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Requested information based on feedback  
1. Are Colorado water quality criteria more stringent than the EPA's water quality criteria? 
 
Colorado’s Water Quality Control Commission establishes numeric water quality criteria to protect classified uses 
including: 
 

● Aquatic life - fish, aquatic invertebrates (e.g., insects, snails) and amphibians. 
● Recreation - swimming, boating, wading and water play.  
● Agriculture - irrigation and livestock watering. 
● Domestic water supply - drinking water supplies. 

 
The process the commission typically follows in establishing criteria is to examine criteria developed by the EPA 
to determine if the criteria should be modified to reflect conditions specific to Colorado. In the 1980s and early 
1990s the commission adopted numeric criteria for organic chemicals to protect aquatic life and water supply 
where EPA has not yet adopted criteria. At this time, the department does not recommend that the commission 
focus on removing these criteria because regulated entities are not facing compliance issues with these criteria. 
In addition to these organic criteria, the commission has established criteria for molybdenum to protect drinking 
water. EPA does not have a national criterion for molybdenum for drinking water, but has established a criterion 
for molybdenum to protect agriculture. 
 
The department recommends that Table 1 (below) be used as a baseline and included in the 2019 and subsequent 
HB17-1285 reports so the legislature can be kept up to date on the comparison between Colorado and EPA 
criteria. Details for each classified use follow the table. 
 

Table 1 Comparison of Colorado and EPA's criteria 

Classified use 
Number of Colorado 
criteria that are the 
same  as EPA criteria 

Number of Colorado 
criteria that are 
more stringent  than 
EPA criteria 

Number of Colorado 
criteria that are  
less   stringent  than 
EPA criteria 

Total 

Aquatic life  35 
(74%) 

4 
(9%) 

8 
(17%)  47 

Recreation  0 
(0%) 

0 
(0%) 

1 
(100%)  1 

Agriculture  21 
(91%) 

1 
(4%) 

1 
(4%)  23 

Domestic water 
supply 

79 
(91%) 

6 
(7%) 

1 
(2%)  86 

Aquatic life and 
domestic water 
supply combination 

13 
(13%) 

31 
(32%) 

54 
(55%)  98 

 
Aquatic life 
For aquatic life, Colorado has four criteria more stringent than EPA criteria. For three of these criteria, cyanide, 
silver, and aldrin, the department does not recommend that the commission revise the criteria to the same as 
EPA. The Colorado criteria are close to the same magnitude as the EPA criteria and regulated entities are not 
facing compliance issues with these criteria. In December 2019, the department will present evidence to the 
commission to revise Colorado’s cadmium criteria for aquatic life to be consistent with EPA's criteria. The EPA 

 



 

developed new cadmium criteria in 2016. Since that time, the commission has adopted site-specific cadmium 
criteria to reflect EPA's new criteria for streams that have a cadmium impairment.  
 
Colorado has eight aquatic life criteria less stringent than EPA's criteria. For five of these criteria (nitrogen, 
phosphorus, chlorophyll 'a', ammonia and selenium), the department, in coordination with stakeholders, have 
developed a 10-year plan for developing criteria. The EPA has published revised federal criteria for ammonia 
(2013) and selenium (2016) that reflect the latest science regarding these constituents and aquatic life 
protection. Colorado has not yet adopted these federal criteria. For nitrogen, phosphorus and chlorophyll 'a', 
Colorado adopted standards for these compounds. However, the EPA did not approve them and recommended 
suggestions for improvement that will take additional effort. For aluminium, zinc, and acrolein, the department 
does not have plans to recommend revised criteria to the commission. 
 
Recreation 
The federal E. coli criteria are generally more stringent and complex than Colorado’s criteria. However, the 
criterion applied to most Colorado water bodies (which have existing primary contact recreation) is the same as 
the federal criterion. 
 
Agriculture 
Colorado's criteria are mostly the same as EPA's. Colorado has one criterion that is more stringent than EPA's 
(pH), and one criterion that is less stringent than EPA's (molybdenum). 
 
Domestic water supply 
Colorado has six criteria more stringent than EPA's (barium, copper, fluoride, picloram, silver, total coliforms). 
The department does not recommend that the commission focus on revising these criteria as the Colorado 
criteria are similar in magnitude and regulated entities are not facing compliance issues with these criteria. 
 
Aquatic life and domestic water supply combination 
The commission adopted a number of criteria that apply to both domestic water supply and aquatic life that is 
consumed by humans (i.e., water + fish and fish ingestion). The EPA updated these criteria in 2015 to reflect that 
Americans on average drink more water and weigh more than when the criteria were originally developed. The 
department plans to present evidence to the commission in 2020 to revise the criteria to be consistent with EPA's 
criteria. 
 
2. How is the department addressing enforcement efforts in light of HB15-1249 and HB17-1285? 
 
HB15-1249 increased fees for the construction sector and added the following requirement to C.R.S. 
25-8-502(1.1)(IV):   The department shall use the revenue generated by the fees set forth in subsections 
(1.1)(c)(II)(G) to (1.1)(c)(II)(K) and (1.1)(c)(III) of this section to continue to fund the administration and 
oversight of the construction sector and shall use the increased revenue, when compared with the revenue 
generated by the corresponding fees as they existed on June 30, 2015, to fund new services provided under the 
alternative compliance assurance model. The department shall not use the increased revenue to fund additional 
enforcement staff. 
 
HB17-1285 increased fees for the commerce and industry, municipal separate storm sewer system, and public 
and private utilities sectors. The legislative declaration of HB17-1285 states "The department's use of funding 
provided in this act should be limited to processing permits, providing technical and compliance assistance, 
processing site application and design reviews, and maintaining stakeholder involvement for all aspects of the 
clean water program." 
 
At the June 19 meeting, the committee also asked if Figure 1 from 
the report (see thumbnail to the right) could be revised to include 
full-time equivalents (FTE) by sector. Table 2 addresses this 
request.  
 
While enforcement staff do address violations of Colorado's Water 
Quality Control Act from the construction sector, the number of 
enforcement staff has not changed from a total of six FTE before 
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the passage of HB15-1259 and HB17-1285 passage to a total of six FTE currently. The department hired five 
additional employees who are providing additional services for the alternative compliance assurance model. 
These FTE are included in the inspections category in Table 2 (below). The department recommends that Table 2 
be used as a baseline and included in the 2019 and subsequent HB17-1285 reports so that the legislature can be 
kept up to date on work areas by sector. 
 

Table 2 HB17-1285 FTE reporting category by sector (October 1, 2016 to September 30, 2017) 

Sector  Enforcement  Engineering  Inspections  Permits  Standards 

Commerce and Industry  1.5  0.1  2.0  5.3  2.4 

Construction  1.9  0.0  8.8  2.3  0.0 

MS4  0.0  0.0  0.2  0.3  0.0 

Pesticides  0.0  0.0  0.7  0.0  0.0 

Public and Private Utilities  2.6  3.8  2.9  3.1  3.6 

Total  6.0  3.9  14.6  11.0  6.0 

 

Response to committee questions  
1. Has the department established a process for getting stakeholder input on the report? If so, please describe 

the process.  
 
Yes. The department held a stakeholder meeting on May 30, 2018 to present the report. At the meeting, 
stakeholders asked for further process to provide feedback on the report prior to the 2019 report. The 
department summarized that meeting and outlined a process for gathering additional input on the 2018 report so 
that the 2019 could be refined to address stakeholder input. The department will utilize the Colorado Water 
Quality Forum and its Permits Issues Forum to gather additional feedback. The process includes: 
 

● The department will seek feedback at the September Water Quality Forum membership meeting and 
Permits Issues Forum meeting. We will present the more detailed metrics breakout prepared for the 
Water Resources Review Committee to discuss if refinements beyond what has been requested by the 
committee would be useful for stakeholders. The department will summarize the feedback from both 
meetings and, if possible, discuss a schedule for providing additional information and metrics as 
requested by the Water Quality Forum and Permits Issues Forum in the 2019 report. This summary will be 
provided via email through the Water Quality Forum, Permits Issues Forum and clean water fee bill 
stakeholder email lists. 

● At the November Water Quality Forum membership meeting and the Permits Issues Forum meetings, the 
department will explain and discuss the feedback from the September meetings, the department's 
written response, and will inform stakeholders about which refinements will be included in the 2019 
report. The department will also report out on which refinements may not be possible with existing data 
but will be tracked in the future so that the information is available for further fee bill stakeholder 
efforts. 

● At the May Water Quality Forum membership meeting and the Permits Issues Forum meetings, the 
department will present the 2019 fee bill report. The department will also hold another stakeholder 
meeting similar to the one conducted on May 30, 2018 to present the report to interested stakeholders. 

● The department is also willing to meet with stakeholder groups to seek feedback on refining metrics 
prior to the 2019 report. 
   

 
3 



 

 
2. What is the best method to measure whether and how much the department has reduced its permit backlog 

as a result of the increased fees?  Is that metric captured in the report?  
 
What is a "backlogged" permit?: The Clean Water Act specifies that discharge permits may not be issued for a 
term longer than five years. Permittees that wish to continue discharging beyond the five year term must submit 
a completed application for permit renewal at least 180 days prior to the expiration date of their permit. If the 
permitting authority receives a complete application, but does not reissue the permit prior to the expiration 
date, the permit may be "administratively continued." Permits that have been administratively continued for 180 
days or more beyond their expiration date are considered to be "backlogged."  
 
The best method to measure whether and how much the department has reduced it permits backlog is to use the 
backlog metric reported to the EPA annually. This metric was captured in the report on Page 8. The department 
recommends using this method as it allows for a direct comparison of Colorado’s backlog percentage as 
compared to other states. The department and the EPA calculate the backlog amounts for individual permits  1

discharging to surface water and general permits  for process water dischargers (i.e. non-stormwater discharges) 2

discharging to surface water. As of September 30, 2017, this subset of permits included 1,401 permits. In 
addition to permit types above, the department issues individual permits for stormwater and groundwater 
discharges, stormwater general permits, pesticide general permits and general permits for discharges to 
groundwater. As of September 30, 2017, these additional permit types totaled 6,203 permits. 
 
Table 3 is a summary of all of the backlogged permits as of September 30, 2017 by the permit categories 
described above. As shown in Table 3, the department has had the greatest success in managing backlog for the 
permit types tracked by EPA (individual process water permits - surface water and process water general permits 
- surface water). The department had less success managing backlog for the remaining permit types. The 
department anticipates that improvement in backlog will occur as a result of the fee bill. Backlog numbers for 
stormwater general permits and groundwater permits will improve within the next year due to renewal of a 
major groundwater general permit and the construction stormwater general permit. 
 

Table 3 Summary of backlogged permits as of September 31, 2017 by permit type 

Permit type 
No. of 

backlogged 
permits 

No. of 
current 
permits 

Total 
Percent of 
backlogged 

permits 

Individual process water permits - surface water*  116  253  369  31% 

Process water general permits - surface water*  299  733  1,032  29% 

Individual process water permits - groundwater  15  3  18  83% 

Individual stormwater permits - surface water  5  2  7  71% 

Stormwater general permits - surface water  5,482  488  5,970  92% 

Groundwater general permits - groundwater  135  0  135  100% 

Pesticides permits - surface water  0  73  73  0% 

Total  6,052  1,552  7,604  80% 

*denotes category of permit type tracked by EPA 

1  An individual permit is written to reflect site-specific conditions of a single discharger based on information submitted by that discharger in 
a permit application and is unique to that discharger. 
2  A general permit is written to cover multiple dischargers with similar operations and types of discharges based on the permit writer’s 
professional knowledge of those types of activities and discharges. 
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Table 4 includes a summary of all backlogged permits as of September 30, 2017 by sector. The department 
anticipates a decrease in backlog for the construction sector and public and private utilities sector based on the 
renewal of the construction stormwater general permit and a major groundwater general permit. The 
department recommends that the information presented in Tables 3 and 4 be used as baseline for subsequent 
HB17-1285 reports to track how backlog changes with resources maintained with increased fees. 
 

Table 4 Summary of all of the backlogged permits as of September 30, 2017 by sector 

Sector 
No. of 

backlogged 
permits 

No. of 
current 
permits 

Total 
Percent of 
backlogged 

permits 

Commerce and industry  1,113  769  1,882  59% 

Construction  4,573  311  4,884  94% 

MS4  65  59  124  52% 

Pesticides  0  73  73  0% 

Public and private utilities  301  340  641  47% 

Total  6,052  1,552  7,604  80% 

 
 
3. On Page 8, the report indicates: "For the reporting period, a total of 2,955 permits were issued, modified, 

administratively continued or reissued. This includes both individual permits and general permit 
certifications."  Please break out this total as follows for each sector.  

 
The department errored in reporting the total number of permits issued, modified, administratively continued, 
or reissued in the 2018 HB17-1285 report. The correct number should have been a total of  6,441  permits were 
issued, modified, administratively continued, or reissued from October 1, 2016 to September 30, 2017. Also, the 
department's database is currently not able to distinguish issued vs. reissued permits. The department will 
investigate if this refinement can be incorporated in the future. For the questions below, issued and reissued 
permits have been grouped together. The majority of individual permits are reissuances or permit renewals. The 
majority of general permit certifications were new permits for the construction sector. The department 
recommends that the information presented below be utilized as baseline information for subsequent HB17-1285 
reports. 
 

a. How many individual permits were issued?  
 
Table 5 summarizes the number of individual permits 
that were issued/reissued from October 1, 2016 to 
September 30, 2017. This has been and will continue 
to be a focus area for improvement moving forward. 
There were three main factors that contributed to a 
low number of individual permits during the reporting 
year. First individual permit writers help issue 599 
certifications for the sand and gravel general permit. 
This took three to four months to complete. Making 
sure these certifications were current helped reduce 
the backlog that we report to EPA. Second, there was 
a management transition at the section level that 
resulted in a build-up of permits that were drafted 
but were awaiting review prior to public notice and 
issuance. Finally, the permits section was involved in 
three separate permit appeals in 2016-2017 which required approximately 2 FTE of permit writer time for 
participation in negotiations, depositions, and hearing preparation.   
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b. How many general permit certifications were issued?  
 

Table 6 summarizes the number of general permit 
certifications that were issued/reissued from October 
1, 2016 to September 30, 2017. As was noted above, a 
major effort in the reporting year was reissuing the 
sand and gravel general permit and its associated 
certifications.  
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
c. How many individual permits were modified?  

 
Table 7 summarizes the number of individual permits 
that were modified from October 1, 2016 to September 
30, 2017. The number of permits modified is based on 
the number of modification requests - this is not an area 
under direct control by the department. The 
department prioritizes completing modification 
requests. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
d. How many general permit certifications were modified?  

 
Table 8 summarizes the number of general permits 
certifications that were modified from October 1, 
2016 to September 30, 2017. As was discussed 
previously, the department prioritizes 
modifications and the number completed is a 
function of the number of modification requests. 
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e. How many individual permits were administratively continued?  

 
Table 9 summarizes the number of individual permits 
that were administratively continued from October 1, 
2016 to September 30, 2017. As was discussed earlier, 
individual permit issuance is a focus of the department. 

 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
f. How many general permit certifications were administratively continued?  

 
Table 10 summarizes the number of general permits 
certifications that were administratively continued from 
October 1, 2016 to September 30, 2017. As discussed 
previously, the department is working on issuing the 
construction general permit which will greatly reduce the 
number of permits in the construction sector that are 
administratively continued. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

g. How many individual permits were reissued?  
 
See answer to item a above. 
 

h. How many general permit certifications were reissued?  
 
See answer to item b above. 
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4. Are permittees able to modify their permits when they are administratively extended?  
 
No. Federal regulations limit modifications to the term of the permit; permits with terms that have expired (and 
are administratively continued) cannot be modified. 40 CFR 122.62(a);  see also, e.g.,  Model National Pollutant 
Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Memorandum of Agreement § VI.A. ("in no event will the expired permit be 
modified"). Under its delegation agreement and in order, per the Water Quality Control Act, to issue permits in 
compliance with federal law, Colorado is required to follow this federal regulation.  See  40 CFR § 123.25(a) ("All 
State Programs under this part must have legal authority to implement each of the following provisions and must 
be administered in conformance with each …  40 CFR § 122.62"); § 25-8-503(1)(a), C.R.S. ("The division shall issue 
a permit in accordance with regulations promulgated under this article when the division has determined that 
the provisions of this article and the federal act and regulations thereunder have been met with respect to both 
the application and proposed permit."). Colorado Water Quality Control Commission Regulation 61, 5 CCR 1002, 
which governs the Water Quality Control Division’s permitting, also restricts permit modifications to the stated 
term of the permit: "[a] permit may be modified, suspended, or terminated in whole or in part  during its term 
for reasons determined by the Division .... " 5 CCR 1002-61, Reg. 61.8(8) (emphasis added). 
 
5. Of the permits that have been administratively extended, what is the range of time those permits have been 

administratively continued?  
 
As presented in response to question 2, the department currently has 6,052 permits backlogged. Table 11 shows 
the range of time that permits have been backlogged as of September 31, 2017 by permit type and Table 12 
shows the range of time that permits have been backlogged as of September 31, 2017 by sector. 
 

Table 11 Range of time permits have been backlogged as of September 31, 2017 by permit type 

Permit type  Range of time backlogged (years) 

Individual process water permits - surface water  0 to 10 

Process water general permits - surface water  0 to 6 

Individual process water permits - groundwater  1 to 22 

Individual stormwater permits - surface water  0 to 3 

Stormwater general permits - surface water  4 to 5 

Groundwater general permits - groundwater  0 to 5 

 
 
Table 12 Range of time permits have been backlogged as of September 31, 2017 by sector 

Permit type  Range of time backlogged (years) 

Commerce and industry  0 to 10 

Construction  0 to 5 

MS4  0 to 4 

Public and private utilities  0 to 22 
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6. On Page 8, Figure 3 (in the report) lists the pending permits, separated by sector.  
 
a. How many permits in each category were administratively continued during the reporting period?  

 
Please see Tables 9 and 10 above. 
 

b. Please describe the workload required to review permits that are being administratively continued. How 
does it compare to total workload?  

  
The review of permits that are administratively extended is similar to permits that are reissued or renewed 
within 180 days of the permit's expiration date. For individual permits, this workload includes receiving and 
logging receipt of permit applications, reviewing permit applications, drafting permits, addressing comments on 
draft permits, issuing final permits and meeting with permittees prior to drafting and after the public comment 
period prior to issuance. For general permits the workload includes drafting the general permit, addressing 
comments on the general permit, meeting with permittees prior to drafting and after the public comment period 
prior to issuance, and issuing certifications for coverage under the general permit. In recent years, renewing 
permits that have been administratively extended comprised the majority of the permit section’s workload. 

 
c. If a permittee is still covered by a permit that has been administratively continued, is the department 

obligated to complete additional work to reissue the permit?   
 
Yes. The department is obligated to incorporate new criteria or regulations that have been adopted since the 
permit was initially issued. A permit writer initiates a renewal by reviewing the draft permit and the applicable 
water quality standards for either the surface water receiving stream or the applicable groundwater standards. 
If changes have been made to the standards for the receiving waters, the permit writer will incorporate those 
into the permit renewal. Further, if changes have been made to federal requirements for the discharger, the 
permit writer will implement those into the permit. For example, EPA recently made changes to the federal 
Effluent Limitation Guidelines (ELGs) for steam electric power generating (40 C.F.R. Part 423). The division has 
an obligation to implement the updated ELG in all renewal permits for power plants producing electricity. The 
permit writer also has an obligation to correct any errors they identify in previous versions of the permit.   
 
All of these requirements are a part of the "routine review" of the permit as required by EPA and the Clean Water 
Act. See 45 FR 33307 (May 19, 1980).   
 
7. On Page 9, Figure 4 (in the report) lists the average permit processing time in days.  
 

a. How were the averages determined? 
 

Averages were determined by looking at the total number of days between receipt of a permit application and 
issuance of a permit action over a two year timeframe for each sector, and averaging those days. For example, 
for modifications of commerce and industry sector permits, the department looked at the number of days 
between receipt of a modification application and issuance of the action for all commerce and industry 
modifications filed over a two year timeframe. The average processing time was 31 days. The department 
understands that stakeholders may interested in a refinement of this metric that would be focused on the 
amount of time a permit writer physically spends working on a permit or modification. The department's 
databases do not currently track this information and we will investigate whether this is something that can be 
tracked in the future. 
 

b. Was this the average processing time for permits that were issued, modified, administratively continued, 
or reissued? Please break these out, as outlined above. 

 
This information was presented in Figure 4 of the annual report. Table 13 revises the language from Figure 4 to 
reflect issued, modified, and administratively continued or reissued. In Figure 4 new permits are analogous with 
issued permits and administratively continued/reissued are the same as renewals. The department will work 
with stakeholders to determine what language is most readily understood to describe the action type and will 
increase consistency in terminology use for the 2019 report.   
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Table 13 Average permit process time in days (October 1, 2015 to September 30, 2017) 

Action Type 
Commerce 

and 
Industry 

Construction  MS4  Pesticides  Public and Private 
Utilities  Total 

Modification  31  22  --  --  63  26 

Issued  52  7  55  7  55  11 

Administratively 
continued/reissued  702  --  --  --  593  629 

Total  49  10  55  7  66  15 

 
 

c. Does this include permits that are still in the permit backlog? 
 

Yes. The "renewals" in Figure 4 of the annual report and the administratively continued/reissued values in Table 
14 show the amount of time to reissue an expired permit. 
 

d. Why did the division use two years of data when it reported the average permit processing time in days?  
 

Two years was selected because the department wanted to capture the fact that many permits are 
administratively extended for more than one year before they are renewed. If one year of data was used, it 
would not reflect an accurate representation of processing time. 
 
8. Could the department use the same reporting metrics throughout the report, so that comparisons can be 

made (i.e., values reported by calendar year, fiscal year, two years, etc.)?  
 
With exception of Figures 4 and 10, all figures in the March HB17-1285 reflected a reporting period of October 1, 
2016 through September 30, 2017. Figure 4 was based on two years of information spanning October 1, 2015 
through September 30, 2017. Figure 10 represents the total number of site-specific standards, variance, and 
temporary modifications that were current as of October 2017. The department will clearly label the 2019 report 
figures with the reporting period. 
 
9. On Page 9, the report states that some of the renewal actions over the past two years have been subject to 

"significant litigation". Does the department plan to reach out to other divisions/departments or other states 
prior to releasing draft permits in order to help resolve potential issues early in the process?  

 
The department is involved in a number of multi-state workgroups through the Association of Clean Water 
Administrators that address critical upcoming issues, like new federal rules around cooling water intakes and 
new federal technology based limits. The department also meets regularly and substantively engages with other 
state agencies whose work addresses water quality, like the Division of Reclamation Mining and Safety, Hazardous 
Materials and Waste Management Division, the Oil and Gas Conservation Commission, the State Engineer’s Office, 
the Colorado Groundwater Commission and other agencies. In general, the department defends its permits 
through litigation only when necessary to ensure that such permits are issued in compliance with all applicable 
state and federal regulations in accordance with the Water Quality Control Act. With respect to recent litigation, 
the department was able to work with the permittees to completely settle two of the three permit appeals. For 
the third appeal, the department settled a large portion of the issues related to the permit appeal and the 
remaining issues were presented in an administrative legal hearing. 
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10. On Page 8, the report states that the permits section had 11 FTE "processing permits." 
 

a. How many FTE are required to issue, modify, or renew (1) a general permit; and (2) an individual permit 
(as opposed to administrative extensions, attending commission hearings, going to meetings, etc.)?  

 
Of the 11 FTE assigned to full-time permit writing duties, four are assigned full time to processing general permit 
certifications and seven are assigned full time to processing individual permits. The department minimizes the 
amount of time that full time permit writing staff spends attending commission meetings and going to meetings. 
   

b. Does the department use consultants or policy advisers who aren't captured in the report?  If so, please 
explain their roles and how they are reducing the permit backlog.  

 
The department does not currently employ consultants to assist in permit backlog reduction. The department 
employs four management staff that oversee issuance, modification and renewal of permits. Three unit 
managers perform technical review of all permits to ensure that effluent limitations are calculated correctly. In 
addition, the section manager reviews all permits issued by the section and are consistent with state and federal 
regulatory requirements.  
 

c. Please provide an accounting for the FTE allocated to the following activities:  
● Receiving and logging receipt of permit applications (new, renewed, and permittee-initiated requests 

for permit modifications). 
● Reviewing permit applications (new, renewed, and permittee-initiated requests for permit 

modifications). 
● Drafting permits (including preparing them for public notice) (new, renewed, permittee-initiated 

requests for permit modifications, and division-initiated modifications). 
● Addressing comments on draft permits and issuing final permits. 
● Responding to questions (external). 
● Meeting with permittees (before permits are released for public notice, during the public notice 

period, and after permits are issued). 
● Supporting litigation (directly). 
● Permitting-specific policy/guidance/regulation development and revision work. 
● Other (if the activities above do not total 11 FTE, please explain the remaining unallocated time). 

 
Currently, the department staff track time according to permit number and permit category (commerce and 
industry, MS4, etc.) for cost accounting purposes. It does not track time based upon the individual tasks 
identified in the question. All 11 FTE assigned to full time permit writing perform the first six tasks on the list: 
receiving and logging receipt of permit applications, reviewing permit applications, drafting permits, addressing 
comments on draft permits and issuing final permits, responding to questions and meeting with permittees. The 
last two tasks (supporting litigation and developing permitting-specific policy/guidance/regulation development 
and revision work) are generally reserved for permits section management staff. The division notes that the 
tasks included on this list relate primarily to individual permit writing and not general permit writing or 
processing, including processing permit certifications for coverage under a general permit. The state will be 
transitioning to a new time tracking software within the next year, and it remains unclear whether that system 
will have the ability to track information beyond information related to cost accounting. As the department 
learns more about the new time tracking system we will communicate the potential to track this type of 
information to stakeholders. 
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