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Re: Letter of Concern regarding Conditional Use Application CU-23-00001

Dear Kelly Bacon,

We value the agricultural heritage of the Kittitas Valley and while we appreciate the need for
more meat processing for our rural ranchers, we unequivocally oppose this Conditional Use
Permit Application.

After reviewing the Conditional Use Permit Application, it is our opinion a Determination of
Non-Significance would be unwarranted and unaccountable. The application prompts more
questions than it answers. Our questions/concerns are shared below and are included as

attachments.

The land for the proposed site is in the A-5 Agricultural Zone "where various agricultural
activities and low density residential developments co-exist compatibly." We are delighted to be
near A-20 Agricultural zone "wherein farming, ranching and rural life styles are dominant
characteristics." Our homes are the gateway to some of the best Cattle Ranching in the Kittitas
Valley. Cattle Ranching is categorized, by the North American lndustrial Classification System as
NAICS 1 121, identified as a category of Animal Production, in the agriculture, forestry and
hunting sector.l

As described in their Project Narrative, 3BR Custom Cuts intends to be a "full-service meat
processing operation." Animal Slaughtering and Processing, NAICS 3116, is categorized as part
of Food Manufacturing, a subsector of Manufacturing.2 While a full-service meat processing
operation is desirable for the community, our ranchers, and the perpetuation of the rural
character of our community the location for this proposal is undesirable. The meat processing
facilities that are presently located in Kittitas County are in significantly less populated areas.

o The proposal is incompatible with the existing land uses.
. This proposal is potentially detrimental or injurious to the public health, peace, and

safety of the surrounding neighborhood-it is incompatible with the existing
neighborhood land uses and the "rural character" of our neighborhood.

. The Application does not consider the probable negative impacts of increased vehicle
traffic. ln an attempt to understand the scope and potential impact of the proposal we
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used the little data contained within the application (extrapolated from the projected

county sales tax revenue contained on the Project Narrative, see Attachment 2) to
estimate the potential number of cattle/animals to be processed.10,917 cattle would
have to processed to produce "a few hundred thousand a year in sales tax."3 The impact
on neighborhood traffic from transporting the projected 10,917 cattle to the facility is
likely to be significant. Traffic would include, but not be limited to, trucks transporting
cattle to the site, customers/vendors picking up product disposal of the offal (see the
projected quantitrT below), and the 6-8 employees is likely to be significant. Wilson Creek

at the proposed site location is a 50-mph zone, in a residential rural neighbol on a

school bus route, with nanow lanes, little shoulder, and deep ditches.

The application does not account for-nor does it plan for*the mitigation of potential
material negative impacts of the proposal. The proposal prompts concerns about
groundwater contamination and public health hazards related to the proposed use of a
"standard septic system," for what they characterize as "domestic sewage," to dispose of
the chemical hazards and biological agents associated with the animal processing facility.

Refer to Attachment 1 for more detail about the chemical hazards and biological agents.

A Conditional Use Permit for Animal Processing/Manufacturing in a populated A-5

Agricultural/residential rural (most of the parcels nearby are less than 5 acres) amounts

to a conversion of residential rural zoning to industrial and will quite probably will result
in a decrease in value of the nearby properties.
Offal is denoted on the Site Plan" Offal is the "Meat, including internal organs (such as

liver, heart, or kidney) and extremities (such as tail or hooves), that has been taken from a

part other than skeletal muscles..."a We are concerned that the offal also poses a

potential public health concern. A cow with a live weight of 1,000 pounds yields a 630s

pounds carcass-leaving 370 pounds of offal per cow-10,917 cows could potentially
produce 4,039,290 of offal per year. There is nothing in the application that describes

how this offalwill be contained. We question whether it can be contained in a manner
where the scent does not attract predators, vermin, and insects.

It is not clear to me how the County Planners conducted an environmental review on the
scant information provided in the application, project narratives, and SEPA Checklists-
the fact that Community Development has stated in their irtotice of Application that they
expect to issue a Determination of Non-Significance is incomprehensible.
There is nothing in this application to indicate that the potentially significant
environmental impacts that may result from this proposal have been considered or
planned for. lf the county intends to continue considering this application, we believe an

Environmental lmpact Statement should be prepared to explore the potential public

health hazards.

We believe it is crucial to complete a hydrogeology study-including an investigation
well-to determine the possibility of groundwater contamination and the potential
significant water use for the proposal.

The following attachments are included herein

a

a

a

o

a

Attachment 1: Questions/Concerns about SEPA Environmental Checklists



Attachment 2: Estimate of Number of Cattle/Animals Processed a Day Based on Projected Sales

Attachment 3: Bibliography of Reference Sources considered for this Letter of Concern

Attachment 4 Recommendations for a Slaughterhouse Septic System

Attachment 5: The Environmental lmpacts of Slaughterhouses: Fact Sheet

We believe that a meat processing facility with a ranch/farm to table ethic is a great fit for our

community, that it could complement and insure the continuation of our rural heritage. We

would like to see a proposal for an animal processing facility be planned with more thought and

care to assure that there will not be negative outcomes to community, that it will assure proper

containment and disposal of biological agents and chemical hazards, that it will account for the

quantities of water to be used, and that a site is selected with more forethought for the impact

on the community.

We wish to be notified when the Public Hearing is scheduled for this project.

Thank you,

Matthew Vaughan
Arrianne Bright
Shannon Bright
2715 Willowdale
Ellensburg, WA

laaksoon@outlook.com

1 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (n.d.). lndustries at a glance: Animal production: NAICS / 12. U.S. Bureau

of Labor Statistics. Retrieved March 6,2023, from https://www.bls.9ovliagllgs/iag112.htm

2 U.S. Bureau of Labor Statistics. (n.d.). lndustries at a glance: Food Manufactuing: NAICS 3l /. U.S. Bureau

of Labor Statistics. Retrieved March 6,2023, from https://www.bls.gov/iagltgs/iag31 1.htm

3 "a few hundred thousand dollars in sales" is a statement included on page 2 of the Project Narrative

included in the Conditional Use Permit Application on the Belsaas & Smith letterhead.

a Publishers, H. C. (n.d.). The American Heritage Dictionary entty: Offal American Heritage Dictionary Entry:

offal. Retrieved March 7,2023, from https:/lwww.ahdictionary,com/word/search.html?q=offal

s Campbell, J. A. (n.d.). Underctanding beef carcass yields and losses during processing. Penn State

Extension. Retrieved. March 7,2A23, from https://extension.psu.edu/understanding-beef-carcass-
yields-and-losses-du ring-processi ng



Attachment 1: to Letter of Concern regarding Conditional Use Application CU-23-0001, VBB

Questions/Concerns about SEPA Environmental Checklist and
SEPA Environment Checklist Revised

Listed in the table below are some of the questions contained within in the SEPA Checklists, followed by the

applicant's responses (in boldface) which prompted some of our questions/concerns. Our questions/concerns

are below the applicant's responses in italics. We have copied and pasted the text from the SEPA Checklists to

simply direct attention to those sections that have prompted our questions/concerns. Please refer to the

original SEPA Checklists as you review our questions/concerns to assure accuracy.

Section A. Background Page 2 of 15

7. Doyou have any plansforfuture additions, expansion, orfurther activity relatedto or
connected with this proposal? lf yes, explain.

No, not atthis time. [both checklists]

Commissioner Cory Wight in his Lefterof Support of this Conditional Use Permit sfafes;

"...38R Custom Cuts and its sister corporation, Three Boots Rancl1 represent a reinvigoration
of our area's ranching heritage. The piarured cornbination of a processing facility, production of
top-quality beef, and development of a venue designed to showcase the farm-to- table
ecosystem cycle represents an evolutionary step in our area's diversification ofagricultural
business and touristn. "

Commissioner Wright's statement above combined with the fact that 3 Boots Ranch has a lkting
with Kittitas County Chamber of Commerce in which their About Us reads "Ranch to Table beef &
pork subscription seruicea leads me to believe there are quite probably future plans related to
this proposal and that they are simply not included here. lf their plans for expansion relate to
their adjacent property (the address noted on the Chamber of Commerce website) it will also

have an impact on the on the traffic flow as it is essentially the same neighborhood.

Section A. Background Page 2 of 15

8. Listany environmental information you know aboutthat has been prepared, or will be

prepared, directly relatedto this proposal.

NtA [SEPA Checklist] and Not applicable [SEPA Checklist Revised], at this moment we are

not aware of any environmental information pertaining to this proposal2.

It concerns us that there is neither a plan, nor a curent intention to prepare a plan regarding the

handling and containment of the biological agents and chemical hazards associated with meat
processing in either checklist.

Section B. Environmental Element page 5 of 15



3. Water

b. GroundWater:

1) Will groundwater be withdrawn from a well for drinking water or other purposes? lf so, give a
general description of the well, proposed uses and approximate quantities withdrawn from the
well. \Mllwater be discharged to groundwater? Give general description, purpose, and
approximate quantities if known.

There will be a class B Commercialwell connected with this project. lt will be mainly used
for standard drinking water, bathrooms and hand wash locations. There will be occasion
wash downs for cleaning of facilities. Allwater used will go into standard approved septic
systems. Amount of use will vary per day but should be in the range of standard house
hold use SEPA Checklist and SEPA Checklist Revised

lam not sure what a class B Commercial wellis, Kittitas County Public Health refers to a Group

B water system:

"Group B water systemsz serve 3 to 14 connections and are not subject to the federal

Safe Drinking Water Act. lnstead, they must meet state and local requirements for water

quality and operations."

Are they planning on a Group E water system? Does that mean they will be using a quantity

water potentially up to /4 connections? What are thek plans for water mitigation?

According to Food Northwest (a trade organization formerly known as Northwest Food
Producers Association) the typicalwater consumption for beef processing is 150-450 gallons

water peranimaf . Based on these numbers processing an estimated 7Q917 cattle would result

in the estimated consumption of 1,632550 - 4,912.6

The applicants state in their Project Narrative that their processing facility will use an 7/8 less

water-not knowing what numbers they are projeAing for water consumption in their facility

7/8 of the estimated /50-450 gallons per animal would be 294,759 - 8M,277 gatlons a year.

According to the water footprint calculator the average U.S. water use per household is 138

gallons a day/ 54370 gallons a year. a The water consumption for this facilits+ characterized

above as "standaril house hold use" is significantf more than the use of one standard
house-it is unclear how much water they project to use and what that is equivalent to in
connections of 'standard house hald use."

Does their system which proposes l,/8 less water use more chemicals agents? 'and as a result

willthis lead to more possible groundwater contamination with chemicalagents?

2) Describe waste material that will be discharged into the ground from septic tanks or other sources,
if any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following chemicals. . . ;

agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the number of such systems, the
number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the system(s)
are expected to serve.

Domestic sewage. Both SEPA Checklists

We are very concerned about potential public health issues associated with groundwater



contamination. We are concerned that domestic sewage will not adequately protect our
ground water and there are no plans or mitigations mentioned in the SEPA Checklist or in their
project narratives to address this high risk of potential public health hazards. Some specific

concerns common to meat processing are included below with associated references:

There are chemicalhazards-ammonia chlorine, carbon dioxide hydrogen peroxide,

and peracetic acid-that are associated with meat processing as well as potential
b i o I og i ca I a g e n ts sp e ci fi ca I ly- B ru ce I I o s is, i n fl u e nza v i ru s e s, LA - M R SA, Q Fe ve r.s

'A typical/conventional septic system with only a septic tank and drainfield will not
work for meat processing plants...6

"Each year tJ.S. slaughterhouses use billions of gallons of water to process and render
animalcarcasses. For example, water use in processing red meat includes cleaning

stockyard and pens, hide remova[, scalding, dehairing, intestine handling, rendering,
generalcleanup, and meatpacking. Water used in these facilities is often contaminated
with processing waste and disposed of into watenaays.Td

Section B. Environmental Element page 5 of 15

3. Water

c. Water runoff (including stormwater):

1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal, if any

(inctude quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into other waters? lf so,

describe.

The site is predominately farm ground pasture sunounding the facility. No storm run off is anticipated

to leave site Both SEPA Checklists

2) Could waste materials enter ground or surface waters? lf so, generally describe

Not Anticipated. Both SEPA Checklists

3) Does the proposal alter or otherwise affect drainage patterns in the vicinity of the site? lf so,

describe.

No. Both SEPA Checklists

d. Proposed measures to reduce or control sur{ace, ground, and runoff water, and drainage pattern

impacts, if any:

N/A.SEPA Checklist and None. SEPA Checklist Revised

Given the nature of the chemical hazards and biological agents associated with meat
processing as we noted in Section 2 all of the above responses are alarming to note that it is
NotAnticipated that waste materials could enter ground water and that any measures to
control probable surface water contamination are either N/A or None.



It is our opinion that a complete hydrogeology study-including an investigation well-be
done to determine the likelihood of groundwater contamination and to plan for containment

of the chemical agents and biological hazards.

Section B. Environmental Element page 7 of 15

7. Environmental Health

a. Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and

explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?

lf so, describe.

None. Both SEPA Checklists

We repeat, we are vety concerned about potentialpublic health issues associated with

groundwater contamination. We don't believe domestic sewage will adequately protect our
water and there are no plans for containment or mitigation mentioned in either SEPA Checklist

to deal with the high rkk of potential public health hazards. Here are a few concerns each

linked with an associated reference:

There are chemicalhazards-ammonia, ch[orine, carbon dioxide hydrogen peroxide,

and peracetic acid-that are associated with meat processing as well as potential
biologicalagents specifrcally-Brucellosis, influenza viruseg LA-MRSA, Q Fever.s

'A typical/conventionalseptic system with only a septic tank and drainfield will not
work for meat processing plants...a

"Each year tJ.S. slaughterhouses use biltions of gallons of water to process and render

animal carcasses. For examplq, water use in processing red meat includes cleaning

stockyard and pens, hide removal, scalding, dehairing intestine handling, rendering,

generalcleanup, and meatpacking. Water used in these facilities is often contaminated

with processing waste and disposed of into waterways.Tao

Section B. EnvironmentalElements Page 10 of 15

8. Land and Shoreline Use

L. Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land
uses and plans, if any:

Site is currently agricultural and 98% of the location will remain in AG. Both SEPA Checklists

We are canfused by this statement that 98% of the location will remain in AG-the area
covered by the processing facility encornpasses approximately 95,9720 (extrapolated from the
Site Plan) ffrb ts about 14% of the 14.90 parcel. Categoized in the Manufactuing Sector by
NA/CS meat processing would be considered is considered lndustial use. The meat



processing facility is planned for the front of the parcel which is the most populated and quite
near the adjacent parcels to the north and sauth. This proposal rs nof compatible with the A-5
AgriculturalZone.Ihn is a long narrow parcel, the nanow portion on Wlson Creek. The trees
which are noted in fhe Belsaas & Smith Project Nanative are totally inadequate to mitigate this
incompatibility and limit in any way the disruption to the neighborhood...most particulaly to the
adjacent propefties.

13 Boots Ranch. Kittitas County Chamber of Commerce. (2019, iune 25). Retrieved March 6, 2023, from

https:1/business.kittitascountychamber.com/list/member/3-boots-ranch-3486

2 Group B background & information - Kittitas County Washington. (n.d.). Retrieved March 6, 2023, from
https://www.co.kittitas.wa.us/uploads/documents/health/services/water/group-b-background-information.pdf

3 Williams, S. D. (n.d.). Water and wastewater use in the food processing industry - meat and poultry processing. Food

Northwest. Retrieved March 6, 2023, from
https://www.foodnorthwest.org/index.php?option=com-content&view=articleStid =83%3Awater-and-wastewater-
use-in-the-food-processing-industry&catid =20%3Asite-content&limitstafi=2

a Indoor water use at lrcme. Water Footprint Calculator. (2022, July 15). Retrieved March 7,2023, ftom
https : //www. watercalculator. org/footprint/indo or- water- use-at-home/

5 Department of Labor Loga lJnited Statesdepartment of Labor Meatpacking - Hazards and Solutions I Occupational

Safety and Health Administration. (n.d.). Retrieved March 6,2023, from https://uryvw.osha.gov/meatpacking/hazards-

solutions

6 Heger, S. (2019, April 5). Recommendations for a slaughterhouse septic system. Onsite lnstaller. Retrieved March 5,2023,

from https://vwvw.onsiteinstaller.com/online_exclusives/2019/01/recommendations-for-a-slaughterhouse-septic-
system

7 The environmental impacts of slaughterhouses: Fact sheet Center for Biological Diversity. (n.d.). Retrieved March 5,2023,

from https://biologicaldiversity.orglprograms/population_and_sustainability/pdfs/slaughterhouse-factsheet.pdf

8 Department of Labor Logo United Statesdepaftment of Labor Meatpacking - Hazards and Solutions I Occupational

Safety and Health Administration. (n.d.). Retrieved March 6,2023, from https://www.osha.gov/meatpacking /hazards-
solutions



e Heger, S. (2019, April 5). Recommendations fora slaughterhouse septic system. Onsite lnstaller. Retrieved March 5,2023,

from https://www.onsiteinstaller.com/online-exclusives/2019/}Urecommendations-for-a-slaughterhouse-septic-
system

10 The environmentat impacts of slaughterhouses: Fact sheet Center for Biological Diversity. (n.d.). Retrieved March 5,

2023, from
https://biologicaldiversity.org/programslpopulation-and sustainability/pdfs/slaughterhouse-factsheet.pdf



Attachment 2: to Letter of Concern regarding Conditional Use Application CU-23-0001, VBB

Estimate of Number of Cattle/Animals Processed a Day Based on Projected Sales Tax

ln an attempt to understand how many cattle/animals are expected to be processed at the proposed site we

made a series of calculations based on conservative extrapolations with the limited data contained in the
application. The calculations are included below:

How many cattle/animals would need to be processed to produce "a few hundred thousand dollars a year in

sales tax?"l How many is a few? For the sake of analysis, we will use 2 for a few.

Proiected Kittitas Sales Tax
Kittitas County
Sales Tax Rate2

Sales x Kittitas County Sales Tax Rate Sales Tax

016 $12,500,000 x.016 = $200,000

This Conditional Use Permit Application seems to focus on cattle, for the sake of illustration cattle are the focus

of the table below. A 1,000 pound cow is on the smaller side to account for the occasional pig, sheep, or goat

that may be processed. The kill fees below are from Lind's Custom Meats3 in Kent who included their price list

on their website.

Number of Cattle/Animals to produce $200,000 in

Sales Tax Revenue to Kittitas County
Kiil

Fee

Cut &
Wrap
Fee

per
pound

Average

Weight
Cut 8t
Wrap
Fee

for
1,000

cow

Revenue
Projected above
based on

$200,000 in

County Sales Tax

Total of Kill Fee

and Cut & Wrap
Fee for 1,000

pound cow
($1gs +$950)

Total

Cattle/Animals
Processed

$1 9s $0.es 1,000 $eso $12,500,000 + $1,145 = 10,917

10,917 + 365 Cattle Per Day 365 days a year =30
10,917 + 260 Cattle Per Day 26d workdays a year =42

1 "a few hundred thousand dollars in sales" is a statement included on page 2 of the Project Narrative included in the
Conditional Use Permit Application on the Belsaas & Smith letterhead.

2 f. (n.d.). Retrieved March 7, 2023, from https://webgis.dor.wa.gov/taxratelookup/SalesTax.aspx

3 Farm butchering. Lind's Custom Meats. (n.d.). Retrieved March 6,2023,fromhttp://www.lindsmeats.com/farm-
butchering

a Working Days. |JSA I How many working days in year 2A22? (n.d.). Retrieved March 7, 2023, from
https://www,workingdays.us/how-many_working-days-in-year-2022-Federal%20holidays.htm
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Recommendations for a Slaughterhouse Septic System

lf you are designing or maintaining a septic system for an animal processing facitity there are several variables to
consider

6 aySaraHeger,Ph.D.

O January24,20Lg
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Slaughter'house wastewater is not covered under most state septic regulations, as septic system sizing

is based on resealch of typical flows and wastewater characteristics from domestic residences.

For small slaughtering facilities a decentralized onsite option for treating its wastewater may be the

most cost-effective - particularly if connection to a wastewater treatment plant is not feasible.

A septic system receiving slaughterhouse waste is considered by the Environmental Protection

Agency to be a Class Viniectionwell system" Depending on the requirements of your state, county

and/or local authorities, wastewater can be treated in various ways. Keep in mind that there is no one

"best" wastewater treatment system. Different processors have different needs. Finding the right

wastewater treatment system for the facilitywill depend on a number of variables.

1. First you will need to determine what type of activities will occur at the facility:

. Slaughtering

. Cut and wrap

. Value-added processing

. Sales room

. Worker showers and/or laundry.

Each of these activities will add additional loading to the system.

Save the trees for beavers, sign up for our E-Newsletter!

,*i;1$t, n:*li.ci"rrr

Please select a country

I'm not a robot

y' Sisn Up

By submitting this form, you agree to receive marketing related electronic communications from COLE Pubtishing, including news,

events and promotional emails. You may withdraw your consent and unsubscribe from such emails at any time.

2. Which species are being processed: hogs, sheep, goats, poultry wild game, etc.

5. Estimate or measure the volume of wastewater output each day and wastewater characteristics.

Measure or estimate the pH, total suspended solids, biological oxygen demand and FOG levels. For

existing facilities, flow measurements should always be obtained. The tables below show flow

TeCAPTCHA
TerttsPrivacy



estimates and wastewater characteristics that were gatheredby Nich,e Meat Processor Assistance.lt

should also be determined if processingwill be consistent or seasonal in nature.

Flsw

Water Data

Option 1: In general, if it is possible to connect to a municipal wastewater treatnent plant, this is

often a good option. If the facility is located within reach of these services, it will likely be worth
payrng the initial connection fees and monthly sewer costs rather than building and managing a small

onsite wastewater treatment system. Before this decision is made, the facility should contact the local

public works or municipal wastewater treatment facility to find out about connection fees and

estimated monthly charges. With smaller towns or undersized wastewater treatment plants, the

additional loading from a larger slaughterhouse may be a challenge.

Flaw,
galfanimal

Oetails Sourca Commsnl

200
Flow is a permit value from a large plant:

d.ischarge ls a 2-acre $prayfield
From lowa tseef

Proeessors, Wallula, WA

Data r€portes ifi wA.permit
SWDP-8075 for earefree
fltealsl McCary fi*unlry

Meats

trata reperteci rrt t&A permit
SWPP"3$?4 for Lampaert

Meais {ZYl{ Meats}
51 veat

This is fsr s veal pro€e$sor using s
drai:ntield

Flow hased sn 1,27S gpd, B daysiwk, 150
catves

tampaerl Meats

50 for beef
10 for lamb

$eparalion of typroducts mandatory

{includ,ing blooC?}
GabrielClaycamn

new smallplafit tft WA Frarn NMtrAN
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Option 2: For smaller facilities installing a holding tank that is pumped may be an option. The holding

tank waste could be land-applied or taken to a wastewater treatment plant. This is also a good option

for phased $owth where the system can start as a holding tank and once the business is more

established an onsite wastewater treatment system can be installed. The holding tank should have an

alarm to indicate when it is 75 percent full.

Related: Qqg Kennel and Vet Clinic Wastewater Treatment Recommendations

Option 3: A typical/conventional septic system with only a septic tank and drainfield will not work for

meat processing plants because of the high levels of BOD, TSS and FOG in the wastewater. If it is a

larger facility, building an anaerobic digester, pond or lagoon system maybe a good option, but for

smaller facilities, a septic system with advanced treatment could be a good solution. The most likely

design solution would be installation of an aerobic treatment unit after settling and oil and grease

removal in septic tanks. With high-strength wastewater, flow equalization with time dosing should be

considered, and flow monitoring is essential for proper management. Other recommendations include

1. It is best to separate the animal processingwastewater from human domestic wastewater for

bathrooms, showers and laundry. The domestic wastewaterwill need to meet all the local/state

septic regulations where the remainingwastewater will likely be governed by an industrial- or

agdcultural-related program.

2. Use of cleaning chemicals should be kept to a minimum. Septic systems can deal with small

amounts of cleaning chemicals, but if the amount is above typical domestic usage, system

performance may be impacted.

5. If animals are killed in the facility, all blood should be caught separately and either used,

rendered or taken to a treatment facility.

4. All solid material should be dealt with as a solid waste. Fine grates should be put on all floor and

sink drains to catch any small particles and hair.

5. A commercial-size effluent filter (designed for high-strength waste) should be placed on the

outlet of the last septic tank. Amanhole should be located over this filter, as there will be a need

for frequent maintenance and cleaning.

6. A maintenance contract should be in place with a licensed onsite professional to assure the

proper operation and maintenance of the treatment system.

After treatment, the remaining item for consideration is where the dispersal will occur. Depending on

the quality of the effluent, size and climate, irrigation may be an option; in some areas, a subsurface

drainfield may be a better option.



About the autlzor: Sara Heger, Ph.D., is an engineer, researcher and instructor in the Onsite Sewage

Treatment Program in the Water Resources Center at the University of Minnesota. She presents at

many local and national training events regarding the design, installation, and management of septic

systems and related research. Heger is education chair of the Minnesota Onsite Wastewater

Association and the National Onsite Wastewater RecyclingAssociation, and she serves on the NSF

International Committee on Wastewater Treatment Systems. Ask Heger questions about septic system

maintenance and operation by sending an email to kim.pete.rssg@colepublbhing.som.
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THt tNVIR0NMINTAL ll'IPACTS 0F SLAUGHTERH0USTS: FACT SH[[T

Sloughterhouses ore o keg source of woter pollution ond environmentol degrodction. Lows reguloting
these focilities cre weak ond poorlg enforced, for the onirncls killed in the process, the workers putting
bodg ond limb on the line, ond the environmentoi heolth ond sofetg of neighboring communities. From
direct disposol of pollutonts to toxic runoff ond woter usoge, sloughterhouses cre significontlu impoiring
North Americon rivers ond streoms ond further endongering oquotic wildlife.

BY THI NUMBERS

Due to Americon demcnd for meot, the number of sloughter focilities is steodilg increosing, with more
thon 900 livestock sloughter focilities operoting under federol inspection. 5,000 federollg inspected poultrg

ond processing plonts (some process meot but do not sloughter), cnd obout 1,900 stote-regulcted or
custom sloughter focilities.l,2 Approximctelg 25 million formed onimols in the United Stotes ore sloughtered
everg dog.

Per copito meot consumption in the United Stotes is estimated at 222.4 pounds onnucllg.s Approximotelg
9.76 billion formed onimols ore processed per geor into 105 billion pounds of beef, pork, chicken, turkeg,
mutton, veol and lomb. ln 2021 thot included 55,9 biilion pounds of red meot processed, with o record high
of 28 billion pounds of beef.a Poultrg sloughter hos neorlg doubled in recent decodes os chicken
consumption hcs skgrocketed.s.6 The steodg increose in meot production ond sloughter focilities meons on
increose in horms to the heolth of wotersheds ond wildlife.

WATTR USI

Eoch geor U.S, sloughterhouses use billions of gollons of woter to process ond render onimol corcosses.
For excmple, woter use in processing red meot includes cleoning stockgord ond pens, hide removol,
scolding, dehoiring, intestine hondling, rendering, generol cleonup, ond meotpocking. Woter used in these
focilities is often contominoted with processing woste ond disposed of into woterwogs,T

For poultrg slcughter, woter usege occurs during scolding, de-feothering, eviscerotion, corccss
wcshes, pre-chilling ond chilling, Averoge woter usoge for sloughtering poultrg is over 5,5-10

gollons of woter per "broilei' chicken ond 11-23 gollons of woter per turkeg.s

a
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For beef ccttle, woter consumption occurs in everg step of the sicughter process, from live

receiving to cleoning ond sonitotion. Averoge woter usoge for sloughtering cottle is ot leost 150-

450 gollons per onimol,e
Sloughtering requires lorge omounts of woter for cleoning ond sterilizotion. The resulting
wostewoter contcins concentrated ogriculturol compounds including fot, oil, protein cnd
corbohgdrotes, which ore biodegrodcble but require o high biologicol oxugen demond to
biodegrode.
The moin polluting ogent in sloughterhouse wostewoter is blood. Wostewoter olso contoins
insoluble orgonic ond inorgonic porticles polluting woterwoUs.

POLt UTi ON

U.S, sloughter focilities produce millions of pounds of pollution onnuollg. These facilities dischorge woter
contominoted with blood. oii, greose ond fats, ommonic, dongerous fecol bccterio, and excrement,

o ln 2O1B sloughierhouses releosed over 55 million pounds of toxic substonces into woterwogs.l0
. According to EPA dctc, meot ond poultrg processing focilities ore the second-lorgest industriol

point source of nitrogen into woterwogs, disccrding 27oA.11'12'13'14

. Slcughterhouses ore clso c top producer of phosphorus, generoting 14% of the phosphorus
discorded into woterwogs.l5

. Envrronmentol lntegritg Project's studg of 98 lorge sloughterhouse focilities found thot the medion
sloughterhouse produced on overoge of 331 pounds of nitrogen c dog, which is equivclent to the
nitrogen pollutonts in the untreoted sewcrge of 14,000 people.l6

. Sloughterhouse wostewoter con contoin ontibiotic-resistont stroins of E. coli, fueling the spreod of
o ntibiotic-resi stont bocterio.

. Without o cleor pretreotment storrdord, some slcughterhouses dischorge to public wostewoter-
treotment plonts without treoting woste, worsening overf low at treotrnent plonts.

. Even with new technologies ovoiloble for mitigoting pollution, the post two decodes hove seen on
increose of over 25%in direct disposol of sloughter pollutonts into woterwogs due to weok
environmento I protections.

. More thon 60% of the woterwogs thot suffer the pollution from the biggest sloughterhouses ore
too polluted for drinking, swimming, ond fishing.lT

SPECI ES INNAI.IG ER h4 [NT

Mong oqucrtic species ore olrecdg struggling to survive in the foce of climote chonge, drought ond rising
temperotures, bringing excessivelg low woter. low oxggen, hotter woter, ond concentrotions of hormful
substonces, Toxic olgol blooms ond chemicol contominotion odded to existing pollutiorr con destrog entire
ecosustems. Poor oversight, regulotion ond enforcement of sloughter focilities - monu of which hove low
environmentol stondords thot ore decades out of dcrte - hove creoted o significont tlrreot to the survivol
of oquotic animcls frorn this pollution.

. All 50 stotes foce hormful olgol blooms from nitrogen ond phosphorus pollution that ccn sicken or
kill people ond animols exposed to these extremelg dongerous toxins,

. According to the Environmental Protection Agencg, sloughterhouses often dump wostewoter
direcilg into rivers ond streoms.

a

a



a Thousonds of sloughterhouses in the U.S dischorge into woterwcUs, including Chesopeoke Bog, the
notion's lorgest estuorU, where nutrient runoff suffocotes morine life such os crobs, ousters and
fish (such os gellow perch ond lorgemouth boss) ond con creote rnass "fish kills."

The pollution-driven dechne of gellow lonce mussels (which filter olgoe), morbled sclomonder, ond
Americon eels in ond oround Chesopeoke Bog is endongering oquctic ecosustems,
More thon 1,000 focilities store woste in onsite logoons or spreod it on lond. Storms con couse
lcgoons to overflow or wosh woste off fields, contominoting wcterwogs ond imperiling wildlife.
A pork processirrg plcnt owned bg JBS in lllinois spilled 29 million golions of hog woste in 2015,

killing necrlg 65,000 fish.
Smithfieid's Torlreel Plant irr North Corolino, the lorgest pig sloughterhouse in the United Stotes,

dischorged 1,759 pounds of nitrogen c dog on overcge irrto the Ccpe Feor River, ln 2018 it wos

ronked the second worst polluter bg the Environmentcl lntegritg Project's report on sloughterlrouse
pollution,
Compounds found in sloughterhouse wostewoter, such os chromium ond chemicols from cleorring
products, couse chonges in oquotic ecosustems tlrot endonger fish ond plont Iife.

Nitrogen ond phosphorus from sloughterhouse woste con couse the growth of olgoe thot depletes
the oxggen in woter, creoting deqd zones in streoms ond rivers. The Gulf of Mexico deod zone is

clmost 7,000 squcre miles.
Decomposing olgce results in hgpoxio, depriving morine life of oxugen, Some oquotic species, such

os shrimp, suffer stunted growth.

a
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TQUITY AND JUSIICF

Sloughterhouses ore disproportionotelg locoted in Block. lndigenous, Lctirro, immigront cnd low-income
communities. Focilities thot releose toxic industriol woste directlg into woterwogs deeplg impoct these

underserved ond underrepresented populotions,

The EPA hos reported thot 74% of slcughterhouses tlrot dischcrge pollution directlg into rivers qnd

streoms ore within one mile of under-resourced communities, low-income comnlultities, or
communities of color.l8
Neorlg holf tlre sloughterhouses in the 2018 Fnvironmentol lntegritg Project studg were in
communities with more thon 3Oo/o of residents ot or below tlre povertg line. which is twice the
notionol overoge. Onethird of these focilities were in communities where ot leost 30% of the
populotion ore people of color.
Air ond woter pollution from sloughter focilities leods to heolth problerns including heodoches,

breothing ond heort difficulties, ond irritotion in the nose, eues and throots. Residents mog be
unoble to open windows or go outside due to dongerous toxins in the oir,1e'20'21

Algol outbreoks ccn moke woter unsuitoble for swimming ond drinking bg producing cgonotoxins
thot ore chollenging to fullg filter out with woste-treotment methods.
Slcughterhouse emplouees ore often Block, lndigenous, Latino or immigronts, vulnercble to
exposure ond workploce sofetg violotions. while sloughter, rendering ond meot pocking focilities
ore omong the most dongerous operotions in the United Stotes.22

LA0K 0F INVl R0NMtl,lTAL RtGULATI0N
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The Environmentol Protection Agencg is chorged with controlling woter pollution ond setting wcstewoter



stondords for the sloughter industrg. The ogencg's own records show three-quorters of industrioi-scole
sloughter focilities dischorging wcste into woterwogs violoted their permits with little or no enforcement.
dumping os much nitrogerr pollution crs srncll cities in some coses.

Recentlg, following iiiieaticrj brought bg the Center ond keg ollies in ihe 4th Circuit, the U,S. Environmentol
Protection Agencg onncufii-eci it will updote woter-pollution control stondords for the sloughterhouse
industrg.2i

o One-third of the sloughterhouses violoted permits more thon 10 times, while 18 of the
focilities hcd over 100 violotions per dog.

o Tgsons Foods, one of four meot mego-corporotions dominpting the U.S. morket, hod the
most environmentol permitting violotions.za

o The most polluting U.S. sloughterhouse ronked wos o JBS pork processing plont in

Beordstown, lllinois. The focilitg relecsed neorlg 2,000 pounds of nitrogen o dog into on
lllinois River tributorg. JBS is one of the lorgest mect componies in the world.

. Stotes delegoted under the Cleon Woter Act to odminister permitting programs ore chorged with
setting fines for exceeding Clean Wcter Act permits, These fines con be set ot o moximum of
$46,129 per dog, but in most stotes, f ines ore often $10,000 or less.

. Along with low fines for exceeding limits, the omount of pollution produced is uncleor becouse
meotpockers ore onlg required to monitor their dischorge no more thcn twice o week, 25

The regulotions for monU U.S. sloughterhouses hove not been updoted since"1975, though technologg hos

chcnged drosticollg in tlre pcst 45 geors.26 h 2}72the EPA settled o lowsuit from o coolition of
conservotion orrd communitg groups (including the Center for Biologicol Diversitg), ogreeing to updoie
stondords for woter pollution from sloughterhouses. 27

R [COMMENDATIONS

Additionol strotegies ore needed to improve woste prevention.2s But the environmentol impocts of
sloughter focilities must be reduced bg scoling down the numbers of onimols processed. Bg oddressing
overconsumption ond unsustoinoble demond for meot, doirg ond seofood, the stroin on the sgstem of
sloughterhouse woste ond pollution of noturcl resources con be reduced.
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