
 

 

        

 
Meeting Date:11/10/11 

Agenda Items 

Lead Topic Decision/Action 

Tom 

Gonzales and 

Mike 

McCarthy 

1. Welcoming 

Comments 

Introductions 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Welcome introductions were made, and a sign-up list was passed around to the group so 

that names and contact information could be up-dated.  The following members were 

present: Mike McCarthy, Rhonda Watson, Jeff Hazelton, Ed Church, Joe Goode, Gabriel 

Rick, Chuck Milligan, Max Tallent, Fritz Bugenhagen, Mike Murray, Tom Gonzales, Neil 

Mayes, Debbie Polelli, Janet Christensen, Richard Broder, Sarah Robbin, and Chuck 

Cousino. 

 

Discussion only.   

Mike 

McCarthy 

2. Finalize Purpose 

Statement 

 

The original proposed purpose statement for the TAG was distributed to the group, and 

the comments received for inclusion into the purpose statement were discussed.  It was 

discussed and agreed upon by the members that “Education and training at all levels, 

including regulators, system designers, installers, related OWS industry, home builders, 

and homeowners”, should be added to the statement.  Therefore, the TAG Purpose 

Statement was discussed and approved as follows: 

“The TAG members believe that our efforts shall be focused to achieve the following: 

 Allow for good communication between industry and Public Health. 

 Encourage healthy feedback on customer service, policies, and regulations. 

 Work together to improve El Paso County’s OWS program using current science 

and technology. 

 Work together to protect owner investment, public health, and ground water. 

 Provide education and training at all levels, including regulators, system 

designers, installers, related OWS industry, home builders, and homeowners.” 

 

Tom 

Gonzales 

3. 2012 Proposed 

OWS Fee’s 
 The Group was provided with a copy of the proposed Environmental Health 

Division Fee Schedule, including the OWS fee schedule to be heard at the 

upcoming Board of Health meeting.  Tom Gonzales explained to the group how 

fees are calculated based upon time in the program, and our calculated hourly 

rate.  The group was made aware that fee’s cannot exceed the actual (indirect 

and direct) costs of the operating the program. The group was also provided a 
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fee comparison chart that showed how our proposed OWS compared with 7 of 

the other larger Colorado local health districts fees. The chart demonstrated 

our program efficiency, which we are always trying to improve. In an effort to 

remain transparent in what we do, group input is essential. Tom solicited the 

group for feedback on the OWS fees proposed, encouraged them to come to 

the upcoming Board of Health meeting.  The following issues were identified:  

 Our fess are still low when compared to other local districts fees, which we 

take great pride in trying to run an efficient program here and make sure our 

citizens are not being over-charged for our services. 

 The “Return Trip” fee definition has been changed slightly.  

 Our fees did not include the $23 surcharge fee required to be collected by the 

Colorado Department of Public Health and Environment, or the $147 surcharge 

fee that we collect for the El Paso County Development Services Division for 

their role in the approval of all New OWS permits. 

 We do not have different fees for the review of a designed system Vs. a 

conventional system. We are not able to complete that calculation with our 

existing time tracking limitations; however, there may be an opportunity to 

consider different rates for these reviews with possible time tracking 

software. 

 There was a request to charge a separate $25 - $30 fee to New Permit fee for 

a technology upgrade. The fee could be used to pay for the cost of imagining 

existing paper documents. There isn’t a plan at present for this, however we 

are moving in the paperless, more electronic direction.  Time of Sale 

inspections were discussed, as well as moving to a third party website to review 

OWS permits, maintenance records, and complaints.  More to follow on that in 

future meetings. We are working on a scoping project to get all of our 40,000 

records scanned, put into this data warehouse. Tom also met with the Pikes 

Peak Realtors Association about this project.  They showed some interest in 

this and certainly would make easier for their realtors verses having to call us 

and we have to fax it to them etc., so we are working on how we can go 

paperless in a cost effective process.  We have a 6 month goal to try and get 

this process going, and we will keep everyone updated. 

 There was a question as to why the “Major Repair” fee was going up so much.  

Tom did not know how the fees were established prior, but when we look at how 

much time it takes for a repair, we spend more time on a repair than on a new 

one.  Tom agreed that one philosophy on repairs in his experience is repairs 

need to be as reasonable as possible so that owners are not strapped with such 

a large fee, and couldn’t consider buying the permit, let alone getting the 

system repaired.  There could be a potential illegal system installation problem.  

All the more reason to keep trying to become more efficient with our time. 

 There was a question as to why a site inspection was required for a repair 

permit, and how important was that inspection. Mike McCarthy said there might 

be some areas where that would be possible, but they would be the minority in 

terms of numbers.  The public requires a third party agency to verify 

contractor work.  It was mentioned that site inspections were also currently 

required by the existing State statute.  It was noted that Regional Building 

inspections are completed by their staff without a site evaluation, as the 

contractors are required to install everything per the established codes. 

Something to consider in order to maintain a lower Repair Permit fee.   

 Information and Discussion 

 



 

 

Mike 

McCarthy 

4. Information 

Letter Sent to 

Professional 

Engineers on 

10/5/11 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Mike McCarthy explained the content of the letter sent to local professional 

engineers because others in the TAG were not sent a copy, and as a group we 

wanted to make sure we all had the same information.  The letter basically 

spoke of our movement toward: treatment Vs. disposal; shallow trenches and 

shallow/narrow beds Vs. deep trenches and deep/wide beds; How either of the 

above preferences are better than drywells, and that drywells were only to be 

considered where trenches and beds were impractical; The letter pointed out 

the importance of oxygen in obtaining improved effluent quality.  

 The letter also reiterated how these issues, and other higher level treatment 

options would continue to be TAG agenda items, and open for discussion.  Ed 

Church mentioned that in the new regulation at the State there could be a 

penalty associated with going to treatment systems with soil treatment area 

going wider than trenches. 

 There was a discussion at this point about baffling in pre-cast concrete tanks, 

and our need to meet with local tank manufacturers regarding baffle issues, 

and other tank associated questions and the proposed new regulations.  Chuck 

Cousino mentioned that is something we need from the TAG is a list of where 

local contractors are getting their tanks.  Also, where fill sand is obtained as 

we are looking at rock/gravel/sand specifications for our own local regulations.  

TAG members agreed that a rock/gravel/sand spec is needed to assure 

everyone is bidding correctly.  

 Information and Discussion  

 

Sarah 

Robbin 

5. OWS Logic Model 

 
 Sarah Robbin passed the Onsite Wastewater Treatment System Program Logic 

Model draft out to the members for discussion (latest version is attached with 

these minutes). 

 Sarah explained how the model provided the OWS Team with direction, helped 

establish goals and objectives, and how the model was dynamic in nature, and 

could change based on several factors including input from the TAG members. 

 Mike Murray suggested we look into requiring maintenance contracts for 

designed systems as part of the model.  Tom Gonzales and Chuck Cousino were 

familiar with that requirement at other health departments, and that it would 

be considered. Tom suggested we start locally through a voluntary program 

where we send a post card or letter to the property owner that advises that 

the septic tank is checked, valves are adjusted if necessary, and other basic 

maintenance information. 

 The OWS Team will work with our database analyst and see if we can use the 

data we collect to make this happen at some point.  

 Information and Discussion  

Mike 

McCarthy 

Chuck 

Cousino 

6. OWS Site  

Evaluation Case 

Study and 

Improvements 

 Mike McCarthy started the case study discussion by explaining how there were 

several cases lately where the homeowner, homebuilder, or someone other than 

the onsite wastewater professional were choosing areas for system locations, 

and upon the site inspection there were other suitable areas on the lot that 

should have been considered too. 

 Other topics that were discussed as the result of this issue included: 

 1. Properly locating the septic tank placement and depth so they are accessible 

for servicing.  Mike McCarthy indicated this would be a part of the local 

regulation revision, and that we would need to coordinate this type of a change 

with the Homebuilders Association and Regional Building. 

 2. The fact that 90% of the system is really the soil and the need for all levels 



 

 

to be more involved in soil evaluations, and pre-treatment needs, if any were 

necessary. 

 3. A recommendation that site inspections be more of a joint venture with the 

engineer, the installer (if known at the time), and the Health Department.  

Chuck Cousino indicated we were doing that currently on problem sites as 

requested by the designing engineers. 

 Test pits vs. percolation tests were discussed.  Tom Gonzales and Ed Church 

both mentioned that this direction is where the regulations were headed, but 

until all comments were processed regarding this issue there wouldn’t be a 

decision.  Most agreed that test pits provided more conclusive soil information 

when completed by a soil scientist, or a professional trained in soil 

classifications.  

 Mike McCarthy indicated we were getting into our next agenda item. 

 Discussion and Advisory 

Mike 

McCarthy 

7. Percolation 

Tests vs. Test 

Pits 

 Mike McCarthy advised the group that several health jurisdictions no longer 

accept percolation tests, but rather base system design on soil determinations 

by soils specialists doing soil evaluations from test pits. 

 Chuck Cousino indicated how we were trying to get the most cost effective 

process out on the table for feedback from the group.  We have our own ideas, 

but really needed TAG member input. 

 Tom Gonzales indicated we are looking at our own local regulation revision to 

include more comprehensive soil evaluations for system design.  Percolation 

tests have a purpose, but may be only a piece of the soil information necessary 

for design. 

 There was a lot of discussion on costs of doing test pits, logistics of digging 

them for permitting, training at all levels, if there was a need to do them for all 

areas, and that we bring this up at the next meeting for discussion. 

 Discussion Only 

 

 

Tom 

Gonzales 

8. Status of 

ISDS/OWS Rule 

Update at 

CDPHE 

 Tom Gonzales reported that there may be a delay in submitting a proposed 

regulation to the Water Quality Control Commission in June of this year. There 

were several hundred comments/suggestions from around the state submitted 

for consideration for the review sub-groups to process.  A new draft regulation 

will be put together, and we will get a copy out to the TAG for comment when it 

becomes available. (As of January 2012, the regulation submission to the Water 

Quality Control Commission has been delayed, and the Water Quality Control 

Commission hearing has been moved to Oct/Nov. 2012) 

 Tom reported that there will be a reduction in soil treatment area for high 

level treatment, and that the costs of this treatment up-front will pay off to 

the owner investment in the long run because of the extended life potential of 

the system. 



 

 

 

 9. Going Forward Other Notes: 

 It was suggested that 10 minutes per meeting be dedicated to either a 

regulation revision issue, or some sort of technical training topic. 

 Chuck Cousino reminded everyone that training for PE’s on design onsite 

wastewater system design submittals was coming in January, and that 

training for installers would follow shortly after that training. 

 It was suggested that there be fewer agenda items for the group to 

process.  Maybe limit the agenda to 5 or 6 topics. 

 Mike McCarthy mentioned that the OWTS Team will be developing a 

newsletter that will be mailed/emailed to installers, PE’s, and TAG 

members.  Frequency of the newsletter has not been determined. 

 It was suggested that we allow product manufacturers, or suppliers to 

have an opportunity to discuss new products available to the industry. 

 Finally, it was suggested that more case studies be open for discussion 

by all. 

 Meeting was adjourned at 5:15pm.  

 Next meeting is scheduled for February 2, 2012, in the John Snow 

Conference Room from 3:30-5pm. 

 


