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What NPDES Permit Do You Need?

I love my NPDES 
Permit!  



• Who needs an NPDES 
Permit?

Any person discharging 
wastewater to “waters of 
the state”

• Waters of the State

o Ditches and Dry 
Stream Beds, 

o Storm Sewers, 

o As well as the obvious 
flowing stream or lake.



DIFFERENT TYPES OF “WASTEWATER”

1) Sanitary Sewage

2) Stormwater

3) Non-contact Cooling Water

4) Industrial Process Wastewater

"Industrial waste" means any liquid, gaseous, or solid 
waste substance resulting from any process of industry, 
manufacture, trade, or business, or from the development, 
processing, or  recovery of any natural resource, together 
with such sewage as is present.” 



DIFFERENT TYPES OF NPDES PERMITS

• General Permits

– The easiest of the NPDES permits available 
from the state

–with the one size fits all

• Individual NPDES Permit

– It’s all about you!!!



GENERAL PERMITS

1.  A general permit is one permit that covers facilities 
that have similar operations and type of discharge. 

2.  General permits are used to cover discharges 

that will have a minimal affect on the environment.

3. Much easier with a one-page application 
and much faster with a shorter turn-around 
time from Ohio EPA.



TYPES OF GENERAL 
PERMITS IN OHIO



• Applications for general permits must be submitted through 
the Ohio EPA STREAMS system. 

• STREAMS - Surface Water Electronic Business Services

• You will need to register with Ohio EPA to get a Username 
and PIN. 



You must activate your PIN by logging
into the Ohio EPA eBusiness Center. 



1. Fill Out the NOI

2. Receive Letter From Ohio 
EPA with Facility Permit 
Number

3. Download the General Permit 
from Ohio EPA Website 

4. Read the Permit

Completing the General Permit Process



• Already signed by the 
Director of Ohio EPA.

• Already Certified by 
Ohio EPA.

• Permit issued final -
effective and expiration 
date already included.

• No revisions possible.

However:

• Review the permit and 
understand the 
requirements.

• Contact Ohio EPA with 
any questions.

When you receive the 
permit:



• Don’t forget the 
Notice of 
Termination (NOT) 
when the General 
Permit has been 
fulfilled.

• Failure to submit 
the NOT is a 
violation of the 
permit and ORC 
6111.



INDIVIDUAL NPDES PERMITS

3.  Establish other conditions 
related to issues such as 
combined sewer overflows.

1.  Authorize the discharge of 
substances at levels that meet water 
quality standards, 

2.  Limits are based on site-specific 
conditions, and



Water quality surveys are done each
year across Ohio and rotate through 
state by river basins. 

Slide by Bill Zawiski – Ohio EPA



Receiving Stream Biocriteria
• Ohio EPA uses biological water quality criteria as the primary tool to 

determine compliance with the water quality standards

• Per OAC 3745-1-07, indices of community integrity are used for fish and 
macroinvertebrates to determine attainment 

Fish:

• Index of Biotic Integrity (IBI)

• Modified Index of Well-Being (MIwb)

Benthic Macroinvertebrates (Aquatic Insects):

• Invertebrate Community Index (ICI)

Slide by Bill Zawiski – Ohio EPA



Procedure to Determine the 7Q10 of an Un-gaged 
Receiving Stream at the Point of Discharge



Process is data driven.

Slide by Bill Zawiski – Ohio EPA
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The Importance of Reviewing Your Draft Permit

Or …

Would You Sign a Contract Without Reading it First

A Case History To Consider



• A 2013 NPDES Permit modification for one of our clients that 
included

• A compliance schedule for continued implementation of a 
Toxicity Reduction Evaluation (TRE)

• A target Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) limit of 1.0 TUc

• The coordination between the client and Ohio 

EPA to review the information used to develop 

the permit

• The importance of reviewing the draft NPDES 

Permit and coordinating with Ohio EPA with 

any questions about the permit

Important Issues to Remember



The original issuance of the 2009 NPDES Permit required 
the company to conduct a Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 
(TRE) of their facility. 

A summary of TRE results include:

• Low level chronic C. dubia toxicity was noted in the final 

effluent; however, the toxicity was widely scattered, 

intermittent and proved not to be persistent over time 

• These factors limited the lab’s ability to carry out extensive 

Toxicity Identification Evaluation (TIE) procedures

• A facility-specific data review and site evaluation was 

performed in January 2010 

• Both the TIE and the facility site review failed to identify likely 

toxicity sources



The 2013 NPDES permit modification included:

• Bi-monthly monitoring for chronic toxicity using both 

C. dubia and  fathead minnows

• Screening bioassays for C. dubia required in alternate 

months for one year

• In-stream monitoring required for percent affected 

organisms

• A compliance schedule for Toxicity Reduction 

Evaluation (TRE)

• Within three years submit a plan to achieve a WET 

target of 1.0 TUc



After discussions with Ohio EPA, it was agreed that 

a re-evaluation of information was warranted.

Assumption of zero low-flow receiving stream did not appear valid since 

EWH streams are probably not going to be zero low-flow streams  

• Results of a 2011 water quality survey of the receiving stream were 

available from Ohio EPA for review

• Additional chronic toxicity test results were available for review



Recalculated Waste Load Allocation

• Using a critical low flow value of 1.081 cfs instead of 0 cfs, EnviroScience and 

Ohio EPA calculated a WET limit of 1.42 TUc instead of 1.0 TUc

• This change in the WET limit reduced the biomonitoring requirements in the 

permit, eliminated the WET target of 1.0 TUc, and eliminated the requirement 

for continuation of the TRE

Measuring Frequency

Parameter 2013 Permit 2014 Permit

Chronic Toxicity, Ceriodaphnia
dubia - TUc

1 / 2months 1 / 2months

Chronic Toxicity, 
Pimephales Promelas - TUc

1 / 2months 2 / year



Remember the three points to re-visit 

with Ohio EPA?

• Assumption of zero low-flow receiving stream did not appear 
valid and stream flow affects the WLA calculation.  EWH 
streams are probably not going to be zero low-flow stream. 

Stream Flow was recalculated to be 1.081 cfs

Results of a 2011 water quality survey of the receiving stream 
were available from Ohio EPA for review.

• Additional chronic toxicity test results were available for 
review



All sites in full attainment for the EWH Biocriteria except for RM 1.60 
(partial attainment)

• At RM 1.6 the MIwb was below the criterion

• Causes and sources listed as “unknown” per Ohio EPA

RM 

(Fish/Macros)

DA 

(mi2) QHEI IBI MIwb ICI

Attainment 

Status

14.80/14.80 5.6 75.5 52 - VG FULL

11.50/11.40 15.0 65.5 48NS - 52 FULL

5.30/5.28 26.0 81.5 56 9.30NS 48 FULL

4.50/4.45 31.0 72.8 49NS 9.25NS 58 FULL

1.60/1.60 50.0 73.0 49NS 8.45* E PARTIAL

EWH Criteria:

• IBI ≥ 50

• Miwb ≥ 9.40

• ICI ≥ 46

NS:  Non-significant departure from criterion

*  :   Significant departure from criterion

Ohio EPA 2011 Water Quality Survey



• Aerial photos reveal evidence of channel modifications in the 
area of depressed biological entities.

• These modifications may have caused a head cut to migrate 
upstream.

Potential Source of Stream Instability



Implications of Water Quality Survey Results

• Results of the Ohio EPA survey indicate that intermittent low 

levels of chronic toxicity in the regulated outfall is not affecting 

attainment of the water quality criteria

• Problems found in the receiving stream relate to the fish 

community, while the detected chronic toxicity in the effluent 

using C. dubia affects macroinvertebrates

• The macroinvertebrate community in the receiving stream is in 

better condition downstream of regulated discharge

• Cause of partial attainment at RM 1.60 listed as “unknown” –

regulated discharge not implicated



Outcome of Study

• What are the important takeaways?



1. The results of the TRE evaluation, the results of the 2011 Ohio
EPA water quality survey, and the updated WLA calculations for
WET showed that the regulated discharge represented a low risk
of water quality violations for WET in the receiving stream.

2. The 2014 NPDES contained no specific WET limits, compliance
schedule or further TRE requirements. This is a significant
reduction in oversight relative to the 2009 NPDES Permit

This saved the client $$$$$$$$ and was 

protective of the receiving stream… win win

For the client, the important takeaways that 
resulted from coordinating with Ohio EPA were the 
changes to the permit.



Questions?



Thank you!

John Kwolek, P.E.
EnviroScience, Inc.
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