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PREFACE:

WATER QUALITY GOALS AND TECHNICAL ADVISORY COMMITTEE MISSION

The State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) has undertaken a number of efforts to manage the quality of the State’s waters.   The ultimate goals of these efforts are stated in the various statutes that provide for the SWRCB’s authority and responsibilities.  These goals can be summarized as follows:

1)
To regulate the activities and factors which may affect the quality of the waters of the State, to attain the highest water quality that is reasonable, considering all demands being made and to be made on those waters and the total values involved, beneficial and detrimental, economic and social, tangible and intangible, (1969 Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, State Water Code [SWC] Section 13000);

2)
To require a statewide program for control of the quality of the waters of the state, and that the state must be prepared to exercise its full power and jurisdiction to protect the quality of the waters from degradation, (SWC Section 13000);

3)
To restore and maintain chemical, physical, and biological integrity of the nation’s waters by eliminating the discharge of pollutants; providing water quality for protection and propagation of fish, shellfish, wildlife, and recreation; prohibiting the discharge of toxins; and creating programs for point and nonpoint sources (NPS) of pollution that work together to achieve these goals, (U.S. Code Title 33, Section 1251); and,

4)
To develop and implement management measures for NPS pollution to restore and protect coastal waters, working in close conjunction with other State and local authorities. (1990 Coastal Zone Act Reauthorization Amendments (CZARA) Section 6217)

The SWRCB’s current program to address NPS pollution was developed in response to the 1987 Clean Water Act (CWA). The program is currently an assemblage of programs with a wide range of objectives, levels of enforcement, and degrees of success.   The goal of the SWRCB is to evaluate this assemblage of programs to determine if the programs are comprehensive, effective, and efficient.   The SWRCB is seeking recommendations to improve the State’s water quality  through improved implementation of NPS control measures.

The mission of the Technical Advisory Committee (TAC) is to review the adequacy of NPS pollution management in California, identify where goals are not achieved, and articulate solutions to the management of water quality problems.  The TACs will recommend a strategy for preventing NPS pollution from each particular land use through the implementation of a set of management measures and identifying a process for selecting specific practices that will implement the strategy.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Introduction

Onsite Sewage Disposal Systems (OSDS) provide a satisfactory means for wastewater disposal when properly designed and operated.  However, poorly designed or operated OSDS may cause surface and ground water problems.  Even where individual OSDS function properly, there is a potential for cumulative effects on ground waters and surface waters from large concentrations of systems in a given area or watershed.

In California, OSDS constitute a significant method of wastewater treatment and disposal. Based on recent information for California there are estimated to be more than 1.1 million individual residential OSDS in the State producing nearly 380 million gallons of wastewater per day; and in 21 counties, more than 40 percent of the population relies on OSDS for sewage disposal.

The TAC for OSDS conducted nine meetings between March and October 1994, during which it considered the major water quality problems resulting from OSDS and the effectiveness and the efficiency of implementing the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency’s (USEPA) management measures throughout the diverse conditions which characterize the State of California. The results of the efforts of the TAC for OSDS are summarized in this report, titled “Management Measures and Implementation for New and Existing Onsite Sewage Disposal Systems”.

Problem Statement

The issues of concern in California include:

•
Degradation of water quality resulting from the use of

OSDS;

•
Increasing magnitude of OSDS use;

•
Long-term dependence on OSDS;

•
Inconsistent statewide standards for OSDS;

•
Inconsistent statewide regulatory approach for OSDS;

•
Inadequate coordination between State agencies with respect to OSDS;

•
Limited knowledge and acceptance of alternative technologies for OSDS;

•
Lack of inspection and maintenance for OSDS;

iv

I

•
Need for effective upgrade and repair of existing OSDS;

•
Need for education and training of OSDS involved personnel;

•
Inadequate funding for upgrade and repair of existing

OSDS;

•
Lack of guidance for OSDS inspections during real estate transactions;

•
Inadequate septage disposal facilities; and,

•
Potential problems with implementation of recent legalization of graywater use.

Current OSDS Program Summary

Onsite sewage disposal systems in California are normally regulated at both the State and local level. State involvement in OSDS regulation involves the formation and implementation of basic water protection policies.  The State defines and protects the beneficial uses of all waters and regulates OSDS siting, design and discharge.  The State may elect to retain permitting authority over OSDS or delegate authority to local agencies.

Using State regulations as a starting point, counties may adopt additional regulations or specific ordinances governing the use of OSDS.  Whereas most counties in California have concerned themselves primarily with the permitting of standard septic tanks leachfield systems, some counties in California have implemented programs in one or more of the following areas:

•
Permitting of alternative systems with regular inspections;

•
Monitoring waters impacted by OSDS;

•
Funding for abatement of malfunctioning systems;

•
Mandatory inspection and pumping of OSDS; and,

•
Established wastewater disposal management districts.

Recommended Management Measures

The OSDS TAC reviewed and evaluated USEPA’s Guidance document for Coastal Nonpoint Pollution, and for a variety of reasons, found it appropriate not to recommend adoption of USEPA’s management measures.  Instead, after considering a number of alternative options, the TAC formulated a series of management measures that are in conformity with USEPA’s guidance but are more specifically suited to the conditions, problems, and practices in California.  The recommended management measures are listed on the proceeding pages.
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TAC Management Measure 1:   Water Resource Protection

Adopt local and regional policies and procedures for OSDS to protect beneficial water uses and ensure compliance with numerical and narrative water quality objectives and statewide plans and policies.

TAC Management Measure 2:   Siting and Design Standards for New, Existing, and Alternative OSDS

Site and design OSDS to protect surface and ground waters.  Site evaluations should be performed by individuals who are qualified to examine and assess soil, geologic, and hydraulic properties as related to subsurface effluent disposal.  OSDS siting and design criteria should include the following elements at a minimum:

1)
Subsurface disposal;

2)
Setbacks from wells, waterbodies, cut banks, natural bluffs, sharp changes in slope, and unstable landforms;

3)
Natural ground slope and stability;

4)
Depth to groundwater;

5)
Soil conditions and percolation rates;

6)
Soil depth;

7)
Cumulative/land use density impact;

8)
Replacement or reserve area;

9)
Septic tank size;

10)
Method of disposal;

11)
Projected flow; and,

12)
Strength and source of the wastewater.

TAC Management Measure 3:   Management of Existing OSDS

Implement programs to ensure the satisfactory performance of all existing OSDS, promote the upgrade of substandard OSDS and require repair of malfunctioning OSDS.  State and local agencies should implement programs which:

1)
Provide public education on OSDS;

2)
Monitor OSDS performance;
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3)
Ensure that septage disposal facilities are available;

4)
Identify malfunctioning OSDS and areas which would benefit from the development of wastewater management plans;

5)
Develop and implement repair standards;

6)
Ensure coordination between land use agencies and agencies overseeing OSDS to upgrade existing OSDS whenever there is a major remodel or an increase in wastewater discharge; and,

7)
Prohibit discharge of deleterious materials which may inhibit OSDS performance, degrade water quality, and/or contaminate septage.

TAC Management Measure 4:   Management of Existing OSDS in Special Management Areas

Develop onsite wastewater management districts in areas where new or operating OSDS require management to prevent adverse impacts on water quality and/or public health.  The wastewater management districts should implement a management plan which improves wastewater disposal practices to protect water quality, beneficial uses, and public health.  The management district should perform the following activities, in addition to the activities listed in TAC Management Measure 3:

1)
Determine the extent of water quality degradation and threats to public health from OSDS discharges;

2)
Develop standards for new and upgraded OSDS to protect water quality and beneficial uses;

3)
Implement measures necessary for nitrogen reduction;

4)
Inspect OSDS on a regular basis;

5)
Require regular OSDS maintenance;

6)
Upgrade of malfunctioning systems to meet standards; and,

7)
Implement community disposal projects if they are found to be necessary for water quality protection or more cost ​effective than upgrade of individual OSDS.

TAC Management Measure 5:   Cumulative Impact Analysis

The State and local jurisdictions should develop policies and regulations which provide for the analysis, review, and mitigation of potential cumulative impacts of OSDS.  Cumulative impact policies/regulations shall, at a minimum:
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1)
Identify potential impacts of concern;

2)
Specify when cumulative impact analysis should be conducted;

3)
Establish guidelines which specify the level and methods of investigation and analysis;

4)
Provide for the cumulative impact analysis to address the effects on a watershed basin;

5)
Establish criteria for determining the accepted level of cumulative impact; and,

6)
Establish criteria for determining a mitigation goal when cumulative impacts must be mitigated.

Recommended Actions

In order to implement the recommended management measures, the TAC for OSDS recommends that the SWRCB:

1)
Clarify and provide formal guidance to the California Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWQCBs) regarding the applications to OSDS, of the SWRCB Resolution No. 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California” and Resolution No. 88-63, “Sources of Drinking Water” policy.

2)
Establish a SWRCB staff position and a working committee to review, update, and distribute technical information and memoranda regarding alternative systems and new OSDS technology issues.

3)
Provide funding and support for educational and technical OSDS programs serving government regulators, the private sector, and the general public.

4)
Support and fund a review and update of policies, literature, and technologies related to cumulative impacts associated with OSDS.  Provide technical assistance to RWQCB and local agencies for the development of regional and local policies and criteria addressing cumulative impacts.

5)
Provide grant funding to local agencies for the development of OSDS management programs.  Direct the RWQCBs to prepare a priority list of problem areas requiring special onsite system management.

6)
Make State Revolving Fund monies available for individual system upgrades through programs administered by local agencies.
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7)
Provide specific funding for RWQCB staff to address OSDS issues.

8)
Enter into memorandums of understanding (MOU) with other State agencies which are involved with OSDS to clearly designate RWQCBs as the agency responsible for the implementation of policies and guidelines for OSDS.

9)
Encourage RWQCBs to delegate the authority and support the efforts of local jurisdiction for the approval of alternative nonstandard OSDS. The role of the SWRCB should be to provide technical assistance and oversight to assure proper application of alternative technology for OSDS.

10)
Require RWQCBs to work with local agencies to ensure that there are suitable septage disposal facilities available for existing and proposed OSDS. Make grants or loans available for the evaluation and planning of septage disposal facilities.

11)
Establish a SWRCB and RWQCB committee to develop a consistent approach to policy interpretation, regulation implementation, and development of standards for OSDS.

12)
Support through grants or other programs, the development of improved OSDS inspection and maintenance practices, including, but not limited to:

•
a uniform standard-of-practice for the routine inspection of OSDS during real estate transfers or refinancing of properties;

•
inspection and reporting protocols and certification for septic tank pumpers;

•
innovative local programs which promote greater attention to inspection and maintenance of OSDS by the system users and the OSDS industry, in general; and,

•
data management systems to provide better tracking of inspection, maintenance, and performance information for

OSDS.
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1.0
PROBLEM STATEMENT

Water Quality Effects

Although OSDS can provide a satisfactory means for wastewater disposal, they can, if improperly used, pose a serious threat to water quality and/or public health.  Poorly designed or operating OSDS can cause ponding of partially treated sewage on the ground that can reach surface water through runoff.  These surface sources contain bacteria and viruses that present problems to human health.  In addition, the improper use of OSDS has also resulted in contamination of ground water by chemicals, such as lead, toluene, and tetrachloroethylene.  In the United States over 50% of waterborne disease outbreaks (i.e., gastroenteritis, typhoid, hepatitis A) have been linked with ground water contaminated by domestic sewage(1). 
Even where individual OSDS function properly, there is a potential for cumulative effects on ground waters and surface waters from large concentrations of systems in a given area or watershed. Such has been the case in areas such as Chico (Butte County), Baywood -      Los Osos (San Luis Obispo County) and the Livermore Valley (Alameda County), where significant degradation of ground waters has been linked with nitrate from OSDS.

Significance of OSDS Use

In California, OSDS are widely used and constitute a significant method of wastewater treatment and disposal.  Based on 1990 census data for California:

•
There are estimated to be more than 1.1 million individual residential OSDS in the State;2
•
Approximately 2.8 million people rely on OSDS for residential sewage disposal;

•
The daily wastewater flow generated from residential OSDS amounts to nearly 380 million gallons3; and,

•
In 21 counties, more than 40 percent of the population relies on OSDS for sewage disposal.4
1
U.S. EPA 840-B-92-002 Code for Coastal Nonpoint Control Program Development and Approval (g) guidance.  January 1993.

2
Wastewater Disposal Practices in the United States, U.S. Census Bureau, National Small Flows Clearinghouse.  Volume 8, Number 2, Spring 1994.


3
See Appendix 1

4
See Appendix 1
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Moreover, these figures do not take into account the numerous OSDS in use for commercial, industrial and institutional facilities, nor the many second home and recreation areas which depend heavily on OSDS for seasonal sewage treatment and disposal.

Long-Term Need for OSDS

Within the State of California, there is widespread and increasing dependence on OSDS for long-term sewage treatment and disposal.  This growing dependance results from population trends away from cities, rapidly increasing costs of community sewerage, and encouragement by regulatory agencies to dispose of more wastewater to the land and less to receiving waters.  As a consequence, the ultimate construction of central sewerage systems in existing and developing areas can no longer be relied upon as a future solution to meet all sewage disposal needs.  More and more, OSDS must be viewed as a permanent means for waste treatment and disposal.  Therefore,  the OSDS must be capable of functioning properly for the life of the structure(s) served.

Lack of Consistent Standards and Regulatory Approach

Correct siting and design of OSDS is largely dependent on site-by-site evaluation of soil, geologic and groundwater conditions, along with the application of minimum standards or criteria. Throughout California there is great diversity in soils, geology, climate, and other factors affecting OSDS; and, as a result, a local and regional approach to OSDS regulation has been followed in lieu of establishment of uniform statewide standards. The adoption of unique local and regional policies/regulations is appropriate, given the physical diversity of the State; however, consistency in approach with respect to certain fundamental siting and design criteria is needed at the state/regional level, and currently does not exist. This can be a source of regulatory confusion, inequities and possible water quality impacts in adjoining or overlapping jurisdictions.

Each RWQCB has a policy (or policies) along with some form of technical guidelines/criteria to govern the siting, design and related management practices for CSDS. The policies and technical criteria vary significantly from region to region. Some degree of variability is warranted and to be expected, given the great diversity in physical conditions and water resource protection needs through out California. However, review of RWQCBs policies shows differences of opinion on many technical issues and general approaches to OSDS management where there should be consistency or uniformity.

The lack of consistency and agreement between RWQCBs tends to promote the impression that OSDS issues are not well understood, that the setting of policies and guidelines can be highly arbitrary, and that OSDS do not warrant the serious attention of the SWRCB. Additionally, there are specific SWRCB policies that
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have a bearing on OSDS practices for which guidance on application by the RWQCBs is lacking.  These are Resolution No. 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California,” and Resolution No. 88-63, Adoption of Policy entitled “Sources of Drinking Water.’  These policies were not developed with OSDS in mind; but their literal interpretation could be used for widespread prohibition of OSDS.  These policies are increasingly cited in the review and regulation of OSDS, but without apparent consistency or SWRCB guidance.  Uniform interpretation and application of these policies with respect to OSDS is needed.

Consistency and Guidance Regarding Alternative Technologies

Conventional gravity septic tank-leachfield systems represent the simplest and most reliable form of OSDS where soil conditions are appropriate.  However, ideal site conditions for conventional OSDS do not exist everywhere, especially as pressures to build extend to hillside areas and other areas with difficult conditions.  Modified designs and “alternative” systems are needed and, in many cases, provide significant improvement over conventional designs.  However, many local health departments and RWQCBs are hesitant to accept alternative design concepts for various reasons.  A chief cause is the inability and/or lack of staff time to keep pace with emerging technologies.  Additionally, the SWRCB has not taken an active role in the area of innovative/alternative OSDS technologies since the early 80’s. As a consequence, many local jurisdictions have been forced to essentially “re-invent the wheel,” with respect to the use of alternative technologies; this is inefficient and not very effective.

Surveys have shown that practices, understanding and performance of alternative OSDS vary drastically from county to county and region to region.  Information on the successes and failures are not routinely shared between jurisdictions; or it is considered suspect until repeated locally.  Additionally, different RWQCBs have tended to assume drastically different postures toward alternative technologies.  In some cases, taking an entirely hands-off approach, leaving all decisions to local jurisdictions which may not be suitably staffed or trained; and in other cases, requiring RWQCB staff involvement in every alternative system when, in fact, staff resources may be inadequate to supply the review in a timely manner.  A streamlined process is needed to make appropriate SWRCB and RWQCBs expertise routinely available, while transferring the authority and responsibility for permitting alternative system technologies to local jurisdictions.

Need for Inspection and Maintenance

With the increasing long-term dependence on OSDS, along with the application of new technology, there is a corresponding need for better and more comprehensive inspection and maintenance work.
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Except where OSDS maintenance districts have been formally established (i.e., Stinson Beach in Marin County, Auburn Lake Trails in El Dorado County, The Sea Ranch in Sonoma County), maintenance is typically handled by homeowners and septic tank cleaning services.  Experience shows this is not always adequate, especially in areas of intense development and difficult site conditions.  A more active approach to OSDS inspection and maintenance, including education of users, is needed to assure reliable, long-term service and prevention of adverse water quality and public health problems.  This cannot be accomplished solely by public agency staff; it will require increased utilization of private sector resources, such as expanding septic system reporting requirements for septic tank pumpers, and use of private contractors to conduct required inspections and monitoring work.

Upgrading and Correction of Existing OSDS Problems

In many parts of the State there are areas where older OSDS have been installed on sites that would not meet current standards for new development.  These older, substandard systems are subject to malfunction, causing threats to public health and degradation of water quality.  However, due to site constraints, it may not be possible to bring all systems up to current standards.  Also, it may not be technically and/or financially feasible to provide community sewers to these areas.  In such cases, it may be appropriate to adopt repair standards which are less stringent than new system standards, but which will provide for significant improvement in system performance and adequate protection of public health and water quality.  The effectiveness of these repair standards can be further enhanced by implementation of maintenance districts or other area-wide OSDS management programs.

Education and Training

Education and training is especially important for OSDS, where many individuals can have a hand in the design, construction, maintenance and use of an OSDS.

Specifically, there is a serious need for better education and training for design professionals, local and state regulatory personnel and system installers.  Presently, there is very little relevant training offered at universities or community colleges in the State.  The occasional seminars and symposia sponsored by professional associations, private companies and other organizations are generally popular and well-attended.  But, the training offerings are few and far-between, and they are often unaffordable to many of the people who should participate.  As a result, most technical training and education is left to the individual, creating wide gaps in the knowledge and standard-of-​care in the OSDS industry.
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Also, many surveys have found that property owners do not understand OSDS and do not always properly operate and maintain their systems.  This is likely to result in premature system failure and water quality problems even under suitable site conditions.  Programs are needed to provide property owner education and to encourage or require appropriate system maintenance.

There is presently a proposal among a small number of leading universities across the nation and in California to establish centers for the coordination and advancement of OSDS research and development and to provide education and training to educators, designers, installers, and regulators of OSDS.  Among other equally pertinent activities intended to improve OSDS understanding and use, the proposed center would provide educational workshops and seminars and a voluntary certification program for designers, installers, and regulators of OSDS.

In an effort to correct California’s serious deficiency in OSDS education and training, the State of California, perhaps through a major stakeholder agency such as the SWRCB, should support these university -training centers and encourage their proliferation to serve all regions with significant OSDS use throughout the State.

Funding f or Correction of Problems

In many cases small communities and individual property owners cannot afford the costs of correcting substandard OSDS, particularly where an alternative technology may be required to provide adequate water quality protection.  Although grants and loans have been made available for centralized sewer projects, little, if any money has been made available for improvements to individual systems.

Real Estate Transactions

Litigation over the operation and adequacy of OSDS has increased markedly in recent years largely in response to discoveries or improper disclosure about OSDS conditions during real estate transactions. This type of litigation is costly, time-consuming and generally contrary to the interests of achieving effective operation and timely correction of OSDS problems.  A major contributing factor is the lack of a recognized standard-of-care f or conducting OSDS inspection during property transfers and refinancing. Guidance comparable to that set forth in the Practice for Phase I Environmental Site Assessment Process for commercial real estate5 is needed to improve OSDS inspection practices, properly educate the real estate industry, and help to identify and bring about an overall upgrading of existing OSDS.

(5)American Society for Testing Materials (ASTM), Method R-1527
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Septage Disposal

With ever-increasing dependence on OSDS, there is a corresponding demand for adequate septage disposal facilities.  More and more publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) are refusing to accept septage, and it is becoming increasingly difficult to locate and obtain environmental and public approvals for new land disposal sites for septage.  Many local jurisdictions need assistance to insure availability of disposal facilities and increased support from the RWQCBs to restrict new development with OSDS where adequate long-term septage disposal is not provided.

Legalization of Graywater Use

On July 14, 1992, Governor Wilson signed legislation directing the Department of Water Resources, in consultation with the Department of Health Services, to develop graywater use regulations which protect public health while maximizing landscape irrigation efficiency.  On March 8, 1994 the California Building Standards Commission approved the Graywater Standards as part of the California Plumbing Code.  These standards were to take effect in every California city and county in November 1994.

Technically, the Graywater Standards are adequate, complete, and do not appear to compromise other existing policies and practices relative to OSDS.  However, the permitting and use of separate graywater systems in both urban and rural areas will give rise to new waste management problems, especially within municipal areas, and an increased risk of water quality and public health impacts.  The potential for new problems results from the following:

•
Graywater systems must be recognized and treated as a nonpoint pollution source, as is OSDS;

•
Homeowners in urban areas, presently served by municipal wastewater facilities, may be allowed to install and use graywater systems; and these homeowners can be expected to be even less familiar with operation and maintenance aspects of OSDS than homeowners in rural areas, who already rely on OSDS for sewage disposal; and,

•
Most municipalities are served by POTWs and do not presently have management experience and established practices in the areas of OSDS. Despite plans for training courses to be offered by the California Association of Building Officials regarding graywater systems, the lack of experience with standard OSDS site evaluation practices, as well as design, installation, maintenance and abatement issues raises serious questions about how effectively the Graywater Standards can be implemented.

There will be a new demand on RWQCBs and local health agencies to establish working relationships with local building departments and to monitor and review the implementation of the Graywater
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Standards to verify the adequacy of local practices, especially in municipalities which have not routinely dealt with OSDS.

Lack of Funding for RWQCBs OSDS Activities

With the number of OSDS in California (approximately 10 per cent of the 11 million housing units in California use OSDS), problems with implementation of Basin Plans are likely to and do occur.  Although the RWQCBs have waived the authority to regulate wastewater discharges resulting from OSDS to the local regulatory agencies, the need for RWQCBs involvement continues.  Regardless of the waivers, RWQCB staff are continually called upon by both the public and the local regulatory agencies to respond to inquiries regarding OSDS issues in problem areas.  Currently, the SWRCB does not identify RWQCB staff efforts on OSDS issues by either task codes or funding source.  This is not a realistic depiction of where and how staff time is utilized and over which staff has little control.

Coordination Between State Agencies

There are currently coordination problems between the RWQCBs and various other State agencies in matters dealing with OSDS.  One problem has to do with the regulation of OSDS for State-owned facilities.  Many State agencies (i.e., Caltrans, Department of Parks and Recreation, Department of Corrections) operate facilities which utilize OSDS.  These facilities generally fall outside the permitting jurisdiction of local health departments, leaving the OSDS free of regulatory oversight unless the particular State agency consults and coordinates its activities with the RWQCBs.  This does not always take place, and it becomes a source of problems when OSDS for State facilities are not subjected to the same technical standards and scrutiny as other OSDS.  A better effort is needed to assure that these State-owned OSDS do not fall between the regulatory cracks.

A second coordination problem has to do with the review of OSDS by different State agencies. Some State agencies, most notably the Coastal Commission, occasionally impose siting restrictions on OSDS for particular projects or general areas independent of the RWQCBs.  These agencies do not necessarily have expertise in the area of OSDS or water quality; and such restrictions may be in contradiction with RWQCBs policies or criteria.  All regulatory requirements for OSDS imposed by State agencies should be coordinated with the applicable RWQCBs having jurisdiction.
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2.0
CURRENT OSDS PROGRAM SUMMARY

Onsite sewage disposal systems in California are regulated at primarily two different levels. The State regulates OSDS via the SWRCB and RWQCBs.  Counties regulate via their environmental health and/or building or planning departments.  Independent cities or towns will occasionally regulate OSDS in the same manner as counties, although their geographic jurisdictions are often serviced by sewage treatment plants.

The RWQCBs were initially created in 1949 (the Dickey Act) to regulate municipal and industrial wastewater treatment plants. The State was geographically divided into nine RWQCB jurisdictions defined by major watersheds.  Enactment of the Porter-Cologne Water Quality Control Act, SWC in 1969 expanded RWQCB authority to protect beneficial uses of State waters (ground and surface) from a variety of waste discharges including OSDS effluent. The SWC clarifies water quality protection and the responsibility of the State and RWQCBs.

RWQCBs involvement in OSDS regulation most often involves the formation and implementation of basic water protection policies.  More specifically, the RWQCBs define and protect the beneficial uses of all waters of the State and regulate OSDS siting, design and discharge through their individual Basin Plans.  The SWRCB plays the role of policy, organizational, and communications link to the State legislature.

The RWQCBs may waive or delegate regulatory authority for OSDS to the counties or to another appropriate local regulatory agency.6  In addition, the local regulatory agency may develop, and several counties have entered into, MOUs whereby they commit to enforcing the RWQCBs Basin Plan and other OSDS policy requirements as their minimum standards.  The local regulatory agencies may then enforce stricter standards where they deem appropriate. Delegation of authority through RWQCBs and county MOUs has proven to be administratively efficient.  The RWQCBs may and often do elect to retain permitting authority over large and/or commercial or industrial OSDS, depending on the volume and character of the effluent.

After the establishment of baseline regulations from the RWQCBs, the counties may implement the Uniform Plumbing Code or adopt specific ordinances governing the use of OSDS.  Most counties focus their local ordinances on new system installation and do not have repair standards or requirements for ongoing system maintenance. 

6
The conditions for the waiver or delegation of the regulatory power for OSDS are set forth in Section 13269 of the Porter-colocTne Water Quality control Act. Typically, the conditions require compliance to local agency regulations and RWQcBs Basin Plans.
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A small number of counties in California have become very involved in OSDS management and have implemented programs in one or more of the following areas for:

•
Permitting of alternative systems with an annual operating permit to fund regular inspections;

•
Water quality monitoring of natural bathing areas and other waterways impacted by OSDS;

•
Funding for abatement of malfunctioning systems where the property owner is unwilling or unable to pay; and,

•
Implementation of mandatory inspection and pumping of OSDS in close proximity to waterways.

As an example, Santa Cruz County formed a county-wide service area in 1989 to fund additional activities, including:  OSDS maintenance, construction and operation of septage disposal facilities, development of a computerized database of OSDS performance and history, and implementation of a wastewater management plan for a smaller zone of benefit consisting of 13,000 parcels with existing OSDS in the San Lorenzo River Watershed.

Onsite wastewater management districts can be established to provide oversight and management of OSDS by counties or other special districts.  This can be done as a specific onsite Wastewater Disposal Zone under Sections 6950-6981 of the California Health and Safety Code or as a County Service Area under Section 25210 of the Government Code.  These are typically funded by special assessments collected on the property tax bill of properties within the district or service area. See Appendix 2 for a listing of how counties operate OSDS districts.
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3.0
TAC  RECOMMENDED  MANAGEMENT  MEASURES

The following management measures set forth basic tenets which are necessary to preclude health hazards, nuisance conditions, and water quality degradation arising from all OSDS.  The management measures have been identified as effective means of reducing pathogens and nutrient loadings to surface and ground waters.

3.1
TAC Management Measure 1:  Water Resource Protection

Adopt local and regional policies and procedures for OSDS to protect beneficial water uses and ensure compliance with numerical and narrative water quality objectives and statewide plans and policies.

Beneficial water uses and water quality objectives are set forth in the water quality control plans for each of the nine regions in the State of California.  In addition, there are plans and policies set forth by the SWRCB which apply to all waters within the State of California.  Statewide plans and policies which may impact the operation of OSDS include SWRCB Resolution Nc. 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California;”  Resolution No. 88-63, and Adoption of Policy entitled “Sources of Drinking Water.”  Local and regional standards for OSDS must be consistent with these water quality control plans and Statewide plans and policies in their protection of State water resources.  Economics is not an issue in this Management Measure.  Rather the issue is consistency of approach within the State of California for applying Statewide plans and policies to OSDS.

3.2
TAC Management Measure 2: Siting and Design Standards for New, Existing, and Alternative OSDS

Site and design OSDS to protect surface and ground waters.  Although the siting criteria for conventional, alternative, repair, or replacement 0SDS may vary, all should contain the following elements at a minimum:

1.
Subsurface disposal;

2.
Setbacks from wells, waterbodies, cut banks, natural bluffs, sharp changes in slope, and unstable landforms;

3.
Natural ground slope and stability;

4.
Depth to groundwater;

5.
Soil conditions and percolation rates;
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6.
Soil depth;

7.
Cumulative/land use density impact; and,

8.
Replacement or reserve area.

Site evaluations should be performed by individuals who by virtue of their education, training, and experience, are qualified to examine and assess soil, geologic, and hydraulic properties as related to subsurface effluent disposal.

Design criteria for all OSDS should include, as a minimum:

1.
Septic tank sizing;

2.
Method of disposal;

3.
Projected flow; and,

4.
Strength and source of the wastewater.

The design should be consistent with the criteria set forth in one or more of the following publications or should otherwise have a record of reliability for onsite wastewater disposal:

•
Manual of Septic Tank Practice, published by the U.S. Department of Health, Education, and Welfare, Public Health Services and Mental Health Administration;

•
Uniform Plumbing Code;

•
Onsite Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems Design Manual, 1980, published by the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency; and,

•
Regionally or locally established standards.

3.3
TAC Management Measure 3:  Management of Existing 0SDS

Implement programs to ensure the satisfactory performance of all existing OSDS, promote the upgrade of substandard OSDS and require repair of malfunctioning 0SDS.  State and local agencies should implement programs which:

1.
Provide public education programs to promote 0SDS maintenance and management;

2.
Monitor 0SDS performance by requiring submittal of inspection reports when tanks are pumped, and maintaining retrievable (computerized) records of permits, tank pumping, inspections, complaint investigations, etc.;
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3.
Ensure that suitable, low-cost septage disposal facilities are available;

4.
Perform water quality monitoring and sanitary surveys as necessary to identify malfunctioning 0SDS and identify areas where concentrations of problems would require the development of wastewater management plans, (see TAC Management Measure 4);

5.
Develop and implement repair standards to govern the upgrade and repair of existing 0SDS, taking into account site conditions and water quality concerns specific to that jurisdiction;

6.
Ensure that there is adequate coordination between land use agencies and agencies overseeing 0SDS to ensure that existing 0SDS are upgraded to meet criteria specified in TAC Management Measure 2 whenever there is a major remodel or change in property use which could result in an increase in wastewater discharge; and,

7.
Prohibit discharge to 0SDS of deleterious materials (such as solvents, additives, photographic chemicals, etc.) which may inhibit 0SDS performance, degrade water quality, and/or contaminate septage and make proper disposal difficult.

Because most OSDS must serve the life of the structure for which they are designed, proper operation and maintenance are management practices which protect not only the property user but also the public health and water quality.  When homeowners and tenants do not know how to care for their OSDS, expensive failures can result.  When an OSDS fails; plumbing backs up; wastewater in the absorption field is forced to the ground surface where its presence may cause a health hazard; and natural water bodies may become contaminated.  Therefore, it makes good economic and environmental sense to properly maintain the OSDS.

Many problems associated with OSDS can be avoided if the user learns and observes a regular program of maintenance, inspection, and conservative use.  For example, measures such as water conservation, avoidance of disposal of nondomestic waste products to the OSDS, minimizing the use of garbage disposals, and regular pumping of the septic tank, determine the effective life of an OSDS.

Options for public education to promote maintenance include:  a) publication of maintenance recommendations in local newspapers; b) workshops for property owner groups; c) letters to homeowners who have not pumped their septic tank within the past six years; and, d) distribution of brochures on system maintenance.
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Regular pumping of the septic tank is critical for proper OSDS functioning.  In order to facilitate pumping, jurisdictions must ensure that there are adequate facilities for disposal of septic tank sludge. Such facilities must be operated in a manner that does not pose a threat to water quality or public health and has a reasonable cost to the users.  If such facilities are not available, or will not be available in the future, the jurisdiction should initiate steps to ensure that cost-effective septage facilities be made available.  This may involve formation of service areas or assessment districts, development of funding sources, and construction and/or operation of facilities.

To help ensure proper pumping and disposal of septic tank sludge, all pumpers should be licensed by local jurisdictions.  As a condition of maintaining their license, all pumpers should be required to submit inspection reports on tanks pumped.  This is a very cost-effective way for a management agency to secure information on operation and maintenance of OSDS in their area.  Local governments should be required to implement policies that require an existing OSDS to be brought up to current standards whenever the use served by that system will be significantly enlarged or altered in a way that could increase the wastewater flow.  Although many existing OSDS do not meet current standards for siting and design, all practical efforts need to be made which will protect existing and potential water quality beneficial uses, as well as public health.  Repair standards should be developed and implemented which meet the requirements for new OSDS to the greatest extent possible, are attainable, and provide for protection of water quality.  They may allow for the use of alternative systems, flow reduction, and/or mandated inspection where standard requirements cannot be fully met.

Funding to monitor and upgrade malfunctioning OSDS can come from a variety of sources such as county general funds, repair permit fees, service charges for county service areas or onsite wastewater management districts, or grant funds under CWA Section 205(j) or 319(h).

3.4 TAC Management Measure 4:  Management of Existing 0SDS in Special Management Areas

Develop onsite wastewater management districts in areas where new or operating 0SDS require a higher level of management to prevent adverse impacts on water quality and/or public health.  The SWRCB and RWQCBs should identify such areas, in consultation with local agencies.  The management districts should be formed to develop and implement a wastewater management plan which provides for improvement and management of wastewater disposal practices as necessary to protect water quality, beneficial uses, and public health in those areas.  The management districts should perform the following activities, in addition to the activities listed under TAC Management Measure 3:
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1.
Monitor water quality and conduct investigations to determine the extent and sources of water quality degradation and threats to public health from nitrate, pathogens, or other contaminants discharged from 0SDS;

2.
Develop standards for new and upgraded 0SDS specific to the management area which are attainable and which will protect water quality and beneficial uses;

3.
Where nitrate discharge from 0SDS may threaten beneficial uses of surface or groundwater, conduct studies to determine measures necessary for nitrogen reduction and implement those requirements;

4.
Inspect 0SDS on a regular basis and require maintenance and upgrade of malfunctioning systems to meet applicable standards; and,

5.
Evaluate the feasibility of community disposal methods and implement community disposal projects if they are found to be necessary for water quality protection or more cost-effective than upgrade of individual 0SDS.

Many existing OSDS are located on unsuitable sites which do not meet current standards.  One way to reduce the possibility of failed systems is to require scheduled pumpouts and regular maintenance of OSDS.  A regular inspection schedule will encourage the proper operation and maintenance.  An option for managing and maintaining OSDS is through wastewater management utilities or districts.  From a regulatory standpoint, a wastewater management program can reduce water quality degradation, time, and money a local government or homeowner may spend maintaining and repairing OSDS.

Section 6950-6981 of the California Health and Safety Code empowers a public agency to form an onsite wastewater disposal zone, and to adopt and enforce rules and regulations to manage the rehabilitation, replacement, maintenance, and monitoring of OSDS within the zone.  Funding for management activities is provided by a service charge on the property tax bill.  Large developments utilizing OSDS often benefit from the consistent approach provided by the onsite wastewater management district to all users of OSDS within the district.  Management options for OSDS maintenance also include: contractual agreements; operating permits, private management systems; and, local ordinances or management by utility districts.

3.5
TAC Management Measure 5:  Cumulative Impact Analysis
RWQCBs and local jurisdictions should develop policies and/or regulations which explicitly provide for the analysis, review, and mitigation of potential cumulative impacts of new onsite disposal systems.  Cumulative impacts are understood to be the long-term, persistent effects resulting from the density of
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systems or overall volume of wastewater produced in a given area.  Examples of water quality and public health problems, which may result from cumulative impacts, include the addition of salt or nitrate to groundwater and nutrient enrichment of surface waters, as well as ground water mounding which may result in inadequate treatment of septic effluent.  Cumulative impact policies/regulations shall, at a minimum:

1.
Identify potential impacts of concern within the jurisdiction; this should cover specific types of problems, i.e., nitrate loading, ground water mounding, etc., as well as specific geographical or watershed areas of concern;

2.
Specify the particular waste discharge situations requiring cumulative impact analysis; the aim here should be to itemize and apply cumulative impact requirements according to the size and/or location of the project; qualifying factors may include, for example, the number of lots in a subdivision, average lot size, total wastewater flow, intensity of the waste discharge (i.e., wastewater flow per acre), existing water quality, soil and groundwater conditions, and geographical/watershed location;

3.
Establish guidelines which specify the expected level and/or methods of investigation and analysis; this may include reference to relevant guidance documents on the subject of cumulative impacts specific methodologies formulated by the regional/local jurisdiction, or a general framework which outlines data and study requirements for each type of cumulative impact issue;

4.
Provide, where applicable, for the cumulative impact analysis to address the effects on a watershed basis, as well as with respect to the localized area proximate to the 0SDS; and,

5.
Establish evaluation criteria to be used in determining the accepted level of impact and/or mitigation goal; this would address, for example: (a) water quality limits and the point at which compliance would be measured; and, (b) maximum allowable rise (i.e., mounding of the water table due to wastewater discharge(s).

In California, the number of large developments utilizing OSDS in concentrated areas is steadily increasing, especially for urban fringe, rural residential and recreational developments.  Typical examples include: (a) major subdivisions with numerous individual systems; (b) community leachfields for clustered development, multi-residential units, and mobile home parks; and, (c) large individual systems for schools, campgrounds and other institutional and commercial facilities.  In some cases, package plants or other treatment units (beyond conventional septic tanks) are incorporated.  In dealing with these projects, local agencies and designers often apply OSDS technology developed for
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use by single family dwellings and small clusters of housing units; and this is not always appropriate. Standard siting and design criteria do not address the persistent and/or increasing effects of large numbers of systems in concentrated areas.  Consequently, there is a growing need to evaluate and assess the long-term effects on ground water and surface water quality that may be resulting from the application of the traditional practices for OSDS to multiple home units on relatively small parcels of land, community leachfields and other large OSDS serving commercial and institutional establishments.

Some substances, notably salts and nitrate, contained in wastewater from OSDS are highly soluble and move relatively unaffected through the soil to accumulate in underlying ground water or discharge to adjacent surface waters.  Also, under certain conditions, the total volume of sewage discharged may alter local ground water levels, forming ground water mounds to the point of affecting the performance of individual systems or the degree of treatment provided by the soils.  These problems are “cumulative” impacts, the potential for which increases in direct relation to the number of systems or volume of wastewater discharged in a given area.  Cumulative impacts also vary according to climatological, hydrological, geological and soil/vegetation factors, which differ significantly throughout the State. Because of this, it is not possible or appropriate to establish uniform standards for cumulative impacts; but, rather to evaluate and mitigate potential problems on a case-by-case basis, in accordance with local and regional policies.

Assessment of potential cumulative impact problems can be made by applying a variety of techniques commonly used in water quality and hydrologic analyses.  Empirical and theoretical relations pertaining to groundwater flow phenomena also apply.  The approaches address hydraulic mounding, salt and nitrate accumulation in ground water, and nutrient additions to surface waters.  A useful reference titled, FINAL REPORT, Assessment of Cumulative Impacts of Individual Waste Treatment and Disposal Systems, by RAMILT Associates, February 1982, prepared for the North Coast RWQCB.

The North Coast RWQCB and several counties in the North Coast Region recommended approach of TAC Management Measure 5. This has proven to provide a tool for the assessment of the impacts of proposed land use utilizing OSDS on water quality. This is believed to have averted numerous OSDS failures, identified areas where alternative OSDS designs provide more effective means of treatment and disposal, and prolonged the useful life of the OSDS.

16

I

4.0
REVIEW OF PROPOSED USEPA MANAGEMENT MEASURES

The OSDS TAC reviewed and evaluated the management measures, provided in the USEPA Guidance document for Coastal Nonpoint Pollution.  For a variety of reasons, the TAC found it appropriate not to recommend adoption of the USEPA measures.  Instead, the TAC for OSDS, after considering a number of alternative options, formulated a series of management measures that are in conformity with the USEPA Guidance, but are more specifically suited to the conditions, problems and practices in California. Following is a review of the USEPA Management Measures and how the objectives are comparably achieved by the TAC’s recommended Management Measures.

4.1
USEPA Management Measures for New OSDS

1.
Ensure that new OSDS are located, designed, installed, operated, inspected, and maintained to prevent the discharge of pollutants to the surface of the ground, and to the extent practicable, reduce the discharge of pollutants into ground waters that are closely hydrologically connected to surface waters.  Where necessary to meet these objectives:

(a) discourage the installation of garbage disposals to reduce hydraulic and nutrient loadings; and (b) where low-volume plumbing fixtures have not been installed in new developments or redevelopments, reduce total hydraulic loadings to the OSDS by 25 percent. Implement OSDS inspection schedules for preconstruction, construction and post construction.

This Management Measure includes a broad statement regarding proper location, design, installation, operation, inspection and maintenance of new OSDS, along with three specific recommended practices relative to:  (a) discouraging use of garbage disposals; (b) requiring low-volume plumbing fixtures or other measures to achieve 25-percent flow reduction; and, (c) inspection of new installations.  The TAC did not disagree with the general statement of objective, but found this Management Measure to be poorly structured.  Specifically, it seems out-of-place to emphasize the prohibition of garbage disposals and a 25 percent mandatory water flow reduction for new OSDS as the means to achieve the stated objective.

Instead of adopting this and other USEPA measures, the TAC formulated the previously stated series of five measures to address the key management aspects of OSDS.  These are:

•
General policies and procedures for water resource protection;
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•
Siting, design and inspection standards for OSDS installations;

•
On-going management of existing OSDS;

•
Establishment of special management areas; and,

•
Assessment and mitigation of cumulative impacts;

With respect to the specific practices listed in the abovementioned Management Measure, the TAC does not believe that discouraging use of garbage disposal units warrants special mention as a nonpoint control strategy. It is unenforceable, and is judged by the TAC to be not as critical as proper siting, design, construction, and maintenance practices. In California, ultra-low flush toilets are required by law for new building construction; no additional mention of water conserving plumbing is needed as part of the OSDS NPS management measures. Finally, inspection requirements relative to new OSDS installations are addressed in TAC Management Measure 2.

2.
Direct placement of OSDS away from unsuitable areas.  Where OSDS placement in unsuitable areas is not practicable, ensure that the OSDS is designed or sited at a density so as not to adversely affect surface waters or ground water that is closely hydrologically connected to surface water.  Unsuitable areas include, but are not limited to, areas with poorly or excessively drained soils; areas with shallow water tables or areas with high seasonal water tables; areas overlaying fractured bedrock that drain directly to groundwater; areas within floodplains; or areas where nutrient and/or pathogen concentrations in the effluent cannot be sufficiently treated or reduced before the effluent reaches sensitive waterbodies.

This Management Measure offers guidance on areas to be avoided in the placement of OSDS.  This is achieved by TAC Management Measures I and 2 which provide (a) general policies and procedures to protect against water quality impacts from OSDS; and, (b) siting and design standards for OSDS installations.

The second sentence of this Management Measure appears to be improperly written.  It was probably meant to read “Where it is not practicable to avoid OSDS placement in unsuitable areas...’  The TAC has no disagreement with the areas defined by USEPA as “unsuitable,” except for “areas within floodplains.”  The reference to floodplains is too broad and needs to be defined. Historic floodplains in California may offer some of the best soil conditions for OSDS.  Also, during typical 25, 50, and 100-year flood events in California the short-term nonpoint pollution effect from OSDS is not likely to be distinguishable from natural background
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water quality conditions.  Finally, the technical study effort needed to accurately delineate “floodplains” in rural areas of California would be significant, and could not be justified solely on the basis of OSDS siting requirements.

3.
Establish protective setbacks from surface waters, wetlands, and floodplains for conventional as well as alternative OSDS.  The lateral setbacks should be based on soil type, slope, hydrologic factors, and type of OSDS.   Where uniform protective setbacks cannot be achieved, site development with OSDS so as not to adversely affect waterbodies and/or contribute to a public health nuisance.

This Management Measure regarding protective setbacks from water bodies is comparably achieved by TAC Management Measure 2.  The TAC does not agree with the requirement for uniform setbacks from “wetlands” and “floodplains.”  Where the wetlands exhibit standing water during a portion of the year, surface water setback requirements would apply.  In all other cases, “wetland” water quality would be adequately protected through the required ground water separation distances, per the TAC’s recommended Management Measure 2.  With respect to “floodplains,” it is the consensus of the TAC that the presence and location of seasonal or perennial surface water should be the determining factor for OSDS placement--and not the generic “floodplain” designation.

4.
Establish protective separation distances between OSDS system components and ground water which is closely hydrologically connected to surface waters.  The separation distances should be based on soil type, distance to groundwater, hydrologic factors, and type of OSDS.

This Management Measure is comparably achieved by the TAC’s Management Measure 2. But, the TAC recommendation goes beyond this Management Measure in calling for protective separation distances between OSDS and ground water, regardless of whether or not the ground water is “closely hydrologically connected to surface water.”

5.
Where conditions indicate that nitrogen-limited surface waters may be adversely affected by excess nitrogen loadings from ground water, require the installation of OSDS that reduce total nitrogen loadings by 50 percent to ground water that is closely hydrologically connected to surface water.

This Management Measure addresses the issue of nutrient (particularly nitrogen) effects from OSDS.  This falls into the category of “cumulative” impacts, which is specifically addressed in TAC Management Measure 5.  The Management Measure recommendation calls for an across-the-board requirement for OSDS that provides for a 50 percent reduction in nitrogen loading, as compared with conventional
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OSDS. This level of nitrogen control may be excessive or insufficient to achieve the desired water quality protection in any given situation.  It is the opinion of the TAC that appropriate water quality protection is better achieved through policies which require that a case-by-case cumulative impact analysis be completed for individual projects or development areas.  From this type of analysis the level of protection needed and specific mitigation (i.e., reduced density or project size, nitrogen removal systems, alternate disposal sites/methods, etc.) can be determined and specified.  This practice has been in effect in various regions of California for the past ten years or more.

4.2
USEPA Management Measure for Operating OSDS

1.
Establish and implement policies and systems to ensure that existing OSDS are operated and maintained to prevent the discharge of pollutants to the surface of the ground and to the extent practicable reduce the discharge of pollutants into ground waters that are closely hydrologically connected to surface waters.  Where necessary to meet these objectives, encourage the reduced use of garbage disposals, encourage the use of low-volume plumbing fixtures, and reduce total phosphorous loadings to the OSDS by 15 percent (if the use of low-level phosphate detergents has not been required or widely adopted by OSDS users). Establish and implement policies that require an OSDS to be repaired, replaced, or modified where the OSDS fails, or threatens or impairs surface waters.

This Management Measure sets forth general objectives and recommended practices to reduce or eliminate surface water pollution impacts from existing OSDS.  The TAC formulated two different Management Measures, Management of Existing OSDS, and Management of Existing OSDS in Special Management Areas to achieve the same objectives.

The Management Measure limits itself to OSDS discharges which affect surface waters or “ground waters that are closely hydrologically connected to surface waters."  The recommended TAC Management Measures 3 and 4 are intended to apply to all OSDS discharges and their potential effects on all surface waters and ground waters, regardless of the ground water-​surface water connection.  It is the experience and consensus of the TAC that the impact of OSDS on ground waters that are a source of water supply (as opposed to surface water replenishment only) requires equal or greater protection and management attention in California.
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With respect to encouraging low-volume plumbing fixtures and elimination of garbage disposal units, per this Management Measure, the TAC has no disagreement.  However, these represent only two technical methods of restoring or extending the useful life of an OSDS.  Due to conditions of severe drought in California during recent years, the State embarked upon a number of serious water conservation efforts these included the requirement for low-flush plumbing fixtures for new construction.  Although it is recognized that low-volume plumbing fixtures do have the beneficial effect of extending the useful life of an OSDS, it dose not warrant special mention in the Management Measure.  Caution with respect to the use of garbage disposals is included in TAC Management Measure 3.

With respect to reducing phosphorous loadings to OSDS, the TAC does not believe this is a necessary OSDS management practice in California.  There are no known instances of NPS pollution due to phosphorous discharges from OSDS in California coastal or inland waters.

2.
Inspect OSDS at a frequency adequate to ascertain whether OSDS are failing.

This Management Measure is adequate as a general objective; but it lacks specific guidance which can be converted into implementation actions.  Also, it is the consensus of the TAC that inspection of OSDS should serve to detect and respond to potential system problems, as well as to ascertain whether systems are “failing.”  Accordingly, Management Measures’ 3 and 4 formulated by the TAC provide several specific recommended practices to promote more comprehensive on-going inspection of operating OSDS.  These include: (a) requiring inspection reports with the pumping of each septic tank; (b) development of computerized data bases for recording and retrieval of all inspection data; (c) water quality monitoring and sanitary surveys of known or suspected problem areas; and, (d) establishment of special management areas for regular monitoring and inspection of OSDS.

3.
Consider replacing or upgrading OSDS to treat effluent so that total nitrogen loadings in the effluent are reduced by 50 percent.  This provision applies only:

(a)
where conditions indicate that nitrogen-limited surface waters may be adversely affected by significant groundwater nitrogen loadings from OSDS; and,

(b)
where nitrogen loadings from OSDS are delivered to ground water that is closely hydrologically connected to surface water.
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This Management Measure is similar to the Management Measure for New OSDS 4.1.5, in that it addresses the nutrient effects of OSDS by suggesting replacement or upgrading of systems to attain a 50 percent reduction in nitrogen loadings.  As explained in the review of TAC Management Measure 4.1.5, it is the consensus of the TAC that site specific studies should be completed and form the basis for the specific nutrient (i.e., nitrogen) control strategy in a given area  impacted by operating OSDS.  The range of control measures in an area may include replacement/upgrade of existing OSDS, prohibitions on new systems, public sewerage or some combination of these.
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5.0
RECOMMENDED  SPECIFIC  PROGRAM  CHANGES  AND  IMPLEMENTATION  OF THE  RECOMMENDED  TAC  MANAGEMENT  MEASURES

In order to implement the TAC’s recommended Management Measures described in Section 3.0, the TAC recommends that the SWRCB take the following actions:

1.
Clarify and provide formal guidance to the RWQCBS regarding the application to OSDS, of the SWRCB Resolution No. 68-16, “Statement of Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California” and Resolution No. 88-63, “Sources of Drinking Water” policy.

The TAC recognizes that existing practices for OSDS do not always ensure compliance with the “Sources of Drinking Water” policy or the “Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California,” in which the discharge from an OSDS usually exceeds drinking water standards, and in some cases, may result in localized degradation of water quality.  The “Sources of Drinking Water” policy and the “Policy with Respect to Maintaining High Quality of Waters in California” should recognize that localized water quality degradation may and often does result from otherwise properly functioning OSDS.

2.
Establish a permanent SWRCB staff position and a working group to review, update and distribute technical information and memoranda regarding alternative systems and new OSDS technology issues.

Innovations continue to emerge, resulting in changing alternative technology for OSDS.  The State needs to maintain current knowledge of these changes and to provide updated technology information to regulators, the onsite wastewater industry, and the general public.  This is needed to assure proper application of new technology and to encourage its use, where appropriate.  This will also promote the exchange of experiences and information already gained on the uses and application of alternative OSDS technology in California and nationwide.  Appendix 3 contains a brief summary of various types of alternative OSDS technology, some of which have been in use for many years and others for which more performance information is needed.

3.
Provide funding and support for educational and technical OSDS programs serving government regulators, the private sector, and the general public.

The proper design, construction, and maintenance of OSDS is necessary for the protection of public health and beneficial uses of water.  Through education and training, State and local regulators and the general public will understand what
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is needed to properly design, construct, and maintain OSDS.  Certification programs for individuals involved with OSDS is a desirable goal.  Although some programs are being developed for such purposes, coordination and support is needed at the State level to provide maximum efficiency and outreach.

4.
Support and fund a review and update of policies, literature, and technologies related to cumulative impacts associated with OSDS.  Provide technical assistance to RWQCBs and local agencies for the development of regional and local policies and criteria addressing cumulative impacts.

TAC Management Measure 5 recommends the establishment of regional and local policies to address cumulative impacts associated with OSDS.  Leadership and guidance is needed from RWQCBs to: (a) provide technical support to the SWRCB and local jurisdictions to establish these policies; (b) consolidate the information, experiences and, approaches from different parts of the State; and, (c) help minimize the creation of conflicting policies in overlapping jurisdictions.  This action item may be accomplished as an additional task of the permanent OSDS staff specialist position called for by TAC Management Measure 2.

5.
Provide grant funding to local agencies for the development of OSDS management programs. Direct RWQCBS to prepare a priority list of problem areas requiring special onsite system management.

The SWRCB should direct the RWQCBs to work with local agencies to assess the threat to water quality and public health presented by OSDS in the region and evaluate the adequacy of OSDS programs relative to TAC Management Measures 3 and 4.  RWQCBs should prepare a priority list of problem areas requiring special OSDS system management.  Where OSDS programs are inadequate, RWQCBs should set a timetable for implementation of programs. If necessary programs are not implemented, the RWQCBs should consider suspending the authority of the local agency to issue permits for additional OSDS discharges.  As necessary, local agencies should develop long term implementation funding through formation of County Service Areas or Onsite Wastewater Disposal Zones to provide needed management services and address problem areas.

6.
Make State Revolving Fund monies available for individual system upgrades through programs administered by local agencies.

Funds should be made available to local agencies to set up their own revolving fund to loan money to homeowners for system upgrades.  The agencies should be allowed to charge as
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necessary to recover administrative costs of the program and to generate funds for direct grant assistance to low income homeowners.  Funds from the State should be allocated based on a priority list of problem areas developed by the RWQCBs.

7.
Provide specific funding for RWQCB staff to address OSDS issues.

By specifically funding RWQCBs staff to address OSDS issues, the existing efforts to protect water quality will be more appropriately supported.  In addition, the funding will satisfy the continuing need to:

a.
Enable RWQCBs to implement the recommendations in this document for improved OSDS Management;

b.
Ensure that local regulatory agencies implement the RWQCBs policies and guidelines for OSDS; 
c.
Provide the respective RWQCBs the means to coordinate the approaches of the local regulatory agencies within their jurisdiction with respect to OSDS; and,

d.
Ensure that RWQCB staff can respond to the questions and requests made of them by the public and the local regulatory agencies.

8.
Enter into MOUs with other State agencies which are involved with OSDS to clearly designate RWQCBs as the agencies responsible for the implementation of policies and guidelines for OSDS.

MOUs which clearly define the jurisdictional authority of the RWQCBs with respect to OSDS would provide an efficient means of protecting water quality while streamlining interagency involvement in the long term.

9.
Encourage RWQCBs to delegate authority and support the efforts of local jurisdictions for the approval of alternative, non-standard systems.  The role of the SWRCB and RWQCBs should be to provide technical assistance and oversight to assure proper application of alternative OSDS technology.

The TAC believes that county and city regulators can typically review and permit alternative system designs more efficiently than RWQCB staff.  Local regulators have the inherent advantages of expertise in local siting conditions and performance histories as well as geographic proximity to building sites.  However, local regulators are frequently lacking the training and technical information necessary to
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confidently review and espouse the performance specifications of alternative system designs. When these local resources are not available, local governments are sometimes forced to categorically deny alternative septic use.  The TAC believes that considerable time and money can be saved if the SWRCB and RWQCBs facilitate the spreading of standard accepted alternative system design criteria and their supporting performance documentation.

10.
Require RWQCBs to work with local agencies to ensure that there are suitable septage disposal facilities available for existing and proposed OSDS in the region.  Make grants or loan funding available for the evaluation and planning of septage disposal facilities.

The RWQCBs should work with local agencies to evaluate the availability and suitability of septage disposal facilities.  Where facilities are not adequate to serve existing and future OSDS, the RWQCBs should establish a timetable for development of facilities, including the possible prohibition of new OSDS until adequate septage facilities are assured of being available.  The SWRCB and RWQCBs should ensure that regional POTWs which receive State funding assistance also provide for septage disposal where such septage disposal facilities are needed.

11.
Establish a SWRCB and RWQCB committee to develop a consistent approach to RWQCB policy interpretation, regulation implementations and development of standards for OSDS.

It is well known that the State of Oalifornia has a very wide range of OSDS siting conditions related to soil, climatic.and hydrogeologic conditions.  It is well accepted that as these conditions change across the State, several OSDS regulatory criteria must inherently change with them. However, some regulatory criteria are less sensiLive to regional siting characteristics than others, and are sometimes subjectively selected or simply historically retained in regional policies.

The TAC believes that a SWRCB and RWQCB committee should be formed to establish a framework for RWQCBs OSDS policies.  While fully recognizing RWQCBs autonomy and siting diversity, the framework would establish a standard set of baseline criteria.  The remaining geographically sensitive criteria could then be retained or developed in accordance with each region’s specific characteristics.  Establishing such a committee should lead to more inter-regional standards, which should especially benefit those counties regulated by more than one RWQCB.

12.
Support through grants or other programs, the development of improved OSDS inspection and maintenance practices, including, but not limited to:

•
A uniform standard-of-practice for the routine inspection of OSDS during real estate transfers or re-financing of properties;

•
Inspection and reporting protocols and certification for septic tank pumpers;

•
Innovative local programs which promote greater attention to inspection and maintenance of OSDS by the system users and the OSDS industry, in general; and,

•
Data management systems to provide better tracking of inspection, maintenance and performance information for OSDS.

Local jurisdictions and the OSDS industry have the ability, ideas, and the need to develop better inspection and maintenance programs for OSDS.  The SWRCB can and should encourage these efforts at the local level through CWA Section 319(h) implementation grants or other programs which provide the necessary incentive to improve current practices.
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