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RESPONSIVENESS SUMMARY 

Introduction 
 

This is a summary of and response to the comments received on amendments proposed for Chapter 567 
IAC 64. The proposed amendments were published as a Notice of Intended Action (NOIA) in the Iowa 
Administrative Bulletin on May 8, 2019 as ARC 4421C. The Administrative Rules Review Committee (ARRC) 
took no action on the proposed amendments at their June 11, 2019 meeting. 
 
The amendments as proposed in the Notice would include issuance and expiration dates for the renewal of 
General Permit 6. 
 
One public hearing was held on May 28, 2019 with notice of the hearings sent to various individuals, 
organizations, and associations, and to statewide news network organizations.. One written comment was 
received by the comment period end date on June 7, 2019.   
 
The responsiveness summary addresses the comments received. The commenter’s name is listed in the 
Appendix.  
 

Terms 

The following terms are used throughout this responsiveness summary and are provided here for quick 
reference.  

 BMP Best Management Practice 

 GP6 NPDES General Permit 6 

 WWPPP Well Water Pollution Prevention Plan 

 FON Field Office Notification Form 
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Issues 
 
Comment: 
Iowa DNR should retain the prohibition against discharges of drilling fluid and drilling mud.  Deleting a 
bright-line prohibition against drilling fluid and drilling mud allows a new category of discharges to waters 
not previously authorized to receive this type of discharge.  These discharges include polymers, foaming 
agents, and other chemicals.  DNR did not identify specific chemicals or analyze their specific effects for 
water quality impacts.  We expect the proposed restriction will be difficult if not impossible to enforce due 
to the short-term nature of the discharges.  Nor would these types of discharges allow inspection and 
sampling by DNR.   
 
Discussion:  
The modifications to GP6 reflect an improved understanding of 1) the latest wastewater treatment practices 
and BMPs utilized during well drilling and 2) the constituents present in drilling fluid and mud. For example, the 
larger well drilling companies in Iowa use new technologies, specifically membrane filter bags, to take all 
wastewater on the site, regardless of origin, and treat it to meet Iowa’s narrative water quality standards.  The 
permit places requirements on this new practice.  The permit encourages the use of better treatment 
technologies that clean wastewater and make it acceptable for discharge.  Hauling water (which could 
otherwise be treated and disposed of onsite) to city wastewater treatment plants is a poor use of fossil fuels, 
and treated groundwater lacks food for the organisms that break down the waste in treatment plants.   
 
The wastewater currently covered under GP6 includes the same geologic and chemical ingredients as the 
drilling fluid and drilling mud, just at different concentrations.  Over a hundred possible chemicals can be used 
in well construction, and the formulations are constantly changing.  Rather than evaluating each possible 
chemical prior to reissuing the general permit, GP6 requires that permittees identify the anticipated quantities 
of pollutants and describe the implementation of controls to assure compliance with the narrative water 
quality standards, including that the receiving stream must be free from acutely toxic conditions.  Most well 
construction chemicals to attach to the solids, which is their purpose; thus, it is expected these products will 
not be present in the treated wastewater.   
 
Permittees are required to transmit a FON to their local DNR field office.  Thus, our field staff are aware of 
active well construction and service sites and can inspect them.  GP6 requires visual monitoring every six hours 
to ensure compliance with Iowa’s narrative water quality standards, such as free from objectionable color, free 
from solids that settle to form sludge deposits, no visible sheen, etc.  These observations provide an 
instantaneous result, thus allowing for quick reaction, mitigation, and BMP improvements.  The department 
has successfully enforced on violations of our narrative water quality standards using photographs and other 
measurements.   
 
No changes were made as a result of this comment. 
   
Comment: 
The permit rationale identifies potential difficulty in complying with the permit upslope from small streams. 
GP6 should include additional protections when discharge are within a fixed distance upslope of water, 
such as instantaneous turbidity monitoring before discharge. 
 
Discussion: 
GP6 requires the development of a WWPPP that reflects the individual difficulties of each site.   WWPPP 
requirements are based on stormwater pollution prevention plans (SWPPPs).  SWPPPs are used 
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countrywide to ensure stormwater compliance with water quality standards for sites that vary from easy 
(lots of grass, low slope, plenty of room for retention ponds, etc.) to difficult (small area, high slope, 
impervious surfaces, and close proximity to the receiving stream).  The BMPs for wastewater from well 
construction and service are very similar to the BMPs used in stormwater management, including slowing 
down the flow to aid in settling, filters, and erosion controls.  A SWPPP must include more BMPs for difficult 
sites and so must a WWPPP.  
 
Permittees must develop the WWPPP prior to letting bids for public water supply wells and prior to the 
commencement of well construction or service for all other water wells.  That way the well contractors are 
aware of the site’s difficulties and the BMPs that must be used prior to commencing operations.  WWPPPs 
have been successfully executed on difficult sites for years under GP6 and address the concerns raised in 
this comment 
 
The department’s field staff occasionally uses turbidity monitoring for additional evidence in enforcement 
cases where the stream is mostly clear, but permittees are not required to do regular turbidity monitoring.  
The turbidity water quality standard is based on raising the in-stream turbidity level by more than 25 
Nephelometric turbidity units.  Proper turbidity monitoring includes upstream, in-stream monitoring and 
downstream, in-stream monitoring past an unspecified mixing area.  This is a complex monitoring scheme 
for permittees to do correctly, and conditions do not always allow for safe in-stream sampling.  A proven 
simpler, faster measure of compliance in previous iterations of GP6 is visual monitoring.  
 
No changes were made as a result of this comment. 
 
Comment: 
The rationale argues that the discharges will not affect impairments because the water is originating in the 
same watershed where it is discharged.  This argument ignores that the permit authorizes discharges of 
groundwater in a concentrated location and the groundwater may have a different chemical profile than 
the surface water above it, potentially releasing pollutants.   
 
Discussion: 
Treated wastewater from water well construction and service should dilute impairments rather than cause 
or contribute to them.  According to the summary statistics of the 2016 303(d) Impaired Waters List, Iowa’s 
most common stream impairment is elevated fecal indicator bacteria followed by low biotic indexes, fish 
kills, fish consumption advisories, organic enrichment, pH, flow alteration, temperature, and metals.  The 
top lake impairment is for algal growth, followed by a similar list of impairments.  Treated wastewater from 
water well construction or service should dilute all of these impairments, as it should be very low or absent 
in organic matter, nutrients, fecal bacteria, bioaccumulative metals, and heat.  Furthermore, the discharges 
are very short in nature from a day to a few weeks, which lessens the chance of causing or contributing to a 
permanent impairment of the receiving stream.   Therefore, we do not expect discharges authorized under 
GP6 to cause or contribute to waterbody impairments.   
 
No changes were made as a result of this comment. 
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APPENDIX 
 

Commenters 
 
The following is a list of commenters on the proposed General Permit renewal.  
 
Michael Schmidt, Staff Attorney, Iowa Environmental Council 
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