-basad alternatves to ocean
dumping of sewage siudge for the nine sewerage authorities
atfected by ODBA. Msmbers of the commtee rerterated the
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recommendation to the Honorable Willkam Reilly, EPA
Administrator, in a letter dated July 19, 1989, emphasizing the need
“to provide information and assistance to the authorities, ensunng
that all potential avenues to safely manage sewage sludge on land
are considered * EPA, committed to the sffective impiementation
ot ODBA and sensitive to the concerns of Congress, the public,
and the municipal sewerage authorrties, agreed to host a sludge
management roundtable. The roundtable convenad on November
27-28, 1989, in East Rutherford, New Jersey

This document summarizes the discussions that took place among
participants at the roundtable. Parucipants included the New York
and New Jersey sewerage authority officials who are now faced
with impiementing land-based siudge management afternatives,
guest speakers reprasanting sewerage authorrties alraady familiar
with operation of land-based sludge management systems, state
and federal regulatory officals acting as resources for the
participants, a representative of the NRDC, and a roundtable
facintator. The public was invited to observe the proceedings The
opinions expressed by the roundtable participants and described
herein do not necessanly reflect the opinions or policies of EPA.

EPA, with the support of New York and New Jersey state officials,
sponsored the roundtable and formed a planning group to develop
the agenda. The planning group recognized the importance of
acquinng nput for the agenda. Thus, a questionnaire was
produced and distributed to all mne municipal sewerage authorrties
and 10 NRDC. The respondents were encouraged to voice their
concerns and priorties through the completion of this
questionnaire

Using results from the questionnaire, the planning group entrfied
three goais for the sludge management roundtable:

1. To understand the factors contributing to the
challenges being experienced by the municipal
sewerage authorties in the development of land-
based sludge management.

2. To define vanous strategies for handing the
chailenges of land-based sludge management.

3. To define reahstic actions to be pursued in the
successful impiementation of land-based sludge
management alternatives.

Based on those 1ssues ratad as most challenging and other 1ssues
dentifiead by the respondents, the topics for discussion were
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focused on two major areas (1) permiting and siting and (2)
technologies in relgtion to public health and environmental
concerns.

The planning group formatted the roundtable in a manner that
would stmulate productive discussion on strategies for
implementing land-based management alternatives for municipal
sewage siudges. The two-day roundtable consisted of three
sessions. In addrion, a presentation on the status of proposed

503 siudge reguiations foliowed the conclusion of Round 1 on the
first day.

Round 1 opened with introductions and comments by Richard
Caspe, EPA Region Il Water Management Division Director He
dentfied three overall objectves to be accomplished at the
roundtable

1 To estabhish a network of people experiencing similar
challenges.

2. To provde a forum for an open exchange of
information and deas

3 To provide an increased senstivity to the 1ssues being
faced by the New York and New Jersey authorities
among all involved with sludge management.

Roger Dolan, general manager of the Central Contra Costa
Sewerage District, Calfornia, served as the primary roundtable
faciitator and began the dialogue with comments on the issues
aftecting land-based siudge management. During the discussion
that followed, there was general consensus among the participants
that the schedules to terminate ocean dumping are tight and, n
most cases, more difficult than the schedules faced by the guest
speakers. The sewerage authorty representatives expressed
confidence in therr abilty to meet the deadline for impiementing
long-term alternatves. Ther most critical concern was meeting
the agreed upon intenm deadlines for ending ocean dumping. The
New Jersey authorties were concerned about the even more
stnngent, state-mandated March 17, 1991, deadine Producing
dewatered sludge and hauling t to landfills was «dentfied as the
most realistic imenm land-basad altarnativa. The authorrties noted
that numerous drfficuities are associated with implementing this
disposal option, including siing dewatenng facilites and finding
landfill sites, gaining public acceptance, obtaining necessary state
and municipal permits, constructing the necessary faciities, and
transporting the dewatered sludge to landfills.

Members of EPA, the New Jersey Department of Environmental
Protection, and the New York State Department of Environmental
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Conservation joined the guest speakers, sewerage authormties, and
NRDC in the focus group discussions in Round 2 on the second
day The purpose of the break-out groups was to discuss the
Issues introduced in Round 1 1n greater detall The topics were
divided into two sections' (1) Focus Group A — Technologies in
Relation to Pubic Health and Environmental Concerns and (2)
Focus Group B — Permiting and Sting

The two Focus Group A sessions addressed primarnly public
misconception and acceptance; tradtional technologies such as
land appiication and incineration; less convertional technologies
such as chemical fixation or gasfication; techriques used in the
successful implementation of a dewatering/landfill disposal system,
and concern for using the best technologies for long-term land-
based siudge management. The two Focus Group B sessions
centered on the challenge of sting and implementing sludge
management systems that adhere to both state agency permitting
procedures and the consaent decree schedules

The sludge management roundtable addressad the concerns and
challenges presented by all of the groups involved in the
implementation of land-based sludge management alternatives
(1) the cty, state, and federal legislators who will make, or have
made, decisions on sludge management, (2) the regulators who
enforce the legislative decisions, (3) the sewerage authorties
responsible for implementing sludge management alternatives, (4)
the private contractors empioyed for siudge management, (5) the
environmental and pubhc health activists, and (6) the public, who,
in many instances, believe that their heaith and personal property
may be jeopardized by the recommended siudge management
methods. Consequently, the roundtable provided EPA, the state
agencies, and NRDC wrth an increased sensitivity to the i1ssues
being faced by the New York and New Jersey sewsrage
authortties in pursuing and implementing intenm and long-term
afternatives.

The sewerage authormes benefittad from the in-depth information
axchange that took place dunng the roundtable. Many strategies
and possible endeavors were discussed. In addmion to the
strategies histed in Section 3, the following suggestions were made
in the final round:

1 Establish an information cleannghouse. possibly by
or with support from EPA.

2. Continue the networking process that began at this
roundtabie.

3 Seek cooperation at all levels federal, state, local,
and prvate sector.
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4 Consder the possibity of regionalization n the
development of long-term solutions

S. Use muttiple contractors and diversification n
implementing sludge management options

6 Increase sewerage authorty staffs for the negotiation
and management of MuRiple contracts with the private
sactor.

7 Invoive a city attorney knowledgeable in the local
permitting requlations for negotiating contracts

8. Increase public awareness of the sewerage authorities’
decision-making processes and sludge management
activities, EPA should be more invoived in providing
information to the public on the pubhc heaith and
environmantal effects of various sludge management
technoiogies

The New York and New Jersey sewerage authorities expressed
their grattude to EPA for holding the roundtable and reterated a
firm commitment to macung ther deadiines and successfully
terminating ocean dumgi.g. The sewerage authorrties strongly
voiced their desire to implement the most environmentally sound
sludge management alternatives and expressad a willingness to
remain open-minded and flaxible in thesr implementation plans
They also expressed the hope that the requlators maintain the
Same open-mindedness and flexibilrty
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1.0 INTRODUCTION

In 1988, the Unrted States Congress amended the Marine
Protecuon, Research, and Sanctuaries Act (MPRSA) of 1872 by
enacting the Ocean Dumping Ban Act (ODBA) to end the practice
of ocean dumping of industrial waste and municipal sewage
sludge The U S Enwvironmental Protection Agency (EPA) s
assigned primary responsibiity for the implementation of ODBA
The act assigns a number of tasks to the agency, incluging
establishing compliance and enforcement agreements, ISSUING and
entorcing permits; collecting ocean dumping fees, and conducting
montonng, research and Ssurvellance activities, as well as
prepanng Reports to Congress.

ODBA requrres a compliance or enforcement agreemant for all
iIndustries or sewerage authormies that use ocean disposal to
manage thewr waste. The agreements must include a negotiated
schedule to terminate ocean disposal by December 31, 1991 The
schedule must include pians for the design, construction, and full
implementation of a long-term, land-based, alternative system for
the management of industrial waste or sewage sludge

Currently, all industrial-waste generators subject to ODBA have
stopped dumping, however, the following nine municipal sewerage
authorties in New York and New Jersey are still ocean dumping
sawage sludge

New Jersey
° Bergen County Utities Authonty (BCUA)
¢ Jaint Meeting of Essax and Union Counties (JMEUC)
* Linden Roselle Sewerage Authorty (LRSA)
* Muadiesex County Utities Authonty (MCUA)
* Passac Valley Sewerage Commissioners (PVSC)
[ ]

Rahway Valley Sewerage Authortty (RVSA)
New York

Nassau County Department of Public Works (NCDPW)

* New York City Department of Environmental Protection
(NYCDEP)

¢ Waestchester County Departmentof Environmental Facilities

(WCDEF)

QODBA establishad a framework for terminating ocean disposal of
sewage siudge and prohibited such dumping after August 14,
1988, uniess the mumcipal sewerage authortbes had recerved a
permit and entered into an agreement with EPA and the applicable
state EPA recened compiete permit apphications for the transport
and disposal of municipal sewage siudge from all nine municipal
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sewerage authories. Enforcement agreements were signed by
EPA Region Il, the US Department of Justcs, the states of New
York and New Jersay, and the nine municipal sewerage authories
on or bafore August 4, 1989 Permits were 1ssued to the nine

authoriies on or before August 4, 1988, and became effective on
August 14, 19€9.

EPA, along with the atfected states, negotiated the enforcement
agreements with the municipal sewerage authorrties to ensure that
the authories will aggressively pursue the implementation of
alternative land-based siudge managemaent methods as required by
ODBA. The enforcement agreements require that the municipal
authorhes specrfically define thesr long-term plans by May 1, 1991
The municipal sewerage authories’ intenm and long-term plans of
action, as well as compliance dates, are detailed in Table 1

The New Jersey Ocean Sludge Dumping Elimination Act requires
a compiete cessation of ocean disposal by March 17, 1991 A
companion piece of legisiation, which amends the New Jersey
Water Pollution Control Act, requires the submittal of a plan for
lang-basad sludge management by Apnl 30, 1989 Currently, most
of the New Jersey sewerage authorties plan dewatering and out-
of-state disposal as the intenm lang-based alternative, while
incineration 18 expected to be thewr final land-based alternative
However, many of the New Jersey authorties are continuing to
investigate other alternatives. For example, PVSC 18 considering

a proposal for gasfication, and RVSA 18 considenng a proposal for
pelletization.

The New York sewerage authorties currently pian to dewater
sludge and utiize private vendors to manage thewr sewage sludge
in the intenm. The majonty of the responses recerved as a resuit
of the request for proposals (RFP) process compnse chemical
fixatton, composting, pelletzation, land applicaton, and in a few
cases, landfiling and incneration. Altemnatives for long-term
disposal are shli under study

Land-based siudge management altematives are use and disposal
tachnologies that do not Involve dumping siudge Into the ocean
Disposal methods include incineration of siudge with ash disposal
in a landfill and direct landfilling of siudge. Land applicaton and
land reciamation are other Common disposal methods. Because
of the benefits dernved from land application and land reciamation,
these disposal methods are commonly referred to as “beneficial
use.” It should be noted that benefits may be derived from other
altemnatives as well. For example, energy can be recovered from
some incinerators and landfilia.
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TABLE 1. CURRENT SLLUDGE MANAGEMENT COMPLUANCE SCHEDULES AND
PLANS FOR INTERIM AND LONG-TERM IMPLEMENTATION

INTERIM LONG-TERM
SEWERAGE COMPUANCE PLAN COMPUANCE
AUTHORITY OATE DATE PLAN

Bergen County 31T Dewatering/ 1/1/96 Incineration
Utilties Authority Out-of-state

disposal
Joint Meeting of 3/17/91 Dewatenng/ 2/10/98 Incineration
Essex and Uniwon Qut-of-state
Counties disposal
Linden Rosslle 3N 7/N Dewatering/ 1/1/96 Incineration
Sewerage Authornty Qut-of-state

disposal
Middlesax County 3/17/91 Chemical fixation/ 3/17/91 Chemical fixation/
Utilties Authorrty Landfill cover Landfill cover
Passaic Valley 3/17/91 Dewatenng/ 12/31/96 Incineration
Sewerage Out-of-state
Commissioners disposal
Rahway Valley 317N Dewatenng/ 2/10/98 Incineration at Joint
Sewerage Authorrty Out-of-state Meeting of Essex

disposal and Union Counties
Nassau County 6/30/91 (50%)"  Dewatering/ 12/31/94 Under study
Department of Public  12/31/91 (100%)  Prvate venture
works
New York City 12/31/91 (20%)°  Dewatenng/ 12/31/96 (50%)°  Under study
Department of 6/30/92 (100%) Private vertture 6/30/98 (100%)
Environmental
Protection
Westchester County 12/31/91 Dewatenng/ 9/15/96 Under study
Department of Prwvate venture
Environmental
Facilties

*  Under fts intenm plan, NCOPW pians to phase out 50% of 1ts ocean dumping by &/30/91 and 100%

, by 1273191

nder nts interim plan, NYCDEP plans to phase out 20% of its ocean dumping by 12/31/81 and 100%
Under fa
¢ Under tts long-term plan, NYCOEP plans to phase in 50% of s capactty by 12/31/86 and 100% by
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The technologies for processing sludge prior to land application or
reciamation to control pathogens vary depending on sita cond:-
uons, end use, and sludge quaity. Those In common use mnclude
digestion or stabiization, compostng, heat or air drying, and
pelletization. Sludge must be dewatered prior to the implementa-
tion of incineration and the majonty of land apphcation or
reclamation atermnatives.

Impiementation of land-based sludge management alternatives, as
well as the processes used to prepare sludge for these options,
can be hindered by a vanety of difficuities. For exampie, because
New York and New Jersey are such densely populated areas, land-
fill space s very limted. Also, concerng regarding human heaith
and environmental Impacts can create signrficant public opposition
to atemmatives. EPA recognuzes the difficulies associated wnh
implementing land-based siudge management aiternatives. At an
ODBA hearing on May 17, 1989, the U S. House of Representa-
tves Commttee on Merchant Marine and Fisherigs and the Natural
Resources Defense Council (NRDC) asked EPA 10 convene a
roundtable on iand-basad afternatives to ocean dumping of sewage
sludge for the nine sewerage authormies affected by ODBA.
Members of the commmtee rerterated the recommendation to
Willam Reilly, EPA Administrator, in a letter dated July 19, 1988,
emphasizing the need “to provde information and assistance to
the authomties, ensunng that ail potental avenues to safely manage
sewage sludge on land are considered.” EPA, committed to the
effective implementation of ODBA and sensrive to the concerns of
Congress, the public, and the municipal sewerage authoriues,
agreed to host a siuige management roundtable. The roundtable
convened on November 27-28, 19689, in East Rutherford, New
Jersay.

This document summarizes the discussion that took place at the
roundtable. The roundtable parbcipants included the New York
and New Jersay sewerage authomty officials who are now faced
with impiementing land-based sludge management altematives,
Quest speakers representing sewerage authonties already tamiliar
with operabon of land-based siudge management systems; state
and federal reguiatory officals acting as resources for the
partcipants; a representative of NRDC; and a roundtable faciltator.
The public was invitad to observe the proceedings. The opinions
expressed by the roundtabile participants and descnbed herein co
not necessanty reflect the opinions or policies of EPA.
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2.1 ATTENDEES

2.0 ROUNDTABLE ORGANIZATION

EPA, with the support of New York and New Jersey state officaals,
sponsored the roundtable and formed a planning group to deveiop
the agenda. The planning group consisted of personnel from EPA,
the New Jersey Department of Emironmental Protection (NJDEP),
the New York State Department of Environmental Conservation
(NYSDEC), and consutants are shown in Appendix A. Planning
the roundtable invoived three tasks: (1) dentifying the roundtable
attendees, (2) Gentfying the key 1ssues, and (3) determining the
rounctable structure and process.

Categoncally, there were three groups of attendees at the sludge
management roundtable:

1.

DISCUSSION PARTICIPANTS

The discussion participants consisted of the roundtabie
facitators, guest speakers, sewerage authorty officals,
and a representative from NRDC.

The pnmary faciitator had the responsibiity for keeping
the roundtable discussions directed 10 the appropriate
1ssues throughout Round 1 and Round 3 and for faciitating
Focus Group A durng Round 2. A second facirator
directed Focus Group B dunng Round 2.

The guest speakers were officials from vanous areas of the
Unrted States who had erther successfully impiemented
land-based sludge management systems or were in the
process of implemenung such programs. They were invited
in order to share their axpenences with the New York and
New Jersey sewerage authorties.

The sewerage authorty officials were from the nine New
Jarsay and New York municipaimes affected by the ODBA.

A represertative from NRDC was included in the
discussion gQroup because of the organizaton's
invoivenent in the initiaton of the roundtable meeting.

RESOURCE PEOPLE

Resource peopie consisted of reguiatory and enforcement
officals and technology eaxperts invoived with vanous
aspects of siudge management or ocean dumping. This
group included representatives from EPA Headquarters,
EPA Region H, and the states of New York, and New
Jorsgy.
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22 KEY ISSUES

2 2.1 Results of the Questionnaire

16

3. OBSERVERS

Observers were representatives from an array of
public and private interest groups concerned with the
lssues of ocean dumping and siudge management.
EPA Region Il provided the planning group with a list
of more than 800 indwduals who had attendad pubiic
meetings and/or permit heanngs on siudge manage-
ment igsues or who had otherwise axpressed an
intereat in ODBA implementation dunng the past year
Invitations were sent to all names on the mailing list.

Names and organzations of all roundtable attendees are provided
In Appendix B.

The planning group recognized the importance of acquirnng input
for the roundtable agenda from the nine New Jersey and New York
sewerage authores. Therr input was requested to more clearly
define the goais of the roundtable and increase their commitmernt
to participation  The planning group produced a questionnaire and
distnbuted ¢t to ail ine municipal sewerage authories and NRDC.
The respondents were encouraged to voice therr concerns and
priorties through the compietion of this quest:i~r~narre.

The planning group developed a list of 10 tems that the New York
and New Jersey authorties and NRDC were asked to rate in terms
of their importance as major challenges to the implementation of
land-based sludge management aittematives. The respondents
were aiso asked for suggestons regarding how the roundtabie
could asaist In addressing these challenges and what other topics
thay feit shouid be included n the roundtable discussions. All nine
muniipal sewerage authorthes compieted the queshonnaire (see
Tabie 2).

Percerved anvironmental rigks and public health concems ranked
highast In the quesbhonnaire responses. The public's MIsConcep-
bons and resutting opposhon affects several areas of land-based
siudge managemant: facility siting, the ability to obtain necessary
permds, faciity financing, and the need for immexiiate acton. The
Nassau County Department of Public Works (NCOPW) expressed
a spectfic concemn regarding the siting of facilitiea, clasming that
there was no time aliowed in the consent decree for educating the
public on environmental and heaith safety, and that the media
misrepresants siudge Managemaent, CAUSING uNNecessary public
apprehension. The Linden Roselle Sewerage Authority (LRSA)
stated that they axpect “strong . . . negative reaction from vanous
groups and the general public® in faciiities siting.
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Along with the problem of public misconceptions, there were
several other concerns axpressed regarding site location planning
The New York Cty Department of Ervironmental Protection
(NYCDEP) noted that other states are beginning the process of
ughtening thew reguiations for acceptance of out-of-state siudge
The NCOPW defined intenm facilty sting as ther most drtficutt
Chailenge because landfill space may be impossible to obtain
Since landfiling 18 a common inerm solution, the NCDPW
suggested that EPA review and produce an up-to-date list of landfill
locations and ther specrfications as a resource for the sewerage
authonties. The Wastchester County Department of Environmental
Facimes (WCDEF) aiso commented on having difficulty finding an
acceptabile intenm landfill site.

Both the LRSA and the NYCDEP noted that the public review
process necessary for obtaining permns hinders quick decisions
on permit applications. Respondents commented that facility
financing also depends on public sSupport, negative reaction to rate
INCraases can have major impiications for projects

Although present-day technologies proved to be the least challeng-
Ing 'ssue In the questionnare, the NYCDEP expressed a concem
that the technologies available today could become unusabie n
the future owing to changing siudge regulatons. Sewerage
authories commented that future federal and state regulations
may prevent the exporting of sludge products out of state

The marketing of sludge products appeared to ba another 1ssue of
concern The LRSA feit that sludge marketing was not a realistic
possibiity The WCDEF stated that siudge qualrty imis marketing
options. The PVSC expressed concems regarding the iength of
tme needed to deveiop markets for sludge products and how to
subcontract to private vendors. The NYCDEP expressed an
addrtional concern regarding markets, stating that as more federal
siudge products are produced exsting markets wil suffer. The
NCDPW acknowiedged that siudge product marketng would be a
viable afternative uniess changes in the federal sludge regulations
affect current markets. Tha authortty requested that the roundtabie
clarfy the proposed EPA siudge management regulations and
provde informabon on how to effectively use prvate contractors/
vendors for tasks such as constructing and operating facilites,
transporting siudge, and marketing sludge products. The WCDEF
suggested that t wouid be helipful if the regulators would deciare
a clear pos/tion on the acceptability of management options and
the necessary siudge characteristics for each. (The status of the
federal siudge management regulations is discussed in Section
31.5) The NCOPW strongly suggestad including intenm planning
for product management in the roundtable discussions.
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2 2.2 Development of
Key Issues Based on
Questionnaire Results

2.3 ROUNDTABLE STRUCTURE
AND PROCESS

The PVSC expressed an imerest in contracts that relate to large-
scale landfiling or cther disposal Ooptions. Suggested discussion
topICs were single versus muttiple contracts, the appropnate length
of contracts, performance bonds, and single versus muttiple siudge
management optons. it recommended that exampies of varous
contracts and specfications for managemen afternatives be
brougnt to the roundtabie for review by the participants

Using the information from the quastonnarre, the planning group
dentfied three goals for the roundtable’

1 To fully understand the factors contrnbuting to the
challenges being expenenced by the municipal
sgwerage authormies in the development of land-
based sludge management.

2. To define varous strategies for handing the
challenges of land-basaed siudge management

3. To define realigic actions to be pursued in the
successful —slementation of land-basad sludge
managemen anternatves.

8ased on those 1ssues rated as most challenging, and other 1ssues
dentrfied by the respondents, the topics for discussion were
focused on two major areas: (1) permttng and sting and (2)
technoiogies n relation to public heaith and enwironmental
concems.

The planning group formatted the roundtable in a manner that
wouid stmulate productive discussion on strategies for attaining
lang-based management Solutons for wastewater reatment plant
sludges. The 2-day roundtabie consisted of three sessions (see
Table 3). A presentaton on the status of future 503 siudQe
reguiations followed the conclusion of Round 1 on the first day

Ounng the first and third rounds, the sewerage authorhes. the
facitator, and the guest speakers sat at the table; the resource
people and observers were seatad around them. The dalogue
included the sewerage authorities, Quest speakers, and the
facitator. The resource peopie partucipated in the discussion only
at the request of those seated at the table.
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TABLE 3. ROUNDTABLE AGENDA AND FORMAT

DAY 1

ROUND 1 THE CHALLENGE
OBJECTIVE

To tully understand the factors cantributing to the challenges being expenenced by municipal
sewerage authories in developing land-based siudge management.

Welcome and opening remarks

Introduction of roundtable participants

Discussion of roundtable procedures and 188ues

Open discussion

Conclusion and consensus of Round 1

Reception

Presentation regarding proposad 503 sludge requlations

DAY 2
ROUND 2: DEVELOPING ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES
OBJECTIVE
To define various strategies for handiing the challenges of land-based sludge management.
¢ Rotation of sewerage authorities between two focus groups
Focus Group A Permating and Stting
Focus Group B Technologies in Relation to Public Health and Environmental Concerns
ROUND 3: REALISTIC ACTIONS TO PURSUE
OBJECTIVE.

To define realistic actions to be taken for the implementation of land-based sludge management.

o Open discussion
o Conclusions
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Round 2 consisted of two focus groups Focus Group A
discussed permiting and sting, and Focus Group B discussed
technologies in relation 10 public health and environmental nsks
Each group had two sessions, one in the morming and one In
the afternoon. The guest speakers and the resource people
were assigned to a focus group based on ther expertisa and
remained in that group for both sessions. The sewerage
authorries rotated between the two focus groups to discuss
both groups’ topics. In the focus Qroup sessions, the resource
pecpie sat at the table and enterad into the discussion with the
sewerage authorties, Quest speakers, and the faciitator in aach
group. Although observers were not allowed to participate
directly in any of the sessions, they were invited to submit
questons or 1ssues for discussion.
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3.1 ROUND 1:
THE CHALLENGE

3.0 ROUNDTABLE
DISCUSSION SUMMARY

The roundtable opened wrth introductions and commaents by

Richard Caspe, EPA Region Il Water Management Division
Orector He dentfied three overall objectives to be

accomplished by the roundtable

1 To establish a network of pecple expernencing
similar challenges.

2. To prowvde a forum for an open exchange of
information and deas.

3 To prowvde an increased sensitivity to the issues
being faced by the New York and New Jersey
authories among all invatved wrth sludge
management

Roger Dolan, general manager of the Central Contra Costa
Sewerage Dstrict, Calfornia, served as the primary roundtable
facitator and began the dialogue with comments on the 18sues
attecting land-based siudge management. He then requested that
the partcipants introduce themselves to the other roundtable
members. The representatves of the sewerage authorries and
NRDC summanzed '1ssues that they wished t0 see addressad at the
roundtable. Guest speakers from other sewerage authorities from
around the country, invited because of ther experiences in
implementing land-based siudge management technologies,
provded brief descriptions of therr backgrounds.

Dunng the discussion that followed, there was general consensus
among the partcipants that the schedules to terminate ocean
dumping are tght and, \n most cases, more difficult than the
schedules faced by the guest speakers. The sewerage authority
representatives expressed confidence in therr abiity to meet the
deadiine for implementing long-term alternatives. Ther most
cribcal concermn was meeung the agread upon imenm deadlines
for ending ocean dumping. The New Jersgy authorbos were
concemead about the even more stnngent, state-mandated March
17, 1981, deadline. Producing dewatered siudge and hauling #t to
landfils was dentified as the most realistic inenm land-based
atematrve. The authomnties noted that numerous difficulties are
assocated with implementing this disposal option, including siting
dewatenng faciities and finding landfill stes, gaining public
8CCeptance, ODAINING NECessary state and municipal permds,
constructng the necessary facilities, and transporting the
dewatered siudge to lancfiils.
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311 Facility and
Landfill Siting

3 12 Public Acceptance

Landfill siting was dentified as a critical 1ssue by all of the New
York and New Jersey sewerage authorities Landfil sites are
severely mited in both states In New Jersey, landfiling 1s
prohibited except In the case of emergency or overnding
circumstances. it is becoming increasingly difficult to find out-of-
state landfills, Pennsyivania has recently enacted an executive

order temporanly banning other states from access to therr
landfilis

The authorties also stated that finding locations to build
dewatering facilities presents a significant challenge While it may
be possible for some of the needad facilities 10 be built at the
wastewater treatment plants producing the siudge, New Jersey and
New York authorities with facilities in residential areas may face
Intense public opposition to potential odors and the Increased

truck traffic necessary to haul the dewatered sludge to disposal
sites

The guest speakers discussed how faciity siting can be undertaken
Dy either private contractors or the sewerage authorities In some
cases, a contractor may be more successful than the sewerage
authority in locating a facility or landfill ste In other situations.
the authornty's ability t0 deal with municipal cfficials may be
needed to acquire a site  Cooperation between the sewerage
authorities and polttical officials 1s clearly necessary Unfortunately,
most politicians do not typically become invoived unless a site i1s
chosen in their locality

NJDEP officials have stated that selection and implementation of
a land-based management aiternative is the responsibility of the
sewerage authorries, pursuant to the New Jersey Ocean Sludge
Dumping Elimination Act Consequently, the state has declined to
intercede in out-of-state management options This pasition 1s of
concern to the sewerage authorrties, for they beligve that a team
effort is needed to successfully implement land-based disposal
alternatives.

Clearly, gaining public acceptance of sludge management
afternatives 18 not easy The public may equate sludge with
sewage and oppose any land-based disposal or usa “in their own
backyard " The participants agreed that it is essential to educate
the public about land-based sludge management altarnatives.
However, credibilty 1S a key 1ssus; the public is reluctant to believe
the municipal sewerage authorties. The guest speakers pointed
out that it 1s far more effective to invoive independent sources that
have postive public images to answer the public's questions and
provide information. The guest speaker from the State of
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3.1 3 Private Contractors

Washington described a project whereby 118 sewerage authorities
funded the University of Washington and Washington State Univer-
Sity to support research and public information/education pro-
grams It was suggested dunng the roundtable discussion that
EPA become more involved in educating the pubhic and that per-
haps the ocean dumping fees paid by the sewerage authorities

could be used to implement a public, nformation/education
program

Public opposition can be a major impediment in using facility sites
Considening the short ime frames for implementing New York's
and New Jersey's imtenm plans, gaining public acceptance may
be especially difficut The NCOPW commented that it appears to
the public that one 18 asking for the pubiic’'s acceptance after the
plans have already been put Into place NRDC stated that it is
critical to involve the public in the inthial planning stages, and noted
that the NYCDEP has effectively involved the public via the forma-
ton of a citizens advisory committee  Another sewerage authonty
agreed with the value of having such a committee but also
pointed out that once a site IS chosen, the anticipated impact on
the affected local community will still cause opposition

Using private contractors to bulld facilities and/or provide for
uttimate disposal appears to be a viable solution for the New York
and New Jersey sewerage authorities in meeting their intenm plan
deadlines, however, the sewerage authorities noted several areas
ol concern regarding the use of private contractors the RFP
process, legal restrictions, contract writing, using muitiple
contractors, contractor versus authority responsibilities, and staff
avallability to coordinate and manage contractors Some of the
guest speakers provided exampies of RFPs and contracts to the
participating roundtable sewerage authorities

In choosing a contractor through the RFP process, the issuing
sewerage authority first determines which proposals appear to be
reasonable and responsible and then interviews the candidates.
The authorities were advised by the guest speakers to look at the
contractor's apphcable experience, responsiveness to the proposal
request (eg. Do they have a permitted site? Do they have the
necessary subcontractors who can pass regulatory requirements?),
and the price for the job. In New York, accepting a higher bid
requires a legal opinion. In New Jersegy, a higher bid can be
accepted f lower bids are not submitted by responsible bidders.

Several of the guest speakers emphasized the need for muttiple
contractors it a contractor defaults on his contract or t 1S
determined that a contractor shouid be replaced because of poor
performance, a back-up plan must be in place. Uhtimate

Attachment 1



3.1.4 Conclusion

3.1 5 New Skudge Management
Reguiations

management responsibility rests with the Sewerage authorry, not
with the contractor

The guest speakers provided sSome valuable success stones
concerning the use of private contractors, but in many cases thosa
Sawerage authorries were not under the Same tme constraints that
the New York and New Jersey authorties face Requesting
proposals from the private sector, seting up contracts, and
provding effective management of contractors ig ume-consuming
In acdtion, the New York and New Jersey authorties have low
staft levels as compared to the staffing levels of the guest spaakers

and they may have to rely on consuitants to help manage
contractors.

In concluding Round 1, the sewerage authorties dentfied the

following i1ssues for comtinued giscussion dunng the second day
8essions

¢ Attaining public acceptance of stes n order to meet
compliance scheduies.

* Managing contracts (seting up contracts, handling siudge
production vanabilty, single versus muttipie hauling
contracts, spill prevention/response plans)

¢ Dealing with critical ime constraints in the implementation
process.

¢ Explonng cooperative regional efforts.

* Identitying publicly acceptable short-term strategies for the
slugge management.

* Understanding the perceved and real pubiic concarns of
marketng sludge products.

¢ Estabiishing an information network for land-based sludge
management.

Foliomng the conclusion of Round 1 of the roundtabie, a
representative of EPA’s Office of Water Regulations and Standards
prasentad an update on the status of the proposed federal siudge
management regulations. Pursuant to a statutory directive in
Section 408 of the Clean Water Act, EPA proposed new risk-based
techrucal siudge regulations in February 1980. Commernts on the
proposed regulations are now being addressed, and EPA expects
to issue@ the reguiations in final form in October 1991 Once
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32 ROUND 2:
DEVELOPING
ALTERNATIVE STRATEGIES

32.1 Focus Group A:
Technologies in Relation to
Public Health and

3.2.1 1 Public Health and
Environmental Concerns

1Ssuad, these regulations will appear at 40 CFR Part 503 and will
establish mimimum federal standards for the use and disposal ot
sewage siudge when applied to land, distnbuted and marketed,
placed in siudge-only landfils or on surface disposal sites, or
Incinerated. In addrtion to the 503 regulations, EPA also proposed
in August 1988 the Municipal Sohd Waste Landfili Rule, which

requlates all sewage siudge 1o be landfiled EPA axpects to issue
the final rule in May 1980.

Members of EPA, NJDEP, and NYSDEC joined the guest speakers,
sewerage authorrties, and NRDC in the focus group discussions on
the second day of the rounctable. The purpose of thesa break-
out groups was to discuss the 1ssues introduced N Round 1 1n
greater detal. The topics were divided Mo two sections (1)

technologies in relation to public heaith and environmental
concerns and (2) permitting and siting

The two Focus Group A sessions primarily addressed the issues
of public misconception and acceptance; tradmonal tachnologies
such as land applicaton and incineration; less conventional
technologies such as chemical fixation or coal gasfication, the
techniques used In the successful mplementation of a dewatenng/
landfill disposal system; and the sewerage authoriies’ concem for
using the best technologies for long-term land-based siudge
management plans.

Guest speakers expenenced in the use of land application,
composting, and incineration discussed their operations. Thase
practces frequently generate public oppostion; consequently,
the authombes often cannot enlist the support of the local
politciang or officials. In many cases. oppostion stems from the
fact that many peopie equate siudge with hazardous waste. They
assume that, f siudge 8 unsafe for ocean disposal, tt is also
unsafe for land-basad management alternatives. The public fears

that composted siudge will powson the food chan and sludge
incnaration will release toxins into the air.

It is essential to educate the public on the reguiations controiling
the quaity of siudge and land-based management options. No
matter what regulations are in piace, however, it wil usually be
drfficult to gain public acceptance, particularty when matenal is
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32.1.2 Technologies

3.2.13 Dewsatering/Landfill
Disposal System

moved from one junsdicton to another A possible way to
Convince peopie In another junadiction to accept sludge 18 to show
them that the very junsdiction that produces the matenal 18 aiso

using a substantial amount. An authortty shouid be aware that this
approach could backfire and lead to Oopposmon to currently
accepted in-state practices.

The sewerage authomties emphasized the need for credible
informaton sources and suggested that EPA become more
involved in educatng the public. 1t 18 crucal to gaiming public
acceptance that people receve explangtions In simple terms,
scientfic jargon tends to cause confusion. Also. terminology
modificatons were suggested. The word sludge should be
repiaced with @ more postive word and the term soiid waste
should be avouded. Refernng to sludge as waste creates a
problem in perception, t implies that sludge must be disposed of
and cannot be used for beneficial purposes.

[EDITORIAL NOTE. While adopting more positive
terminology may be beneficial from a public acceptance
standpoint, the use of siudge or solid waste can be
important 1n maintaining disposal options. In New York
State, refernng to sludge as soiid waste allows a
municipaity to enter into long-term contracts for
privatzation under the New York State Municipal Law
120W. If the matenal was not class:fied as a sold waste,
the sewerage authorties would not have this option |

in the discussion of new technologies, t was evdent that the
sewerage authorbes were keenly interested n all possible
alternatives, especially beneficial use. Several newer technologies
were mentoned, including gasification of siudge to produce energy
and an inert, glasslike matenal, and a Japanese process that turns
incinerator ash into glassy, sandy matenal surtable for use in tlg.
Incineration is the long-term land-based alternative for many New
Jersgy authorties. The sewerage authormbes and Quest speakers
discussed the vanous types of fumaces and the qualty of air
emigsions and ash that each produces, as well as the problems
associated wrth ash hauling and fandfilling.

In 1987, the Clty of Los Angeies faced time constraints similar to
those of the New Jersey and New York authorities’. To quickly
terminate ocean dumping, Los Angeles developed a program for
siudge dewatering and lancfiil disposal. The Los Angeles guest
speaker described the city’s expenence in detal, answenng
qQuesbons and provding copees of RFPs.
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3.2.1 4 Alternative Selection

The Los Angeles guest speaker's descnption of the RFP pProcess
for sacunng the servces of multipie contractors included details
such as average contract size, duration of contracts, dvision of
work based on dally vanabities of sludge volume, and meetng
Cty procurement requirements. The speaker explained that an
attorney from the Board of Public Works was assigned axclusively
to the sewerage authortty for the negotation and compilation of
contracts. This helped to ensure that the authorty was in
complance with city requirements dunng every step of the
process. When the authonty went before the Board of Public
wmwmnsrmnmemammmyanomeywas present and
handled all legal questions, testifying to the compliance of the re-
commendations with ail cty procurement requirements.

The landfill digposal process also described In detall, addressad
truck-hauling logistics that included establishing routes, monroring,
wenghing, spill-response plans, schedules, costs, and lcading
facities The guest speaker emphasized that using muttiple
contractors established a compatitive environment that promoted
better performance and reiabiitty.

The sewerage authorties discussed vanous siudge management
technologies currently available and the possibiity of newer and
better technologias benng deveioped. The New Jersey authomies
raised a concermn that therr choices for meeting the legisiative
requirements to end ocean dumping might not be the best long-
term alternatrves with respect to the environment and public heatth
They commented that the consent decree schedules might not
allow them enough time to thoroughly investigate all possible
alternatrves.  There is littie tme for the sewerage authorties to
effectrvely work together, shanng ther knowledge of new
technologies and options and developing potental regional project
alternatives that might result in significant cost savings. in addrion
to the congsent decree scheduling constraints, thers are other
pressures to Move quickly into long-term programs. For eampia,
the high expense of the intenm soluton necessitates the
changeover t0 a long-term solution as quickly as posaible. Also,
it 18 not known how long landfills will cominue t0 be available;
before the limted space s filled, sewerage authortes must have
altematve solutions in place.

EPA believes that the negotiated agreements aliow sufficient time
for the selection of long-term land-based technologies. Some of
the guest sewerage authorties disagreed, based on thew past
axpenences in researching and implamenting related programs.
The group discussed further the reaity of the consent decree
restraints in regard to making choices and the problems of
changing altematives in midstream. With reference to technologr
cal assessments, it was pointad out that the public often questions
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322 Focus Group B:
Siting and Permitting

32 2.1 State Requirements

whymamhommdonotlookmoﬂ'\ertochnologmlanm
it was suggestad that EPA might become involved 1n the research
and assessment of technoiogias on a natonal level Such invoive-
memmuldhelpallmemqoauﬂwormeammdavdopmo'
long-term programs that are acceptabie to the public  NRDC
sted that ¢ would support allowing more time for long-term
decisions if poterttial technologies could be adequately anatyzed

The two Focus Group B sessions centered on the challenge of
sting and impiementing siudge management systems that adhere
to both state agency permtting procedures and the consent
decree schedule. NJDEP and NYSDEC differ in therr required
deadiines for the sewerage authorties to dentify thewr long-term
sludge management solutions and the degree of support grven to
the authormies in this process. Descnptions of the efforts made
and time frames involved in developing and implementing sludge
management projects by the Seattle and Philadelphia guest
Speakers emphasized the need for adequate time and flaxibilty to
sufficiently analyze new technologies or multipie systems. The
New Jersey statute imposes & ngd March 17, 1981, deadfine
(which NJDEP is not authonzed to change) to cease ocean
dumping. The guest speakers presentad some worthwhile
strategies for expediing the permatng and sting of new faciities.

The New Jersey sewerage authorites were required by NJDEP to
i”dentity both thesr intenm and long-term siudge management plans
Dy April 1988. Five out of the six sewerage authories have
dentfied incineration as thesr long-term option. Their naxt stap
invoives going through the state permitting procees, which will
address the environmental and public health impacts of the
proposad faciities. These sewerage authomties believe that this
mandate and their consequent commament to incineraton
preciudes them from further pursuing other tachnoiogies and
beneficial reuse. The sewerage authormties indicated that private
contractors have baen unwiling to commn the necessary large
sums of monay in agvance for projects with development schedule
duratons of less than 1.5 to 2 years. Unfortunataly, that type of
schedule 8 not within the time constraints of the consent
decrees/enforcement agreements.

NJDEP stated that the siudge management pians submitted in
Apnl 1980 can be madified only if there 13 a strong demonstration
thst a different altemative is preferable and the designated
schedule wil not be significantly disrupted. The sewerage
authonties stated that they feel pressure to wnplement thew
currently designatad technologies in order to meet the mandated
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3.22 2 Time Constraints

schedules and are thus unabie to expiore other long-term
aiternatrves.

NYSDEC requires ns sewerage authorrtes to complete an
environmental impact statement before they designate therr long-
term aiternatves. NYSDEC acknowiedged that the sewerage
authories do need to have schedules in place to gffectively
implement long-term pians. However, NYSDEC aiso recognizes
that there couid be events, such as the pending Federal 503
sludge regulations, that would necessnate flaxbiiity in enforcement
of the congsent decrees. To accommodate such potental changes,
they will monrtor the situation, and be flaxibie dunng the planning
process. The planning process, however, cannot stop due to
pending changes in technology and regulatons NYSDEC
representatives emphasazed that they recognize the difficutiias that
the municipal authormties will encounter, and that they are “fully
commrtted to overcoming the gndlock in the permit process,
particularly in venturing into new areas of technology *

Both states noted ther inabiity to be involved in sting i18sues,
nerther NYSDEC nor NJDEP has the authority to locate sites or
10 overruie local zoning axcept in the case of hazardous wastes
NJDEP requires, under the State Solid Waste Management Act,
that each of the counties, in the sohd waste distncts, site solid
waste facities. The responsibity for siting lies wrth the sewerage
authories untl such time as the counties can implement the
sludge management components of s solid waste management
pians. None of the affected counties have yat implemented these
plans.

The expenences In land-based siudge managemert related by the
guest speakers suggested a realistic tme frame for implementing
the New York and New Jersey sawerage authorties’ programs.
Much ot the necessary permitting has aiready been accomplished
by New Jersey’s sewerage authorties: all sx authorties have
recerved dewatenng permis and have implementad pretreatment
programs. In general, the amount of tme required for guest
speaker authorties to obtain all of the state and local permits
necessary for both stes and full-scale facity operabons was a
crucal factor For eampie, the guest speaker from Philadelpha
stated that the authomnty antc:pated a ban on ocean dumping N
the 19708 and thus began deveioping a 10-point altemative
program dunng 1977. In 1879, when its wastewater treatment
plant faciibes were required to be upgraded to secondary
treatment, the Crty instituted stnngent pretreatment programs.
Over a 5-year period, research was funded on various projects
such as stnp-mine@ reciamation; a parkiand “soud factory” project,
using compost on city faciities; an unsuccessful liquid land
applicabon; and trying an “Eco-rock” process of fusing dewatered
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and Siting Strategies

siudge with municipal refuse to produce pavement aggregate
Thus, in 1980, when Philadelphia was informed that the crty could
no longer dump In the ocean, the city was prepared, these test
programs allowed the cty to determine thewr maost effective
alternatrve and to subsequentty implement these alternatives.

The guest speaker from Seattis stated that the authortty faced
similar challenges 1n 1972 when the crty was forced, under tght
tme constraints, t0 end ocean disposal At the tme, t had a
lagoon with only a 1-year sludge storage capactty and was looking
at innovative ways of dewaterng siudge. An RFP was 1ssued 10
solct private sector proposais. The Unrversty of Washington,
which had a small piot siudge applicaton program under way on
forest land, came forward with a 2-year proposal to take Seattle's
siudge and. in turn, use the monies recerved to perform research
and answer public heaith quastions related to land application In
1973, Seattle ceased ocean dumping with only the university
research program under way; the lagoon was used as a backup
disposal option From that time through 1982, Seattle cortinued
s efforts to find addmional siudge management methods. By
1984, stnp mines were taking 25 percent of Seattle's siudge for
use in land reclamaton. In 1988, Seattie awarded a contract to a
private company for sludge dewatenng It now owns and manages
forest land that 18 used to recycie sludge and has contracts with a
private company to apply sludge to the company’s property
Overall, Seattie’s strategy has been 0 avoid high-cost facilties and
to keep optons open. Seattie's current sludge management
program has taken 17 years to evoive. In concluding, Seattle
stated that sludge management costs money, requires enormous
amounts of tme to pursue, and I8 very challenging in terms of
budgeting.

The guest speakers discussed numerous public acceptance and
siting strategies. The foliowing points were strassed

1. Keep alert to opportunities and have a planning
process that contains some flexbiiity for change.

2. If possible, find and use a site that i8 already owned
by the authonty.

3. For an out-of-state site, secure a iocal sponsor who
wants the material and wll personally represent the
Project and pursue any NECcessary pPermits.

4. Advertise in other localities for available sites.

5. Regional cooperation is necessary for sting and

Attachment 1 1-21



1-22

3.3 ROUND 3:
REALISTIC ACTIONS
TO PURSUE

permitung out of state landfills, meet informally with
elected and appointed officials early-on in the process

8. Mantain contacts with key regulatory agency staft
members to ensure that permnt appliCations recewe
prorty attention and expedtious handling

7 Ottain clear directons from the appropriate states
regarding requirements for facity permitting

8. Obtain support of state and local agencies to
coordingte and aliow for expedmious handiing of
permns.

9. Pursue public education through a cooperative
regional effort.

10 Take a proactive stance to acdress misinformation
spread by project opponents, to help generate
positive press, find sympathetic and knowledgeable
reporters and take them to model operations.

11. Work with the state regulators and legisiators to
redefine sludge classifications, current classdfication
ot sludge as sold waste generally imits management
options and creates a negatrve public :mage

12. Produce appealing public displays of sludge products

to help provde a postive image and promote
beneficial use

The siudge management roundtable addressed the concerns and
challenges presentad by all of the groups involved in the struggle
t0 impiement land-based siudge management atternatives. (1) the
cty, state, and federal legisiators who will make, or have made,
decisions On siudge management, (2) the regulators who enforce
the legisiatrve decisions, (J) the sewerage authorties responaible
for implementing siudge management alternatives, (4) the prvate
contractors empioyed for Siudge management, (5) the en-
vironmental and public heaith actwsts, and (6) the public, who, In
many instances, believe that ther heaith and personal property
may be jeoparduzed by the recommended siudge management
methods. The roundtable provided EPA, the state agencies and
NRDC with an increased sensitivity to0 the 1ssues besng faced by
the New York and New Jersgy sewerage authorities in pursuing
and implementng nMtenm and long-term aftermnatives. The
sewerage authonties benefitted from the in-depth formation
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exchange that took place dunng the roundtable, as many
strategies and possible andeavors were discussed. In addibon to
the stategies discussed in the Permtting and Siing section
(Section 3.2.2), the following suggestions were mada.

1. Establish an information cleannghouse, possibly by
or with support from EPA.

2. Continue the network process that began at this
roundtabie.

3. Seek cooperation at all levels: faderal, state. local,
and private sector.

4. Conader the posaibiity of regionalzation in the
development of long-term solutions.

5. Increase sewerage authorty staffs for the negotiation
and management of multipie contracts wrth the private
sector

6. Use muttiple contractors and diversification in sludge
management options.

7 Involve a cty attormey knowledgeable in the local
permitting reguiatons for negotiating comracts.

8. Increase pubic awarenass of the sewserage authorties’
decision-making processes and siudge management
activities along with the affact on public heaith and the
environment, posaibly through more involvement by
EPA.

The New York and New Jersey sewerage authonties expressed
therr gratitude to EPA for holding the roundtabie and rederated a
firm commtment to meetng thewr deadiines and successfully
terminating ocean dumping. The sewerage authonties strongly
voicad thesr desire to impiement the most environmaentally sound
sludge management altematives and axpressed a willingness 10
remain open-minded and fleuble in ther implementaton plans.
They aiso expressed the hope that the regulators maintain the
same open-mindedness and flaxabulity.
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ROUNDTABLE PLANNING GROUP MEMBERS

Federal

Consultants

Bruce Kiselica
Ehzabeth Lonoff
Karen Kima
Sandy Germann
Lee Pasarew
Bob Bastian

Helen Pettrt
Penny Hilferty
Bob Hampston

Cartton Hunt
Ehsabeth Smoiski
Linda Hanrfin
Nola Sparks

Environmental Protection Agency Region I
Environmental Protection Agency Region Il
Office of Manne & Estuanne Protecton
Office of Marine & Estuanne Protaction
Office of Municipal Pollution Control

Office of Muricipal Poliution Control

New Jersay Department of Environmental Protection
New Jersay Department of Environmentai Protection
New York State Department of Environmental Conservation

Battetle Memonal Institute, Duxbury Operabons
Battelle Memoral ingtitute, Duxbury Operations
Hanfin Agsocates, inc.
Hanifin Assocates, Inc.
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ROUNDTABLE ATTENDEES
Name Organization
DISCUSSION PARTICIPANTS:
FACILITATORS.
Primary & Focus Group B
Roger Dolan Central Contra Costa Sewerage District
Focus Group A
binda Hanrfin Hanifin Associates, Inc.
SPEAKERS
Enc Buehrens Massachusetts Water Resources Authority
Pater Machno Municipaity of Metropoirtan Seattie
Gary Gagnon Miiwaukee Metropoitan Sewerage Distnct
Michael J Wallis East Bay Municipal Utilibes District
Thomas E. Walton, Ill  formerly with Cty of Philadelphia
Ray Kearney Cnty ot Los Angeies

SEWERAGE AUTHORITY OFFICIALS & NRDC:

Edward O Wagner NY Crty Dept. of Emronmental Protecton
Steven A. Fangmann  Nassau County Dept. of Public Works
Nicholas R. Smoingy  Middlesex County Utilibes Authonty
Jerome Sheehan Bergen County Utllibes Authonty

Richard P Tokarski Ranhway Valley Sewerage Authorty

Michael J. Bnnker, Jr. Jount Meeting of Eseex and Uron Counties

Gary G Fare Lnden Roselle Sewerage Authorty
Joseph La Vigna Waestchester County Dept. of Env. Facilities
Sheidon Lipke Passac Valiey Sewerage Commisaioners
Nina M. Sankowitch Natural Resources Defense Counail
RESOURCE PEQPLE:

wilkam R. Diamond EPA HQ

Alan Rubin EPA HQ

Robert Bastian EPA HQ

Martha Kirkpatnck EPA HQ

Richard Caspe EPA Ragion

Charles E. Hoffmann EPA Region i
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Bruce Kiselica

Robert G. Hampston
Richard J Hammond

Helen Pettt

OBSERVERS

Robert E Adamski
Kelley Augustine
Iclal Atay
Nicholas Bartilucct
Dane Black
Marci L Bortman
Laurel Bryant
Marjorne Bryant
Julan Capik
Henry J. Chiupsa
Chns Clark

Don Clark
James | Collins
Kevin Conti
Vincent Corrado
C J Crumm
Peter Day

John Dedyo
Bonnie Delaney
Chns Dollasa
Andrew L Doyle
Jennder Epp
Hugh Ettinger
Tracy Faulkner
Rod Futa
Sandy Germann
Karen J. Giroux
Penny Hilferty
Cartton Hunt

Thomas A. iImmerso

Stephen Johnson
Natasha Kaplan

RESQURCE PEOPLE (continued)

EPA Region Il

NY State Dept. of Environmental Conservation
NY State Dept. of Environmental Conservation
NJ Dept. of Emronmental Protection

Borough of Brooklyn

NJ Dept. of Environmental Protaection

NJ Dept of Environmental Protection

Dwvirka & Bartiluce:

Laague of Women Voters

U.S House of Rep. Commrtee on Merchant Manne & Fisheries
U S. House of Rep. Commtee on Merchant Marnne & Fisheries
New York City Council

Middlesax County Environmental Coaltion

Dwvirka & Bartluca

Apex Resources/NSI

Cornucopia of New Jersey

Industnal Innovations, Inc.

Demetrakis, Sinis: & Carmel

Passaic Valley Sewerage Commissioners

Foster Whaeler USA

Rutgers University/Cook College

Seetye, Stevenson, value & Knecht

Asbury Park Press

U.S. House of Rep. Commrttee on Merchant Marine & Fisheries
Rahway Vallgy Sewerage Authorty

NY State Senate Subcommittee on Long Isiand Marine Distnct
Bedminster Bioconversion Corporation

Chemfix Technologies, Inc.

Environmental Defense Fund

EPA HQ

Rutgers University/Cook College

NJ Dept of Environmental Protection

Battelle Memonal Institute, Duxbury Operations

Nassau County Dept. of Public Works

Pennsytvana D.E.R.

Thomas E. Walton Associates, Lid.
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Name

OBSERVERS (continued)

Herbert L Kaufman
Carl Koch

Ernest A Kolitides
Bob Kukenberger
Ellen Lane
Ehzabeth Lohr
Ehzabeth Lonoff
Afonso Lopez

Per A. Lorentzen, Jr
George Lutzic
Larry McClure
Wiliam Mikula
Percival Milier

Fred Munson
Barbar Nowvick

Lee Pasarew

John J Pascucct
Herman R Phillips, Jr
Manhesh Podar
Robert L Raab
Geraid O Rennerts
Kevin Richardson
Peter Ruffier
Helmut W Schulz
inmng F Shaw

Tim Shea

Ehsabeth Smoisk
Nola Sparks
wiliam C Sullivan, Jr
Pata Tortong:
Judth Waells

Vicki Wessels

Can wid

Qrganization

Chinton Bogert Associates

Gresley & Hansen Engineers
Dehydro-Tech Corporation

Blasland, Bouck & Lee

Gannett Westchester Newspapers

Sludge Newsietter

EPA Region Ii

NY Crty Dept. of Environmental Protection
Globat Energy, Inc

NY Crty Dept of Environmental Protection
Bergen County Utilies Authorrty
Blasland, Bouck & Lee

NY State Legisiatve Commission on Solid Waste Management
Greenpeace USA

League of Women Voters

EPA HQ

Nassau County Dept of Pubiic Works
EPA Ragion i

EPA HQ

City of Long Beach, NY

Sludge Disposal International, Ltd

Star Ledger

Assocation of Metro Sewerage Agencies
Giobal Energy, Inc.

Mayor, Village of East Rockaway, NY
Engineenng Science, InC.

Batteile Memonal Institute, Duxbury Operations
Hanifin Associates, inc.

Gordon, Gordon & Haley

Bay Park Cc Association

U S. House of Rep Commttee on Merchant Manne & Fishenes
Hanrfin Associates, Inc.

NJ Dept. of Environmental Protaction
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EPA 1989 EPA's Palicy Promoting the Beneficial Use of Sewage Siudge and the New Proposed
Technical Regulations Office of Water, U S Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC

EPA 1989 Enwvironmental Regulations and Technology Control of Pathogens in Municipal Wastewater
Slugge EPA 625/10-83-006 Center for Environmental Research Information. U S
Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

EPA 1989 Summary Report In-Vessel Composting of Municipal Wastewater Sludge EPA 625/8-89-
016 Center tor Environmental Research Information, U S Environmentas Protection Agency,
Cincinnati, OH

EPA 1989 Start-up and Operation of Chemical Process Technologies in the Municipal Sector  The
Carver-Greenfield Process for Sludge Drying EPA 430/09-90-007 Office of Water, U §
Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC

Epstein, E and J Aipert 1387 Composting Municipal Sludge. A Technology Evaluation Water
Environmental Research Laboratory, U S Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

EPA 1987 Dewatering Municipal Wastewater Sludges Design Manual EPA 625/1-87-014 Center for
Environmental Research Information, U S Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

Page, AL, T Logan and J Ryan (eds) 1987 Land Application of Sludge Lewis Publishers, Inc .
Chelsa, Ml (EPA sponsored)

Cole, WD, Henry, CL and WL Nutter (eds) 1986 The Forest Alternative for Treatment and Utilization
of Municipal and industrial Waste. University of Washington Press, Seattle, WA (EPA sponsored)

EPA 1985 Handbook Estimating Sludge Management Costs EPA 625/6-85-010 Water
Environmental Engineering Laboratory and Center for Environmental Research Information, U S
Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

Kowal, NE 1885 Health Effects of Land Application of Municipal Siudge EPA 600/1-85-015 Heaith
Effects Research Laboratory, U S Environmental Protection Agency, Research Triangle Park,

NC

EPA 1985 Composting of Municipal Wastewater Sludges (Technology Transfer Seminar Publication)
EPA 625/4-85-014 Center for Environmental Research Information, U S Environmental

Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

EPA 1985 Composting of Municipal Wastewater Sludges (Technology Transfer Seminar Publication)
EPA 625/4-85014 Center for Environmental Resaarch Information, U. S. Environmental

Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

EPA 1985 Handbook Estimating Sludge Management Costs. EPA 625/6-85-010. Water
Environmental Engqineering Laboratory and Center for Environmental Research Information, U S
Environmental Protection Agency. Cincinnati, OH

EPA. 1984 Municipal Sludge Combustion Technology (Technology Transfer Seminar Publication) EPA
625/4-85-015 Center for Environmental Research Information, U S Enwironmental Protection

Agency, Cincinnati, OH
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EPA 1984 Municipal Sludge Combustion Technology (Technology Transfer Seminar Publication) EPA
625/4-85-015 Center for Environmental Ressarch Information, U § Environmental Protection
Agency. Cincinnati, OH

EPA 1984 Environmentai Reguiations and Technology Use and Disposal of Municipal Wastewater
Sludge EPA 430/10-84-003 Intra-Agency Sludge Task Force, Washington, DC

EPA 1984 Septage Treatment and Disposal Handbook EPA 625/6-84-009 Municipal Envirgnmental
Research Laboratory and Center for Environmental Research Information, U S Enviranmental
Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

Page, AL, TL Gleason, Hl, JE. Smith, Jr, | K Iskandar and LE Sommers (eds) 1983 Proceedings of
the 1983 Workshop on Utihization of Municipal Wastewater and Sludge on Land University of
Caifornia, Riverside, CA (EPA sponsored)

EPA 1983 Land Application of Municipal Sludge Process Design Manual EPA 625/1-83-016 Center
for Environmental Research Information, U S Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

Sopper, WE, EM Seaker and R K Bastian (eds) 1982 Land Reclamation and Biomass Production
with Municipal Wastewater and Sludge The Pennsylvarnia State University Press  University
Park, PA (EPA sponsored)

EPA 1982 Sludge Recycling for Agncuitural Use EPA 430/9-82-008 Office of Water Program
Operations U S Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC.

EPA 1982 Siudge and the Land The Role of Soil and Water Conservation Districts 1n Land Application
of Sewage Sludge

EPA 430/9-82-007 Office of Water Program Operations, U S Enwvironmental Protection Agency,
Washington, DC

CAST 1981 Effects of Sewage Sludge on the Cadmium and Zinc Content of Crops. EPA 600/8-81-
003 Municipal Environmental Research Laboratory, U S Environmental Protection Agency,
Cincinnati, OH

EPA 1980 Innovative and Alternative Technology Assessment Manual EPA 430/9-78-009 Office of
Water Program Operations, U S Enwvironmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC , and
Center for Environmental Research Information, U. S. Environmental Protection Agency,
Cincinnati, OH

Bnttcn, G, BL Damron, G.T Edds and JM Davidson 1980. Sludge - Health Risks of Land Application
Ann Arbor Science Publ Inc /The Butterworth Group Ann Arbor, Ml (EPA sponsored)

EPA 1980 Evaluation of Sludge Management Systems: Evaluation Checklist and Supporting
Commentary EPA 430/9-89-001. Office of Water Program Operations, U S. Environmental
Protection Agency, Washington, DC

Sopper, WE and SN Karr (eds). 1979. Utihization of Municipal Sewage Effluent and Siudge on Forest
and Disturbed Land The Pennsyivania State University Press. University Park, PA. (EPA
sponsored)

2-2 Attachment 2



EPA

EPA

EPA

NAS

1979 Sludge Treatment and Disposal Process Design Manual EPA 625/1-79-011 Municipal
Environmental Research Laboratory and Center for Environmental Ressarch Information, U S
Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

1978 Municipal Sludge Landtilis Process Design Manual EPA 625/1-78-010 Center for
Environmental Research Information, U S Enwvironmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

1978 Sludge Treatment and Disposal EPA 625/4-78-012 Vols 1 & 2 Center for Environmental
Research Information, U § Environmental Protection Agency, Cincinnati, OH

1978 Multmedium Management of Municipai Sludge Vol IX Analytical Studies for the U S
EPA, Natonal Academy of Sciences, Washington, DC  (EPA Sponsored)

CAST 1976 Apphcation of Sewage Sludge to Cropland Appraisal of Potential Hazards of the Heavy

EPA

Metals to Plants and Animals EPA 430/9-76-013 (MCD-33) Office of Water Program
Operations. U S Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC

1977 Municipal Sludge Management Environmental Factors EPA 430/9-77-004 (MCD-28)
Office of Water Program Operations, U S Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, OC
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