I want to add the "no auditing of mmp's", "confinements as100% dischargers instead of 0%", and "15 going up to 20 million pigs in the last 5 years to assure us of continued degradation no matter what we do to point source dischargers" to the national op ed.

And we need to decide what is the main point: Is it to argue against the anti-deg rules OR to point out that CAFOs are wastewater treatment plants that should not be allowed to escape regulation because we define them as agriculture?

I'm not sure that it works to try to weave the two together so much.

My thought is to hit the CAFO argument hard, then use that to conclude that the proposed anti-deg rules are missing the point.

*******

            


Iowa has a double standard about sewage.

 


The state’s inconsistent rules for waste from cities and industries, compared with the regulations that apply to industrial agriculture, are jeopardizing our water quality and punishing the citizens of our communities.

 

            State laws and agency regulations require municipal and industrial wastewater treatment plants to collect and treat their sewage, and to obtain a permit to discharge effluent from their treatment facilities. We know who these “point source” polluters are, and we strive to keep them in check. We also know that municipal/industrial wastewater technology and agricultural industrial confinement technology are the same technologies. We know this by description, by their inherent poison byproducts, and by Iowa Code.
 

            But if several hundred/thousand hogs, cattle, chickens, or turkeys are confined in a building, their excrement, ​amounting to the waste from a small city, is considered to be agricultural and therefore exempt from most regulation. It’s legal to allow that “agricultural” sewage to ferment for months, all the while venting the resulting toxic gases (including ammonia and hydrogen sulfide) into the atmosphere. Neighbors breathe those emissions, and their health may suffer. Eventually, the sewage is spread on the land, where it becomes “non-point pollution” that often enters our rivers, streams, tile lines, and groundwater.


In recent years Iowa has adopted fishable/swimable discharge permits for point source municipal/industrial wastewater facilities. The DNR is now considering further restrictions on point source dischargers with what is called anti-degradation regulations. Simply put this means today’s permits would be a baseline and no increase in discharge limits will be allowed in the future. It is an attempt to keep the waters of the state from degrading any further due to increased pollution from dischargers. An alternative to discharging to a receiving stream or river being proposed for these permit holders is land applying the effluent (liquid portion) from their facilities. Even though this liquid effluent has been treated to at least secondary levels (primary, secondary, tertiary), land applying this effluent has more regulations to be followed and is more expensive than to simply discharge it to the receiving stream. This will result in an extra financial burden to the population of communities in Iowa. This will be exceptionally burdensome for smaller communities which, because of demographics, we know include many fixed income older people and young working class families who call ill afford more financial stresses.

Contrast this extra regulation and more expense with what happens to the completely untreated waste from industrial confinements. Waste from agricultural industrial confinements is never treated even to the primary level. As stated above, this waste sits for months in a pit, tank or lagoon fermenting a toxic brew spewing poisons into the air of the surrounding neighborhood. Unlike the treated liquid waste from highly regulated wastewater plants, untreated confinement waste, not just the liquid but all of the waste, is simply spread on cropland. Even if this waste is knifed into the soil, because of 880,000 miles of field tiles, because of adjacent streams, and because of sinkholes and losing streams, this untreated waste ends up in our streams and rivers in no time. Because of wind and water erosion, much of the soil we farm today is technically subsoil and what topsoil that is left has been drenched by 60 years of chemical application. The treatment element of soil’s bacterial life is today minimal. Hence the higher level of cost and regulation even for secondarily treated liquid effluent from wastewater facilities being land applied. The soil has no capacity to properly treat this agricultural waste before it reaches the states waters.

If it is the State’s desire to put together regulation which will stop the degradation of the states waters, not including agricultures 90% contribution to that degradation does not make sense. Disregarding for the moment that the State has no documentation showing the states waters will be even minimally cleaned up if anti-degradation rules are adopted for point source dischargers, why would we impose the huge financial burden on communities to upgrade their systems to meet these limits if we allow agriculture to not only continue applying their untreated waste to the watershed, but to allow them to continue to build more and larger confinements at the same time?

Agricultural industrial confinements and municipal/industrial wastewater systems are the same technology. Iowa cannot expect to clean up its waters if it concentrates its efforts on the wastewater sector which contributes 10% of the pollution while disregarding the 90% which comes from using the same technology in the agricultural sector of the state.  
 

            Whatever the source – isn’t it all “sewage?” And doesn’t it all pollute our waters, kill aquatic organisms, affect the health of our citizens, and impact the quality of life?

********

Our argument is that because the same wastewater technology is being used by both industrial confinement agriculture and municipal/industrial wastewater systems, unless those systems are regulated the same in both sectors we can lower the effluent limits, using anti-degradation rules on the municipal/industrial systems, all we want and yet we will see no statistically significant change to the purity of Iowa’s waters. In effect, we will be constricting the discharge of municipal/industrial systems at a significant cost to those served by those systems, understanding that that sector accounts for only 10% of the overall pollution going into the waters of the state. We are then saying to industrial agriculture, which accounts for 90% of pollution going to the waters of the state, go ahead and continue to pollute and continue to build new systems. Because we know that the demographics show a high number of fixed income older people and young working class families living in the small towns most likely impacted by this anti-degradation rule, we are putting a financial burden on those least able to stand that burden all the while knowing that there will be no change to the good in the purity of the water even if this anti-degradation regulation is adopted. What is the story here?

We know that industrial confinements and wastewater systems are the same technology by description, by inherent poison byproducts and by Iowa Code. There are differences though. Wastewater systems ultimately treat their waste to at least secondary levels (primary, secondary, tertiary). Confinements not only do not treat their waste but that waste cooks for months in a pit, lagoon or tank, turning into a toxic soup constantly off-gassing the poisons hydrogen-sulfide and ammonia into the surrounding neighborhood. 

The preliminary wording for the anti-degradation rules says that because municipal/industrial dischargers will not be allowed to expand or add anymore pollution to the stream they will have to land apply the additional flow or pump it to a different watershed. The anti-deg wording goes on to say that these can be more expensive and sometimes cost prohibitive options.


In fact, looking at the "Iowa Wastewater Facilities Design Standards", Chapter 21: Land Application of Wastewater, we can see that even though this effluent is treated to secondary levels there are more regulations pertaining to land application than if this effluent was simply discharged into a receiving stream. And, because the extra processes needed to land apply this treated waste incur greater cost to the systems operation, that option is not one that is generally adopted.


Contrast this municipal/industrial regulatory environment with what is happening to the waste put out by industrial confinements. We are saying to the municipal/industrial dischargers you must do all of this to land apply your treated waste, which you have to do because though anti-degradation rules we are going to clean up Iowa’s waters; meanwhile we are saying to industrial confinement operators, using the same wastewater technology and with untreated cooked waste, land apply all the untreated waste you have in the same watershed as the municipal/industrial plants are in. And, in fact, build as many of these industrial confinements in this same watershed as you want. What? How do we expect to ever clean up the waters of the state if we restrict treated waste from being land applied and yet at the same time have ever greater amounts of untreated cooked waste being applied in the same watershed?


The state has no testing documentation that can be given to these municipal/industrial dischargers that show that if they adhere to these new proposed anti-degradation rules, the waters of the state will be statistically significantly purer because of it. In fact, the documentation that does exist, both formal and anecdotal, show that in many or most cases, because of the background pollution of the receiving waters of the state, in many cases the cleanest place in these receiving waters is that part just below the effluent discharge pipe.

The state has yet to produce a program showing the testing of waste effluent from industrial confinements on the tile lines and adjacent streams from fields where waste from confinements has been spread. With the ever expanding 880,000 miles of tile lines under the farm fields of the state of Iowa and the thousands of miles of adjacent streams and rivers, with, because of the summer’s floods, the ever increasing number of sink holes and losing streams going directly into our groundwater, we know where the background pollution of our states waters comes from.


With one hand we have the state promulgating new stricter and more expensive anti-degradation regulations with no testing documentation showing that there would be any difference in the waters of the state; and with the other hand telling those in the agricultural sector who use the same technology but don’t even treat their waste, just go ahead and dump all this you want on the land and, by the way, keep building as many of these pollution factories as you want.


Unless and until we include the agricultural sector in our anti-degradation rule making, we will never begin to clean up any of the waters of the state in any statistically significant way.

*******

Synopsis: The DNR is proposing anti-deg rules which would limit NPDES permit holders being able to expand their discharges. Kind of a baseline discharge that they can’t go beyond. At the same time the DNR is allowing building multiple (as many as anyone wants) confinements in the same watershed as the anti-deg rules would apply to.


This is ridiculous. We know that confinement and wastewater technologies are the same technologies. We know that wastewater treats its waste before discharging the effluent. We know that confinements don’t treat any of their waste. In fact, that waste is allowed to cook for months continuously creating the poison sewer gasses, hydrogen-sulfide and ammonia, which are constantly blown into the surrounding neighborhood. We know that if you want to land apply wastewaters’ treated effluent, the State has made that process more expensive and regulated than just discharging that effluent to a receiving stream or river. We know that the confinements’ untreated total waste is simply put on ground. We know that that waste makes it to and through tile lines and adjacent streams into those same receiving streams or into the aquifer via losing streams and sinkholes (because of the flood of ’08, many more sinkholes have opened up and losing streams are losing even more flow, the Yellow River is dry in stretches now because of this).

So we have the State proposing new anti-deg rules which will cost towns (because of demographics, many towns are now made up of fixed income elderly and young poor working class families who don’t have money for this) money they don’t have. We know that this higher quality discharge will not make a statistically significant difference in the quality of Iowa’s waters because we are not including agricultures contribution to the pollution going into the waters. We know that 90% of the pollution in the waters is from agriculture. 


We know that the State has no testing documentation that says adopting anti-deg rules will clean up the waters in any statistically significant way. We know from background testing (Friest) and from anecdotal evidence that the cleanest part of receiving streams and rivers is just below the wastewater plant effluent discharge pipes.


So what we have is the State wanting to implement rules which will cost lots of money to people who don’t have it; while leaving out the sector (ag) which accounts for 90% of the pollution. The justification for this seems to be that because we can regulate point source dischargers, we will even though the consensus is that it will make no difference to the overall quality of the waters of the state.
TMDL and Anti-degradation op-ed piece:

We would like to discuss what effect, if any, the TMDL and anti-degradation regulations being put forth for adoption by the DNR for point source dischargers will have on the overall purity of Iowa’s waters. It is our thesis that because agriculture is not included in the TMDL and anti-degradation proposals there will be no statistically significant difference in Iowa’s water quality even if these proposed regulations for point source dischargers are adopted. 

Our perspective will be guided by our understanding that agricultural confinement technology and wastewater technology are the same technologies. That becomes obvious in three ways: by description, by the inherent poisonous by-products, and through Iowa Code 64.3. 

By description: Confinements and sewers are both closed spaces. Both have untreated fecal waste in them. That untreated waste constantly produces the poison gasses hydrogen-sulfide and ammonia. The diseases and causes of death from those gasses are the same in sewers and confinements. Confinements must ventilate the poison gasses; otherwise all people and animals inside would die. Sewers are regulated to protect both workers and the public, while confinements, with the same industrial pollutants and poisons, are not regulated in the same ways, thereby subjecting workers and the public to those industrial poisons.
By inherent poisonous byproducts: The poison gasses hydrogen-sulfide and ammonia are constantly created by this untreated fecal soup. A difference between wastewater technology and confinements is that sewers are designed to keep those poison gasses in, and confinements, literally turning sewers on their head, are designed to constantly blow those poison gasses into the surrounding neighborhoods. Wastewater technology as part of its process treats its waste; while confinement technology has no treatment as part of its process. Confinements store waste while allowing that waste to “cook” for months.
Iowa Code Chapter 64.3: 567-64.3(455B) Permit to operate. 
64.3 (1) Except as provided otherwise in this subrule and in 567-Chapter 65 , no person shall operate any wastewater disposal system or part thereof without, or contrary to any condition of, an operation permit issued by the director An operation permit is not required for the following: ….

h. Water pollution from agricultural and silvicultural activities, runoff from orchards, cultivated crops, pastures, rangelands, and forestlands, except that this exclusion shall not apply to the following: ….

(2) Discharges from concentrated animal feeding operations as defined in 40 CFR §122.23 (eff. 12-18-84); 

All confinements, regardless of size, use the same technology, are inherently poisonous, and constantly pollute the immediate neighborhood and the larger environment. Size distinctions are arbitrary and meaningless from this perspective.

The State has put forth no testing documentation that if these TMDL and anti-degradation rules are adopted for point source dischargers that there would be an increase to the quality of Iowa’s waters. In fact, there is no documentation that this would be the case. There is though ample documentation and anecdotal information that right now the cleanest part of receiving streams and rivers is that portion of the river directly downstream of the effluent discharge pipes. 

