
ISLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS’ WORK SESSION SCHEDULE 
AUGUST 20, 2025 

NOTE: Audio recordings are posted within 48 hours of the meeting date. To listen to the 
recording visit the Agenda Center on the Island County website. 
 

 
 
 

 
           10:00 a.m. 2025 Budget Workshop 
    August 20: County Clerk 
            Public Works 
            
    NOON BREAK 
 
             2:00 p.m. Budget/RCED 
             2:30 p.m. Public Health 
             3:00 p.m. Public Works 
  
  1:00 p.m. 2025 Budget Workshop 
    August 21: District Court 
            Budget & Supplemental Discussion 
 
The Board of County Commissioners meets routinely in Work Session the first three Wednesdays of 
each month. Work Sessions are held in the Annex Building, Board of County Commissioners’ Hearing 
Room, #B102, 1 NE 6th Street, Coupeville, WA. 
 
Work Sessions are public meetings that provide an informal workshop format opportunity for the 
Board to review ongoing items with departments or to meet with other agencies, committees, or 
groups to discuss specific topics of mutual interest. Items are typically reviewed at Work Session 
before being scheduled on the agenda for the Board’s regular Tuesday business meetings. 
 
While Work Sessions do not have time set aside for verbal public comment, written public comment 
is welcomed and can be directed to the Clerk of the Board by submitting comments to 
CommentBOCC@islandcountywa.gov. If you have questions regarding public comment, you may 
call (360) 679-7385. Written public comments are considered a public record. 
 
Times for each department are approximate; a time slot scheduled for a specific department may be 
revised as the Work Session progresses. Because of the workshop format and time sensitivity, certain 
items, topics, and materials may be presented that are not included in the published agenda. If you 
are interested in reviewing those documents, please contact the Clerk of the Board at (360) 
679-7354. 
 
 
ASSISTIVE LISTENING AVAILABLE: Please contact the clerk for an assistive listening device to use during 

the meeting. Please return the device at the end of the meeting. 

Those interested in attending the meeting virtually please contact the Commissioners’ Office at 
biccsec@islandcountywa.gov or call (360) 679-7354 

https://www.islandcountywa.gov/AgendaCenter
mailto:CommentBOCC@islandcountywa.gov
mailto:biccsec@islandcountywa.gov


 
 

 
 

  
BOARD OF ISLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

BUDGET WORKSHOP DISCUSSION 
AUGUST 20, 2025 @ 10:00 A.M. 

Board of County Commissioners Hearing Room (Room 102B), 1 NE 6th Street, Coupeville, WA 
 

 
 
AUGUST 20, 2025, 10:00 A.M.  
 
BUDGET WORKSHOP  
Discussion of the 2026 Budget to include: 

• County Clerk 
• Public Works 

 
 
 
************************************************************************************* 
Those interested in attending the meeting virtually please contact the Commissioners’ Office at 
biccsec@islandcountywa.gov or call (360) 679-7354. 
 
2026 Budget Workshop Schedule 
************************************************************************************* 
 

Jennifer Roll, Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners (360) 679-7385 

mailto:biccsec@islandcountywa.gov
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10551/2026-Budget-Schedule-PDF
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 ISLAND COUNTY BUDGET/RISK  

WORK SESSION AGENDA  

MEETING DATE: 8/20/2025 

 

To:  Melanie Bacon, Chair 
 Board of Island County Commissioners 

From: Susan Geiger, Director  
 
 
Amount of time requested for agenda discussion. 30 minutes 
 
DIVISION: Administrative 
Agenda Item No.: 1 
Subject:  Rural County Economic Development (RCED) Grant Applicant 

Presentations 
Description: The 2025 Rural County Economic Development (RCED) Infrastructure Investment 

Program opened in late March. Three applications were received; however, one was 
not able to secure an eligible entity as a sponsor. The two applications for grant 
funds presenting are: Port of Coupeville (presented by Mary Hogan) for $112,500.00; 
and Opportunity Council in partnership with Shelter Resources, Inc (presented by 
Ufilya Davis and Jenifer Vanway), sponsored by Island County Human Services for 
$2,000,000.00. 

Attachment: RCED Grant Applicant packets from Port of Coupeville and Opportunity 
Council, RCED Fund Status spreadsheet 

Request: (Check boxes that apply) 
☐Move to Consent    ☐Move to Regular 
☒None/Informational  ☐Schedule a Public Hearing 
☐Signature Request      ☐Other: ____________ 
IT Review: Not Applicable 
Budget Review: Not Applicable 
P.A. Review: Not Applicable 
 
 



Entry #:  9 - Port of Coupeville
Status:  Submitted
Submitted:  4/29/2025 1:19 PM

 

Rural County Economic Development
Infrastructure Investment Program- 2025 Funding Application

 

Island County Board of Commissioners
1 NE 7th Street, Coupeville, WA 98239 / (360) www.islandcountywa.gov

 

SUBMISSION DEADLINE IS (April 30, 2025)

 

 

Part 1: Applicant Information
Organization Name

Port of Coupeville

Address

765 Wonn Road, Greenbank, Washington 98253

Primary Contact Name

Mary Hogan

Phone

(360) 222-3688

Email

adminassistant@portofcoupeville.org

Part 2: Project Information
RCW 82.14.370 (3) defines:

"Public facilities" as bridges, roads, domestic and industrial water facilities, sanitary sewer facilities, earth stabilization,
storm sewer facilities, railroad, electricity, natural gas, buildings, structures, telecommunications infrastructure,
transportation infrastructure, commercial infrastructure, and port facilities in the state of Washington.

"Affordable workforce housing infrastructure or facilities" as housing infrastructure, facilities, or land that a qualifying
provider owns or uses for housing for single persons, families, or unrelated persons living together whose income is
no more than 120 percent of the median income, adjusted for housing size, for the county where the housing is
located.

(e) "Qualifying provider" as a nonprofit entity as defined in RCW 84.36.560, a nonprofit entity or qualified cooperative
association as defined in RCW 84.36.049, a housing authority created under RCW 35.82.030 or 35.82.300, a public
corporation established under RCW 35.21.660 or 35.21.730, or a county or municipal corporation.

Project Name

Greenbank Farm Pond Project

5/2/25, 9:14 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Physical Location

765 Won Rd. Greenbank WA

Project - Overall Description

� The project is to rehabilitate the pond by dredging the bottom to remove built up sediment, reinforce and grade the
banks back to spec where erosion is found, install inlet flow by-way to allow for full drainage of the pond to allow
future continue

Use of funds

� The funds will be used for materials and labor.

Part 3: Required Resources
Total funding requested from Distressed/Rural County Sales
and Use Tax to fund public facilities projects in Island County

Total funding requested

$225,000.00

Amount primary sponsor/organization is contributing to this
project

Sponsor Funded Amount

$112,500.00

Other Funding Sources

   Total Project Cost

$225,000.00

Comments

Pond will continue on an annual basis to collect sediment, making the water unusable for our four (4) current farming operations.
The banks will continue to erode causing a non-acceptable level of sediment, leading to non-compliance for water retainage
utilized for fire suppression.

Part 4: Growth Management
Per RCW 82.13.370 (3)(a), the project must be listed as an item in the County's adopted Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS) or must clearly align with specific language in the CEDS, or a city or town's
comprehensive plan. 

Name of Plan

CEDS

If the document is not the CEDS, please attach a resolution or ordinance documenting that the appropriate authority
has included the project in one of the other plans

Copy of Resolution/​Ordinance

Project Location

� 765 Wonn Rd, Greenbank WA 98253

Zoning

� Commercial

Compatibility

 

Page Number(s) in applicable document(s)

100

Part 5(a) : Infrastructure & Community Support - Value Proposition
How will this project improve local infrastructure capacity? How much additional capacity will be provided for future
development?  Please be specific in your answer.

5/2/25, 9:14 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Infrastructure Benefit

This pond is the fire suppression unit for the Historic Greenbank Barn as well as supplying water for five (5) farmers on the
Greenbank Farm property: Growing Vets, Whidbey Island Dahlias, Salty Acres, Lesedi, and One Willow Farm. The Barn itself serves
as a community center for events, both private and public, and houses a bistro and a wine shop. Tax revenue generated by over
30 events a year brings dollars from outside the county, as well as within, as these events utilize retails sales, lodging, fuel and
local services to execute.
Currently, the farmers have tapped into the well water as the water from the pond is full of sediment and clogs their equipment.
This put the Port of Coupeville over their water usage amounts for the well.
In addition, the sediment at the bottom of the pond is close to blocking the entire intake for the fire suppression unit for Barn A.
The Master Gardeners also have their educational garden that uses the banks of the pond as part of their garden. They are eager
to get back to using that area to demonstrate gardens using wet feet and non-invasive species which have taken root there.

Provide evidence of local commitment (both financial and community).  How does this project stimulate private capital
investments that benefit the community and public-at-large?  Please be specific in your answer.

Community Benefit

The pond is a central element of the beauty that is the Greenbank Farm. Weddings use it as a backdrop for their nuptials as well
as for lifetime memory photos. Many Geese and ducks use the pond to rest.
The Master Gardeners use the edges of the pond as part of their education garden. They use it to demonstrate plants that grow
around ponds and lakes. This includes many native species.
Beyond adding to the scenery, the pond is an integral part of the farm’s infrastructure. The gravity from the well does not support
a fire suppression unit for the historic barn. The pond has a filter in the bottom that leads to the dry hydrant located next to the
pond. This is the fire suppression supply unit for this historic and much utilized asset.
There is also a pipe that leads across the farm and up the hill to the leased farms. The water in the pond is supposed to be used
as agricultural water for their fruits, vegetables, and flowers.

Part 5(b) : Business Support - Value Proposition

Supports Business(es)?

Yes

Business Value Description
Describe, in specific detail, how this project will create jobs and/or allow for the retention of current jobs.

Jobs Impact

This pond supports the two businesses that are housed in Barn A.
The Wine Shop has 3 employees in winter, in addition to the owner. One is a full-time employee and the other two are part time
employees. In summer, they add another part time employee.
The Bistro has 4 employees, and 1 is full time employees, 3 are part time employees.
The Farmers that will benefit most directly from the pond being rehabilitated currently are owner/operators. But if the pond is
rehabilitated, and water is more accessible, they will be able to grow more and potentially hire more people.

Are specific business partners adding new jobs?

Provide information on the following: (1) the average wage, including benefits, and the number of new jobs/FTEs; and (b)
the average wage, including benefits, anticipated as the result of the project.  Please be as specific as possible.  Generic
information may not be scored.  Do not include any construction-related jobs.

Number of Jobs/FTEs Retained

5

Average Wage/FTE Retained Wage

$52,000.00

Number of Jobs/FTEs Created 1-3 Years

3

Created 4 Years

5

Average Wage/FTE Created 1-3 Years Wage

$52,000.00

Created 4 Years Wage

$60,000.00
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Part 5(c): Housing - Value Proposition

Supports Housing?

No

Part 6: Project Timeline
Provide a timeline for the project.  Please include specific deadlines for segments or phases of the project, including total project
begin date and completion date.

Project Start Date

9/8/2025

Project End Date

10/31/2025

Project Phases

Efforts To Date

The engineers have created the plan. We have been working with Island County on Permitting. Thus far, we have hired a Heron
biologist to come out and write a report about the heron population near the pond and how they are affected by the work (they
do not nest in the area; therefore, no impact is cited)

Part 7: Action Plan
Action Plan Description

The current well water usage is above our allowable amount because of the farmers not being able to access the water from the
pond. Once the pond is rehabilitated, farmers will use the water, and in turn, will see our well usage amounts decline. This will
also attract more farmers to the land as the water supply has been a challenge. The county allocated up to $49,000 in 2018 to
dredge the pond. This was a key project that removed sediment, brought the fire suppression gallonage up to spec, and was the
catalyst in bringing in farmers for the first time in years. We went from one farm operation to four farm operations due to the
renewed water supply!

Part 8: Miscellaneous
Other Information

 

Supporting Documents

Document 1

Document Name

Engineer Plan

Document Type

Project Plan

Upload

PDF

23057 GREENBANK FIRE POND IMPROVEMENTS (06-25-2024).pdf
3.5 MB

Part 9: Applicant Certification
The applicant here certifies and affirms (1) that it does not now, nor will it during the performance of any contract arising from
this application, unlawfully discriminate against any employee, applicant for employment, client, customer, or other person who
might benefit from said contract, by reason of age, race, color, ethnicity, sex, religion, creed, place of birth, or degree of handicap;
(2) that it will abide by all relevant local, state and federal laws and regulations; and (3) that it has read and understood the
application instructinos and restrictions in each part above and will comply with all provisions thereof.

5/2/25, 9:14 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Signature Certification Date

4/29/2025

Printed Name

Mary Hogan

Title

Project Manager

5/2/25, 9:14 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Greenbank Farm: Pond Rehabilitation





Fire Suppression Unit
The pond at Greenbank has a volume of approximately 
750,000 gallons.  Usable is approximately 500,000 gallons.

The pond has a good refill rate and has water flowing into it all 
year long due to the spring being the primary water source.

The volume of stored water can be adjusted based on the 
number of boards placed in the outfall weir.  For example, 
adding one 6” board to the outfall weir will add 40,000 gallons 
of water to the volume of the pond.

Currently some of the storage volume of the pond is lost due to 
the deep accumulation of sediment in the bottom of the 
pond. I estimate that the sediment is reducing the volume of 
the pond by approximately 160,000 gallons.

-Roger Sigman; Commercial Fire



Irrigation Source



Wedding & Event Venue
 bringing business to the Island County

Average 35-40/year



Keeping business in Island 
County
Greenbank Farm has 11 businesses with approximately 46 
employees:

Old Spots Bistro, 5

Greenbank Wine Shop, 6

Greenbank Cheese Shop, 2

Arline & Stella, 2

Island Gifts, 2

The Pup Stop, 3

Whidbey Pies Production Facility

Whidbey Camano Land Trust, 15

Rob Schouten studio,1 

Molly Putnam Counseling, 1

Port of Coupeville, 5

Whidbey Island Grown Pick up Spot



Events
Harvest Faire 

Winter Holiday Market

Annual Plant Sales: 

• Whidbey Island Conservation District

• Master Gardeners

• Greenbank Garden Club

Saratoga Orchestra

Leadership Whidbey

Audubon Society Tours

Master Gardener Education Series





Current Structure



Proposed Structure



Partnering with the Island 
County Master Gardeners 
& Whidbey Island 
Conservation District
Planting for success

Choosing correct plants for the area

Educational Garden for ponds and wetlands

Removing invasive species

On going Maintenance 



Entry #:  8 - Opportunity Council
Status:  Submitted
Submitted:  4/16/2025 3:51 PM

 

Rural County Economic Development
Infrastructure Investment Program- 2025 Funding Application

 

Island County Board of Commissioners
1 NE 7th Street, Coupeville, WA 98239 / (360) www.islandcountywa.gov

 

SUBMISSION DEADLINE IS (April 30, 2025)

 

 

Part 1: Applicant Information
Organization Name

Opportunity Council

Address

1111 Cornwall Avenue, Bellingham, Washington 98225-5039

Primary Contact Name

David Foreman

Phone

(360) 734-5121 x1251

Email

david_foreman@Oppco.org

Part 2: Project Information

5/2/25, 9:16 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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RCW 82.14.370 (3) defines:

"Public facilities" as bridges, roads, domestic and industrial water facilities, sanitary sewer facilities, earth stabilization,
storm sewer facilities, railroad, electricity, natural gas, buildings, structures, telecommunications infrastructure,
transportation infrastructure, commercial infrastructure, and port facilities in the state of Washington.

"Affordable workforce housing infrastructure or facilities" as housing infrastructure, facilities, or land that a qualifying
provider owns or uses for housing for single persons, families, or unrelated persons living together whose income is
no more than 120 percent of the median income, adjusted for housing size, for the county where the housing is
located.

(e) "Qualifying provider" as a nonprofit entity as defined in RCW 84.36.560, a nonprofit entity or qualified cooperative
association as defined in RCW 84.36.049, a housing authority created under RCW 35.82.030 or 35.82.300, a public
corporation established under RCW 35.21.660 or 35.21.730, or a county or municipal corporation.

Project Name

Mulberry Village

Physical Location

1215 SW Swantown Avenue, Oak Harbor, WA 98277

Project - Overall Description

The Project is a new construction of 80 rental units consisting of 1-2- and 3-bedrooms units, targeting households
with income that ranges from 30% to 80% of Area Median Income. Eight units will be set-aside for permanent
supportive housing.

Use of funds

To fund Public Road Extension from SW Swanton Rd crossing in the middle of Project thru SW
Mulberry Place Rd - as required by Island County (will pay for labor, materials, etc.) Also, for other
costs associated w/ sewer, earth stabilization, etc.

Part 3: Required Resources
Total funding requested from Distressed/Rural County Sales
and Use Tax to fund public facilities projects in Island County

Total funding requested

$2,000,000.00

Amount primary sponsor/organization is contributing to this
project

Sponsor Funded Amount

$0.00

Other Funding Sources

Other funding source 1

SourceName

Permanent Loan

Funding Amount

$8,000,000.00

5/2/25, 9:16 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Other funding source 2

SourceName

LIHTC

Funding Amount

$15,866,681.00

Other funding source 3

SourceName

HTF/AHAH

Funding Amount

$3,029,021.00

Other funding source 4

SourceName

HTF - Commerce

Funding Amount

$793,003.00

Other funding source 5

SourceName

HOME ARP, New HTF, CHIP, Investment Income

Funding Amount

$5,575,987.00

   Total Project Cost

$35,264,692.00

Comments

If the project is not fully funded, it would further delay the delivery of these newly constructed affordable housing units in Oak
Harbor.

Part 4: Growth Management
Per RCW 82.13.370 (3)(a), the project must be listed as an item in the County's adopted Comprehensive Economic
Development Strategy (CEDS) or must clearly align with specific language in the CEDS, or a city or town's
comprehensive plan. 

Name of Plan

Island County CEDS 2024-2028

If the document is not the CEDS, please attach a resolution or ordinance documenting that the appropriate authority
has included the project in one of the other plans

Copy of Resolution/​Ordinance

5/2/25, 9:16 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Project Location

1215 SW Swanton Avenue, Oak Harbor, W 98277

Zoning

The site Zoning is R-4, multi-family residential

Compatibility

 

Page Number(s) in applicable document(s)

 

Part 5(a) : Infrastructure & Community Support - Value Proposition
How will this project improve local infrastructure capacity? How much additional capacity will be provided for future
development?  Please be specific in your answer.

Infrastructure Benefit

This project will add 80 units of affordable workforce housing in Oak Harbor targeting individuals and families with income that
are at or below 80% of area median income. The project will benefit the community by providing stable homes for the local
workforce.

Provide evidence of local commitment (both financial and community).  How does this project stimulate private capital
investments that benefit the community and public-at-large?  Please be specific in your answer.

Community Benefit

Island County has committed a land transfer option to the project at a minimal cost with a covenant for a long-term affordability.
In addition, the project has received IC HOME-ARP Rental Housing Development Funding. The addition of the 80 units in Oak
Harbor would provide housing stability to the local work force housing and the public at large.

Part 5(b) : Business Support - Value Proposition

Supports Business(es)?

No

Part 5(c): Housing - Value Proposition

Supports Housing?

Yes

Housing Value Description

5/2/25, 9:16 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Housing: Construction Benefits

Opportunity Council in partnership with Shelter Resources Inc., will construct 80 rental Units consisting of 1-2-3-bedrooms units,
targeting household with income that ranges from 30% to 80% of area median income. The project will house homeless
individuals, at-risk families and working households. Eight units will be set aside for permanent supportive homeless households.
There will be one community building that will create space for residents gathering, laundry facility, kitchen, office for case
management/supportive services, etc. In addition, we will partner with Habitat for Humanity of Island County to potentially create
affordable homeownership units (4-5 homes) as part of phase 2 of the project. These new housing units will ensure the stability of
residents to work and age in place in Island County.

Housing Affordability Guarantee /​ Partner Name

Shelter Resources, Inc.

Partner Address

2223 112th Avenue NE, Suite 102, Bellevue, Washington 98004

Letter(s) of Support

PDF

Mulberry Village Letter of Support.pdf
0.1 MB

Provide information on the following: (1) the number of housing units including the type (studio, 1BR, 2BR, 3BR, etc.).
Please be as specific as possible.

Housing type / units

Type Count

1 Bedroom 20

2 Bedroom 40

3 Bedroom 20

"Other" Description

 

Income Brackets: Description

The project is a low-income housing tax credit that will utilize average income, targeting households with income that ranges
from 30 percent to 80 percent of area median income. Eight of the units will be set-aside for homeless household:
8 units will be at or below 30% AMI
32 units at or below 50% AMI
23 units at or below 60% AMI, and
16 units at or below 80% AMI

Years of Affordability Guaranteed

40

Easement Holder

City of Oak Harbor

5/2/25, 9:16 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries

https://www.cognitoforms.com/islandcounty1/rcedfundingapplication2025/1-all-entries/8 5/7

https://www.cognitoforms.com/forms/public/file?id=F-zGWMurmXXIyv9r1ugBbpHk&ct=application%2Fpdf


Easement or Covenant

Part 6: Project Timeline
Provide a timeline for the project.  Please include specific deadlines for segments or phases of the project, including total project
begin date and completion date.

Project Start Date

4/1/2024

Project End Date

12/31/2027

Project Phases

Phase 1

Phase Name

Mulberry Village Apartments

Applying for funding?

Yes

Phase Start Date

4/1/2025

Phase End Date

12/31/2027

Efforts To Date

In early 2024, we responded to RFQ and was awarded by the Island County to develop affordable and workforce housing in Island
County. to date, we have applied & received financing from HTF, AHAH funds and ARP funds. A 4% bond application will be due
early February 2026, and plan to close financing by June/July 2026 and construction to begin shortly thereafter. We have already
aligned the Development Team that includes Architect, General Contractor, Geotech, Civil Engineers, Surveyors for topo and
boundary, Wetlands, Phase I, etc. This month, we have begun design process and other due diligence items, and plan to submit
for building permit later this Fall.

Part 7: Action Plan
Action Plan Description

The success of the project will be measured by the creation affordable workforce housing and a public road that will connect
surrounding neighbors from SW Swanton Avenue to Mulberry Place.

Part 8: Miscellaneous
Other Information

This project will provide much needed workforce housing in Island County.

Supporting Documents

Part 9: Applicant Certification
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The applicant here certifies and affirms (1) that it does not now, nor will it during the performance of any contract arising from
this application, unlawfully discriminate against any employee, applicant for employment, client, customer, or other person who
might benefit from said contract, by reason of age, race, color, ethnicity, sex, religion, creed, place of birth, or degree of handicap;
(2) that it will abide by all relevant local, state and federal laws and regulations; and (3) that it has read and understood the
application instructinos and restrictions in each part above and will comply with all provisions thereof.

Signature

Greg Winter

Certification Date

4/16/2025

Printed Name

Greg Winter

Title

Executive Director

5/2/25, 9:16 AM RCED Funding Application - 2025 - All Entries
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Mulberry Village Development
1215 SW Swanton Avenue
Oak Harbor Washington

Introduction

◦ Opportunity Council – Supportive Services & Community Engagement

◦ Shelter Resources, Inc. – Developer & Project Lead



Mulberry Village Development

◦ In 2023, Island County (IC) Issued an RFQ Seeking an Experienced Developer 
to Acquire & Develop Affordable Workforce Housing 

◦ Opportunity Council Partnered with Shelter Resources, Inc. (SRI) to Respond 
to the RFQ

◦ The Team was selected by IC as the development Partner for the Site

◦ The Site Control was Established through a Transfer Agreement with IC 



Mulberry Village Development

◦ New Construction Multifamily Rental Housing Development

◦ Approximately 96 Affordable Units

◦ Workforce Housing with the following unit mix:

◦ 25% one-Bedroom Units

◦ 50% two-Bedroom Units

◦ 25% three-Bedroom Units

◦ Features a dedicated community building for residents, complete with a range of amenities

◦ Landscaped courtyard with a play structure, promoting family-friendly living and outdoor activities

◦ Supportive Services provided through a partnership with Opportunity Council, including resident 
assistance, case management, and resource navigation



Mulberry Village Development

Population to Be Served:

◦ 10% of Units set-aside for household earning ≤ 30% AMI

◦ 40% of Units at or Below ≤ 50% AMI

◦ 29% of Units at or Below ≤ 60% AMI

◦ 20% of Units at or Below ≤ 80% AMI

◦ 1 Unit designated as an on-site Manager’s Unit

10% of Units Reserved as Permanent Supportive Housing (PSH) for formerly homeless households

5% of Units will be designated as Accessible Units



Mulberry Village Development

◦ Community Building Amenities:

◦ On-Site Property Management Office

◦ Supportive Services Office for Case Management and Resident Coordination

◦ Central Laundry Facilities

◦ Community Kitchen for Resident Events & Programs

◦ Restroom Facilities for Resident & Staff Use



Mulberry Village Resident Services
Opportunity Council will provide services on-site and within the community

◦ Housing navigation services for housing applicants

◦ Supportive Housing case management services for residents that are exiting homelessness

◦ Rental and Energy Assistance will be available for income-eligible residents

◦ Additional services for veterans based on need and program funding availability

◦ Extensive information and referral services for any additional services needed by tenants through 
Opportunity Council’s Tenant Connect program, connecting residents to services they identify as an area 
of need to improve opportunity for success in their individual lives.



Mulberry Village Development

Funding Commitments

Residential Source Name Source Type Proposed Amount
Committed 
Amount

Permanent Loan Bank $             10,462,000 
LIHTC Equity Tax Credits - 4% $             15,925,354 
Skagit/Island Co ARP County $                  710,157 

HTF/Apple Health State-HTF $             3,822,024 
HTF 2025 State - HTF $                2,114,140 
CHIP 2025 State - Commerce $                1,000,000 
Investment Income Other $             1,086,558 
Deferred Developer Fee Developer $             1,200,421 
Donated Land ARPA Funds $             2,200,000 
RCED County $                2,000,000 

Subtotal $             31,501,494 $             9,019,160 
Total 40,520,654



Mulberry Village Development

◦ RCED funds will be used to extend Mulberry Court Road 
through the property to Swantown Avenue.

◦ This road extension is essential to alleviate traffic congestion 
on Mulberry Court and reduce concerns from neighboring 
households.

◦ (Approximately 168 Parking Spaces will be required at the site)



Target Area for RCED-Funded Community 
Development



Mulberry Village Site - As It Is Today



Mulberry Village Development

Proposed Development Schedule:
▪ - September 2025 – Funding Applications:

o Community Housing Infrastructure Program (CHIP)

o Housing Trust Funds (HTF)

• November 2025 - Permit Submittal

• February 2026 - Submit 4% Bonds Application 

• March 2026 – Anticipate Building Permit Issuance

• September 2026 - Finance Closing

• October 2026 - Begin Construction (Estimated 18 months)



Mulberry Village Development

Questions & Discussion

Thank You!



RURAL COUNTY ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT SALES TAXES
FUND 121

6 YEAR CASH PROJECTIONS
8/4/2025 Completion Awarded Expended Remaining 2021 2022 2023 2024 2025 2026 2027 2028

Date / Status Obligation

ESTIMATED BEGINNING CASH AVAILABLE $5,491,554 $6,116,910 $7,177,927 $7,874,409 $8,775,822 $9,314,863 $10,924,912 $12,568,937

ADD: REVENUES 2% 2% 2% 2%
Sales Taxes $1,571,094 $1,667,203 $1,700,418 $1,782,853 $1,819,000 $1,855,000 $1,892,000 $1,930,000

Miscellaneous $0

TOTAL REVENUES $1,571,094 $1,667,203 $1,700,418 $1,782,853 $1,819,000 $1,855,000 $1,892,000 $1,930,000

LESS: EXPENDITURES 2% 2% 2% 2%
Economic Development Council 12/31/2025 134,750.00      134,750.00      134,750.00      161,019.25      148,225.00      151,189.00      154,213.00              157,298.00              
EDC Contract CEDS Monitoring 2025 1/31/2026 56,049.00        -                    56,049.00        

2018 Awards
     Port of South Whidbey Fairgrounds Economic Dev. RM-GSA-2018-274 12/31/2025 688,610.00      365,664.38      322,945.62      52,701.08        14,273.97        63,965.65        77,134.91        113,220.63      

2019 Awards
     City of Langley Infrastructure Improvement RM-GSA-2020-15 12/31/2025 3,000,000.00   2,296,351.78   703,648.22      621,993.77      318,648.73      -                    430,957.81      924,751.47      

     Port of Coupeville Pier Restoration RM-GSA-2019-302 Completed 870,804.00      840,499.62      -                    6,420.00           58,284.31        684,353.00      91,442.31        
     Port of Coupeville Fiber Optic Feasibility Study RM-GSA-2019 304 Completed

2020 Awards
     City of Oak Harbor Marina Boatyard Acquisition RM-GSA-2020-386 Withdrawn 675,000.00      74,364.91        -                    -                    14,909.00        11,215.00        48,240.91        
                                                      
2021 Awards
     Port of Coupeville Broadband RM-GSA-2021-201 Completed 100,000.00      100,000.03      -                    15,000.00        25,453.03        59,547.00        

2022 Awards
     Port of South Whidbey Fairground Feasibility RM-BUD-2022-355 12/31/2025 150,000.00      38,958.35        111,041.65      -                    15,243.50        23,714.85        -                    

2023 Awards
      City of Oak Harbor Marina Dredging RM-CA-2023-429 6/30/2026 1,000,000.00   -                    1,000,000.00   -                    -                    -                    

2025 Awards

Estimated County Indirect Cost Allocation Charge 114,873.00      39,867.00        34,862.00        48,930.00        93,762.00        93,762.00        93,762.00                93,762.00                

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $2,193,684 $945,738 $606,186 $1,003,936 $881,440 $1,279,959 $244,951 $247,975 $251,060

ANNUAL NET CHANGE = REV MINUS EXP $625,356 $1,061,017 $696,482 $901,413 $539,041 $1,610,049 $1,644,025 $1,678,940

ESTIMATED CARRY FORWARD TO FOLLOWING YEAR $6,116,910 $7,177,927 $7,874,409 $8,775,822 $9,314,863 $10,924,912 $12,568,937 $14,247,877

2025 Rural County Cash Flow Updated SG.xlsx   CASH FLOW 08-08-2025 CSB
8/8/2025   3:43 PM
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 ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC HEALTH  

WORK SESSION AGENDA  

MEETING DATE: 8/20/2025 

 

To:  Melanie Bacon, Chair 
 Board of Island County Commissioners 

From: Shawn Morris, Director  
 
 
Amount of time requested for agenda discussion. 30 minutes 
 
DIVISION: Environmental 
Agenda Item No.: 1 
Subject:          Wastewater Proviso Report 
Description:   Review the Innovative Wastewater Solutions Report from Biohabitats and discuss state 

and local policy and regulatory recommendations to advance solutions and support 
affordable housing development. 

Attachment: Executive Summary, Next Steps Memo, Full Report 
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Island County Public Health 

Executive Summary: Island County Onsite Wastewater 
Management Report 

Introduction 

This summary outlines the key findings and recommendations from the June 2025 Island County Onsite 

Wastewater Management Report. This report explores innovative wastewater solutions for 

unincorporated Island County at a policy and regulatory level, providing a strategic roadmap to support 

the sustainable development of affordable housing. The report's analysis finds that the county's efforts 

to implement effective, innovative solutions are impacted by both local challenges and the current 

structure of state-level regulations, suggesting that a coordinated approach to both would be most 

effective. 

Key Findings: Opportunities for Innovation Through Policy Reform 

The report identifies key opportunities to integrate modern, cost-effective solutions, benefiting Island 
County and Washington state as a whole. 

1. Expanding State-Approved Technologies: The current Washington State Department of Health 
(WA DOH) list of approved nitrogen-reducing technologies presents an opportunity for 
expansion. Broadening the list to include more innovative public-domain systems and 
performance-enhancing components would empower the county to implement the best 
available technology for both environmental protection and affordable housing development. 

2. Creating Flexibility for Local Community Systems: Introducing a tiered classification for 
community systems offers a path to encourage more diverse housing options. A more 
flexible tier for smaller community systems (e.g., those slightly above the 3,500 GPD 
threshold) would make them a viable and protective option for projects like affordable 
and workforce housing. 

3. Aligning Regulatory Focus with Pollution Sources: The report highlights an opportunity to align 
regulatory focus with the primary sources of nitrogen. Currently, the most stringent regulations 
apply to community systems (COSS), which contribute less than 1% of the nitrogen load. A risk-
based approach would allow for more targeted and effective management. 

A Two-Tiered Strategy for Reform: State Advocacy & Local Action 

To address these findings, the report proposes a multi-pronged strategy that prioritizes modernizing 
state policy to unlock the potential for effective local implementation.  

Tier 1: Advocating for Critical State-Level Policy Reform 

The report recommends partnering with state representatives and agencies to champion the following 
reforms: 

• Modernize the State Technology Approval Process: Encourage the WA DOH to establish an 
expedited pathway for approving new and public-domain technologies (e.g., woodchip 
bioreactors, INRBs) and to formally recognize the nitrogen-reduction benefits of shallow 
dispersal systems. 



• Create a Tiered Structure for Community Systems: Advocate for amending state code to create 
a new, less burdensome regulatory tier for smaller community systems (e.g., 3,500 to 10,000 
GPD), removing the "regulatory cliff" that currently stifles them. 

• Establish a Sole Source Aquifer Protection Fund: Call for dedicated state funding to support 
advanced system upgrades, technology pilots, and data management for Washington's 

designated Sole Source Aquifer communities. 

Tier 2: Implementing County-Level Solutions 

In parallel with state advocacy, Island County can pursue the following local reforms: 

• Decouple COSS from LOSS Standards: Remove the local requirement for COSS to meet the 
burdensome state LOSS standards. 

• Adopt a Risk-Based Matrix: Implement a clear, tiered regulatory matrix that links advanced 
treatment requirements to specific, measurable risks like proximity to water, CARA 
susceptibility, and groundwater nitrate levels. 

• Allow Private Management of COSS: Replace the public entity management requirement with a 
framework modeled after Kitsap or Pierce County, using certified private O&M providers and 
robust legal agreements. 

• Promote Source Separation: Actively incorporate and educate on highly effective, low-cost 
technologies like urine diversion and composting toilets, especially for challenging sites. 

Conclusion 

By pursuing this two-tiered strategy of state-level advocacy and immediate local action, Island County 

can modernize its wastewater management approach. This coordinated effort will not only enhance 

environmental protection but will also remove significant regulatory barriers to developing necessary 

affordable housing. 



Island County Public Health 

Next Steps: Wastewater Policy and Code Implementation Plan (2025-

2026) 

Based on the June 2025 Island County Onsite Wastewater Management Report, this document 

outlines a strategic plan for pursuing state-level policy advocacy and implementing local 

regulatory and organizational changes. The goal is to modernize wastewater management to 

remove regulatory barriers to developing affordable housing sustainably. 

Track 1: State-Level Policy Advocacy 

This track focuses on partnering with state representatives and agencies to modernize 

regulations that currently limit local innovation. 

Quarter 3 2025: Strategy Development and Coalition Building 

• Action: Schedule initial planning meetings with Jamie Bodden of the Washington State 

Association of Local Public Health Officials (WSALPHO) and the county's lobbying 

consultant. 

• Objective: Review the state-level recommendations from the wastewater report and 

develop a unified advocacy strategy. The primary focus will be on modernizing the state 

technology approval process and creating a more flexible regulatory tier for community 

systems. 

• Outcome: A documented advocacy plan with clearly defined policy proposals and action 

plan for engaging state agencies and legislators. 

Quarter 4 2025: Policy Refinement & Initial Outreach 

• Action: Refine draft policy language for proposed statutory and regulatory 

amendments. 

• Objective: In consultation with the lobbyist, prepare formal proposals to: 

o Establish an expedited pathway for approving new technologies like woodchip 

bioreactors and formally recognize shallow dispersal systems. 

o Amend state code to create a less burdensome tier for community systems 

between 3,500 and 10,000 gallons per day (GPD). 



o Draft a proposal for a dedicated Sole Source Aquifer Protection Fund to support 

system upgrades and technology pilots. 

• Outcome: Policy briefs and draft legislative language ready for the 2026 legislative 

session. 

Quarter 1 2026: Active Legislative Session Advocacy 

• Action: Execute the advocacy plan during the state legislative session. 

• Objective: Work with the county lobbyist and WSALPHO to champion the county's 

legislative priorities. This includes providing testimony, meeting with key legislators and 

their staff, and building broader support among stakeholders. 

• Outcome: Introduction of legislation or initiation of regulatory action by the Washington 

State Department of Health (WA DOH) to address the identified issues. 

Quarter 2 2026: Post-Session Analysis & Planning 

• Action: Review the outcomes of the legislative session. 

• Objective: Assess progress made and identify areas requiring continued effort. Plan 

follow-up engagement with WA DOH and legislative partners. 

• Outcome: A summary report on legislative outcomes and a revised advocacy strategy 

for future sessions, if necessary. 

 

Track 2: Local County-Level Code & Policy Reform 

This track runs in parallel with state advocacy, focusing on implementing local reforms that are 

within the county's direct control. 

Quarter 3-4 2025: Securing Resources & Project Scoping 

• Action: Identify and apply for consultant funding resources. 

• Objective: Secure a qualified wastewater consultant to help develop new, locally-

informed guidelines for Community Onsite Sewage Systems (COSS). The scope of work 

will be to create a framework that decouples COSS from the burdensome state Large 

Onsite Sewage System (LOSS) standards and instead utilizes a risk-based approach. 

• Outcome: Funding secured and a consultant under contract with a clearly defined scope 

of work. 



Quarter 4 2025 – Quarter 1 2026: Draft Development of Local Code & Guidelines 

• Action: The consultant and staff will begin developing new local regulations. 

• Objective: Create initial drafts of new COSS guidelines and code updates. This work will 

focus on: 

o Establishing a clear, risk-based matrix that ties advanced treatment 

requirements to site-specific risks like proximity to water, CARA susceptibility, 

and nitrate levels. 

o Drafting code to allow for private management of COSS through certified O&M 

providers, modeled on successful frameworks in other counties. 

o Incorporating standards for low-cost, effective technologies like urine diversion 

and composting toilets. 

• Outcome: First internal drafts of revised Island County codes and COSS guidelines. 

Quarter 1 & 2 2026: Stakeholder Outreach & Public Review Draft 

• Action: Conduct targeted outreach and refine draft documents. 

• Objective: Engage with key stakeholders, including developers, land use attorneys, and 

Onsite System Service (OSS) professionals, to gather feedback on the draft code and 

guidelines. This feedback will be used to refine the drafts before formal public review. 

• Outcome: A revised public review draft of the code amendments and COSS guidelines 

that incorporates stakeholder input. 

Quarter 3 2026: Formal Code Update & Review Process 

• Action: Initiate the formal code adoption process. 

• Objective: Shepherd the proposed code amendments through the required 

departmental and board reviews. 

• Timeline: 

o June/July: Planning and Community Development Department, Prosecuting 

Attorney, BOCC review and recommendation. 

o July: Board of Health (BOH) review and recommendation. 

Quarter 4 2026: Final Adoption & Implementation Planning 

• Action: Final review and public hearing for adoption. 

• Objective: Achieve final adoption of the updated wastewater management code. 

• Timeline: 



o August: Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) holds public hearing and votes 

on adoption. 

o September-November: Prepare for implementation by updating internal 

procedures, public-facing documents, and developing a training plan for staff 

and OSS professionals. The new code would become effective in early 2027. 

Summary Timeline Table 

Timeframe 
Track 1: State-Level 

Advocacy 
Track 2: Local Code & Policy Reform 

Q3 2025 

Strategy 

development with 

WSALPHO and 

lobbyist. 

Secure consultant funding and scope project to 

create new COSS guidelines. 

Q4 2025 

Refine policy 

proposals and draft 

language for the 

legislative session. 

Consultant and staff develop first drafts of new 

risk-based code and guidelines. 

Q1 2026 
Active advocacy 

during the 

legislative session. 

Conduct outreach to developers and OSS 

professionals for feedback on drafts. 

Q2 2026 

Post-session 

analysis and 

planning for next 

steps. 

Refine drafts based on stakeholder feedback to 

create public review documents. 

Q3 2026 

Ongoing 

engagement with 

state agencies and 

partners. 

Formal code review process begins with the 

Planning Dept. (PA) and Board of Health (BOH). 

Q4 2026 
Plan advocacy for 

the next legislative 

session, if needed. 

Final review and public hearing before the Board 

of County Commissioners (BOCC) for adoption. 
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Introduction 
Island County, located in northwest Washington and consisting of Whidbey and Camano Islands 

(see Figure 1), has a population of approximately 86,300 (2023) living on approximately 134,000 

acres. At the time this report was written, the Island County Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) 

which outlines predicted growth patterns and develops a long-range vision for the county was still 

being established through stakeholder engagement and addressing the various aspects of land use 

and policy development. Core aspects of the Comp Plan include land use, affordable housing, 

transportation, and necessary capital investments. The Comp Plan also requires the protection of 

critical areas and natural resource lands with regional collaboration and periodic plan review. 

The Island County Planning Commission, based on census data, forecast research, and current 

trends, estimates a 19% population increase by 2045. Island County is rural with 28% of the 

population serviced by a municipal sewer. An increase in housing pressure to accommodate the 

growing population continues to pressure the Island County Public Health (ICPH) which manages 

small onsite sewage systems (OSS).  

 ICPH, in partnership with the Washington State Department of Health (WA DOH) is developing a 

comprehensive approach to navigate complex issues with onsite wastewater management. This 

study builds on past analysis by increasing the understanding of current onsite wastewater 

management policy and emerging policy and technology trends.  Island County seeks to 

understand innovative wastewater solutions for single family OSS and Community OSS, especially 

for supportive housing developments. The Island Region Wastewater Innovations Report aims to 

gain a deeper Understanding of interrelated issues, Research best practices, Analyze constraints 

and opportunities, and Recommend steps for Island County to enact innovation solutions.  

 

Figure 1 – Island County, Washington 
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Understanding 
This study of onsite sewage systems (OSS) requires deep understanding of several key interweaving 

issues, including water quality, marine health, groundwater protection, climate change, sea level 

rise, and development pressures (housing need, expanding population).  Additionally, a myriad of 

local, regional, and state codes and policies help protect both groundwater and surface water 

resources from new and legacy pollution, including onsite wastewater. Onsite wastewater 

treatment in Washington State is regulated by both county and state governments. Specific 

jurisdiction depends on the size and complexity of the system and governing rules can be confusing 

for homeowners, designers, developers, and maintenance providers. 

 

Groundwater has long been recognized as a valuable natural resource, but only relatively recently 

has the susceptibility of Island County’s groundwater aquifers to threats been understood and 

appreciated. In 1982, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency designated both Whidbey and 

Camano Islands as Sole Source Aquifers (SSAs), an aquifer that supplies at least 50% of the 

drinking water for the service area and/or there are no other drinking water sources if the aquifer 

were to become contaminated.  

 

Lastly, a combination of social and financial pressures affects the success of onsite wastewater 

management in the county, including a need for more housing, small lot sizes, legacy groundwater 

contamination, and more. The following section unpacks key elements affecting onsite wastewater 

management in Island County, Washington. 

 

Water Quality / Marine Health 
Island County is one of twelve counties in the Salish Sea and is centrally located at the north end of  

Puget Sound. The Puget Sound is considered a global biodiversity hotspot due to its array of unique 

habitats with fresh and saltwater conditions. The complex shoreline and varied depths help create 

a highly productive and valuable ecosystem; home to an abundance of fish, bird, and mammal 

species including endangered Orca whales and Chinook salmon. An estimated 2,800 rivers, 

streams and creeks feed into the Puget Sound (see Figure 2).  

Wastewater from old, mismanaged, and failing systems, as well as new and expanding inputs pose 

significant risk to the Puget Sound ecosystem. Marine health in particular is impacted by 

wastewater constituents. Shoreline ecosystems and benthic zones (bottom of a water body) are 

crucial to the ecological function and overall health of the Puget Sound. Healthy shorelines provide 

habitat for a wide variety of species. Benthic systems are diverse communities of organisms on the 

seafloor that are vital contributors to marine nutrient cycling, mitigating pollution, and establishing 

the foundation of the marine food web.    

There are nearly 200 miles of shoreline in Island County, including wetlands, eroding bluffs, low-

lying beaches, and spits. Developmental practices and population growth, which are often 

centered in nearshore areas, have negatively impacted shoreline and marine environments. 

Pollution from wastewater carries disease, contaminates seafood, and contributes to nutrient 

imbalance and algal blooms that can deplete oxygen levels and harm marine life.  

In Puget Sound, salmon are an important indicator species for the health of the bioregion, including 

the food web, economy, spiritual and cultural identity.  In poor water quality, salmon are at a higher 
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risk of disease, altered hormone production, and are more vulnerable as prey. Endangered Orca are 

directly impacted by water quality and reduced salmon availability.   

Many counties in the region monitor water quality to help understand how best to manage 

stormwater and wastewater inputs into their water bodies. Comprehensive programs use street 

sweeping, rain gardens, and bioswales to improve stormwater quality before meeting local waters. 

Similarly, robust onsite wastewater programs that track system performance and maintenance can 

reduce negative impacts of poorly designed and maintained onsite sewage systems.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 2 – Puget Sound (U.S. Geological Survey) 
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Closure of shellfish harvest sites is often due to fecal pollution. During these closures shellfish are 

not safe to eat. “Human sewage and animal waste are the largest vectors for pollution that impact 

shellfish around the Puget Sound region and in some areas of Puget Sound,” Mindy Roberts, Puget 

Sound Program Director of Washington Conservation Action. Local governments are charged with 

monitoring onsite wastewater systems, but currently less than 12% of OSS in Island County are in 

compliance. Island County offers support to owners of OSSs and advises that routine maintenance 

is essential to catching issues early and reducing system maintenance and repair costs. Public 

education programs like Puget Sound Starts Here are essential partners that invite everyone to 

participate in protecting waterways of Island County.   

Sea-level Rise & Saltwater Intrusion  

After the extreme high tides of 2022-2023 (winter) there has been growing concern throughout the 

Salish Sea, especially in the Puget Sound,  about Climate Change and local Sea-Level Rise (SLR) 

issues. The Island County Coastal Flood Risk Assessment completed in 2016 started to frame the 

growing body of science around SLR and its impacts. In 2018, an assessment of the Puget Sound 

from the University of Washington Climate Impacts Group estimated a 6 – 12 inch SLR by 2050 and 

up to 30 inches by the year 2100.  

While future projections and understanding grow, it is clear that rising sea levels will threaten Island 

County’s groundwater resources due to increased seawater intrusion and vulnerability to storm 

surges. SLR will also reduce the vertical separation between wastewater dispersal infrastructure 

and groundwater or in worst case scenarios submerge existing OSS. Saltwater intrusion can also 

alter soil structure over time, reducing the efficacy of an OSS. Updates to Island County Code (ICC) 

8.09.099 and the Comprehensive (Comp) Plan will continue to address these issues by reducing 

well water withdrawals and increasing stormwater infiltration.  

Sole Source Aquifer/Fresh Water  

Whidbey and Camano Islands are designated sole source aquifer (SSA) communities where most 

of their potable water comes from groundwater, making it imperative to protect it from all threats. 

The coordinated efforts of several agencies; local, state, and federal, are involved in protecting 

groundwater and surrounding surface water. The United States Environmental Protection Agency 

(EPA) sets the drinking water standards from which state agencies develop assessment and 

protection programs. The Washington State Department of Health (WA DOH) and the Department 

of Ecology (WA DOE) manage different aspects of water access and protection. WA DOE’s Critical 

Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) rules and regulations exist to protect groundwater resources. 

The Island County Public Health (ICPH) department oversees local health and safety of water use 

and wastewater treatment and dispersal through education, oversight, and the enforcement of 

local codes. The department oversees both private and public water systems to protect 

groundwater resources from contamination. Threats to groundwater resources include aquifer 

depletion and over extraction, point source pollutants (wastewater discharge, leaking underground 

storage tanks), non-point source contamination (including stormwater, road runoff, agriculture, and 

industry), saltwater intrusion, and impacts from climate change.  
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While there are many threats to the health and safety of Island County’s aquifer and potable water 

sources, maintaining a robust onsite sewage system program led by  ICPH is key to its protection. 

Conscientious management of OSS helps protect public health from wastewater constituents that 

can move through poorly functioning wastewater infrastructure. Nutrients, bacteria, viruses, and 

other chemicals found in wastewater can threaten public health and safety, as well as cause 

significant environmental impacts.  

As groundwater elevations fluctuate the threat and risk from OSS changes. A higher groundwater 

table reduces the native soil capacity to further treat wastewater dispersed from an OSS. High 

elevation of groundwater also increases the threat that humans and critical ecosystems will come 

into contact with polluted water. Wastewater constituents can play a major role in limiting 

ecosystem function.  Island County maintains a groundwater information database. Figure 3 is a 

groundwater heat map, which is a visual representation of nitrate concentrations using available 

data.  Where more than one sample result is available for a given location (groundwater well) the 

data is sorted to prioritize the most recent sample date available. The US safe drinking water 

threshold for nitrate is 10 mg/L (as nitrogen). 

 

  
Figure 3 - Recorded nitrate nitrogen concentrations (mg/L) in groundwater heat map on Whidbey 

Island 

Outreach and public awareness of the health of local groundwater sources is important to increase 

public participation in protecting the aquifer. Public understanding and participation help local 

agencies fund and develop programs to reduce threats to soil and water resources. Adaptive 

management approaches help streamline and prioritize steps and processes that respond best to 

local and current conditions. Other organizations and programs supporting water quality protection 

are listed in Resources. 
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Economic Drivers, Interconnections & Need 

Outside of the military/defense economy centered around the US Naval Air Station Whidbey Island 

in Oak Harbor, much of Island County’s economy is driven by tourism and supportive industries, 

such as fishing, shellfish, and water recreation activities. Tourism, a significant and growing 

industry with an approximate $177 million in gross revenue, supports about 20% of the workforce. 

The industry relies on the robust health of the Island’s ecosystem to thrive. 

Shellfish (clams, geoducks, oysters, and mussels) are a valuable cultural resource and a key 

ecological asset and indicator of the health of Island County. Island County’s Shellfish Protection 

Program works to ensure a safe harvest of shellfish.  The WA DOH hosts online resources to ensure 

public health and safety regarding shellfish activities (see Figure 4). 

  

Figure 4 – Washington State Department of Health – Shellfish Safety Information Website 

Due to an increased remote work force and migration of retirees, real estate is a growing industry, 

and affordable housing is an increasing need. A deep understanding is needed to ascertain Island 

County’s capacity to handle the projected 19% population increase. The Revised Code of 

Washington (RCW) 36.70A.070(2)(c) states that Comp Plans must identify “sufficient capacity of 

land for housing including, but not limited to, government-assisted housing, housing for moderate, 

low, very low, and extremely low-income households, manufactured housing, multifamily housing, 

group homes, foster care facilities, emergency housing, emergency shelters, permanent supportive 

housing, and within an urban growth area boundary, consideration of duplexes, triplexes, and 

townhomes.” This requirement for additional housing typologies and subsequent services that 

accompany growth creates greater need for a comprehensive onsite wastewater program and 

policies, including greater staffing capacity, permitting flexibility and cost-effective technologies. 



  

 

© Biohabitats, Inc. Restore the Earth & Inspire Ecological Stewardship  Page 7 

Onsite Wastewater Regulatory Framework 
Onsite wastewater treatment and dispersal in Washington State is regulated by two different 

agencies depending on the quantity of wastewater generated and the method of dispersal. While 

potential options for the dispersal of wastewater, such as surface water discharge, rapid infiltration, 

or rapid injection, which are all methods under the WA DOE jurisdiction, the vast majority of 

wastewater in unincorporated Island County utilizes OSS, which are regulated by WA DOH, but 

administered by the ICPH.  

State regulation governing OSS, defined as a sewage system with design flow of less than 3,500 

gallons per day (gpd), is the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 246-272A. The WA DOH 

administers regulation of Large On-site Sewage Systems (LOSS), under WAC 246-202B – for any 

onsite wastewater dispersal with design flows from 3,500 to 100,000 gpd. The WAC establishes 

requirements for the design, installation, operation, and maintenance of OSS, providing a critical 

baseline for all local jurisdictions. ICPH through their Island County Code (ICC) regulates OSS. 

Each county adopts or adapts and enforces regulatory guidance; Local regulation must be equal to, 

or more stringent than, WAC 246-272A. 

Additionally, the WA DOE regulates any size system that utilizes spray irrigation, infiltration basins, 

or injection wells as a land dispersal approach, in addition to any surface water discharge.  Table 1 

summarizes the regulatory code and jurisdiction based on the type of system and design flow.  

Table 1 – Wastewater Management System Regulatory Oversight and Code 

Type of 

System 

System Design 

Flow 

(Gallons per Day) 

Regulatory 

Jurisdiction Regulatory Code 

OSS & 

COSS 

(drainfield) 

<3500 

Local Health 

Jurisdiction 

(i.e. Island County) 

ICC Chapter 8.07D, 

equal to, or more stringent than 

WAC 246-272A – On-site Sewage Systems 

LOSS 

(drainfield) 
3,500 to 100,000 

Washington State 

Dept. of Health 

WAC 246-272B –  

Large On-site Sewage Systems (LOSS) 

Rapid 

Infiltration 

Basin  

any size 
Washington State 

Dept. of Ecology 

WAC 173-216 – Underground Injection 

Control (UIC) Program 

and 

WAC 173-218 – State Waste Discharge 

Permit Program 

Spray 

Irrigation 

(Reclaimed)  

any size 
Washington State 

Dept. of Ecology 

WAC 173-218 – State Waste Discharge 

Permit Program  

and 

WAC 173-219 – Reclaimed Water Program 

 

Within Island County’s regulatory jurisdictions – for OSS with design flow under 3,500 gpd there are 

two categories of OSS that have different regulatory requirements: 

 On-site sewage systems (OSS) – designed to serve one or two residential housing units or 

under 1,000 gpd of non-residential wastewater; and 

 Community on-site sewage systems (COSS) –  designed to serve more than two (2) 

residential housing units, or non-residential projects with a Design Flow exceeding 1,000 

GPD and less than 3,500 gpd 
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Island County does not distinguish between a COSS that is under single ownership (i.e. a small 

eight-unit apartment building) versus a COSS with multiple owners (i.e. eight single-family houses 

on separate lots). Some Washington State counties do make this distinction and offer more 

flexibility or a clearer permit pathway for these single-ownership systems; they are often 

considered a ‘Commercial’ OSS as opposed to a ‘Community’ OSS. 

 

Paragraph A. of the ICC 8.07D.210. - Community and Large On-site Septic Systems (LOSS) states, 

“Community on-site sewage systems as defined in this chapter shall be designed in accordance 

with the site evaluation, design, maintenance, and management criteria as set forth in WAC 246-

272B (Large On-site Sewage Systems), or as they may be hereafter amended.” Table 2 outlines the 

general permitting pathway for different types of onsite wastewater systems.  

 

Table 2 – Permitting Process for Onsite Systems in Island County 

 OSS 
(ICC) 8.07D 

Community OSS 
ICC 8.07D.210 

LOSS 

WAC 246-272B 

Flow ≤ 1,000 GPD 
> 1,000 GPD and 

≤ 3,499 GPD 
≥ 3,500 GPD < 100,000 GPD 

Lead OSS Designer or PE OSS Designer or PE Professional Engineer (PE) 

Step 

#1 

Application for  

Site Evaluation 

(soil testing) 

(1-page application 

form) 

The ICC 8.07D.210 

requires projects to 

follow the 

WAC 246-272B.  

Same as a LOSS  

Pre-Design Documents 

• Application Form (1 page) 

• Pre-Design Report (typ. 25 to 200± pages, 

incl. prelim. site & soil evaluation &  

preliminary design layout 

Step 

#2 

Site Registration 

(3-page form incl. 

plot plan & soil logs) 

Same as a LOSS  Site & Soil Eval. with WA DOH 

Step 

#3 

Permit to Construct 

an OSS 

(4-page form with 

design info. 

and plot plan) 

Same as a LOSS  Site Risk Survey and/or Hydrogeological 

Report, with Nitrate Balance 

(This step will set effluent limits, including a 

low total nitrogen limit.  Thus, detailed design 

cannot begin until DOH approval of this step.)1 

Step 

#4 

OSS As-Built Forms 

(OSS as-built plot 

plan & settings form 

; OSS as-built 

certification form 

Same as a LOSS  Engineering Design Documents 

• Engineering Report (typ. 25 to 100±  pages); 

• Design Drawings 

• Design & Construction Specifications 

(After review, DOH approves construction 

Step 

#5 
N/A  

Same as a LOSS  Owner Application for Operating Permit 

Step 

#6 
N/A 

Same as a LOSS  Record Drawings, and Construction 

Completion Report (1-page form) 

Step 

#7 
N/A  

Same as a LOSS  Operations & Maintenance (O&M) Documents 

• O&M Manual 

• Management Plan 

• Monitoring & Reporting Plan 
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Status of Wastewater Systems in the County 
Approximately 28% of the Island County population live in areas serviced by a municipal 

wastewater treatment plant (WWTP) that has a surface water discharge regulated by the 

Washington State Department of Ecology. There are approximately 30,000 single family residential 

on-site wastewater systems (septic systems or equivalent). Most residents in unincorporated 

Island County (i.e. residents outside of municipal sewer service areas) are serviced by an OSS or a 

LOSS.  Table 3 presents the approximate number of on-site sewage systems in Island County by 

system type with an estimate of aqueous nitrogen contributed by.  This important observation of 

estimated nitrogen contribution by system type will be discussed later in the ‘Analysis’ section of 

this report. 

Table 3 – Type and Quantity of Onsite Wastewater Systems in Island County 

Ju
ri

s
d

ic
ti

o
n

 

Type of System 

Approximate 

Number of 

Systems in 

the County 

Percent Out of 

Administrative 

Compliance 

Percent 

Known 

in 

Failure 

Status 

Total 

Estimated 

Pounds of 

Nitrogen 

per Day 2 

Percent of 

Nitrogen 

Dispersed in 

the County 

from Onsite 

Systems 

Is
la

n
d

 

C
o

u
n

ty
 

OSS Residential 28,944 88% 1% 2,026 90.9% 

OSS Residential 

(SA) 1 
1,637 90% 1% 115 5.2 % 

Community OSS  

(w/ no TN limit) 
77 100%  18 0.8 % 

W
A

 D
O

H
 LOSS 

(w/ no TN limit) 
33 - - 63 2.8 % 

LOSS 

(with TN limit) 
2 - - 0.26 0.01 % 

D
O

E
 Spray 3 1 0 % 0 % 7.66 0.3 % 

Rapid Infiltration 

Basin 
0 - - - - 

Total Est. Lbs./Day of Total Nitrogen from On-site Systems 

 
2,230  

1 – Onsite Sewage Systems (OSS) for single family residential properties in Sensitive Areas (SA) 
2 – Average TN in septic tank effluent from a typical single-family home is about 0.07 lbs TN/day 

(about 140 gpd/home at 60 mg/L TN). 
3 – Nitrogen load based on a 2003 thru 2007 reclaimed water effluent flow monitoring (avg. 46,000 

gpd) and total nitrogen monitoring (avg. ~20 mg/L), from "Fact Sheet for State Reclaimed Water Use 

Permit ST-7373 for Holmes Harbor Water Reclamation Plant”. 

Management of Wastewater Systems in Island County 
ICPH has a 6 person staff, including one supervisor, three sanitarians, and two operations and 

maintenance professionals, that administer the onsite wastewater program which provides 

educational, advisory and permitting services for owners of OSS, wastewater professionals and 

other parties.  ICPH’s mission to protect public health and the environment is actualized by 

minimizing the threat of surface and groundwater contamination from over 30,000 existing OSS. 



  

 

© Biohabitats, Inc. Restore the Earth & Inspire Ecological Stewardship  Page 10 

This includes identifying failing or improperly designed, installed or maintained OSS, as well as 

ensuring new OSS are designed and implemented properly. ICPH provides paper and digital 

resources outlining legal requirements for responsible parties to maintain critical onsite 

wastewater infrastructure. Resources including: 

 Maintaining Your On-Site Septic System Brochure, 

 On-Site Sewage System (OSS) Homeowner Evaluation Form - 

www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/8551/Maintaining-Your-OSS-Brochure?bidId=, and  

 Meet Your Septic Systems Professionals Brochure. 

ICPH requires all OSS with gravity dispersal to be inspected every three years; pressure dispersed 

OSS are required to be inspected each year.  Additionally, they require an inspection at the time of 

sale or title transfer.  Example inspection forms are in Appendix B. ICPH maintains a list of licensed 

or certified wastewater professionals who regularly work in Island County.  There are 43 listed 

Maintenance Service Provider (MSP) / Inspectors on their list, as of June 2025.  OSS inspections 

include, sludge judging the primary (septic) tank, checking effluent filter and/or pump, and 

observation of drainfield area. Prices vary based on location and complexity of system, but a typical 

cost is $300-$500 per inspection. 

In 2024, ICPH staff received 3,944 OSS inspection forms, approximately 13% of the total permitted 

systems. Inspections typically show that 60% are in good standing, while 40% are in moderate 

condition. 

Research / Engagement 

Summary 
An important aspect of this Wastewater Innovation Report is engagement with three key 

stakeholders including 1) regulatory officials (county and state), 2) wastewater professionals 

(design and maintenance professionals), and 3) the design and development community 

(architects, builders, developers). Additionally, a technical advisory group (TAG) was convened to 

ensure the recommendations of this study are informed with best practices and innovative policies 

and procedures for onsite wastewater management with others dealing with similar onsite 

wastewater issues.  

Engagement 

The project team worked with Island County officials to invite a wide selection of individuals in each 

of the three key stakeholder groups.  Engagement activities were defined as listening sessions so 

that project staff could hear and learn about varying concerns with onsite sewage systems in Island 

County. The listening sessions were conducted to build key understanding with key stakeholders. 

Invitations were sent to 112 individuals. Four Listening Sessions were held virtually for ninety 

minutes to two hours taking place from mid-February through early March in 2025. A series of 

questions were developed to provide a framework for each session. If individuals could not make 

one of the sessions, the questions were provided by email so that further feedback could be 

complied. The list of questions is in Appendix A.  
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Representation within the stakeholder groups included individuals from: 

Regulatory Officials 

 Island County Department of Public Health 

 Island County Department of Planning 

 Island County Local Integrating Organization, also known as Water Resource Inventory Area 

6 (WRIA 6) 

 Washington State Department of Health (DOH) 

Wastewater Professionals 

 Local OSS design professionals 

 Local OSS maintenance providers 

Design and Development Professionals 

 Local architects 

 Local contractors 

 Housing developers working in Island County 

 Housing consultants engaged in permitting and private projects and supportive housing  

The listening sessions had a participation rate of 20% with fifteen people meeting virtually and 

three responding to questions in written format due to attendees’ technical difficulties using Zoom 

or limited availability. 

While specific national average rates for stakeholder engagement in wastewater management, 

especially related to onsite sewage systems, do not exist; studies show that stakeholder 

engagement, particularly when broad and inclusive, leads to better outcomes in water 

management and sustainability efforts. Integrating stakeholders into the development and 

implementation of sustainability plans, including those related to wastewater, leads to better 

outcomes for diverse stakeholders, especially for domestic and environmental groups. Effective 

stakeholder engagement can significantly increase the likelihood of reaching consensus on goals 

and plans, as seen in evaluations of environmental collaboration and conflict resolution practices.  

Outreach for the listening sessions was through a variety of methods including email, phone calls, 

and Eventbrite invitations. Initial contact was by email followed by weekly reminder emails and two 

personal phone calls leading up to events. Common themes of concern from stakeholders broken 

down by groups: 
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Island County public health and permitting professionals  

 Aquifer protections 

 Land area requirements 

 New WA State OSS Code requirements 

 Updating County OSS Code 

 Limited WA State approved technologies 

 Getting failing systems into compliance 

 Staffing capacity to meet growth 

 Infeasibility of perspective buyers for affordable and supportive housing projects 

 Confusion of what can be permitted locally vs. what is applicable to State of Washington 

 Legacy building too close to the shoreline 

Washington State public health professionals and the Island County Local Integrating Organization 

also known as Water Resource Inventory Area 6 (WRIA 6) 

 Implementing the new code consistently between counties 

 Infeasibility of perspective buyers for affordable and supportive housing projects 

 Confusion of what can be permitted locally vs. what is applicable to the State of 

Washington 

 Legacy building too close to the shoreline 

 Lack of bandwidth to regulate 

 Knows they need more examples of innovative systems 

 Needs to consider other case studies from other states 

 Pressures from comprehensive planning statewide 

Local wastewater design and installations specialists  

 Given the number of meetings for the comprehensive plan with the Growth Management 

Act there is meeting fatigue amongst these professionals 

 Permitting process 

 Lack of innovative pathways for alternate systems 

 Aging professionals and the lack of installers to meet the needs for growing populations 

 Permitting process and inspector availability 

Housing developers and professional consultants engaged in permitting and private projects and 

supportive housing 

 In general, this group expressed genuine willingness and concern to protect the environment 

 Private sector builders, architects and consultants working with higher end residential  

 Clients did not have concerns about costs 

 Available lot sizes to accommodate regulatory requirements 

 County staffing capacity for permitting and inspection 

 Inheriting failing systems with sites 

 Bluff stabilizations and relocating OSS  

 Land costs and lot sizes to accommodate affordable and supportive housing 
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Technical Advisory Group 
Biohabitats and partners convened a volunteer technical advisory group (TAG) to discuss 

comprehensive recommendations for Island County regulations and guidelines onsite wastewater 

infrastructure solutions that are protective of property values, human health, and the Puget Sound 

ecosystems. One of the major aims of the TAG is to ensure recommendations are informed from 

what others with similar pressures and constraints are doing to develop and enact innovative 

policies and procedures.  The TAG convened three (3) times to help guide efforts and 

understanding. The TAG was a critical sounding board to ensure thoroughness and innovation.  

1st TAG (March) Meeting – Introduction and Brainstorm  

The March TAG meeting focused on outlining Island County unique characteristics and the county 

and state regulator pathway.  We discussed what regions/areas are implementing creative 

regulatory solutions for onsite treatment. We discussed who is doing creative research for onsite 

wastewater management and what innovative technologies are being used in the field. 

2nd TAG (April) Meeting – Report Outline Share and Collaborative Ideas Generation 

Aprils’ TAG meeting started by sharing the outline and framework for the final report. The bulk of the 

meeting consisted of a collaborative discussion and idea generation. The discussion began by 

unpacking the existing rules in Washington State and Island County, specifically the new DoH rules 

that became active on April 1st, 2025. The project team then ran through several proposed 

scenarios with how Island County could develop an additive framework to be more protective than 

the new state guidance. 

3rd TAG (June) Meeting – Final Recommendation Review and Discussion 

Our last TAG meeting shared the analysis shared of existing onsite system shared early in the report 

and then focused specifically on appropriate ways Island Count could develop tools and processes 

to address both OSS and Community OSS. There was considerable discussion on the challenge for 

Island County to be more restrictive when the WA DOH registered list does not recognize any 

treatment systems performing greater than a 50% reduction in nitrogen. 

The TAG consists of regional, national, and international experts in onsite wastewater research, 

treatment, management, and policy. TAG members include: 

 Harold Leverenz, PhD, PE – UC Davis Researcher and Biohabitats Senior Engineer 

 Sara Heger, PhD – Researcher and Professor at University of Minnesota 

 Tristian Bounds, PE – Director of Innovation at Orenco Systems / Principal at Regen AEC 

 Dendra Best – Executive Director of WasteWater Education 501(c)3 

 Pat Lando – Executive Director of Recode & US Green Building Council Technical Specialist 

 Ben Kele – Director at Arris 

 Michael Brett, PhD – Civil Engineering Professor at University of Washington 

 Victor d’Amato, PE – Supervisor, Viable Utilities Unit at North Carolina Dept. of Environ. Quality 

 Barton Kirk, PE – Principal at Ethos Collaborative 

 Erica Duncan – Manger, Virgina Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 

 Tim Pasakarnis – Water Resource Analyst at Cape Cod Commission 

 Lynn Schneider – Onsite Sewage System (OSS) Program Supervisor, King County Washington 

 Jamie Heisig-Mitchell – Chief of Technical Services at HRSD  
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Analysis 
 

Compounding Challenges / Barriers 
Island County residences, businesses, and institutions have many compounding challenges and 

barriers to implementing On-site Sewage Systems (OSS), including:  

 development pressure, 

 aging infrastructure, 

 small parcel sizes, 

 groundwater protection due to critical aquifer recharge areas (CARA), 

 wellhead protection zones, 

 surface water protection, 

 sea level rise / climate resilience, 

 confusing regulations, and 

 cost of infrastructure, operations, and maintenance. 

 

There are a variety of tools and resources used to navigate these and assist in the assessment, 

design, and implementation of OSS. One of the more powerful tools is geographic information 

system (GIS) data. ICGeoMap, is a publicly available online GIS tool that shows dozens of layers 

and attributes. It is a useful guide to understanding property conditions and constraints. Figure 5 is 

a screen shot of the ICGeoMap as an example of the important layers of information available to 

assist in planning and development of an OSS. 

 

 

  Figure 5 – Example of Island County’s ICGeoMAP 
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One of the most significant compounding challenges for implementing OSS in Island County is with 

competing on-site development requirements including development setbacks from property lines, 

road easements, stormwater infrastructure), public health protection setbacks (water wells, water 

lines, surface water),  and environmental setbacks (wetlands, tidal influenced areas). These 

setbacks restrict the area where wastewater infrastructure can safely be installed. In increasingly 

developed areas, it may be prudent to offer flexibility with sighting or routing wastewater 

infrastructure to better address housing needs 

 

Regulatory Framework  
One- and two-bedroom OSS have very few restrictions and rules outside of basic setbacks and 

criteria for drainfield soil and depth to groundwater. As noted earlier, OSS contribute to a significant 

percentage of nutrients from onsite wastewater management in Island County. Additional 

framework should be developed to further protect groundwater in the County. 

County regulated Community OSS (COSS) will have three to up to nine three-bedroom housing 

units or up to fourteen two-bedroom units (up to approximately 29 total bedrooms). Current 

regulations in the  Island County Code (ICC), specifically 8.07D, and 8.09.097, make implementing 

COSS  very challenging.  Specific code sections in the ICC have had a significant impact on the 

implementation of COSS. As a result of ICC updates in 2005, no new COSS have been constructed.  

Similarly, only two new Large On-site Sewage Systems (LOSS), which are regulated by the WA DOH 

have been constructed since 2011, when the Washington Administrate Code (WAC) 246-272B – 

Large On-site Sewage Systems) was updated with very restrictive language. More 

restrictive/protective regulations have stymied the development of projects that would utilize a 

COSS or LOSS, including affordable housing projects.  

One challenge to implementation of COSS are the lack of clear definitions and the use of similar 

and divergent language between the ICC and WAC. This causes confusion and makes 

understanding the intent and required direction difficult. For example, it is not clear what specific 

requirements are needed for a ‘hydrogeologic site evaluation’ outlined in ICC 8.09.097 and how it is 

different than the ‘site risk survey’ that is identified in the WAC 246-272B. Another example is does 

a nitrate balance required for all hydrogeologic site evaluations, and should they follow the ‘Level 1 

Nitrate Balance’ guidelines outlined in WAC 246-272B-03200. 

Another challenge for stakeholders that want to develop a COSS is that the ICC gives flexibility and 

power to ICPH staff without specific guidance. The ICC 8.09.097D states, 

‘A hydrogeologic site evaluation shall be required prior to project approval of projects 

identified by the health officer as having the potential for groundwater contamination and 

where best management practices will not adequately prevent groundwater contamination.’ 

However, it doesn’t clearly define any criteria for health officers to determine what defines 

‘potential for groundwater contamination’. This lack of transparency for challenging for 

stakeholders.  New language should be developed in ICC to help align or distinguish from 

requirements within the WAC. Below are a few specific sections that need clarity or significant 

changes. 
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ICC 8.07D.210 - Community and Large On-site Sewage Systems (LOSS) 

Instead of defining criteria for COSS the ICC 8.07D.210 requires COSS to be designed in 

accordance with the state regulated LOSS program. This significant rule requires a site evaluation, 

design, maintenance, and management criteria as set forth in WAC 246-272B, which is outlined for 

community’s generating up to 100,000 gpd, but it is inappropriate for systems managing less than 

3,500 gpd.  The requirements of designing a LOSS with the WA DOH are significantly greater than 

designing a COSS.  This results in a project that is significantly more involved and costly due to 

administrative need, assessment, and design requirements.  

WAC 246-272B  - Large On-site Sewage Systems (LOSS) 

Under the WAC LOSS guidance, a COSS project would require the completion of a Pre-

Design Report, Site Risk Survey/Hydrogeological Investigation Report, Engineering Report,  

Design Drawings, Construction Specificaitons, and Operations and Maintenance Manual.  

There is one particular code requirement that is most challenging in implementing new 

COSS projects.  That is the WAC 246-272B-03200 – Environmental Review – Site Risk 

Survey. The Environmental Review section (5)(f) requires a "Nitrate screening balance" 

which often results in needing the system to meet stringent effluent TN reductions, which 

results in a costly system to both implement and maintain.    

Furthermore, the WA DOH has prepared a set of instructions for preparing a “Level 1” nitrate 

balance and notes that the 

…"DOH uses the Level 1 Nitrate Balance as a ‘screening tool’ to identify 

LOSS which may have potential impacts to an unconfined or semi-confined 

surface aquifer.  DOH may require a more comprehensive Nitrate Balance at 

sites where the Level 1 analysis indicates a potential moderate or significant 

impact to groundwater.  In general, a moderate impact is an increase greater 

than 2 mg/L above background.” 

Contrary to how it is stated in the WAC, the Level 1 Nitrate Balance is not commonly used as 

a ‘screening tool’. It is often used to benchmark or set the effluent limit for a wastewater 

discharge, resulting in difficult to achieve nitrogen reductions for COSS, especially with only 

being able to only use Washington State approved OSS treatment technologies (discussed 

later in this report).    

 

Additionally, there are other LOSS requirements that also may not be appropriate for every 

COSS, including increased vertical separation. LOSS require: 

 24 inches minimum for soil types 2 thru 5, even with Treatment Level C 

and 

 New permitting of LOSS with < 24 inches, regardless of treatment level. 

 

It is appropriate to have a robust onsite wastewater framework to protect Island County’s sole 

source aquifer, but simply requiring criteria used for a LOSS is problematic and overburdensome.   
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ICC 8.09.097 - Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Protection 

CARA protection under ICC 8.09.097 requires that projects proposing a COSS in ‘any’ CARA 

protection zone must complete a hydrogeological site evaluation. However, there are three CARA 

categories that cover the entire county, shown in Figure 6. As per Section C of ICC 8.09.097, any 

COSS requires a hydrogeological site evaluation, imposing a significant barrier.  It may be more 

appropriate to target high susceptibility areas and allow for more flexibility for responsible 

development in low and medium susceptibility areas 

 

  

Figure 6 – Aquifer Recharge Areas  
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Having more flexibility doesn’t preclude the ICPH from imposing more stringent criteria. Section D. 

of ICC 8.09.097 states, “A hydrogeologic site evaluation shall be required prior to project approval 

of projects identified by the health officer as having the potential for groundwater contamination 

and where best management practices will not adequately prevent groundwater contamination”. 

This provision gives ultimate flexibility to the ICPH staff, however transparent guidance when to 

require would be useful to staff and the people concerned about transparency and fairness. 

  

WAC 246-272A-01000 – Sewage Technologies 

Under the WAC, the WA DOH requires that sewage treatment and distribution technologies be 

registered before any local health officer can permit the use of the technology:   

(1) The department shall maintain standards and guidance for local health officers to 

permit sewage treatment and distribution technologies. 

(2) Before the local health officer permits sewage technologies, the sewage 

technologies must be registered for use as described in this chapter, have standards 

for use as described or referenced in this chapter, or have DS&G (Department 

Standards & Guidance) describing sewage technologies uses as maintained by the 

department (WA DOH). 

The WA DOH List of Registered On-site Treatment and Distribution Products is periodically updated 

as new technologies become registered or as technologies are removed, restricted, or suspended 

from use.  The current list dated June 2025 can be found online at: 

https://doh.wa.gov/sites/default/files/2022-02/337-024.pdf. 

Section 3 of the list provides a summary of both registered proprietary and public domain 

technologies, and their respective treatment level ratings. Treatment levels used in WAC 246-272A 

are not intended to be applied as field compliance standards.  Their intended use is for establishing 

treatment product performance in a product testing setting under established protocols by 

qualified testing centers.  Table 4 below presents the treatment levels, and the wastewater 

parameters and concentrations associated with each.   

The List of Registered On-site Treatment and Distribution Products are a great resource for onsite 

wastewater designers, however there are several issues that are challenging for OSS and COSS that 

have advanced nutrient removal requirements. 

(a) There is a lag time with getting newer, innovative technologies on the approved list. 

(b) There are no systems that have been issued formal approval to achieve a final effluent 

concentration lower than 30 mg/L (greater than 50% total nitrogen (TN) reduction, even 

though the typical TN removal of these systems ranges between 55% and 80% 

depending on the system). 

(c) There is no provision or allowance for adding additional components to a Registered 

OSS (proprietary or public domain) to meet more stringent effluent TN limits. 
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Table 4 – Washington State Treatment Levels for Registered On-site Sewage Treatment Technologies 

AHJ 

Treatment / 

Dispersal 

Category: 

Method / Reuse 

     Regulated Parameters 

CBOD5
(1) 

(mg/L) 

TSS(2) 

(mg/L) 

O&G (3) 

(mg/L) 

Nitrate 

(mg/L) 

TN (5) 

(mg/L) 

E. coli 

(cfu/100 mL) 

Fecal 

Coliform 

(cfu/100 mL) 

Total 

Coliform  

(cfu/100 mL) 

Turbidity 

(NTU) 

TDS 

(mg/l) 
NOTES 

C
o

u
n

ty
 D

e
p

a
rt

m
e

n
t 

o
f 

H
e

a
lt

h
 

A 10 10 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

based on  

soil type 

& 

vertical 

separation 

B 15 15 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

C 25 30 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

BL1 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 126 200 ---- ---- ---- 

BL2 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 1,000 ---- ---- ---- 

BL3 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 50,000 ---- ---- ---- 

E 228 80 20 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- 

N ---- ---- ---- ---- 30 ---- ---- ---- ---- ---- Site Specific 
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Spray Irrigation: 

Reclaimed Class B  

40* 

25** 

45* 

30** 

---- 
N/A N/A 

---- 
23* ---- N/A ---- 

Seasonal 

Limitations 

Spray Irrigation: 

Reclaimed Class A 

40* 

25** 

45* 

30** 

---- 15* 

10** 
15* 

---- 
2.2* ---- 0.2* ---- 

Seasonal 

Limitations 

Spray Dispersal 30** 30** ---- 10 ---- ---- ---- 1.0 ---- ----  

Infiltration Basins  30** 30** ---- 10 ---- ---- ---- 1.0 ---- 500  

1 – 5-Day Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand. 
2 – Total Suspended Solids 
3 – Oil & Grease 
* – Weekly Average 
** – Monthly Average 
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Effluent Limits  

Site conditions and context should dictate wastewater effluent limits. Areas that need more 

protection or have greater health and safety risks (such as high nitrate levels in groundwater) should 

require higher nitrogen reduction. Simply stating that any COSS should follow the strict criteria of a 

LOSS (as the ICC 8.07D.210 currently does) puts a disproportionate burden on some smaller 

development projects. 

 

Table 3 in the Understanding section of this Report estimates the pounds of nitrogen contributed by 

all on-site sewage systems (OSS, COSS, LOSS, and spray irrigation) in Island County. It shows that 

the vast majority (over 96%) of nitrogen from onsite wastewater inputs come from OSS (1-2 unit 

residential systems) and less than 1% of all nitrogen inputs from onsite wastewater come from 

COSS.  Contrary to the actual nitrogen load discharged in Island County, COSS regulations and 

guidance were disproportionately restrictive compared to OSS. It should be noted that almost no 

COSS have been permitted since 2005 and only two LOSS have been permitted after 2011, when 

regulator codes became more restrictive. 

The update to ICC 8.09.097 (effective June 2005), ICC 8.07D (effective July 2007), and WAC 246-

272B (effective July 2011) are some of the most significant barriers to development of small 

housing projects that would utilize COSS and LOSS, including supportive housing in unincorporated 

Island County. 

 

There are several sections of the ICC 8.09.097 that provide flexibility for ICPH staff to be more 

protective of human health and safety and environmental concerns, given known information.  

Section E. of ICC 8.09.097 

“Based on available information including that provided by the applicant pursuant to 

the requirements of this section, the health officer shall have discretion to impose 

conditions designed to prevent degradation of groundwater quality or quantity.  Such 

conditions may include determining background water quality, quantity, and 

groundwater levels prior to approval and development of groundwater quality and/or 

quantity management plans.  All conditions shall be based on all known, available, 

and reasonable methods of prevention, control, and treatment.” 

Section H.5. of ICC 8.09.097 states: 

“Other projects or activities as determined by the health officer.” 

However, the ICC lacks a framework that prioritizes need and a transparency to communicate with 

stakeholders. A framework should prioritize where and when greater assessment and design 

requirements are appropriate. A balance framework should also provide when stricter onsite 

wastewater effluent limits are needed, such as for projects on sensitive sites, in high susceptible 

critical aquifer areas, and/or where there are elevated nitrogen levels in the groundwater.  
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Nitrogen Reduction  

Human urine is the primary source of nitrogen in domestic wastewater. The concentration of 

nitrogen is affected by how much wastewater dilutes the nutrient. Newer water efficient buildings 

will typically have higher concentrations of nitrogen than older constructed projects. The TN 

concentration in primary (septic) tank effluent is typically between 30 and 80 mg/L. A commonly 

accepted  average TN concentration is 60 mg/L, with a typical wastewater discharge of 140 gallons 

per day. Nitrogen is primary tank effluent is primarily (>80%) in the form of ammonium-

nitrogen, with the rest as organic nitrogen. The exact concentration can vary depending on several 

factors including type of dwelling, population density, building program (day use versus overnight), 

age of construction, food service, and presence of water conditioning equipment. Water 

conservation measures, such as flush strategy (standard, low flow, dual flush, vacuum flush) can 

heavily impact total flow and thus nitrogen concentrations.  

Removal Processes 

Nitrogen is mostly removed from wastewater in a specific two-step process. First, in an aerobic 

environment (in oxygen rich conditions) beneficial bacteria nitrify the ammonium-nitrogen 

converting it to nitrite and then nitrate-nitrogen. Nitrification occurs after most of the biochemical 

oxygen demand (BOD) has been depleted by other aerobic microbes.  If there is only just enough 

oxygen to remove the BOD, nitrification will not occur or will be incomplete. 

The second step in the removal of nitrogen is in an anoxic (i.e. no free oxygen) environment. 

Different beneficial bacteria convert nitrate to nitrogen gas, in a process called denitrification. 

Nitrogen gas mixes with the atmosphere which is 78% nitrogen.  The denitrification process 

requires a carbon source to fuel the bacteria; without a carbon source, denitrification will not occur 

or will be limited. 

Removal in OSS 

A basic OSS with primary tank and drainfield, does little to remove or reduce nitrogen. Very little 

nitrogen (<10%) is removed in the septic tank, since most of the incoming nitrogen is in a liquid 

form (i.e. there is little particulate nitrogen to settle out), and since the septic tank is an anaerobic 

environment (i.e. no free or bound oxygen). Once septic tank effluent is introduced into a drainfield, 

the soil (if not saturated) can provide an aerobic environment to nitrify ammonium from the septic 

tank effluent. The shallower the drainfield the greater the potential for oxygen to assist in with the 

nitrification process. Septic effluent will generally nitrify some in the soil in/under the drainfield, 

however the longer it takes the deeper the wastewater travels, Typically the deeper into the soil 

profile, the less carbon sources are available, limiting the potential to denitrify, and thus limiting the 

overall reduction of TN from septic tank effluent. Nitrate-nitrogen is very soluble and can make its 

way deep into the ground and can eventually elevate nitrogen concentrations in groundwater. The 

removal of nitrogen in the ground is highly dependent on the type of soil and the depth of 

unsaturated conditions above the groundwater.  
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Figure 7 – How do on-site systems treat nitrogen graphic from WA DOH 337-142 August 2014  

 

Treatment Technologies 

There are main options to utilize treatment technologies to enhance nitrogen reduction from 

primary tank effluent. Typically placed between the primary tank and drainfield, most OSS 

treatment technologies are focused on creating an aerobic environment to reduce BOD and 

complete the first step in the nitrogen removal process, nitrification. There is a wide range of 

treatment systems on the market that do this, typically by introducing oxygen to wastewater (with a 

blower) or recirculating wastewater over/through an attached growth media in an aerobic 

environment. Soil is the drainfield can then perform some denitrification functions, however with 

the lack of carbon and anoxic conditions, nitrogen removal will be limited. 

As mentioned previously, any treatment system installed in Washington state must be 

registered/approved by the WA DOH. Table 5 outlines twelve systems that are currently approved to 

meet Treatment Level N (minimum 50% reduction, with effluent TN concentration less than 30 

mg/L for typical residential strength wastewater). None of these systems are approved to be used in 

Washington State where higher nitrogen reduction is required.   

WA DOH often looks at systems that meet the National Sanitation Foundation (NSF) and American 

National Standards Institute (ANSI) Standard 245 - Wastewater Treatment Systems – Nitrogen 

Reduction to determine if a technology merits inclusion on the states registered list. The standard 

specifically evaluates the nitrogen reduction performance of residential wastewater treatment 

systems. To pass, the average effluent must have less than 50% TN in the average influent 

concentration. Testing protocols are rigorous, involving a minimum of 26 weeks of evaluation, 

including design flow dosing and various stress tests. Technology companies often pay $80,000-

$100,000 to NSF for testing and certification. This typically limits certification to large companies 

with a narrow definition of the system, as each change in the system would require a new 

certification. As such, public domain technologies are not typically certified by NSF. 
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Table 5: Approved Treatment Levels and Effluent Quality for Nitrogen-Reducing Systems 

  Total Nitrogen Reduction Performance 1,2,3 

System Name Certification Florida Testing La Pine Testing Maryland BAT Testing Massachusetts Testing New Zealand Testing 

Orenco® 

AdvanTex® AX20 NSF 245, - 

17.0 mg/L TN 

71.6%, (Mode 3 [MLE] Config.) 

17.0 mg/L TN 

71%, (Mode 3 [MLE] Config.) 

Approval for 

19 mg/L 

13 mg/L TN 

82%, (Mode 3 [MLE] Config.) 

Orenco 

AdvanTex® AX20RTN NSF 245 

55% 

(Mode 1) - 

14.5 mg/L TN 

76%, (Mode 3 [MLE] Config.) 

Approval for 

19 mg/L - 

Bio-Microbics® 

BioBarrier® MBR-N 
NSF 245, 79% - - - - 

Aquapoint 

Bioclere™ 
ETV - - - 

Approval for 

25 mg/L 
- 

Clearstream® Wastewater Systems 

Clearstream  500D/DA 
NSF 245 52.9% / 54.1% - - - -  

Infiltrator™ 

 ECOPOD-N,NX Series NSF 245 

53% (N); 

80% (NX) with MLE - - - - 

Norweco® 

Hydro-Kinetic® 600 FEU 
NSF 245 - - - - - 

Bio-Microbics® 

MicroFAST® 
NSF 245 55% 

36.4 mg/L TN 

39.9% 
- 

Approval for 

19 mg/L TN 

25 mg/L TN 

67% 

Enviro-Flo, Inc. 

NuWater BNR 
NSF 245  - - - - - 

Bio-Microbics® 

RetroFAST® 0.375 

NSF 245, 

ETV 
- - 

25.4 mg/L TN 

58% 
- -  

Bio-Microbics® 

SeptiTech - STAAR® (D-series) 

NSF 245, 

ETV 

14 mg/L TN 

64% with MLE - 

20 mg/L TN 

67% with MLE 

Approval for 

19 mg/L TN with MLE - 

Singulair 960 TNT NSF 245 68% - 
27 mg/L TN 

55% 
-  -  

 

System Name Certification Total Nitrogen Reduction Performance 1,2 

Recirculating Gravel Filter (RGF) 

(Public Domain) 

No specific NSF 

certification 

mentioned 

The Washington State Dept. of Health (WA DOH) and University of Washington conducted a grant-funded study of a Recirculating Gravel Filter (RGF) followed by a vegetated woodchip 

denitrification bed (VWDB) in 2012 / 2013.  The performance for the 12-month verification testing period was as follows: 

RGF Only:  Effluent TN Concentration of 23.9 mg/L; 51% TN Reduction 

RGF with VWDB:  Effluent TN Concentration of 4.0 mg/L; 92% TN Reduction 

Both RGF and RGF with VWDB are registered for the same nitrogen reduction Treatment Level N (50% reduction) in Washington State 

RGF  with VWDB 

(Public Domain) 

Testing followed 

ETV and NSF 

Protocols 

1 – Mean effluent concentration, or as otherwise noted. 
2 – Percent total nitrogen (TN) reduction from either measured septic tank effluent (STE) TN or commonly accepted typical STE with TN of 60 mg/L. 
3 – Process configuration tested, if reported.  “MLE” refers to “Modified Ludzack-Ettinger” where nitrified effluent from the aerobic process is recycled back to the septic tank for denitrification. 
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As presented in Table 5, the TN reduction performance of the Treatment Level N systems ranges 

from a little more than 50% to about 80%.  The higher performing systems utilize the Modified 

Ludzack-Ettinger (MLE) process that recycles nitrified effluent from the aerobic process upstream 

to the primary tank. The raw wastewater coming into the primary tank provides the carbon source 

for the denitrification process.  The MLE process details can vary treatment performance, 

Generally, an increase in recirculation can improve performance. Typical recirculation to daily flow 

ratios are: 

 1:1 = 50% TN reduction 

 2:1 = 67% TN reduction 

 3:1 = 75% TN reduction 

 4:1 = 80% TN reduction 

However, the more flow recirculated the greater chance to suspend solids that have settled out in 

the primary tank and the more likely the primary tank ecosystem can shift from the anoxic 

conditions needed for denitrification to a more aerobic tank limiting the process. These challenges 

can be mitigated with an increase in primary tank size or with an additional anoxic reactor tank.  

Additionally, the variable of the incoming carbon content, temperature and alkalinity of wastewater 

in the system may alter treatment performance. While achieving a 50% -60% nitrogen reduction is 

relatively easier, higher reduction generally needs greater care and attention. Periodic investigation 

and assessment of the ongoing conditions and treatment process are required. 

There are common wastewater techniques and tools used to manage some of the variable and 

uncertainty when higher levels of nitrogen reduction are required. These include additional 

recirculation, alkalinity feed, carbon feed, real-time water quality sensors, flow meters, ‘smart’ 

feedback control systems, and remote monitoring. Another useful tool for higher nitrogen reduction 

is adding an additional carbon rich denitrification reactor after the Treatment Level N registered 

system. These include a subsurface constructed wetland or woodchip reactor. Currently, one 

specific type, a vegetated woodchip denitrification bed (VWDB) is allowed to be used and that is 

only in combination with a recirculating gravel filter (RGF). These types of additional reactors could 

be used in combination with any Treatment Level N registered system. 

Additional Treatment through Dispersal 

In addition to the use of Treatment Level N technologies, shallow distribution drainfields (i.e. 

shallow trenches, subsurface drip), at-grade, and above-grade drainfields (sand mounds) can 

enhance TN reduction. Jurisdictions that have been successful at implementing comprehensive 

nitrogen reducing strategies recognize the contribution of shallow dispersal systems. Microbial 

diversity and carbon content are both higher in the top 12 inches of the soil profile. Thus, it is more 

suited for denitrification than in deeper soils. In addition, treated effluent is dispersed closer to 

surface with more the root zones of the vegetative cover, which may allow more nutrient uptake. 

Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) allows nitrogen reduction credit for both treatment 

and enhanced dispersal systems. The MDE nitrogen-reducing Best Available Technology (BAT) 

classification system designates BAT Class IV systems as on-site sewage disposal systems that are 

installed above, at, or just below (12-inch maximum depth) existing grade.  These systems are 



  

 

© Biohabitats, Inc. Restore the Earth & Inspire Ecological Stewardship  Page 25 

considered capable of reducing effluent TN by 30% where native soils within the top 12 inches of 

the soil profile are finer than sand and loamy sand (i.e. in Washington State Type 4, 5, or 6 soils).  

Examples of acceptable dispersal systems are elevated sand mounds, at-grade sand mounds, and 

shallow pressure distribution (i.e. shallow trenches or subsurface drip systems).  The MDE 

regulations allow for a Class I treatment system (approved for 50% TN reduction) to be paired with a 

Class IV dispersal system (approved for 30% TN reduction) for a combined greater than 75% TN 

reduction. In Washington State, the proprietary OSCAR could be considered an ‘above-grade' 

system since the native soil is prepared similar to a sand mound (i.e. plowed along the 

topographical contour and not removed). 

Washington State has allowed a similar TN reduction system as documented in the Subsurface 

Drip System RS&Gs (July 2024 version), however the WA DOH has reported that this additive 

reduction (i.e. Treatment Level N plus additional TN reduction credit through shallow dispersal) will 

no longer be considered with the new WAC 246-272A update.  It is not understood why the WA DOH 

plans to not consider this useful additive reduction accounting. Keeping the reduction credit would 

give jurisdictions like Island County a useful tool to require and account for greater level of nitrogen 

reduction beyond Treatment Level N. 

Sunny View Village, a 26-unit affordable housing project in Freeland, is an example of this 

approach. Their LOSS has nitrogen removal credit for its dispersal approach. Constructed in 2015, 

it utilizes both enhanced and advanced TN reduction methods (MLE process with alkalinity feed, 

and post-anoxic denitrification with carbon feed). It also has a subsurface drip system (SDS) 

drainfield for dispersal, which received soil denitrification credit from WA DOH.  Figure 8 shows an 

aerial photo of the Sunny View Village LOSS site including SDS drainfield.  The green grass over the 

driplines is a clear indication of the benefits with shallow dispersal. 

 

Figure 8 – Sunny View Village, LOSS with Subsurface Drip System Drainfield, Freeland, WA 
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In-Ground Nitrogen Reducing Biofilters 

In-Ground Nitrogen Reducing Biofilters (INRB) are a public domain technology that has been 

researched and subsequently approved for use in the State of Florida.  It is similar to a bottomless 

sand filter commonly used in the State of Washington but uses a 12-inch depth bottom layer of soil 

and woodchip mixture below the sand layer as a denitrification zone.   The 18-inch depth top sand 

layer provides both BOD5 reduction and nitrification. The soil-woodchip layer provides a good 

denitrification environment.  These systems have demonstrated about 65% reduction of TN from 

primary tank effluent. 

 

Currently, Washington State does not list INRBs as a public domain OSS nitrogen reduction 

technology.  Based on Florida’s performance monitoring, it could be considered a Washington State 

Treatment Level N technology.  The WA DOH needs to develop a Recommended Standards & 

Guidance (RS&G) document for INRB and other public domain technologies. 

 

Phytoremediation Technologies 

Phytoremediation is the use of plants and soil to remove or reduce contaminants from water.  It has 

been successfully used in both stormwater and wastewater treatment, including nitrogen 

reduction. 

A phytoremediation (phyto) pilot project was installed at the Coupeville wastewater treatment plant 

(WWTP) on Whidbey Island in 2011 and monitored from 2011 through 2014.  Fifteen (15) test boxes 

were developed to examine treatment capability with WWTP effluent.  Groups of three boxes were 

filled with a specific soil mixture and planted with hybrid poplar and willow tree shoots. A control 

group was arranged with three boxes filled with only perlite and no vegetation.  The boxes were 

dosed periodically with final effluent from the WWTP. WWTP effluent (phyto test box influent) and 

test box effluent water quality were analyzed from each test group. Significant nitrate reduction was 

observed from all test boxes planted with trees through all four seasons.  WWTP effluent nitrate 

concentration ranged from 4.5 mg/L to 13.5 mg/L, while significant reduction occurred in phyto test 

boxes, with discharge typically ranging from non-detect (ND) to 3 mg/L.  

It is not known if any phytoremediation projects have been used for on-site wastewater treatment in 

Washington State.  Phytoremediation could be incorporated with subsurface drip system (SDS) to 

significantly enhance nitrogen removal performance, if allowed to be used for nitrogen reduction 

credit. A pilot project to incorporate phytoremediation would provide valuable information for 

potential use of this technology for reducing TN from OSS.   
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Resource Recovery / Source Separation 

On April 16th 2024, the WA DOH confirmed its intent to develop a new chapter call the WAC 246-

275 On-stie Nonpotable Water System, using the National Blue-Ribbon Commission for On-site 

nonpotable Water System model rules. Until those rules are complete, there are limited 

opportunities to utilize resource recovery techniques.  

 

Figure 9 – Alternative Water Sources Produced in Buildings, from Onsite Water Recycling by SFPUC 

 

Limited greywater reuse and source separation of wastewater have regulatory pathways within 

Washington State. These strategies offer significant value for communities looking to improve 

onsite wastewater infrastructure, nutrient management, and resource conservation. By separating 

different wastewater streams, such as urine, blackwater, and greywater, it becomes feasible to 

target specific components for resource recovery and reuse, leading to a more circular economy.  

Separation of greywater  

Separating greywater creates two opportunities. First, greywater with its lack of carbon and 

nutrients, is relatively easy to manage for quick reuse. If greywater is free of trash and debris and is 

kept from going anoxic it is generally safe to reuse for irrigation and groundwater recharge. Since 

July 2011, the State of Washington allows for subsurface irrigation with greywater under Chapter 

246-274 WAC. Second, it reduces the volume of wastewater generated and thus the need for it to 

be managed in an OSS, commercial OSS, or Community OSS.  
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Washington defines three types (tiers) of greywater systems with clear design and management 

requirements outlined in Table 6. For residential projects greywater separation can reduce up to 

40% of a typical wastewater flow. With less flow going to the OSS, wastewater strength will be 

higher but wastewater will move through the treatment system more slowly which improves 

treatment performance. However, it does not reduce the size or space needed to treat a project’s 

design flow of wastewater, as greywater can only be used during the growing season, and full 

treatment  capacity is needed during colder months. 

Table 6: Greywater Design and Management Requirements 

Type Source of Greywater Storage Quantity Treatment & Distribution 

Tier 

One 

Light Greywater 

 Lav/Bathroom Basins (sinks) 

 Showers 

 Bathtubs 

 Clothes washing machines 

None 

Less than 60 

gallons per 

day per 

system - limit 

2 per building 

No treatment - gravity 

(Exception: Treatment is 

required when used in a 

public location such as 

school, church, or park) 

Tier 

Two 
Light Greywater 

< 24 

hours 

per day 

Less than 

3,500 gallons 

per day 

No treatment - even 

distribution (typically by 

pressure) 

Tier 

Three 

Dark Greywater 

 Nonlaundry utility sinks 

 Kitchen sinks & dishwashers 

 All greywater that has NOT 

come in contact with 

domestic wastewater  

No limit 

Less than 

3,500 gallons 

per day 

Treatment Required - even 

distribution (typically by 

pressure) 

 

Separation of toilet waste 

Similar to source separating greywater, separation of toilet waste, usually through the inclusion of 

composting toilets reduces wastewater needing to be treated by an OSS. Advancements in 

technology to compost toilet waste and the improvement of the user experience have increased the 

implementation of composting human waste.  Most ‘composting  toilets’  are flush toilets (either 

foam flush or vacuum). The collection system conveys toilet waste to a sealed compost chamber. 

The compost chamber is ventilated resulting in a slight negative pressure to keep the compost pile 

aerobic and free of odor.  

Two waste streams are generated from modern composting toilet systems – composted solids and 

leachate. Leachate includes excess moisture and a liquid byproduct of the digestion of compost 

and needs to be properly managed, typically by draining to an OSS. Studies completed by 

Biohabitats of composting toilet leachate from modern composting systems show a significant 

reduction of the nutrient content; 50% reduction of phosphorus and 75% reduction of nitrogen 
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compared to hydrolyzed urine.  Furthermore, through leachate recirculation process, half of the 

remaining nitrogen is nitrified resulting in greater potential for ultimate nitrogen reduction when 

excess leachate drains to the OSS. Thus, the inclusion of ‘composting  toilets’ in a development can 

alone help an OSS achieve Treatment Level N effluent.  

Barriers to the separation of toilet waste include a smaller service provider pool with different 

operation and maintenance tasks from traditional OSS. While it is understood, from a regulatory 

perspective, how to manage composted material from a modern human waste composting 

process, it is still a relatively young industry with a small number of technical experts and service 

providers.  

 

Separation of urine  

Urine diversion is gaining interest from communities looking to reduce nutrient input to surrounding 

water resources and organizations looking to recover valuable nutrients. Most commonly, source 

separation of urine occurs as drainage from urinals, although source separating toilets allows for a 

greater potential of separation and/or recovery. Similar to other source separation techniques, 

diverting urine reduces volume and more importantly reduces the strength of wastewater OSS need 

to treatment and disperse. Nearly 80% of all nutrients excreted from humans are from urine.  

While the details of the diversion and collection can be challenging many barriers have been taken 

down as regulatory understanding has improved. Washington State has adopted the 2023 plumbing 

Water Efficiency and Sanitation Standard (WE Stand) reach code, from the International 

Association of Plumbers and Mechanical Officials (IAPMO). The 2023 WE Stand includes several 

specific definitions of urine which allow for greater flexibility in management and reuse. 

 Sanitized Urine. Raw urine which has been treated and is therefore classified as a fertilizer 

and/or an agricultural amendment. Leachate of less than 3 percent solids which has been 

treated and is therefore classified as a fertilizer and/or an agricultural amendment. 

 Stored Urine. Raw urine, which is collected for beneficial use, is biologically active, and is 

not a biosolid or part of a private sewage treatment system 

 Raw Urine. Urine which has minimal contact with biofilms, feces, or similarly 

contaminated materials. Fresh urine is subject to biochemical reactions which are difficult 

to control. 

Additionally, Chapter 6 - ECOLOGICAL-SANITATION: COMPOSTING TOILET AND URINE REUSE 

SYSTEMS of WE Stand outlines design and management guidance for Urine Diversion Systems. 

Approved methods of treatment  include: 

 retention of stored urine without addition for six months before usage, 

 direct application to the compost processor, or through an approved nutrient management 

plan (NMP) meeting fecal coliforms not exceeding 2.2 CFU/100 mL, or as determined by the 

Authority Having Jurisdiction, 

 alkaline treatment, or 

 where urine is heated for at least 15 seconds and not more than 30 minutes,  
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While, collection, storage, and treatment options are understood, the larger concern or question is 

specifically what to do with the resource once it is stabilized, treated, or processed. Few supply 

chains are developed or active to bring recovered nutrients from urine to market. The PAE Living 

Building in Portland Oregon captures urine from waterless urinals in the five-story office building. 

Captured urine is distilled (heated for at least 15 seconds) producing an ammonium bicarbonate 

condensate. The condensed nitrogen rich solution is bottled and sold in a  dozen retail locations in 

the Portland area. The recovery process removes 98% of the nitrogen from the building’s 

wastewater stream. 

Another management alternative for source separated urine could be achieved through the use of 

urine only storage tanks with a pump and haul approach.  Watertight tanks would be located at 

individual homes or small developments in areas with nitrogen concerns. Since urine is a small 

fraction of the total wastewater volume, these could be pumped and hauled on an infrequent basis 

(i.e. annually or every other year. This higher strength waste would need to be hauled to Brightwater 

WWTF (Woodinville) or Everett WPCF (Everett) for processing or could be taken to a nutrient 

recovery facility or farm for direct reuse.  

 

   

Figure 10 – Images from a urine recovery project for direct fertilizer application in Vermont by Rich 

Earth Institute 

 

Summary of Alternatives 

While several Treatment Level N technologies were presented in this section with performance 

metrics based on controlled testing, a number of other alternatives approaches have been 

presented that may provide equal or greater levels of TN removal.  The key alternatives discussed in 

this section are summarized in Table 7. 
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Table 7.  Summary of alternatives to Treatment Level N technologies for TN removal  

Alternative Typical TN reduction1 Feasibility Relative cost2 Practical use case 

Shallow & above-grade 

dispersal fields 

~30% by dispersal alone; 

>75% when paired with N 

treatment unit 

Credited in MD Low-moderate 

increment over 

standard drainfield; 

minimal added O&M 

Sites that need 

advanced treatment 

In-Ground Nitrogen-

Reducing Biofilters 

(INRBs) 

~65% (sand nitrification 

layer, woodchip 

denitrification layer) 

Approved in FL Moderate capital 

(sand, woodchips) and 

O&M (woodchip 

replacement) 

Where a supplemental 

treatment system is 

impractical 

Phytoremediation with 

subsurface drip 

~50% after vegetation 

establishes 

Successful pilot; 

needs pilot data 

Low planting cost; 

land cost TBD; 

low O&M 

Large / communal lots 

Greywater separation 

and reuse 

Reduces flow but does not 

significantly increase N 

removal.  

Improves other treatment 

components by reducing 

flow. 

Allowed statewide  Low-moderate capital 

(distribution, mulch 

basins, dual plumbing) 

New homes,  

eco-developments 

Composting toilet 

systems 

~80% TN diverted with full 

leachate containment 

Commercial 

systems available; 

lack of service 

providers 

Moderate equipment 

& offsite solids/ 

leachate handling 

New homes, parks, 

small COSS,   

eco-developments 

Urine diversion ~65% TN diverted through 

storage and hauling 

Supported by 2023 

IAPMO WE-Stand 

Moderate fixtures, 

urine drain & urine 

storage tank; 

annual pump out 

Existing and new lots 

with multiple 

constraints 

1 – Percent reduction refers to total nitrogen (TN) removal relative to septic tank effluent except as noted. 
2 – Relative to a conventional OSS drainfield. 
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Onsite Wastewater Best Practices 
The following section is a review of how other jurisdictions within and outside of Washington State 

regulate onsite wastewater systems. Jurisdictions outside of Washington State have varying 

authority in terms of size (gallons per day) and regulatory oversight than Island County, however, 

each reviewed offers insight due to similar conditions (i.e. coastal communities, communities with 

elevated nitrogen levels, communities with increasing development pressure. 

Puget Sound Communities 

The management of OSS across the twelve counties bordering the Puget Sound is a critical 

component of regional environmental health and water quality protection. While a foundational 

state mandate from the Washington State Department of Health (DOH) establishes a baseline for 

OSS oversight, significant variations exist in local implementation and enforcement management 

programs. There is a general consistency in state-mandated design and management of OSS, 

inspection frequencies, professional certification, and the critical role of local management plans 

in driving localized regulatory stringency However, disparities in specific local code language result 

in some counties having significant challenges to implementing COSS, while other counties are 

much more supportive, 

Several Puget Sound region counties’ regulations and management systems were reviewed and 

analyzed. Counties with similar codes to Island County experience some of the same results, with 

very few Community OSS (COSS) being implemented. Counties with code and guidance that are 

more flexible have seen an increase in COSS implementation. Outlined below are some of the 

specific similarities and differences. 

 

Snohomish County 

Snohomish County, similar to Island County, requires all COSS to comply with WAC 246-272B – 

Large On-site Sewage Systems including be managed and maintained by a public agency as 

defined in RCW 39.34.020 and WAC 246-272B-07000. Therefore, each COSS must act as the 

management authority or act as a third-party trust, if management is performed by a private entity.  

As such, very few COSS have been implemented in Snohomish County. 

Snohomish County defines COSS as any OSS having more than one service connection and where 

services are located on more than one parcel of land. Thus, it provides flexibility for single service 

connections (like many supportive housing developments) by giving multiple family apartment 

projects a more straightforward permit pathway under county guidance. Multiple family 

developments are classified as ‘commercial’ systems and thus follow normal OSS guidance. 

Snohomish County currently does not require nitrogen reduction for OSS or Commercial OSS. 

 

Thurston County 

Thurston County defines COSS similar to Island County with a few exceptions. OSS with daily flow 

as low as 600GPD within the city limits or urban growth areas of Lacey, Olympia or Tumwater must 

follow COSS guidance. Thurston County does give clear guidance when proposed or expanding 
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development using OSS are required to produce a hydrogeological report with a groundwater 

nitrate balance. Such as, when a project: 

 is within a Critical Aquifer Recharge Area as defined by the Thurston County Critical Areas 

Ordinance, except for projects with low densities of one (1) unit per acre or less for single-

family residential developments, wastewater flows less than 450 gallons per acre per day, 

or is constructed on no more than two lots; 

 will have a design flow generating wastewater of 1,000 GPD (or greater) within a Critical 

Aquifer Recharge Area regardless of the overall density of the project; 

 whose size or scope represents a potential risk to water resources regardless of wastewater 

treatment method used. 

Ambiguous guidance around what constitutes the size or scope that would trigger ‘potential risk’ is 

confusing and opaque. Thurston County has confirmed few COSS exist due to the County’s 

restrictive COSS regulations.  

 

Jefferson County 

Jefferson County requires COSS to be designed in accordance with WAC 246-272A and Jefferson 

County Code (JCC) Chapter 8.15, contains additional requirements. One of the more significant 

requirements is that all COSS is must have a public management entity, as defined in WAC 246-

272B-01100 and shall be approved by the Jefferson County Health Department.  The JCC states, 

“For the avoidance of doubt, a homeowner’s association does not satisfy the requirement in this 

subsection for the management of a Community OSS.” Jefferson County officials have reported 

that the public management entity requirement has resulted in few COSS applications. Jefferson 

County, similar to Snohomish County offers more flexibility for larger single owner residential 

developments, considered a Commercial OSS (such as supportive housing developments) with 

design flows of up to 3,499 GPD.   

For nitrogen reduction, Jefferson County has established Critical Aquifer Recharge Area (CARA) 

designations for  areas Susceptible based on Geology (SUSC) and Special Aquifer Recharge 

Protection Area(SARPA). Where a new proposed or existing system expansion lies within a CARA 

and on a parcel less than one acre per unit volume of sewage (450 GPD) and with the proposed 

drainfield located in Type 1 or 2 soils, a Treatment Level N system (50% reduction) is required. This 

approach is straightforward as it allows an OSS designer or professional engineer to select an WA 

DOH approved technology to meet this requirement.  There are no additional requirements for a 

hydrogeological evaluation or nitrate balance.  As a result, Treatment Level N technologies are often 

used within these CARA protection areas.  
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King County 

King County OSS code (King County Board of Health – Title 13 – On-site Sewage) defines 

Community OSS as any OSS utilizing subsurface disposal and which serves two (2) or more single-

family dwellings that are under separate ownership or that are located on separate lots; or serves 

two (2) or more commercial facilities that are under separate ownership or that are located on 

separate lots.  A single-owner development such as a multi-family apartment building is 

considered a Commercial OSS, not a Community OSS. 

The King County OSS code does not require a Community OSS proposal to follow the requirements 

in WAC 246-272B - LOSS for the design, however it does require Community OSS to be managed by 

a public entity.  A single-owner multi-family (or similar) Commercial OSS is not required to be 

managed by a public entity; a King County-certified OSS O&M provider may provide those services. 

As a result of these requirements, Community OSS are not common in King County due to the 

public entity management requirement, however Commercial OSS’ consisting of a single owner 

multi-family building are more common. 

King County Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Development Standards (Title 21A.24.316) do not allow 

OSS on lots less than one (1) acre) in a CARA, without use of an approved WA DOH Treatment Level 

N technology.  This approach is straight-forward because it allows an OSS designer or professional 

engineer to select an approved technology and does not require a hydrogeological evaluation or a 

nitrate balance.   

King County has 85,000 OSS, 37,000 of them are in urban areas. The King County Climate Equity 

Capital Pool Program has helped 24 homes connect to municipal wastewater treatment plants 

(WWTP) in 2024. While converting OSS to sewer can be an effective way to reduce nitrogen inputs 

to groundwater, it is a fraction of the need and just moves groundwater nutrient pollution to a 

surface water discharge.  

 

Pierce County 

Pierce County Environmental Health Code, Chapter 2, Section 14 – Community System 

Management outlines comprehensive management, monitoring, and maintenance requirements 

for Community OSS.  Key components with detailed sub-sections,  include: 

 Designation and Approval of Management Entity 

 Management, Monitoring and Maintenance Contract Required 

 Recorded User Agreement and Financial Assurance Plan 

The Code states that COSS management and oversight shall be provided by an entity approved by 

Pierce County officer and does not require a public management entity. Pierce County has 

accepted that the minimum land area requirements outlined in the WAC 246-272B provides 

adequate protection of groundwater from OSS nitrogen inputs. It is rare for the Pierce County 

Health Department to require a hydrogeological evaluation or nitrogen reduction for a Community 

OSS.  As a result, Community OSS are common in Pierce County and perhaps the most common of 

all Puget Sound counties. 
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Whatcom County 

Whatcom County does not require any COSS to use LOSS guidance or standards.  However, a 

COSS serving multiple property owners with a common drainfield does require a public entity to 

own and manage the COSS in perpetuity.  A COSS serving multiple residential housing units on a 

single-owner parcel does not have to be managed by a public entity. 

 Whatcom County currently has no specific requirements for any OSS or COSS proposal to 

implement nitrogen reduction if in a Critical Aquifer Recharge Area or wellhead protection zone. As 

a result, single owner Community OSS are more common in Whatcom County. 

 

Kitsap County 

Kitsap County OSS Code (Kitsap Public Health Board Ordinance 2025-01 – Onsite Sewage System 

and General Sewage Sanitation Regulations) does not require a COSS to be designed according to 

LOSS requirements or standards; the design only has to follow the Kitsap County OSS Code. 

Different than most Puget Sound region Health Departments, Kitsap County Health District is 

organized as an independent agency from County government, as such they have more flexibility 

and resources. They are well staffed and are recognized as having one of the best OSS 

management, monitoring and maintenance programs in the State of Washington. 

Kitsap County OSS Code Section 10.F.9 outlines comprehensive management, monitoring, and 

maintenance requirements for Community OSS without requiring a public management entity.  Key 

components include: 

 Designation and Approval of Management Entity 

 Management, Monitoring and Maintenance Contract Required 

 Recorded User Agreement and Financial Assurance Plan 

 Notice on Title to Each Parcel Connected to the Community OSS to Notify Parcel Owner 

that Parcel is Connected to Community OSS and that Management, Monitoring, and 

Maintenance Program is Required 

This management and oversight framework provides comprehensive documentation from an entity 

approved by a Kitsap County Health Officer.  This allows for a robust management, monitoring, and 

maintenance program for COSS in perpetuity, while not requiring a public management entity.  As a 

result, Community OSS are common in Kitsap County . 

Kitsap County currently has no requirement for any OSS or COSS project to implement nitrogen 

reduction, regardless of if in a Critical Aquifer Recharge Area or wellhead protection area.  
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San Juan County 

Similar to Island County, San Juan County is a Sole Source Aquifer community. However, it does not 

have requirements for nitrogen reduction. Furthermore, San Juan County does not have a definition 

or additional design criteria for Community OSS. The County requires that ownership and 

management is documented by a HOA or similar, and that the entity maintains a contract with a 

county-certified OSS O&M provider in perpetuity; a public management entity is not required. As a 

result of this approach, San Juan County does have several Community OSS, some of which were 

built as affordable housing projects. 

Two examples of small affordable housing projects on community OSS are the 8-home 

communities of Rocky Bay and Leeward Cove on San Juan Island.  The two communities were built 

between 2006-2007, under the former Homes for Islanders low-income housing program.  These 

clustered single family home communities were each permitted on a single-owner common parcel. 

Each community utilizes individual on-lot STEP (Septic Tank Effluent – Pump) tanks that convey 

septic tank effluent to a central aerobic treatment unit (ATU). Septic tank management is handled 

by each homeowner, while the treatment and drainfield systems are managed by a homeowner’s 

association. The ATU for both communities is an Orenco® AdvanTex® treatment system.  Although a 

Treatment Level N technology for nitrogen reduction was not required, the AdvanTex® system is a 

Treatment Level N-registered technology.  Each community utilizes a shallow trench-type pressure 

distribution drainfield, where the bottom of the trench is within the top 12 inches of the native soil 

profile, where higher soil carbon content may allow for additional denitrification and where nutrient 

uptake by the vegetative cover is more likely to occur.  

Both communities each have their own Group B community water systems with drinking water well.  

A review of groundwater nitrate data (via WA DOH Sentry Internet database) for the wells for both of 

these systems shows that neither have been impacted by nitrogen from their OSS. Nitrate 

concentrations in the groundwater for each OSS have never exceeded 0.5 mg/L in the 20± years of 

data provided (i.e. the wells were installed before the homes and OSS were built). For Rocky Bay, 

the wellhead is about 160 feet from the primary active drainfield. For Leeward Cove, the drainfield is 

100 ft. from the wellhead. 

 

These are excellent examples of how Community OSS can meet the needs of small housing 

development projects, including supportive/affordable housing, with high-performing and 

adequately managed treatment systems, while still being protective of our drinking water aquifers 

and the environment. 

 

Puget Sound Communities - Summary 

Puget Sound counties that require Community OSS to be designed according to LOSS requirements 

(WAC 246-272B) have seen very minimal development utilizing these systems.  Furthermore, where 

a Community OSS definition does not differentiate  between a single landowner (i.e. multi-family 

building, a small RV park, etc.) and multiple landowners (i.e. individually owned single-family lots), 

Community OSS are not common.  Requirements for a  LOSS are not appropriate for Community 

OSS as they are burdensome and costly; this has effectively stopped small rural developments that 
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require onsite wastewater solutions.  Where local OSS code does not point to LOSS guidance and 

requirements, Community OSS is common. 

Similarly, where local OSS code requires that a Community OSS, as defined as consisting of two or 

more single-family dwellings that are under separate ownership or that are located on separate 

lots, requires a public entity to manage, operate, and maintain a Community OSS, Community OSS 

are uncommon. Requiring a small Community OSS to be managed by a public entity is too 

burdensome and costly. 

Where the code requires a public management entity, Community OSS are not common. Where 

Community OSS is to be managed, operated, and maintained by a private O&M service provider 

certified by that county, Community OSS are common.  Counties that do not require a public 

management entity require legal documentation to ensure the Community OSS is managed, 

operated, maintained, and financed in perpetuity. 

 

High Nitrogen in GW Communities 

Nitrogen contamination of groundwater is a pervasive issue across the United States. Varying 

strategies are used at the state, regional, and/or county level to address diverse hydrogeological 

conditions, varied land-use patterns, differing population densities, and unique political 

landscapes. The following section outlines how several jurisdictions use advanced onsite 

wastewater systems. 

 

Florida 

Florida's abundant water resources are under increasing strain from nitrogen pollution, which has 

led the Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FDEP) to implement rigorous Basin 

Management Action Plans (BMAPs) in critical areas, particularly those surrounding Outstanding 

Florida Springs, areas that are afforded special recognition and protection under the Florida Springs 

and Aquifer Protection Act. Within BMAP-designated zones, the installation of onsite wastewater 

treatment systems (OWTS) are part of a broader strategy to protect environmentally sensitive areas. 

Mandatory nutrient-reducing septic systems, often requiring NSF 245 certification, are now a 

requirement for properties located in impaired watersheds with BMAPs and Reasonable Assurance 

Plans (RAPs). Specific areas explicitly identified as requiring NSF 245 septic systems for lots one 

acre or less in watershed areas include Hillsborough, Pinellas, Pasco, Citrus, Manatee, Sumter, 

Lake, Polk, and Hernando Counties. In Orange County, particularly within the Wekiwa and Rock 

Springs BMAP areas, and for all new septic systems with less than a 150-foot setback to any 

waterbody countywide, enhanced minimum 65% nitrogen-reducing systems are mandated.  

Regulatory benchmarks are outlined in Florida Administrative Code 62-6, which specifies 

requirements for advanced OWTS in nutrient-sensitive zones. A key benchmark is NSF 245 

certification, which ensures a minimum 50% nitrogen reduction, combined with a drainfield 

providing 24 inches of vertical separation.  
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Massachusetts 

Approximately a third of homes in Massachusetts are serviced by onsite wastewater systems 

contributing to significant groundwater pollution and surface water impairment. In the Buzzards 

Bay region, which includes western Cape Cod, residential septic systems were identified as the 

largest single source of nitrogen pollution, resulting in a regionally focused examination of nitrogen 

reducing onsite wastewater technologies.  

In 2013, Wareham became the first town in the Bay area to require nitrogen reduction for new septic 

systems installed within 500 feet of the water. A demonstration project in West Falmouth Harbor 

successfully upgraded 20 septic systems, achieving a significant 78% reduction in nitrogen. Then in 

2023, the Massachusetts' State Environmental Code, Title 5 (310 CMR 15.000) was updated to 

outline more stringent requirements for siting, design, construction, and maintenance of onsite 

wastewater systems. The Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MassDEP) 

created strict guidance for Nitrogen Sensitive Areas (NSAs), which include Interim Wellhead 

Protection Areas, public water supply zones, and specific nitrogen-sensitive embayments identified 

through scientific evidence. 

On Cape Cod, where 85% of homes have onsite sewage systems, MassDEP has designated several 

communities as NSA.  

• Designated July 7, 2023: Barnstable, Bourne, Brewster, Chatham, Dennis, Falmouth, 

Harwich, Mashpee, Orleans, Sandwich, and Yarmouth. 

• Designated September 29, 2023: Eastham, Truro, and Wellfleet. 

As towns implement these regulations, they have two choices to meet their approved TN Total 

Maximum Daily Loads (TMDLs): 

• Towns can apply for a watershed permit, which would allow them to develop and 

implement a plan to reduce nitrogen pollution using various technologies and practices 

over 20 years. Technologies include but are not limited to installing sewer, nitrogen-

reducing Innovative/Alternative septic systems, permeable reactive barriers, fertigation 

wells, wetland and cranberry bog restoration, shellfish aquaculture, among others. 

The Technologies Matrix developed by the Cape Cod Commission provides an overview of 

the different types of technologies a town could employ under a Watershed Permit 

(https://www.capecodcommission.org/our-work/technologies-matrix). 

• Towns can allow a mandatory septic upgrade to be imposed on homeowners in NRAs. All 

homes within an NRA would be required to replace existing septic systems 

with Innovative/Alternative (I/A) septic systems within 5 years (by July 7, 2030). These onsite 

systems are upgraded versions of a standard septic system. They are specifically designed 

to remove nitrogen 

MassDEP has developed an interactive map to aid home owners in determining whether they are 

affected by the changes in the law (https://cciaor.com/title-v-regulations-for-nitrogen-sensitive-

areas#nitrogen-sensitive-area-property-lookup).  
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Figure 11 – MassDEP Interactive Map to aid homeowners 

 

In a Nitrogen Sensitive Area (NSA):  

 existing systems must incorporate a Best Available Nitrogen Reducing Technology (BARNT) 

within five years of the date on which the Notice of Intent and Application Period ends; 

and 

 new construction shall incorporate BARNT.  

A list of BARNT technologies are maintained on the MassDEP website -

 https://www.mass.gov/regulations/310-CMR-15000-septic-systems-title-5).  

No systems will be allowed to be permanently “grandfathered in”. Homeowners that have installed 

an I/A septic system in the last 10 years will not have to upgrade their systems until these systems 

fail or are required by the local approving authority to upgrade. Homeowners are required to install 

BARNT due to these regulation changes will not be required to upgrade those systems as better 

technology becomes available. 

MassDEP defines a system as "Nitrogen-Reducing" if it can achieve a minimum of 50% removal of 

TN. To mitigate the financial burden on homeowners, Massachusetts offers an increased septic tax 

credit of up to $18,000 for failed systems on primary residences, effective January 1, 2023. 

Additionally, Barnstable County has launched the 'AquiFund' to provide low-interest loans for 

septic system upgrades. 
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Maryland 

The Chesapeake Bay, as a large, ecologically significant, and severely impacted water body, has 

served as a powerful driving force for the development and implementation of comprehensive, 

multi-state environmental regulations and dedicated funding initiatives, such as Maryland's Bay 

Restoration Fund. This demonstrates the critical role that specific, high-profile environmental 

crises can play in galvanizing political will and public support for policy change. It also highlights 

that effective regional environmental protection often necessitates robust interstate cooperation, a 

shared scientific understanding of the ecosystem, and the establishment of dedicated, long-term 

funding mechanisms. The Chesapeake Bay serves as a compelling precedent for addressing 

similar large-scale, transboundary water quality issues. 

Maryland's Chesapeake Bay Critical Area Act is a cornerstone of its environmental legislation, 

designed to regulate development and conserve natural resources within the "Critical Area." This 

area is defined as all land and water within 1,000 feet of the tidal waters' edge or the landward edge 

of adjacent tidal wetlands. 

All 16 Maryland counties with land located within the Critical Area, along with Baltimore City, are 

subject to these regulations. These counties include Anne Arundel, Baltimore, Calvert, Caroline, 

Cecil, Charles, Dorchester, Harford, Kent, Prince George's, Queen Anne's, Somerset, St. Mary's, 

Talbot, Wicomico, and Worcester. 

The Maryland Department of the Environment (MDE) has proactively upgraded over 12,000 

conventional septic systems to nitrogen-removing Best Available Technology (BAT) through the 

state-supported Bay Restoration Fund (BRF) program. BAT systems are universally required for new 

large septic systems (design flow ≥ 5,000 gallons per day) and for all new or upgraded systems 

within the Chesapeake Bay and Atlantic Coastal Bays Critical Area. Local governments retain the 

authority to mandate BAT systems outside the Critical Area if necessary to protect public health or 

state waters. 

BAT systems are designed to achieve TN effluent concentrations of 30 mg/L or better; these 

technologies are consistent with Washington State’s registered Treatment Level N technologies. 

Certain combinations of BAT technologies, such as Class I or III paired with Class IV soil 

distribution systems, are capable of achieving upwards of 75% TN reduction. The BRF provides 

substantial financial assistance for BAT system installation. Property owners earning less than 

$300,000 annually or non-profit entities are eligible for 100% funding for the BAT unit, while those 

earning more or businesses receive 50% funding. 

 

Virginia 

Virginia's Alternative Onsite Sewage Systems (AOSS) Regulations mandate nitrogen reduction for all 

AOSS located within the expansive Chesapeake Bay watershed, a critical ecosystem spanning 

multiple states. The Chesapeake Bay Watershed encompasses a large majority of Virginia, and the 

AOSS regulations apply broadly across this region. 
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The regulations impose tiered nitrogen reduction requirements based on system size and discharge 

method: 

 Small AOSS: These systems must achieve a 50% reduction of TN compared to 

conventional gravity drainfield systems. Compliance can be demonstrated through the use 

of NSF 245 certified treatment or by achieving an effluent TN concentration of ≤ 20 mg/L 

prior to soil dispersal. 

 Large AOSS (up to 10,000 gpd): These systems require a 50% TN reduction at the project 

boundary, with a demonstrated effluent quality of ≤ 20 mg/L TN prior to application to the 

soil treatment area. 

 Very Large AOSS (over 10,000 gpd): Subject to the most stringent TN requirements, these 

systems must achieve an effluent quality of ≤ 8 mg/L TN prior to soil application, or ≤ 5 mg/L 

TN measured in situ within 24 vertical inches of the effluent application point. 

 Direct Groundwater Dispersal: Systems directly dispersing effluent to groundwater within 

the Chesapeake Bay Watershed, the TN concentration must be exceptionally low, ≤ 3 mg/L. 

 

The Virginia Department of Health (VDH) is transitioning its reporting of TN reductions to be based 

on submitted annual operation and maintenance (O&M) inspection reports, which confirm that 

AOSS meet approved Best Management Practices (BMPs) for nitrogen reduction. 

 

New York (Long Island) 

Long Island faces a severe environmental crisis due to destructive nitrogen levels in its groundwater 

and surface waters, which constitute the sole source of drinking water for the region. The Long 

Island Nitrogen Action Plan (LINAP) is a multi-year, collaborative initiative involving the New York 

Department of Environmental  Conservation (DEC), Long Island Regional Planning Council, and 

Suffolk and Nassau counties, aimed at achieving significant reductions in nitrogen loading. 

In Suffolk County, approximately 75% of its 1.5 million residents rely on onsite wastewater systems 

and cesspools. Nitrogen pollution from these sources has been identified as the largest single 

cause of degraded water quality, leading to beach closures, restrictions on shellfishing, and toxic 

algal blooms. The average groundwater nitrogen concentrations in Suffolk County is 4 mg/L. As a 

result, Suffolk County launched a septic improvement program in 2017 and new onsite wastewater 

regulations in July of 2021.  

As of July 1, 2019, Suffolk County requires filing a registration for the replacement of existing 

cesspools or septic systems and new construction is prohibited from using older, ineffective 

disposal methods like direct discharge to cesspools. Additionally, it mandated that lots less than 

one acre install of Innovative/Advanced Onsite Wastewater Treatment Systems (I/A OWTS) that 

achieves an effluent quality of 19 mg/L (one of the strictest in the country and 37% lower than 

Washington States Treatment Level N). Nassau County, New York passed the same requirement in 

July of 2023. To incentivize I/A OWTS, both counties offer a $10,000 base grant, with additional 

incentives for low-to-moderate income households and for systems employing pressurized shallow 

draining fields or nitrogen polishing units. Southhampton, East Hampton and Shelter Island also 

have funding resources available to improve onsite wastewater management. 
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California 

As California is a large state with many unique site constraints and bioregional considerations, 

there is a large variety of regulations related to onsite wastewater treatment systems (OWTS). The 

State Water Resources Control Board (SWRCB) serves as the primary authority through its 

comprehensive statewide OWTS Policy. Local Area Management Plans (LAMPs) were developed for 

each county to define standards for OWTS and, for new/repair OWTS near nutrient impaired 

surface water, requires N removal. The State OWTS Policy places existing, new, and replacement 

OWTS in ‘Tier 3’ if they are located adjacent to water bodies identified by the State Water Board as 

impaired for pathogens or nitrogen. Another key statewide effort (SB 1215) promoted by the SWRCB 

is the concept of consolidation and regionalization for septic systems located within nitrate 

impacted areas.  There is financial assistance and enforcement action to push communities to 

abandon septic systems and connect to WWTFs located within 3 to 5 miles.   

The Regional Water Quality Control Boards (RWBs) and Counties are responsible for local 

implementation, tailoring regulations to regional environmental conditions.  In the Central Valley 

(Region 5), a nitrate control program known as CV-SALTS has been implemented to create nitrate 

management zones to develop approaches to achieve nitrate compliance in each groundwater 

basin.  A number of ‘Nitrate Priority Areas’ have been defined, such as in Turlock.  Onsite septic 

systems in nitrate priority areas around Turlock fall under basin-wide nitrate-reduction obligations 

and are compelled to participate in either upgrading individual septic systems to achieve TN < 10 

mg/L, install a sewer and cluster system, or install a sewer and pump to the nearest WWTF.   

In some areas, such as Santa Cruz County, conventional OWTS are prohibited in certain conditions 

due to their potential for water quality impacts and potential drainfield failure. Enhanced treatment 

systems with nitrogen reduction are specifically required for: 

 Large onsite systems (serve more than 20 people per day from multiple dwellings). 

 OWTS situated in sandy soils with rapid percolation rates (faster than 5 minutes per inch). 

 Areas identified with concerns for nitrate impacts on groundwater or surface water, 

including the San Lorenzo River watershed. 

 Replacement of outdated seepage pits or major remodels on properties served by them. 

 

The ultimate objective for enhanced treatment systems in Santa Cruz County is to reduce total 

nitrogen to less than 10 mg-N/L. The minimum requirement is a 50% reduction of TN or an effluent 

concentration of ≤ 30 mg-N/L, whichever is less. Santa Cruz County mandates quarterly monitoring 

of effluent samples for nitrogen parameters (nitrate, ammonia, total nitrogen) in the first year of 

operation for nitrogen reduction systems, followed by annual monitoring. 

In Los Angeles County, the county code defines guidelines and regulations for OWTS within its 

unincorporated areas and designated cities. Non-conventional (advanced) wastewater treatment 

systems may be required and approved in areas where the soil absorption rate exceeds guideline 

standards, or where additional treatment components are necessary to reduce nitrogen 

concentrations in the effluent.  

California has also implemented a robust greywater reuse program to promote water conservation 

and resource recovery in both rural, suburban and urban areas.
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Table 8 – Overview of Advanced Onsite Wastewater Treatment Requirements in U.S. Nitrogen-Sensitive Areas 

State County/Area 

Regulatory 

Framework / 

Authority 

Trigger for Advanced 

Treatment 

Required Nitrogen 

Reduction 

Key Notes / 

Financial Incentives 

F
lo

ri
d

a
 

Hillsborough, Pinellas, 

Pasco, Citrus, Manatee, 

Sumter, Lake, Polk, 

Hernando, Orange (Wekiwa 

and Rock Springs BMAP 

areas) 

Basin 

Management 

Action Plans 

(BMAPs), 

Florida 

Administrative 

Code 62-6 

Properties in impaired 

watersheds 

(BMAPs/RAPs), lots ≤ 1 

acre; new systems with 

< 150-foot setback to 

waterbody 

NSF 245 certified (min. 

50% reduction), often 

65% or more; anticipated 

≤ 8 mg/L in BMAP zones 

NSF 245 certification 

required; Septic 

Upgrade Incentive 

Program (SUIP) in 

Orange County 

($10,000 grants) 

M
a

s
s

a
c

h
u

s
e

tt
s

 

Barnstable, Bourne, 

Brewster, Chatham, 

Dennis, Eastham, 

Falmouth, Harwich, 

Mashpee, Orleans, 

Sandwich, Truro, Wellfleet, 

Yarmouth (Cape Cod 

NRNSAs); Wareham, West 

Falmouth (Buzzards Bay) 

Title 5 (310 

CMR 15.000), 

MassDEP 

Nitrogen 

Sensitive Areas 

(NSAs), Natural 

Resource 

Nitrogen 

Sensitive Areas 

(NRNSAs) 

New construction / 

additions near public 

water supplies or 

NSAs; existing systems 

in NRNSAs (by 2030 

unless municipality 

gets Watershed 

Permit); new systems 

within 500 ft of water 

(Wareham); areas 

draining to nitrogen-

sensitive waters 

Minimum 50% reduction 

of total nitrogen 

Increased septic tax 

credit (up to 

$18,000); Barnstable 

County 'AquiFund' 

for low-interest 

loans; West 

Falmouth 

demonstration 

project with 

subsidies 
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State County/Area 

Regulatory 

Framework / 

Authority 

Trigger for Advanced 

Treatment 

Required Nitrogen 

Reduction 

Key Notes / 

Financial Incentives 

M
a

ry
la

n
d

 

Anne Arundel, Baltimore, 

Calvert, Caroline, Cecil, 

Charles, Dorchester, 

Harford, Kent, Prince 

George's, Queen Anne's, 

Somerset, St. Mary's, 

Talbot, Wicomico, 

Worcester (all Critical Area 

counties) 

Chesapeake 

Bay Critical 

Area Act, Bay 

Restoration 

Fund (BRF) 

All new/upgraded 

systems in Critical 

Area; large septic 

systems (≥ 5,000 gpd) 

anywhere; local 

government discretion 

outside Critical Area 

TN effluent ≤ 30 mg/L or 

better; combinations can 

achieve > 75% TN 

reduction (conventional 

systems: 23.2 lbs N/year) 

BRF provides 50-

100% funding for 

Best Available 

Technology (BAT) 

units 

V
ir

g
in

ia
 

Chesapeake Bay 

Watershed (majority of 

Virginia counties) 

Alternative 

Onsite Sewage 

Systems (AOSS) 

Regulations 

All AOSS in 

Chesapeake Bay 

watershed (effective 

Dec 2013); new 

construction/replacem

ent 

Small AOSS: 50% TN 

reduction or ≤ 20 mg/L 

effluent TN. Large AOSS 

(up to 10,000 gpd): 50% 

TN reduction or ≤ 20 mg/L 

effluent TN. Very Large 

AOSS (> 10,000 gpd): ≤ 8 

mg/L effluent TN (or ≤ 5 

mg/L in situ). Direct 

groundwater dispersal: ≤ 

3 mg/L TN 

NSF 245 certification 

is a recognized BMP; 

VDH transitioning to 

O&M reports for TN 

reductions 
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N
e

w
 Y

o
rk

 

Suffolk County (including 

East Hampton, 

Southampton) 

Long Island 

Nitrogen Action 

Plan (LINAP), 

County/Town 

Sanitary Codes 

Replacement of 

existing 

cesspools/septic 

systems; new 

construction; 

substantial 

expansions; large 

capacity cesspool 

upgrades; new systems 

with less than 150-foot 

setback to waterbody 

Nassau and Suffolk 

County require 19mg/L 

for Low-Nitrogen Sanitary 

Systems / 

Innovative/Advanced (I/A) 

Onsite Wastewater 

Treatment Systems 

(OWTS) 

Nassau and Suffolk 

County offers 

$10,000+ grants;  

Southampton and 

East Hampton have 

mandatory 

requirements and 

rebate programs 

C
a

li
fo

rn
ia

 

Santa Cruz County (San 

Lorenzo River watershed, 

sandy soils, nitrate concern 

areas); Los Angeles County 

(unincorporated areas, 

designated cities) 

State OWTS 

Policy, Local 

Area 

Management 

Programs 

(LAMPs), 

County Codes 

Large onsite disposal 

systems; OWTS in 

sandy soils with rapid 

percolation; areas with 

nitrate impacts on 

groundwater/surface 

water; replacement of 

seepage pits; where 

soil absorption rate 

exceeds guidelines 

Ultimate goal: < 10 mg-

N/L; minimum: 50% 

reduction or ≤ 30 mg-N/L 

TN. Tier 3 for systems 

adjacent to water bodies 

impaired for nitrogen 

Mandatory septic 

inspection at 

property sale (Santa 

Cruz); monitoring for 

nitrogen parameters 

required 

 

 

State County/Area 

Regulatory 

Framework / 

Authority 

Trigger for Advanced 

Treatment 

Required Nitrogen 

Reduction 

Key Notes / 

Financial Incentives 



  

 

© Biohabitats, Inc. Restore the Earth & Inspire Ecological Stewardship  Page 46 

Other  Communities 

Northwest Lower Peninsula of Michigan: Benzie and Leelanau Counties 

Combined, Benzie and Leelanau Counties have the 125 miles of Lake Michigan shoreline and over  

60 inland lakes. Inland lakes and streams add an additional 400 miles of lake and stream shoreline. 

Water quality is paramount for region focused on agriculture and tourism. Permanent and transient 

populations have increased in the last few decades, as has tourism, especially around lake 

eocsystems. Septic system inefficiency and failure are one of the leading causes of water quality 

deterioration in the region.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 12 – Leelanau County Watershed map 

 

In 2023, the Benzie-Leelanau District Health Department  required an Advance Treatment System 

(ATS) for any buildable parcel without room for a conventional drainfield and/or at least 48” to high 

groundwater. NSF/ANSI Standards 40 and 245 are not required to be an ATS, but annual testing is 

waived if one is used. Annual testing for non NSF/ANSI 40 and 245 systems include:  

 Biological Oxygen Demand (BOD) and   

Total Suspended Solids (TSS) less than or equal to 30 mg/L  

 Total Inorganic Nitrogen (TIN) less than or equal to 30 mg/L  

Regardless of type of ATS, annual reporting for phosphorous is required for discharges within 200 

feet of any surface water to ensure total phosphorous of effluent is less than or equal to 4 mg/L.          
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La Pine, Oregon 

In the last 1990’s nitrate levels in the aquifer underlying central Oregon near Sunriver and La Pine 

had increasing due to contamination from septic systems. The contamination had public health 

implications because groundwater is the sole source of drinking water for area residents. The 

United States Environmental Protection Agency (US EPA) funded  National Decentralized 

Wastewater Treatment Demonstration Project between 1999 and 2005 with a goal to: 

 Field test denitrifying onsite wastewater treatment systems; 

 Develop an onsite system maintenance structure; 

 Perform groundwater investigations and develop a groundwater and nutrient model; and 

 Establish a loan program to replace or retrofit failing or poorly located onsite systems. 

Forty-nine (49) onsite systems were installed using thirteen technologies and monitored for 

detailed performance. Most systems had robust nitrification processes but little denitrification. As 

a result, TN reduction was limited. The one system that consistently met the 10mg/L study target 

included a secondary carbon source and an anoxic environment in which to reduce the nitrate to 

nitrogen gas.  Most of the other systems relied on recirculation to the primary clarifier in order to 

promote denitrification.   

Canada 

In Canada, while the federal Wastewater Systems Effluent Regulations (under the Fisheries Act) 

establish minimum effluent quality standards for larger wastewater treatment systems, specific 

wastewater effluent quality limits for individual onsite systems are primarily governed at the 

provincial or regional level. Very few local or regional jurisdictions mandate a reduction of nitrogen. 

Ontario: The Ontario Ministry of the Environment, Conservation and Parks (MOECP) provides 

guidelines for individual on-site sewage systems, aiming to prevent groundwater degradation. The 

Ministry typically does not support development in areas where background nitrate-nitrogen 

concentrations exceed the Ontario Drinking Water Objective (ODWO) of 10 mg/L. Part 8 of the 

Ontario Building Code (OBC) regulates most rural septic systems with daily flows not exceeding 

10,000 L/day (2,641 gpd) and it stipulates design and construction requirements. Advanced 

treatment systems are often required for waterfront properties, potentially allowing reduced 

setback distances from water bodies. For large subsurface sewage disposal systems (LSSDS) with 

design capacities exceeding 10,000 L/day, the Ontario Water Resources Act (OWRA) applies, 

requiring Ministry approval and detailed hydrogeological assessments to ensure compliance with 

downgradient groundwater criteria. 

British Columbia: The BC Sewerage System Regulation requires onsite systems to be designed and 

constructed by professional engineers or registered onsite wastewater practitioners. Systems are 

categorized by treatment level: Type 1 (septic tank primary treatment), Type 2 (aerobic treatment, 

producing effluent with BOD/TSS ≤ 45 mg/L), and Type 3 (advanced treatment with disinfection, 

achieving BOD/TSS ≤ 10 mg/L and Fecal Coliform ≤ 400 CFU/100ml). Type 3 systems produce very 

high-quality effluent and are typically used when limited space for disposal fields necessitates a 

significant reduction in field size, or when specific nutrient removal is required. While nitrogen is not 

provincially regulated Type 3 designs consistently aim for efficient nitrogen reduction. 
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Australia 

Australia adopts a risk-based approach to managing onsite wastewater management systems 

(OWMS), with a design flow of 5,000 liters per day (1,320 gpd). Regulations are administered at the 

state or local government level. 

Victoria: The Environment Protection Authority (EPA) in Victoria outlines a risk-based approach for 

OWMS, with local councils administering and approving permits. The Environment Protection Act 

2017 and Environment Protection Regulations 2021 emphasize a "general environmental duty" 

(GED) for landowners to manage activities to reduce the risk of harm from pollution, including 

wastewater. This includes ensuring systems do not leak, are properly maintained, and treated 

wastewater remains within property boundaries. Onsite Wastewater Management Plans (OWMPs) 

developed by councils identify and assess risks in unsewered areas, including cumulative risks 

from existing OWMS. 

New South Wales: Local councils in New South Wales (NSW) are responsible for managing and 

regulating OWMS in non-sewered areas, with guidance from the Office of Local Government NSW.  

These guidelines encourage councils to develop their own On-Site Sewage Management (OSSM) 

Strategies that incorporate regional and catchment management objectives to ensure long-term 

sustainable use of land and protect water quality.  The aim is to minimize risks to public health and 

protect surface and groundwater from contamination, while promoting water conservation and 

reuse of treated effluent. While specific numerical nitrogen limits for all onsite systems are not 

uniformly stated across all local government documents, the emphasis is on requiring suitable 

systems that reduce nitrogen levels and comply with Australian Standards (AS/NZS 1547:2012).  For 

larger systems (exceeding 10 EP or 2,000 liters/day but less than 2,500 EP), councils may require 

independent third-party review of designs.  

 

New Zealand 

New Zealand is in the process of setting national wastewater standards, expected by mid- to late-

2025, under the Local Government (Water Services) Bill.  These standards will aim to provide a 

nationally consistent requirement for all wastewater networks and operators through resource 

consents. Nitrogen reduction is a growing requirement for onsite wastewater systems in New 

Zealand, particularly in areas near water bodies like Rotorua Lakes and Taupo Lake, which are 

sensitive to nutrient pollution.   

Currently, for new onsite systems in Bay of Plenty region, systems must meet requirements of Rule 

13 and Schedule 4 of the Bay of Plenty Regional Council's On-Site Effluent Treatment Regional Plan 

developed in 2006. There are 23 aerated wastewater treatment systems approved for use in the Bay 

of Plenty region excluding Rotorua. There are six additional aerated wastewater treatment systems 

allowed for use in Bay of Plenty (including Rotorua). EconoTreat™, a submerged fixed film 

technology certified for nitrogen reduction aims for ammonia nitrogen of less than 5 mg/L and TN of 

less than 15 mg/L before discharge.  
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County Management  

Preventative Maintenance 

Across the country, a consistent emphasis is placed on proactive maintenance to extend the 

operational lifespan of onsite wastewater infrastructure, avert system failures, and safeguard water 

quality. This shared objective translates into several widely adopted strategies. Jurisdictions that 

manage onsite wastewater programs have robust education programs about the importance of 

these best practices: 

 Water Conservation: Reducing overall water usage is consistently recommended as a 

primary measure to prevent hydraulic overloading of the drainfield. This includes employing 

water-saving devices and promptly repairing any leaks in plumbing fixtures. 

 Proper Waste Disposal: Preventing harmful items and toxic chemicals from entering the 

septic system is crucial for preserving the bacterial ecosystem within the tank and 

preventing clogs. This means avoiding the flushing of materials such as cat litter, cigarettes, 

diapers, feminine hygiene products, prescription medications, and wipes. Similarly, the 

disposal of solvents, pesticides, motor oil, and paint down the drain is prohibited. 

Minimizing or eliminating the use of garbage disposals is also a common recommendation, 

as food waste can rapidly accumulate solids in the tank. 

 Primary Tank Pumping: Septic tanks require pumping when the accumulation of scum and 

sludge reaches a specified thickness. For instance, Whatcom County recommends 

pumping when solids reach one-third of the tank volume, while Clallam County specifies 

thresholds of 12 inches of sludge or 6 inches of scum. It is generally advised that pumping 

be determined by inspection rather than a rigid schedule. Measuring the elevation of sludge  

or thickness of sludge and scum to determine need for pumping can prevent unnecessary 

costs and maintain the tank's microbial balance. 

 Drainfield Protection: Protecting the drainfield from physical damage or compaction is 

vital. This involves preventing vehicles, heavy equipment, or structures from being placed 

over the drainfield area and ensuring that surface water runoff from roofs or paved areas is 

diverted away from the system.  

While Island County has limited resources (staff, funding, etc.), they have done a decent job 

educating the public about the importance of properly maintained onsite wastewater management 

and providing tools for property owners to sustain working OSS. However, even with the publicly 

available material and direct letters sent to property owners, more needs to be done to manage and 

enforce the current county rules regarding wastewater management . Some of the digital resources 

have broken links and clear requirements and responsibilities are confusing or lacking. 
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Data Management and Reporting Obligations 

Counties employ a variety of software products to manage their extensive OSS data. These systems 

are often designed to integrate with other departmental databases within the local government, 

leading to unique database solutions for each county. Each jurisdiction has invested in tools, staff 

and technical assistance differently, as such, some counties, including Island County, lack a 

unified system that would provide a comprehensive, real-time understanding of OSS performance 

and its cumulative environmental impact across the jurisdiction. In these counties, this technical 

deficiency acts as a substantial barrier to effective policymaking, strategic resource allocation, and 

the precise identification of broader pollution sources. Without aggregated data, it becomes 

difficult to discern overarching trends, assess cumulative impacts, or implement coordinated 

interventions, thereby limiting the overall efficacy of environmental protection efforts. 

Effective OSS management relies heavily on robust reporting mechanisms and efficient data 

management. These elements enable health departments to monitor system performance, identify 

potential failures, and track compliance across their jurisdictions. Throughout Washington, 

inspection and maintenance reports are required to be submitted to the county health department 

on an annual basis for pressure dispersal systems, and every three years for gravity systems. This 

submission is typically performed by the certified professional who conducted the service, or in 

some instances, by the certified homeowner themselves. 

Most counties in the Puget Sound use OnlineRME, a public responsible management entity (RME) 

database to store OSS records across the United States. Information stored includes drawings, 

service reports, inspection forms, etc. There are hundreds of features within the software, however 

each health department uses the database differently. Few counties obtain a Merchant Account so 

that they can use OnlineRME to collect fees including submittal fees, permit fees, and late fees.  

Counties like Island County just use the database for basic information storage. King  and Kitsap 

County utilize the OnlineRME platform for management with more advanced tools for: 

 scheduling, 

 enforcement, 

 response to reported deficiencies, and 

 detailed reporting / data analysis. 

For jurisdictions that use more of the function tools, the reporting features allow them to prioritize 

the inspection status. A dashboard will display critical status (i.e. surfacing effluent) versus a 

regular maintenance task (i.e. need to pump a septic tank). Additionally, many onsite wastewater 

providers use the OnlineRME to track OSS business including: 

 Scheduling 

 Contracting 

 Customer Tracking 

 Phone Calls 

 Alarms 

 Site Notes/Reports 

 Submitting Service work to the jurisdiction 
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Since 2009, Clallam County has tracked inspection status within its Permit Database through a 

"Red-to-Green" program, visually categorizing systems as suspected/assumed (RED), known but 

overdue (YELLOW), or compliant (GREEN). Additional colors were added to round out other types of 

parcels, orange represents more than one septic system on a property, blue indicates that the lot is 

served by a LOSS, and purple represents parcels confirmed connected to a municipal sewer 

system. No color is applied to vacant parcels or where there is no plumbing known to be present. 

 

Figure 13 – Clallam County Red to Green Program for Managing OSS Compliance 

 

In 2019 all Clallam County Web Maps were upgraded to check the current OSS inspection status of 

a property directly from the County permit database in real time. In 2022 the OSS Status Map went 

into maintenance mode with occasional updates until the county's permit database replacement 

could be completed and new processes for maintaining this information can be configured. 

Inspection records were last updated in May 2024.  

In July 2024, Callam County launched a Citizen Self Service (CSS) Portal, an Online Permit System. 

The portal is well organized and allows for: 

 multiple searches including permit records, tax property, recorded documents, 

 official public records request, 

 request inspection, 

 pay invoices, 

 access the Clallam County map portal, 

 make a service request, and  

 access the public county calendar. 
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Island county uses SmartGov, a cloud-based license and permit management software to help 

manage permitting, licensing, and code enforcement. While it is a powerful easy-to-use platform it 

is not used to manage inspections and compliance of OSS or COSS for ICPH. There is some 

interface between SmartGov and OnlineRME, however it is not dynamic or flexible. With a large 

backlog of out of compliance system, ICPH needs a management system that helps organize OSS 

and COSS inventory, alerts homeowners of inspection obligation, and prioritizes enforcement 

targets. 

 

Figure 14 – Island County OnlineRME Dashboard 
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Compliance, Enforcement, and Financial Assistance Programs 

Beyond initial permitting and ongoing maintenance requirements, Puget Sound counties employ a 

range of strategies for compliance tracking, enforcement, and providing financial support to 

homeowners for OSS management. Counties utilize various methods to monitor compliance and 

enforce OSS regulations, often employing tiered approaches from educational outreach to 

penalties. 

 Clallam County: Implements a "Red-to-Green" program to visually track the inspection 

status of developed parcels in its Permit Database. Properties with suspected or assumed 

septic systems are marked RED, those with known systems but overdue inspections are 

YELLOW, and compliant systems with current records are GREEN. Environmental Health 

(EH) actively enforces state requirements, focusing on target areas to encourage 

compliance and convert "Red" and "Yellow" parcels to "Green." An annual operational fee 

for active septic systems is assessed via property tax statements to help fund this program.4 

 Island County: Maintains an active enforcement program, sending notification reminders 

and notices of compliance to property owners whose inspections are overdue. Verification 

of O&M inspection completion is required for building permits or property sales. As a last 

resort, after educational and warning measures, administrative penalties may be assessed 

for non-compliance. 

 Pierce County: Imposes penalties and late fees for failure to report work within 30 days, 

with repeated failures leading to certification enforcement proceedings. Transferring 

property without a required Report of System Status (RSS) is also considered a violation. 

 Thurston County: Sends reminder notices for overdue Operational Certificates. If not 

renewed, a non-conforming notice is issued, and the certificate officially becomes non-

conforming after four months from the inspection due date. 

 Whatcom County: Actively investigates complaints related to OSS and enforces the 

county's environmental code (WCC 24.05) to ensure proper system functioning. 

The management of Onsite Sewage Systems across the Puget Sound counties is characterized by a 

robust state-level framework that provides a consistent baseline for environmental protection. This 

framework mandates general inspection frequencies, emphasizes the critical role of certified 

professionals, and requires permits for significant system work. However, the implementation of 

these mandates exhibits notable local variations in specific inspection frequencies, the extent of 

homeowner involvement, the sophistication of reporting mechanisms, the intensity of 

enforcement, and the availability of financial assistance programs.  
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Financial Assistance for Onsite Wastewater Infrastructure 

A review of financial assistance for onsite wastewater systems in Island County and other U.S. 

jurisdictions highlights a robust and evolving landscape of support. Programs are increasingly 

designed to be multi-layered, addressing both routine maintenance costs and significant 

repair/replacement expenses. A strong emphasis on public health and environmental protection 

drives these initiatives, with financial barriers explicitly recognized as critical impediments to 

achieving these goals. The prevalence of partnerships with non-profit lenders, coupled with an 

equity-driven focus on low-income households, demonstrates a strategic effort to make essential 

wastewater infrastructure improvements accessible to all residents.  

Residents of Island County have access to financial assistance opportunities for their OSS, 

primarily through local public health initiatives and partnered loan programs that are focused on 

inspection assistance and system repair or replacement.  

Inspection Assistance 

Island County Public Health offers direct financial assistance to help property owners manage the 

cost of routine OSS inspections. These inspections are crucial for early problem detection, 

extending system lifespan, and safeguarding public health. The Inspection Incentive Program 

provides inspection incentives/rebates for up to $150. Property owners declaring financial hardship 

are able to receive a higher subsidy of up to $350.  

Eligibility restrictions include not having received assistance from this program within the last three 

years. The aid applies exclusively to routine inspections performed by participating licensed septic 

maintenance service providers, excluding inspections for property sales or homeowner-performed 

assessments. Funding for this program is derived from the Washington Department of Health 

Consolidated Contract Grant and is distributed on a first-come, first-served basis until exhausted, 

underscoring the importance of timely application 

Repair/Replace/Conversion Assistance 

Island County Public Health has established a partnership with Craft3, a non-profit, non-bank 

Community Development Financial Institution (CDFI), to provide affordable loans. These loans are 

designed to alleviate the substantial, often unexpected, financial burden associated with repairing 

or replacing failing OSS, or connecting to a nearby municipal sewer system. This collaboration 

extends beyond Island County, forming part of the broader Washington State Regional On-Site 

Sewage System Loan Program (RLP), which involves the Washington State Department of Ecology 

and Department of Health.    

Craft3 loans offer comprehensive financing, covering the full cost of a project, including design, 

permitting, installation, and even ongoing maintenance. They feature competitive interest rates and 

require no up-front costs and flexible repayment options, including deferred payments for lower-

income homeowners. Unsecured loans can reach up to $25,000 (plus an Operations and 

Maintenance (O&M) reserve and contingency). Eligibility for these loans requires the OSS to be over 

25 years old, failing, or under orders to be fixed. Additionally, the chosen contractor must be 

approved by the local health jurisdiction.  
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Across Washington local loan programs are available for individuals with failing OSS, including in: 

 Clallam County 

The Clallam Conservation District provides funds to low-income homeowners for OSS 

repair and replacements in high-priority areas throughout the county. 

 

 Clark County 

The Clark Conservation District and its partners provide limited support to homeowners for 

repairs or rebates for septic system maintenance with a focus on the East Fork Lewis River 

and Lacamas Creek watersheds. 

 

 Pierce County  

Pierce County and its partners provide limited support to low-income homeowners for 

septic system repairs across the county. 

 

 Snohomish County 

Snohomish County provides support to low-income homeowners for septic system repairs 

and system maintenance across the county, with a focus on the Stillaguamish and 

Snohomish watersheds. 

Many other states have similar financial assistance programs including Michigan’s Septic 

Replacement Loan Program (SRLP) that provides low-interest financing to homeowners for 

replacing failing or near-failing septic systems and connecting to municipal sewers; Virginia’s 

Septic and Well Assistance Program (SWAP) that offers grants to homeowners with a wide range of 

well and septic needs, including repairing failing septic systems, replacing straight pipes, replacing 

privies, and connecting to public sewer; and Iowa’s Onsite Wastewater Assistance Program 

(OSWAP), that facilitates low-interest loans for repair or replacement of inadequate or failing septic 

systems, specifically including both the septic tank and secondary treatment systems like leach 

fields. 

Funding to Improve and Protect Water Quality 

Washington’s Department of Ecology combined funding program distributes competitive grants 

and qualified loans for a variety of projects including LOSS planning, design, and construction, OSS 

pollution identification and survey programs, OSS repair and replacement, composting toilet 

systems, and more. The next funding cycle (state fiscal year 2027) will be accepting applications 

between July 22 and Sept. 3, 2025. 
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Findings / Recommendations 
Issues with Onsite Sewage Systems (OSS) vary in complexity, as does recommended solutions. It is 

recommended that a multi-prong approach is implemented to help solve onsite wastewater issues 

in Island County. Many of the solutions realign with regional best practices, while other mimic 

communities with similar concerns that are national leaders in robust onsite wastewater solutions.  

Solutions range from specific regulatory code recommendations, technical suggestions, 

management strategies worth pursuing, and items worth advocating for to state officials.  

County Code Recommendations 

The Island County Code could be improved to allow for more flexibility for small developments that 

generate wastewater less than 3,500 GPD, while increasing the protection of groundwater and 

surface water resources. This section presents recommended changes to the Island County Code, 

in particular ICC 8.07D and ICC 8.09.097. 

 

Remove the requirement in ICC 8.07D.210, that Community OSS shall be designed in 

accordance with the site evaluation, design, maintenance, and management criteria as set 

forth in WAC 246-272B.  This has proven to be too restrictive and burdensome for Community OSS 

proposals and has resulted in no Community OSS being implemented in Island County since this 

code language became effective (i.e. since 2007).  Other Code language can be implemented to 

ensure that Community OSS are properly designed and managed, operated, and maintained in 

perpetuity. 

 

Adopt WAC 246-272A-0320 – Developments, Subdivisions, and Minimum Land Area 

Requirements.  The new Table XII – Maximum Allowable Total Nitrogen (TN) Load Per Day by Type of 

Water Supply, Soil Type, and Land Area shown in Figure 15 presents maximum allowable TN loads 

in pounds per acre per day per soil type based on  water supply type (public vs. non-public).  A 

proposed development can use a WA DOH approved Treatment Level “N” technology to reduce the 

nitrogen load from the OSS to be compliant with Table XII. 

 

 
Figure 15 – Table XII from WAC 246-272A-0320 
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Create an additive OSS requirement matrix where the community should be more protective 

of groundwater and surrounding ecosystems. Creating a clear, transparent hierarchy that 

identifies conditions that are less suitable for wastewater dispersal without increased treatment or 

operational oversight, due to compounding factors including the current groundwater nitrate levels 

and ecosystem functions, will help make clear reasoning behind decisions and a more 

straightforward regulatory path.   

 

Table 9 outlines a suggested framework that identifies when site conditions should increase 

wastewater permit criteria. For OSS, additional criteria should be required when the dispersal area 

is near surface water, in CARA high susceptibility areas, and when background nitrate is higher than 

2.0mg/L in groundwater. For COSS, additional criteria should be required when the dispersal area is 

near surface water, in a defined sensitive area, in CARA medium or high susceptibility areas, and 

when background nitrate is higher than 2.0mg/L in groundwater. Table 9 lists site conditions in the 

first (left hand side) column. If a system meets the definition listed, a corresponding ‘X’ identifies 

additional design, treatment or O&M requirements needed to obtain a permit.  

 

As an example, OSS dispersal areas that are within 200 feet and COSS within 500 of the mean high-

water level of any surface water body (ocean, lake, stream, etc.) will require nitrogen reduction. 

COSS dispersal areas that are within 300 feet of surface water should also  have enhanced 

operations and maintenance (O&M) requirements.  

 

For OSS, enhanced O&M should include: 

 Biannual monitoring of discharge (average gallons per day) and effluent sampling, 

including: 

o 5-Day Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand (cBOD5),  

o Total Suspended Solids (TSS), and 

o Total Nitrogen (TN). 

 Results to be reported with the annual inspection form to OnlineRME. 

 

For COSS, enhanced O&M should include: 

 Quarterly monitoring of discharge (average gallons per day) and effluent sampling, 

including: 

o 5-Day Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand (cBOD5),  

o Total Suspended Solids (TSS), and 

o Total Nitrogen (TN). 

 Results to be reported to OnlineRME. 

 

We also recommend creating a tiered system for COSS. Only COSS over 1,800 GPD would require a 

hydrogeologic study with monitoring wells. This will allow smaller developments (up to 5 housing 

units) to have less of a design burden than larger COSS. Similarly, Island County should advocate 

the WA DOH to explore a tiered LOSS program, where smaller sized LOSS would have more 

flexibility and appropriate oversight. It doesn’t make sense that a 4,000 gpd system has the same 

requirements as a 100,000 gpd system. There are potential avenues that we think Island County 

could  partner with WA DOH on, including piloting nitrogen reduction protocols, enhanced O&M, 

and more.
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Table 9 – Suggested Regulatory Matrix for Nitrogen Reduction 

OSS 
 (≤2 homes or <1,000 gpd) 

Requires  

Treatment Level  

N(50) ~50% reduction   

(30mg/L) 

Requires Treatment Level        

N(50) ~50% reduction  

+ enhanced O&M 2   

(30mg/L) 

Nitrogen Reduction  

Determined by 

Nitrogen Balance3 

+ enhanced O&M 2   

Requires 

Hydrogeo. 

Study 

Requires 

Monitoring 

Wells 

within 200’ of surface water 4 X -- -- -- -- 

CARA - High Susceptibility X -- -- -- -- 

Background NO3
- of 2.1-4.9 mg/L  X -- -- -- -- 

Background NO3
- of 5.0-9.9 mg/L  -- X -- X -- 

Background NO3
- of 10.0+ mg/L  -- -- X X X 

 

COSS 
Requires  

Treatment Level 

N(50) ~50% reduction   

(30mg/L) 

Requires Treatment Level 

N(50) ~50% reduction  + 

enhanced O&M 2  

(30mg/L) 

Nitrogen Reduction  

Determined by 

Nitrogen Balance3 

+ enhanced O&M 2  

Requires 

Hydrogeo. 

Study 

Requires 

Monitoring 

Wells 

up to 1,800 gpd -- -- -- -- -- 

between 1801 to 3,499 gpd -- -- -- X X 

 

within 500’ of surface water 4 X -- -- -- -- 

within 300’ of surface water 4 -- X -- -- -- 

Protective in Sensitive Areas -- X -- -- -- 

CARA - Medium Susceptibility X -- -- -- -- 

CARA - High Susceptibility -- -- X X X 

Background NO3
- of 2.1 – 4.9 mg/L 1 -- X -- X X 

Background NO3
- of >5.0 mg/L  Not usable for COSS 

1 – no greater than 2.0mg/L increase in nitrogen from background groundwater and modeled results must be under a total of 5.0mg/L.  
2 – Enhanced O&M requires OSS to inspection and sample twice a year. COSS to have quarterly inspection and sampling. 
3 – Nitrogen reduction determined by nitrogen balance may require the need for a WA DOH waiver, if greater than 50% reduction is required. 
4 –  Distance to surface water is  the distance from the extent of the dispersal area to mean high water level of any surface water.
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When OSS conditions require a nitrogen balance to be completed to determine the effluent quality 

required to permit a system, the minimum requirement should be Treatment Level N (50% 

reduction). If it is determined that a higher reduction (> 50%) is required and WA DOH has not 

certified any systems to meet that criteria, then a waiver may have to be applied for using  

Granting On-Site Sewage System Waivers (Publication Number 337-02, dated April 2025 

(https://doh.wa.gov/sites/default/files/legacy/Documents/Pubs/337-021.pdf). 

 

Remove the design flow of 150 GPD per bedroom for certain types of systems as stated in ICC 

8.07D.140 and use the standard 120 GPD per bedroom outlined in WAC 246-272A-0230. 

It is not clear why Glendon biofilters, mounds, intermittent sand filters, recirculating sand filters, 

stratified sand filters, or sub-surface drip irrigation would require a higher design flow per bedroom. 

Different design flow per bedroom guidance is confusing and inconsistent with best practice, and 

recent conservation practices. If ICPH desires  conservative designs, there are more effective ways 

to achieve  a robust design, other than having higher than normal design flow rates 

 

Do not require a public entity to manage, operate, and maintain a Community OSS, as this 

requirement, as it has in other counties, has proven to be a significant barrier. There are plenty of 

examples of a robust Community OSS management requirement, such as Pierce County and 

Kitsap County that allow County-certified O&M providers to manage, operate, and maintain the 

Community OSS.   

 

Technical Recommendations 

Nitrogen Reducing Technology 

As discussed in the  Analysis – Nitrogen Reduction section of this report, the only nitrogen 

reduction standard that the WA DOH has established for on-site treatment systems is Treatment 

Level N, requiring a minimum of 50% TN reduction.  In cases where a hydrogeological evaluation 

suggests that a higher level of TN reduction is needed to protect the public and/or environmental 

health, additional TN reduction components or technologies must be used, even if the OSS needs 

to apply to WA DOH for a waiver. Outlined below are several recommendations that provide 

additional tools for Island County to further reduce nitrogen inputs into groundwater. 

 

Pilot Denitrification Systems 

Consider collaboration with the WA DOH, local universities/colleges, consultants, and/or 

non-profit groups to evaluate public domain add-on denitrification technologies such as 

woodchip denitrification reactors and subsurface flow constructed wetlands.  These 

technologies have proven performance in both wastewater and stormwater treatment and would 

be a valuable tool to provide advanced TN reduction.  Recommended Design Standards and 

Guidance (DS&G) documents could then be prepared to allow the use of these beneficial 

technologies.  Previous public domain OSS nitrogen reduction projects have been performed by 

partnerships with the WA DOH, University of Washington Department of Civil and Environmental 

Engineering, and Hood Canal Salmon Enhancement Group. 
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Treatment enhancing components 

Advocate for the WA DOH to recognize commonly used nitrogen reduction 

components/strategies to enhance registered Treatment Level N systems. This may include 

public domain technologies or configurations such as alkalinity feed, carbon feed, and 

recirculation components. A simple Design Standards and Guidance (DS&G) document could be 

created to allow the legal use of these commonly used system appendages. 

 

Dispersal enhancing components 

Advocate for the WA DOH to maintain additional nitrogen reduction credit based on soil type 

for certain types of shallow dispersal systems including subsurface drip systems (SDS) and 

shallow pressure distribution (PD) systems (where effluent is dispersed within the top 12 inches of 

the native soil profile). This would give all counties more tools for nitrogen reduction in more 

sensitive areas.  In addition, ICPH should advocate for sand mound drainfields and other ‘above-

grade’ dispersal systems that do not remove the native soil, but rather plow the ground, should be 

considered for additional nitrogen-reduction credit.   

Advocate for the WA DOH to consider registering more public domain technology to the 

Treatment Level N technology list, such as Inground Nitrogen Reducing Biofilters (INRB). 

 

Advocate for the WA DOH to consider registering public domain technology, such as 

phytoremediation as a nitrogen reduction enhancing technology. Similar to other current 

advanced dispersal approaches, phytoremediation should get an additional nitrogen reduction 

credit by WA DOH. 

 

Source Separation / Resource Recovery Technology 

Incorporate source separation technology into the comprehensive toolbox of solutions 

provided to stakeholders in Island County. Source Separation approaches, especially urine 

diversion, can be a highly effective low-cost solution for small parcels with wastewater challenges. 

ICPH should work with the wastewater professional community or develop internally informational 

and educational material on source separation (SS), resource recovery and reuse (RRR).  

Actively collaborate with WA DOH as they begin to roll out of the up-and-coming risk-based 

water quality standards and non-potable water supply rules. Showing that ICPH is supportive of 

SS and RRR infrastructure shows the importance of long-term benefits of these innovative 

solutions, as well as helps strengthen public acceptance which is crucial for their successful 

implementation. 

 

Collective Treatment, Research and Understanding 

Work with dense communities in shoreline communities and/or in areas with higher nitrates in 

groundwater to organize and develop cluster approaches to legacy OSS issues. Special 
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attention should be given to developing guidance and governance strategies to cluster 

communities that want a COSS solution.  

Partner with San Juan County, the only other Sole-Source Aquifer community in the Puget 

Sound, to work together on piloting new advanced treatment, source separation and/or 

resource recovery approaches for OSS and COSS. Island County, along with San Juan County 

can advocate for the WA DOH to expand treatment tools available for advanced treatment, nutrient 

removal, and operational understanding.   

 

Look for potential ways to collaborate with other unique communities around the country 

working through complex onsite wastewater issues (i.e. elevated nitrogen in groundwater, 

coastal community conditions, aging infrastructure, and increased development pressure).  

 

Management Findings / Recommendations 

The management of OSS in Island County is characterized by a robust state-level framework that 

provides a consistent baseline for environmental protection. This framework mandates general 

inspection frequencies, emphasizes the critical role of certified professionals, and requires permits 

for significant system work. However, the implementation of these mandates exhibits notable local 

variations in specific inspection frequencies, the extent of homeowner involvement, the 

sophistication of reporting mechanisms, the intensity of enforcement, and the availability of 

financial assistance programs. Crucially, the designation of CARA, MRA and other environmentally 

sensitive zones consistently drives more stringent, localized regulations, reflecting an adaptive 

management approach to protecting Island County. To enhance consistency, effectiveness, and 

public engagement in OSS management across Island County, the following strategic 

recommendations are put forth. 

Standardize Data Management: It is imperative to develop and implement a unified OSS database 

that helps track existing OSS and COSS, prioritize compliance issues, and allows for the permitting 

of new OSS and COSS. Additionally, the well-rounded data system could integrate environmental 

health functionality to help assess OSS effects on the environment, facilitate the identification of 

pollution hotspots, and inform targeted interventions. This would significantly improve the ability to 

track compliance, measure environmental outcomes, and allocate resources more efficiently 

throughout Island County. 

Expand Homeowner Self-Inspection Programs: Continue to develop and promote best practices, 

through a standardized curriculum, for homeowner self-inspection programs across the county. 

This would significantly increase homeowner participation and understanding of their systems. This 

would also ensure a more consistent quality of self-reported data, contributing to a more complete 

picture of OSS health. 

Grow Financial Assistance Programs: ICPH should expand their robust financial assistance 

program for at risk communities and communities in need. This would enhance the already 

available loans, grants, and rebates offered for OSS maintenance and repair. This would foster a 
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more equitable and effective countywide OSS management system by ensuring that economic 

constraints do not compromise environmental protection. 

Promote Inter/Intra-County Collaboration: As one of the most vulnerable regions, ICPH should 

establish regular forums and working groups for environmental health officials and OSS 

professionals from all Puget Sound counties. They would facilitate the sharing of best practices, 

collaborative problem-solving, and coordinated responses to regional OSS issues, particularly 

those with transboundary water quality impacts. 

Sustain and Expand Continuous Public Education campaigns to reinforce the direct and vital link 

between proper OSS maintenance and the overall health of the Puget Sound. These campaigns 

should utilize diverse media and community engagement strategies to reach all property owners, 

fostering a shared sense of responsibility for environmental stewardship. 

Regularly Review Regulatory Frameworks: Implement a recurring, perhaps biennial, review 

process for county OSS code. This would ensure that local regulations remain aligned with evolving 

state mandates, incorporate the latest scientific understanding of wastewater treatment, and 

effectively address environmental priorities, especially within sensitive and marine recovery areas. 

 

Funding Opportunities 
There are a variety of local, state and federal funds available as loans and grants to support private 

citizens and public agencies working to improve OSS and Community OSS in Island County. ICPH 

does a good job and capitalizing and making accessible resources to citizens of Island County 

Funding to Improve and Protect Water Quality 

Washington’s Department of Ecology combined funding program distributes competitive grants 

and qualified loans for a variety of projects including LOSS planning, design, and construction, OSS 

pollution identification and survey programs, OSS repair and replacement, composting toilet 

systems, and more. The next funding cycle (state fiscal year 2027) will be accepting applications 

between July 22 and Sept. 3, 2025. 
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Resources 

Wastewater Resources - Online 

Inspection | Island County, WA 

 

Water Protection Resources - Online 

Sole Source Aquifers for Drinking Water | US EPA 

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas Guidance, WA DOE; updated March 2021 

Microsoft Word - IslandCounty_Coastal_Flood_Risk_Assessment_FINAL_2016.docx 

Whidbey water experts raise concern over seawater intrusion | Whidbey News-Times 

Seawater Intrusion Monitoring | Island County, WA 

Department of Ecology Water Right Information Landowners Guide to Washington State Water 

Rights 

 

Ecosystem Resources - Online 

Shore Friendly Program | Island County, WA 

State of Salmon in Watersheds 2022 

Puget Sound Starts Here 

Sea Level Rise and Coastal Flood Risk Assessment: Island County | Island County, WA 

Washington Shellfish Safety Map 

Preparing for a Changing Climate, 2012, Washington Department of Ecology. Washington State 

Integrated Climate Change Response Strategy 

The Climate Impacts Group, University of Washington, 2015. CIG93777D. State of Knowledge: 

Climate Change in Puget Sound 
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Organizations working to protect Island County water quality 

 Whidbey Island Water Systems Association – “A resource for all who drink water on 

Whidbey Island”.  Municipal, Group A, and Group B water systems, private well owners, and 

the operators, engineers, and others who serve those water systems are all eligible for 

membership. 

 

 Evergreen Rural Water of Washington (affiliate of the National Rural Water Association) 

Mission – “To provide the best professional training, technical assistance, and advocacy for 

Washington State Drinking Water & Wastewater Utilities.” 

 

 USDA Rural Development – Grants and Loans for Rural Utilities Service Water and 

Environmental Programs (WEP) “rural communities obtain the technical assistance and 

financing necessary to develop drinking water and waste disposal systems.” 

 

 Rural Community Assistance Corporation Mission – “RCAC partners with underserved rural 

and Indigenous communities to achieve their vision and well-being through technical 

assistance, training, financial resources and advocacy.” The organization keeps the 

community informed and provides updates and seminars to understand technology and 

regulation changes and celebrates success stories. 

 

 WAWARN: Water (Water and Wastewater Agency Response Networks (WARNs) Mission – 

“support and promote statewide emergency preparedness, disaster response, and mutual 

aid assistance for Washington’s public and private water related utilities in the case of 

natural or man-made disasters.”  

 

 Island County Marine Resource Committee (MRC) “Advisory body to county government 

established in 1999 and comprised of many community volunteers who represent diverse 

interests and industries, with the common goal to protect and restore marine resources in 

the Puget Sound area through scientific monitoring, restoration projects, and community 

education.” 

 

 Whidbey Environmental Action Network Mission – “Defending vital ecosystems on Whidbey, 

Camano, and beyond since 1989” – this activist group offers events, workshops, and 

podcasts on important local topics. 
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APPENDIX A – Stakeholder Engagement Questions 

1. What do you think are the biggest misunderstandings with the current County wastewater 

code? 

 

2. What do you think are the most difficult aspects with the current County wastewater code? 

 

3. What (if anything) in the current code makes your job difficult? 

 

4. How familiar are you with the new state code WAC 246-272A, that is effective April 1, 2025? 

 

5. What concerns you about the new state code WAC 246-272A? 

 

6. Currently the ICC Chapter 8.07D – OSS “Community OSS” regulates systems between 3-14 

residential units depending on bedroom count. Large On-site Sewage Systems (LOSS), 

regulated by the WA DOH would be higher. What size of projects are most desired? 

 

7. What do you see as the biggest potential hurdles for implementing community onsite 

wastewater systems in Island County? 

 

8. What are any solution opportunities for implementing community onsite wastewater systems 

in Island County? 

 

9. Most systems use 120 gpd/bedroom with a 2-bedroom minimum. What is the typical 

bedroom count for housing projects? 

 

10. What do you wish the public (or developers, or engineers, etc.) did more of (or less of) to 

support resilient onsite wastewater management? 

 

11. What are the current challenges with County-certified Maintenance Service Providers 

(MSP)? What are ideas to solve these problems? 

 

12. What type of wastewater treatment/dispersal technologies do you typically use in the 

county? 

 

13. What type of technologies do you want to use in the county? 

 

14. How you ever used a “Treatment Level N” technology? If so, under what conditions?   

 

15. Are there concerns other than nitrogen levels being discharged from onsite systems? 

 

16. What do you wish the public (or developers, or engineers, etc.) did more of (or less of) to 

support resilient onsite wastewater management? 
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APPENDIX B – Island Conty Inspection Forms 
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 ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS 

WORK SESSION AGENDA 

MEETING DATE: 8/20/2025 

To:  Melanie Bacon, Chair 
Board of Island County Commissioners 

From: Fred Snoderly, Director 

Amount of time requested for agenda discussion. 30 minutes 

DIVISION: Solid Waste 
Agenda Item No.: 1 
Subject:  Department of Ecology Household Hazardous Waste Grant Funding 
Description: Recurring Department of Ecology 2 year grant agreement which will provide the 

Island County Public Works Department with $325,168 of grant funding, which 
includes a 25% local match of $108,389, to properly manage an estimated 770,000 
pounds of household hazardous waste. 

Attachment: Memorandum, Agreement No. SWMLSWFA-2025-ICPW-00267 between 
Island County and the Washington Department of Ecology 

Request: (Check boxes that apply) 
☒Move to Consent ☐Move to Regular
☐None/Informational ☐Schedule a Public Hearing
☐Signature Request ☐Other: ____________
IT Review: Not Applicable
Budget Review: Complete
P.A. Review: Complete

DIVISION: Not Applicable 
Agenda Item No.: 2 
Subject:  2026-2031 Proposed Capital Improvement Plan 
Description: Discussion/review of draft 2026-2031 Capital Improvement Plan spreadsheet. 
Attachment: 2026-2031 Capital Improvement Plan 
Request: (Check boxes that apply) 
☐Move to Consent ☒Move to Regular
☒None/Informational ☐Schedule a Public Hearing
☐Signature Request ☐Other: ____________
IT Review: Not Applicable
Budget Review: In process
P.A. Review: Not Applicable



Island County Public Works 
Fred Snoderly, Director  
James Sylvester, Assistant Director 

1 NE 7th Street, Coupeville, WA 98239  |  www.islandcountywa.gov 
Ph: Whidbey 360-679-7331 | Camano 360-387-3443 | S Whidbey 360-321-5111 
Email: F.Snoderly@islandcountywa.gov   |  J.Sylvester@islandcountywa.gov 
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M E M O R A N D U M 

August 20, 2025 

TO: Board of County Commissioners – Island County 

FROM: James Sylvester, Assistant Public Works Director 

RE: Department of Ecology Household Hazardous Waste Grant Agreement 

On a recurring basis, the Washington Department of Ecology (Ecology) has provided grant funding to 
Island County for the proper management of household hazardous waste. 

For the 2025-2027 biennium, Ecology has allocated to Island County a total eligible cost of $433,557 
with a 25% local match. Over the two-year period, Ecology will provide $325,168 in grant funding and 
Solid Waste will provide the required local share of $108,389 from the Solid Waste Fund. The 
agreement has been internally reviewed and approved as RM-PW-2025-242. 

The grant funding will be used to properly collect and manage an estimated 770,000 pounds of 
household hazardous waste from the Coupeville Solid Waste Transfer Station, Camano Island Transfer 
Station, North Whidbey Drop Box Facility and the Bayview Drop Box Facility. 

Item #1



Agreement No. SWMLSWFA-2025-ICPW-00267

SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT LOCAL SOLID WASTE FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AGREEMENT

BETWEEN 

THE STATE OF WASHINGTON DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY

AND

ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

This is a binding Agreement entered into by and between the state of Washington, Department of Ecology, hereinafter 

referred to as “ECOLOGY,” and ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS, hereinafter referred to as the “RECIPIENT,” to 

carry out with the provided funds activities described herein.

P&I Island Co PW

GENERAL INFORMATION

Project Title:

Total Cost:

Total Eligible Cost:

Ecology Share:

Recipient Share:

The Effective Date of this Agreement is:

The Expiration Date of this Agreement is no later than:

Project Type:

Project Short Description:

Island County Public Works will spend $433,557.33 to operate one permitted MRW facility to collect, treat, recycle, 

exchange, store, consolidate, and transfer MRW, and three limited MRW facilities to collect, store, and consolidate only 

limited types and quantities of MRW. Island County Public Works will properly manage 819,426 pounds of household 

hazardous waste.

Project Long Description:

See the Scope of Work section for more detailed information related to individual Tasks.

Overall Goal:

Provide regional solutions and intergovernmental cooperation; prevent or minimize environmental contamination through 

planning and project implementation; and comply with state and local solid and hazardous waste management plans and 

$559,216.00

$433,557.33

$325,168.00

$108,389.33

07/01/2025

06/30/2027

Planning & Implementation

Docusign Envelope ID: 63831DCA-E9F8-479B-AFF0-6978FFE7C6F7
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ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

RECIPIENT INFORMATION

Organization Name:

Federal Tax ID:

Mailing Address:       

Physical Address:       

Contacts

Organization Email:

 

ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

91-6001321

1 NE 7th Street

Coupeville, Washington 98239

20018 State Route 20

Coupeville, Washington 98239

j.hegedus@islandcountywa.gov
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ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

  

Jeffrey Hegedus

Solid Waste Division Manager

20018 State Route 20

Coupeville, Washington 98239

Email:  j.hegedus@islandcountywa.gov

Phone:  (360) 679-7338

Authorized 

Signatory

Lyn Little

Accounting Coordinator

Island County Solid Waste

1 NE 7th Street

Coupeville, Washington 98239

Email:  l.little@islandcountywa.gov

Phone:  (360) 679-7340

 
Billing Contact

Project Manager

Authorized 

Signatory

Melanie Bacon

Island County Commissioner

1 NE 6th St

Coupeville, Washington 98239

Email:  district1@islandcountywa.gov

Phone:  (360) 678-7807
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Contacts

  Project 

  Manager

  Financial

  Manager

Katie Jerauld

PO Box 330316

Shoreline, Washington 98133-9716

Email:  kjer461@ecy.wa.gov

Phone:  (360) 918-3431

Katie Jerauld

PO Box 330316

Shoreline, Washington 98133-9716

Email:  kjer461@ecy.wa.gov

Phone:  (360) 918-3431

ECOLOGY INFORMATION

Mailing Address:       

      

Physical Address:       

 

Department of Ecology

Solid Waste Management

PO BOX 47600

Olympia, WA 98504-7600

Solid Waste Management

300 Desmond Drive SE

Lacey, WA 98503
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AUTHORIZING SIGNATURES

RECIPIENT agrees to furnish the necessary personnel, equipment, materials, services, and otherwise do all things necessary 

for or incidental to the performance of work as set forth in this Agreement.

RECIPIENT acknowledges that they had the opportunity to review the entire Agreement, including all the terms and conditions 

of this Agreement, Scope of Work, attachments, and incorporated or referenced documents, as well as all applicable laws, 

statutes, rules, regulations, and guidelines mentioned in this Agreement.  Furthermore, the RECIPIENT has read, understood, 

and accepts all requirements contained within this Agreement.  

This Agreement contains the entire understanding between the parties, and there are no other understandings or representations 

other than as set forth, or incorporated by reference, herein.

No subsequent modifications or amendments to this agreement will be of any force or effect unless in writing, signed by 

authorized representatives of the RECIPIENT and ECOLOGY and made a part of this agreement. ECOLOGY and 

RECIPIENT may change their respective staff contacts without the concurrence of either party. 

 

This Agreement shall be subject to the written approval of Ecology’s authorized representative and shall not be binding until so 

approved.

The signatories to this Agreement represent that they have the authority to execute this Agreement and bind their respective 

organizations to this Agreement.

Washington State

Department of Ecology

Solid Waste Management

Date Date

ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

Peter Lyon

Island County Commissioner

Melanie Bacon

By: By:

Template Approved to Form by

Attorney General's Office

Program Manager
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 SCOPE OF WORK

Task Number: 1 Task Cost: $433,557.33

Task Title: MRW Collection and Management

Task Description:

The RECIPIENT will continue to operate their fixed Moderate Risk Waste (MRW) facility and three satellite MRW collection 

facilities. The facility exists to provide residents with a safe and convenient drop off of their Household Hazardous Waste 

(HHW) in an effort to improve the quality of the environment by providing an alternative to illegal dumping and or improper 

disposal of this material.

  

RECIPIENT will follow all applicable local or state requirements to operate a MRW facility. RECIPIENT or delegate is 

responsible for worker safety training. RECIPIENT will provide appropriate Personal Protective Equipment (PPE) for all 

workers. PPE can include safety vests, gloves, eye protection, and other supplies or tools necessary to complete the work 

safely. 

This grant does not cover costs associated with waste generated from businesses that designate as Small Quantity Generators 

(SQG). If shipment/disposal bills for SQG waste cannot be separated from HHW, then a fee must be charged to each business 

to cover disposal costs and those fees must be itemized as a credit to the task.

RECIPIENT is participating in the PaintCare product stewardship program and will be implementing special collection events. 

ECOLOGY encourages RECIPIENT to contact PaintCare to coordinate their presence at events. 

The task supports compliance activities and community education and outreach. Staff personnel are available to respond to 

public inquiries, provide presentations for schools and civic organizations, and attend community events.

Costs Eligible for Reimbursement 

• Staff salaries and benefits, and indirect not to exceed 30%

• Contractor costs 

• Supplies and tools necessary to implement the task work (description and use must be clearly communicated in the Item 

Description on the Expenditures Table)  

• Costs not listed here but approved in writing by ECOLOGY 

Costs Ineligible for Reimbursement

• Overtime unless the individual spent 100 percent of their time on LSWFA activities in the core 40-hour work week

• Disposal costs for the management of waste accepted from businesses that designate as Small Quantity Generators

• Costs covered by existing product stewardship organizations and costs covered by new product stewardship organizations 

that are fully implemented during this agreement period

• Costs at collection events that are covered by product stewardship organizations. 

• Staff participation in trainings, workshops and or conferences not pre-approved in writing by ECOLOGY

• Costs of membership in civic, business, technical and or professional organizations not pre-approved in writing by 

ECOLOGY

• Costs not supported with required documentation
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Task Goal Statement:

The goal of this task is to provide residents with a safe and convenient drop off of their Household Hazardous Waste (HHW) in 

an effort to improve the quality of the environment by providing an alternative to illegal dumping and or improper disposal of 

this material.

Task Expected Outcome:

With the task budget, RECIPIENT estimates,

• 819,426 pounds HHW collected and managed

Recipient Task Coordinator:    Todd Davis

Deliverables

MRW Collection and Management

Number Description Due Date

1.1 Task Expected Outcomes are the deliverables and achieved incrementally 

throughout the biennium.
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BUDGET

Funding Distribution EG250397

NOTE: The above funding distribution number is used to identify this specific agreement and budget on payment 

remittances and may be referenced on other communications from ECOLOGY. Your agreement may have multiple 

funding distribution numbers to identify each budget.

Title:

State

Model Toxics Control Operating Account (MTCOA)

100%

Local Solid Waste Financial Assistance

Type: 

Funding Source %: 

Description: 

FDFund: 

Approved Indirect Costs Rate:

Recipient Match %:  

InKind Interlocal Allowed:

InKind Other Allowed:

Is this Funding Distribution used to match a federal grant?   No

Approved State Indirect Rate: 30%

25%

No

No

Funding Title:

Funding Source:

Funding Expiration Date:
Funding Type:

Funding Effective Date:
P&I Island Co PW
07/01/2025 06/30/2027

Grant

P&I Island Co PW Task Total

MRW Collection and Management 433,557.33$

433,557.33$Total:  
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Funding Distribution Summary

Recipient / Ecology Share

Recipient Share Ecology Share TotalRecipient Match %Funding Distribution Name

$ $ $% 325,168.00 433,557.33108,389.3325.00P&I Island Co PW

Total $ $108,389.33 325,168.00 $ 433,557.33

AGREEMENT SPECIFIC TERMS AND CONDITIONS

N/A

SPECIAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

If the scope of this Agreement includes recycling activity managed or performed by the RECIPIENT at a recycling center (such 

as a transfer station or drop box location) or other locations, ECOLOGY will not reimburse disposal costs for materials 

collected or advertised as collected for recycling/reuse or marketed for recycling/reuse under this Agreement, unless approved 

in writing by ECOLOGY. RECIPIENT must immediately notify ECOLOGY when the RECIPIENT becomes aware that 

disposal of materials occurred or may occur due to the market conditions for recycled/reused materials. ECOLOGY may deny 

new costs or require repayment of costs already reimbursed or remove the task from the Agreement or terminate the 

Agreement.

ECOLOGY’s Solid Waste Management (SWM) program will implement a reporting assessment for all RECIPIENTs of 

grants administered through the SWM program. The assessment determines the RECIPIENT reporting level required 

throughout the biennium. If RECIPIENT administrative performance or changes in project circumstances trigger a 

reassessment, RECIPIENT will be notified of any changes to administrative requirements.

RECIPIENT shall update the Spending Plan and Outcomes Data Collection form at least quarterly. The Spending Plan and 

Outcomes Data Collection form must be completed concurrent with the submittal of each payment Request/Progress Report. 

RECIPIENT shall report outcomes in a manner consistent with instructions in the Local Solid Waste Financial Assistance 

guidelines.

RECIPIENT must submit within thirty (30) days after the expiration date of this Agreement, all financial (including payment 

requests), performance, and other reports required by this Agreement. ECOLOGY shall have the right to deny reimbursement 

of payment requests received after this date.

GENERAL FEDERAL CONDITIONS

If a portion or all of the funds for this agreement are provided through federal funding sources or this agreement is 

used to match a federal grant award, the following terms and conditions apply to you.

A. CERTIFICATION REGARDING SUSPENSION, DEBARMENT, INELIGIBILITY OR VOLUNTARY

     EXCLUSION:
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1. The RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR, by signing this agreement, certifies that it is not suspended, debarred, proposed for 

debarment, declared ineligible or otherwise excluded from contracting with the federal government, or from receiving 

contracts paid for with federal funds. If the RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR is unable to certify to the statements 

contained in the certification, they must provide an explanation as to why they cannot. 

2. The RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR shall provide immediate written notice to ECOLOGY if at any time the 

RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR learns that its certification was erroneous when submitted or had become erroneous by 

reason of changed circumstances.

3. The terms covered transaction, debarred, suspended, ineligible, lower tier covered transaction, participant, person, 

primary covered transaction, principal, proposal, and voluntarily excluded, as used in this clause, have the meaning set 

out in the Definitions and Coverage sections of rules implementing Executive Order 12549. You may contact 

ECOLOGY for assistance in obtaining a copy of those regulations. 

4. The RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR agrees it shall not knowingly enter into any lower tier covered transaction with a 

person who is proposed for debarment under the applicable Code of Federal Regulations, debarred, suspended, 

declared ineligible, or voluntarily excluded from participation in this covered transaction.

5. The RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR further agrees by signing this agreement, that it will include this clause titled 

“CERTIFICATION REGARDING SUSPENSION, DEBARMENT, INELIGIBILITY OR VOLUNTARY 

EXCLUSION” without modification in all lower tier covered transactions and in all solicitations for lower tier covered 

transactions.

6. Pursuant to 2CFR180.330, the RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR is responsible for ensuring that any lower tier covered 

transaction complies with certification of suspension and debarment requirements. 

7. RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR acknowledges that failing to disclose the information required in the Code of Federal 

Regulations may result in the delay or negation of this funding agreement, or pursuance of legal remedies, including 

suspension and debarment.

8. RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR agrees to keep proof in its agreement file, that it, and all lower tier recipients or 

contractors, are not suspended or debarred, and will make this proof available to ECOLOGY before requests for 

reimbursements will be approved for payment. RECIPIENT/CONTRACTOR must run a search in 

<http://www.sam.gov> and print a copy of completed searches to document proof of compliance.

B. FEDERAL FUNDING ACCOUNTABILITY AND TRANSPARENCY ACT (FFATA) REPORTING

     REQUIREMENTS:

CONTRACTOR/RECIPIENT must complete the FFATA Data Collection Form (ECY 070-395) and return it with the 

signed agreement to ECOLOGY. 

  Any CONTRACTOR/RECIPIENT that meets each of the criteria below must report compensation for its five

  top executives using the FFATA Data Collection Form.

· Receives more than $30,000 in federal funds under this award.

· Receives more than 80 percent of its annual gross revenues from federal funds.

· Receives more than $25,000,000 in annual federal funds.

Ecology will not pay any invoices until it has received a completed and signed FFATA Data Collection Form. Ecology is 

required to report the FFATA information for federally funded agreements, including the required Unique Entity Identifier in 

www.sam.gov <http://www.sam.gov/> within 30 days of agreement signature. The FFATA information will be available to 

the public at www.usaspending.gov <http://www.usaspending.gov/>. 
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For more details on FFATA requirements, see www.fsrs.gov <http://www.fsrs.gov/>.

C. FEDERAL FUNDING PROHIBITION ON CERTAIN TELECOMMUNICATIONS OR VIDEO SURVEILLANCE 

SERVICES OR EQUIPMENT:

As required by 2 CFR 200.216, federal grant or loan recipients and subrecipients are prohibited from obligating or expending 

loan or grant funds to:

1. Procure or obtain;

2. Extend or renew a contract to procure or obtain; or

 3. Enter into a contract (or extend or renew a contract) to procure or obtain equipment, services, or systems that use 

covered telecommunications equipment, video surveillance services or services as a substantial or essential component 

of any system, or as critical technology as part of any system. As described in Public Law 115-232 

<https://www.govinfo.gov/content/pkg/PLAW-115publ232/pdf/PLAW-115publ232.pdf>, section 889, covered 

telecommunications equipment is telecommunications equipment produced by Huawei Technologies Company or ZTE 

Corporation (or any subsidiary or affiliate of such entities).

Recipients, subrecipients, and borrowers also may not use federal funds to purchase certain prohibited equipment, systems, or 

services, including equipment, systems, or services produced or provided by entities identified in section 889, are recorded in 

the System for Award Management (SAM) <https://sam.gov/SAM/> exclusion list.
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GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

Pertaining to Grant and Loan Agreements With the state of Washington, Department of Ecology

GENERAL TERMS AND CONDITIONS

For DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY GRANTS and LOANS

07/01/2023 Version

1.            ADMINISTRATIVE REQUIREMENTS

a)  RECIPIENT shall follow the "Administrative Requirements for Recipients of Ecology Grants and Loans – EAGL Edition."  

(https://fortress.wa.gov/ecy/publications/SummaryPages/2301002.html)

b)  RECIPIENT shall complete all activities funded by this Agreement and be fully responsible for the proper management of all 

funds and resources made available under this Agreement.

c)  RECIPIENT agrees to take complete responsibility for all actions taken under this Agreement, including ensuring all 

subgrantees and contractors comply with the terms and conditions of this Agreement. ECOLOGY reserves the right to request 

proof of compliance by subgrantees and contractors. 

d)  RECIPIENT’s activities under this Agreement shall be subject to the review and approval by ECOLOGY for the extent and 

character of all work and services.

2.            AMENDMENTS AND MODIFICATIONS

This Agreement may be altered, amended, or waived only by a written amendment executed by both parties.  No subsequent 

modification(s) or amendment(s) of this Agreement will be of any force or effect unless in writing and signed by authorized 

representatives of both parties.  ECOLOGY and the RECIPIENT may change their respective staff contacts and administrative 

information without the concurrence of either party.

3.            ACCESSIBILITY REQUIREMENTS FOR COVERED TECHNOLOGY

The RECIPIENT must comply with the Washington State Office of the Chief Information Officer, OCIO Policy no. 188, 

Accessibility (https://ocio.wa.gov/policy/accessibility) as it relates to “covered technology.” This requirement applies to all 

products supplied under the Agreement, providing equal access to information technology by individuals with disabilities, 

including and not limited to web sites/pages, web-based applications, software systems, video and audio content, and electronic 

documents intended for publishing on Ecology’s public web site.

4. ARCHAEOLOGICAL AND CULTURAL RESOURCES

RECIPIENT shall take all reasonable action to avoid, minimize, or mitigate adverse effects to archaeological and historic 

archaeological sites, historic buildings/structures, traditional cultural places, sacred sites, or other cultural resources, hereby 

referred to as Cultural Resources.

The RECIPIENT must agree to hold harmless ECOLOGY in relation to any claim related to Cultural Resources discovered, 

disturbed, or damaged due to the RECIPIENT’s project funded under this Agreement.

RECIPIENT shall:

a)  Contact the ECOLOGY Program issuing the grant or loan to discuss any Cultural Resources requirements for their project:

•   Cultural Resource Consultation and Review should be initiated early in the project planning process and must be completed 

prior to expenditure of Agreement funds as required by applicable State and Federal requirements.

* For state funded construction, demolition, or land acquisitions, comply with Governor Executive Order 21-02, Archaeological 

and Cultural Resources.
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•  For projects with any federal involvement, comply with the National Historic Preservation Act of 1966 (Section 106).

b)  If required by the ECOLOGY Program, submit an Inadvertent Discovery Plan (IDP) to ECOLOGY prior to implementing 

any project that involves field activities. ECOLOGY will provide the IDP form.

RECIPIENT shall:

•  Keep the IDP at the project site.

•  Make the IDP readily available to anyone working at the project site.

•  Discuss the IDP with staff, volunteers, and contractors working at the project site.

•  Implement the IDP when Cultural Resources or human remains are found at the project site.

c)  If any Cultural Resources are found while conducting work under this Agreement, follow the protocol outlined in the project 

IDP.

•  Immediately stop work and notify the ECOLOGY Program, who will notify the Department of Archaeology and Historic 

Preservation at (360) 586-3065, any affected Tribe, and the local government.

d)  If any human remains are found while conducting work under this Agreement, follow the protocol outlined in the project 

IDP.

•  Immediately stop work and notify the local Law Enforcement Agency or Medical Examiner/Coroner’s Office, the 

Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation at (360) 790-1633, and then the ECOLOGY Program.

e)  Comply with RCW 27.53, RCW 27.44, and RCW 68.50.645, and all other applicable local, state, and federal laws 

protecting Cultural Resources and human remains.

5.            ASSIGNMENT

No right or claim of the RECIPIENT arising under this Agreement shall be transferred or assigned by the RECIPIENT.

6.            COMMUNICATION

RECIPIENT shall make every effort to maintain effective communications with the RECIPIENT's designees, ECOLOGY, all 

affected local, state, or federal jurisdictions, and any interested individuals or groups.

7.            COMPENSATION

a)  Any work performed prior to effective date of this Agreement will be at the sole expense and risk of the RECIPIENT.  

ECOLOGY must sign the Agreement before any payment requests can be submitted. 

b)  Payments will be made on a reimbursable basis for approved and completed work as specified in this Agreement. 

c)  RECIPIENT is responsible to determine if costs are eligible.  Any questions regarding eligibility should be clarified with 

ECOLOGY prior to incurring costs.  Costs that are conditionally eligible require approval by ECOLOGY prior to expenditure. 

d)  RECIPIENT shall not invoice more than once per month unless agreed on by ECOLOGY.

e)  ECOLOGY will not process payment requests without the proper reimbursement forms, Progress Report and supporting 

documentation.  ECOLOGY will provide instructions for submitting payment requests. 

f)  ECOLOGY will pay the RECIPIENT thirty (30) days after receipt of a properly completed request for payment. 

g)  RECIPIENT will receive payment through Washington State’s Office of Financial Management’s Statewide Payee Desk.  

To receive payment you must register as a statewide vendor by submitting a statewide vendor registration form and an IRS W-9 

form at website, https://ofm.wa.gov/it-systems/statewide-vendorpayee-services.  If you have questions about the vendor 

registration process, you can contact Statewide Payee Help Desk at (360) 407-8180 or email PayeeRegistration@ofm.wa.gov.

h)  ECOLOGY may, at its sole discretion, withhold payments claimed by the RECIPIENT if the RECIPIENT fails to 

satisfactorily comply with any term or condition of this Agreement.

i)  Monies withheld by ECOLOGY may be paid to the RECIPIENT when the work described herein, or a portion thereof, has 

been completed if, at ECOLOGY's sole discretion, such payment is reasonable and approved according to this Agreement, as 

appropriate, or upon completion of an audit as specified herein.
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j)  RECIPIENT must submit within thirty (30) days after the expiration date of this Agreement, all financial, performance, and 

other reports required by this Agreement. Failure to comply may result in delayed reimbursement.

8.            COMPLIANCE WITH ALL LAWS

RECIPIENT agrees to comply fully with all applicable federal, state and local laws, orders, regulations, and permits related to 

this Agreement, including but not limited to:

a)  RECIPIENT agrees to comply with all applicable laws, regulations, and policies of the United States and the State of 

Washington which affect wages and job safety. 

b)  RECIPIENT agrees to be bound by all applicable federal and state laws, regulations, and policies against discrimination. 

c)  RECIPIENT certifies full compliance with all applicable state industrial insurance requirements.

d)  RECIPIENT agrees to secure and provide assurance to ECOLOGY that all the necessary approvals and permits required 

by authorities having jurisdiction over the project are obtained.  RECIPIENT must include time in their project timeline for the 

permit and approval processes.

ECOLOGY shall have the right to immediately terminate for cause this Agreement as provided herein if the RECIPIENT fails to 

comply with above requirements.

If any provision of this Agreement violates any statute or rule of law of the state of Washington, it is considered modified to 

conform to that statute or rule of law.

9.            CONFLICT OF INTEREST

RECIPIENT and ECOLOGY agree that any officer, member, agent, or employee, who exercises any function or responsibility 

in the review, approval, or carrying out of this Agreement, shall not have any personal or financial interest, direct or indirect, nor 

affect the interest of any corporation, partnership, or association in which he/she is a part, in this Agreement or the proceeds 

thereof.

10.         CONTRACTING FOR GOODS AND SERVICES 

RECIPIENT may contract to buy goods or services related to its performance under this Agreement.  RECIPIENT shall award 

all contracts for construction, purchase of goods, equipment, services, and professional architectural and engineering services 

through a competitive process, if required by State law.  RECIPIENT is required to follow procurement procedures that ensure 

legal, fair, and open competition.

RECIPIENT must have a standard procurement process or follow current state procurement procedures.  RECIPIENT may be 

required to provide written certification that they have followed their standard procurement procedures and applicable state law 

in awarding contracts under this Agreement. 

ECOLOGY reserves the right to inspect and request copies of all procurement documentation, and review procurement 

practices related to this Agreement.  Any costs incurred as a result of procurement practices not in compliance with state 

procurement law or the RECIPIENT's normal procedures may be disallowed at ECOLOGY’s sole discretion.

11.         DISPUTES

When there is a dispute with regard to the extent and character of the work, or any other matter related to this Agreement the 

determination of ECOLOGY will govern, although the RECIPIENT shall have the right to appeal decisions as provided for 

below:

a)  RECIPIENT notifies the funding program of an appeal request.

b)  Appeal request must be in writing and state the disputed issue(s).

c)  RECIPIENT has the opportunity to be heard and offer evidence in support of its appeal.  

d)  ECOLOGY reviews the RECIPIENT’s appeal.

e)  ECOLOGY sends a written answer within ten (10) business days, unless more time is needed, after concluding the review.
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The decision of ECOLOGY from an appeal will be final and conclusive, unless within thirty (30) days from the date of such 

decision, the RECIPIENT furnishes to the Director of ECOLOGY a written appeal. The decision of the Director or duly 

authorized representative will be final and conclusive.

The parties agree that this dispute process will precede any action in a judicial or quasi-judicial tribunal. 

Appeals of the Director's decision will be brought in the Superior Court of Thurston County.  Review of the Director’s decision 

will not be taken to Environmental and Land Use Hearings Office. 

Pending final decision of a dispute, the RECIPIENT agrees to proceed diligently with the performance of this Agreement and in 

accordance with the decision rendered.

Nothing in this Agreement will be construed to limit the parties’ choice of another mutually acceptable method, in addition to the 

dispute resolution procedure outlined above.

12.         ENVIRONMENTAL DATA STANDARDS 

a)  RECIPIENT shall prepare a Quality Assurance Project Plan (QAPP) for a project that collects or uses environmental 

measurement data. RECIPIENTS unsure about whether a QAPP is required for their project shall contact the ECOLOGY 

Program issuing the grant or loan. If a QAPP is required, the RECIPIENT shall:

•  Use ECOLOGY’s QAPP Template/Checklist provided by the ECOLOGY, unless ECOLOGY Quality Assurance (QA) 

officer or the Program QA coordinator instructs otherwise.

•  Follow ECOLOGY’s Guidelines for Preparing Quality Assurance Project Plans for Environmental Studies, July 2004 

(Ecology Publication No. 04-03-030). 

•  Submit the QAPP to ECOLOGY for review and approval before the start of the work. 

b)  RECIPIENT shall submit environmental data that was collected on a project to ECOLOGY using the Environmental 

Information Management system (EIM), unless the ECOLOGY Program instructs otherwise. The RECIPIENT must confirm 

with ECOLOGY that complete and correct data was successfully loaded into EIM, find instructions at: 

http://www.ecy.wa.gov/eim.

c)  RECIPIENT shall follow ECOLOGY’s data standards when Geographic Information System (GIS) data is collected and 

processed. Guidelines for Creating and Accessing GIS Data are available at: 

https://ecology.wa.gov/Research-Data/Data-resources/Geographic-Information-Systems-GIS/Standards. RECIPIENT, when 

requested by ECOLOGY, shall provide copies to ECOLOGY of all final GIS data layers, imagery, related tables, raw data 

collection files, map products, and all metadata and project documentation.

13.         GOVERNING LAW

This Agreement will be governed by the laws of the State of Washington, and the venue of any action brought hereunder will be 

in the Superior Court of Thurston County.

14.         INDEMNIFICATION

ECOLOGY will in no way be held responsible for payment of salaries, consultant's fees, and other costs related to the project 

described herein, except as provided in the Scope of Work.

To the extent that the Constitution and laws of the State of Washington permit, each party will indemnify and hold the other 

harmless from and against any liability for any or all injuries to persons or property arising from the negligent act or omission of 

that party or that party's agents or employees arising out of this Agreement.

15.         INDEPENDENT STATUS

The employees, volunteers, or agents of each party who are engaged in the performance of this Agreement will continue to be 

employees, volunteers, or agents of that party and will not for any purpose be employees, volunteers, or agents of the other 

party.

Template Version 12/10/2020

Docusign Envelope ID: 63831DCA-E9F8-479B-AFF0-6978FFE7C6F7



Page 17 of 21State of Washington Department of Ecology

Agreement No:

Project Title:

Recipient Name:

SWMLSWFA-2025-ICPW-00267

P&I Island Co PW

ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

16.         KICKBACKS

RECIPIENT is prohibited from inducing by any means any person employed or otherwise involved in this Agreement to give up 

any part of the compensation to which he/she is otherwise entitled to or receive any fee, commission, or gift in return for award 

of a subcontract hereunder.

17.         MINORITY AND WOMEN’S BUSINESS ENTERPRISES (MWBE)

RECIPIENT is encouraged to solicit and recruit, to the extent possible, certified minority-owned (MBE) and women-owned 

(WBE) businesses in purchases and contracts initiated under this Agreement.

Contract awards or rejections cannot be made based on MWBE participation; however, the RECIPIENT is encouraged to 

take the following actions, when possible, in any procurement under this Agreement:

a)  Include qualified minority and women's businesses on solicitation lists whenever they are potential sources of goods or 

services.

b)  Divide the total requirements, when economically feasible, into smaller tasks or quantities, to permit maximum participation 

by qualified minority and women's businesses.

c)  Establish delivery schedules, where work requirements permit, which will encourage participation of qualified minority and 

women's businesses.

d)  Use the services and assistance of the Washington State Office of Minority and Women's Business Enterprises (OMWBE) 

(866-208-1064) and the Office of Minority Business Enterprises of the U.S. Department of Commerce, as appropriate.

18.         ORDER OF PRECEDENCE

In the event of inconsistency in this Agreement, unless otherwise provided herein, the inconsistency shall be resolved by giving 

precedence in the following order:  (a) applicable federal and state statutes and regulations; (b) The Agreement; (c) Scope of 

Work; (d) Special Terms and Conditions; (e) Any provisions or terms incorporated herein by reference, including the 

"Administrative Requirements for Recipients of Ecology Grants and Loans"; (f) Ecology Funding Program Guidelines; and (g) 

General Terms and Conditions.

19.         PRESENTATION AND PROMOTIONAL MATERIALS

ECOLOGY reserves the right to approve RECIPIENT’s communication documents and materials related to the fulfillment of 

this Agreement: 

a)  If requested, RECIPIENT shall provide a draft copy to ECOLOGY for review and approval ten (10) business days prior to 

production and distribution.

b)  RECIPIENT shall include time for ECOLOGY’s review and approval process in their project timeline.

c)  If requested, RECIPIENT shall provide ECOLOGY two (2) final copies and an electronic copy of any tangible products 

developed.

Copies include any printed materials, and all tangible products developed such as brochures, manuals, pamphlets, videos, audio 

tapes, CDs, curriculum, posters, media announcements, or gadgets with a message, such as a refrigerator magnet, and any 

online communications, such as web pages, blogs, and twitter campaigns. If it is not practical to provide a copy, then the 

RECIPIENT shall provide a description (photographs, drawings, printouts, etc.) that best represents the item.

Any communications intended for public distribution that uses ECOLOGY’s logo shall comply with ECOLOGY’s graphic 

requirements and any additional requirements specified in this Agreement.  Before the use of ECOLOGY’s logo contact 

ECOLOGY for guidelines. 

RECIPIENT shall acknowledge in the communications that funding was provided by ECOLOGY.

20.         PROGRESS REPORTING

Template Version 12/10/2020

Docusign Envelope ID: 63831DCA-E9F8-479B-AFF0-6978FFE7C6F7



Page 18 of 21State of Washington Department of Ecology

Agreement No:

Project Title:

Recipient Name:

SWMLSWFA-2025-ICPW-00267

P&I Island Co PW

ISLAND COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS

a)  RECIPIENT must satisfactorily demonstrate the timely use of funds by submitting payment requests and progress reports to 

ECOLOGY.  ECOLOGY reserves the right to amend or terminate this Agreement if the RECIPIENT does not document 

timely use of funds. 

b)  RECIPIENT must submit a progress report with each payment request.  Payment requests will not be processed without a 

progress report.  ECOLOGY will define the elements and frequency of progress reports.

c)  RECIPIENT shall use ECOLOGY’s provided progress report format.  

d)  Quarterly progress reports will cover the periods from January 1 through March 31, April 1 through June 30, July 1 through 

September 30, and October 1 through December 31.  Reports shall be submitted within thirty (30) days after the end of the 

quarter being reported. 

e)  RECIPIENT must submit within thirty (30) days of the expiration date of the project, unless an extension has been approved 

by ECOLOGY, all financial, performance, and other reports required by the Agreement and funding program guidelines.  

RECIPIENT shall use the ECOLOGY provided closeout report format.  

21.         PROPERTY RIGHTS

a)  Copyrights and Patents.  When the RECIPIENT creates any copyrightable materials or invents any patentable property 

under this Agreement, the RECIPIENT may copyright or patent the same but ECOLOGY retains a royalty free, nonexclusive, 

and irrevocable license to reproduce, publish, recover, or otherwise use the material(s) or property, and to authorize others to 

use the same for federal, state, or local government purposes.

b)  Publications.  When the RECIPIENT or persons employed by the RECIPIENT use or publish ECOLOGY information; 

present papers, lectures, or seminars involving information supplied by ECOLOGY; or use logos, reports, maps, or other data 

in printed reports, signs, brochures, pamphlets, etc., appropriate credit shall be given to ECOLOGY.

c)  Presentation and Promotional Materials. ECOLOGY shall have the right to use or reproduce any printed or graphic 

materials produced in fulfillment of this Agreement, in any manner ECOLOGY deems appropriate. ECOLOGY shall 

acknowledge the RECIPIENT as the sole copyright owner in every use or reproduction of the materials.

d)  Tangible Property Rights.  ECOLOGY's current edition of "Administrative Requirements for Recipients of Ecology Grants 

and Loans," shall control the use and disposition of all real and personal property purchased wholly or in part with funds 

furnished by ECOLOGY in the absence of state and federal statutes, regulations, or policies to the contrary, or upon specific 

instructions with respect thereto in this Agreement.

e)  Personal Property Furnished by ECOLOGY.  When ECOLOGY provides personal property directly to the RECIPIENT 

for use in performance of the project, it shall be returned to ECOLOGY prior to final payment by ECOLOGY.  If said property 

is lost, stolen, or damaged while in the RECIPIENT's possession, then ECOLOGY shall be reimbursed in cash or by setoff by 

the RECIPIENT for the fair market value of such property.

f)  Acquisition Projects.  The following provisions shall apply if the project covered by this Agreement includes funds for the 

acquisition of land or facilities:  

1.  RECIPIENT shall establish that the cost is fair value and reasonable prior to disbursement of funds provided for in this 

Agreement. 

2.  RECIPIENT shall provide satisfactory evidence of title or ability to acquire title for each parcel prior to disbursement of 

funds provided by this Agreement.  Such evidence may include title insurance policies, Torrens certificates, or abstracts, and 

attorney's opinions establishing that the land is free from any impediment, lien, or claim which would impair the uses intended by 

this Agreement. 

g)  Conversions.  Regardless of the Agreement expiration date, the RECIPIENT shall not at any time convert any equipment, 

property, or facility acquired or developed under this Agreement to uses other than those for which assistance was originally 

approved without prior written approval of ECOLOGY.  Such approval may be conditioned upon payment to ECOLOGY of 

that portion of the proceeds of the sale, lease, or other conversion or encumbrance which monies granted pursuant to this 

Agreement bear to the total acquisition, purchase, or construction costs of such property.
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22.         RECORDS, AUDITS, AND INSPECTIONS

RECIPIENT shall maintain complete program and financial records relating to this Agreement, including any engineering 

documentation and field inspection reports of all construction work accomplished.

All records shall: 

a)  Be kept in a manner which provides an audit trail for all expenditures.

b)  Be kept in a common file to facilitate audits and inspections. 

c)  Clearly indicate total receipts and expenditures related to this Agreement.

d)  Be open for audit or inspection by ECOLOGY, or by any duly authorized audit representative of the State of Washington, 

for a period of at least three (3) years after the final grant payment or loan repayment, or any dispute resolution hereunder.

RECIPIENT shall provide clarification and make necessary adjustments if any audits or inspections identify discrepancies in the 

records.

ECOLOGY reserves the right to audit, or have a designated third party audit, applicable records to ensure that the state has 

been properly invoiced.  Any remedies and penalties allowed by law to recover monies determined owed will be enforced.  

Repetitive instances of incorrect invoicing or inadequate records may be considered cause for termination.

All work performed under this Agreement and any property and equipment purchased shall be made available to ECOLOGY 

and to any authorized state, federal or local representative for inspection at any time during the course of this Agreement and for 

at least three (3) years following grant or loan termination or dispute resolution hereunder. 

RECIPIENT shall provide right of access to ECOLOGY, or any other authorized representative, at all reasonable times, in 

order to monitor and evaluate performance, compliance, and any other conditions under this Agreement.

23.         RECOVERY OF FUNDS

The right of the RECIPIENT to retain monies received as reimbursement payments is contingent upon satisfactory performance 

of this Agreement and completion of the work described in the Scope of Work.

All payments to the RECIPIENT are subject to approval and audit by ECOLOGY, and any unauthorized expenditure(s) or 

unallowable cost charged to this Agreement shall be refunded to ECOLOGY by the RECIPIENT.

RECIPIENT shall refund to ECOLOGY the full amount of any erroneous payment or overpayment under this Agreement.

RECIPIENT shall refund by check payable to ECOLOGY the amount of any such reduction of payments or repayments within 

thirty (30) days of a written notice.  Interest will accrue at the rate of twelve percent (12%) per year from the time ECOLOGY 

demands repayment of funds.

Any property acquired under this Agreement, at the option of ECOLOGY, may become ECOLOGY's property and the 

RECIPIENT's liability to repay monies will be reduced by an amount reflecting the fair value of such property.

24.         SEVERABILITY

If any provision of this Agreement or any provision of any document incorporated by reference shall be held invalid , such 

invalidity shall not affect the other provisions of this Agreement which can be given effect without the invalid provision, and to 

this end the provisions of this Agreement are declared to be severable.

25.         STATE ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY ACT (SEPA)

RECIPIENT must demonstrate to ECOLOGY’s satisfaction that compliance with the requirements of the State Environmental 

Policy Act (Chapter 43.21C RCW and Chapter 197-11 WAC) have been or will be met.  Any reimbursements are subject to 

this provision.

26.         SUSPENSION

When in the best interest of ECOLOGY, ECOLOGY may at any time, and without cause, suspend this Agreement or any 

portion thereof for a temporary period by written notice from ECOLOGY to the RECIPIENT. RECIPIENT shall resume 

performance on the next business day following the suspension period unless another day is specified by ECOLOGY. 
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27.         SUSTAINABLE PRACTICES

In order to sustain Washington’s natural resources and ecosystems, the RECIPIENT is fully encouraged to implement 

sustainable practices and to purchase environmentally preferable products under this Agreement.  

a)  Sustainable practices may include such activities as: use of clean energy, use of double-sided printing, hosting low impact 

meetings, and setting up recycling and composting programs.  

b)  Purchasing may include such items as: sustainably produced products and services, EPEAT registered computers and 

imaging equipment, independently certified green cleaning products, remanufactured toner cartridges, products with reduced 

packaging, office products that are refillable, rechargeable, and recyclable, 100% post-consumer recycled paper, and toxic free 

products.

For more suggestions visit ECOLOGY’s web page, Green Purchasing, 

https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/Guidance-technical-assistance/Sustainable-purchasing.

28.         TERMINATION

a)  For Cause

ECOLOGY may terminate for cause this Agreement with a seven (7) calendar days prior written notification to the 

RECIPIENT, at the sole discretion of ECOLOGY, for failing to perform an Agreement requirement or for a material breach of 

any term or condition.  If this Agreement is so terminated, the parties shall be liable only for performance rendered or costs 

incurred in accordance with the terms of this Agreement prior to the effective date of termination. 

Failure to Commence Work. ECOLOGY reserves the right to terminate this Agreement if RECIPIENT fails to commence work 

on the project funded within four (4) months after the effective date of this Agreement, or by any date mutually agreed upon in 

writing for commencement of work, or the time period defined within the Scope of Work.

Non-Performance. The obligation of ECOLOGY to the RECIPIENT is contingent upon satisfactory performance by the 

RECIPIENT of all of its obligations under this Agreement.  In the event the RECIPIENT unjustifiably fails, in the opinion of 

ECOLOGY, to perform any obligation required of it by this Agreement, ECOLOGY may refuse to pay any further funds, 

terminate in whole or in part this Agreement, and exercise any other rights under this Agreement.

Despite the above, the RECIPIENT shall not be relieved of any liability to ECOLOGY for damages sustained by ECOLOGY 

and the State of Washington because of any breach of this Agreement by the RECIPIENT.  ECOLOGY may withhold 

payments for the purpose of setoff until such time as the exact amount of damages due ECOLOGY from the RECIPIENT is 

determined.

b)  For Convenience

ECOLOGY may terminate for convenience this Agreement, in whole or in part, for any reason when it is the best interest of 

ECOLOGY, with a thirty (30) calendar days prior written notification to the RECIPIENT, except as noted below.  If this 

Agreement is so terminated, the parties shall be liable only for performance rendered or costs incurred in accordance with the 

terms of this Agreement prior to the effective date of termination.

Non-Allocation of Funds. ECOLOGY’s ability to make payments is contingent on availability of funding.  In the event funding 

from state, federal or other sources is withdrawn, reduced, or limited in any way after the effective date and prior to the 

completion or expiration date of this Agreement, ECOLOGY, at its sole discretion, may elect to terminate the Agreement, in 

whole or part, or renegotiate the Agreement, subject to new funding limitations or conditions.  ECOLOGY may also elect to 

suspend performance of the Agreement until ECOLOGY determines the funding insufficiency is resolved.  ECOLOGY may 

exercise any of these options with no notification or restrictions, although ECOLOGY will make a reasonable attempt to provide 

notice.

In the event of termination or suspension, ECOLOGY will reimburse eligible costs incurred by the RECIPIENT through the 

effective date of termination or suspension. Reimbursed costs must be agreed to by ECOLOGY and the RECIPIENT. In no 
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event shall ECOLOGY’s reimbursement exceed ECOLOGY’s total responsibility under the Agreement and any amendments.

If payments have been discontinued by ECOLOGY due to unavailable funds, the RECIPIENT shall not be obligated to repay 

monies which had been paid to the RECIPIENT prior to such termination.

RECIPIENT’s obligation to continue or complete the work described in this Agreement shall be contingent upon availability of 

funds by the RECIPIENT's governing body.

c)  By Mutual Agreement

ECOLOGY and the RECIPIENT may terminate this Agreement, in whole or in part, at any time, by mutual written agreement.

d)  In Event of Termination

All finished or unfinished documents, data studies, surveys, drawings, maps, models, photographs, reports or other materials 

prepared by the RECIPIENT under this Agreement, at the option of ECOLOGY, will become property of ECOLOGY and the 

RECIPIENT shall be entitled to receive just and equitable compensation for any satisfactory work completed on such 

documents and other materials. 

Nothing contained herein shall preclude ECOLOGY from demanding repayment of all funds paid to the RECIPIENT in 

accordance with Recovery of Funds, identified herein.

29.         THIRD PARTY BENEFICIARY

RECIPIENT shall ensure that in all subcontracts entered into by the RECIPIENT pursuant to this Agreement, the state of 

Washington is named as an express third party beneficiary of such subcontracts with full rights as such.

30.         WAIVER

Waiver of a default or breach of any provision of this Agreement is not a waiver of any subsequent default or breach, and will 

not be construed as a modification of the terms of this Agreement unless stated as such in writing by the authorized 

representative of ECOLOGY.

End of General Terms and Conditions
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Table 1
2026 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures

(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C- -25/R- -25 

2026 Funding Sources

2026 Project Descriptions 134 135 132 101 501 401 154 Misc. Remarks Total
(not in order of priority) Real Estate Real Estate Conserv. Road ER&R Solid Clean Water Other

Excise Tax Excise Tax Futures Fund Fund Waste Utility Sources
#1 #2 Fund Fund Fund

T-1 Public Works 65.0$   170.0$   375.8$   49.0$  158.0$   54.0$   37.0$   CE/Parks 908.8$   
T-2 Facilities 237.2$   237.2$   
T-3 Parks Maintenance 436.1$   150.0$   586.1$   
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund 644.0$   644.0$   
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study -$   -$   
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project -$   -$   
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions -$   
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan 951.5$   951.5$   
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program 14,207.0$     14,207.0$   
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program 9.0$  788.0$       105.0$      Grant 902.0$   
O-7 Facilities Department Program 3,646.0$   190.0$   3,836.0$   
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement 125.0$       125.0$   
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program 235.0$   235.0$   
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program 526.7$      CE & Dept Funds 526.7$   
Total Expenditures 3,948.2$   1,747.6$   150.0$   14,591.8$   174.0$   1,037.0$   842.0$   668.7$   23,159.3$   

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM

Item #2



Table 2
2027 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures

(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C-      -25/R-        -25 

2027 Funding Sources

2027 Project Descriptions 134 135 132 101 501 401 154 Misc. Remarks Total
(not in order of priority) Real Estate Real Estate Conserv. Road ER&R Solid Clean Water Other

Excise Tax Excise Tax Futures Fund Fund Waste Utility Sources
#1 #2 Fund Fund Fund

T-1 Public Works 65.0$            170.0$           386.0$          49.0$        158.0$            54.0$        37.0$       CE/Parks 919.0$              
T-2 Facilities 118.6$           118.6$              
T-3 Parks Maintenance 436.1$           150.0$      586.1$              
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund -$                   
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study 150.0$           150.0$              
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project 927.0$      Grant 927.0$              
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions -$                   
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan 7,611.0$        7,611.0$           
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program 17,637.0$     17,637.0$         
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program 133.0$          1,289.0$    85.0$       Grant 1,507.0$           
O-7 Facilities Department Program 1,323.0$        160.0$           1,483.0$           
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement 145.0$      145.0$              
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program 85.0$              2,350.0$   Loans & Grants 2,435.0$           
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program 622.3$      CE & Dept Funds 622.3$              
Total Expenditures 1,656.6$        8,377.1$        150.0$      18,156.0$     194.0$      243.0$            1,343.0$    4,021.3$   34,141.0$         

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM



Table 3
2028 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures

(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C-      -25/R-        -25 

2028 Funding Sources

2028 Project Descriptions 134 135 132 101 501 401 154 Misc. Remarks Total
(not in order of priority) Real Estate Real Estate Conserv. Road ER&R Solid Clean Water Other

Excise Tax Excise Tax Futures Fund Fund Waste Utility Sources
#1 #2 Fund Fund Fund

T-1 Public Works 65.0$            170.0$          386.0$             49.0$        158.0$            54.0$        37.0$       CE/Parks 919.0$           
T-2 Facilities 118.6$           118.6$           
T-3 Parks Maintenance 436.1$          150.0$      586.1$           
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund -$                
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study -$                
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project -$                
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions -$                
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan 470.0$          470.0$           
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program 23,979.0$        23,979.0$      
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program 1,333.0$    748.0$      Grant 2,081.0$        
O-7 Facilities Department Program 2,912.0$        160.0$          3,072.0$        
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement 120.5$      120.5$           
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program 85.0$              7,400.0$   Loans & Grants 7,485.0$        
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program 587.1$      CE & Dept Funds 587.1$           
Total Expenditures 3,095.6$        1,236.1$       150.0$      24,365.0$        169.5$      243.0$            1,387.0$    8,772.1$   39,418.3$      

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM



Table 4
2029 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures

(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C-      -25/R-        -25 

2029 Funding Sources

2029 Project Descriptions 134 135 132 101 501 401 154 Misc. Remarks Total
(not in order of priority) Real Estate Real Estate Conserv. Road ER&R Solid Clean Water Other

Excise Tax Excise Tax Futures Fund Fund Waste Utility Sources
#1 #2 Fund Fund Fund

T-1 Public Works 65.0$            170.0$           386.0$          49.0$        158.0$       54.0$        37.0$       CE/Parks 919.0$          
T-2 Facilities 118.6$          118.6$          
T-3 Parks Maintenance 436.1$           150.0$      586.1$          
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund -$                
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study -$                
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project -$                
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions 500.0$      500.0$          
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan 860.0$           860.0$          
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program 27,195.0$      27,195.0$      
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program 1,222.0$    1,222.0$        
O-7 Facilities Department Program 1,365.0$        155.0$           1,520.0$        
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement 151.6$      151.6$          
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program 85.0$         4,000.0$   Loans & Grants 4,085.0$        
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program 685.6$      CE & Dept Funds 685.6$          
Total Expenditures 1,548.6$        1,621.1$        650.0$      27,581.0$      200.6$      243.0$       1,276.0$    4,722.6$   37,842.9$      

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM



Table 5
2030 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures

(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C-      -25/R-        -25 

2030 Funding Sources

2030 Project Descriptions 134 135 132 101 501 401 154 Misc. Remarks Total
(not in order of priority) Real Estate Real Estate Conserv. Road ER&R Solid Clean Water Other

Excise Tax Excise Tax Futures Fund Fund Waste Utility Sources
#1 #2 Fund Fund Fund

T-1 Public Works 65.0$            170.0$         386.0$          49.0$        158.0$       54.0$        37.0$       CE/Parks 919.0$          
T-2 Facilities 118.6$          118.6$          
T-3 Parks Maintenance 436.1$         150.0$      586.1$          
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund -$                
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study -$                
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project -$                
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions 500.0$      500.0$          
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan 225.0$         225.0$          
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program 15,900.0$      15,900.0$      
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program 2,857.0$    2,857.0$        
O-7 Facilities Department Program 1,413.0$        240.0$         1,653.0$        
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement 100.0$      100.0$          
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program 85.0$         85.0$            
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program 1,019.8$   CE & Dept Funds 1,019.8$        
Total Expenditures 1,596.6$        1,071.1$      650.0$      16,286.0$      149.0$      243.0$       2,911.0$    1,056.8$   23,963.5$      

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM



Table 6
2031 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures

(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C-      -25/R-        -25 

2031 Funding Sources

2031 Project Descriptions 134 135 132 101 501 401 154 Misc. Remarks Total
(not in order of priority) Real Estate Real Estate Conserv. Road ER&R Solid Clean Water Other

Excise Tax Excise Tax Futures Fund Fund Waste Utility Sources
#1 #2 Fund Fund Fund

T-1 Public Works 65.0$            170.0$          386.0$          49.0$        158.0$       54.0$        37.0$       CE/Parks 919.0$           
T-2 Facilities 118.6$          118.6$           
T-3 Parks Maintenance 436.1$          150.0$      586.1$           
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund -$                
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study -$                
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project -$                
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions 500.0$      500.0$           
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan 550.0$          550.0$           
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program 16,385.0$      16,385.0$      
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program 1,087.0$    1,087.0$        
O-7 Facilities Department Program 1,668.0$        180.0$          1,848.0$        
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement 80.0$        80.0$             
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program 85.0$         85.0$             
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program 496.1$      CE & Dept Funds 496.1$           
Total Expenditures 1,851.6$        1,336.1$       650.0$      16,771.0$      129.0$      243.0$       1,141.0$    533.1$      22,654.8$      

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM



Table 7
2026 through 2031

 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures by Year  
(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C-      -25/R-        -25 

Project Descriptions Total
(not in order of priority) 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031

T-1 Public Works 908.8$            919.0$             919.0$         919.0$         919.0$         919.0$         5,503.8$             
T-2 Facilities 237.2$            118.6$             118.6$         118.6$         118.6$         118.6$         830.2$                
T-3 Parks Maintenance 586.1$            586.1$             586.1$         586.1$         586.1$         586.1$         3,516.6$             
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund 644.0$            -$                  -$              -$              -$              -$              644.0$                
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study -$                 150.0$             -$              -$              -$              -$              150.0$                
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project -$                 927.0$             -$              -$              -$              -$              927.0$                
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions -$                 -$                  -$              500.0$         500.0$         500.0$         1,500.0$             
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan 951.5$            7,611.0$          470.0$         860.0$         225.0$         550.0$         10,667.5$            
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program 14,207.0$        17,637.0$        23,979.0$     27,195.0$     15,900.0$     16,385.0$     115,303.0$          
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program 902.0$            1,507.0$          2,081.0$       1,222.0$       2,857.0$       1,087.0$       9,656.0$             
O-7 Facilities Department Program 3,836.0$          1,483.0$          3,072.0$       1,520.0$       1,653.0$       1,848.0$       13,412.0$            
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement 125.0$            145.0$             120.5$         151.6$         100.0$         80.0$           722.1$                
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program 235.0$            2,435.0$          7,485.0$       4,085.0$       85.0$           85.0$           14,410.0$            
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program 526.7$            622.3$             587.1$         685.6$         1,019.8$       496.1$         3,937.6$             
Total Expenditures 23,159.3$        34,141.0$        39,418.3$     37,842.9$     23,963.5$     22,654.8$     181,179.8$          

181,179.8$           

180,252.8$           
927.0$                  

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM



Table 8
2026 through 2031

 Proposed Schedule of Capital Expenditures by Funding Source 
(Costs in thousands of dollars)

C-      -25/R-        -25 

Project Descriptions 134 135 132 101 501 401 154 Misc. Remarks Total
(not in order of priority) Real Estate Real Estate Conserv. Road ER&R Solid Clean Water Other

Excise Tax Excise Tax Futures Fund Fund Waste Utility Sources
#1 #2 Fund Fund Fund

T-1 Public Works 390.0$          1,020.0$     -$           2,305.8$        294.0$      948.0$        324.0$       222.0$        CE/Parks 5,503.8$         
T-2 Facilities 830.2$          -$             -$           -$                -$           -$             -$            -$             830.2$           
T-3 Parks Maintenance -$                2,616.6$     900.0$      -$                -$           -$             -$            -$             3,516.6$         
R-1 Solid Waste Loan Repayment to Road Fund -$                -$             -$           -$                -$           644.0$        -$            -$             644.0$           
O-1 Freeland Wastewater Treatment Feasibility Study 150.0$          -$             -$           -$                -$           -$             -$            -$             150.0$           
O-2 Ituha Stabilization Facility Project -$                -$             -$           -$                -$           -$             -$            927.0$        927.0$           
O-3 Parks - Open Space Acquisitions -$                -$             1,500.0$   -$                -$           -$             -$            -$             1,500.0$         
O-4 Parks Capital Improvement Plan -$                10,667.5$   -$           -$                -$           -$             -$            -$             10,667.5$       
O-5 Transportation Improvement Program -$                -$             -$           115,303.0$    -$           -$             -$            -$             115,303.0$     
O-6 Clean Water Utility Program -$                -$             -$           142.0$           -$           -$             8,576.0$    938.0$        9,656.0$         
O-7 Facilities Department Program 12,327.0$      1,085.0$     -$           -$                -$           -$             -$            -$             13,412.0$       
O-8 Roads Facilities Capital Improvement -$                -$             -$           -$                722.1$      -$             -$            -$             722.1$           
O-9 Solid Waste Capital Improvement Program -$                -$             -$           -$                -$           660.0$        -$            13,750.0$   14,410.0$       
O-10 IT Department Capital Improvement Program -$                -$             -$           -$                -$           -$             -$            3,937.6$     CE & Dept Funds 3,937.6$         
Total Expenditures 13,697.2$      15,389.1$   2,400.0$   117,750.8$    1,016.1$    2,252.0$     8,900.0$    19,774.6$   181,179.8$     

Legend:
T = Transfer, P = Project, O = Ongoing Projects 8/13/2025     1:18 PM



 
 

 
 

  
BOARD OF ISLAND COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 

BUDGET WORKSHOP DISCUSSION 
AUGUST 21, 2025 @ 1:00 P.M. 

Board of County Commissioners Hearing Room (Room 102B), 1 NE 6th Street, Coupeville, WA 
 

 
 
AUGUST 21, 2025, 1:00 P.M.  
 
BUDGET WORKSHOP  
Discussion of the 2026 Budget to include: 

• District Court 

• Budget and Supplemental Discussion 
 

 
 
************************************************************************************* 
Those interested in attending the meeting virtually please contact the Commissioners’ Office at 
biccsec@islandcountywa.gov or call (360) 679-7354. 
 
2026 Budget Workshop Schedule 
************************************************************************************* 
 

Jennifer Roll, Clerk of the Board of County Commissioners (360) 679-7385 

mailto:biccsec@islandcountywa.gov
https://www.islandcountywa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/10551/2026-Budget-Schedule-PDF
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