MEETING #2 SUMMARY
WW OPERATORS’ CERTIFICATION RULEMAKINGWORKGROUP

Date: April 13, 2006
Time: 1:30 P.M. – 4:00 P.M.

Location: IGCN, Room 1301
Present at the meeting:
Chad Ducey (IRWA/Werks Management), Dave Wagner (WPCB Member), Herb Corn (City of Rochester, IWEA), Jim Soper (AIRW), Laura Vidal (AIRW), Shannon Jackson (FRSD), and Vince Parker (Eli Lilly).
Representing IDEM were Barb McDowell, Bruno Pigott, Debbie Dubenetzky, Don Daily, Heather Tippey Pierce, MaryAnn Stevens, and Rebecca McMonigle.
Acceptance of Meeting Summary of March 9, 2006
A request was made for inclusion in the meeting summary of a statement about the issue raised at the March meeting as to whether attendance at these workgroup meetings requires an attendee to register as a lobbyist under the state’s executive branch lobbying rule. The Department of Administration’s Executive Director of Executive Branch Lobbying is the source of that decision making though it is generally thought that the executive branch lobbying rule does not apply when IDEM seeks input from workgroup members.

After modification and review by the workgroup, the summary will be considered to be accepted rather than approved. Eventually, the accepted summary will be posted on the WW Operators’ Certification rules web site that is established after a first notice of comment period has been published in the Indiana Register.
Agenda Discussion Topics

Today’s meeting focused on continuing education (CE) for certified wastewater treatment operators. The following issues were discussed:
1. What courses should qualify for CE?
2. How to determine if a course is technical or general.
3. On-line courses and CD/DVD courses.

4. Course approval requirement for date and location information.

5. Course approval submission time requirements.

6. Operators taking the same course multiple times for credit.
Specific Discussion Issues
1. Concerning course qualification for CE, discussion included the following points:

Sewer related courses and technical courses for benefit of industrial operators were acknowledged to be acceptable for CE.

Many operators used to take the 10 hour OSHA class every renewal before the rule (327 IAC 5-22) included the technical-general division among the CE requirement.

The White River Fish Kill (December 1999) investigation by the media delved into the suspect operator’s training – what kind of training courses the operator had taken.

Request to add rule language to 327 IAC 5-22-16(a)(2) about working with equipment.

2. Concerning how to determine if a course is technical or general, discussion included the following points:

The current rule requires the course provider to tell IDEM in the course approval application whether the course is technical or general.
Water quality standards (WQS) is a technical matter, but currently, the operators don’t need to understand WQS in order to become certified.

Safety courses – probably good information to know but is it necessary for an operator? For example, is CPR (cardio-pulmonary resuscitation) necessary for an operator’s certification?

Several in attendance who are operators disagreed with the statement that safety may not be necessary for an operator to know. Each treatment unit has safety concerns and procedures that the operator should know.

Chlorine safety should be considered a technical course.

The question was raised of when the technical-general division was added to the rule.

Prior to the rule requiring the technical-general division, the requests for CE course approval were often too far removed from the treatment needs of operators.

In reviewing the CE course approval procedures of several other states, it is clear that a better definition of technical and general courses is needed. (See group assignment at end of these meeting notes.) Heather Tippey Pierce has reviewed several states’ certification programs, and, among those reviewed, Indiana is the only state offering reciprocity that distinguishes between technical and general.
Suggestion as alternative to technical-general might be scientific-operational.

Another suggestion, other than using technical-general, would be to have the rule include a list of accepted course manuals or references such as the material covered at a trade association conference, wastewater engineering text by Metcalf and Eddy, or the California State University, Sacramento, wastewater treatment manuals.
Trade association paper abstracts can sound excellent but the presentation might be otherwise.
3. Concerning on-line courses and CD/DVD courses, discussion included the following points:
Currently, 327 IAC 5-22 has nothing concerning on-line courses.
IDEM is trying to get away from allowing CE to include viewing of old video tapes.

There needs to be a limit on how long a video or CD/DVD can be used as a course.

An on-line course is easier for IDEM to verify than a CD or a DVD.

4. Concerning course approval requirement for date and location information, discussion included the following points:
As an example of why the date and location of the course are required information in a course approval application, the situation of the Office of Air Quality investigating  a course provider issuing asbestos certification was explained.

Receiving IDEM’s course approval in advance of the date of the course provides the course provider the ability to advertise how many hours the course will provide the student completing the course.

In theory, IDEM could use the date and location information to check on courses being provided (manpower issues likely prevent this occurrence).

Date and location are not difficult for a provider of a class room setting course to provide but are difficult for on-line courses or the using of CD or DVD.

Suggestion to strike requirement of providing date and location in a course approval application and replace with a requirement for describing how a provider is going to track attendance.

No need to delete date and location requirement from rule but there is a need for the rule to include flexibility such as with courses that are set up to have multiple offerings over a period of time.
5. Concerning course approval submission time requirements, discussion included the following points:

Existing rule citations at 327 IAC 5-22-16(a)(1)(B) and 327 IAC 5-22-17(c)(2) concern when a training provider must submit information to IDEM for course approval and course completion information, respectively.
Existing rule citations at 327 IAC 5-22-16(b)(1) and 327 IAC 5-22-16(b)(3) concern when an operator/student may petition the commissioner for approval of a CE course and submit proof of attendance at a CE course, respectively.
The workgroup came to relative agreement to modify the existing rule language to allow the following:
For course approvals, a training course provider or operator/student must submit an application for approval up to thirty (30) days prior and no later than ninety (90) days after the named event.

For submitting proof of attendance at a CE course, a training course provider or operator/student must submit proof of attendance at a CE course no later than ninety (90) days after the named event.

6. Concerning operators taking the same course multiple times for credit, discussion included the following points:
The current rule does not prohibit the practice of an operator taking the same course multiple times.

More operators take the same course in successive renewal period rather than an operator taking the course multiple times within a renewal period.

Workgroup consensus on the idea that taking the same course multiple times within a renewal period is hard to justify.

As well, an instructor-operator should take the CE credit only one time within a renewal period for a course taught multiple times.
7. Concerning the requirement for records retention at 327 IAC 5-22-17(b):

Existing rule language requires records to be maintained for five (5) years following the presentation of each wastewater treatment continuing education course. The workgroup agreed that three (3) years of recordkeeping would be satisfactory.

Workgroup assignment for the May 11, 2006, meeting
Workgroup members were asked to think of definitions for the general and technical classification of CE courses.
IDEM committed to providing the workgroup members a copy of a course approval letter.

Plan for Workgroup Meeting Discussion Topics (originally established by the workgroup at the first meeting on March 9, 2006).

The following issues are scheduled for discussion at the workgroup meetings as indicated below:
· Meeting on March 9, 2006: Provisional operators.
· Meeting on April 13, 2006: Continuing education.
· Meeting on May 11, 2006: Classification of operators (operator in training and on-site systems) and collection system certification.
· Meeting on June 8, 2006: Operator qualifications.
· Meeting on July 13, 2006: Owner responsibilities and responsible charge operator.
· Meeting on August 10, 2006: Fees, management policies, and miscellany.

Next meeting
The six (6) meetings established for this rulemaking group to complete the discussion work are all scheduled to be held on the second Thursday of the months March through August 2006 starting at 1:30 PM.
The next workgroup meeting will be held on Thursday, May 11, 2006. The May meeting will be the only one not held in Room 1319. Room 1045 on the 10th floor of IGCN will be the May meeting location.
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