KODIAK CITY COUNCIL
WORK SESSION AGENDA
Monday, February 18, 2013

Kodiak Island Borough Conference Room
7 p.m.

Work sessions are informal meetings of the City Council where Councilmembers review the
upcoming regular meeting agenda packet and seek or receive information from staff. Although
additional items not listed on the work session agenda are sometimes discussed when introduced
by the Mayor, Council, or staff, no formal action is taken at work sessions and items that require
formal Council action are placed on a regular Council meeting agenda. Public comments at work
sessions are NOT considered part of the official record. Public comments intended for the “official
record” should be made at a regular City Council meeting.
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Land Application and
Composting of Biosolids

What are biosolids?

Every day, wastewater treatment facilities across the country
treat billions of gallons of wastewater generated by homes and
businesses. The treatment process produces liquid effluent that
is discharged to water bodies or reused as well as a byproduct
of solid residues (sewage sludge) that must be managed in an
environmentally responsible manner. Although the terms “bio-
solids” and “sewage sludge” are often used interchangeably,
they are not the same. With further treatment, sewage sludge
can yield biosolids, which is defined by the U.S. Environmen-
tal Protection Agency (EPA) as “nutrient-rich organic materials
resulting from the treatment of domestic sewage in a treatment
facility... that can be recycled and applied as fertilizer to improve
and maintain productive soils and stimulate plant growth.”"

What are the various options to
manage solid residuals?

Approximately 7,100,000 dry tons of solid residuals are gener-
ated each year from the treatment process at the more than
16,000 municipal wastewater treatment facilities in the U.S.2
Since most U.S. wastewater treatment facilities are publicly
owned and operated, management options are decided by local
professionals. Behind the scenes, they must balance the needs
of their communities for sanitation and public health protec-
tion with environmentally sound and sustainable methods of
residuals management. Approximately 55% of the total residu-
als generated each year are further treated and land applied as
biosolids. Other management options include incineration/pro-
cessing for energy recovery or landfill disposal. @

Are biosolids treated before they are land applied?

Biosolids that are land applied have been treated to minimize
odors and to reduce or eliminate pathogens. There are two
classes of biosolids that are land applied, referred to as Class B
and Class A. Class B biosolids are treated to achieve significant
(i-e., 99%) pathogen reduction and subject to site use and ac-
cess restrictions, and Class A biosolids are disinfected to a level
that inactivates pathogens and are subject to fewer site-specific
controls. If, in addition, heavy metal concentrations are suf-
ficiently low, Class A biosolids can be bagged and distributed
for home garden use without further regulation—referred to as
Class A, EQ (exceptional quality) biosolids.* Composted biosol-
ids generally achieve Class A, EQ status.

What are some of the benefits of
biosolids land application?

The benefits of biosolids for both soil and vegetation are numer-
ous and well recognized.® Biosolids provide primary nutrients
(nitrogen and phosphorous) and secondary nutrients such as
calcium, iron, magnesium and zinc. Also, the use of biosolids
increases crop yields and maintains nutrients in the root zone
and unlike chemical fertilizers, biosolids provide nitrogen that

is released slowly over the growing season as the nutrient is
mineralized and made available for plant uptake.” Land applica-
tion of biosolids can also offer net greenhouse gas benefits by
recycling carbon to the soil and fertilizing vegetation for further
carbon dioxide capture.®

What is the federal regulation that
governs the management of biosolids
and how was it developed?

The federal regulation governing the management of biosolids
is 40 CFR Part 503 and is based on the 1987 Clean Water Act
amendments that directed EPA to research and promulgate
regulations for use and disposal of sewage sludge.® EPA under-
took a comprehensive process to study land application and
other biosolids management practices. Based on the results

of its risk assessment, EPA identified and set numeric limits for
the nine trace elements (heavy metals), which have high enough
potential risk to require monitoring. EPA also mandated that
treatment facilities use at least one of several alternative tech-
nologies to significantly decrease or eliminate levels of patho-
gens in biosolids."°

Do states implement their own
land application programs?

Land application is widely practiced in the U.S. In fact after EPA
issued the Part 503 rule in 1993, most states implemented com-
plementary land application programs to strengthen oversight
and safety of the practice. Only nine states have no biosolids
specific regulations and rely exclusively on Part 503.
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Land Application and Composting of Biosolids

What is the scientific basis for
biosolids land application?

The broad weight of scientific evidence and opinion supports
recycling biosolids to land as an environmentally responsible
method of reuse when managed utilizing best practices and in
compliance with the Part 503 rule. Federal policies supporting
and promoting the beneficial recycling of biosolids are based
upon science demonstrating the safety and benefits of such
recycling. These policies are not driven by economics, and the
choice to recycle biosolids remains a state or local decision.

Has EPA requested any independent
studies to determine if the science
supports biosolids land application?

Since the implementation of Part 503 rule, two reports of the
National Research Council (NRC) of the National Academy of
Sciences have considered whether land application of biosol-
ids is safe and beneficial. In 1996, the NRC published Use of
Reclaimed Water and Sewage Sludge in Food Crop Production,
which concluded that the application of biosolids to farmland —
when practiced in accordance with existing federal guidelines
and regulations —presents negligible risk to the consumer, to
crop production, and to the environment. The report concluded
that current technology to remove pollutants from wastewater,
coupled with existing regulations and guidelines governing the
use of reclaimed wastewater and sludge in crop production,

are adequate to protect human health and the environment.

In 2000, EPA asked the NRC to review the science and meth-
ods supporting Part 503 to address concerns regarding human
health impacts of land application of biosolids. As a result of its
“search for evidence on human health effects related to biosol-
ids,” the NRC’s 2002 report concluded that “there is no docu-
mented scientific evidence that the Part 503 rule has failed to
protect public health®; “[a] causal association between biosolids
exposures and adverse health outcomes has not been docu-
mented®; and “there are no scientifically documented outbreaks
or excess illnesses that have occurred from microorganisms in
treated biosolids.”’> The NRC also observed that “persistent
uncertainties” regarding the safety of land application neces-
sitate more scientific research, but it did not call for any specific
changes to Part 503. EPA continues to reevaluate the adequacy
of the Part 503 regulations and has not found a need to establish
more stringent requirements or regulate additional pollutants.

Did EPA assess trace metals and
chemicals in biosolids?

After reviewing over 200 specific compounds and elements from
an initial candidate list of thousands, EPA targeted at least 22
constituents for a formal risk assessment to examine the quanti-
ties of the metals and chemicals in biosolids, their toxicity, routes
of potential exposure to humans and the environment, and many
other factors. The risk assessment ultimately determined that
limits were advisable for nine trace elements (arsenic, cadmium,
copper, lead, mercury, molybdenum, nickel, selenium, and zinc),
primarily to protect against toxic effects to plants and entry into
the food chain.' A four-year study by the U.S. Geological Survey
(USGS) of Denver Metro Wastewater Reclamation District land
application sites measured the effects of the application of Class
B biosolids on the nutrient and metal content of soils, groundwa-
ter, and surface waters and found that “soil data indicated that
biosolids have no measurable effect on the concentrations of
constituents monitored.” Further, the study did not establish any
adverse biosolids-related effects on soils, crops, or groundwater
on or near the biosolids application site.

How do biosolids programs and
regulations reduce or mitigate the risk of
these trace metals and chemicals?

Current biosolids programs mitigate the risk of chemicals

and trace metals in several ways. Federal guidelines limit the
amount of biosolids that may be applied to the land, which en-
sures that metal concentrations on biosolids-amended soils do
not exceed safe levels. Trace chemicals that on occasion have
been identified in biosolids have not been found in environ-
mentally or toxicologically significant amounts; and, the trace
amounts of these substances that may be present typically
bind to soil constituents, limiting human exposure. '® Industrial
pretreatment programs required under the Clean Water Act also
reduce or eliminate many hazardous chemicals entering the
treatment facility.'®

What does the scientific literature state about
the potential risk of these contaminants?

A 2005 literature review on the issue of trace contaminants con-
cluded that, “because of the capacity of land-based systems

to buffer the potential toxic effects of waste-associated organic
contaminants and to contribute to their assimilation into the soil,
the majority of studies conclude that they pose little or no risk to
the environment when applied appropriately.”!”
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Land Application and Composting of Biosolids

How are pathogens in biosolids regulated?

As established by the Part 503 rule, treatment of biosolids to
Class B or Class A standards eliminates 99% or more of the
pathogens that may exist in sewage sludge. Ongoing research
has continued to validate a technology-driven approach to re-
ducing or eliminating pathogens in biosolids and shows low risk
for the transmission of pathogens from land application sites to
surrounding residents. No scientific studies have demonstrated
any link between the existence of human pathogens in biosolids
and illnesses in nearby residents. The conclusion that applica-
tion of biosolids utilizing best management practices poses
negligible health risks from pathogens is based on scientific
understanding about pathogen survivability in the environment.
Many pathogens do not survive passage through the collec-
tion and treatment system and through the additional treatment
processes that further disinfect solids and effluent.'® Further,
pathogens are enteric organisms that prefer and need the con-
ditions inside the human body to thrive.

What does the scientific literature conclude
about pathogens in biosolids?

A recent review of biosolids pathogen research literature stated
that “the overall conclusion we have reached based on all of
our land-application studies over the past two decades and an
in depth review of other relevant land application studies is that
land application of Class B biosolids is sustainable. Specifically,
the risks to human health posed by many microbiological enti-
ties within biosolids have been shown to be low if current EPA
regulatory guidelines are followed. In addition, risks from indi-
rect exposures such as aerosolized pathogens or contaminated
groundwaters appear to be particularly low.”'® This conclusion
is consistent with the practical experience in the wastewater
treatment sector where exposure to biosolids has not been
associated with illness.?’ Microbial risk assessment and control
remains a priority for the scientific community, however, and
pathogen-related issues continue to be closely monitored.?!

What is the potential for contamination of water
resources from biosolids land application?

Like any nutrient-rich fertilizer, biosolids should be applied in
ways that minimize risk of leaching of nutrients or other con-
stituents to groundwater or runoff to nearby surface waters.
Current land application programs have been successful in
minimizing these risks through regulation and best manage-
ment practices. For example, the amount of biosolids applied
to a field is limited to the amount needed to meet the nitrogen
requirement of the crop grown (referred to as the agronomic
rate); biosolids may not be applied within a 10 meter setback

from waterbodies; state regulations typically require site specific
data on proposed land application sites so that sites with shal-
low water tables or inappropriate soils will be precluded ?*; and
additional state requirements include limits on maximum slopes,
prohibition on application during significant precipitation, and
bans on biosolids application on standing water or wetlands.

Have there been long-term studies on
ground water safety where biosolids
have been land-applied?

Studies have concluded that there are no impacts on ground-
water quality at properly managed biosolids application sites.
For example, a 1999 study reported that after 20 years of land
application, tests of deep wells at an agricultural research site
demonstrated no evidence of nitrate leaching and negligible
fecal coliform concentrations.?® Also, a 2008 literature survey
concluded that “groundwater contamination from land applica-
tion of biosolids does not appear to be likely.”?

Can odors from biosolids land-applied
sites cause health problems?

No data has shown that odors from biosolids cause toxicologi-
cal effects on individuals.?® Most odors in biosolids are caused
by sulfur compounds that only cause toxic effects in concen-
trations vastly greater than that which triggers a smell. Further,
gases with a possible toxic effect are not present in biosolids in
concentrations that would endanger nearby residents. Although
there has not been any observed health risks, site and process-
specific stabilization or vector attraction reduction criteria are
essential. Accordingly, local agencies invest significant resourc-
es for odor control.

What is being done to address complaints
of alleged health impacts from individuals
living near land-application sites?

The Water Environment Research Foundation (WERF) has
produced a draft investigative protocol entitled, Epidemiologic
Surveillance and Investigation of lliness Reported by Neighbors
of Biosolids Land Application.?® The protocol was developed for
medical providers and public health officials to use when citizens
report health symptoms that they attribute to the application of
soil amendments such as fertilizer, biosolids, animal manures,
and food residuals. The goal is to provide a practical, objective,
and reliable protocol that will be broadly implemented.
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Land Application and Composting of Biosolids

How do biosolids differ from other fertilizers?

Biosolids offer a sound alternative to chemical and manure-
based fertilizers, which are often untreated or minimally treated
before field application. Pathogen concentrations are magni-
tudes higher in untreated manures than in biosolids and, unlike
biosolids, pathogen concentrations in manures are not strictly
regulated.?” Since they are unregulated, manure-based fertil-
izers may pose a greater risk of transmitting pathogens or trace
organic constituents such as antibiotics to soil or humans.
Many chemical fertilizers are petroleum-based products, which
increases the costs to farmers and contributes to the release of
greenhouse gas emissions in the production cycle.

Are there federal and state regulations
for other fertilizers?

Federal and state requirements for biosolids are significantly
more stringent than the controls over the use of chemical
fertilizers and manures. In many cases, untreated manure and
chemical fertilizers may legally be applied in the setback areas
where biosolids land application is prohibited.

Why compost biosolids?

According to the EPA?, composting is a viable, beneficial option
in biosolids management. It is a proven method for pathogen
reduction and results in a product that is easy to handle, store,
and use. The end product is usually a Class A, humus-like
material without detectable levels of pathogens that can be
applied as a soil conditioner and fertilizer to gardens, food

and feed crops, and rangelands. This compost provides large
quantities of organic matter and nutrients (such as nitrogen and
phosphorus) to the soil, improves soil texture, and elevates soil
exchange capacity, all characteristics of a good organic fertil-
izer. Biosolids compost is safe to use® and generally has a high
degree of acceptability by the public, making it a good alterna-
tive to other bulk and bagged products available to homeown-
ers, landscapers, farmers, and ranchers.

How is biosolids compost regulated and is it safe?

Composting of biosolids is an approved “Process to Further
Reduce Pathogens (PRFP)” under EPA’s Part 503 biosolids
regulations. Applying compost in accordance with Part 503
poses little risk to the environment or public health.®° In fact the
use of biosolids compost can have a positive impact on the en-
vironment. In addition to soil improving characteristics, reduced
dependence on inorganic fertilizers can significantly decrease
nitrate contamination of ground and surface waters often as-
sociated with use of inorganic fertilizers.

Are pathogens present in biosolids compost?

Composting is not a sterilization process and a properly com-
posted product maintains an active population of beneficial
microorganisms that compete against the pathogenic members.
Composting biosolids reduces bacterial and viral pathogens to
non-detectable levels if the temperature of the compost is main-
tained at greater than 55° C for three days or more.

Do odors from biosolids compost
pose a health risk?

Odors from a composting operation can be a nuisance and

a potential irritant but there is no documented link to health
risks. In fact, offensive odors from composting sites are the
primary source of public opposition to the practice. Although
research shows that biosolids odors do not pose a health
threat, many experts in the field of biosolids recycling be-
lieve that biosolids generating and processing facilities have
an ethical responsibility to control odors and protect nearby
residents from exposure to such nuisances. Recently, a better
understanding of the generation of compost odors has allowed
engineers to develop means of capturing and treating these
odors so that emissions from composting facilities do not cre-
ate offsite odor nuisance conditions.

Are there any initiatives to develop
and implement best management
practices for biosolids recycling?

Wastewater treatment professionals are committed to pro-
moting environmental stewardship and best management
practices by utilities for their biosolids management programs.
The Water Environment Federation (WEF) publishes technical
books, peer reviewed journal articles and technical practice
bulletins on issues relating to biosolids. WEF also sponsors
annual conferences on biosolids management practices.
Wastewater professionals also strongly support research to
further understanding of sound biosolids management practic-
es to ensure that these remain protective of public health and
the environment. The Water Environment Research Foundation
conducts on-going scientific research on biosolids manage-
ment questions. In addition to these efforts, WEF, the National
Association of Clean Water Agencies and the EPA founded the
National Biosolids Partnership (NBP) to promote biosolids best
management practices. The Partnership has created a certified
environmental management system (EMS) for biosolids pro-
grams that exemplifies the steps being taken at the local level
to ensure biosolids quality and public participation in biosolids
management decisions. Congress has provided support for
this effort since 1999.
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Land Application and Composting of Biosolids

About WEF

Formed in 1928, the Water Environment Federation (WEF) is a not-for-profit
technical and educational organization with 36,000 individual members and
75 affiliated Member Associations representing water quality professionals
around the world. WEF and its Member Associations proudly work to achieve
our mission of preserving and enhancing the global water environment.

Water Environment Federation
601 Wythe Street

Alexandria, VA 22314
1-703-684-2400

www.wef.org
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Lee County, Florida — windrow
composting inside fabric structures.
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composting facilities. Similar to the 1998
data, the most utilized composting method

Table 1. Summary of composting methods utilized

Ned Beecher and Nora Goldstein

IOCYCLE first published a by U.S. projects

survey report on biosolids com-

posting in the United States in System Type

1983. Twenty-seven years ago,

the survey identified a total of Aerated static pile 108

61 “full-time” projects, with an- Windrow 83

other 29 expected to begin In-vessel 1 46
within a year. The national survey skipped é:ertgted_lwmdrow g
a year and was conducted again in 1985, = nacllgsgldeaerate 4 statc pie? 1
and then annually through 1998 (see Vermicomposting 1
“Biosolids Composting In The United Not specified 9
States,” January 1999). By that point, )
there were 321 projects in the U.S., with Total projects 265

274 operating facilities.
In May of this year, following an inquiry
about the number of biosolids composting

BioCycLE

"Windrow on in-slab aeration system. 2Engineered tarp
enclosure with aeration. 3Unable to confirm composting
method utilized.
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Guide To Table 2

COMPOSTING METHODS:

ASP=Aerated static pile; AW=Aerated windrow;
Enc. ASP=Covered, aerated pile (using propri-
etary technology); MASP=Modified aerobic
static pile (combining AW and static pile) that
utilizes a catalyst

VENDORS CITED:

Mixers: Kuhn-Knight; Luck Now; Roto-Mix;
Supreme International

Windrow Turners: Backhus; KW (Resource Re-
covery International); Scarab; Wildcat
In-Vessel - Agitated Bay: CSC Paygro;
Siemens International Process Systems; Trans-
form

In-Vessel - Tunnels: Engineered Compost Sys-
tems (ECS); Gicom; Green Mountain Technolo-
gies; Waste Solutions (WS)

Enclosed ASP: ECS; GORE Cover; Managed
Organic Recycling (MOR)

Other: Bedminster (Rotary drum); American Bio
Tech (ABT) and Purac (vertical silo)

is aerated static pile (total of 108), followed
by windrow composting (83). There are 46
facilities using in-vessel systems, with the
remainder employing aerated windrows
(windrows built on a floor with aeration
trenches), static piles, enclosed aerated
static piles (engineered technology using
tarps and forced aeration) or vermicom-
posting. And interestingly, the number of
projects in construction is almost identical
(6 in 1998 and 5 in 2010).

The primary difference between the
1998 and 2010 data is the number of pro-
jects in development (permitting, de-
sign/bidding, planning, consideration and
pilot). In 1998, BioCycle found a total of 47
projects in development. In 2010, only one
project is in planning and there is one pi-
lot. The difference could be attributed in
large part to the 12-year gap in data gath-
ering. Conducting a survey annually cre-
ates the ability to track projects through
the various stages of development. It also
provides an opportunity to create a fairly
extensive network of contacts within the
biosolids composting community — state
agencies, municipal governments and con-
sulting engineers, as well as individual
project managers.

In 2010, BioCycle and NEBRA focused ini-
tially at the state agency level, contacting
state biosolids coordinators and asking
them to review the list of biosolids com-
posting projects identified in their state in
1998. Most states were able to update the
listings, noting facilities still in operation,
those no longer operating and any new
projects. In almost every case, data was
only provided on operating facilities ver-
sus projects in development. We also con-
tacted projects directly to confirm and
elaborate on the information we had. As-
sistance also was provided by the U.S.
EPA regional biosolids coordinators. Fi-
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Table 2. 2010 BioCycle/NEBRA survey of U.S. biosolids composting projects

Biosolids
Quantity ~ Composting
State/Location Status/Operator (dry tons/yr)  Method
ALASKA
Fairbanks Operational (Golden Heart Utilities) 1,525  ASP
ARIZONA
Apache Junction: Operational Windrow
Superstition Mountain CFD
Pinetop-Lakeside Operational In-vessel
(Bedminster); AW
Vicksburg Operational (Synagro Arizona 16,210  Windrow
Soils Compost)
ARKANSAS
Bentonville Operational Windrow (Scarab)
Eureka Springs Operational Windrow
Hot Springs Operational ASP
N. Little Rock Operational (American Composting) Windrow
CALIFORNIA
Arcata Operational 192 ASP
Chino: Inland Empire Util. Agency Operational 37,500  ASP (In-building)
Dos Palos: Central Valley Operational (Synagro Technologies) 13,880  Windrow
Fortuna Operational 112 Windrow
Las Virgenes Operational 1,586  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
Los Angeles: Griffith Park Operational 1,250  ASP
Los Angeles Cty. San. District ~ Construction 25,000  Enc. ASP (GORE)
Lost Hills Operational (Liberty Compost) 64,062  Windrow
Morro Bay Operational 91 Windrow
Ojai Valley Operational (San Joaquin) 557  Windrow
Redland Operational 3,186  Windrow
(One Stop Landscape Supply)
Santa Maria Operational (Engel & Gray) 2,686  Windrow (Scarab)
Santa Rosa Operational 934 In-vessel
South Kern Operational (Synagro Technologies) 41,465  ASP!
COLORADO
Clear Creek Cty.: Climax Mine  Operational (Parker Ag) 1,000 ASP
Delta WWTP Operational 250  Windrow
Fountain: Midway Landfill Operational (Waste Management Windrow
of CO and A-1 Organics) (MASP)
Glenwood Springs Operational (South Canyon 500 AW
Solid Waste)
Granby Operational 100  In-vessel (ECS?;
Luck Now)
Gunnison Operational ASP
Keenesburg/Rattler Ridge3 Operational (A-1 Organics) Windrow (MASP)
Pitkin County Operational ASP
Platteville Operational (A-1 Organics) Windrow
Silt Operational AW
Summit County Resource Operational 55  Windrow (MASP)
Allocation Park
Tri-Lakes Operational ASP
Vail: Upper Eagle Valley Operational ASP
Woodland Park Operational ASP
CONNECTICUT
Fairfield Operational 650  In-vessel (Siemens
IPS; Kuhn)
DELAWARE
Milford Operational (Blessings Greenhouse) Windrow
Seaford Operational 106  ASP
FLORIDA
Lee County Operational 2,850  Windrow (Backhus;
Roto-Mix)
Miami-Dade Water Sewer: Operational (seasonal) ASP
South Plant
Ocala Operational (CompostUSA) AW
Okahumpka Operational (C&C Peat) 4,722 Windrow
Reedy Creek Operational 2,900  ASPand windrow
(Scarab)
Sarasota Operational In-vessel (Purac)
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nally, BioCycle queried equipment ven-
dors for project updates. We greatly ap-
preciate everyone’s assistance in provid-
ing information. We also welcome
feedback on the 2010 data, e.g., facilities
missed or ones included that are no longer
in operation. Please send updates to Ce-
leste Madtes (csuedit@jgpress.com).

NATIONAL OVERVIEW

Table 2 provides the state-by-state
breakdown of biosolids composting pro-
jects in the U.S. The “Guide To Table 2”
sidebar explains what the abbreviations
stand for as well as provides the full com-
pany names of the vendors cited. In the
second column of Table 2 (“Status”), when
a company name is noted after the term
“Operational,” it indicates that this pri-
vate entity owns and operates the facility
or is the operator contracted by the mu-
nicipal agency. If no company name is list-
ed, the facility is owned and operated by
the public agency.

Based on the survey data, we estimate
that 7.8 percent of the biosolids generated
in the U.S. are composted. This number is
based on the actual dry tons/year provided
by facilities (477,009 dry tons/year), plus
an estimate to account for the facilities not
providing tonnage data (82,546 dry
tons/year). That total was used as the ba-
sis to calculate our national estimate of
562,000 dry tons/year of biosolids com-
posted. A national survey on biosolids end
use and disposal, conducted by NEBRA in
collaboration with several other entities
(see “Biosolids Management In The U.S.,”
March 2008), calculated that a total of
7,180,000 dry tons of biosolids were gener-
ated in the U.S. in 2004. This national
number was used to calculate the BioCy-
cle/NEBRA estimate of 7.8 percent.

In terms of geographic distribution of
projects, 44 of the 50 states have biosolids
composting projects. The six states with no
biosolids composing reported are Alaba-
ma, Illinois, Louisiana, Minnesota, Mis-
sissippi and Nebraska. (Wisconsin does
not have a full-scale project, but a pilot is
being conducted by the Appleton Wastew-
ater Treatment Plant in conjunction with
the Outagamie County Department of Sol-
id Waste.)

Of the 44 states reporting biosolids com-
posting projects, the number per state
breaks down as follows: 26 states have less
than 5 projects; 9 states have between 5 and
10 projects; 7 have between 10 and 20 pro-
jects. Two states have more than 20 projects
— New York (25) and Washington (24).

Aside from a few states, there is no ob-
vious link between the climate and the
composting method. Many years ago, the
trend was toward windrow composting in
the Central and Southwest states, and in-
vessel and aerated static piles in the
Northeast, Mid-Atlantic and the Pacific
Northwest. While climate still plays a role,
other factors such as emissions regula-
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Table 2. 2010 BioCycle/NEBRA survey of U.S. biosolids composting projects (cont’d.)

Biosolids
Quantity ~ Composting
State/Location Status/Operator (dry tonsfyr)  Method
GEORGIA
Alto Operational (Wilcorp Environmental) Windrow (Backhus)
Dalton Utilities Operational (Harvest Farms) In-vessel
Noonan Utilities Operational n/a
Plains Operational (ERTH Products) 8,400  ASP
HAWAII
Maui Eko Compost Operational (EKO Compost) 3,090 ASP
U.S. Navy Barbers Point Operational (One Stop Landscape Supply) 990  ASP
IDAHO
Coeur d'Alene Operational 840  ASP
Lewiston Operational (EKO Systems) ASP
INDIANA
Angola Operational (Soil Solutions) Windrow (Backhus)
Elkhart Operational Windrow
South Bend Operational Windrow
I0WA
Davenport Operational 5500  ASP (In-building)
KANSAS
Olathe Operational 850  Windrow
Topeka: Oakland WWTP Operational 2,400  Windrow
KENTUCKY
Franklin Operational (Triple M Land Farms) Windrow
Louisville: Headden Septic Construction Windrow
Tank Service
Paducah Operational Windrow (Scarab)
West Liberty Operational Windrow
MAINE
Kennebunk Operational (Nest and Sons, Inc.) 160  ASP
Kennebunkport Operational 62  ASP
Kingfield Operational ASP
Lewiston-Auburn Operational 2,169  In-vessel
Lincoln Sanitary District Operational 114 ASP
Old Town Operational 154  ASP
Paris Utility District Operational 84  ASP
Rockland Operational (Interstate Septic Systems Inc.) In-vessel
Rumford-Mexico Operational 416  ASP
Scarborough Operational 506  ASP
Unity: Hawk Ridge Operational (New England Organics) 8,500  In-vessel (Gicom)
Wilton Operational 39  ASP
Yarmouth Operational 132 ASP (In-building)
MARYLAND
Aberdeen Operational ASP
Baltimore City/Orgro/ Operational 5,720 In-vessel
Veolia Water (CSC Paygro)

Havre de Grace Operational 300 ASP
Perryville Operational (Maryland Environmental Service) ASP
MASSACHUSETTS
Barre Operational 60  ASP
Bridgewater Operational 304  ASP
Dartmouth Operational 900  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
Ipswich Operational (Agresource) ~1,000 ASP
Marlborough Operational (WeCare Organics) 2,064  In-vessel

(Bedminster); AW
Nantucket Operational In-vessel

(Bedminster); AW
Northbridge Operational n/a
Pepperell Operational 140  Static pile
Somerset Operational 1,360  ASP
Southbridge Operational (Veolia) 5355  ASP
Williamstown/Hoosuc Operational 5100  ASP
MICHIGAN
Ishpeming Operational 2,000 In-vessel (ECS2; Kuhn)
Midland Operational 70  Windrow

(summer only)
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Table 2. 2010 BioCycle/NEBRA survey of U.S. biosolids composting projects (cont’d.)

Biosolids
Quantity ~ Composting
State/L ocation Status/Operator (dry tons/yr)  Method
MISSOURI
Kansas City Operational Windrow
Nixa Operational ASP
Sedalia Operational 320  ASP (ECS%)
Springfield Operational Windrow
St. Peters Operational 1,320  ASP (ECS®)
MONTANA
Big Sky Operational 130 In-vessel (ECS)
Butte/Silver Bow Operational (Big Butte Compost) 4000 AW
Hamilton Operational 50  Windrow (Roto-Mix)
Kalispell Operational (Glacier Cold, LLC) 50  ASP
Livingston Operational 200  In-vessel (ECS)
Missoula Operational (EKO Compost) ASP
NEBRASKA
Beatrice Operational Windrow (Brown Bear)
Grand Island Operational Windrow (Wildcat)
Holdredge Operational Windrow
Kearney Operational Windrow (Wildcat)
Lexington Operational Windrow (Wildcat)
Omabha (for city of Bellevue) ~ Operational Windrow
NEVADA
Bently Agrowdynamics Operational 2,767  Windrow
NEW HAMPSHIRE
Claremont Operational ASP
Dover Operational ASP
Merrimack Operational 1,841 In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
Milford Operational ASP
NEW JERSEY
Buena Borough Operational ASP
Burlington County Operational 9,500  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
Cape May County MUA Operational 3,300  In-vessel (Purac) South Kern, California — aerated static pile
Ocean County Util. Authority ~ Operational 9,500  Windrow (Scarah) composting with biofiltration of process air.
Sussux County MUA Operational ASP
NEW MEXICO . _ tions, siting and public perception, ad-
Albuquerque Operational Windrow (Scarab) vancements in process control and avail-
Snesm Operational 200 Windrow (Brown Bear) ability of bulking agents may dictate tech-
elen Operational Windrow (Brown Bear) 1 Jocish F 1 . lit
Carlsbad Operational 153 Windrow DO.0gy C.eciSIons, Tor €Xamp.e, alr quallly
Clovis Operational Windrow (Scarab) management dlstrlqts in California have
Farmington Operational Windrow been tightening their rules on VOCs and
Hobbs Operational Windrow related emissions from composting facili-
Los Alamos County Operational Windrow ties over the past decade. As a result, some
Roswell Operational Static pile facilities in climates that typically lend
Santa Ana Pueblo Operational Windrow themselves to open-air windrow compost-
Santa Fe Operational Windrow (Scarab; ing — but located in air districts with se-
Tucumeari W Vmg:mx) vere noncompliance — are utilizing aerat-
NEW YORK p ed static piles with negative air flow and
i i r encl er i
g g Dpirapon o encosed serated stat
Attica Operational 180  ASP fachncloei
Bath Operational 2,000  In-vessel (Transform; €cinologies. ;
Supreme) The most common bul'klng agegts
Chenago Cty. Operational 230 ASP (amendments) used in biosolids composting
Clifton Springs Operational 40  ASP are wood chips made from yard trimmings
Delaware Cty. Co-Composting  Operational 7,000  In-vessel (Conporec/  or recycled wood waste. Some facilities re-
Siemens IPS) port using sawdust; several also blend in
Endicott Operational 488 ASP ash from boiler plants or incinerators.
Ft. Edwards: Washington Operational 600  ASP
GCOUH%I - Operational 149 ASP (In-building; ECS') PRIDE IN THE PRODUCT
owanda perationa n-building; : S :
Greene Operational 12 In-vessel s While gathering 1nformat19n from pﬁ‘o-
Lockport Operational 786 In-vessel (Semens|Ps)  Ject managers, we noted consistent enthu-
Madison County Operational 65  ASP (Kuhn) siasm about the biosolids compost product.
Manchester-Shortsville Operational 73 ASP This enthusiasm carried over to facility
Medina Operational 62  ASP websites (mostly found by searching on the
Mt. Morris Operational 70 Windrow city or town, then clicking on “wastewater
38 BroCycLE DECEMBER 2010
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treatment”). Links to “compost”
showed detailed instructions on
using the compost, described
various blends available and
their various applications, pric-
ing, hours of operation and pho-
tos of the product being used
and the results.

While some facilities give their
compost away at no charge,
most sell the compost and
blends at varying prices. For ex-
ample, the city of Denton,
Texas, which composts about
3,200 dry tons/year of biosolids,
sells its finished compost in bulk
for $25/cubic yard (cy). The price
range reported by facilities is
from $6 to $30+/cy. The value of
biosolids compost is well-recog-
nized in professional markets,
commanding fairly high prices,
typically in various soil blends
and engineered soils. End uses
include golf course design, ath-
letic field construction, high-
profile landscaping projects and
state Departments of Trans-
portation roadside applications
(e.g., for vegetation establish-
ment, slope stabilization and
plantings).

Having a paying market for the
biosolids compost is an expected
outcome of most projects today.
For example, one fairly new pro-
ject in Stafford County, Vir-
ginia, operated by the Rappahannock Re-
gional Solid Waste Management Board,
set out these market establishment goals
for its finished product, Rappa-Grow: “To
produce a high quality soil amendment
made from biosolids and shredded yard
waste; To sell 20 five-gallon buckets of fin-
ished compost each week for the first year,
ultimately diverting 4,000 tons of biosolids
and selling up to 1,000 tons of compost an-
nually; and To teach 225 residents how to
compost and divert more than 100 tons of
organic waste from the landfill each year.”

In one state, a satisfied biosolids com-
post user (a grower) sent a brief note to the
treatment plant commending the nice re-
sults experienced in using the city’s
biosolids compost. “If you told me the com-
post would help this much I would think
you were blowing smoke,” he wrote. “But I
guess I can’t think that way. I soil tested
the field. The organic matter and the cal-
cium change are awesome!”

GENERAL TRENDS, CURRENT OBSTACLES

Findings of the BioCycle/NEBRA sur-
vey of biosolids composting projects in the
U.S. indicate that this management
method for wastewater treatment solids
is holding its own. The total number of
projects is slightly lower in 2010 than in
1998, but new facilities are opening and
some existing ones are expanding.

B1oCYCLE

Table 2. 2010 BioCycle/NEBRA survey of U.S. biosolids composting projects (cont’d.)

Biosolids
Quantity ~ Composting

State/Location Status/Operator (dry tons/yr)  Method
NEW YORK (cont’'d.)
Newfane Operational 293 In-vessel
Ontario Operational (LBD Enterprises) 53  ASP
Rockland County Operational 5,600  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
Schenectady Operational 2,086  In-vessel (ABT)
Sodus Operational 20 n/a
Wappinger Falls: Operational 220 In-vessel

Tri-Municipal Sewage
Waterville Operational 250 ASP
Webster Operational 112 ASP
Weedsport Operational 36 AW
Yorktown Heights Operational 300 ASP
NORTH CAROLINA
Banner Elk Operational n/a
Beech Mountain QOperational ASP
Burlington Operational Windrow
Burnsville Operational ASP
Dallas Operational (Earth Farms, LLC) Windrow (Backhus)
Delway Operational (McGill Environmental) ASP (In-building)
City of Goldsboro Operational 640 In-vessel (Siemens

IPS; Roto-Mix)
Hickory-Catawba Operational 3,129 In-vessel
Lexington Operational ASP
Merry Oaks Operational (McGill Environmental) ASP (In-building)
Morganton Operational ASP
Rockingham Operational ASP
Shelby Operational 4,818  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
Valdese Operational ASP
OHIO
Akron Operational 13,000  In-vessel (Paygro)
Columbus Operational 9,000 ASP
Hamilton WWTP Operational 1,400  In-vessel (WS)
Lake County: Mentor WWTF  Operational 2,500  ASP
OKLAHOMA
Ardmore Operational 520 In-vessel (Siemens
IPS; Roto-Mix)

Grove Operational Windrow (Brown Bear)
Oklahoma City-North Canadian Operational Windrow
Tahlequah Operational Windrow
Yukon Operational Windrow
OREGON
Grants Pass: Redwood Operational 769 AW

Sewer District
Klamath Falls Operational 400  ASP
Newberg Operational 682  In-vessel (WS)
PENNSYLVANIA
Athens: Valley Joint Authority ~ Operational 350 ASP
Centre County: University Operational 2,500  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)

Area Joint Authority
Indiana Operational 50  ASP (In-building)

(Roto-Mix)
Manheim Operational (J.P. Mascaro) ASP
Mansfield Operational AW
Mechanicsburg Construction 220  ASP
Springettsbury Twp. Operational ASP
Tremont Operational Windrow
West Hanover Township Operational (WeCare Organics) 229  Vermicomposting
(Vermitech)

RHODE ISLAND
Bristol Operational 475  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
SOUTH CAROLINA
Florence Operational ASP
Grand Strand Water & Sewer/  Operational 700  ASP

Myrtle Beach
Kingstree Operational (Williamsburg Recycling) 1,600  In-vessel
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Table 2. 2010 BioCycle/NEBRA survey of U.S. biosolids composting projects (cont’d.)

San Antonio: Leon Creek
San Antonio: New Earth Soils

Operational (Garden-Ville/Texas Disp.) 17,600

Operational 18,700

Windrow (Scarab)
Windrow Backhus)

Biosolids
Quantity ~ Composting
State/Location Status/Operator (dry tons/yr)  Method
SOUTH DAKOTA
Rapid City Operational 2,100  In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
TENNESSEE
La Follette Operational ~200  ASP
Sevierville: Sevier SWA Operational 4,015  In-vessel (Bedminster);
Windrow

TEXAS
Austin: Hornsby Bend WWTP  Operational 6,000  Windrow (Scarab)
Austin: LCRA Highland Lakes ~ Operational Windrow
Belton: Brazos River Authority ~ Operational Windrow (Scarab)
Bryan Operational Windrow (Scarab)
Copperas Cove Operational Windrow (Scarab)
Denton Operational 3,200  Windrow (Scarab)
McAllen Operational Windrow (Scarab)

(

(

(Kw

Texarkana

UTAH

American Fork: Timpanogos
Spec. Serv. District

Brigham City

Central Davis County

Central Weber

Coalville

Orem

Park City: Snydersville Basin

Provo

Salt Lake City: Central Valley

South Davis County
Springville
St. George
Syracuse:
North Davis Sewer District
Tremonton
West Jordan: South Valley WRF

VERMONT
Bennington
Springfield
Wilmington

VIRGINIA

Franklin

Harrisonburg/Rockingham

Livingston

Luray

New Market

Spotsylvania County

Stafford: Rappahannock
Regional SWMB

Virginia Beach:
HamptonRoads San. District

Waverly

WASHINGTON
Arlington
Benton County:

Horn Rapids Landfill
Chelan County
Cheney

Columbia County

Entiat

Everett

Forks: Olympic Corrections
Center WWTP
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Operational 1,294

Operational

Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational
Construction

Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational 2,500
Operational
Operational

Operational 160
Operational 150
Operational 12

Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational
Operational

4,250

12,000

Operational 4,180

Operational (McGill Environmental)

Operational
Planning

500
748

Operational
Operational

139
260

Operational

Operational 25
Operational 500
Operational 10

Windrow (K’

Enc. ASP (GORE)

Windrow

Windrow (Roto-Mix)

Windrow

Windrow

ASP

ASP

Windrow

Enc. ASP/Windrow
(MOR, Transform,

Scarab, Roto-Mix)

ASP/Windrow

Windrow

Windrow

Windrow

ASP
Windrow (Scarab)

In-vessel (Siemens IPS)
ASP
In-vessel

(Green Mountain)

ASP

ASP

ASP (Kuhn; ECSE)
n/a

ASP

ASP (Kuhn)
Windrow

ASP
ASP (In-building)

ASP (ECS7)
n/a

Windrow

ASP (In-building;
Roto-Mix)

n/a

Windrow

Enc. ASP (ECS)

ASP
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“Growth in the biosolids composting mar-
ket continues to be steady,” says Tim
O’Neil, president of Engineered Compost
Systems in Seattle, Washington. “We con-
tinue to see more of a market for biosolids
composting in places with reasonable ac-
cess to amendment to mix with the
biosolids. One of the biggest challenges
we see is competition from cogeneration
— burning wood for energy.”

O’Neil adds that although there is flexi-
bility in the types of bulking agent used for
composting with biosolids, the bottom line
is the biology of the system. “You can
skimp, but only to a certain point,” he says.
“We have people who use a relatively low
ratio of carbon amendments to biosolids.
Having a system that is thermally efficient
means that they can hit PFRP (Process to
Further Reduce Pathogens), but it doesn’t
mean they will have a nice smelling com-
post. With agitated systems, you can get
away with a little less amendment, but
with static systems you need the bulking
agent for the structure.”

In many parts of the country, land ap-
plication of Class B biosolids is still a low-
er cost option than composting. In other
places, relatively low landfill tipping fees
are drawing in more biosolids, especially
when access to land application sites de-
creases due to land development and/or
public opposition to current beneficial use
practices.

What is abundantly clear from the con-
versations we had with composting facili-

St. Peters, Missouri — aerated static pile
mixer to blend
trimmings.

composting with stationa
biosolids and ground ya
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ty operators is that they are having a pos-
itive experience with their facilities, both
in terms of their operations and the qual-
ity — and widespread popularity — of
their end products. Whereas in 1998 there
were more stories related to challenges
with odor emissions, this survey did not
find that being reported. The level of
knowledge about how to effectively con-
trol odors and troubleshoot other opera-
tional challenges (e.g., too wet, too dry) is
high, and there are plenty of veteran com-
posters in most states who can assist their
colleagues when problems arise. Clearly,
the successful track record of facilities op-
erating for decades builds greater confi-
dence in the process and product. Addi-
tionally, vendors of composting
equipment, who also now have decades of
experience under their belts with
biosolids composting, are an ongoing
source of assistance — as are new prod-
ucts and technologies to improve process
control and product quality.

One trend to track is more regionaliza-
tion of biosolids composting, with larger
facilities designed to process biosolids
from other treatment plants in their area.
Part II in the January 2011 issue will ex-
plore that trend in more depth based on
interviews with several of these larger
projects.

A GOOD DECISION

Sharing the experience of the City of
Ishpeming, Michigan is not only a positive
note to end on, but a sign of what we be-
lieve will be happening more over the next
few years. Ishpeming needed to find an-
other biosolids management alternative

BroCycLE

Table 2. 2010 BioCycle/NEBRA survey of U.S. biosolids composting projects (cont’d.)

Biosolids

Quantity ~ Composting
State/Location Status/Operator (dry tons/yr)  Method
WASHINGTON (cont’d.)
Fort Lewis Operational (JBLM) 539  ASP
Granite Falls Operational 72 AW
Kingston Operational (Emu Topsoil) ASP (Roto-Mix)
Laconner Operational ASP
Langley Operational Static pile
Lynden Operational 320  ASP (ECS7)
Monroe Operational Static pile
Morton Operational n/a
Normandy Park: Qperational ASP

Miller Creek WWTP
Ocean Shores Operational 100  In-vessel (ECSS)
Omak Operational 160  In-vessel (ECSS)
Port Angeles Operational 1,460  ASP (ECS?)
Port Townsend Operational 279 ASP (Roto-Mix)
Seattle Operational (GroCo) Static pile
Spokane Construction (Barr-Tech) Enc. ASP (ECS)
Westport Operational 100 In-vessel (ECS)
WEST VIRGINIA
Brooke County Operational (J.P. Mascaro) ASP
Wetzel County Operational (J.P. Mascaro) ASP
WISCONSIN
Appleton WWTP and Pilot n/a
Outagamie County DSW

WYOMING
Gillette Operational 750  ASP/Windrow
Sheridan Operational 200  ASP/Windrow

1ECS radio frequency teleprobes. 2Stationary vessel with reversing aeration. 3Incorporating feedstocks

from Platteville in Spring 2011. 4ASP with CompDog™ pipeless aeration. $ASP with reversing and in-slab

aeration, bunker walls. 5Containerized vessels with reversing aeration. 7Reversing and in-slab aeration.

when a long-term agreement with an area
landfill came to an end in 2009. “We had a
good arrangement for many years with a
local landfill,” says Deborah Pellow, Direc-
tor of Wastewater Treatment for the City
of Ishpeming. “We took their leachate and
treated it at a reduced cost, and they took
our biosolids for free. We were notified in
early 2009 that the arrangement would
end in 2010, as the landfill would be treat-
ing its leachate on site in aerated lagoons.”

City officials had decided before this
point that they wanted to switch to a pro-
cess that yielded a Class A, Exceptional
Quality biosolids product. It had focused
its evaluations on biosolids drying sys-
tems. Ultimately, they decided to go with
in-vessel composting, using Engineered
Compost System’s stationary vessels (the
full story will be included in Part II). From
a cost perspective, says Pellow, a rough
calculation shows that composting is
about half the cost of what the city would
have paid in tipping fees to continue dis-
posal at the landfill. “Plus, we have a prod-
uct that is very reusable and we can sell
it,” she exclaims. ]

Ned Beecher is Executive Director of the
Northeast Biosolids & Residuals Association
(www.nebiosolids.org). Nora Goldstein is Edi-
tor of BioCycle.
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THE STATE Department of Environmental

of A L A SE ( 0 , Conservation
DIVISION OF ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Solid Waste Program

GOVERNOR SEAN PARNELL
555 Cordova Street

Anchorage, Alaska 99501

Maiin: 907.269.7622

fax: 907.269.7600

Certified Mail #7008 1830 0003 5208 3837
December 3, 2012 Return Receipt Requested

Mt. Mark Kozak
Public Wotks Directot
City of Kodiak

2410 Mill Bay Road
Kodiak, AK 99615

Subject: City of Kodiak — Temporary Biosolids Stotage Plan
Dear Mr. Kozak:

The Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation (ADEC) has reviewed the plan, dated
November 8, 2012, submitted by the City of Kodiak (Kodiak) fot the temporaty storage of treated
sewage sludge (biosolids) generated by the Kodiak Wastewater Treatment Plant and the United
Stated Coast Guard (USCG) Wastewater Treatment Plant. The biosolids will be stored at a location
apptoximately 5 miles west of Kodiak, on the USCG base, off Anton Latsen Bay Road, latitude
57.333°, Longitude -153.532°. Alternately, the plan includes a location at Gibson Cove in Kodiak,
latitude 57.775°, longitude -152.452°.

Project Description

The project consists of temporary storage of ptressed sewage solids, that have been treated with lime
to kill pathogens, in a series of lined containment cells at the site. Each cell will also be covered to
eliminate additional infiltration of water. Any watet that collects in the cells will be managed to
maintain at least one foot of freeboard at all times. Kodiak will monitor the facility at least weekly to
ensute that the cells are properly maintained. The biosolids will be removed to a permitted
composting facility for further treatment, or disposed at the landfill.

Any release of biosolids to land must be immediately cleaned up, and reported to ADEC within 48
houts of the release.

Approval

ADEC hete by approves the Kodiak plan for temporary storage of biosolids. All biosolids and the
storage facility must be removed within one yeat of this approval.
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Reporting Requirements

In order for ADEC to track the opening and closute of waste stotage facilities, ADEC requites the
following:
® Provide ADEC with written notification of waste storage activities (email is acceptable)
within 7 days after waste storage begins at the site. '
If the ADEC has not received notice that storage has begun at the site within one year of this approval dat,
the approval is withdrawn and we will close the file.

e At closure, perform a visual site inspection to confirm the removal of all waste.

® Submit a site closure report to the ADEC in writing (email is acceptable) within 7 days of
closure of the site.

e The closure report must include:
= the total volume of biosolids stored
* final biosolids disposal locations
» photographs showing the storage facility while it was in operation and after it was
removed.

Any person who disagrees with this decision may request an adjudicatory heating in accordance with
18 AAC 15.195 - 18 AAC 15.340 or an informal review by the Division Director in accordance with
18 AAC 15.185. Informal review requests must be delivered to the Division Director, Alaska
Department of Environmental Consetvation, 555 Cordova Street, Anchorage, AK 99501 within 15
days of the permit decision. Adjudicatory hearing requests must be delivered to the
Commissioner of the Department of Environmental Consetvation, 410 Willoughby Avenue, Suite
303, Juneau, Alaska 99801, within 30 days of the permit decision. If a hearing is not requested
within 30 days, the right to appeal is waived. Mote information regarding submitting a request for
an informal review ot adjudicatory hearing may be found at

www.dec.state.ak.us/commish /ReviewGuidance htm. FEven if an adjudicatory hearing has been

requested and granted, all permit conditions remain in effect unless a stay has been granted.
Please contact me at (907) 269-7622 ot by email at lori.aldrich@alska. gov if you have any comments, .
questions, and for notifications.

Sincerely,

LoriAldrich
Solid Waste Program Coordinatot
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CITY OF KODIAK
COMPOSTING AGREEMENT
CONTRACT NO. 205796

This Agreement ("Agreement") is entered into this _@Mday of October, 2012 (the "Effective
Date"), by and between the City of Kodiak, an Alaska municipal corporation (the "City") and Quayanna
Development Corporation, an Alaska corporation ("QDC").

RECITALS

WHEREAS, the City owns and operates a wastewater treatment facility as part of its sanitary
sewer utility; and

WHEREAS, periodically bio-solids must be removed from the City's wastewater treatment facility
and disposed of; and

WHEREAS, the City has disposed of the bio-solids by delivering them to the Kodiak Island
Borough landfill, but the Borough will no longer accept bio-solids at its landfill after December 15, 2012;
and

WHEREAS, QDC has offered to accept the bio-solids from the City for composting under the
terms and conditions in this agreement; and

WHEREAS, QDC is qualified to provide the services specified in this Agreement and, subject to
the terms and conditions set forth in this Agreement, QDC desires to provide such services;

WHEREAS, composting the bio-solids is a waste utilization process that will benefit the public
health and welfare and the environment by reducing the volume of material that is disposed of in the
Borough landfill and allowing the reuse of this material when converted to compost.

NOW THEREFORE, in consideration of the premises and the mutual covenants contained herein,
the City and QDC hereby agree as follows:

AGREEMENT

1.0 Definitions. In this Agreement:
"ADEC" means the Alaska Department of Environmental Conservation.

"Bio-solids" means ‘sewage sludge” as defined in 40 C.F.R. §503.9(w) which have less than the
Maximum Allowable Amounts of Arsenic, Cadmium, Chromium, Copper, Lead, Mercury Molybdenum,
Nickel, Selenium, and Zinc as defined in the EPA Part 503 regulations pertaining to bio-solids pollutant
limits, and can be composted using the Aerated Static Pile System to produce a Class A compost with an
unrestricted status.

"City" means the City of Kodiak, an Alaska municipal corporation.

Composting Agreement Between City and QDC (2012-2017)
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"Commencement Date" means the first day of the first month that begins after the date as of
which QDC gives Notice to the City that QDC is ready to receive and compost Bio-solids at the Site.

"Notice" means notice given in the manner prescribed in Section 24.

“"Operational Plan" means the plan approved by ADEC under which QDC will receive and
compost Bio-solids at the Site. Upon ADEC approval of the plan, it shall be attached to this Agreement
and incorporated by reference herein.

"QDC" means Quayanna Development Corporation, an Alaska corporation

"Site" means real property located within 25 road miles of the City's Wastewater Treatment
facility, and designated by QDC from time to time and approved by ADEC and other regulatory
authorities for the composting of Bio-solids under this Agreement.

2.0 Scope of Work.

2.1. Upon the execution of this Agreement, QDC shall proceed with due diligence to acquire all
governmental permits required to provide its services under this Agreement. Without limiting the
generality of the foregoing, QDC shall obtain an ADEC permit to operate a composting facility at the Site
no later than December 15", 2012. Commencing no later than December 15, 2012 QDC shall have
obtained all governmental permits required for it to receive and compost Bio-solids as provided in this
section. ODC shall give written Notice to the City promptly if at any time it expects not to be able to
obtain a required permit on or before December 15, 2012. In the event QDC is unable to obtain all
required permits and approvals in a timely manner, this agreement shall terminate automatically
without penalty or other liability of any kind to either party.

2.2. On and after the Commencement Date, the City will make weekly deliveries of Bio-solids to
the Site for composting, subject to the testing requirements in this subsection. Before the first delivery
of Bio-solids under this Agreement, the first delivery in each of the next four calendar quarters, and the
first delivery in each following year, the City shall test the Bio-solids for pollutants and report the results
of the test to QDC. The City shall not deliver any Bio-solids which test results show to exceed the limit
for any pollutant that appears in Table H under 18 AAC 60.510.

2.3 Under the terms of this Agreement QDC agrees to annually receive up to 3,500 cubic yards
of Bio-solids from the City. The quantity of Bio-solids in each weekly delivery shall not generally exceed
seventy five (75) cubic yards. Delivery of the Bio-solids to QDC at the Site will be complete when City
employees or contractors have deposited the Bio-solids at the location on the Site designated by a QDC
employee.

2.4 Upon the delivery of Bio-solids to the Site, title to the Bio-solids shall transfer from the City
to QDC without further action on the part of either party. QDC will receive the delivered Bio-solids in "as
is condition, and without warranty of the City of any kind, express or implied, except that the Bio-solids
do not exceed the limit for any pollutant that appears in Table H under 18 AAC 60.510.

Composting Agreement Between City and QDC (2012-2017)
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2.5 QDC shall receive and compost in accordance with its Operational Plan all Bio-solids
delivered by the City to the Site in accordance with Section 2.3.

2.6 The Operational Plan shall provide for the storage on the Site of Bio-solids awaiting
composting, in quantities sufficient to allow the City to make deliveries of Bio-solids in accordance with
Section 2.3 in spite of any interruption in the composting process.

2.7 QDC shall conduct all of its operations at the Site in a safe and sanitary manner, in
accordance with all requirements of the Operational Plan. QDC shall keep the Site free from trash, litter
and debris. QDC shall conduct its operations at the Site in a manner that does not subject persons or
property located outside the boundaries of the Site to excessive odor, noise, vibration or dust. QDC shall
not permit any conditions on the Site to exist that constitute a nuisance.

3.0 Term of Agreement

Unless earlier terminated as provided for in Section 8.0, this Agreement shall take effect on the Effective
Date and continue in effect for a period of five (5) years after the Commencement Date.

4.0 Contract Price

4.1 The City shall pay QDC an annual fee of three hundred thirty two thousand two hundred fifty
dollars ($332,250) for the services that QDC performs under this Agreement. The annual fee shall be
payable as provided in Sections 4.2 and 4.3.

4.2 On the Effective Date, the City shall pay QDC the sum of sixty six thousand four hundred fifty
dollars ($66,450). On the Commencement Date, and on the first day of the next eleven (11) months, the
City shall pay QDC the sum of twenty two thousand one hundred fifty dollars ($22,150).

4.3 Commencing on the first anniversary of the Commencement Date, and on the first day of
each month during the remainder of the term of this Agreement, the City shall pay QDC the sum of
twenty seven thousand six hundred eighty seven and 50/100 dollars ($27,687.50).

5.0 Project Manager and City Representative

5.1 QDC shall designate in a Notice to the City a single individual to act as the project manager
(the “Project Manager"). The Project Manager shall ensure QDC's compliance with, and shall coordinate
appropriate schedules in connection with, QDC's obligations hereunder. QDC may change the individual
designated hereunder by providing the City with advance Notice designating the new individual
authorized to act as the Project Manager.

5.2 The City shall designate in a Notice to QDC a single individual to act as the City's authorized
representative for purposes of this Agreement (the "City Representative"). Such individual (a) must be
authorized to act on the City's behalf with respect to all matters relating to this Agreement; (b) shall
ensure the City's compliance with its responsibilities under this Agreement; and (c) shall coordinate
appropriate schedules in connection with QDC's services under this Agreement. The City may change the

Composting Agreement Between City and QDC (2012-2017)
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individual designated hereunder by providing QDC with advance Notice designating the new individual
authorized to act as the City Representative.

6.0 Changes

6.1 The scope and schedule of services provided under this Agreement may be changed from
time to time by a written change order (a "Change Order") mutually agreed upon and signed by duly
authorized representatives of each of the parties. Changes causing a modification to the Contract Price
not exceeding $15,000 are subject to approval on behalf of the City by the City Manager. Changes
causing a modification to the Contract Price exceeding $15,000 are subject to approvai on behalf of the
City by its City Council.

6.2 Upon receipt of a written request from QDC, in the event federal health care legislation
creates a large enough financial impact on QDC so as to impact the ability to continue this contract, the
City may agree to reopen discussions on select provisions of this contract.

7.0 Informal Dispute Resolution

7.1 The parties to this Agreement shall exercise their best efforts to negotiate and settle
promptly any dispute that may arise with respect to this Agreement in accordance with the provisions
set forth in this Section 7.0.

7.2 If either party (the "Disputing Party") disputes any provision of this Agreement, or the
interpretation thereof, or any conduct by the other party under this Agreement, that party shall bring
the matter to the attention of the other party at the earliest possible time in order to resoive such
dispute.

7.3 If such dispute is not resolved by the employees responsible for the subject matter of the
dispute within ten (10) business days, the Disputing Party shall deliver to the first level of
representatives below a written statement (a "Dispute Notice") describing the dispute in detail,
including any time commitment and any fees or other costs involved.

7.4 Receipt by the first level of representatives of a Dispute Notice shall commence a time
period within which the respective representatives must exercise their best efforts to resolve the
dispute. If the respective representatives cannot resolve the dispute within the given time period, the
dispute shall be escalated to the next higher level of representatives in the sequence as set forth below.
If the parties are unable to resolve the dispute in accordance with the escalation procedures set forth
below, the parties may assert their rights under this Agreement.

Composting Agreement Between City and QDC (2012-2017)
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Escalation Timetable QDC City

(Business Days) Representative Representative
0to 5™ Project Manager City Representative
6th to 10" Executive Director City Manager

7.5 Notwithstanding the fact that the parties may be attempting to resolve a dispute in
accordance with the informal dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section 7.0, the parties shall
continue without delay to perform all their respective responsibilities under this Agreement that are not
affected by the dispute.

7.6 Notwithstanding the foregoing, either party may, before or during the exercise of the
informal dispute resolution procedures set forth in Section 7.0, apply to a court having jurisdiction for a
temporary restraining order or preliminary injunction where such relief is necessary to protect its
interests pending completion of such informal dispute resolution procedures.

7.7 The foregoing provisions relating to Informal Dispute Resolution are aspirational in nature.
They are not intended to be treated as administrative remedies which must be completed or exhausted
as a prerequisite to the filing of a lawsuit nor shall a failure or alleged failure to invoke or comply with
them be regarded as a waiver of any rights or remedies otherwise available to a party to this agreement.

8.0 Termination
8.1 This Agreement may be terminated with at least 180 days written notice by either party.

8.2 Termination for Default. Subject to completion of the dispute resolution procedures set
forth in Section 7.0, in the event that either party hereto materially defaults in the performance of any
of its obligations hereunder, the other party may, at its option, terminate this Agreement by providing
the defaulting party thirty (30) days' prior written Notice of termination, which notice shall identify and
describe with specificity the basis for such termination. If, prior to the expiration of such notice period,
the defaulting party cures such default to the satisfaction of the non-defaulting party (as evidenced by
written Notice delivered by the non-defaulting party), termination shall not take place.

8.3 Termination Without Cause. The City may terminate this Agreement without cause by
providing QDC at least thirty (30) days' prior written Notice of termination.

9.0 Consequences of Termination.

9.1 Upon termination of this Agreement for whatever reason, QDC shall be under no further
obligation to provide services hereunder.

9.2 In the event of termination by the City for convenience under Section 8.3 hereof, the City
shall cause payments to be made to QDC within thirty (30) days after the effective date of termination
for all costs and expenses incurred prior to the effective date of the termination. The City shall pay QDC
an early termination fee sum according to the following:
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If termination occurs in calendar year: 2012, then City will pay QDC $440,000
2013, then City will pay QDC $367,000
2014, then City will pay QDC $285,000
2015, then City will pay QDC $215,000
2016, then City will pay QDC $140,000
2017, then City will pay QDC $70,000

9.3 All provisions of this Agreement that by their nature would reasonably be expected to
continue after the termination of this Agreement shall survive the termination of this Agreement.

10.0 Indemnification and Insurance

10.1 QDC agrees to protect, defend, indemnify, and save the City, its agents, officials,
employees, or any firm, company, organization, or individual to whom the City may be contracted,
harmless from and against any and all claims, demands, actions, and causes of action of which QDC is
given prompt notification and over which QDC is given control to resolve (the "Indemnified Matters),
which may arise on account of illness, disease, loss of property, services, wages, death or personal
injuries resulting from QOC's negligence or intentional misconduct in the performance of the services
hereunder. QDC agrees to further indemnify the City for all reasonable expenses and attorney's fees
incurred by the City in connection with the Indemnified Matters. Notwithstanding the foregoing, in no
event shall “iIndemnified Matters" be interpreted as including, nor shall QDC have any obligation to
indemnify or hold the City harmless from, any claims, demands, actions, causes of action or other costs
or damages to the extent the same arise out of or are attributable to the sole negligence or fault of the
City, its agents or employees, or to the strict liability of the same.

10.2 QDC shall procure and maintain in effect during the term of this Agreement the following
insurance coverages with an insurance company or companies authorized to do business in the State of
Alaska:

10.2.1 Workers' Compensation and Employers Liability insurance in accordance with the laws of
the State of Alaska.

10.2.2 Comprehensive General Liability and Broad Form Comprehensive General Liability or
Commercial General Liability including bodily injury, personal injury, and property damage in the
amount of a combined single limit of One Million Dollars ($1,000,000), each occurrence, and Two Million
Dollars ($2,000,000) in aggregate limit.

10.2.3 Comprehensive Auto Liability including bodily injury, personal injury and property
damage in the amount of a combined single limit of One Million Dollars ($1,000,000). Coverage must
include all motor vehicles utilized by QDC in connection with its performance of the services hereunder.

The City shall be named as an additional insured under the policies of Comprehensive General Liability
and Comprehensive Auto Liability insurance. Each of the insurance policies required above shall include
a waiver of subrogation against the City. Thirty (30) days prior written notice will be given to the City in
the event of any material change in or cancellation of any required insurance policy.
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10.3 QDC shall give prompt written notice to the City of all known losses, damages, or injuries to
any person or to property of the City or third persons that may be in any way related to the services
being provided hereunder or for which a claim might be made against the City. QDC shall promptly
report to the City all such claims that QDC has noticed, whether related to matters insured or uninsured.
No settlement or payment for any claim for loss, injury or damage or other matter as to which the City
may be charged with an obligation to make any payment or reimbursement shall be made by QDC
without the prior written approval of the City.

11.0 Non-Discrimination

QDC agrees that in performing its tasks under this Agreement, it shall not discriminate against any
worker, employee, or applicant, or any member of the public, because of age, race, sex, creed, color,
religion, or national origin, nor otherwise commit an unfair employment practice in violation of any
state or federal law.

12.0 Conflict of Interest

QDC warrants that, to the best of its knowledge and belief, no person except bona fide employees,
agents, consultants or representatives of QDC or any of its subcontractors has been employed or
retained to solicit or secure this Agreement

13.0 Independent Contractor Status

The City and QDC are independent contractors under this Agreement, and nothing herein shall be
construed to create a partnership, joint venture, or agency relationship between the parties hereto.
Neither party shall have any authority to enter into agreements of any kind on behalf of the other and
shall have no power or authority to bind or obligate the other in any manner to any third party. The
employees or agents of one party shall not be deemed or construed to be the employees or agents of
the other party for any purpose whatsoever. Each party hereto represents that it is acting on its own
behalf and is not acting as an agent for or on behalf of any third party.

14.0 Assignment

Neither party hereto may assign its rights or obligations under this Agreement without the prior written
consent of the other party, which consent shall not be unreasonably withheld; provided, however, that
QDC may assign this Agreement to its successor in connection with a sale of its business without
obtaining consent of any party. Subject to the foregoing, each and every covenant, term, provision and
agreement contained in this Agreement shall be binding upon and inure to the benefit of the parties'
permitted successors, executors, representatives, administrators and assigns.

15.0 Third Party Beneficiaries

This Agreement is entered into for the sole benefit of the City and QDC and, where permitted above,
their permitted successors, executors, representatives, administrators and assigns. Nothing in this
Agreement shall be construed as giving any benefits, rights, remedies or claims to any other person,
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firm, corporation or other entity, including without limitation the general public or any member thereof,
or to authorize anyone not a party to this Agreement to maintain a suit for personal injuries, property
damage, or any other relief in law or equity in connection with this Agreement.

16.0 Governing Law

All questions concerning the validity, operation, interpretation, construction and enforcement of any
terms, covenants or conditions of this Agreement shall in all respects be governed by and determined in
accordance with the laws of the State of Alaska without giving effect to the choice of law principles
thereof.

17.0 Venue

All legal proceedings brought in connection with this Agreement may be brought in the trial courts for
the State of Alaska at Kodiak, Alaska. Each party hereby agrees to submit to the personal jurisdiction of
those courts for any lawsuits filed there against such party arising under or in connection with this
Agreement.

18.0 Advice of Counsel

Each party hereto has been afforded the opportunity to consult with counsel of its choice before
entering into this Agreement.

19.0 Amendment

No amendment or other modification of this Agreement shall be valid unless pursuant to a written
instrument referencing this Agreement signed by duly authorized representatives of each of the parties
hereto.

20.0 Waiver

In order to be effective, any waiver of any right, benefit or power hereunder must be in writing and
signed by an authorized representative of the party against whom enforcement of such waiver would be
sought, it being intended that the conduct or failure to act of either party shall imply no waiver. Neither
party shall by mere lapse of time without giving notice or taking other action hereunder be deemed to
have waived any breach by the other party of any of the provisions of this Agreement. No waiver of any
right, benefit or power hereunder on a specific occasion shall be applicable to any facts or circumstances
other than the facts and circumstances specifically addressed by such waiver or to any future events,
even if such future events involve facts and circumstances substantially similar to those specifically
addressed by such waiver. No waiver of any right, benefit or power hereunder shall constitute, or be
deemed to constitute, a waiver of any other right, benefit or power hereunder. Unless otherwise
specifically set forth herein, neither party shall be required to give notice to the other party, or to any
other third party, to enforce strict adherence to all terms of this Agreement.
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21.0 Force Majeure

Neither party will be liable for any failure or delay in the performance of its obligations under this
Agreement (and the failure or delay will not be deemed a default of this Agreement or grounds for
termination) if both of the following conditions are satisfied: (1) the failure or delay could not have been
prevented by reasonable precautions, and cannot reasonably be circumvented by the non-performing
party through the use of alternate sources, work-around plans, or other means; and (2) the failure or
delay is caused, directly or indirectly, by reason of fire or other casualty or accident; strikes or labor
disputes; inability to procure raw materials, equipment, power or supplies; war, terrorism or other
violence; any law, order, proclamation, regulation, ordinance, demand, or requirement of any
governmental agency or intergovernmental body other than a party hereto; or any other act or
condition beyond the reasonable control of the non-performing party. Upon the occurrence of an event
which satisfies both of the above conditions (a "Force Majeure Event"), the non-performing party will be
excused from any further performance of those obligations under this Agreement affected by the Force
Majeure Event for as long as (a) the Force Majeure Event continues; and (b) the non-performing party
continues to use commercially reasonable efforts to recommence performance whenever and to
whatever extent possible without delay. Upon the occurrence of a Force Majeure Event, the non-
performing party will immediately notify the other party by telephone (to be confirmed by written
notice within two (2) business days of the failure or delay) of the occurrence of a Force Majeure Event
and will describe in reasonable detail the nature of the Force Majeure Event.

22.0 Severability

If any provision of this Agreement shall for any reason be held to be invalid, illegal, unenforceable, or in
conflict with any law of a federal, state, or local government having jurisdiction over this Agreement,
such provision shall be construed so as to make it enforceable to the greatest extent permitted, such
provision shall remain in effect to the greatest extent permitted and the remaining provisions of this
Agreement shall remain in full force and effect.

23.0 Entire Agreement

This Agreement sets forth the final, complete and exclusive agreement and understanding between QDC
and the City relating to the subject matter hereof and supersedes all other communications between
the parties (oral or written) relating to the subject matter hereof. No affirmation, representation or
warranty relating to the subject matter hereof by any employee, agent or other representative of a
party shall bind the party or be enforceable by the other party unless specifically set forth in this
Agreement.

24.0 Notices

All notices, requests, demands, or other communications required or permitted to be given hereunder
must be in writing and must be addressed to the parties at their respective addresses set forth below
and shall be deemed to have been duly given when (a) delivered in person; (b) sent by email
transmission indicating receipt at the email address where sent, (c) one (1) business day after being
deposited with a reputable overnight air courier service; or (d) three (3) business days after being
deposited with the United States Postal Service, for delivery by certified or registered mail, postage pre-
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paid and return receipt requested. All notices and other communications regarding default or
termination of this Agreement shall be delivered by hand or sent by certified mail, postage pre-paid and
return receipt requested. Either party may from time to time change the notice address set forth below
by delivering notice to the other party in accordance with this section setting forth the new address and
the date on which it will become effective.

If to QDC: If to the City:

Quayanna Development Corporation City of Kodiak

Attention: Executive Director Attention: City Manager

11801 Middle Bay Drive 710 Mill Bay Road

Kodiak, Alaska 99615 Kodiak, Alaska 99615
plarc@alaska.net akniaziowski@city.kodiak.ak.us
25.0 Construction

The paragraph and section headings used in this Agreement or in any exhibit hereto are for convenience
and ease of reference only, and do not define, limit, augment, or describe the scope, content or intent
of this Agreement. Any term referencing time, days or period for performance shall be deemed calendar
days and not business days, unless otherwise expressly provided herein.

26.0 Counterparts

This Agreement may be signed in two or more counterparts, each of which shall constitute an original,
and all of which together shall constitute one and the same document.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have hereunto set their hands as set forth below.

City of Kodiak Quayanna Development Corporation

B h By:_/ /8
Petm n
City Manager Execujfve Director
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FIRST AMENDMENT TO
COMPOSTING AGREEMENT

THIS FIRST AMENDMENT TO COMPOSTING AGREEMENT (this "Amendment") is entered
into as of December 14, 2012, by and between the City of Kodiak, an Alaska municipal

corporation (the "City"} and Quayanna Development Corporation, an Alaska corporation
(IIQDcll)

WHEREAS, the partles entered Into a Composting Agreement as of October 30, 2012
(the “Agreement”}); and

WHEREAS, the partles intended that QDC would commence composting operations
under the Agreement on or about December 15, 2012; and

WHEREAS, delays In permitting require the parties to establish a temporary solution for
composting bio-solids from the City's wastewater treatment facility.

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the foregoing Recitals (which are incorporated
herein by this reference), the mutual covenants and conditions hereinafter set forth, and other
good and valuable consideration, the receipt and sufficiency of which are hereby
acknowledged, Purchaser and Seller hereby agree as follows:

1. Definition of “Borough.” Section 1.0 is amended by adding the following
definition, “Borough” means the Kodiak Island Borough, an Alaska municipal corporation.

2. Definition of “Operational Plan.” The definition of “Operational Plan” in Section
1.0 is amended to read, “Operational Plan” means either (i) for composting at the Borough
landfill, the amended operating permit for the Borough landfill and the agreement between the
City and Borough regarding the composting of Bio-solids at the Borough landfill; or (ii) for
composting at any other Site, the plan approved by ADEC under which QDC will receive and
compost Bio-solids at the Site. Upon ADEC approval of the plan, it shall be attached to this
Agreement and incorporated by reference herein.

3. Definition of “Site.” The definition of “Site” in Section 1.0 is amended to read,
"Site" means real property located either (i) at the Borough landfill that the Borough has
designated for use as a site for the composting of Blo-solids under this Agreement; or {ii) within
approximately 25 road miles of the City's wastewater treatment facility, and designated by QDC
from time to time and approved by ADEC and other regulatory authorities for the composting
of Bio-solids under this Agreement.

4, Time for Performance. Section 2.1 is amended by changing the date,
“December 15, 2012” everywhere that it appears to “September 15, 2013.”
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CITY-QDC
Diecember 2012
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5. Termination. Section 8.1 is amended to read, “This Agreement may be
terminated with at least 60 days written notice by either party.”

6. Affirmation of Agreement. Except as expressly amended hereln, all terms and
conditlons of the Agreement as originally executed shall remain In full force and effect.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have hereunto set thelr hands as set forth below.

of KodFk (ﬁ%: Quaya
wf

Aimée Kniaziowski Pet i 0|£ 4
City Manager Executive rector

ent Corporation

FIRST AMENDMENT TO COMPOSTING AGREEMENT Page 2 of 2
CITY-QDC
December 2012
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T 4(_? Quaﬂanna Dcvc/o/omcnf: Corporatlon

1 & 11801 Middle Bay Drive
= =  Kodiak, Alaska 99615
< S TEL  :(907)487-2291
°, N CELL  :(907) 317-0083
00 Q‘ e-mail  : plarc@alaska.net
T

January 6, 2012

Ms. Aimee Kniaziowski, City Manager
City of Kodiak

710 Mill Bay Road, Room 219

Kodiak, Alaska 99615

RE: Composting of Sewage Treatment Plant Biosolids
Dear Ms. Kniaziowski:

This letter is to confirm our interest in working with the City of Kodiak ftowards a long
term composting program for the biosolids produced at the sewage treatment plant. It is
our understanding that the Kodiak Island Borough landfill has informed the City that the
landfill expects to curtail acceptance of biosolids in 2012. The City has conducted a study
to determine the feasibility of composting the biosolids much as other communities in
Alaska and elsewhere do. The study determined that composting is a viable option for the
processing and disposal of the biosolids.

The study identified the need for several thousand yards of wood chips and other suitable
materials on an annual basis to compost the volume of biosolids produced at the Kodiak
facility. There currently is no reliable source for that volume of material. Our company
has actively engaged in promoting woody biomass as a long term sustainable resource for
wood fuel projects. Integral to the wood fuel efforts is the local production of wood chips
on a commercial basis. QDC has been in discussions with various local forest landowners to
secure the harvest and salvage rights to logging residues and other woody biomass
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sources. These discussions are expected to lead fo arrangements that will enable our
company to offer composting services to the City.

Based on the informal discussions between the City and QDC, we are comfortable with the
City's verbal representations that composting is a viable process to dispose of the
biosolids and that the City will seriously entertain such services if they were offered to
you on reasonable terms. QDC has therefore made the development of a composting
program a high priority in 2012.

It is our goal to offer contract composting services to the City on a long tferm basis at
rates that are reasonable. Our ability to offer these services is dependent on securing
property suitable for these purposes, and the necessary volume of wood fiber. The terms
upon which these two major items will have a major impact on the prices we will be able to
offer for composting. QDC is actively engaged with local landowners in this regard and we
are optimistic that we can secure these in a timely fashion and on terms that will enable
the project to move forward. It is our goal to secure the necessary land, woody materials,
and equipment such that composting could commence by late summer or fall of 2012. At
this early date there are obviously any number of occurrences that may influence this
timetable, part of which is the administrative processes both parties will need to
complete. The attached DRAFT Memorandum of Understanding is intended to provide a
framework for future discussions and information dissemination for stakeholders and
other interested parties.

QDC enthusiastically looks forward to putting this project together with the City of
Kodiak. We are always open to discussing potential solutions to the challenges of putting
this composting program together with you.

Sincerely,

QUAYANNA DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION

ik

Peter J. Olsen, Executive Director
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MEMORANDUM

TO: Mayor Selby and Assembly Members

Through: Bud Cassidy, Interim Berough Manager

CC: Mayor Branson and City Council Members

FROM: Aimée Kniaziowski, City Managé{)/V

DATE: December 13, 2012

RE: Joint City-Borough Solution of Temporary Agreement to Create Class B

Compost from Biosolids at an Approved Location at the Current Landfill

This memo is being written at the request of the Borough Manager following a meeting
between City and Borough staff yesterday at which the preferred temporary solution for the
continued disposal of biosolids at the KIB landfill was discussed.

As you know, the sewage sludge processed through the wastewater treatment plant
(biosolids) has been disposed of at the existing landfill for many years. The City and
Borough discussed the possibility that the landfill may not be able to take biosolids due to
the landfill expansion project over the course of several years and signed a Memorandum
of Agreement (MOA) on this issue in August of 2007 (see attached). In keeping our part of
the agreement, the City has spent a considerable amount of time and money to identify
solutions for the disposal of the biosolids at a location other than the landfill since that time.
After several studies, it was determined that composting was the most viable and
affordable option for the disposition of biosolids. The City began to work on composting
options with a private contractor about a year ago.

The City was provided formal notification on June 5, 2012, (see attached) that the landfill
would no longer take biosolids from the wastewater treatment plant as of December 15,
2012. The City continued working with Quayanna Development Corporation (QDC) on a
plan to compost biosolids into Class A EQ compost at a location to be determined by the
contractor. The City Council approved the contract with QDC in October to compost at a
site in Middle Bay. The agreement required QDC, to have a permit in place and be able to
accept biosoclids at the identified site by the Borough’s December 15 deadline. QDC
submitted an application to the State Department of Environmental Conservation to
compost at the industrially zoned, leased site at Middle Bay. Due to the public comments
and concerns expressed to DEC during the public comment period, the comment period
has been extended to January 18 and it is likely to take longer to receive a permit for a
composting operation at that location.
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The City and QDC also explored other suitably zoned locations for composting and
identified a back-up short term solution to stockpile biosolids using DEC's approved
method until a permit to compost to Class A EQ standards can be issued to the contractor.
The City identified one stockpile sight at the USCG Base and the other at Gibson Cove.
This short-term option is not preferred no matter the site, due to operational and cost
considerations.

City and Borough staff and the contractor have been working to find both a short- and long-
term solution to allow for the safe and affordable disposal of the community’s biosolids
while waiting for completion of the DEC permitting process. A shori-term solution has been
offered by Borough staff that the City and QDC agree is a very good solution. The
Borough has identified an area on top of the existing unlined fandfill of approximately
27,700 square feet that could be made available to compost biosolids into Class B
compost which would then be disposed of in the landfill to fill voids and help shape the
contours in preparation for final cover and closure. The area is adequate to produce the
Class B type compost without creating a backlog of compost. The operational plan
submitted by the City's contractor says the process will produce approximately 240 cubic
yards of unscreened compost or roughly 125 cubic yards of screened compost per week.

The City is willing to enter into an agreement to utilize the identified space at the top of the
landfill at a cost that is substantially less than fair market value for industrially zoned land,
given the fact that it is located at the top of an actively worked, unlined landfill cell. The
City is comfortable with having the land agreement or MOA in place from December
through August 2013 when the landfill crew will need to return to that area to work. The
City will approve the agreement, deliver the biosolids to the site, and utilize QDC to make
the compost and dispose of it within the landfill as directed by landfill staff. DEC has
already indicated support for this activity and will allow it to occur as part of the landfill
operation. The City and QDC have prepared an operation plan that outlines the
operational aspects of this process, including safety and all other aspects of making the
Class B compost at the location to meet Borough and DEC requirements.

| understand that Borough requirements will include a formal approval action by the
Assembly as well as a public hearing even though the agreement to use this land by the
City and its contractor is short-term, it is considered a ‘disposal” of Borough property for a
public purpose per KIB Code 18.20.160. Until the Assembly has completed the approval
process and proper agreements are in place, Borough staff is willing to accept biosolids at
the landfill at the existing disposal rate and allow the biosolids to be stockpiled there.

Both government staffs have worked diligently to come up with this short-term team-based

solution that will benefit the community and ratepayers. | believe our staffs and mayors
fully support a mutually beneficial outcome such as this and request the Assembly to
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proceed with the process to allow for implementation of this solution. This will give the City
and QDC time to implement the plan to compost biosolids into the Class A EQ product as
originally planned.
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Kodiak Island Borough

Office of the Borough Manager

710 Mill Bay Road & é
Kodiak, Alaska 99615 e
Phone (907) 486-9300 JUN 2012
email: rgifford@kodiakak.us Paceivad

g Qenae
T

June 5, 2012

Aimée Kniaziowski, City Manager
710 Mill Bay Road
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

Re: Biosolid Disposal at KIB Landfill

Dear Ms. Kniaziowski:

Thank you for attending our meeting of June 1, 2012 to discuss issues related to the Borough
challenges related to sludge placement in the landfill. As the landfill nears its permitted capacity, it
becomes problematic to accept sludge. The landfill has experienced increased volumes of sludge
recently causing a backlog. This condition creates operational difficulties at the active face of the

landfill. The city has indicated that it has not yet fully developed alternative disposal options for
biosolids.

As the Borough transitions its municipal solid waste (MSW) disposal operations to the soon to be
constructed expansion cell, we anticipate a period of one year when the Borough will be unable to
accept any sludge. In accordance with the MOA between the City of Kodiak and Kodiak Island
Borough dated 8-14-07, consider this the required six month notification that the Borough will be
unable to accept sewage sludge at the landfill after December 15, 2012. In the interest of cooperation,

the Borough agrees to work around the operational challenges and accept the increased volumes of
sludge experienced recently.

If the Borough can be of any assistance in your efforts to develop altemative options for disposal of
sewage sludge, please contact Woody Koning, Director Engineering & Facilities at 486-9343,

Sincerely,
KODIAK ISLAND BOROUGH

Rick Gifford
Borough Mandger

RG:ljw
Cc: Woody Koning, Director Engineering & Facilities
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MEMORANDUM OF AGREEMENT

Delivery of City of Kodiak Wastewater Treatment Plant Sludge to the Kodiak Island

Borough Landfill

The purpose of this Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) is to identify the general responsibilities
of the City of Kodiak and the Kodizk Island Borough

Kodiak Island Borough will:

Continue to accept sludge from the City of Kodiak Wastewater Treatment Plant at the
Kodiak Island Landfill unless or until operations at the landfill preclude KIB’S ability
to accept.

In the event that the Kodiak Island Borough determines that they can no longer accept
sludge from the City of Kodiak Wastewater Treatment Plant, the City will be
provided with a minimum of six months notice of the determination.

Work in cooperation with the City of Kodiak to utilize as much sludge as possible
with the least amount of stock piling on site.

City of Kodiak will:

Continue the cumrent adjusted treatment process in an effort to improve sludge
handling characteristics to make it easier for landfill operators to place sludge.
Continue the addition of increased lime ratios that has improved sludge consistency
and made it drier and easier for co-disposal.

Continue efforts to increase the percent solids and improve sludge handling
characteristics.

Continue to pursue alternative options for sewage sludge disposal.

Rick L. Gifforg#ar anager LinHa Freed; Manager
KodiakIsland Borough City of Kodiak

W Ve Qb t It

Attest: Borough Atiest: City Clerk
Nova M. Javier, CM Debra L. Marlar, CMC

Q?Ili/fﬁ ﬁ’//t//é:?
Date 7 [0 1
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MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING
BETWEEN
QUAYANNA DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION
AND THE
CITY OF KODIAK

This MEMORANDUM OF UNDERSTANDING is hereby made and entered into by and
between the CITY OF KODIAK, hereinafter referred to as CITY and QUAYANNA
DEVELOPMENT CORPORATION, hereinafter referred to as QDC.

A. PURPOSE:

The purpose of this MOU is to continue to develop and expand a framework of
cooperation between CITY and QDC to develop a composting program that processes
bio-solids produced from the City of Kodiak Sewage Treatment Plant.

B. CITY SHALL:

I.  Collaborate with QDC to develop a mutually acceptable contract terms
between the CITY and QDC for a long term bio-solid composting program.
II.  Provide information and data to QDC regarding bio-solid production and
chemical/physical composition statistics that the CITY has on file.
III.  Cooperate with and support efforts for QDC to secure grant funding that will
support the development and operation of a composting program.

C. QDC SHALL:

I.  Endeavor to offer contract composting services to the CITY.

II.  Secure long terms sources of woody biomass and other suitable composting
mediums for the purpose of composting bio-solids produced at the CITY
Sewage Treatment Plant.

III.  Secure real estate property rights that will allow composting of Sewage
Treatment Plant bio-solids.

D. IT IS MUTUALLY UNDERSTOOD AND AGREED BY AND BETWEEN THE
PARTIES THAT:

1. NEW PROJECT. Composting of sewage treatment plant bio-solids is a proven
method to process bio-solids. The process is new to Kodiak however, and no
composting infrastructure currently exists. A commercial composting project will
have to be assembled from scratch.
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. RATES. It is the intent of QDC to provide contract composting services to the CITY
at reasonable rates. QDC’s ability to offer reasonable rates is significantly influenced
by the property and woody biomass costs QDC will experience. Both QDC and
CITY understand that high composting rates may result in the project to become
uneconomical to implement.

SIMILAR INCENTIVES. QDC and CITY recognize that both parties have an
incentive to share data and other information that may help the project proceed on an
economical basis.

. TERMINATION. Either party, upon thirty (30) days written notice, may terminate
the agreement in whole, or in part, at any time before the date of expiration.

. PRINCIPAL CONTACTS. The principal contacts for this instrument are:

CITY:
Ms. Aimee Kniaziowski, City Manager
City of Kodiak
710 Mill Bay Road, Room 219
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

QDC:

Peter J. Olsen, Executive Director
11801 Middle Bay Drive
Kodiak, Alaska 99615

. NON-BINDING DOCUMENT. This agreement is neither a legally binding nor a
funds obligation document. Each party shall be fiscally responsible for their own
portion work performed under the MOU.

. LIABILITIES. It is understood that neither party to this Memorandum of
Understanding is the agent of the other and neither is liable for the wrongful acts or
negligence of the other. Each party shall be responsible for its negligent acts or
omissions and those of its officers, employees, agents or students (if applicable),
howsoever caused, to the extent allowed by their respective state laws.
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IN WITNESS WHEREQF, the parties hereto have executed this agreement as of the last
written date below.

FOR CITY:

Date: ;{U/ﬁﬂ/,ﬂ\
T

City of Kodiak

/

Dat J 7 / /W\

Peter J. lsgn: Executive Director
Quayarna Development Corporation

FOR QDC:
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