Summary of Key Points

Work Group Report:  2,000 gpd Threshold for Site Application Process
· Desire to make process simpler and facilitate the use of cluster systems for some residential developments
· There seems to be no scientific reason that the threshold is set at 2,000 gpd

· Might want to consider a hybrid of options 2 and 3: raising the minimum and changing REG 22

· Goal is to set the minimum so systems are not avoided simply due to the hassle of going through a state approval process.
· If the process is streamlined, there may be current systems that know they need approval, but have not applied because of the time and expense, that might go through the approval process.

· An amendment to REG 22 would be an easier process than statutory change and still accomplish the goal.

· Worried about the capabilities of the counties to review/handle with an increase to 5,000 gpd level.

· Need the statutory change to provide a higher (more rigorous) level of review for the higher gpd systems along with other site characteristics (tie to performance standards).
· Discharge permits vs. monitoring will need to be addressed based on the system.
· Need to keep the evaluation process objective not subjective so evaluations are more definitive

· Having definitive numbers in the statute makes it difficult to change later. 

· Soil characteristics are being addressed under the performance workgroup.

· Site application involves more than Water Quality Control Division.

· Bypassing the 208 review process may affect overall water quality planning.

· Need to look at differences in projected population numbers and other applicable conformity numbers between 208 planning agencies and consultants.  These differences are often a source of conflict creating delays in the wastewater utility plan approval process.

· At what threshold do you need to start sampling and how do you do that effectively?

· A second level review at the state could help pick up additional details to consider.

· State level change does not equal changes at the county or local level. 
· Instead of using a fixed number of gpd, base the decision to review at State level on complexity or other factors.

Work Group Report:  Septage Management
· Look at Northeast Colorado’s regulations as a model. Would there be grandfathering?
· Appropriate management of systems might help lessen the quantities of septage.
· Don’t exclude waste to energy type products.
· There might be some correlation with transfer of title permit requirements.
· Trucks are typically 2,000 – 3,000 gallons, so tied with changing the gpd minimum might change the pumper’s options/business model (might want to invite the solid waste folks to join this discussion)

· Need to look at other models across the nation

· Might want to look at the cost/benefit of hauling distance vs. cost to offload at various facilities.
· Current definition of septage does not include portable toilet waste.

· Portable toilet waste can especially be an issue due to waste strength and adding antifreeze in the winter. The trucks can not carry enough chemical or water to dilute the chemicals. RV pumping stations create additional unique issues..

· Need to address direct land application in future discussions.

· Current EPA 503 Regulations do not require separation of “trash” e.g. non-biodegradable plastics from septage-this creates a problem when these appear at the ground surface a few years after subsurface septage injection.

Work Group Report:  Performance-Based Design and Regulation
· Performance-Based regulations provide flexibility in addressing unique site characterizations.
· Need flexibility to meet differences such as receiving water quality requirements.

· With performance-based regulations, any lot anywhere can have an onsite wastewater system built on it. (There are costs associated with this, but it can be done.)  [There are probably exceptions to this.]
· This issue would be mostly dealt with in the guidelines. The statute would need to be changed to allow for the guidelines to address the site characterization and risk-based approach.
· The current suggested model does not take into account frequency.

· Performance-Based regulation will help standardize the site evaluation process across the state.

· Evaluation of all suggested changes needs to protect revenue and/or lessen expenses at the county level.

· Another option might be to have state guidelines that the county can change certain pieces of.

· Consensus is to write the new statute/regulations so that counties do not have to revise in order to adopt them.

· Current statute and regulations do not tie OWS directly to water quality. This connection needs to be kept in mind as we move forward with the process.

· Definitions need to be added so the various values under each parameter are not as subjective and are more objective.

A parting thought:
The Rosetta Stone test:  Looking at what we want the final outcome to be, what does the ISDS Statute need to look like?

