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1. Call to Order:
The meeting was called to order by Chairman Scott Hudson at 1:32 p.m.

II. 
Approval of Minutes:
It was M/S/P to approve the minutes from the Spring Conference 2006 (San Luis Obispo, CA)

III. 
Old Business:
None

IV.
New Business - A Panel Discussion on Livestock and Poultry Disposal Issues

●
CDFA’s Outlook on Livestock and Poultry Disposal Issues -- Dennis Wilson, CDFA Emergency Preparedness and Support Unit. 

Dennis discussed the Summer 2006 "Heat Wave" and Yolo County Fire which highlight the previously-recognized immensity of the animal carcass disposal issue. Although emergency guidelines were developed by CalEPA in 2004, recent events identified some additional issues that need to be resolved. Dr. Wilson emphasized that it will take a joint effort to make improvements. CDFA’s interest in disposal comes from both daily mortality and emergency carcass disposal.

With respect to daily mortality, CDFA’s Meat and Poultry division oversees the transport and disposal of carcasses from farms to assure that animal protein is not diverted back into the human food chain and that the method used is safe. This requires the use of a licensed rendering plant, licensed collection center, nearest crematory or animal disease diagnostic laboratory  (CA Code 19348)

For emergency disposal, concerns of CDFA have included: contagious animal diseases, foreign animal diseases (avian influenza, foot and mouth, exotic Newcastle, etc.) as well as more-recently recognized challenges such as: floods, fires, heat, etc.), mortalities due to toxicities or intentional acts. Key state agencies to engage in disposal issues include: Cal EPA and the California Integrated Waste Management Board

Some code sections discussed by Dr. Wilson (as they set the stage for what an individual is obligated to do) include: 9141 -- any person that has the care or control of any animal that dies from any contagious disease shall immediately cremate or bury the animal;  9142 -- an animal which has died from any contagious disease shall not be transported, except to the nearest crematory. The transportation of the animal to the crematory shall be pursuant to such regulations as the director may adopt;  9143 -- an animal which has died from any contagious disease shall not be used for the food of any human being, domestic animal, or fowl.  However, the State  Veterinarian (section 19348) has the ability to select appropriate alternate methods of disposal in an emergency. Putting this under the State Veterinarian’s authority assists in controlling the spread of contagious diseases (control of Foreign Animal Diseases being the driving concern).  Section 19348. (a) Unless a waiver is granted by the State Veterinarian in conjunction with implementation of Section 9562 (quarantine authority), no dead animal hauler or any other person shall transport any dead animal to any place other than to a licensed rendering plant, a licensed collection center, an animal disease diagnostic laboratory acceptable to the department, or the nearest crematory.

For contagious animal diseases, key concerns regarding disposal of animals that are either depopulated or died from the disease include: a disposal method that does not contribute to further dissemination of the agent (hence a preference for an on‑site solution for FADs), protecting animal health, use of method(s) appropriate for the volume and magnitude of the problem, protection of public health, concern for environmental health and any local site challenges, impact to the community and business, loss of jobs, down-time, etc. Local planning is important to minimize these impacts. There are also challenges beyond the mass volume of carcass disposal including preservation of biosecurity, issues involving labor, equipment, other resources needed and disruption of the community.

Dr. Wilson discussed several emergency disposal options and noted the Cal EPA Guidelines which provide assistance in choosing methods. Some of these include: trench burial, open or air‑curtain incineration, composting, rendering, landfills or mass burial, alkaline hydrolysis, use of fixed incineration sites, or temporary solutions such as covering on site, building storage, or lactic fermentation. Key considerations are: avoiding creation of an even bigger disaster, preventing water or soil contamination, contributing to poor or dangerous air quality, excessive delays in returning to business, or contamination of food crops by residues. In determining which method to use, it must be remembered that local conditions affect choices. One method simply does not fit all.

The conference calls facilitated by OES helped us all to better understand what was happening during the summer heat crisis. Communication, communication and more communication is key! It’s also important to know who to communicate with!!

●
CalEPA’s Role and Activities in Livestock and Poultry Disposal C Bernie Vlach, CalEPA Emergency Response Management Committee

Mr. Vlach gave a presentation explaining animal carcass disposal issues from the point of view of CalEPA and the Integrated Waste Management Board. His discussion involved mortalities due to major animal diseases such as: Anthrax, Avian Influenza, Transmissible Spongiform Encephalopathies including BSE and Chronic Wasting Disease, Exotic Newcastle Disease and Foot and Mouth Disease.

Principals involved at the local level include: Environmental Health Departments, CACs, Public Health Departments and Officers, Public Works and Law Enforcement. At the State level, they include: CDFA, OES, CalEPA, DHS, Homeland Security and the CHP. Federal agencies include: the USDA, FEMA, CDC, Homeland Security and possibly the FBI. Mr. Vlach also discussed the waiver from standard practice which is initiated by local and/or State declarations of emergency. Provisions for granting such waivers are contained in 14 CCR, Div 7, Ch 3, Article 3, '17210-17210.9.

Each of several disposal options (rendering, burial, burning, composting and solid waste landfilling) was discussed in some detail.

Advantages of burial include: it’s inexpensive, bio-secure and prevents disease transmission. Disadvantages include: the negative environmental impacts, long-term cost if remediation should be necessary, it’s not available everywhere, and seasonal constraints. The Health and Safety Code addresses burning in '41800 which basically prevents it and '41801 which provides authority for a public officer to utilize burning for several purposes including Disease or pest prevention, where there is an immediate need for and no reasonable alternative to burning. Both open (pyre) and air curtain destructor burning methods were discussed.

Advantages of composting include: year-round use, relatively inexpensive, bio secure in that this method is employed on-site, it’s relatively effective for pathogen reduction and reduces material volume. Disadvantages are that it’s: labor intensive, requires experience to be done effectively, requires feedstock availability and can produce odors.

Advantages of landfilling are: it’s protective of the public health and our environment, there is usually existing collection and transportation infrastructure, labor is typically available and both experience and capacity often exist. Disadvantages include: reduced bio-security due to the need for transport and ability to contain substances during transport, there is little/no volume reduction and it’s relatively expensive.

Rendering is the preferred solution. Advantages include: it’s available year-round, provides pathogen reduction, reduces volume and is bio-secure due to being highly regulated. However rendering is also relatively expensive, may not always be available and has limited throughput capacity.

Several laws and regulations were cited including Public Resources Code '40191(b) and Health and Safety Code '117635 which clarify the definitions of solid vs. medical wastes. Food and Ag Code '19348 prevents transport of any dead animal to any place other than for burial on a person’s own property or to a licensed rendering facility, diagnostic lab or crematory. Title 14 of the CA Code of Regulations '17855.2 prohibits the composting of mammalian tissue under normal (non-emergency) circumstances.

The CalEPA Emergency Animal Disease, Regulatory Guidance for Disposal and Decontamination was described and discussed. It may be found at

http:// www.calepa.ca.gov/disaster/documents/EADisease.pdf   Another review is available at: http://fss.k-state.edu/research/books/carcassdisp.html and one dealing with landfilling carcasses with potential chronic wasting disease contamination can be found at:http://www.epa.gov/garbage/land-prac2.pdf 

Composting info is available at: http://www3.abe.iastate.edu/cattlecomposting/ 

Tim Casagrande of the Fresno County Environmental Health Department discussed livestock disposal issues from the local perspective. He emphasized that carcass disposal is invariably a very local  issue. Local declarations of emergency are employed whenever resources are no longer sufficient and agencies/resources beyond the local county must be made available. Local emergency declarations, such as those made at the onset of the summer heat crisis, also allowed the use of disposal alternatives that would not otherwise have been available.

Rich Matteis, Executive Vice President of the CA Grain and Feed Association discussed the livestock rendering industry’s status and issues. He explained that with the Modesto rendering plant no longer in operation, rendering capacity is at its limit. The regulatory processes which constrain expansion of existing plants were also discussed. There is virtually no export market for rendered product which further exacerbates the disposal problem. Mr. Matteis explained that due to many factors, rendered product is worth approximately half what it was a few years ago. The bottom line is that economics determine the fate of the rendering industry. Rules adopted after the BSE issue have further complicated the picture. CDFA has been helpful in assisting rendering plants with their expansion efforts because there is a very clearly-demonstrated need for increased capacity. We are simply not ready for a large-scale animal disaster. Jurisdictional issues remain something of an obstacle.

●
Although scheduled, AB32, the Global Warming bill was not discussed during the conference. Ed Williams explained that Steve Shaffer was unable to attend due to family medical issues. Ed explained that the Air Resources Board would be the lead agency for implementation. CDFA will do a feasibility study to assess emissions from agricultural operations.

●
DPR’s Air Initiative Update and Other DPR Issues -- John Sanders, CDPR Environmental Monitoring Branch.

John provided an overview of the SIP lawsuit. He explained that CDPR is drafting the Implementation Plan now and that it will go to workshop(s) for public review and comment. The SIP will, once adopted, have target time frames so that progress can be measured and/or demonstrated. DPR is scoping a fumigation package at present and will meet with the court in January. At that time, DPR must have a plan in place to reduce VOCs by January of 2008. Some 250 products are being considered although most have less than 20% VOC emissions. 

Diazinon is under review. Chlorpyriphos is being re-evaluated for seasonal use. Many pyrethroids are under re-evaluation. Approximately 95% of the registrants have responded.

There is a new fact sheet for the dormant spray regulations. See CDPR’s website for more information.

There being no further business to be brought before the committee, the meeting was adjourned at 3:30 p.m.

Respectfully Submitted,

Gary Kunkel

Secretary
