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Community Protection and Hazardous Waste Reduction Initiative 
Pilot Project Proposal Form 

 
Instructions 
This form contains fillable fields.  Mouseover each field for additional instructions. Not all 
fields need to be completed for submission, and general responses are acceptable if 
more specific responses have not been developed. 
 

1.0 Pilot Project Summary 
Identify the primary components of this pilot project. 
 
Waste Stream: 
Industry: 
Geography: 
Stakeholders: 
Government: 
 

2.0 Pilot Project Details 
Describe this pilot project and how it fits with the overall goals and objectives of the 
CPHWR Initiative.  Characterize the waste(s) to be reduced and the implications. 
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3.0 Pilot Project Characteristics 
Identify any applicable characteristics of this pilot project. 
 
[   ] Source reduction or elimination [   ] Minimizes or avoids disposal 
[   ] Provides a permanent solution [   ] Avoids media shifting 
 
[   ] Long term reductions  [   ] Short term reductions 
[   ] Replicable   [   ] Scalable 
 
[   ] Decreases high volume waste [   ] Decreases high toxicity waste 
[   ] Decreases toxicity of waste  [   ] Reduces waste treatment impacts 
 
[   ] Economically beneficial  [   ] Represents a viable alternative 
[   ] Stakeholders willing to participate [   ] Benefits EJ community 
  
[   ] Other: 
 
Describe how this pilot project addresses the characteristics identified above. 
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4.0 Pilot Project Considerations 
Identify resources, tools and/or experts which  can be used to gather information in 
support of this pilot project. 
 
 
 
 
Identify other agencies that may have jurisdiction where this pilot project will be 
implemented. 
 
 
 
 
Identify areas of potential competing considerations and objectives (including technical, 
legal, environmental, social, and economic factors). 
 
 
 
 
Discuss other possible benefits in addition to decreasing the volume and toxicity of 
hazardous waste. 
 
 
 
 
What are other key items to consider in completing this pilot project? 
 
 
 
 
Identify the various approaches to implementing this pilot project. 
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	Other: 
	Description_3: As stated earlier and discussed in the 2013 report "Recommendations Addressing Nitrate in Groundwater" by the State Water Resources Control Board, Report to the Legislature, 20 February 2013, Nitrate is one of California’s most prevalent soil & groundwater contaminants, and can pose significant health risks at concentrations above the public health drinking water standard Maximum Contaminant Level.  This issue is one that may not be common to disadvantaged communities in the Los Angeles area, but rather it is to a large  swath of the rural Central Valley of California. In addition to providing a pilot project where DTSC can pair with its CalEPA sister agency, the SWRCB, the project has the potential to improve drinking water quality for may of the DACs of the Central Valley which often have smaller public/private water utilities that struggle to meet water quality criteria for their customers.   
	Consideration_2: -SWRCB Division of Drinking Water-Local CUPAs
	Consideration_3: -Application of scarce resources may be an issue-Lead agency: State vs. Local-Nitrate in groundwater is not in the media spotlight like Lead-Acid Batteries are currently
	Consideration_4: Remediating Nitrate contamination can allow for lower cost treatment/higher drinking water quality from the local water utility or private well owner.  Another benefit is the potential for greater groundwater storage in remediated Central Valley aquifers, thus decreasing the need for more surface storage.
	Consideration_5: Cost-benefit analysis of the remediation technology and scalability are critical to full implementation.  
	Consideration_1: Since the SWRCB has already begun to address this issue, it provides a unique opportunity for DTSC to closely collaborate with a sister CalEPA agency and efficiently share resources for a greater potential for success.
	Consideration_6: 1.  Collaborate with the SWRCB to find an eligible site.  Perhaps draw on expertise at UC Davis.2.  Get concurrence from the Principal Responsible Parties (PRPs) for a pilot test.3.  Develop the appropriate planning documents.4.  Perform appropriate stakeholder outreach5.  Obtain regulatory approvals.6.  Initiate the project.7.  Perform the pilot test, gather data.8.  Synthesize the date; draw conclusions.  
	Waste Stream: Nitrate Contaminated Soil & Groundwater
	Industry: Agriculture
	Geography: Primarily Central Valley CA
	Stakeholders: Ag & AgriChemical Industry, Disadvantaged Communities (DAC) of the Central Valley
	Government: DTSC, State & Regional Water Boards, CA Dept. of Consumer Affairs
	Description_1: This pilot project would research options for remediation of nitrate contaminated soils and groundwater in the Central Valley of CA.  The goal of the project would be to determine the most cost-effect method for remediation of nitrate-contaminated soils and groundwater in the largely low-income, DAC of the Central Valley. Nitrate is one of California’s most prevalent soil & groundwater contaminants, and can pose significant health risks at concentrations above the public health drinking water standard Maximum Contaminant Level (MCL) of 45 mg/L (as NO3). High concentrations of nitrate in groundwater are primarily caused by human activities, including fertilizer application (synthetic and manure), animal operations, industrial sources (wastewater treatment and food processing facilities), and septic systems. Agricultural fertilizers and animal wastesapplied to cropland are by far the largest regional sources of nitrate in groundwater, although other sources can be locally important. Nitrate in groundwater affects public water systems and groundwater users, requiring treatment or alternative supplies, often at great cost. Small water systems, disadvantaged communities, and private domestic well owners may not be able to afford treatment or development of alternative water supplies.Due to California’s reliance on groundwater, and because many communities are entirely reliant on groundwater for their drinking water supply, nitrate contamination has far-reaching consequences. 
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