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I ntroduction

The Indtitute for Environmental Research and Education (IERE) is a 501( ¢)3 corporation
whose misson is to support fact-based environmenta decison-making. In support of that
mission, |ERE has four program areas. environmental management, environmenta research,
adult environmentd education, and support to developing countries. IERE has officesin lowa
and in Washington State.

Henning, Metz, Hartford & Associates, Inc. (HMH) is afor-profit engineering firm located in
Fargo, North Dakota, with extensve experience in designing, operating, and building
agribusiness facilities, and in marketing agricultural products.

Although HMH and IERE are partnering for the purpose of this XL project, the two
organizations have no long-term ties. In fact, HMH contacted | ERE to request that the Ingtitute
act as athird-party environmental watchdog on their operations.

The scope of this Agricultural Community EMS XL project is the States of EPA Region VII:
Missouri, Kansas, Nebraska and lowa. The intent isto develop an infrastructure for community
based oversght and regular disclosure of environmental performance by businesses located in
agriculturd aress.

Contacts

|ERE
Rita C. Schenck, Ph.D. Executive Director, 206-463-7430; rita@iere.org
Bill Lynn, Ph.D. Senior Fellow, 319-326-3746; Bill @iere.org

HMH & Associates
Gerad D. Hartford, Jr. P.E. President, 701-277-4597; jerry@hmhinc.com
Joe Shoemaker, Marketing, 309-762-2451; 309-235-1118

Summary of Project
Elements of the Project

This project involves the development of a community-based EMS, which isan 1SO 14001-
plus approach, linked to the permitting, building and operation of community-based livestock-
processing plants. Both the environmenta costs and the economic benefits will resde in the
communities, and will be overseen by the communities, thus leading to sustainable agriculture
systems.
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Thefacility
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HMH & Associates has designed environmentally oriented livestock processing facilities, and
has marketed them to livestock producers associations. As part of their package, HMH &
Associates provides management services in afashion anaogous to franchising. As of this
writing, & least one of these organizations has made a commitment to move ahead in northern
Missouri.

The projected facilities are gpproximately one-tenth the sze of normd facilities, thus leading to
more managesble environmenta impacts. They are to be owned by farmer cooperatives, thus
returning the profits on sdes of the products to the farmers. Livestock isfed to the facilitieson a
just-in-time gpproach, thus diminating centralized feedlots, and the environmenta impacts
asociated with transport of livestock. Many of the elements of the facility have been desgned
to be more environmentally friendly than norma operations. For example, anima wastes will be
composted rather than disposed of in the locd POTW. Water consumption per anima will be
lessthan in standard facilities. Steam boilers will run on natura gas or propane rather than on
cod or petroleum, thus greetly reducing the potentid for air emissons.

The Community EM S Program

Most important of dl, the facility will be adhering to an 1SO 14001-plus approach which
includes not only conformance to the 1SO standard (which includes a commitment of
compliance and to continuous improvement), but aso requires regular disclosure of
performance, oversight by trained community verifiers, and alife-cycle approach to
environmental management.

The community based EM S is a three-phase certification of environmental performance:

- Phasel or Basic: conformance to 1SO 14000, compliance to al applicable regulations and
annua performance disclosure with verification
Phase |l or Mature: dl the above, plus performance based on life-cycle indicators and a
vendor management system
Phase |l or Leadership: Asabove, with afull LCA (Life Cycle Assessment) that compares
the facility performance to the industry average.

Community Environmental Councils are trained by |ERE to understand the dements of 1SO
14000, the three-phase community EM S certification and the dements of Life Cycle
Assessment. Companies participating in the program get aleveled certification through |ERE,
and their annuad environmental performance record and level of certification are available
through the internet. Further, IERE coordinates the various community councils, sharing best
practices among them.

Superior Environmental Performance and Pollution Prevention
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Currently, we anticipate the following dements of superior environmenta performance to be
inherent to such facilities:

Elimination of feed lots and the concomitant weter issues

Elimination of long-distance trangport of animals, with the impacts from rail and truck
trangport (fossil fue consumption, emissions of VOC's NOx, SOx. CO,, particulate matter
and biohazards)

Reduction of emissions from boilers through the use of natura gas or propane fuel

The table below points out some of the benefits we expect to obtain. Note that these are only
preliminary estimates. The actua numbers will depend on the specific design details of the
various plants. Standard plant performance noted below is based on the experience of HMH
engineersin the design and operation of mesat packing facilities. The basdine againg which
actua performance will be measured should be devel oped during the course of the XL
negotiations, and idedly should reflect the US average performance for meat packing facilities.

Environmental Aspect Standard Projected Community
Plant Performance Plant Performance
Water Consumption 110-150 gal/hog 65 gal/hog
Digance animdstrave to 100-500 miles Less than 60 miles
daughter
Energy Capacity Required 1-2 kW/head 0.5 kW/head
Time animd kept ongte days 12 hours

Over the long term, we anticipate other superior environmental performance to be derived from
the community EM S gpproach. While dl of these are specultive, we anticipate evaluating the
potentia for any and dl of the following, as facilities move through the three phases of
community-based certification.

Reduction or dimination of the use of pesticides and antibiotics

Elimination of open lagoons on farms

More environmentaly efficient transport of mest products to markets

The use of solar, wind and geotherma power sources

Tight cycling of nutrients through composting or other means to reduce the requirement for
imported fertilizer

Return of margind agricultura landsto naturd habitat

Flexibility
In return for the designed-in improved performance as well as a commitment to continued

performance, IERE and HMH & Associates are requesting permitting flexibility in the form of
expedited, “cookie cutter” permitting of facilities al across Region VII. Specificaly, we would
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like to see a permitting process that can be completed within three months from submitta to final
permitting. To accomplish that we wish to work with EPA and the States to identify
environmental and engineering thresholds for permitting so thet dl potentid facilities desgns are
within safe margins for environmenta impacts and compliance issues. Alternatively, we wish to
identify the measurable ements of sengtive environments that would indicate an ingppropriate
gte for such fadilities.

|ERE and HMH are not requesting that any eement of permitting or compliance assurance be
eiminated, especidly including any requirements for public participation in permitting particular
facilities. The ates have a strong role to play as the source of permits for the proposed
facilities, and EPA'srole will be to facilitate the states working together to develop ther
individua permitting processes to accomplish the god of full permitting of facilitiesin the three
month time interva. While EPA is not the permitting bodly, its oversght of dl environmentd
permitting in the region, through the delegation process, givesit the authority and status to
influence the relevant permitting bodies towards expediting permitting through the XL process.

The outcome of the project should be a single package or a set of state specific packages for
farming cooperatives (typically caled producer organizations) wishing to ingal a community
based mest processing plant. The package should contain the criteria for permitting such a
facility (both engineering and environmenta criterid). In addition, the project should provide
sate-specific permitting packages for the relevant regulatory bodies, with check lists and model
permits.

There are important financid effects of providing expedited permitting. If we assume a cost of
capitd of 6 percent, then reducing permitting from 18 months to three months saves the
investors over $500,000 for each facility. No where in the economy is the issue of thetime
vaue of money more important than in the agricultura sector. Farmers cannot afford to pay the
equivaent of haf amillion dollars when they are suffering as they are now.

Note however, that the development of an expedited permitting package can be alearning
experience for al the regulatory bodies involved in the XL Project. The lessons learned can be
gpplied in other sectors, and can contribute materialy to the economic hedth of the region.

Stakeholder | nvolvement

This project goes beyond standard XL stakeholder models to develop a stakeholder
infrastructure, which continues to exist in the affected communities. Although this project is
oriented towards livestock processing plants, the community boards will have the resources
locally, and within |ERE, to provide oversight and certification of performance for al other
businesses interested in participating in this 1SO 14000-plus program.

Of course, during the XL negotiation process we will be soliciting the input of non-community
stakeholders, such as nationd NGO's, through direct contact and appropriate publication.
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Transferability

This project is oriented towards permitting in Region VII. We anticipate that the first Ste will be
put in place in northern Missouri, but that other facilities will soon be put in place in the other
dates of the region. Such acommunity gpproach to environmenta management can be gpplied
in any community, not only in the USA, but dso in other countries. In fact, through aloose
affiliation of environmenta NGO's involved in the ISO 14000 process, just such an gpproach as
aready been taken in communities in Michigan, in Russaand in China.

Feasibility

The most important € ements necessary to make this project go are dready in place:
commitment by a farmers cooperative to accept the community based EMSininvesting in a
livestock processing facility, and the fact that no substantive flexibility, only adminitrative
flexibility is requested. The mgor driver for the feasibility of the project isthat farmers
cooperatives retain amuch larger share of the profits of their labors, and thus can afford to
invest in more environmentally preferable practices. Further, the farmers have afinancid
incentive to be more environmentaly friendly, because having their product certified asbeing an
environmentaly preferable provides a marketing advantage both nationaly and internationally.

As noted above, this program depends on community environmenta councils, which are freeto,
and encouraged to bring other companies into this community EM S approach to monitoring
environmenta performance.

Evaluation, Monitoring and Accountability

The permitting gpproach requested does not walve any regulatory requirement, but only
requests adminidrative rdief. The community environmenta council will have the mgor
oversght of the facilities performance in the long term. This oversight will rely on annua
disclosure from the participating facilities, and on semi-annud review by trained community
veifiers.

Any compliance and enforcement can take place usng the formats dreedy in placein the
relevant atutes and regulations. The existence of a substantive non-compliance will result in the
de-cextification of the facility from the community based EMS system. We therefore wish the
relevant regulatory bodies to work closdaly with local EMS councils.

Shifting of Risk

Risk will not shift but will decrease under this program. Many of the eements of the design of
these facilities have been put in place for the protection of workers and the food supply. For
example, dl animas are washed before daughter, and thereis areverse air flow within the
facility to assure that air flows from cleaner towards the dirtier portions of the facility. Thisleads
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to greater food safety, and minimizes biohazards for workers. Slow line speeds lead to 100%
ingoection of carcasses, and dso minimize the potentia for repetitive motion injuries among
workers.

Schedule

Wewould like to hold tightly to the lower end of the Office of Reinvention's schedule for the
development of XL projects, as noted in the table below, derived from the Agency's proposed
schedule. This document falls into the second phase of the project. We hope to have the XL
project completed in 180 days, thus appearing before the planting season in the Midwest.
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Table 1 Project Schedule

Phase Projected | #of Days | Description
Date

Pre-Proposal Complete 20-30 Informal discussions between EPA, States, and
potential sponsors

Proposa Devel opment Complete 50-75 EPA and the rdevant States help the sponsor
develop proposa conceptsinto complete proposal
package

EPA & State Proposa 30 September- | 40-60 States and EPA decide whether the project is

Review 10 November acceptable for developing aFina Project

1999 Agreement (FPA).

Fina Project Agreement | 10 November | 90-180 EPA, the sponsor, the State(s), and the

Development Federd 10 February stakeholders work to develop the Fina Project

Register Notice to solicit Agreement (FPA).

comments, with the

appropriate legal

mechanism, where

necessary (such asa

permit or Ste specific

rule)

Totd: 200-345




