
 
    Approved Minutes – CWWUC Member Meeting 12-09-2020 

1. Introductions  
2. Guest speakers  

a. Nicole Rowan (CDPHE) – State updates  
i. COVID19 – Rapid Testing:  We are in a third wave of the pandemic here 

in Colorado.  Epidemiologist say that this is likely because of Sturgis and 
Halloween and likely have not yet been impacted by Thanksgiving.  
There is good news with the vaccine front but it is likely that it will be 
well into 2021 before there will be herd immunity.  There was an 
announcement that there are some rapid testing kits available to both 
water and wastewater providers.  (https://covid19.colorado.gov/lpha-
providers).  email for questions: cdphe_covidtesting@state.co.us  

ii. SARS-COV-2 wastewater collaborative:  There have been good trends 
established.  There are several facilities that are working on their own 
funding or CARES funding through the counties.  The dashboard that 
has been developed is using some of this information.  There will be a 
public facing dashboard in the near future.  There are several locations 
where there is good correlation between clinical field data and the 
wastewater data. 

1. Question – Sherry Scagiarri (Aurora):  Wanting to know if the 
WW data is being used at this point?  The answer is yes, 
however it is not currently a part of the public data.  Not yet 
used with the state emergency center is using some of the data 
to make recommendations to the Governor or local.  The 
epidemiologist say however that they are looking at this 
information along with other indicators.  Has not yet been used 
as an early warning yet, except for in dorms, where it was used 
to trace and isolate. 

2. Blair Corning– Asked when the public dashboard would be 
available?  There is not an exact date, but hopefully by the end 
of the year.  Councils and Boards are able to reach out to Nicole 
or Maryanne Mason and they will get them in touch with 
epidemiologist.  

3. Blair Corning – Questioned about how the vaccinations will be 
administered.   Right now, the amount of the vaccine is based 
on the state population.  Colorado has 1.7% of the US 



 
populations so we will get 1.7% of the available vaccine.  Health 
care workers and seniors are the first in line.  Critical 
infrastructure and business are also at the top of the list.  The 
rest of the population is phased in after that.  The plan may be 
changed. 

a. Cynthia Lane – Polis is now presenting that Water and 
Wastewater workers could be pushed to Phase 1b but it 
is subject to change. 

iii. State budget:  The department had their annual meeting with the JBC.  
There does not appear to be anything earth shattering.  They have not 
proposed any further cuts but will need to stay tuned as they work 
towards the long bill.  There are furloughs happening at the state level. 
The first day was the day after Thanksgiving.  There are several more to 
be taken between now and the end of the fiscal year.  The economic 
forecast in September looked better than what they had projected, 
which is why there is a special session on a state based stimulus.  There 
will be more information at the beginning of next calendar year. 

iv. Division updates:   
1. Staffing:  The department has been hit hard with COVID related 

needs.  Over 1000 hires for COVID.  They are starting to get 
through the vacancies now, and permits is where most of the 
vacancies are.  They are hoping to backfill those in the coming 
next have of the year. 

2. Policy:   
a. Big focus on Basic Standards in June.  Based on the 

feedback they have made a lot of progress and are 
working on a proposal that reflects that feedback to the 
Commission. 

b. 10-year Water Quality Road Map:  The big push for 2021 
is on lakes.  There is a lakes TAG.  They will be providing 
updates at quarterly meetings.   

c. The voluntary incentive program.  Please remember to 
submit your 2020 reports by March 21st.  Nicole can 
assist in getting the link to you.   

d. They are developing a reporting tool that that will 
calculate the voluntary incentives for each discharger.    



 
e. Reg 22.  The implementation policy is done.  They are 

still working on the forms.  The engineering section is 
working on how on-going discussions will go.   

f. Operators Certification:  The board is looking for written 
comments by the December 28th.  Email comments to 
cdphe.wwfocb@state.co.us   

g. Revisions to Board Policy 13-1.  Comments also due on 
December 28th (same email as above) 

h. Commission will meeting on January 26th.   
 

v. Hot Topics:  Meg Parish  
1. I&I -  There have been specific concerns in the language about 

addressing 100% of I&I repairs. The Division took the concerns 
to heart and adjusted the language in the Leadville permit, 
wherein you put together a plan for completion over four years, 
wherein 100% of the plan, not 100% of all I&I upgrades. 

a. Gabe Racz:  Believes that the language is better but the 
quantification is a bit of a challenge.  Like 25% completed 
per year is related to what?  The funding for the repairs? 
The actual repairs?  We would like to know where is an 
I&I condition is required in a permit and where it is not?  
Is it every permit?  It is unclear when it is required versus 
just continuance of regular I&I program.  Gabe thinks it is 
better for the permit to just say, “give us a schedule” and 
then demonstrate that you can meet it. 

b. Meg:  The purpose of the 25% was to show incremental 
progress, but they are willing to review that aspect. 

c. Blair Corning: wants to know what causes the 
requirement to kick in. 

d. Jim Kendrick:  The other thing that can be a factor, one 
issue that comes up in an urban area where there is a lot 
of existing infrastructure, which means that there may 
not be a way of knowing how much something will cost 
until the ground is open. 

e. Andra Ahrens:  If you are trying to do the study in a dry 
year it may not be useful. 



 
f. Cynthia Lane:  If you have an Authority that says there is 

an issue in a connecting system, do they have the 
authority to tell the connector to make repairs.   

i. Meg:  Perhaps it is in the contract about what 
each Authority has the right to do. 

ii. Cynthia is concerned that the WW Authority may 
force a requirement that is not in the connecting 
collections system’s budget. 

iii. Wes Martin:  The way it reads is that an entire 
collection system study has to be done and that 
can be significant cost.  Furthermore, there are 
times, such as a drought, wherein I&I will be 
difficult to find.  Further individual collection 
systems agreements have passthrough language, 
however if the systems are not affecting 
passthrough then how will that be handled. 

1. Meg said it will need to be handled on a 
permit-by-permit basis 

g. Trigger for I&I:  If you look at the facilities where I&I has 
been required, the systems have identified I&I as an 
issue.  For instance, Leadville identified that is was a 
probable cause of the metals issues.  Other triggers can 
be due to the amount of drinking water sold vs. amount 
of water coming out of the plant.  Others would be per 
capita usage.  Older systems are also more likely to be 
viewed for I&I.   

i. Gabe:  Reviewing the Fact Sheets, it was difficult 
to tell what the trigger was. 

ii. Meg said that they would commit to doing a 
better job of explaining the triggers. 

2. PFAS – For implementing PFAS, they have started putting in 
PFAS monitoring requirements and in some certs PFAS effluent 
limits in dewater permits, such as long-term remediation, not 
construction dewatering.  If there are any questions, a call can 
be put together with Margo Griffen on dewatering permits. 

a. Monitoring for WWTP – there is a list of potential 
candidates.  They will be meeting with some technical 



 
experts to run through the list, and then will be reaching 
out to individual facilities.  You will get a call from Meg 
or someone on her team if your facility is under 
consideration for monitoring.  It would occur in a 
Division driven permit modification.  All utilities will get a 
full permit term of monitoring before there would be 
numeric limits. 

b. Julie Tinetti – Concerns that there were monitoring 
requirements in dewatering permits beyond what was in 
Policy 20-1.  Meg said that only the PFAS in the policy 
should be in permits.   

c. Sherry Scaggiari– concerned that the frequency in the 
remediation permit issued was excessive for both cost 
and lab capacity.   

i. Meg said that they remediation permit requires 
monthly monitoring, which seems appropriate 
due to month-to-month changes in groundwater.  
The PFAS monitoring is eligible for the reductions 
in frequency concurrent in the reduction in 
frequency policy. 

ii. Monitoring is only being added if it is found in 
source water samples. 

3. Permit Webinars:  Starting on January 14th there will be a 
webinar on Reasonable Potential and monitoring requirements.  
There will be a general discussion and then at the end do a 
breakout session where people could stay and discuss the issue 
in greater detail.  If there are questions that you have about 
Reasonable Potential, please send them to Meg so that they can 
incorporate the questions into the webinar. 

4. Chemical Evaluation Form – April 
5. I & I possibly in July 

vi. Meeting Dates: 
1. Dredge and Fill Stakeholder Group – A draft white paper has 

been developed and comments are due on Dec 18th.  Next 
stakeholder meeting is the 7th of January and the 4th of 
February.  Link https://cdphe.colorado.gov/water-quality-
waters-united-states 



 
2. Roadmap Meeting – February 24th – not yet sure of what time 

a. Reg 31 
b. Source investigation 
c. Lakes TAC 
d. EPA final criteria for lakes discussion 
e. Report on discharger specific variances 

3. The Division has secured funding to hire a facilitator for meeting 
to better understand the issues that 208 agencies are having. 
There will be two small meetings with former DRCOG facilities.  
Nicole will share more information as it comes available. 

b. Gabe Racz – Reg. 22 updates  
i. The Reg 22 Guidance was finalized on November 12th.  Stakeholder 

process is done. 
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1q7WM9tnH6eIZZblWPHS0pMTSlv0J-
gx3/view  

ii. There will be a return of the historical infrastructure issue for two years 
from now.  This will give the Division more time to get a handle on how 
many facilities are out there  

iii. The Chemical Information Form and what follows. 
3. Board Action Items 

a. Approval of invoices for payment  
i. Vranesh and Raisch - $2,012 

ii. Corona Environmental – $884.12 
iii. – Cynthia moved to approve -Julie seconded 

b. Approval of November minutes – Blair motion, Andra second – approved. 
4. Discussion items 

a. Senate Bill 150 – Creating a renewable energy source, Chris Hanson is the 
Senator pushing for it.  Some plants have been contacted.  South Platte 
Renewal Partners and Metro have been visited, for natural gas return to the 
system.  Wes is concerned about some of the language in the Bill as it may 
require wastewater facilities to look at doing this.  Blair didn’t get that feeling, 
however talking to him directly about it would be good.  Blair and Wes will 
follow-up with the Senator.  

b. Revisions to Reg 100 – Cynthia Lane:  One area of the policy revisions is causing 
concern.  In an attempt to allow out of state operators to come in from states 
that do not have the same certification system, it says that applicants with out 
of state certifications, who have not passed the Colorado approved 



 
examination, but have met other requirements, they are only given one shot to 
pass the exam.  If they fail, they have to start over from the beginning.  So, if a 
A-Level operator came in from another state and failed the exam, they would 
have to start as a D-Level operator.  Blair said that they are open to comments 
about this.  Sherry Scaggiari suggested that going back to the beginning is a bit 
extreme if they fail the test, so other options should be considered.   

i. Wes:  Does the CWWUC want to submit comments and draft a letter, or 
do should we sign on to the Water Utility Council letter?  Julie Tinetti 
volunteered to assist from the CWWUC to assist in the letter writing.  
Sherry Scaggiari is already participating with the WAC, and believes a 
united front is good.  Andra Ahrens agrees that participating with the 
WUC is a good move.  Blair Corning abstained from any input. 

ii. CWWUC is going to submit with CWUC and comments should be sent 
to Shonnie. 

c. I&I (see attached revisions to Leadville Permit) 
i. Wes Martin– Plum Creek, Hunter Greeno- Colorado Springs Utilities, 

Andra Ahrens- Pueblo and Katie Koplitz- Metro are willing to sit down 
with Meg to discuss their I&I programs. 

ii. Shonnie will send out a meeting for the utilities to meet prior to a 
meeting with Meg. 

d. Updates on TNORM 
i. The regulation passed and there is a 18-month period for utilities to 

come into compliance for that. 
e. Updates on PFAS  

i. The results from the mandatory survey have been published on 
CDPHE’s website.   

ii. The word pass through is still being used freely. 
iii. CMF is planning to discuss the topic regarding what the next step 

should be on Dec 10th. 
iv. Industry and WWTPs are concerned about how the data is being 

represented. 
f. Ideas for next year 

i. Centennial indicated that they could potentially provide presentations 
on integrated data systems that are currently being used. 

Next Meeting:  Wednesday, January 13th, 2021 at 1:00 pm  


