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Administrative Rules  
FISCAL IMPACT STATEMENT 

          
Agency: Iowa Department of Natural Resources (DNR) / Environmental Protection Commission
IAC Citation: 567 IAC Chapters 61 and 62
Agency Contact: Connie Dou, Connie.Dou@dnr.iowa.gov, (515)725-8400 

Summary of the Rule:

The proposed rule revisions include the following:

I. E. coli Water Quality Standard Update
Update the water quality criteria for E. coli by eliminating the existing single sample maximum 
value.  The change will result in fewer water bodies being listed as “impaired” by E. coli.  The DNR
has determined that the single sample maximum value is overly stringent and is not an appropriate 
tool for water quality assessment and permitting purposes.  The geometric mean E. coli criterion is a 
more appropriate measure and will be retained.  Approximately 12% of Iowa’s current bacteria 
impairments are due to exceedances of the single sample maximum criterion. By making this 
change, a total of 44 water body segments (31 river segments, 13 lakes) will be removed from the 
impaired waters list, therefore eliminating the need to calculate a Total Maximum Daily Load 
(TMDL) for those waterbodies. 

II. Wasteload Allocation Procedure document update
The second purpose is to revise the rule referenced document “Supporting Document for Iowa 
Water Quality Management Plans.”  This document establishes the technical methodologies the 
DNR uses to develop permit limits based on water quality criteria. The proposed revision will 
provide more flexibility for facilities seeking to use alternative permitting options. The proposed 
revision also changes the title of the document to more clearly reflect its contents.  The revised 
document will be titled “Iowa Wasteload Allocation (WLA) Procedure.”

The proposed revision to the rule referenced document includes the following topics:
(1) Update stream low flow values used to calculate permit limits based on the latest 

available information; 
(2) Incorporate statewide default ambient background chemical concentrations using the 

most up-to-date monitoring data available;
(3) Incorporate statewide default effluent chemical concentrations for different types of 

wastewater treatment plants using the most up-to-date monitoring data available; 
(4) Replace the total residual chlorine default decay value with site-specific decay 

measurements;
(5) Add the procedure for calculating chloride and sulfate permit limits to the document;
(6) Revise the E. coli wasteload allocation procedures to reflect the E. coli criteria change 

described above; 
(7) Revise the E. coli decay rate coefficient to be consistent with other DNR programs;
(8) Revise the temperature criteria implementation procedure to incorporate all elements 

of the temperature criteria and to provide flexibility for facilities to explore alternative 
options in order to achieve permit compliance;

(9) Modify the procedure for calculating pH limits so that the water quality criteria must 
be met at the boundary of the mixing zone instead of the boundary of the zone of initial 
dilution.  This will result in less stringent permit limits for facilities;

(10) Clarify that the fathead minnow is used as the most sensitive representative species to 
establish acute toxicity permit limits for general use waterbodies;

(11) Clarify the current mixing zone procedures and the requirements for mixing zone and 
diffuser studies;

(12) Establish a Site-Specific Data Collection Procedure in order to add more consistency to 
site-specific data collection.  The revision will require fewer sampling events and will 
result in savings for facilities in the process of obtaining site-specific permit limits;

(13) Revise the Water Quality Modeling section to replace previous water quality models 
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with commonly used modernized ones.  Decay rates and reaeration rates are updated to 
reflect the latest scientific data;

(14) Add a reference to the antidegradation implementation procedure document;
(15) Add a new section on Alternative Site-Specific Methodology for Water Quality Based 

Limits that provides facilities with increased flexibility to develop site specific NPDES 
permit limits.

Other minor revisions include improvements in the estimation of ammonia nitrogen decay 
calculations in discharge pipes and general use segments, and the clarification of discharge flow 
determinations. Language is added to strengthen the current flow variable limits procedure.

Fill in this box if the impact meets any of these criteria:

X No Fiscal Impact to the State.
___ Fiscal Impact of less than $100,000 annually or $500,000 over 5 years.
___ Fiscal Impact cannot be determined.

Brief Explanation:

The DNR will use existing budget and resources to implement the proposed rule. The reduced need 
for TMDL creation due to the E. coli standard change will result in a savings of DNR staff time.  
The change will not eliminate the TMDL backlog, however, so no monetary savings is expected at 
this time. 
 
 
Fill in this box if the impact meets this criteria:

___ Fiscal Impact of $100,000 annually or $500,000 over 5 years.

Brief Explanation: 
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Assumptions: 

Describe how estimates were derived:

Estimated Impact to the State by Fiscal Year

Year 1 (FY ) Year 2 (FY )
Revenue by Each Source:

GENERAL FUND $0 $0
FEDERAL FUNDS $0 $0
OTHER (Specify) $0 $0

TOTAL REVENUE
$0 $0

Expenditures:
GENERAL FUND $0 $0
FEDERAL FUNDS $0 $0
OTHER (Specify) $0 $0

TOTAL EXPENDITURES $0 $0

NET IMPACT $0 $0

This rule is required by State law or Federal mandate.
Please identify the state or federal law:  

Funding has been provided for the rule change.
Please identify the amount provided and the funding source:

X Funding has not been provided for the rule.
Please explain how the agency will pay for the rule change:

The DNR will use existing budget and resources to implement the proposed rule.
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Fiscal impact to persons affected by the rule:  
The proposed rule will potentially impact Publically Owned Treatment Works (POTW), semi-public
facilities, and industries.  The net fiscal impact is positive.  Each topic in the proposed rule was analyzed 
individually in detail. Only three topics were determined to have a cost impact to affected persons.  For 
each of the three topics, the cost impact is positive (i.e., the changes will result in a savings). A brief 
description of how the DNR arrived at the savings estimate for each of the three topics with a cost impact is 
below.

Topic: Design Stream Low Flow Determination

Determining the low flow of a stream impacts the dilution available for a discharge to that stream.  The 
higher the flow in the stream, the greater the dilution.  Greater dilution in the receiving stream means less 
stringent permit limits and lower costs for facilities.  The proposed rule will change the procedure for 
calculating low flow in the receiving stream of a discharge to ensure the most accurate and up to date data is 
being used.  In the majority of cases, the proposed change results in greater dilution and therefore less 
stringent permit limits. The DNR estimates 712 facilities currently have ammonia limits in their permits.  
Of these, the DNR was able to identify 4 facilities that could move from non-compliance with those limits 
into compliance as a result of the proposed change.  This proportion was then extrapolated to the larger 
group of 1,149 facilities that currently have, or one day could have, ammonia limits (712 facilities that 
currently have limits plus 437 facilities that could one day have limits).  The final estimate is that 6-7
facilities could move from non-compliance with ammonia limits into compliance as a result of this change.  
The DNR then estimated the costs of treatment plant upgrades to remove ammonia.  This is a cost these 6-7
facilities will be able to avoid as a result of the proposed change.  The total savings is estimated at 
$20,300,000.

Topic: Thermal Discharges (Temperature WLA)

Any facility that discharges heat (i.e., cooling water, boiler blowdown, etc.) may be impacted by changes to 
the procedure for calculating thermal limits.  The DNR identified 177 facilities that discharge heat and could
therefore be impacted by this change.  Of the 177 facilities, 29 facilities have temperature limits in their 
permits based on the existing procedure.  Of these 29 facilities, the DNR determined that 11 could move 
from non-compliance to compliance if the proposed changes are implemented.  The DNR then extrapolated 
that proportion (11/29) to the larger group of 177 facilities, to determine that approximately 67 out of 177 
facilities would move from non-compliance to compliance if the proposed changes are implemented. To 
determine the amount of savings per facility, the DNR asked facilities to estimate how much they would 
expect to spend to conduct a 316(a) temperature variance study.  The idea here is that a 316(a) temperature 
variance study could be avoided if a facility could move into compliance as a result of the proposed changes.  
Facilities reported 316(a) cost expectations ranging from a low of $82,000 to a high of $560,000. The DNR
used these cost estimates to determine a range of expected savings (high savings estimate and low savings 
estimate) for the approximately 67 impacted facilities from a low of $5,500,000 to a high of $37,600,000. 

Topic: Site Specific Data Collection – Water Chemistry Data

Current procedures allow facilities to collect data for the purpose of determining site specific permit limits.  
This is most frequently done for chloride and sulfate limits.  The current procedure requires that samples be 
collected at least once per week for two years.  The DNR is proposing to ease the sampling requirement to 
once per month for two years.  Making this change will reduce sampling costs for facilities.  The DNR
estimates that 19 facilities across the state could benefit from the establishment of site specific chloride and 
sulfate limits.  Based on the average cost of sample analysis, and the proposed reduction in required sample 
frequency, the DNR estimates the total savings associated with the proposed change for this topic is 
$100,000.
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Overall, the proposed rule change is expected to result in a savings ranging from approximately $26 million 
to $58 million for just under 100 facilities.  Any potential negative costs associated with this proposed rule 
change are predicted to be negligible.  A summary table of anticipated savings associated with this 
rulemaking is below.  

Topic Number of affected facilities Estimated Savings
High savings estimate

Design Stream Low Flow 
Determination 6-7 $    20,300,000

Thermal Discharges (Temperature 
WLA) 67-68 $    37,600,000

Site Specific Data Collection - Water 
Chemistry Data 19 $          100,000

Totals 92-94 $   58,000,000
Low savings estimate

Design Stream Low Flow 
Determination 6-7 $    20,300,000

Thermal Discharges (Temperature 
WLA) 67-68 $      5,500,000

Site Specific Data Collection - Water 
Chemistry Data 19 $ 100,000

Totals 92-94 $    25,900,000
Overall savings range $ 25,900,000 - $ 58,000,000

Fiscal impact to Counties or other Local Governments (required by Iowa Code 25B.6):  
The proposed rule is expected to have a positive fiscal impact to wastewater treatment plants owned by local 
governments. The fiscal impact is included in the above analysis.


