
4 Volume	70	•	Number	5

REAL Nitrogen Reduction
Under REAL-WORLD Conditions

72 mg/L In -- 13 mg/L Out
82% Reduction

When comparing nitrogen-
reduction results from different 
wastewater treatment systems, 
be sure those results reect 
real-world conditions.

Some nitrogen-reduction tests use
sewage with total nitrogen that’s
HALF the strength of what’s typi-
cally found in residential septic
systems.1 And some nitrogen-reduction tests
allow manufacturers to tweak the results by
adding alkalinity or carbon source, mid-test,
which is not a realistic practice for the aver-
age homeowner.

In test after test, Orenco’s residential 
AdvanTex® Treatment Systems have been 
shown to reduce nitrogen by two-thirds or 
better.

For example, in an 11-month 
nitrogen-reduction study by New
Zealand environmental agencies, 
Orenco’s Mode 3 AX20 AdvanTex
Treatment System took in true
residential-strength sewage and
consistently reduced total nitro-
gen by 82%, to 13 mg/L.

To read the nal report of the 
New Zealand study, go to www.orenco.com 
and download it from our home page.

To order a free AdvanTex Performance 
Summary that gives nitrogen-reduction 
results from more than a dozen testing 
programs, including eld testing at actual 
home sites, call Orenco Systems, 
800-348-9843. Let’s get real!

®Orenco Systems
Incorporated

Changing the Way the
World Does Wastewater®

www.orenco.com
1-800-348-9843

1 Typical TN concentration in residential septic tanks is 
68-75 mg/L, per Small and Decentralized Wastewater 
Management Systems, Crites and Tchobanoglous, p.183

The AdvanTex AX20N Treatment System 
successfully passed the NSF-ANSI Standard 40 
testing protocol for Class 1 Systems.

Another Carefully Engineered Product from Orenco Systems®, Inc.
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Better Visibility Through 
Stakeholder Involvement

 his month I look at ways in which  
 local and state environmental health  
 agencies can improve community in-
volvement and thus improve the visibility of 
the environmental health profession.
 The local or state agency typically runs 
mandated inspection programs that present 
opportunities to engage stakeholders in a 
variety of ways. Fees that a department may 
charge stakeholders present one such op-
portunity. (I will discuss the issue of fees for 
services in a future column.) Any change in 
those fees offers a chance for the agency to 
follow either a passive public-hearing process 
or the more proactive approach of reaching 
out to the affected regulated community.
 I have worked in departments that took 
a proactive approach before any meetings 
with policy boards for final approvals of fee 
packages: Those departments made an effort 
to meet with representatives of the restau-
rant industry, well drillers, onsite wastewa-
ter disposal contractors, and representatives 
of the swimming pool industry. If marketing 
of the services and associated fees is done 
well, potential naysayers can be turned into 
program advocates who will provide sup-
port at public hearings and board meetings 
for approval of the fees.
 Another opportunity for community and 
stakeholder involvement within the man-
dated environmental health framework—and 
thus for marketing our work—occurs when 
a change to the rules or regulations govern-
ing the program is proposed. Unfortunately, 
some environmental health personnel are re-
luctant to engage the regulated parties at the 
outset; I have been guilty of this reluctance as 
well. But having been involved in rewriting 

local regulations and crafting new initiatives, 
I now firmly believe in involving stakehold-
ers early and often.
 Early in my career, I was hired to oversee 
and implement a newly crafted local regula-
tion designed to prevent environmental con-
tamination from toxic and hazardous mate-
rials and to allow emergency responders to 
have information about the chemical hazards 
they might be exposed to in an emergency 
situation. The public also had access to in-
formation about chemicals in their neigh-
borhood. Many businesses and government 
entities covered by this new law were upset 
by the new provisions; environmental pro-
tection activists were pushing stringent en-
forcement of it. Work groups were set up to 
work out the details of the law and the way it 
would actually be implemented. Representa-
tives of opposing groups and viewpoints were 
invited to participate, and both contributed 
valuable insights and solutions. The program 
was recognized by the U.S. Environmental 
Protection Agency (U.S. EPA) as a model 

implementation of the emergency planning 
provisions of SARA Title III. More important-
ly, a community was made aware of chemical 
hazards in its neighborhoods, environmental 
protection measures were accomplished, and 
reductions in product inventories and waste 
amounts were achieved.
 In recent months in Atlanta, we undertook 
the task of rewriting a swimming pool code. 
The old code needed updating to address the 
new designs of recreational water facilities 
and new scientific evidence on emerging rec-
reational-water-illness patterns. We formed a 
metro Atlanta team, invited representatives 
from various sectors of the recreational-water 
industry, and created a model code that all 
the counties could use as the basis for their 
county codes. Because we were in Atlanta, 
we were blessed with world experts from the 
Centers for Disease Control and Prevention 
(CDC), who came and testified at the public 
hearing about the necessity of modernizing 
and upgrading an old swimming pool code. 
Perhaps just as importantly, representatives 
from the various sectors of the recreational-
water industry spoke at the public hear-
ing and the county board of health meeting 
about the need for the improved regulation, 
and they commended the health department 
for involving the regulated community in the 
rewrite process.
 In the same department, we also tackled 
what was for us a new area of regulatory work: 
body art. We had no previous contact with the 
potentially regulated parties; therefore, our ini-
tial proposal was based on some local and state 
regulations from around the nation and on the 
NEHA model code. The first public hearing 

The initial 
investment of 
time to engage 
stakeholders 
was crucial 

to successful 
implementation.
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attracted many interested individuals and busi-
nesses. We were kept busy late into the eve-
ning listening and taking copious notes on the 
points being made. At the end of the meeting, 
several reporters needed a spokesperson, so 
our story, our agency, and our agency’s work 
were promoted. That evening we also asked the 
audience who would be willing to help us re-
write the original proposal. Several prominent 
individuals—some with national association 
connections—offered their services. Over the 
next few weeks, we met every other day to put 
new aspects into the code, slicing out some of 
the criminal provisions and polishing a code 
we were all proud to put before the board of 
health for approval. This initial investment of 
time to engage stakeholders was crucial to suc-
cessful implementation.
 The last example that I’ll cite occurred while 
I was at the state of Georgia environmental 
health office. A multiyear process in which en-
vironmental health professionals rewrote the 
state food code took place with minimal input 
from the business sector. At the public hear-
ing and approval meeting, the business sector 
offered little if any resistance to passage of the 
law. But when inspectors carried educational 
materials about the new provisions into the 
field, the storm clouds began to gather. Even-
tually this resistance culminated in so much 
political pressure on the commissioner and 
the state health officer that implementation of 
the regulation was completely stalled.
 In response, the state health officer pulled 
together a small work group, including indus-
try representatives, to rewrite the regulation. 
This time the Food and Drug Administration’s 

model Food Code was chosen as the basis for 
the regulation, with the addition of a few specif-
ic Georgia provisions, a new inspection form, 
and a new scoring method. The group reached 
out to the media, inviting them to a training 
event in which business entities learned about 
the requirements of the new code. There were 
also newspaper, radio, and TV slots to show the 
public that a new inspection form was going 
to be put into use in December 2007. In addi-
tion, media outlets described how inspections 
were being done with both the old and the new 
forms in the interim period and how inspec-
tors were using the change as an opportunity to 
provide training to the regulated community.
 The second time around, there was broad 
industry support for the new regulation. In 
my first few weeks as state environmental 
health director, we were able to see this pack-
age gain approval. 
 I decided that we should continue and ac-
tually expand the working group and make it 
a Food Service Code Implementation Group. 
We actively sought out other representatives 
of the food service business to help us iron 
out the details of the nine-month implemen-
tation period that was written into the law. 
With the help of industry, we were able to 
begin work on the following items: 

certification of all food service managers,•	
initial training of all environmental health •	
personnel in the new regulations and in-
spection forms,
standardization of all inspections,•	
training of food-service quality assurance •	
managers from all over the nation, and
recording of many of the sessions so that •	
other states could use the tapes in their 
own implementation processes.

 At the state office, we were able to hire 
two staff when the Food Code was passed, 
but these new hires were the only two staff 
members supporting this statewide effort. 
At the local level, many counties had staff 
turnover issues that were affecting the qual-
ity of the inspections being done in business 
facilities. We, as state employees, could not 
go directly to the state legislators on this 
matter because of the usual lobbying provi-
sions. Those provisions, however, were not 
a barrier for business interests. Thus, the 
involvement of the business partners in the 
work group became invaluable in explain-
ing the workforce issues we were having. 
I’m looking forward to seeing a successful 
rollout of the code after the implementation 
period that ends in November 2007 and see-
ing whether business representatives can 
obtain support for environmental health 
workforce issues.
 The partnership with business also proved 
valuable in fending off a proposed state law 
that would have authorized all kinds of home-
prepared foods. Once we heard about the pro-
posal, we contacted the food service industry 
representatives, and they went to bat against 
the proposal, which stayed in committee.
 I hope I have encouraged all environmen-
tal health practitioners that there is great val-
ue to involving stakeholders in your program 
improvement discussions even if you are 
operating a mandated services–only agency. 
The benefits include greater public awareness 
and better marketing of local environmental 
health programs. 
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