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  President’s Message
During 2007,  your Board of Directors  de-
veloped and implemented several policy 
initiatives that addressed some matters 
intentionally put on the “back burner” while 
major work was carried out to:
a. fulfi ll the mandate of the 2005 regulation, 
b. produce for the Ministry of Health under 
terms of the Memorandum of Understand-
ing the 2007 SPM, and 
c. act as the contract administration for the 
Paper Audit as requested by the Sewerage 
System Leadership Council.

The policy initiatives developed and imple-
mented by the board include the vetting 
and letting of contracts for services such as, 
Course & Curriculum development, Instruc-
tors, Technical Support Services develop-
ment and use of non-BCOSSA members for 
specialized services. 

In many cases, requests for proposals for 
these services were published on the BCOS-
SA website. Any Board member who wished 
to act on this RFPs would, after declaring 
their interest in a request for proposal to the 
Board, withdraw from the decision making 
process. Contracts were then evaluated by 
the Executive-Director in conjunction with 
the Treasurer  before being let. 

This procedure, resulting from the policy 
initiatives, has allowed the function of the 
organization to continue and to permit an 
open, fair and accountable process to assure  
the member that value is received for ser-
vices performed, in a competent manner.

Another example of the policy directions 
of the 2007 Board, is that of engaging 2 
external accountants to assist in the devel-
opment for budgets and fi nancial planning 
and an improved fi nancial reporting process 
matching expenditures to budgets.

The 2008 Board of Directors are expected 
to continue developing and improving 
policies to provide the organization and 
its members with a sustainable operating 

structure to carry out the mandates of the 
government as set out in the regulation and 
Memorandum of Understanding. Policies 
that address the structure, confl ict of inter-
est issues and transparency are being de-
veloped in conjunction with outside advice 
and consultation.

This being your association, please do 
not hesitate to make your comments or 
questions known to us. Contact any Board 
member or the Executive-Director with your 
concerns.

At the Sewerage System Leadership Council, 
your association is pressing for more ap-
propriate enforcement against unlawful 
activities and addressing regulation short-
comings.

The 2008 business year is showing itself 
to be a signifi cantly busy year and your 
volunteer BCOSSA Board and Committees 
members are adding to their lives by work-
ing for the industry and public interests by 
being an active member of the Board and 
Committees. You are invited to participate 
in any way you see fi t in any of the com-
mittees. Contact the offi  ce or a Committee 
Chairperson to advise of your willingness to 
participate in this grand endeavour.

Frank Hay, ROWP
President

201-3542 Blanshard Street
Victoria  BC  V8X 1W3

Tel: 866-391-8442
www.bcossa.com

Giles Environmental Engineering

On-Site Sewage Treatment and Disposal
Sewage Treatment and Disposal for Small Communities

Water Treatment – Environmental Site Assessment

George E. Giles, M. Eng., P. Eng.

2005 Sooke Lake Road, Shawnigan Lake B.C. V0R2W0
Tel: (250) 743-1822         e-mail: gileseng@xplornet.com



AGM Conference and Tradeshow 2008
Our AGM/Conference and tradeshow held 
March 13th through 16th in Langley was 
a resounding success! Attendance was a 
record with over 200 coming to take in the 
event.

We had many exciting speakers present-
ing on a vast array of topics related to 
the onsite industry. The key note speaker 
Mike Corry, an expert on nutrient loading 
from onsite systems, gave a presentation 
on the regulation and issues surround-
ing nitrogen contamination form onsite 
systems.  Stephanie Moran P.Ag gave a 
rousing and informative presentation on 
soil assessment and classifi cation, Ms. Moren also presented a 
3 ½ hour workshop on soils at the Sunday session.  Dr. Cathy 
Ryan presented on wastewater plumes and groundwater 
contamination.  Dr. Mieke Koehoorn discussed the fi ndings of 
health outcomes as they relate to land uses, a study by UBC 
Bridge program carried out in Langley, and Joanna Urban 
from Thompson Rivers University who presented fi ndings on 
endocrine disruptors in treatment plants.  There were many 
other fi ne speakers who spoke on system design, maintenance, 
subdivision regulation and new technologies.  To round out the 
speakers Ian Ralston, the Technical Committee Chair, presented 
a workshop on the Sewerage System Standard Practice Manual. 

The AGM dinner was conducted on Saturday night with a won-
derful buff et, door prizes and a fi fty/fi fty raffl  e to provide  fund 
raising for the Habitat for Humanity charity, the participants 
raised over $500.00 for the charity.  The success of our confer-
ence is in large part due to the many tradeshow participants 
who come to share information on their products and technol-
ogy.  Thanks to all the trade show participants and especially 
our sponsors!

As always a new board was elected by the members to manage 
the organization, your representatives are:
Frank Hay, Betty Holtskog, Ian Ralston, Ron Hein, Curt Kerns, 
Braden Marshall, Stephanie Unrau, Allan Dickie, Bon Thorburn, 
Steve Warren, Tim Wilson, Barry Rumsey.
Welcome back to all of the past Directors and a special 
welcome to the new Directors Stephanie Unrau and Bon Thor-
burn. 

 

The Board will continue to work in the best interest of the 
membership providing leadership for the membership deliv-
ering and developing services that you need and want, such 
as liability insurance, health insurance, forms and computer 
programs for making your work easier.  The Board through the 
Education and Curriculum Committee will be delivering and 
developing WOWTC courses that you need to improve your 
skills such as advanced soils, advanced pumps and controls, as 
well as providing our current slate of classes for the continuing 
learner. 
One of the Boards major jobs this year will be the redevelop-
ment of BCOSSAs governance model. The governance of the 
organization takes clear vision and proper organization to pro-
vide stability and growth.  The Board has begun the task of de-
veloping terms of reference roles, responsibilities and strategic 
plans for the governance of the organization as a whole and all 
of the standing committees (Education and Curriculum, Mem-
ber Services and Communication, Technical Review).  Board 
members face the constant challenge of balancing ideologies 
and confl icting visions so as to develop the best possible foun-
dation for the association. 

BCOSSA is a stable and strong organization both fi nancially and 
organizationally however, to provide continuing organizational 
sustainability, fi nancial sustainability and membership sustain-
ability we need a well structured governance model.  

 I personally look forward to assisting the Board with this work 
as it is fundamental to the organization as it provides the foun-
dation for the association and a blue print for the future. 

John Rowse, Executive Director BCOSSA



Sewerage System Leadership Council
The BCOSSA Executive continues to work with the Sewerage 
System Leadership Council to resolve the members concerns 
related to enforcement of the regulation.  The Ministry, with 
support from BCOSSA, has hired a facilitator to assist in devel-
oping strategies to improve and maintain an adequate enforce-
ment level for the industry  especially as it relates to illegal 
installation.  Regulatory enforcement is a key component to the 
success of the regulation and supports Registered Practitioners 
and Professionals by providing an even playing fi eld for practi-
tioners by reducing or eliminating illegal competition.  BCOSSA 
knows that you have invested time and money in your business 
and your association and is dedicated to ensuring that this 
eff ort is respected.  To further the call for better enforcement, 
the Executive will be meeting with Minister George Abbott to 
discuss the enforcement issue.  Some of the options that will 
be discussed will be increasing health authority activities and 
the development of a stand alone authority that will provide 
enforcement across the province. 

Subdivision Assessment

As a result of health authorities reducing their activities in the 
land use area, some practitioners and professionals have been 
contracted to assess lot conditions for subdivision approval. 
This is not a traditional role for practitioners and a clear under-
standing of the regulatory framework used for subdivision ap-
proval is required to ensure your understanding of  the respon-
sibilities you take on when doing this type of work. 

Subdivision is governed by the Subdivision regulation which 
falls under the Ministry of Community Services.  In rural areas 
the administration of the regulation is handled by the Ministry 
of Transportation Approving Offi  cers. In municipalities and 
some regional districts the administration of the regulation and 
local by-laws is the responsibility of the municipal Approving 
offi  cer.

The Subdivision regulation requires the approving offi  cer to 
refer subdivisions under 5 acres (2 hectares) to the local health 
authority for comments on the subdivision’s capacity to be 
serviced by onsite sewage systems where sanitary sewers are 
not available.  The capability of the parcel to accept effl  uent 
fl ow is not assessed using the Sewerage System regulation or 
Sewerage System Standard Practice Manual, but by local health 
authority policy.  In other words, the health authority retains 
control of the criteria a parcel must meet for service with onsite 
infrastructure. 

Typically, health authority policy for subdivisions allows for 
only type 1 installations on newly created parcels.  The basis 
for this is that only during the creation of new subdivisions can 
the potential cumulative eff ects of effl  uent for the whole of the 
subdivision be taken into consideration.  Additionally, it is rec-
ognized that the use of type 2 or type 3 systems require higher 
levels of maintenance and that the likelihood of malfunction of 
these system is higher.  Most health authorities will accept type 

2 or type 3 systems for subdivision if a local government by-law 
is in place assuring maintenance is carried out. 

Within the Subdivision regulation the process of assessment 
for onsite infrastructure includes lot sizing and percolation 
tests; therefore the use of permiameters is not recognized as a 
method of assessment.  Additionally, when practitioners make 
reports for developers to the health authorities, they must be 
clear that this report is a site and soil assessment only, not a de-
sign document and not a recommendation for subdivision.  It is 
the health authorities responsibility to make recommendations 
to the Approving Offi  cer and not the authorized person. 

There is considerable potential liability related to subdivision 
assessment and it is outside of the normal scope of work for 
ROWPs, therefore you should be very cautious taking on this 
work and ensure your contracts clearly state that you will carry 
out assessment only. 

  Standard Practice Manual
The new building season has started and as an industry we can take up the challenge with the fl exible options available through 
the New Sewerage System Standard Practice Manual.  

Many of you will have already attended the SPM workshops that have been delivered throughout the province or attended the 
AGM/Conference in March, and learned about the many changes within the manual.  

The BC Onsite Sewage Assosiation, through the Technical Review Committee will continue to provide Technical Bulletins help you 
use the SPM.   Additionally, the BCOSSA website has information and forums to address your questions, go to www.bcossa.com.



Onsite wastewater systems have historically relied on soil for 
disposal of human waste and wastewaters. For much of the 
20th century, soil-based systems were viewed as temporary 
methods for waste disposal. The terminology used throughout 
much of the 1900s refl ected a “disposal” mindset, as revealed 
by the widespread use of terms such as “pit privy,” “cesspool,” 
“seepage pit,” “leachfi eld,” and “drainfi eld.” Today, the vast 
majority of onsite and decentralized systems include a unit 
operation involving soil infi ltration to achieve treatment as well 
as serve as the ultimate receiving environment for the waste-
water stream.  Modern soil treatment units (STU) can achieve 
important performance goals: (1) hydraulically process all of 
the effl  uent applied; (2) purify the effl  uent within the soil to the 
extent needed to protect public health and water quality; (3) 
provide a long service life with low O&M; (4) enable resource 
recovery and reuse; and (5) achieve fi nancially aff ordable and 
sustainable infrastructure.  In recognition of soil infi ltration as 
a treatment unit capable of achieving tertiary treatment with 
natural disinfection, terminology has evolved to better refl ect 
this performance character: subsurface soil absorption system 
(USEPA 1980), subsurface wastewater infi ltration system (USEPA 
2002), or soil treatment unit (Siegrist et al. 2004).

In a modern STU as illustrated in Figure 1, many physical-
chemical and biological processes can contribute to treatment 
as wastewater effl  uent infi ltrates and percolates through the 
vadose zone and recharges groundwater under a site. Bio-
chemical oxygen demand (BOD) removal can occur by bio-
degradation in biofi lms that grow on soil grains and within soil 
organic matter. Suspended solids removal occurs by physical 
fi ltration and absorption followed by biodegradation. Reduced 
forms of nitrogen (N) (e.g., NH4+) can be biologically oxidized 
completely and some total N can be removed by biodenitri-
fi cation. Phosphorus (P) removal varies widely depending on 
soil mineralogy and its P-sorption properties. Pathogens such 
as parasites and bacteria can be fi ltered out and die-off , while 
viruses can attach to grain surfaces and be inactivated. General 
soil attributes needed to achieve tertiary treatment with natu-
ral disinfection include: (1) adequate permeability for water 
movement; (2) adequate soil profi le depth for treatment—
depending on effl  uent loading rate and quality, a certain depth 
of unsaturated aerobic soil is needed; (3) conditions conducive 
to treatment, including unsaturated soil with fi lm fl ow over soil 
grains and long travel times for kinetic processes (e.g., BOD and 
NH4+ removal and virus inactivation); (4) adequate volume of 
soil with the correct properties to provide adequate soil grain 
surface area for sorption processes (e.g., P removal); and (5) 
properties conducive to treatment (e.g., pH, Eh, alkalinity, tem-
perature, and no biotoxins).

The inherent nature of an STU (defi ned here as the soil through 
which infi ltration and percolation occur) can complicate the 
use of explicit quantitative treatment goals, because, unlike 
a tank-based unit, there is no outlet pipe and “effl  uent” per se 
from an STU. For most systems, the “effl  uent equivalent” is the 
soil solution at some depth (e.g., at the ground water table). In 
addition, from a “system design and performance” perspective, 

the treatment capacity of the ground water zone can also be 
important to achieving public health and water quality protec-
tion goals.

In recognition of the critical need for cost eff ective onsite and 
decentralized systems to support wastewater infrastructure 
and sustainable water systems in the U.S. and abroad, consider-
able investments have been directed to advance the science 
and engineering of onsite and decentralized technologies as 
well as their regulation and management to ensure proper de-
sign and performance (USEPA 1997, Siegrist 2001, Siegrist et al. 
2001, USEPA 2002, USEPA 2005, NOWRA 2006). Despite major 
eff orts and accomplishments on many fronts, the day-to-day 
design practices followed across the U.S. remain “constrained” 
based on historical perspectives and conservative regulatory 
practices.  Design requirements for an onsite system to serve an 
individual home or small businesses (e.g., design fl ow less than 
2,000 gallons per day [7.6 cubic meters per day]) are normally 
prescribed through codes that are administered at the county 
or similar local jurisdictional level. Design approaches and cri-
teria remain tightly prescribed for various aspects of an onsite 
wastewater system (e.g., estimating design fl ows, type and  
extent of tank-based treatment, site suitability for in-ground 
or other infi ltration unit types, infi ltration unit geometry and 
loading rates for sizing, and effl  uent delivery and distribution). 
Treatment requirements are not explicitly established, dis-
charge limits are commonly not set, and performance moni-
toring is normally not required. Design of larger systems (e.g., 
greater than 2,000 gallons per day) is normally regulated at the 
state jurisdiction level and engineering designs are likely to be 
site-specifi c with more fl exibility allowed to achieve a required 
performance. Discharge limits are more likely with associated 
monitoring and reporting required.

  Design for Wastewater Effl uent Infi ltration 



In contrast to the “always have 
done it this way” design require-
ments that have seemingly 
arisen over the years, a rational 
design process would have a 
clearer underpinning in sci-
ence and engineering. Such a 
process would seek to enable a 
cost-eff ective design solution 
for a given problem, including 
an explicit factor of safety appropriate for the given application 
and the impacts of a performance defi ciency should it occur. 
There is no inherent reason why a more rational design process 
cannot support the development of better regulatory codes 
and prescriptive designs as well as facilitate engineering of site-
specifi c designs.

This article focuses on the rational design of an STU to treat a 
design hydraulic loading rate (HLRD) for a given effl  uent quality 
delivered to the soil by a certain type of distribution method 
and frequency of application.  Critically important to enable 
sound decisions is an understanding of how the hydraulic 
capacity of the STU and its ability to process the actual hydrau-
lic loading rate (HLRA) is determined by various system design 
and operation parameters. The hydraulic capacity of the STU 
is determined by the soil infi ltrability for the effl  uent applied. 
Soil infi ltrability is simply the capacity of a soil to infi ltrate water 
into a soil profi le when it is made freely available at an infi ltra-
tive surface. While much is known about soil infi ltrability for 
wastewater effl  uent and the factors aff ecting long-term opera-
tion and performance of an STU, a rational design approach for 
effl  uent infi ltration has not yet fully evolved and been widely 
accepted. This article describes the basis for and some of the 
key elements of an evolving rational approach for design of an 
STU.
Process Principles Concerning Effl  uent

Infi ltration: Features of an Infi ltrative Surface and Genesis of an 
Infi ltration Zone
The eff ective function of an STU, such as a subsurface infi ltra-
tion trench or narrow bed, necessarily relies on the ability of the 
soil to infi ltrate the applied wastewater effl  uent during the de-
sign life of the system (often 10 
to 20 years or more). Infi ltra-
tion into a soil profi le can be 
controlled at the soil infi ltra-
tive surface (e.g., by damage 
during construction of an 
infi ltration unit or by waste-
water-induced pore clogging) 
or within the soil profi le (e.g., 
by low permeability layers 
near the infi ltrative surface or 
by waterchemistry induced 
changes in expansive clay-rich 
soils). For a common trench or 
bed infi ltration unit installed in a stable, well-drained soil pro-
fi le and without construction damage causing an immediate 

major loss in the soil infi ltrability of the natural soil, wastewater 
application can lead to a decline in hydraulic capacity due to 
changes in the soil infi ltrability for the effl  uent applied.

While the rate and extent of soil infi ltrability decline is based 
on STU design and operational features as well as soil and site 
condi tions, three distinct phases typically characterize the 
time-dependent changes in soil infi ltrability (e.g., Thomas et al. 
1966, Tyler and Converse 1989, Siegrist et al. 2001, Siegrist et 
al. 2002). Phase 1 represents the startup and early maturation 
period when the actual hydraulic loading rate (HLRA) infi l-
trates into the soil but in a nonuniform manner (both temporal 
and spatial) due to imperfect distribution networks and the 
fact that the initial soil infi ltrability is typically 10 to 100 times 
higher than the HLRA. With continued effl  uent infi ltration, the 
soil permeability is decreased at the infi ltrative surface, effl  uent 
infi ltration becomes more uniform across the available infi ltra-
tive surface, and the soil infi ltrability gradually declines. Phase 1 
may last for a few months to a year or more, and during the fi rst 
month or two of operation, purifi cation processes (e.g., nitrifi -
cation and bacterial removal) become well established.  Phase 
1 transitions to Phase 2 as soil infi ltrability begins to decline, 
substantially dropping off  to a small fraction of the saturated 
hydraulic conductivity of the natural soil and approaching the 
HLRA. The decline in soil infi ltrability can be rapid or gradual 
during Phase 2, occurring over months or years, respectively.  
As the soil infi ltrability declines to a rate that is equal to the 
HLRA, intermittent or continuous ponding of effl  uent above 
the infi ltrative surface may ensue. Phase 2 transitions to Phase 
3 as continued operation leads to a further decline in soil 
infi ltrability such that the daily HLR can only be processed by 
the increased hydraulic gradients that arise from increasing 
ponding heights as well as through infi ltration through side-

wall infi ltrative surfaces. Phase 3 involves 
a long period of operation, when the soil 
infi ltrability has declined substantially, 
but the STU may function hydraulically 
at the HLRA for another 10 to 20 years 
or more of continuous operation. The 
pseudo steady-state soil infi ltrability 
that can enable sustained STU opera-
tion has been referred to as a long-term 
acceptance rate (LTAR). Hydraulic failure 
can occur at any time during the opera-
tion of the STU, if the HLRA exceeds the 
hydraulic capacity aff orded by the soil 

infi ltrability at that time. This failure can 
manifest itself as effl  uent seepage to the ground surface or 
backup into the upstream treatment units and structure from 



which the wastewater emanates.
An understanding of the wastewater-induced processes that 
can cause changes in permeability can help explain the soil 
infi ltrability behavior just described and provide insight for 
hydraulic design of soil treatment units.  The infi ltrative surface 
is the plane through which effl  uent migrates as it begins to 
move away into the soil pore network of the natural soil.  The 
infi ltration zone includes the original infi ltrative surface as 
well as some depth of natural soil below it and some height 
above it (both of which can contain embedded stones or other 
deposited objects used in constructing the infi ltration trench 
or bed). This infi ltration zone is not a static system but evolves 
over time in response to wastewater effl  uent application. Due 
to the role of biological processes in its evolution, it has been 
referred to as a biozone.  The genesis of a biozone in an STU can 
be conceptualized to include three simultaneous, interacting 
processes.
• Biofi lm development occurs within the soil pore  network. Bio-
fi lms form soon after effl  uent is applied as water, nutrients, and 
microbes are added to the natural soil. Biofi lms can develop to 
depths on the order of 30 centimeters or somewhat deeper be-
low the infi ltrative surface. The biofi lms can grow in thickness 
as dissolved organic matter and nutrients in the effl  uent ap-
plied are converted to biomass. During operation, the biofi lm 
biomass may reach a pseudo steadystate condition as new bio-
mass growth is balanced by biomass die-off  and degradation.
• Biomat development occurs on top of the infi ltrative surface. 
Since soil can act as a fi lter media, a biomat can develop as 
suspended solids in the effl  uent applied are fi ltered out. The 
morphology of a biomat depends on various conditions, but it 
is a distinct layer that can include some limited penetration into 
the soil pore network (e.g., a few millimeters) and rise above it 

to measurable heights (e.g., centimeters). Some of the fi ltered 
solids that are deposited in the biomat may be biodegradable 
and slowly decay, while some may be mineral matter and per-
sist almost indefi nitely.
• Pore-fi lling agent development occurs within the soil matrix. 
Pores within the soil pore network at and below the infi ltrative 
surface can become fi lled with various substances, including 
organic and mineral matter and entrapped gases that can be 
deposited as the effl  uent infi ltrates and percolates through the 
soil, or can develop in situ due to biological and physical-chem-
ical processes. Humic substances can evolve over time, and 
these high-molecular-weight recalcitrant organics can yield a 
glue-like substance that retains water and other matter in soil 
pores near the infi ltrative surface.
Factors that Control Soil Infi ltrability of Effl  uent

It is recognized that soil infi ltrability behavior during waste-
water effl  uent application is highly complex and subject to 
many factors.  Some of the key factors that have been reported 
to control infi ltrability of domestic septic tank effl  uent (DSTE) 
include: (1) soil and subsurface properties, such as soil texture 
and structure, profi le depth and layering, climate and hydrol-
ogy; (2) infi ltrative surface architec ture, such as geometry, 
depth, and interface characteristics; and (3) effl  uent appli-
cation, including the HLRA and frequency, uniformity, and 
continuity of application. The eff ects of several key factors are 
highlighted in Table 1. 
For effl  uents with compositions that diff er markedly from that 
of DSTE, soil infi ltrability decline can be more or less rapid and 
extensive than that with DSTE. For example, more rapid and 
extensive loss in infi ltrability can occur for higher strength ef-
fl uents (e.g., restaurant STE) while the opposite can occur with 
higher quality effl  uents (e.g., sand fi lter effl  uent). “Strength” is 

Table 1 - Some Key Factors and Their Effects on Soil Infi ltrability Behaviour and HLR Values for Sizing STU’s for Wastewater Effl ients1

STU attribute Relative effect(s) 1 Reference(s)

Initial Ksat of the natural soil Minor to Moderate ~ For permeable well-drained soils with Ksats of ~5 to 2500 
cm/d, the LTAR for a STU receiving DSTE under continuous use will normally 
approach ~2 cm/d

Jenssen 1986, Jenssen and Siegrist 
1990, Beal et al.  2005

Subsurface soil conditions 
during operation

Moderate ~ higher temperatures, lower soil water contents, and higher aera-
tion levels tend to enable reltively higher LTAR’s

Siegrist et al. 2001q

Infi ltrative surface architecture Moderate ~ horizontal infi ltative surfaces that are aggregate free in low-height, 
narrow trenches characterized by sidewall-to-bottow area ratios of 0.5 to 1.0 
and placed shallow in the subsurface enhance infi ltrability and enable higher 
LTAR’s

Van Cuyk et al. 2001,  Siegrist et al. 
2004, Beach et al. 2005, Siegrist et 
al. 2005

Actual HLR Major ~ For a given effl uent quality, the actual HLR exerts a major effect by 
determining the mass loadings of total BOD and TSS which are key determi-
nants in soil infi ltrability behaviour (for clean water, the effects of HLR could be 
negligible if the HLR ranges below about 10% of the soil Ksat)

Siegrist 1987, Siegrist and Boyle 
1987, Jenssen and Siegrist 1990, 
Siegrist et al. 2001, 2005, Van Cuyk 
et al. 2005

Effl uent quality Major ~ At a given HLR, effl uent quality exerts a major effect on LTAR’s based 
on the mass loadings of total BOD and TSS which are key determinants of soil 
infi ltrability behavior; HLRD values for very high quality effl uents need to be 
limited to sustain soil infi ltrability as well as achieve treatment goals

Siegrist 1988, Tyler and Converse 
1989, Siegrist et al. 2001, Van Cuyk 
et al. 2005

Effl uent application method Minor to Major ~ For systems in continuous daily use, major effects may be 
exerted on soil infi ltrability behaviour initially but the ultimate LTR may be unaf-
fected; the effects observed are dependent on effl uent quality and HLRD

Hargett et al. 1982, Siegrist et al. 
2001, 2002, Beach et al. 2005, Van 
Cuyk et al. 2005

Continuity of use Major ~ infrequent or intermittent use with long periods of resting can sustain 
higher soil infi ltrability and LTAR’s

Siegrist et al. 2001

1 It is recognized that soil infi ltrability behavior during effl uent infi ltration is complex and that many factors contribute independently and through dynamic interactions.  This table is presented for illustra-
tive purposes, and the attributes, effects and references given are not intended to provice comprehensive coverage of this subject.
2 The descriptors used have the following meanings: “minot” indicates a relative effect of ~+/-20% or less, “moderate” indicates an effect on the order of +/-50%, and “major” indicates an effect on the 
order of  -100% to +100% or more.



determined by the concentrations of key wastewater constitu-
ents known to impact infi ltrability: total BOD (carbonaceous 
and nitrogenous) and total suspended solids (TSS) (Siegrist and 
Boyle 1987).   
Relationship of Soil Infi ltrability to Effl  uent Purifi cation

Eff ective design for effl  uent infi ltration is critical to prevent 
direct exposure to untreated sewage that can occur if hydraulic 
failure results in seepage to the ground surface or backup into 
a dwelling or business. Design for effl  uent infi ltration must also 

be consistent with requirements to achieve necessary purifi -
cation with the STU. Soil infi ltrability behavior, as aff ected by 
design and environmental factors, can aff ect purifi cation within 
an STU. For example, the HLRA and effl  uent quality can aff ect 
biozone development and its concomitant eff ect on uniformity 
of infi ltration and hydraulic retention time in the subsurface 
soil prior to ground water recharge. In the absence of a bio-
zone, the method of delivery and distribution can be chosen 
based on the infi ltrability of the natural soil so that a desired 
uniformity of infi ltration and unsaturated fl ow regime can be 
achieved.

Design for Effl  uent Infi ltration

Historical Perspectives on HLRD Guidance 
Guidance for selecting a HLRD value for a given STU (whether 
HLRD be code prescribed or selected during engineering 
of a site-specifi c design) has evolved over the years, but the 
approaches to selecting HLRD values and the values used in 
regulatory codes across the U.S. remain remarkably varied, and 
it is often diffi  cult to document the underlying scientifi c basis 
for code required design values. For example, it is diffi  cult to 

document the basis for how small diff erences from a highly 
imprecise hydraulic test of a soil horizon (e.g., 10 vs. 15 minute-
per-inch percolation rate) can provide adequate insight into 
soil infi ltrability properties to enable selection of 0.60 gpd/ft2 
rather than 0.55 gpd/ft2 for STE HLRD. Similarly it is diffi  cult to 
understand why in some jurisdictions, 4 feet of unsaturated soil 
to ground water or seasonal saturation is required while in oth-
ers, as little as 1 foot is all that is needed. Or, to know what the 
basis with respect to purifi cation is for allowing HLRD for STU 
effl  uents discharged to an STU to be increased by 10- fold or 
the depth of unsaturated soil to be reduced by 50 percent. 
Variability is not only present in code-prescribed values for 
HLRD, but also in national guidance that has been developed 

Table 2 - Some Historical Perspectives Concerning HLRD Guidance for Sizing STU’s 

Soil Types = 4
Basis = soil K - curves
Design infi ltration surface =
bottom area
HLRD’s = 3 rates for DSTE

Soil type Max loading rate (gpd/ft2)

I.    Sand 1.20

II.   Sandy loam

III.  Silt loam

IV.  Clay
  Source: University of Wisconsin-Madison, Small Scale Waste Management Project (Bouma 1975, SSWMP 1978

Soil types =  6
Basis = soil percolation test
Design infi ltration surface = 
bottom area only
HLRD’s = 5 rates for DSTE

Soil type Percolation rate (min/in) Application rate (gpd/ft2)

Gravel, coarse sand <1 Unsuitable

Coarse to medium sand 1 - 5 1.2

Fine sand, loamy sand 6 - 15 0.8

Sandy loam, loam 16 - 30 0.6

Loam, porous silt loam 31 - 60 0.45

Silty clay loam, clay loam 61 - 120 0.2
  Source: USEPA Design Manual for Onsite Wastewater Treatment and Disposal Systems (USEPA 1980)

Soil types = 3
Basis = soil grain size 
including mean grain size 
(d50)  vs. sorting (d50/d10)
Design infi ltration surface = 
bottom area
HLRD’s = 3 rates for DSTE 
(o.25, 0.62, 1.2 gpd/ft2) with 
adjustments for 4 other ef-
fl uents (0.4x to 15.0x based 
on total BOD and TSS 
mass loadings)

Table 1 - Conceptual framework for hydraulic loading rates for subsurface foil treatment systems based on wastewater 
quality and soil classifi cation according to the MESO diagram (Fig. 3) abot.

Effl uent type Clayey + loamy + fi ne sand 
soils (Section 1 + 2A)3)

Loading rates (cm/d)2)
Sorted soils
(Section 2B)

Coarse sands 
+ gravelly soils

(Section 3)

1. Septic Tank Effl uent
Restaurant and farm milkroom

0.5 1.0 2.0

Domestic 1.0 2.5 5.0

Graywater 1.5 5.0 10.0

2. Aerobic unit effl uent 2.0 7.5 15.0

3. Domestic sand fi lter effl uent 7.5 15.0 30.0

1) The information is for informational purposes only and not intended for direct use in system design at this time.
2) If the hydraulic capacity is limited, lower loading rates may have to be applied.
3) If the saturated hydraulic conductivity of the soil is above 25m/d, loading rates as for Section 2B can be applied.

  Source: Jenssen and Siegrist (1990)



and disseminated over the years. As revealed in Table 2, the 
design guidance for HLRD varies from relatively simplifi ed  
onstructs with only a few rate values for a few soil groupings 
based on soil hydraulic properties to more complicated design 
matrices with numerous rate values for numerous soil classifi ca-
tions.  Guidance addressing the other factors known to aff ect 
soil infi ltrability has also varied (e.g., HLRD’s for diff erent effl  u-
ent qualities).

Elements of a Rational Design Approach

Design guidance followed today in many jurisdictions across 
the U.S. is often “constrained” based on historical perspec-
tives and conservative regulatory practices. Guidance 
normally focuses on treatment of DSTE and addresses basic 
parameters including: soil and site suitability for subsurface 
infi ltration, design fl ow and sizing of the infi ltrative surface 
area, geometry and features of the infi ltration unit, and effl  u-
ent application and distribution method.  Guidance may also 
address special situations such as non-residential wastewater 

or larger fl ows. Regulatory requirements (e.g., state codes) and 
fi eld practices may not promptly incorporate new research 
fi ndings and modern guidance regarding system design and 
performance capabilities.   
Major research fi ndings during the past 5 to 10 years provide 

Table 2 (continued)

Texture Structure Hydraulic loading

(gal/ft2-day)

Organic loading 

(lb BOD/1000ft2 - day)

Shape Grade BOD=150 BOD=30 BOD=150 BOD=30

Coarse sand sand, loamy 
coarse sand, loamy sand

Single grain Structureless 0.8 1.6 1.00 .40

Fine sand, very fi ne sand, 
loamy fi ne sand, loamy very 
fi ne sand

Single grain Structureless 0.4 1.0 0.50 0.25

Coarse sandy loam, sandy loam

Massive Structureless 0.2 0.6 0.25 0.15

Platy Weak 0.2 0.5 0.25 0.13

Moderate, strong

Prismatic, blocky, 
granular

Weak 0.4 0.7 0.50 0.18

Moderate, strong 0.6 1.0 0.75 0.25

Fine sandy loam, very fi ne 
sandy loam

Massive Structureless 0.2 0.5 0.25 0.13

Platy Weak, mod., strong

Weak 0.2 0.6 0.25 0.15Prismatic, blocky, 
granular Moderate, strong 0.4 0.8 0.50 0.20

Loam

Massive Structureless 0.2 0.5 0.25 0.13

Platy Weak, mod., strong

Prismastic, 
blocky,

granular

Weak 0.4 0.6 0.50 0.15

Moderate, strong 0.6 0.8 0.75 0.20

Silt Loam

Massive Structureless 0.2 0.00 0.05

Platy Weak, mod., strong

Prismatic, blocky

granular

Weak 0.4 0.6 0.50 0.15

Moderate, strong 0.6 0.8 0.75 0.20

Sandy clay loam, clay loam, 

silty clay loam

Massive Structureless

Platy Weak, mod., strong

Prismatic, blocky,

granular

Weak 0.2 0.3 0.25 0.08

Moderate, strong 0.4 0.6 0.50 0.15

Sandy clay, clay, silty clay

Massive Structureless

Platy Weak, mod., strong

Prismatic, blocky,

granular

Weak

Moderate, strong 0.2 0.3 0.25 0.08

Table 3 -  Soil classifi cation Scheme for Selecting HLRD Values for STU Design

Soil class Representative soil 
textures with structures 
that yield the represen-
tative hydraulic conduc-

tivity values shown

Representative 
cleanwater hy-
draulic conduc-
tivity (gpd/ft2)

Maximum daily 
hydraulic loading 

rate (gpd/ft2)

Class I Sand, loamy sand 250

(1000 cm/d)

12.5

(50 cm/d)

Class II Sandy loam, loam, silt 
loam

25

(100 cm/d)

2.5

(10 cm/d)

Class III Silty clay loam, clay 
loam

2.5

(10 cm/d)

0.25

(1 cm/d)



new insight into STU design and performance. Enhanced 
understanding can be used to appropriately simplify the 
design process and assure reliable performance.  It is likely 
and appropriate that “presumptive designs” will continue to 
be codeprescribed for isolated small systems treating do-
mestic wastewater in areas where receiving environments 
have relatively high assimilative capacity. “Site-specifi c, 
performance-based designs” should increasingly be encour-
aged and facilitated for isolated small systems in sensitive 
settings as well as for larger commercial and non-residential 
systems, and clusters of sources and small communities. Pre-
sumptive- and performance-based designs should be based 
on contemporary scientifi c fi ndings in light of previous re-
search and insights from fi eld experiences. Design guidance 
for HLRD (as well as other facets of a STU or complete onsite 
system) should not be over-complicated based on the level 
of understanding available.  Rather, simplifi ed design ap-
proaches and criteria should be used, consistent with the 
principles of Occam’s Razor—”Shave off ” (do not introduce) 
unnecessary entities in explanations. 

Soil classifi cation for setting a base hydraulic loading rate 
should be determined from the hydraulic properties of the soil 
profi le within the STU with the hydraulic properties (e.g., Ksat) 
measured by suffi  ciently accurate and appropriate methods 
(i.e., something better that a crude percolation test). Maximum 
levels for HLRD should be set to sustain soil infi ltrability at that 
rate during long-term, continuous application (i.e., routine daily 

operation) for a typical design life (e.g., 20 
years).  Maximum HLRD values for near-clean 
water quality effl  uent applied to an open soil 
infi ltrative surface should be set such that 
the HLRD will not exceed 5 to 10 percent of 
the soil’s Ksat (Table 3). Effl  uent classifi cation 
should  include three major effl  uent types 
as presented in Table 4. Base HLRD’s are 
established for the three soil types and three 
effl  uent classes. These HLRD values are for 
an open, horizontal infi ltrative surface based 
on the relative concentrations of key pollut-
ants that control soil infi ltrability and set to 
limit the applied loadings of total BOD and 
suspended solids to rates that can normally 
be assimilated by an aerobic soil environ-
ment. To facilitate lower soil water contents 
and higher profi le aeration, these base HLRD 

values are constrained so that regardless of effl  uent quality, 
they do not exceed an upper limit set at 5 to 10 percent of the 
clean water Ksat of the soil prior to any effl  uent loading and 
assuming no construction damage.  Adjustments to the base 
daily HLRD’s are then made for design or operational features 
such as those outlined in Table 5.  
The base HLRD values shown in Table 4 are multiplied by a 
factor shown in Table 5 to increase or decrease the base HLRD 
and arrive at the fi nal HLRD. It is noted that factors of safety 
could be applied at this stage in the design process (assuming 
they are not embedded in the estimate of design fl ow or oth-
erwise elsewhere during design). Some other hydraulic loading 
rate-related design parameters that need to be specifi ed based 
on their eff ects on soil infi ltrability and treatment performance 
are outlined in Table 6.
Conclusions

Onsite and decentralized systems will continue to play a criti-
cal role in providing cost-eff ective wastewater infrastructure 
while enabling water reuse and resource recovery in the U.S. 
and abroad. For these systems to realize their full potential, 
the design process used to establish presumptive designs 

Table 4  - Effl  uent Classifi cation Scheme for Selecting HLRD Values for STU Design

Effl  uent 
Type

Effl  uent com-
postion

(mg/L)

Example treat-
ment to achieve 
an effl  uent type

Base HLRD 
for Class I 

soils (Sand, 
loamy sand)

Base HLRD for 
Class II soils 

(Sand loam, silt 
loam)

Base HLRD for 
Class III soils 

(Silty clay 
loam, clay 

loam)

Type I cBOD5  = 150

TKN = 60

TSS = 75

Anaerobic 
bioreactor with 
effl  uent screen

1.0 gpd/ft2

(4 cm/d)

0.5 gpd/ft2

(2 cm/d)

0.12 gpd/ft2

(0.5 cm/d)

Type II cBOD5  = 30

TKN = 5

TSS = 30

Fixed fi lm aero-
bic treatment 

unit

2.0 gpd/ft2

(10 cm/d)

1.0 gpd/ft2

(4 cm/d)

0.12 gpd/ft2

(0.5 cm/d)

Type III cBOD5  = 5

TKN = 5

TSS = 5

Packed bed 
biofi lter and 
effl  uent fi lter

4.0 gpd/ft2

(20 cm/d)

1.0 gpd/ft2

(4 cm/d)

0.25 gpd/ft2

(1 cm/d)

Table 5 -  Adjustment Factor Scheme for Selecting HLRD Values for STU Design

Design or operation 
feature

Factor Rationale

Construction impacts 0.1x or less Account for the loss in clean-
water Ksat due to compaction 

and smearing during installation

Infi ltrative surface archi-
tecture

0.50x to 0.75x Account for loss in long-term 
capacity due to solid objects 
including eff ects of fi nes and 

embedment as well as greater 
diffi  culty for monitoring and 

rehabilitation

Discontinuous operation 
during normal 20- year 

life

1.5x to 2.0x Account for cyclic operation 
with extended rest periods; e.g., 
1 year online and 3 years offl  ine

Relatively short design 
service life

2.0x to 4.0x Account for lessened loss in 
infi ltration rate during 1- to 5- 

year design life.

Table 6 - Some Other HLRD Related Design Parameters and Suggested 
Design Attributes

Design or operation feature Suggested design attributes and criteria

Geometry of the

 infi ltration unit

Infi ltration trenches preferred: width = < 3 
ft. and height < 2 ft.  

Avoid large beds, especially for Type I 
effl  uents



(e.g., local code requirements for small systems) and support 
site-specifi c engineering (e.g., for small systems in sensitive set-
tings or for larger systems serving commercial businesses and 
small communities) needs to become more rational and more 
uniform across jurisdictions. This article outlines a potential 
design process and some selected design attributes for soil 
treatment units.  The process and attributes described herein 
are not intended to be fi nal but rather are provided to stimulate 
thinking about what the current design process is and how it 
might be made more rational. Moreover, preparation of this 
article will hopefully lead to dialogue and re-fi nements, not just 
for design of STU, but for the further development of a rational 
design process for a range of onsite and decentralized system 
technologies.

 

References:

Beach, D.N. and J.E. McCray (2003).  Numerical modeling of unsaturated fl ow in wastewater 
soil absorption systems.  Ground Water Monitoring Remediation, 23(2): 64-72.

Beach, D.N.H, J.E. McCray, K.S. Lowe, and R.L. Siegrist (2005).  Temporal changes in hydraulic 
conductivity infi ltration due to biomat formation.  Journal of Hydrology,  311(2005): 230-243.

Beal C., T. Gardner, N. Menzies, D. Rassam, and G. Kirchhof (2005).  Long term infi ltration rates 
and fl ow pathways in septic trenches.  Proc.  On-site ‘05 Conference, Performance Assessment 
for On-site Systems: Regulation, Operation and Monitoring.  University of New England, 
Australia. 67-74.

Bourma, J. (1975) Unsaturated fl ow during soil treatment of septic tank effl  uent. J. Env. 
Eng.,101(6): 967-983

Hargett, D.L., E.J. Tyler and R.L. Siegrist (1982).  Soil infi ltration capacity as aff ected by septic 
tank effl  uent application strategies.  Proc. 3rd National Symposium on Individual and Small 
Community Sewage Treatment. ASAE, St. Joseph, MI. 72-84.

Jenssen, P.D. and R.L. Siegrist (1990).  Technology assessment of wastewater treatment by soil 
infi ltration systems. Water Sci. Tech., 22(34): 83-92

NOWRA (2006).  National Oniste Wastewater Recycling Association Model Performance Code.  
www.nowra.org/?p=345.

Siegrist, R.L. (1987).  Soil clogging during subsurface wastewater infi ltration as aff ected by 
effl  uent composition and loading rate.  J. Environmental Quality. (16): 181-187.

Siegrist, R.L. and W.C. Boyle (1987).  Wastewater induced soil clogging development.  J. Env, 
Eng.,  113(3): 550-566.

Siegrist, R.L. (1988) Hydraulic loading rates for soil absorption systems based on wastewater 
quality.  Proc. 5th Natl. Sym. on Individual and Small Community Sewage Treatment.  ASAE, St. 
Joseph, MI. 232-241.

Siegrist, R.L. (2001).  Perspectives on advancing the science and engineering of onsite waste-
water systems.  Small Flows Journal. 2(4): 8 -13.

Siegrist, R.L., E.J. Tyler, and P.D. Jenssen (2001).  Design and performance of onsite wastewater 
soil absorption systems. EPRI Report no. 1001446, Electric Power Research Institute, Palo Alto, 
CA.

Siegrist, R.L., K.S. Lowe, J.E. McCray, D. Beach, and S.M. Van Cuyk (2002).  Accelerated loading 
strategies for testing and evaluation of the hydraulic and purifi cation performance of soil 
systems for wastewater treatment.  Proc. 11th On-site Wastewater Treatment Short Course.  
April 2002.  University of Washington, Seattle, Washington.

Siegrist, R.L., J.E. McCray and K.S. Lowe (2004). Wastewater infi ltration into soil and the eff ects 
of infi ltrative surface architechture.  Small Flows Journal. 5(1): 29 - 39.

Siegrist, R.L., J. McCray, L. Weintraub, C. Chen, J. Bagdol, P. Lemonds,  S. Van Cuyk, K. Lowe, T. 
Goldstein, and J. Rada (2004).  Quantifying site-scale processes and watershed-scale cumula-
tive eff ects of decentralized wastewater systems.  Project No. WU-HT-02-27.  Prepared for 
the U.S. EPA National Decentralized Water Resources Capacity Development Project, by the 
Colorado School of Mines, Golden, CO. 587.

SSWMP (1978).  Management of Small Waste Flows.  Final report prepared by the University of 
Wisconsin, Small Scale Waste Management Project and submitted to the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency, Cincinnati. OH.  EPA 600/2-78-173, 810.

Thomas, R.E., W.A. Schwartz, and T.W. Bendixen (1966).  Soil chemical changes and infi ltration 
rate reduction under sewage spreading.  Soil Sci. Soc.   Amer. J. 30:641-646.

Tyler, E.J. and J.C. Converse (1989). Hydraulic loading based upon wastewater effl  uent quality.  
Proc. 6th Northwest Onsite Wastewater Treatment Short Course, Sept., Seattle, WA. 163-172.

USEPA (1980).  Design manual:  Onsite wastewater treatment and disposal systems.  EPA 
625/1-80/012.  U.S. Environmental Protection Agency, Washington, DC.

USEPA (2002).  Onsite wastewater treatment ?systems manual.  EPS/625/R-00/008.  February 
2002. www.epa/gov/ord/NRMRL/Pubs/625R00008/html/625R00008.htm.

USEPA (2005).  Handbook for managing onsite and clustered (decentralized) wastewater treat-
ment systems.  EPA 832-B-05-001.  December 2005.  www.epa.832-B-05-001.  December 2005.  
www.epa/gov/owm/septic/pubs/onsite_handbook.pdf

Van Cuyk, S., R.L. Siegrist, A. Logan, S. Masson, E. Fischer, and L. Figueroa (2001).  Hydraulic and 
purifi cation behaviors and their interactions during wastewater treatment in soil infi ltration 
systems.  Water Research.  35(4): 953-964

Van Cuyk, S., R.L. Siegrist, K.S. Lowe, J.Drewes, J. Munakata-Marr, and L. Figueroa (2005).  Per-
formance of engineered pretreatment units and their eff ects on biozone formation in soil and 
system purifi cation effi  ciency.  Project No. WU-HT-03-36.  Prepared for the U.S. EPA National 
Decentralized Water Resources Capacity Development Project, by Colorado School of Mines, 
Golden, CO. 241.

Acknowledgements

The concepts presented and details provided in this manuscript have evolved 
during more than three decades of research and consultancy carried out by the 
author while working with colleagues and students across the U.S. and abroad.  
The contributions of these past and present collaborators, while too numerous 
to mention here, are gratefully acknowledged.  Kathryn Lowe, Senior Research 
Associate at CSM, is acknowledged for her review of draft versions of this 
manuscript and the constructive comments she provided that helped improve 
the content and clarity of the fi nal version.

This article was reproduced by permission of Robert L. Siegrist.   Author Robert 
L. Siegrist, Ph. D, P.E. earns his B.S. and M.S in Civil Engineering, and his Ph.D. in Envi-
ronmental Engineering at the University of Wisconsin.  Dr. Siegrist is an interna-
tionally recognized expert in onsite water reclamation using natural systems and 
appropriate technology, and remediation of contaminated soil and groundwater 
using active and passive physicochemical and coupled bioprocess technologies.  

Placement of the infi ltration 
unit in the soil profi le

Shallow placement in the soil profi le: 
horizontal infi ltrative surface normally < 
3 ft. bgs

Depth to limiting condition (e.g. saturated 
conditions, bedrock):

Type I to III effl  uents in Class I soil = > 2 ft.

Type I to III effl  uents in Class II and III soil 
= > 3 ft.

Effl  uent distribution to the 
infi ltration gallery (e.g., trench 

network)

Dosed application for all systems, such as 
provided by a pump:

Class I soil = > 4 doses per day

Class II and III soil = < 2 doses per day

Equalized application to all online infi ltra-
tion units

For Type I effl  uent, soil clogging will 
enable more uniform infi ltration out the        
horizontal infi ltrative surface

For Type II and III effl  uents, engineer-
ing (e.g. pressurized small diameter, 
perforated pipe) should ensure “uniform 
distribution” under conditions where clog-
ging may be retarded or absent

The instantaneous dosing rate should > 
the soil’s Ksat e.g., 1 gpm from an orifi ce 
to infi ltrate 10 ft2  provides a dosing rate 
of 144 gpd/ft2  or 0.007 cm/s (similar to a 
Class I soil Ksat)

For sensitive receiving environments (e.g., 
drinking water source water) consider:

Use of Type III effl  uents

For Type I and II effl  uents, use subsurface 
spray application within an open trench or 
shallow or at-grade drip dispersal

Cyclic and sequential loading Application can be engineered using a 
pumping system with controls and data 
capture (e.g., cycles) to deliver effl  uent 
sequentially to online units of the STU

Rather than attempting tryly “uniform 
distribution” aat startup, using dosing and 
sequential application of effl  uent at higher 
HLRD  values to one of more parts of the 
system; for example, a 4- trench network 
could be loaded with a 4- yr. cycle of 1 yr. 
on-line at 4x HLRD  and 3- year off -line; 
resting cycles on the order of 12 mon or 
more can help rejuvnate the hydraulic 
capacity of an infi ltrative surface.  



Glance into the Ministry of Health Sewerage System Standard 
Practice Manual (SPM) introduction and you will fi nd a section 
dedicated to its purpose and content. To quote the document 
directly, the SPM “provides a form of standard design, installa-
tion, maintenance and supervision practice for sewerage sys-
tems.”. As well, this manual serves 
as a guideline for acceptable stan-
dard practice for an authorized 
person in order to comply with 
the Ministry’s Sewerage System 
Regulation (SSR).

So what does that mean for 
ASTTBC’s registered practitioners 
– the Registered Onsite Wastewa-
ter Practitioner (ROWP)? ASTTBC 
has mandated through policy 
that its registered members use 
and strictly follow the SPM. In 
fact, you’ll fi nd this type of language common throughout the 
policy document. 

It is ASTTBC’s expectation for all ROWPs to adhere to the guide-
lines set forth by the SPM. An exception would be a case where 
there could be a deviation from those guidelines but where 
it is fully supported by appropriate professional opinions and 
supporting documents – a professional engineer for example. 
Not following ASTTBC’s strict requirement to adhere to the SPM 
could have negative results and consequences.

Take this recent ASTTBC Practice Review Board (PRB) ruling 
summary, where it was alleged that an ASTTBC ROWP failed 
to meet the requirements of the SPM. Primarily, there was 
concern expressed by the local Health Authority with respect 
to a member who installed a septic system under the required 

SPM setback requirements 
from a water source. Through 
ASTTBC’s practice review and 
investigation, it was deemed 
that the member did fail to 
meet the requirements as well 
as committing a breach of the 
ASTTBC Code of Ethics. In this 
case, the Practice Review Board 
expedited the resolution of this 
matter by the ROWP member 
agreeing to a stipulated Order, 
which included the following  
as one of the conditions: The 

ROWP member agreed to make acceptable compensation to 
the owner of the site for remedial work required to the prop-
erty along with a verifi cation of compliance.

Take time to really know and understand the requirements of 
the Standard Practice Manual. It is through extensive technical 
consultation that the SPM has been created and maintained. It 
is exactly what its title says – a manual of standard practice. The 
fact is again, ASTTBC’s registered practitioners are required to 
follow it. 

Jason Jung,  ASTTBC 

The Standard Practice Manual ~ An ASTTBC Position 



DO YOU HAVE WHAT IT TAKES?

Have you every thought about sitting on a 
BCOSSA Committee?

 

Education and Curriculum Committee
Technical Review Committee

Member Services & Communications Committee
Nominations Subcommittee

 

We are always looking for good members who 
would like to participate more in their Association  

 

So put your name forward with what committee 
you would like to sit on and we will see if there are 

positions available
 

If you were unable to serve on your fi rst choice of 
committee, would you be willing to serve on a 

different committee?

Did you know that a tool to help you market your business was 
added to the Onsite Wastewater Registration Program (OWRP) 
website? It allows members to promote themselves and their 
businesses to potential clients and others throughout the 
province. It’s fully accessible by the public and will serve as a 
great tool for those searching for the services of our Registered 
Practitioners.
Information posted to the website will include:

� Name
� Professional Designation
� Contact Information
� OWRP Designation
� OWRP Category(s)
� City of Registration

To log in and add information to your marketing page, please 
follow these steps:

1. Enter the OWRP website URL:  owrp.asttbc.org
2. Click “Find a ROWP”  (top of page)
3. Click “If you are an OWRP Registrant and wish to up  
 date your listing,  please click here to login to your      
 account” (left column of page) 
4. OWRP Log In:  Fill-in login information required
5. Click Login
6. Enter the applicable marketing information
7. Click “Update Profi le”

If you require assistance or clarifi cation on how to get started, 
please contact Karen Taylor at (604) 585-2788 ext. 236 or 
ktaylor@asttbc.org. We also welcome any comments you may 
have.

Marketing Your Business  ~ ASTTBC

WANTED
ROWP Installers/Planners

Or trainees seeking ROWP Certification

Progressive growing company Victoria based company 
Design, Installations, Maintenance, Inspections

Commercial and Residential
Area of work:  Vancouver Island and Gulf Islands

$20 hr - $30 hr depending on experience

  •  Flexible work environment
  •  Health & Dental Benefi ts
  •  Potential partnership or profi t sharing
  •  Potential to open new branch offi ce
  •  Company supported training 
  •  Company vehicle

Email resume to: Canadiansewage@shaw.ca

  Constant head permeameters
  3” Rocky soil augers
  Soil triangle reference sample kits
  Coarse fraction soil sieves
         Look at our web site or call for order info:
            sewagesolutions.com     (250) 478-1158

 
THE INNOVATOR IS CIRCULATED TO:

Professional Engineers & Designers
Installation Contractors

Pumpers & Haulers
Environmental Health Offi cers & Regulators

 Local Government Offi cials
Manufacturers & Suppliers to the Industry

FOR MORE INFORMATION ABOUT ADVERTISING IN THE 
INNOVATOR PLEASE CONTACT: 

Liz Stewart-Jones  
BC Onsite Sewage Association  

201-3542 Blanshard Street  Victoria BC V8X 1W3 
Phone: 250-391-8442 or BC Toll Free: 1-866-391-8442  

Email: liz@bcossa.com


