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New Statewide Septic Policy
More Burdens for Rural Living

By: Lynn Gray Jensen
The State Water Resources Control Board
released a new draft Statewide Septic
Policy for public comment on 9-30-11. This
policy is in response to Assembly Bill 885
passed in 2000 creating a mandate for the
Water Board to develop statewide regulations for septic systems.
This new draft is 44 pages long, defines 5
new Tiers of regulation and replaces a deficient 2008 draft that
had unnecessary and
expensive requirements for existing
septic owners including mandatory solids
testing for EVERY
tank on a five year
cycle in addition to mandatory domestic
water well testing. The State Board found
that the 2008 version did not consider
“economic costs and practical considerations for implementation”. The clear
intent of the replacement document is to
DECREASE the burden to existing septic
owners.
The new draft creates a Tier 0 waiver for
septic systems that are properly functioning and are not in an impaired area. New
and replacement systems in impaired
areas are regulated under Tier 3 standards
requiring “advanced treatment” prior to
discharge. While existing, properly functioning systems in impaired areas are not
mandated by the State to be improved
(Section 10.0), local agencies have the
option to regulate them under Tier 3 to
the extent of their authority. This under-

scores the importance of VC COLAB to be
involved in development of the local rules
on behalf of our member stakeholders.
In any case, acceptance of the draft policy
will increase the burden for many septic
owners in Ventura County as new installations and replacements can trigger more
costly requirements regardless of which
Tier they are in and whether there are in
impaired watersheds. Replacement includes
any expansion of treatment capacity (larger
tank) or any portion
of a leachfield or
pit that is replaced
or expanded. The
Summary EIR estimates the cost of
compliance
from
$1,300 to $6,800 for a home in Tier 1 up
to >$22,000 for Tier 3. For a restaurant the
costs escalate from $12,350 to >$151,000.
For a school the costs can be >$560,000 in
Tier 3. This is another example of homeowners, businesses and taxpayers in California being subjected to new costly regulations.
The State Board is planning to adopt the
final regulations in June of 2012. While the
State Clearinghouse will take 6-9 months for
approval, implementation could take place
by January 2013, or sooner if the County
chooses to act in anticipation. If you foresee
a septic project in the future, consider
moving forward sooner, rather than later
in anticipation of more the costly regulations to come!
A summary of Tier 1-4 regulations follow:
(continued on page 2 )
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PLANNING, PLANNING,
PLANNING
How Much More Can We Afford?
When State voters passed Proposition 84
- The Safe Drinking Water, Water Quality
and Supply, Flood Control, River and
Coastal Protection Bond Act of 2006”, it
is unlikely that they knew the full extent
of what was passed. Included in the bill is
Chapter 9: Sustainable Communities and
Climate Change Reduction - which authorizes $580,000,000 of State funds for “improving the sustainability and livability of
California’s communities through investments in natural resources”. This chapter
appropriates $90 million for planning
grants and incentives for local land use
plans and there is no requirement in the
grant proposal solicitation to insure that
these plans could ever be implemented.
On February 7th, at a Ventura County
Board of Supervisors meeting, the Board
authorized the Planning Division to submit
a grant proposal for Prop. 84 funds, requesting $350,000 to $450,000 to update
the Saticoy Area Plan. Saticoy? - Many
questions come to mind:
1.

How many planning studies and
planning dollars can a small community like Saticoy justify?
(continued on page 3)
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•

Tier 1 - new/replacement systems
in low-risk areas must meet strict
setback and standard design requirements. New subdivisions must have a
minimum average lot size of 2.5 acres
per septic system.

•

Tier 2 - optional local agency exceptions
for new/replacement systems that
require designs outside the minimum
design and construction standards of
Tier 1 including: slopes over 25%, flows
over 3,500 gallons per day (residential),
use of “mound” systems, seepage pits
and alternative systems. Rules could
be proposed by Ventura County Environmental Health and approved by the
Water Board.

•

Tier 3 - all systems that are in a TMDL
implementation program OR are within
600 ft. of a listed water body for nitrates
and 100 ft. of a listed water body for
pathogens (including existing systems).
New and replacement systems will
need supplemental treatment ie.
“package treatment” alternatives. The
draft legislation does NOT REQUIRE
local agencies to notice or enforce Tier
3 rules on existing systems. However,
that will be at the discretion of Ventura
County Environmental Health.

•

Tier 4 - requires corrective action
within time schedules for failing septic
systems. This may compel the County
to become more aggressive with their
code-enforcement activities.

To help determine whether your existing or
proposed system is near an impaired watershed, the State Water Board website has a
map tool that will help with this identification by address. A regional map from their
website (right) shows impaired streams in
red:
It is important to point out that the intent
of the State was to consider economic
costs and not to unduly burden owners of
existing septic systems. Our goal will be to
insure that County of Ventura regulators
have this same intent in mind when they
craft their local policies.

VC COLAB SPRING BENEFIT CONCERT
Live and Silent Auction

Sunday, April 29th - 2:00 P.M.
		

At The Lamb Ranch Reservoir
7568 Santa Rosa Road - Camarillo

DAVE STAMEY		
THE COWBOY SINGER

$50 Concert and Dinner
(Fresh Tortilla - Steak / Chicken Taco Bar)
No Host Beer, Wine and Margaritas
Please Come and support our efforts!
Bring a blanket or chair to sit on
Purchase Tickets Online at www.colabvc.org
or call Sue / Cindi at 805-654-6977
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The existing Saticoy Area Plan (225 acres)
was amended by the County in 2004 and
nothing has changed that would justify a
new plan. In fact, there are only 15 undeveloped acres within the plan area outside
of SOAR. Over 3/4 of the plan area is zoned
industrial/commercial.
In addition, The City of Ventura completed
the “Saticoy and Wells Community Plan”
in 2009 covering 1,000 acres including the
225 County acres. The City Plan identifies
the Saticoy county area as the “Southeast
Neighborhood” and contains a specific
concept plan for Old Town Saticoy including
transit and circulation components.
In further duplication, the County just hired
a consultant to update their plan for Old
Town Saticoy through a Southern California
Association of Governments (SCAG) grant.
2.

As in the City Plan, the new County Plan
will likely consider Saticoy a potential
“Transit Center” to qualify for the grant
and propose high-density residential
redevelopment replacing single-family
houses and industrial land uses. Is this
fundamentally feasible as the rail rightof-way from Piru to Santa Clarita has

been sold and the rail tracks removed?
In addition, is it responsible planning to
remove industrial uses that are critical
to maintaining and creating county
jobs?
3.

Is redevelopment a real option with
elimination of the agencies and if so
would such a plan displace existing
families and businesses in Saticoy
through eminent domain and/or aggressive code enforcement practices?

4.

Do the residents of Saticoy want their
town to be redeveloped which will
likely require the annexation to the City
of Ventura to provide additional water
or sewer services for the plan? The
City of Ventura policy will not provide
these services to County parcels so why
proceed on a plan unless it includes
eventual annexation?

The Board of Supervisor’s Staff Report
revealed that the Prop. 84 Grant funds will
need to be supplemented by the County
General Fund if the grant is awarded. The
Planning Division will offer a 10% match of
in-kind staff time to be competitive with
other proposals. In addition, the grant
funding would not cover the CEQA environmental analysis necessary for the Saticoy

Area Plan update which is estimated to be
another $250,000 to $350,000 which the
County will need to cover.
The time frame of the comprehensive
Saticoy Area Plan update is at least 3 years
according to the grant proposal. Therefore,
new development projects and those that
are already in the process will be further
delayed until the plan is adopted. Continuous planning cycles impede the approval of
new businesses and business expansions,
hindering job creation opportunities.
This whole process is a perfect demonstration of duplication in government with
serious consequences to taxpayers. From
the cost of agencies writing grants to secure
funding from Non-Governmental Organizations (NGOs) like SCAG, to grant requests
from a State in financial crisis, to the duplication of agencies planning the same
areas without coordination, to wasted
taxpayer dollars planning projects that are
not feasible, this is an unreasonable allocation of funds from a seemingly unaccountable Board of Supervisors. It is time for the
County planning bureaucracy to stop the
roadblocks caused by endless planning and
encourage new projects that will create jobs
in this county.

Board of Directors
Fred Ferro, NAI Capital | Director

Tim Cohen, Rancho Temescal | Chairman
Jurgen Gramckow, Southland Sod | Vice Chairman

Rita Graham, Jensen Design & Survey | Director

Bud Sloan, Sloan Ranches | President
John Hecht, Sespe Consulting | Director
Dennis Kuttler, Lowthrop Richards Attorneys | Treasurer/Director
Kenneth High, NCHC Attorneys | Director
Lynn Gray Jensen | Secretary/Executive Director
Kioren Moss, Moss & Associates | Director

Harry Barnum, TEG Resources | Director
Brian Beggs, Houweling Nurseries | Director

Jack Poe - Kirchbaum Inc. | Director

Patty Waters, Water’s Ranches | Director

Alex Teague, Limoniera | Director
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Ventura County COLAB Important Links:

Thank You to Andy Caldwell
for a motivating speech at our
Quarterly Membership Meeting!
And Thanks to our Members for Your
Generous Support!

Ventura County COLAB Website:

www.colabvc.org

Santa Barbara COLAB Website:

www.colabsbc.org

Andy Caldwell Talk Radio Show: Weekdays 3:00 to 5:00 PM
Cal Chronicle: www.calchronicle.com - online Newspaper
COLAB Santa Barbara and San Luis Counties
Santa Barbara COLAB January Newsletter

Veentura Coounty Coaalition of
Laboor, Agricu
ulture an
nd Business
P.O. Box 423
37, Ventura, CA
A 93007
Email: mem
mbership@colaabvc.org
www
w.colabvc.org

MEMBERSHIP FO
ORM
I woulld like to app
ply for an Acctive Membe
ership at the
e following leevel:
___ $100 Individ
dual ‐ Promo
ote economic vitality and
d individual rights in Ven
ntura County
___ $500 Busine
ess ‐ Promotte the comm
mon businesss interests off VC COLAB Members
___ $1,000 Gold
d ‐ Further our efforts to
o monitor, ed
ducate and rrepresent ou
ur common business interests
ort ongoing research to challenge h armful and unreasonable regulation
n
___ $1,500 Platinum ‐ Suppo
dministrative
e action for tthe mutual b
benefit of VC
C COLAB meembers
___ $2,500 Black ‐ Advance legal and ad
efactor ‐ Let’s make a difference in the
t businesss climate of V
Ventura Cou
unty
___ $5,000 Bene
hip fee of:
$ _________________________
_______
Pleasse accept myy membersh
� In addition I woould like to contribute:
$ _________________________
_______
Total contribution payyable to VC COLAB,
C
Inc.
$ _________________________
_______
Printt this form and
a send witth a check to
o the P.O. B
Box or contriibute onlinee with PayPaal
Individ
dual or Reprresentative (for
( voting__
___________
_______________________________________________
Namee of Businesss _________
___________
___________
_______________________________________________
Addreess ________
__________
___________
___________
_______________________________________________
City ____________
___________
__________
___________
_______ Statte _________________ ZZip _____________
Teleph
hone ______
__________
___________
__________
_____________
Email Address ___
__________
___________
___________
_______________________________________________
Occup
pation _____
___________
__________
___________
_______________________________________________
How did you hear about
a
us? ___
____________
___________
___________________________________________________
Reason
n(s) for applyying for memb
bership: ____
____________
___________________________________________________
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