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Fiscal Impact Statement 
 
 
Introduction:  This Fiscal Impact Statement (FIS) will provide the projected costs and potential 
benefits associated with the proposed rule changes being addressed in the Notice of Intended 
Action for Total Dissolved Solids (TDS), Chloride, and Sulfate Criteria Revisions – Water Quality 
Standards (Chapter 61).  This rule-making effort is the most recent effort of the triennial review of 
Iowa’s Water Quality Standards and is a part of the IDNR’s Time Lines for Water Quality Standards 
Modifications that includes the following topic: 
 

• Replace the current interim site-specific total dissolved solids general standard with specific 
ion numeric criteria for chloride and sulfate. 

 
This evaluation will discuss the fiscal impacts for this topic and provide a summary of the fiscal 
impacts for the entire rule making effort.  It is important to note that department staff did not evaluate 
the specific individual impacts or source reduction/treatment needs for each wastewater treatment 
facility noted in the FIS.  Basic assumptions and evaluations were made on the general impacts on 
all facilities predicted to be affected.  The specific individual impacts and needs will be best 
evaluated by the facility’s staff or retained consultant.  Innovative or unique treatment methods or 
source reduction techniques may be available to some facilities thereby reducing specific costs. 
 
The number of NPDES regulated facilities expected to be impacted is an approximation based on 
study by the Iowa Water Pollution Control Association (IWPCA) conducted in conjunction with the 
Iowa DNR. 
 
TDS, Chloride, and Sulfate Criteria Changes:  The Notice of Intended Action is proposing to 
replace the current interim site-specific TDS general standard in IAC 567 – 61.3(2)g, with specific ion 
numeric criteria for chloride and sulfate.  The proposed change comes as the result of the DNR 
conducting and compiling more research related to the toxicity of TDS, chloride, and sulfate in order 
to better protect river, stream, and lake aquatic life uses and reevaluate the current interim approach 
for TDS.  Research has shown that integrative parameters such as TDS are not robust predictors of 
toxicity.  IDNR research into existing ion concentrations in Iowa waters found that of the common 
substances comprising the major portion of total dissolved solids, toxicity is associated with either 
sulfate or chloride.  Sodium, calcium, magnesium and carbonates make up the other ions in the 
majority, but these are not sufficiently toxic to create the need for individual water quality standards.  
Current science at this time demonstrates that if sulfate and chloride, alone or in combination, meet 
the proposed standards, toxicity from the other major ions comprising “total dissolved solids” is 
insignificant. Therefore, the TDS concentration provides no additional useful information. The 
existing standard is cumbersome and results in restrictions where none should exist and is proposed 
to be replaced by chloride and sulfate standards.  The recommended specific ion criteria for chloride 
and sulfate are based on the most up-to-date toxicity data and are consistent with federal guidelines. 
 
A. Projected Costs:  First, it should be noted that the department does not anticipate any new costs 
to the state that do not already exist or any of its agencies as a result of these revisions.  
Wastewater discharges from IDOT maintenance garages and DNR state parks are addressed in this 
assessment.  While no new costs are anticipated for the state, new costs are anticipated for cities 
and industry that discharge elevated levels of chloride and/or sulfate to Iowa’s waters.   
 
In determining the projected costs of the TDS, chloride, and sulfate criteria revisions a multitude of 
factors will need to be considered.  The first factor is to determine who may be impacted by the 
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proposed rule.  The TDS, chloride, and sulfate criteria revisions may affect regulated NPDES point 
source dischargers  
 
Relatively speaking, a majority of municipal and industrial NPDES regulated entities have begun to 
monitor TDS and chloride based on rules passed in 2004.  These facilities include municipal 
wastewater treatment plants of all shapes and sizes, certain municipal drinking water treatment 
plants, and industries such as ethanol production, certain food processors, canneries, and industries 
that discharge cooling water.  In 2006 the IWPCA and IDNR conducted a detailed monitoring study 
of TDS, chloride and sulfate of 103 municipal wastewater treatment plants statewide for the purpose 
of establishing a more accurate assessment of impacts.  The study focused on facilities that would 
most likely struggle to comply with any future TDS, chloride, or sulfate permit limitations.  As a result, 
a large proportion of these facilities were located in northwest Iowa where it is commonly known that 
this area of the state’s groundwater possesses elevated chloride and hardness levels when 
compared to the rest of Iowa’s groundwater resources.  Groundwater is the common source for 
municipal drinking water and process water used for industrial purposes.   Other sources were 
utilized to help determine who may be impacted by the proposed rule.  Partial data is available for 50 
drinking water treatment facilities including individual chloride data for each plant.  The Water 
Resources Section also maintains a toxicity testing database with 25 facilities with the potential to be 
impacted by the proposed chloride criteria and 28 different facilities with the potential to be impacted 
by the proposed sulfate criteria.  Twenty independently discharging IDOT garages were also 
included.  This results in approximately 199 facilities evaluated in all.   
 
To best utilize the multitude of data acquired by IWPCA and the IDNR to help determine the fiscal 
impact of the proposed rule, individual wasteload allocations using statewide background default 
values for hardness, chloride, and sulfate were calculated to determine water quality based effluent 
limits for each individual facility included in the study.  These likely permit limits were then compared 
with the effluent data provided by the studies.  Facilities that appeared to comply with the calculated 
permit limits were not considered to be affected while facilities that appeared not to comply with 
calculated permit limits were flagged as likely to be affected by the proposed criteria revisions.  
These were categorized as either “chloride impacted”, “sulfate impacted”, or “chloride and sulfate 
impacted” and then further broken down by whether the facility was a municipal wastewater 
treatment plant, a municipal drinking water treatment plant, or an industry. 
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Table 1. 

Affected Facilities Counts 
Facility Type Chloride 

Impacted 
Sulfate 

Impacted 
Chloride & Sulfate Impacted 

Sewage Treatment 
Plants 39 0 0 

Industrial 22 3 1 
Water Treatment 
Plants 2 2 0 

Total* 63 5 1 
*see table 3 for the list of potentially affected facilities 

 
The approximately 200 facilities examined for chloride and sulfate impacts were broken down in two 
distinct regions across the state.  As previously mentioned, it is expected that NW Iowa may have 
more potentially affected facilities due to the regional differences in groundwater quality.  As a result, 
57 of the ~200 facilities examined fall into a 23 county area in NW Iowa as delineated on the map in 
Appendix B.  The remaining 143 facilities are spread across the rest of the state.   
 
Twenty-nine (29) of the 57 facilities studied in NW Iowa are considered affected by this rule making 
proposal (~51%).  In addition, forty (40) of the 143 facilities studied for the rest of the state are 
considered affected by this rule making proposal (~27%).  It is important to note that the majority of 
the facilities considered in the IWPCA study were selected because it was suspected that these 
facilities would struggle to comply with sulfate and/or chloride limitations. 
 
The studies conducted and these analyses provide a small cross-section of all NPDES facilities 
statewide.  It would be ideal to have detailed data for all facilities in Iowa and individualized 
wasteload allocations that calculate water quality based effluent limits for chloride and sulfate.  
However, this was not possible due to facility data deficiencies and limited resources to conduct the 
individualized permit limit calculations for 1,612 NPDES dischargers statewide. 
That being said, it is possible to extrapolate impacts statewide for all dischargers by conducting a 
conservative proportion.   
 
In NW Iowa, there are approximately 343 NPDES permitted discharges.  The analyses of likely 
impacted facilities in this area revealed ~51% of the facilities may be affected.  As a result, there can 
be a conservative expectation that approximately 175 facilities may be impacted (51% of 343 
facilities in NW Iowa).  For the rest of Iowa, there are approximately 1,279 NPDES permitted 
discharges.  The analyses of likely impacted facilities in this area revealed ~27% of the facilities may 
be affected.  As a result, there can be a conservative expectation that approximately 345 facilities 
may be impacted (27% of 1,279 facilities for the rest of the state).  Combined, this would result in 
520 facilities potentially impacted statewide. 
 
Again, this approximation is weighted heavily towards the conservative end of the spectrum for 
several reasons. 
  

1) The specific study analyses are focused on facilities suspected of being truly impacted. 
2) The remaining NPDES facilities include facilities that likely will not be impacted by these 

rules, but could not accurately be sorted out such as facilities discharging to large rivers 
with a large amount of assimilative capacity 
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3) The specific study includes the small, but specific number of IDOT truck washing facilities 
that will inadvertently skew these percentages. 

 
To address the conservatism of this analysis a lower end range is necessary to help approximate the 
likely number of impacted facilities. Based on best professional judgment, levels of adjustment of 
25% were selected for NW Iowa and 13% for the rest of the state to provide an acceptable range of 
likely impacted facilities.  As a result, the lower end range is calculated to be approximately 86 
facilities that may be impacted (25% of 343 facilities in NW Iowa).  For the rest of Iowa, there are 
approximately 1,279 NPDES permitted discharges.  Therefore the lower end range is calculated to 
be approximately 166 facilities that may be impacted (13% of 1,279 facilities for the rest of the state).  
Combined, this would result in 252 facilities potentially impacted statewide. 
 
Consequently, the range of overall affected facilities is expected to range between 252 and 520 
facilities statewide (NW Iowa between 86 and 175, the rest of the state between 166 and 345). 
 
The proposed criteria for chloride and sulfate will likely result in new permit limits for a relatively large 
portion of all NPDES permitted discharges and several cannot comply or will likely struggle to 
comply with the expected permit limitations.  The question is how facilities that violate the new 
chloride and sulfate permit limits will eventually achieve compliance.  The following outline 
represents the generalized implementation path expected for these situations with compliance 
evaluated after each step: 
 

I. Calculate site-specific permit limitations and examine other implementation options (e.g. 
alternative discharge locations, zero discharge, mixing zone studies, or flow variable 
limitations) 

II. Identify and implement voluntary source reduction efforts 
III. Identify and implement mandatory source reduction efforts 
IV. Evaluate options for treatment for chloride and/or sulfate 
V. Evaluate options for a variance 
 

Mechanical Treatment Options 
Based on the research of this issue in other states, it is clear there is no easy treatment solution for 
the removal of chloride.  The treatment options are few and the ones that are available are typically 
cost prohibitive when considered for publicly owned treatment works.  For example, the Santa 
Clarita Valley Joint Sewerage System, CA (service population 125,000) estimated that the cost of 
constructing advanced chloride removal and brine disposal facilities would cost at minimum $350 
million, which would be paid for by ratepayers in the service area, resulting in a 400% increase in 
sewer rates.   
 
The option identified in the case of Santa Clarita is the effective, yet generally cost prohibitive, 
treatment option of microfiltration combined with reverse osmosis.  Reverse osmosis is a technique 
whereby a solution is forced through a semipermeable membrane under pressure; used to generate 
drinkable water from sea water, or to separate chemical compounds.  Some of Iowa’s drinking water 
treatment facilities employ such technology for drinking water treatment and laboratories use it to 
produce pure water.  While this technology can remove chloride and sulfate (and a whole host of 
other pollutants) from the “product” water, it also produces a “reject” stream (also called the 
“concentrate” stream).  This reject stream contains all of the filtered pollutants, now concentrated 
into a brine, with very limited options for disposal or reuse due to the large volumes of it that would 
be created through wastewater treatment.  While this treatment method can effectively remove 
chloride and sulfate, it is not currently viewed as a viable treatment option for most dischargers to 
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surface waters, particularly for areas such as Iowa where disposal of the reject stream by 
evaporation or discharge to the ocean or a brackish water body are not currently feasible.   
 
Source Reduction 
The lack of cost effective treatment techniques available to remove chloride or sulfate and the 
presence of between 252 and 520 facilities in the state suspected not to comply with their future 
chloride and sulfate permit limits creates a dilemma for compliance statewide.  This was a common 
theme found in the research of other states; however, other solutions are available to help facilities 
combat chloride and sulfate pollution issues.  The most common process used by states across the 
country to reduce chloride and sulfate levels in wastewater effluent is to utilize an array of source 
reduction options, primarily associated with water softening.   
 
Source reduction is accomplished in several ways, including but not limited to: 

• Modified operation of home water softeners by maximizing salt usage 
• Removal of home water softeners 
• Exchange tank home water softeners 
• Soften water where needed aka “feed softened water” 
• Removal or replacement of centralized ion exchange 
• Best management practices where solid salt is used to prevent it from being washed down 

the drain (e.g. kosher slaughter house and IDOT truck washing operations) 
• Removal of chlorine contributions to the waste stream or effluent (e.g. chlorine bleach, 

disinfection processes via chlorination) 
 
Options such as minimizing home water softener use, removal of water softeners, and using 
softened water at points where necessary can actually save money immediately or in the long run 
depending on how these options are implemented.  Exchange tank softening is more expensive than 
traditional home water softening.  Generally speaking, there is not an expected direct or high cost for 
BMPs to keep solid salt out of sewer drains.  Removal or replacement of centralized ion exchange 
water softening for municipalities can be costly and is considered a last resort if it is identified as the 
main source of the chloride or sulfate in the effluent entering Iowa’s surface waters.  The sources of 
chloride may vary dramatically from town to town or industry to industry depending on several 
factors including, but not limited to: 
  
 Municipalities: 
 -The use of home water softening 
 -Drinking water treatment plant backwash 
 -Industrial contributors 
 -Centralized ion-exchange softening 
 -Source water  
  
 Industries: 
 -Industry type (e.g. ethanol, power plants, car washes, food processors, etc.) 
 -Processes that utilize salt 
 -Source water 
 -Use of softened water 
 -Closed loop or open loop cooling water 
 -Brine recovery 
 
Since there are several different factors that are site-specific and can be different from facility to 
facility and with the multitude of source reduction options that may either save money or may require 
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expenditures, it is difficult, if not impossible, to estimate overall costs or savings statewide with any 
degree of accuracy.   
 
Site-Specific Monitoring 
A unique aspect to the proposed chloride criteria is that its toxicity is dependent on hardness and 
sulfate (and conversely, sulfate toxicity is dependent on hardness and chloride).  In general, the 
harder the water, the less toxic chloride and sulfate is to aquatic life.  Conservative statewide default 
values will be used in the initial calculation of chloride and sulfate permit limits.   
 
If a facility cannot comply or struggles to comply with chloride numeric permit limits, then it may 
explore the option of establishing revised chloride limitations based on site-specific hardness and 
sulfate concentrations of the effluent and receiving stream.  Site-specific permit limits will ensure the 
appropriate benchmarks are in place for determining compliance.  This is anticipated to be a course 
of action widely used as a first step towards compliance.   
 
Currently, the department’s site-specific data collection guidance requires two years of data at a 
frequency of once per week for each parameter.  In the case of chloride, both hardness and sulfate 
wastewater effluent and ambient upstream samples can be collected for a total of four samples per 
week.   
 
According to the University of Iowa Hygienic Laboratory both hardness and sulfate samples 
analyzed in a certified laboratory typically cost $18 per sample.  This potential cost per facility is 
calculated as follows: 
 
(4 samples * $18) * 104 weeks = $7,488 for site-specific sampling costs per facility 
 
The range of overall affected facilities is expected to be between 252 and 520 facilities statewide: 
therefore, it is possible that these facilities may pursue site-specific sampling as a part of their path 
to compliance. This potential range of overall costs is calculated as follows: 
 
Lower-end scenario: 
$7,488 for site-specific sampling costs per facility * 252 facilities = $1,886,976 overall cost 
 
Higher-end scenario: 
$7,488 for site-specific sampling costs per facility * 520 facilities = $3,893,760 overall cost 
 
Consolidating Outfalls 
Consolidating effluent streams may be a feasible option for industries with multiple outfalls that 
contain different process wastewater streams.  It is possible that combining these treated 
wastewater streams together may make practical sense in order to achieve compliance with the 
proposed criteria.  This is not expected to be a widely available option and where available, the costs 
are expected to be widely variable due to the amount of piping that may need to be reconfigured or 
added to combine the outfalls. Therefore these costs are not estimated. 
 
General Monitoring 
The proposed criteria for chloride and sulfate will result in more facilities having to monitor to 
determine compliance with permit limitations.  The monitoring cost estimates will focus on chloride 
since sulfate compliance for regulated entities is anticipated to impact a very small number of 
facilities relative to the overall population of all NPDES permitted facilities.   
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It is difficult to determine with much accuracy exactly how many and what types of facilities will have 
monitoring and limits for chloride in their NPDES permits as a result of the rule.  Based on 
conservative best professional judgment, it is expected that 50% of all NPDES facilities will have to 
monitor for chloride on a conservative basis of 2 samples per month.  According to the University of 
Iowa Hygienic Laboratory both chloride and sulfate samples analyzed in a certified laboratory 
typically cost $18 per sample.  This potential cost is calculated as follows: 
  
806 NPDES permitted facilities * 12 months/year * ($18 * 2 samples) = $348,192 for a chloride 
sampling costs per year.   
 
There is not expected to be a dramatic increase in sulfate monitoring as there are only a very small 
amount of facilities expected to discharge sulfate at levels that are considered problematic; 
therefore, this has not been estimated. 
 
It is important to note that this cost will be replacing the current TDS implementation procedures that 
have been in use since 2004.  Based on information from the NPDES program, it can be assumed 
that the majority of the facilities identified as potentially impacted by the proposed chloride and 
sulfate criteria, are or would have also been impacted by the current implementation of the TDS 
standard over time.  In most cases the TDS implementation procedures result in conducting acute 
and chronic whole effluent toxicity testing and analysis for the major ions comprising TDS.  
According to Mangold Environmental Testing, the cost of the WET testing and ion analysis is roughly 
$1300.  Using the range of affected facilities this would result in a cost of $327,600 to $676,000. As 
the revisions do not propose to require this testing, this would be the potential cost savings to the 
facilities. 
 
As a result, the following general monitoring costs are estimated as follows: 
 
High-cost estimate 
($348,192 general monitoring costs for proposed criteria - $327,600 low-end estimate of expected 
implementation costs for current TDS standard) = +$20,592 (savings) 
 
Low-cost estimate 
($348,192 general monitoring costs for proposed criteria - $676,000 high-end estimate of expected 
implementation costs for current TDS standard) = -$327,808 (expense) 
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Table 2. Summary of Costs Table for Each Category 

Cost Category Lower End  
Scenario Cost 

Higher End 
Scenario Cost  

Comments 

Mechanical 
Treatment NA NA Not considered a viable option 

at this time 
 
Source Reduction -$ +$ 

Not possible to determine 
savings or costs due to 

multitude of factors involved 
Site-Specific 
Monitoring +$1,886,976 +$3,893,760 Optional cost, but likely to be 

pursued 
Blending 

NA NA 

Not estimated as the option is 
likely only available to a small 
portion of potentially impacted 

facilities  
General 
Monitoring -$327,808 +$20,592 Required cost, conservatively 

estimated 
Total $1,559,168 $3,914,352   
 
 
B. Anticipated Benefits.  In addition to some of the possible cost saving scenarios described 
above, the anticipated benefits from revising the chloride and sulfate criteria are associated with the 
potential improvements to: instream conditions for aquatic and semiaquatic life, wildlife and livestock 
watering needs, and aesthetic conditions.  Common anticipated benefits will apply to the streams 
designated as Class B aquatic life use waters currently receiving wastewater discharges, but also 
waters receiving any future discharge of wastewater containing these pollutants.  The benefits in the 
nature of projected improvements to instream water quality below wastewater treatment discharges 
would be derived from the removal of excess levels of chloride and/or sulfate via source reduction 
techniques and possibly, however unlikely, construction of treatment improvements or process 
modifications to comply with the numerical criteria in the Water Quality Standards. None of these 
potential benefits has a readily identifiable monetary value and thus will not be estimated in this 
impact statement. 
 
C. Other Potential Impacts.  There may be impacts associated with uncontrolled sources of 
pollution not associated with NPDES regulated wastewater contributions.  Streams, primarily in 
urban areas, have been listed as impaired for chloride in other states.  Chloride impairments for 
streams will be a possibility in Iowa as a result of this proposal.  Generally road salt, used to de-ice 
driveways, sidewalks, parking lots, streets and highways, has been identified as the significant 
source of chloride in these situations.  This can result in municipalities and the state utilizing best 
management practices to minimize the amount of salt that enters Iowa’s rivers and streams.  This 
can include, but is not limited to, more frequent street sweeping, only using the amount of salt 
necessary to achieve the desired deicing effect, mixing the salt with sand, etc. 
 
Another impact is the process wastewater discharges from Iowa Department of Transportation 
(IDOT) truck washing facilities.  The wash water is heavily laden with chloride from salt that these 
trucks haul for winter deicing of Iowa’s roadways.  There are approximately 20 independently 
discharging truck washing facilities currently permitted, which dramatically fail to comply with current 
TDS interim limitations.  The small amount of water used in the washing process results in high 
concentrations of chloride in the wash water.  These facilities discharge to Iowa’s waters 
intermittently during wash cycles.  The amount of discharge is small compared to typical NPDES 



11 

regulated facilities; however, the small amount of water discharged is highly concentrated with 
chloride and does not meet current limits and will not comply with these newly proposed criteria.  
Several of these facilities have already connected to nearby municipal sewage treatment systems 
where this small amount of wash water is diluted and mixed with the raw influent sewage of that 
municipality.  The concept is that the chloride levels are dramatically diluted prior to the municipality 
discharging treated effluent from the municipal wastewater treatment plant.  It appears many of the 
state’s truck washing facilities are moving in this direction as the installation of a chloride removal 
system is widely considered cost prohibitive.  Another option being utilized by IDOT at the Ames 
facility is reusing/recycling the washwater or salt brine to apply to roadways for deicing purposes.  
This can save the state money on salt costs as the salt purchased is more fully utilized.  This option 
is being explored at other IDOT facilities across the state. 
 
D. Anticipated Implementation Approach:  The Department recognizes that the implementation of 
these proposed rules and rule changes may have extensive economic impacts.  Historically, 
compliance with the provisions of the federal Clean Water Act has carried a significant price tag and 
will continue to be costly as requirements and guidelines are reaffirmed.  It is the goal of the 
Department to implement these proposed rules in a reasonable, practicable, and responsible 
manner.  Thus, the implementation will be linked to the reissuance of each facility’s NPDES permit.  
All available NPDES provisions and consideration will be made to allow adequate time for each 
facility to comply with the adopted rules according to their time constraints, economic abilities, and 
source of financial aid.   



12 

 
Table 3. 

Facilities that Could Potentially be impacted by the Chloride and/or Sulfate Rule 
No. NPDES Permit # Facility Name Impacted By: 
1 0105001 Adair, City of STP  Chloride 
2 0375102 Agriprocessors, Inc. Chloride 
3 8403001 Alton, City of Chloride 
4 6003001 Alvord, City of Chloride 
5 9408001 Barnum, City of Chloride 
6 2900112 Big River Resources West Burlington Chloride & Sulfate 
7 1415001 Carroll , City of STP Chloride 
8 1811002 Cherokee Ind.  Chloride 
9 9214001 Crawfordsville , City of STP Chloride 
10 3218002 Estherville, City of STP Chloride 
11 9433003 Fort Dodge, City of STP  Chloride 
12 7930001 Grinnell, City of Chloride 
13 3621001 Hamburg, City of STP Chloride 
14 7128001 Hartley, City of STP Chloride 
15 7700808 Hickory Hollow Water Services Sulfate 
16 8439001 Hospers, City of STP Chloride 
17 8538001 Huxley, City of STP Chloride 
18 0600904 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Newhall Chloride 
19 7727902 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Carlisle  Chloride 
20 1400903 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Carroll  Chloride 
21 5900903 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Chariton Chloride 

22 9700905 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – 
Correctionville  Chloride 

23 8222902 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Davenport  Chloride 
24 9600903 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Decorah  Chloride 
25 2400902 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Denison  Chloride 
26 3100903 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Dubuque  Chloride 
27 3100904 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Dyersville  Chloride 
28 2200904 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Elkader  Chloride 
29 9800902 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Hanlontown  Chloride 

30 1000903 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – 
Independence  Chloride 

31 3500903 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Latimer  Chloride 
32 7900706 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Malcom  Chloride 
33 4900902 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Maquoketa  Chloride 
34 6600903 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Osage  Chloride 
35 6200905 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Oskaloosa  Chloride 
36 1600906 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – Tipton  Chloride 

37 2900904 Iowa DOT Maintenance Garage – West 
Burlington  Chloride 

38 6469103 IP&L - Sutherland Sulfate 
39 9233001 Kalona, City of Chloride  
40 1345003 Lake City, City of Chloride 
41 7540001 Lemars, City of STP Chloride 
42 1838001 Marcus, City of STP Chloride 
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43 8458001 Maurice, City of Chloride 
44 7548001 Merrill, City of Chloride 
45 4344001 Missouri Valley , City of Chloride 
46 4458001 New, London City of STP Chloride 
47 4858001 North English, City of STP Chloride 
48 8144001 Odebolt, City of STP Chloride 
49 4465000 Olds Water Department Sulfate 
50 8474001 Orange City, City of STP Chloride 
51 8474000 Orange City, City of WTP Chloride 
52 6663001 Osage, City of STP Chloride 
53 2038002 Osceola, City of STP Chloride 
54 7633001 Pocahontas, City of STP Chloride 
55 7568001 Remsen, City of STP Chloride 
56 5470001 Richland, City of STP Chloride 
57 1376001 Rockwell City, City of STP Chloride 
58 7170001 Sheldon, City of STP Chloride 
59 8486002 Sioux Center, City of STP Chloride 
60 8584001 Story City, City of STP Chloride 
61 NA Story City Water Plant  Chloride 
62 5584001 Swea City, City of STP Chloride 
63 1300903 Twin Lakes Sanitary District Chloride 
64 2500100 Tyson Fresh Meats - Perry Chloride 
65 2900103 US Gypsum Sulfate 
66 6762001 Ute, City of Chloride 
67 9433115 Verasun Energy Sulfate 
68 7872001 Walnut, City of STP Chloride 
69 4493001 Winfield, City of STP Chloride 
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Appendix B – Affected Facilities Map 

 


