INDIVIDUAL SEWAGE DISPOSAL SYSTEM

STAKEHOLDER PROCESS

Full Stakeholder Meeting

February 4, 2010
1:00 pm to 4:00 pm
Location:
Morgan County Administration Building 


231 Ensign Street


Fort Morgan, Colorado
Purpose:
To hear reports from 4 sub work groups on the alternatives considered and pros – cons for each.  

To ask questions, identify additional issues, and provide input.

General Overview and Introductions of Attendees
Work Group Report:  Training and Certification

Kim Seipp, email:  highplains@tds.net 
· Stakeholder Questions and Discussion

· Contractors do more than just septic systems in Northeast Colorado. 
· Northeast Colorado Health Department requires contractors to pass  test, so why do they need additional training? 
· If the statute revisions become a huge requirement, they might just stop doing septic systems leaving a void in service providers. 
· Continuing education educates practitioners on changes in the industry.

· Northeast Colorado Health Department is unique in that the certification allows practice in multiple counties. A change in the statute would allow for this to be standard across the state.
Work Group Report:  Graywater
· Email Larry.roesner@colostate.edu for handouts and first-year study findings.
· Graywater Issues

· Pros and Cons of Three Alternatives for Incorporating Graywater Reuse into Colorado Law

· Completed a first-year study on areas using graywater for irrigation

· Graywater is not toilet or kitchen sink (food preparation)

· Graywater does include shower, bath, dishwasher, washing machine, etc.

· Reuse for irrigation

· Starting a study at the new student housing at CSU that will evaluate the use of fresh vs. graywater in toilets.

· Stakeholder Questions and Discussion

· What about water rights? This will need to be discussed eventually.

· If there is a change in statute for graywater, is there a danger to public health? This will need to be discussed within the committee.

· What are the characteristics of storing graywater? This would be in the regulations. If it sits for 7 days, it goes septic. It needs to be vented and be able to drain the tank.
· What is the percentage of water saving by using graywater? Prior to development of low-flow fixtures and appliances, you could save about 30% on water demand. Cost savings of $1.50/gal if you don’t have to treat drinking water and $2.50/gal if you don’t have to treat wastewater.

· Statistics show that 7% of households are using graywater systems.

· Several systems are using graywater in order to meet a required set back.

· Will washing machines that are dumping water onto landscape be an easy fix? There will need to be some type of irrigation system to keep from having runoff and keep the water on property.

· There is not enough information to promote using graywater for irrigation of vegetable gardens.

Work Group Report:  Transfer of Title, Use Permits and Maintenance
· Stakeholder Questions and Discussion

· Why did the committee determine there is a lack of consistency across the state? Has the differing geology and soils across the state created this inconsistency? This is one of the issues that causes polarizing this committee.
· What do you see as a detailed inspection on a time of transfer? This has not been determined, but the committee has looked at NAWT or NSF programs for models.
· What is a NAWT inspection? Does it require digging up the system? NAWT inspection is an inspection of the entire system from input to output and requires pumping the tank for inspection.
· What statistics are there on failing systems? Most designs are for a 30-year life system and we know how old the systems are and we can extrapolate from there. In addition, we can pull statistics from counties that have Transfer of Title programs. Summit County is seeing about a 9-10% failure rate. 
· Would the committee consider a tiered approach that would reward homeowners who regularly maintain their system and therefore may be exempt from having to have a Transfer of Title inspection? The committee is considering this along with mandated maintenance requirements for advanced systems.

· Local control is better but many of the changes at county level have been reactionary instead of proactive changes.
· Water level has not been mentioned.

· How will we pay county staff to do these inspections? Any way it is money out of the owner’s pocket. Boulder County’s cost for issuing the certification is about $43 per inspection and they use 3rd parties for the inspection which would be an additional cost. Homeowner pays for pumping the tank and the inspection fee.

· It is not good to create jobs through government regulation.

· What kind of liability is there for the inspections? Current inspections are an operational inspection and a snap shot in time. The inspection does not warranty the system.

· Inspections have been driven by the financial institutions, but the county requirements are now driving the need.

· The choice to have an inspection done should be due to due diligence, not mandatory.
· Remember that a failing system impacts groundwater as a whole. With the risk-based approach, basic systems on large lots would not have the level of requirements that other systems would have.

· Because of the diversity of the state, several commissioners do not see how the state statute can be used for mandatory regulations. Keep it local.

· Currently each county can add to the state regulation minimums.

· Why can’t we get a tax credit for maintaining systems?

· CDPHE would like to get comments by February 17.

· Email dodell@septicsmart.com with any additional comments. The next meeting is February 9 for this committee.
Work Group Report:  Funding – Fees
· Stakeholder Questions and Discussion

· Survey has been sent to counties regarding their fee structure. The committee is evaluating the results to determine the most effective structure to pay for necessary administrative costs.
Summary of Key Points
· Homeowners are drowning and to have to pay more is ridiculous. This might put a delay on implementation to allow for the economy to recover.

· Three eastern counties border three different states. Raising the fees will make it difficult when the other state costs are lower. This is occurring now within the state border between counties.
· The risk-based approach is trying to keep changes to a minimum for more basic systems in rural areas. Attendees were encouraged to participate and provide input to the risk-based performance committee.
· One of the big concerns is that it would put some of the homes out of compliance because the homeowners can’t afford the upgrades to correct the systems on small lots. This will have to be addressed somehow. The State Revolving Fund could be an answer. 

· A change in statutes and regulations could provide more flexibility for solving problems with site characteristics.

· The stakeholders hope that the state brings a common sense approach to this process that does not heavily impact the general public.

· Comments on the issues are due by February 17 to the Committee Chairs.  General comments can be sent to Barbara Dallemand, WQCD, barbara.dallemand@state.co.us 
· If [CDPHE] wants to listen to the public, are you going to make sure to listen to the public that does not make money from this process?
