
Fact Sheet
The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 

Proposes to Reissue a National Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (NPDES) Permit to Discharge Pollutants Pursuant to the 

Provisions of the Clean Water Act (CWA) to: 

City of Wapato 

Public Comment Start Date: June 27, 2022 

Public Comment Expiration Date: August 11, 2022 
Technical Contact: Abigail Conner 

(206) 553-6358

800-424-4372, ext. 6358 (within Alaska, Idaho, Oregon, and
Washington)

conner.abigail@epa.gov 

EPA PROPOSES TO REISSUE THE NPDES PERMIT 

EPA proposes to reissue the NPDES permit for the facility referenced above. The proposed 
permit places conditions on the discharge of pollutants from the wastewater treatment plant 
to waters of the United States. In order to ensure protection of water quality and human 
health, the permit places limits on the types and amounts of pollutants that can be 
discharged from the facility. 

This Fact Sheet (FS) includes: 

▪ information on public comment, public hearing, and appeal procedures
▪ a listing of proposed effluent limitations and other conditions for the facility
▪ a map and description of the discharge location

▪ technical material supporting the conditions in the permit

CWA § 401 CERTIFICATION 

Since this facility discharges to tribal waters and the Yakama Nation does not have 
Treatment as a State (TAS), EPA is the certifying authority for the permit. See FS Section 
V.C. and Appendix F. Comments regarding the intent to certify should be directed to the
EPA technical contact listed above.

PUBLIC COMMENT 
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We request that all comments on EPA’s proposed permits or requests for a public hearing 
be submitted via email to Abigail Conner (conner.abigail@epa.gov). If you are unable to 
submit comments via email, please call (206) 553-6358. 

Persons wishing to comment on or request a Public Hearing for the proposed permit for this 
facility may do so in writing by the expiration date of the Public Comment period. A request 
for a Public Hearing must state the nature of the issues to be raised as well as the 
requester’s name, address, and telephone number. All comments and requests for Public 
Hearings must be in writing and should be submitted to the EPA as described in the Public 
Comments Section of the attached Public Notice. 

After the Public Notice expires, and all comments have been considered, EPA’s regional 
Director for the Water Division will make a final decision regarding permit issuance. If no 
substantive comments are received, the tentative conditions in the proposed permit will 
become final, and the permit will become effective upon issuance. If substantive comments 
are received, EPA will address the comments and issue the permit. The permit will become 
effective no less than 30 days after the issuance date, unless an appeal is submitted to the 
Environmental Appeals Board within 30 days pursuant to 40 CFR 124.19. 

DOCUMENTS ARE AVAILABLE FOR REVIEW 

The proposed permit, this Fact Sheet and the Public Notice can also be found by visiting 
the Region 10 website at https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/about-region-10s-npdes-
permit-program.  

The draft Administrative Record for this action contains any documents listed in the 
References section. The Administrative Record or documents from it are available 
electronically upon request by contacting Abigail Conner. 

For technical questions regarding the Fact Sheet, contact Abigail Conner at (206) 
553-6358 or conner.abigail@epa.gov. Services can be made available to persons 
with disabilities by contacting Audrey Washington at (206) 553-0523. 

  

https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/about-region-10s-npdes-permit-program
https://www.epa.gov/npdes-permits/about-region-10s-npdes-permit-program
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Acronyms   

1Q10 1-day, 10-year low flow 

7Q10 7-day, 10-year low flow 

30B3 
Biologically based design flow intended to ensure an excursion 
frequency of less than once every three years, for a 30-day average flow. 

30Q10 30-day, 10-year low flow 

AML Average Monthly Limit 

BO or 
BiOp 

Biological Opinion 

BOD5 Biochemical oxygen demand, five-day 

BOD5u Biochemical oxygen demand, ultimate 

BMP Best Management Practices 

°C Degrees Celsius 

C BOD5 Carbonaceous Biochemical Oxygen Demand 

CFR Code of Federal Regulations 

CFS Cubic Feet per Second 

CV Coefficient of Variation 

CWA Clean Water Act 

DMR Discharge Monitoring Report 

DO Dissolved oxygen 

EFH Essential Fish Habitat 

EPA U.S. Environmental Protection Agency 

ESA Endangered Species Act 

FR Federal Register 

ICIS Integrated Compliance Information System 

LA Load Allocation 

lbs/day Pounds per day 

LC Lethal Concentration 

LC50 
Concentration at which 50% of test organisms die in a specified time 
period 

LD50 Dose at which 50% of test organisms die in a specified time period 

LOEC Lowest Observed Effect Concentration 

LTA Long Term Average 

mg/L Milligrams per liter 

mL Milliliters 

ML Minimum Level 

µg/L Micrograms per liter 

mgd Million gallons per day 

MDL Maximum Daily Limit or Method Detection Limit 

MPN Most Probable Number 
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N Nitrogen 

NEPA National Environmental Policy Act 

NOAA National Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration 

NOEC No Observable Effect Concentration 

NOI Notice of Intent 

NPDES National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

O&M Operations and maintenance 

POTW Publicly owned treatment works 

PSES Pretreatment Standards for Existing Sources 

PSNS Pretreatment Standards for New Sources 

QAP Quality assurance plan 

RP Reasonable Potential 

RPM Reasonable Potential Multiplier 

RWC Receiving Water Concentration 

SPCC Spill Prevention and Control and Countermeasure 

SS Suspended Solids 

SSO Sanitary Sewer Overflow 

s.u. Standard Units 

TKN Total Kjeldahl Nitrogen 

TMDL Total Maximum Daily Load 

TRC Total Residual Chlorine 

TRE Toxicity Reduction Evaluation 

TSD 
Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control 

(EPA/505/2-90-001) 

TSS Total suspended solids 

TUa Toxic Units, Acute 

TUc Toxic Units, Chronic 

USFWS U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 

USGS United States Geological Survey 

WD Water Division 

WET Whole Effluent Toxicity 

WLA Wasteload allocation 

WQBEL Water quality-based effluent limit 

WQS Water Quality Standards 

WWTP Wastewater treatment plant 

  



Fact Sheet:  WA0050229 - City of Wapato    Page 7 of 72 

I. BACKGROUND INFORMATION 

A. GENERAL INFORMATION 

This fact sheet provides information on the proposed NPDES permit for the 
following entity: 

Table 1. General Facility Information 

NPDES Permit #: WA0050229 

Applicant: 
City of Wapato 
City of Wapato Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Type of Ownership Municipal 

Physical Address: 
69172 Highway 97 
Wapato, WA  98951 

Mailing Address: 
City of Wapato 
205 E. Third St. 
Wapato, WA  98951-1326 

Facility Contact: 

Jeff Schumacker 
Public Works Director 
jschumacker@wapato-city.org 
(509) 853-8013 

Operator Name: Jeff Schumacker  

Facility Location:  46.434326°N  120.422001°W 

Receiving Water  WIP Drainage Way No.2 

Facility Outfall 46.433056°N  120.421389°W 

 

B. PERMIT HISTORY 

The most recent NPDES permit for the City of Wapato Wastewater Treatment 
Plant (WWTP) was issued on September 12, 2011, became effective on 
November 1, 2011, and expired on October 31, 2016. An NPDES application 
for permit issuance was submitted by the permittee on May 31, 2016. By letter 
on June 9, 2016, EPA requested additional information to complete the 
application, and requested submittal by September 1, 2016. The permittee 
submitted supplemental materials on August 31, 2016. EPA determined that 
the application was timely and complete. Therefore, pursuant to 40 Code of 
Federal Regulations (CFR) 122.6, the permit has been administratively 
continued and remains fully effective and enforceable. 

C. TRIBAL CONSULTATION 

EPA met with the Yakama Nation (YN) on September 21, 2021 to understand 
tribal concerns with the reissuance of the permit.  EPA shared the preliminary 
proposed permit and draft fact sheet on May 24, 2022 with YN prior to public 
notice for their review.  

mailto:jschumacker@wapato-city.org
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At the start of the comment period, EPA sent a letter to YN offering the 
opportunity for them to request Tribal Consultation on the proposed permit. 

II. FACILITY INFORMATION 

A. TREATMENT PLANT DESCRIPTION 

1. Service Area 

City of Wapato owns and operates the City of Wapato WWTP located in 
Wapato, WA. The collection system has no combined sewers. The facility 
serves a resident population of 5,058. The plant receives domestic 
wastewater from commercial and residential sources. The plant also 
receives industrial wastewater from three local fruit packing plants.  

2. Treatment Process 

The design flow of the facility is 1.16 million gallons per day (mgd). The 
reported actual flows from the facility between April 2017 and February 
2022 ranged from 0.436 to 0.922 mgd (average monthly flow). In late 2015, 
the facility upgraded to a a Membrane Bio-Reactor (MBR) system for 
secondary treatment. Prior to this, the facility had an Rotating biological 
condactor (RBC) SBC fixed film system with chlorination. The MBR system 
uses a combination of a suspended growth biological treatment method, 
and membrane filtration. In addition, the facility uses ultraviolet (UV) 
disinfection. A schematic of the wastewater treatment process and a map 
showing the location of the treatment facility and discharge are included in 
Appendix A. Because the design flow is greater than 1.0 mgd, the facility is 
considered a major facility. 

B. OUTFALL DESCRIPTION 

The outfall discharges into Wapato Irrigation Project (WIP) Drainage Way No. 
2. WIP Drainage Way No. 2 drains into Wanity Slough, which empties into the 
Yakima River. The facility discharges to the YN’s tribal waters.  

C. EFFLUENT CHARACTERIZATION 

To characterize the effluent, EPA evaluated the facility’s application form, 
discharge monitoring report (DMR) data, and additional data provided by 
Wapato WWTP. The effluent quality is summarized in Table 1. Data are 
provided in Appendix B. 

Table 1. Effluent Characterization 

Parameter 
Average 
Monthly 

Average 
Weekly 

Max Daily 

 Min Max Min Max Min  Max 

Temperature (deg C) 14 27 --- --- --- --- 

BOD5 (mg/L) 0.1 4.48 0.1 7.35 --- --- 

BOD, 5-day, percent removal 96.6% 99.9% --- --- --- --- 

TSS (mg/L) 1 10.3 1 30 --- --- 
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Parameter 
Average 
Monthly 

Average 
Weekly 

Max Daily 

 Min Max Min Max Min  Max 

TSS, percent removal 92.5% 99.5% --- --- --- --- 

DO (mg/L) 5.8 8.8     

E.coli (#/100mL) 1 1.89 --- --- 1 3 

Ammonia, Apr1-Oct31 (mg/L) 0.03 0.7 --- --- 0.04 1.2 

 Ammonia, Nov1–Mar31 (mg/L) 0.02 0.46 --- --- 0.033 0.99 

Copper, total recoverable (µg/L) 0.9 6.4 --- --- 0.9 10.2 

Zinc, total recoverable (µg/L) 30.7 136.5 --- --- 31.6   189 

WET, Apr1-Oct31 (C. Dubia; TUa,c) 1.0 1.0 --- --- 1.0 1.0 

WET, Nov1-Mar31(C. Dubia; TUc) 1.0 1.0 --- --- 1.0 1.0 

WET, Apr1-Oct31 (P.prome; TUa,c) 1.0 1.0 --- --- 1.0 1.0 

WET, Nov1-Mar31(P.prome; TUc) 1.0 1.0 --- --- 1.0 1.0 

Cadmium, total recoverable (µg/L) 0.03 0.9 --- --- --- --- 

Mercury, total recoverable (µg/L) 0.00014 0.018 --- --- --- --- 

Phosphorus, total recoverable (mg/L) 0.12 21.1 --- --- --- --- 

Total Nitrogen (mg/L) 0.3 21.5     

Source: Facility DMR Data, April 2017 – Feb 2022 

 

D. COMPLIANCE HISTORY 

A summary of effluent violations is provided in Table 2. Overall, the facility has 
had difficulty achieving compliance with the ammonia, copper, and zinc effluent 
limits.  A compliance order was issued in June 2021 for violations of these 
parameters during the period of August 2015 - August 2020. These effluent 
violations are summarized in Table 2. 

Additional compliance information for this facility, including compliance with 
other environmental statutes, is available on Enforcement and Compliance 
History Online (ECHO). The ECHO web address for this facility is: 
https://echo.epa.gov/detailed-facility-report?fid=WA0050229&sys=ICP  

Table 2. Summary of Effluent Violations from August 2015 - February 2020 

Parameter Limit Type Units 
Number of 
Instances 

Number of 
Violations 

Ammonia Average Monthly mg/L 3 3 

Copper Daily Maximum lb/day 1 1 

https://echo.epa.gov/detailed-facility-report?fid=WA0050229&sys=ICP
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Copper Daily Maximum mg/L 3 3 

Copper Average Monthly  µg/L 8 887 

Zinc Daily Maximum lb/day 19 19 

Zinc Daily Maximum µg/L 44 44 

Zinc  Average Monthly lb/day 43 43 

Zinc Average Monthly µg/L 48 1,459 

Source: City of Wapato WWTP Enforcement Order, June 2021 

EPA conducted an inspection of the facility on August 27, 2019. The inspection 
encompassed the wastewater treatment process, records review, operation and 
maintenance, and the collection system. The inspection noted effluent limit 
exceedances, primarily for ammonia, zinc, and copper, failure to update the 
Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) to account for facility upgrades, two missing 
discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) and missing parameters in other 
monitoring reports. The inspection also found the grinder at the headworks was 
out of service at the time of inspection.  

E. RECEIVING WATER 

In drafting permit conditions, EPA must analyze the effect of the facility’s 
discharge on the receiving water. The details of that analysis are provided in 
the Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits (WQBEL) section below. This section 
summarizes characteristics of the receiving water that impact that analysis. 

This facility discharges to WIP Drainage Way No. 2 near the City of Wapato, 
WA. The outfall is located within the YN Reservation and upstream of the 
Yakima River.  

1. Water Quality Standards (WQS) 

CWA § 301(b)(1)(C) requires the development of limitations in permits 

necessary to meet WQS. 40 CFR 122.4(d) requires that the conditions in 
NPDES permits ensure compliance with the WQS of all affected States. A 
State’s WQS are composed of use classifications, numeric and/or narrative 
water quality criteria and an anti-degradation policy. The use classification 
system designates the beneficial uses that each water body is expected to 
achieve, such as drinking water supply, contact recreation, and aquatic life. 
The numeric and narrative water quality criteria are the criteria deemed 
necessary to support the beneficial use classification of each water body. The 
anti-degradation policy represents a three-tiered approach to maintain and 
protect various levels of water quality and uses. 

The facility is located within the City of Wapato and discharges to tribal waters 
on the YN Reservation. The YN applied for the status of Treatment as a State 
(TAS) in 1994 from EPA for purposes of the CWA, and the current permit used 
YN WQS as a basis for permit limits. However, to date, EPA has not acted on 
the TAS submission nor does the Tribe have EPA-approved WQS. If the YN is 
granted TAS, and when it has WQS approved by EPA, those tribal WQS will be 
used to determine effluent limitations in the permit. In the meantime, the 
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Washington WQS were used as reference for setting permit limits and to 
protect downstream uses in the State of Washington, located around 15 miles 
downstream. 

2. Designated Beneficial Uses 

WIP Drainage Way No. 2 does not have specific use designations in the 
Washington WQS (WAC 173-201A-602). The WQS state that such 
“undesignated waterways” are to be protected for the designated uses of: 
salmonid spawning, rearing, and migration; primary contact recreation; 
domestic, industrial, and agricultural water supply; stock watering; wildlife 
habitat; harvesting; commerce and navigation; boating; and aesthetic values 
(WAC 173-201A-600). 

The Yakima River is designated for these same uses. 

a. Water Quality 

The water quality for the receiving water is summarized in Table 3.  

Table 3. Receiving Water Quality Data 

Parameter Units Percentile Value 

Temperature C 95th 23.1 

pH Standard units 5th – 95th 7.2-9.1 

Hardness mg/L 5th – 95th 24.0 –77.8 

DO mg/L 5th – 95th 8.1-10.6 

Phosphorus mg/L 5th – 95th 0.07 – 0.09 

Nitrogen mg/L 5th – 95th 0.2 – 1.4 

Source: Data collected by permittee 2016-2020 at Upstream Monitoring Station, 50 feet  

above outfall 

 

b. Water Quality Limited Waters 

WIP Drainage Way No. 2 is not listed as impaired for any parameters. 
WIP Drainage Way No.2 drains into the Wanity Slough then Marion Drain, 
and around 15 miles downstream, into the Yakima River. 

At the point where Marion Drain enters the Yakima River near Granger, 
the Yakima River is listed as impaired for polychlorinated biphenyl 
congeners (PCBs), dioxin, and certain pesticides (4,4’-DDE, 4,4’-DDT). 
Further downstream, the Lower Yakima River is impaired for bacteria and 
dissolved oxygen (DO). 

The only total maximum daily load (TMDL) downstream of the influence of 
Marion Drain to address these impairments is a TMDL for the target 
parameter of total DDT using the target surrogate parameter of total 
suspended solids (TSS). This TMDL did not impose wasteload allocations 
(WLAs) on point source discharges since agricultural practices were 
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identified as the principal source of sediment loading to the river and its 
tributaries. 

The WWTP may in the future receive WLAs in TMDLs to address the 
impairments discussed above. However, currently, there are no WLAs 
applicable to the WWTP.  

 

c. Low Flow Conditions 

Receiving water data collected during the irrigation season (April 1 
through October 30) from 2016 to 2020 were used to calculate critical low 
flows for this period. During non-irrigation season (November 1 through 
March 30), there is no flow in WIP Drainage No. 2. Therefore, the critical 
low flows for November through March are 0 mgd, consistent with the 
previous permit. Critical low flows for the receiving water during irrigation 
season are summarized in Table 4.  

The 7Q10 low flow used to develop limits in the proposed permit is 44 
mgd and is based on daily flow monitoring by the permittee from the last 
five years. The previous permit was based on a 7Q10 low flow of 11.9 
mgd which was calculated from flow monitoring collected from 1988 
through 1997. Since receiving water flows collected over the last five 
years are more recent and frequent which is more representative of 
current receiving water conditions, the proposed permit limits were 
calculated using a 7Q10 flow based on these data. Critical low flows for 
the receiving water are summarized in Table 4. Low flows are defined in 
Appendix D. 

Table 4. Critical Flows in Receiving Water 

Flows 

Seasonal Flows, 

Irrigation Season 
(April 1- October 30) 

Seasonal Flows, 

Non-Irrigation Season 
(November 1 – March 31) 

1Q10 20 mgd 0 mgd 

7Q10 44 mgd 0 mgd 

30Q5 48 mgd 0 mgd 

Harmonic 
Mean 

94 mgd 0 mgd 

III. EFFLUENT LIMITATIONS AND MONITORING 

Table 5 below presents the existing effluent limits and monitoring requirements in 
the previous permit. Table 6 below presents the effluent limits and monitoring 
requirements in the proposed permit.  

Table 5. Previous Permit - Effluent Limits and Monitoring Requirements 

Parameter 
Average 
Monthly 

Average 
Weekly 

Maximum 
Daily 

Sample 
Location 

Sample 
Frequency 

Sample 
Type 
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Flow, mgd --- --- --- 
Influent or 
Effluent 

Continuous Meter 

Temperature, 
ºC 

--- --- --- Effluent 
Daily or 

Continuous 
Grab or 
Meter 

Biological 
Oxygen 

Demand (BOD5) 

30 mg/l 

290 lbs/day 

45 mg/l 

435 
lbs/day 

--- 

--- 

Influent 
and 

Effluent 
1/week 

24-hour 
composite 

Total 
Suspended 
Solids (TSS) 

30 mg/l 

290 lbs/day 

45 mg/l 

435 
lbs/day 

--- 

--- 

Influent 
and 

Effluent 
1/week 

24-hour 
composite 

Removal Rates 
for BOD5 and 

TSS 

≥85% 

Minimum, 
See Note 1 

--- --- --- --- --- 

Dissolved 
Oxygen 

--- --- --- Effluent 1/week Grab 

E. coli Bacteria 100/100 ml --- 200/100 ml Effluent 5/month Grab 

Total Residual 
Chlorine 

7.5 µg/L 

0.073 
lbs/day 

--- 
19 µg/L 

0.18 lbs/day 
Effluent 5/week Grab 

Total Ammonia 
as N, applies 

from Apr 1 – Oct 
31 

1.2 mg/L 

11.9 lbs/day 
--- 

2.5 mg/L 

24.0 lbs/day 
Effluent 2/month 

24-hour 
composite 

Total Ammonia 
as N, applies 
from Nov 1 – 

Mar 31 

1.3 mg/L 

13 lbs/day 
--- 

2.7 mg/L 

25.8 lbs/day 
Effluent 1/week 

24-hour 
composite 

Copper, total 
recoverable 

3.4 µg/L 

0.033 
lbs/day 

--- 

5.5 µg/L 

0.053 
lbs/day 

Effluent 1/week 
24-hour 

composite 

Zinc, total 
recoverable 

25 µg/L 

0.24 lbs/day 
--- 

52 µg/L 

0.50 lbs/day 
Effluent 1/week 

24-hour 
composite 

Whole Effluent 
Toxicity, Apr 1 – 

Oct 31 

1.5 TUa,c 

See Note 3 
--- 

3.0 TUa,c 

See Note 3 
Effluent See Note 5 

24-hour 
composite 

Whole Effluent 
Toxicity, Nov 1 

– Mar 31 

1.0 TUc 

See Note 4 
--- 

1.6 TUc 

See Note 4 
Effluent See Note 5 

24-hour 
composite 

Cadmium, total 
recoverable 

--- --- --- Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

Mercury, total 
recoverable 

--- --- --- Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

Phosphorus, 
total 

--- --- --- Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

Nitrogen, total --- --- --- Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

Expanded 
Effluent Testing 

--- --- --- Effluent See Note 7 
24-hour 

composite 
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Notes: 

1. The monthly average percent removal must be calculated from the arithmetic mean of the influent values 
and the arithmetic mean of the effluent values for that month. Influent effluent samples must be taken over 
approximately the same time period.  

2. The average monthly limit for residual chlorine is not quantifiable using EPA-approved analytical methods. 
EPA will use 19 µg/L as the compliance evaluation level for this parameter. EPA will consider the effluent in 
compliance with the effluent limit provided the monitoring result is <19 µg/L.  

3. TUa,c is when acute toxicity is expressed in chronic toxic units (TUc) TUa,c should be treated as TUc, which is 
defined in Part I.D.2.d of this permit.  

4. From November 1 – March 31 (non-irrigation season), the monthly chronic WET limit is expressed as a 
median value.  

5. Monitoring must occur quarterly. The timing of quarterly testing must be such that two tests are conducted 
between April 1 – October 31 (irrigation season) and two tests are conducted between November 1 – March 
31 (non-irrigation season).  

6. During the first year of the permit, monitoring must occur once per month. After the first year of the permit, 
monitoring must occur once per quarter. Monitoring will occur once in each of the following quarters: 
January – March, April – June, July – September, and October – December.  

7. See NPDES Permit Application Form 2A, Part D for the list of pollutants to include in this testing. Testing 
must occur once in the 2nd, 3rd, and 4th year of the permit. Additionally, the expanded effluent testing must 
occur on the same day as a whole effluent toxicity test and must be submitted with the WET test results with 
the next DMR as well as with the next permit application.  

 

 

The following effluent limitations are proposed in the draft permit: 

Table 6. Proposed Permit - Effluent Limits and Monitoring Requirements 

Parameter 
Average 
Monthly 

Average 
Weekly 

Maximum 
Daily 

Sample 
Location 

Sample 
Frequency 

Sample 
Type 

Flow, mgd --- --- --- 
Influent or 
Effluent 

Continuous Meter 

Temperature, 
ºC1 

--- --- --- Effluent 
Daily or 

Continuous 
Grab or 
Meter 

Biological 
Oxygen 

Demand (BOD5) 

30 mg/l 

290 lbs/day 

45 mg/l 

435 
lbs/day 

--- 

 

Influent 
and 

Effluent 
1/week 

24-hour 
composite 

Total 
Suspended 

Solids (TSS) 

30 mg/l 

290 lbs/day 

45 mg/l 

435 
lbs/day 

--- 

 

Influent 
and 

Effluent 
1/week 

24-hour 
composite 

Removal Rates 
for BOD5 and 

TSS 

≥85% 

Minimum2 
--- --- --- --- --- 

Dissolved 
Oxygen, mg/L 

--- --- --- Effluent 1/week Grab 

E. coli Bacteria 100/100 ml --- 200/100 ml Effluent 5/month Grab 

Total Ammonia 
as N, applies 

from Apr 1 – Oct 
31 

0.7 mg/L 

7.0 lbs/day 
--- 

2.6 mg/L 

25.0 lbs/day 

 
Effluent 

1/week 
24-hour 

composite 

Total Ammonia 
as N, applies 
from Nov 1 – 

Mar 31 

1.1 mg/L 

10.4 
lbs/day 

--- 
5.4 mg/L 

52.3 lbs/day 

 
Effluent 

1/week 
24-hour 

composite 
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Copper, total 
recoverable, 

µg/L 

3.6 µg/L 

0.035  
lbs/day 

--- 

6.8 µg/L 

0.066 
lbs/day 

 
Effluent 

1/week 
24-hour 

composite 

Mercury, total 
recoverable, 

µg/L 

0.008 µg/L 

0.00008 
lbs/day 

--- 

0.022 µg/L 

0.00021 
lbs/day 

Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

Silver 

0.29 µg/L 

0.003 
lbs/day 

--- 

0.42 µg/L 

0.004 
lbs/day 

Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

Zinc 
27 µg/L 

0.261 
lbs/day 

--- 
47 µg/L 

0.451 
lbs/day 

Effluent 1/week 
24-hour 

composite 

Phosphorus, 
total 

--- --- --- Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

Nitrogen, total --- --- --- Effluent 1/month 
24-hour 

composite 

WET --- --- --- Effluent 1/year3,5 
24-hour 

composite 

Permit 
Application 

Effluent 
Testing Data4 

-- -- -- Effluent 1/year -- 

Permit 
Application 
Expanded 
Effluent 
Testing5 

-- -- -- Effluent 1/year -- 

Notes: 

1. See Permit Parts I.B.3 and I.B.4. 

2. The monthly average percent removal must be calculated from the arithmetic mean of the influent values 
and the arithmetic mean of the effluent values for that month. Influent effluent samples must be taken over 
approximately the same time period. 

3. Monitoring must occur yearly. See Permit Part I.C.  

4. Effluent Testing Data - See NPDES Permit Application Form 2A, Table B for the list of pollutants to be 
included in this testing. The Permittee must use sufficiently sensitive analytical methods in accordance with 
Permit Part I.B.8.  

5. Expanded Effluent Testing - See NPDES Permit Application Form 2A, Table C for the list of pollutants to be 
included in this testing. Testing must be conducted annually during alternating quarters. The expanded 
effluent testing must occur on the same day as a whole effluent toxicity testing. Quarters are defined 
as:  January 1 to March 31; April 1 to June 30; July 1 to September 30; and, October 1 to December 31. The 
Permittee must use sufficiently sensitive analytical methods in accordance with Permit Part I.B.8.  
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Table 7. Summary of Proposed Changes to Effluent Limits 

Parameter Current Permit Proposed Permit Basis 

Ammonia, Apr 1 – Oct 
31 

1.2 mg/L AML 

11.9 lbs/day AML 

2.5 mg/L MDL 

24.0 lbs/day MDL 

0.7 mg/L AML 

6.9 lbs/day AML 

2.6 mg/L MDL 

25.0 lbs/day MDL 

Updated receiving 
water flow and effluent 
monitoring data 

Ammonia,  
Nov 1 – Mar 31 

1.3 mg/L AML 

13 lbs/day AML 

2.7 mg/L MDL 

25.8 lbs/day MDL 

1.1 mg/L AML 

10.4 lbs/day AML 

5.4 mg/L MDL 

52.3 lbs/day MDL 

Updated receiving 
water flow and effluent 
monitoring data 

Chlorine 

7.5 µg/L AML 

0.073 lbs/day AML 

19 µg/L MDL 

0.18 lbs/day 

None 
Facility no longer uses 
chlorine disinfection 

Copper 

3.4 µg/L AML 

0.033 lbs/day AML 

5.5 µg/L MDL 

0.053 lbs/day MDL 

3.6 µg/L AML 

0.035 lbs/day AML 

6.8 µg/L MDL 

0.066 lbs/day MDL 

Updated receiving 
water flow and effluent 
monitoring data  

Mercury None 

0.008 µg/L AML 

0.00008 lbs/day AML 

0.022 µg/L MDL 

0.00021 lbs/day MDL 

Reasonable potential to 
exceed water quality 
standards.   

Silver None 

0.29 µg/L AML 

0.003 lbs/day AML 

0.42 µg/L MDL 

0.004 lbs/day MDL 

Reasonable potential to 
exceed water quality 
standards 

WET, Apr 1 – Oct 31 
1.5 TUa,c AML 

3.0 TUa,c MDL 
None 

Upgraded facility and 
no reasonable potential 

WET, Nov 1 – Mar 31 
1.0 TUc AML 

1.6 TUc MDL 
None 

Upgraded facility and 
no reasonable potential 
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Zinc 

25 µg/L AML 

0.24 lbs/day AML 

52 µg/L MDL 

0.50 lbs/day MDL 

27 µg/L AML 

0.261 lbs/day AML 

47 µg/L MDL 

0.451 lbs/day MDL 

Updated receiving 
water flow and effluent 
monitoring data 

 

Table 8. Summary of Proposed Changes to Monitoring Requirements 

Parameter Current Permit Proposed Permit Reason 

Cadmium 

 
Effluent 
 
1/month 
 

1/year 
No detections were 
found during monthly 
monitoring  

Chlorine 

 
Effluent 
 
5/week 
 

None 
The facility no longer 
uses chlorine 
disinfection 

Silver 

 
Toxic scan with permit 
application 
 

1/month 
Monitoring to support 
new effluent limits 

WET Quarterly1 Yearly2 

 
No detections of toxicity 
after upgrade of facility 
during last 5 years 
 

Notes: 

1. Monitoring must occur quarterly. The timing of quarterly testing must be such that two tests are conducted 
between April 1 – October 31 (irrigation season) and two tests are conducted between November 1 – March 
31 (non-irrigation season).  

2. Monitoring must occur yearly. The timing of yearly testing must be such that the tests are conducted 
between April 1 – October 31 (irrigation season) in the 2nd year, between November 1 – March 31 (non-
irrigation season) in the 3rd year, and in alternating seasons every year thereafter. Expanded effluent testing 
must occur on the same day as a whole effluent toxicity test and must be submitted with the WET test 
results with the next DMR as well as with the next permit application. 

 

 

A. BASIS FOR EFFLUENT LIMITS 

In general, the CWA requires that the effluent limits for a particular pollutant be 
the more stringent of either technology-based effluent limits (TBELs) or water 
quality-based effluent limits (WQBELs). TBELs are set according to the level of 
treatment that is achievable using available technology. WQBELs are designed 
to ensure that the WQSs applicable to a waterbody are being met and may be 
more stringent than TBELs.  
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1. Pollutants of Concern 

Pollutants of concern are those that either have TBELs or may need 
WQBELs. EPA identifies pollutants of concern for the discharge based on 
those which: 

• Have a TBEL 

• Have an assigned WLA from a TMDL 

• Had an effluent limit in the previous permit 

• Are present in the effluent monitoring. Monitoring data are reported in the 
application and DMR and any special studies 

• Are expected to be in the discharge based on the nature of the discharge 

The wastewater treatment process for this facility includes both primary 
and secondary treatment, as well as UV disinfection. Pollutants expected in 
the discharge from a facility with this type of treatment, include but are not 
limited to: five-day biochemical oxygen demand (BOD5), TSS, E. coli 
bacteria, pH, ammonia, temperature, phosphorus, and DO.  

Based on this analysis, pollutants of concern are as follows: 

• BOD5 

• DO 

• TSS 

• Ammonia 

• Total residual chlorine (TRC) 

• Copper 

• E. coli bacteria 

• Nitrogen 

• Phosphorus 

• pH 

• Temperature 

• Whole Effluent Toxicity (WET) 

• Zinc 

• Antimony 

• Arsenic 

• Beryllium 

• Bis (2-Ethylhexyl) Phthalate 

• Cadmium 

• Chromium 

• Chloroform 

• Lead 

• Nickel 

• Selenium 

• Silver 

• Thallium 

• Toulene 
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2. Technology-Based Effluent Limits (TBELs) 

a. Federal Secondary Treatment Effluent Limits 

The CWA requires publicly owned treatment works (POTWs) to meet 
performance-based requirements based on available wastewater 
treatment technology. CWA § 301 established a required performance 

level, referred to as “secondary treatment,” which POTWs were 
required to meet by July 1, 1977. EPA has developed and promulgated 
“secondary treatment” effluent limitations, which are found in 40 CFR 
133.102. These TBELs apply to certain municipal WWTPs and identify 
the minimum level of effluent quality attainable by application of 
secondary treatment in terms of BOD5, TSS, and pH. The federally 
promulgated secondary treatment effluent limits are listed in Table 9. 
For additional information and background refer to Part 5.1 Technology 
Based Effluent Limits for POTWs in the Permit Writers Manual. 

Table 9. Secondary Treatment Effluent Limits 

Parameter 30-day average 7-day average 

BOD5 30 mg/L 45 mg/L 

TSS 30 mg/L 45 mg/L 

Removal for BOD5 and 
TSS (concentration) 

85% (minimum) -- 

pH within the limits of 6.0 - 9.0 s.u. 

Source: 40 CFR 133.102 

 

b. Mass-Based Limits 

40 CFR 122.45(f) requires that effluent limits be expressed in terms of 
mass, except under certain conditions. 40 CFR 122.45(b) requires that 
effluent limitations for POTWs be calculated based on the design flow 
of the facility. The mass based limits are expressed in pounds per day 
and are calculated as follows:  

Mass based limit = concentration limit (mg/L) × design flow (mgd) × 
8.341 

Since the design flow for this facility is 1.16 mgd, the technology-based 
mass limits for BOD5 and TSS are calculated as follows: 

Average Monthly Limit = 30 mg/L × 1.16 mgd × 8.34 =  290 lbs/day 

Average Weekly Limit = 45 mg/L ×  1.16 mgd × 8.34 = 435 lbs/day 

3. Water Quality-Based Effluent Limits (WQBELs) 

a. Statutory and Regulatory Basis 

 
1 8.34 is a conversion factor with units (lb ×L)/(mg × gallon×106) 
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CWA § 301(b)(1)(C) requires the development of limitations in permits 

necessary to meet WQSs. Discharges to State or Tribal waters must 
also comply with conditions imposed by the State or Tribe as part of its 
certification of NPDES permits under CWA § 401. 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1) 

implementing CWA § 301(b)(1)(C) requires that permits include limits 

for all pollutants or parameters which are or may be discharged at a 
level which will cause, have the reasonable potential to cause, or 
contribute to an excursion above any State or Tribal WQS, including 
narrative criteria for water quality. Effluent limits must also meet the 
applicable water quality requirements of affected States other than the 
State in which the discharge originates, which may include 
downstream States (40 CFR 122.4(d), 122.44(d)(4), see also CWA § 

401(a)(2)). 

The regulations require the permitting authority to make this evaluation 
using procedures which account for existing controls on point and 
nonpoint sources of pollution, the variability of the pollutant in the 
effluent, species sensitivity (for toxicity), and where appropriate, 
dilution in the receiving water. The limits must be stringent enough to 
ensure that WQSs are met and must be consistent with any available 
WLA for the discharge in an approved TMDL. If there are no approved 
TMDLs that specify WLAs for this discharge; all of the WQBELs are 
calculated directly from the applicable WQSs. 

b. Reasonable Potential Analysis and Need for WQBELs 

EPA uses the process described in the Technical Support Document 
for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (TSD) to determine reasonable 
potential. To determine if there is reasonable potential for the 
discharge to cause or contribute to an exceedance of water quality 
criteria for a given pollutant, EPA compares the maximum projected 
receiving water concentration to the water quality criteria for that 
pollutant. If the projected receiving water concentration exceeds the 
criteria, there is reasonable potential, and a WQBEL must be included 
in the permit.  

In some cases, a dilution allowance or mixing zone is permitted. A 
mixing zone is a limited area or volume of water where initial dilution of 
a discharge takes place and within which certain water quality criteria 
may be exceeded (EPA, 2014). While the criteria may be exceeded 
within the mixing zone, the use and size of the mixing zone must be 
limited such that the waterbody as a whole will not be impaired, all 
designated uses are maintained, and acutely toxic conditions are 
prevented.  

The Washington WQS at WAC 173-201A-400 provides Washington’s 
mixing zone policy for point source discharges. EPA proposes to use a 
mixing zone of 25% per Washington WQS during irrigation season. 
During non-irrigation season when there is no receiving water, there is 
no authorized mixing zone, and the dilution factors are 1.0. The 
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proposed mixing zones are summarized in Table 10. All dilution factors 
are calculated with the effluent flow rate set equal to the design flow of 
1.16 mgd.  

Table 10. Mixing Zones (Irrigation Season) 

Criteria Type 
Mixing Zone (% 
of Critical Low 

Flow) 

Critical Low 
Flow Irrigation 
Season (cfs) 

Dilution 
Factor 

Irrigation 
Season 

Acute Aquatic Life 25 20 3.7 

Chronic Aquatic Life (except 
ammonia) 

25 44 6.9 

Chronic Aquatic Life (ammonia) 25 48 7.4 

Human Health Noncarcinogen 25 94 13.6 

Human Health Carcinogen 25 94 13.6 

 

The reasonable potential analysis and WQBEL calculations were 
based on mixing zones shown in Table 10.  

The equations used to conduct the reasonable potential analysis and 
calculate the WQBELs are provided in Appendix C. 

c. Reasonable Potential and WQBELs 

The reasonable potential and WQBEL for specific parameters are 
summarized below. The calculations are provided in Appendix D.  

Ammonia 

Ammonia criteria are based on a formula which relies on the pH and 
temperature of the receiving water, because the fraction of ammonia 
present as the toxic, un-ionized form increases with increasing pH and 
temperature. Therefore, the criteria become more stringent as pH and 
temperature increase. Due to seasonal flows in the receiving water, 
two scenarios were considered for determining applicable ammonia 
criteria and evaluating reasonable potential, during irrigation and non-
irrigation season. The table below details the equations used to 
determine water quality criteria for ammonia. 

Table 14 Ammonia Criteria 
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Using facility monitoring data for ammonia, EPA conducted a 
reasonable potential analysis with a 25% mixing zone during irrigation 
season and no mixing zone during non-irrigation season. EPA 
determined that the discharge has reasonable potential to cause or 
contribute to a violation of the water quality criteria for ammonia in both 
the irrigation season and the non-irrigation season. The current permit 
has seasonal ammonia limits. During both seasons, effluent limit 
calculations result in a more stringent average monthly limit and a less 
stringent maximum daily limit.  

When relaxing limits, the facility must meet antibacksliding 
requirements consistent with CWA sections 303(d)(4) or 402(o)(2). The 
facility meets the requirements for an exception to antibacksliding 
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regulations for ammonia limits as described in Section III.A.3.d. 
Therefore, the proposed permit contains irrigation season limits of 0.7 
mg/L average monthly (7.0 lbs/day) and 2.6 mg/L maximum daily (25.0 
lbs/day) and non-irrigation season limits of 1.1 mg/L monthly average 
(10.4 lbs/day) and 5.4 mg/L maximum daily (52.3 lbs/day). The 
proposed permit also requires that the permittee monitor the receiving 
water for ammonia, pH, and temperature in order to determine the 
applicable ammonia criteria for the next permit reissuance. See 
Appendices C and D for reasonable potential and effluent limit 
calculations for ammonia. 

Bis (2-ethylhexyl) Phthalate 

The Washington WQS at WAC 173-201A-240 establish a human 
health criterion for water and organisms of 0.23 µg/L and for organisms 
only of 0.25 µg/L. The two samples submitted by the WWTP for bis (2-
ethylhexyl) phthalate are above the criteria, with a maximum 
concentration of 1.98 µg/L and a 50% effluent concentration of 1.036 
µg/L. EPA believes it is possible that the measurements could have 
been biased due to contamination during sample collection and 
analysis.Therefore, EPA has determined that there is insufficient 
information to demonstrate that the facility has the reasonable potential 
to cause or contribute to excursions above water quality standards for 
this pollutant.    

BOD5 and Dissolved Oxygen (DO) 

Natural decomposition of organic material in wastewater effluent 
impacts dissolved oxygen in the receiving water at distances far 
outside of the regulated mixing zone. The water quality criterion 
requires DO to be greater than a 1-day minimum of 8.0 mg/L (WAC 
173-201A-100 1(d)). The BOD5 of an effluent sample indicates the 
amount of biodegradable material in the wastewater and estimates the 
magnitude of oxygen consumption the wastewater will generate in the 
receiving water. During April 2016- April 2021, the 95th percentile of 
BOD5 in the effluent has a monthly average of 3.4 mg/L and a weekly 
average of 5.1 mg/L. This is below the secondary treatment standards 
and thus protective of the receiving waters. In addition to TBELs for 
BOD5, effluent and receiving water monitoring for dissolved oxygen are 
continued in the proposed permit. 

Chlorine 

The proposed permit proposes to remove the total residual chlorine 
effluent limits that are in the current permit. After the current permit 
was issued in 2011, the chlorine disinfection system was replaced with 
ultraviolet disinfection. There is no longer a source of chlorine in the 
discharge. Therefore, Wapato WWTP does not have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to excursions above WQS for chlorine 
and WQBELs are not required.  

Copper 
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The Washington WQS at WAC 173-201A-240 establish acute and 
chronic copper criteria for the protection of aquatic life and human 
health criteria for consumption of water and fish. Using the 5th 
percentile hardness value from facility surface monitoring of 29.4 mg/L, 
the hardness-dependent calculated acute and chronic aquatic life 
criteria are 5.4 µg/L and 4.0 µg/L, for acute and chronic respectively. 
The human health criterion for protection of water and organisms is 
1,300 µg/L.  

Using facility effluent monitoring data for copper and the mixing zone  
for the critical season described in Section III.A.3.b above, EPA 
conducted a reasonable potential analysis. EPA determined there is 
reasonable potential to exceed the aquatic life criteria for copper. The 
calculated effluent limits are less stringent than the limits in the current 
permit. When relaxing limits, the facility must meet antibacksliding 
requirements consistent with CWA section 303(d)(4) or 402(o)(2). EPA 
has determined the calculated copper limits meet antidegradation and 
antibacksliding requirements as described in Section III.A.3.d,e. 
Therefore, the proposed permit contains a limit of 3.6 mg/L average 
monthly (0.035 lbs/day) and 6.8 mg/L maximum daily (0.066 lbs/day) 
for the non-irrigation season. See Appendices C and D for the 
reasonable potential and effluent limit calculations for copper.  

E. coli 

The Washington water quality standards at WAC 173-201A-200(2)(b) 
state that in waters of the State of Washington that are designated for 
recreation, E. coli organism levels within an averaging period must not 
exceed a geometric mean value of 100 CFU or MPN per 100 mL, with 
not more than 10 percent of all samples (or any single sample when 
less than ten sample points exist) obtained within the averaging period 
exceeding 320 CFU or MPN per 100 mL.  

Regulations at 40 CFR 122.45(d)(2) require that effluent limitations for 
continuous discharges from POTWs be expressed as average monthly 
and average weekly limits, unless impracticable. Additionally, the terms 
“average monthly limit” and “average weekly limit” are defined in 40 
CFR 122.2 as being arithmetic (as opposed to geometric) averages. It 
is impracticable to properly implement a 30-day geometric mean 
criterion in a permit using monthly and weekly arithmetic average 
limits. The geometric mean of a given data set is equal to the 
arithmetic mean of that data set if and only if all of the values in that 
data set are equal. Otherwise, the geometric mean is always less than 
the arithmetic mean. In order to ensure that the effluent limits are 
“derived from and comply with” the geometric mean water quality 
criterion, as required by 40 CFR 122.44(d)(1)(vii)(A), it is necessary to 
express the effluent limits as a monthly geometric mean and an 
instantaneous maximum limit.   



Fact Sheet:  WA0050229 - City of Wapato    Page 26 of 72 

The current permit contains effluent limits for E.coli of 100 CFU per 
100 mL (average monthly) and 200 CFU per 100 mL (maximum daily). 
Since these effluent limitations meet Washington water quality 
standards, these limits are retained in the current permit. 

Mercury 

The Washington WQS at WAC 173-201A-240 establish acute and 
chronic criteria for the protection of aquatic life of 2.1 µg/L and 0.012 
µg/L respectively. EPA promulgated human health criteria for mercury 
at 40 CFR 131.36 of 0.14 µg/L for water and organisms, and 0.15 µg/L 
for organisms only.   

Using the last 5 years (2016-2020) of discharge monitoring data, EPA 
determined that Wapato WWTP has the reasonable potential to 
exceed the aquatic life criteria but does not have reasonable potential 
to exceed the human health criteria. Therefore, the proposed permit 
includes effluent limits for mercury based on the aquatic life criteria. 
The included mercury effluent limits are a monthly average limit of 
0.008 µg/L (0.00008 lbs/day) and a maximum daily limit of 0.022 µg/L 
(0.00021 lbs/day). See Appendices C and D for reasonable potential 
and effluent limit calculations for mercury.  

The proposed permit contains a compliance schedule for mercury 
requiring the WWTP to meet the new mercury limits within 96 months 
of permit issuance.  

Additionally, the WWTP was required to complete a Mercury 
Minimization Plan in the previous permit but failed to do as such. As a 
result, the proposed permit contains a requirement to complete a 
Mercury Minimization Plan within 6 months of permit issuance.   

Nutrients 

The State of Washington has a narrative water quality criterion which 
reads “Aesthetic values must not be impaired by the presence of 
materials or their effects, excluding those of natural origin, which 
offend the senses of sight, smell, touch, or taste” (WAC 173-201A-
260(2)(b)). The State of Washington does not have numeric water 
quality criteria for total phosphorus (TP) or total nitrogen (TN).  

Eutrophication from excess nutrients in the Lower Yakima River has 
been noted since 2001, and the Lower Yakima River is impaired for 
DO downstream of the facility. The Marion Drain downstream of 
Wanity Slough and Yakima River has shown increasing signs of 
nutrient enrichment showing signs of algal blooms and increased 
turbidity (USGS, Assessment of eutrophication in the Lower Yakima 
River Basin, 2009). The reach of the Yakima River downstream of 
Wapato where the Marion Drain drains into the Yakima River shows 
high levels of productivity signals and DO and pH levels consistently 
not meeting criteria. It is believed that excess nutrients, such as 
phosphorus and nitrogen could be the cause of this problem. Both 

https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2009/5078/pdf/sir20095078.pdf
https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2009/5078/pdf/sir20095078.pdf
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nitrogen and phosphorus can contribute to violations of WQS that 
result from excess nutrients (i.e., nuisance algae or aesthetics, DO, 
and pH).  

Due to the excess nutrients in the Yakima, phosphorus and nitrogen 
effluent monitoring were included in the 2011 permit. These monitoring 
data taken during the current permit term measured the 95th percentile 
in the effluent as 7.7 mg/L for phosphorus and 11.1 mg/L for nitrogen. 
Comparatively, the receiving water has lower concentrations, with a 
95th percentile concentration of phosphorus of 0.09 mg/L and nitrogen 
of 1.43 mg/L, upstream of the outfall. 

The Wapato WWTP is not operated to remove nitrogen or phosphorus, 
and as such the nutrient concentrations are typical of a secondary 
effluent without nutrient removal. The addition of any nutrients to the 
Lower Yakima River will cause further impairment, and since the flow 
of the WIP Drainage Way No. 2 is effluent dominated during the non-
irrigation season the WWTP discharge is contributing nutrients to the 
Lower Yakima River. 

EPA believes there may be potential to improve nutrient removal within 
the current treatment system using techniques such as those 
described within Case Studies on Implementing Low-Cost 
Modifications to Improve Nutrient Reduction at Wastewater Treatment 
Plants (EPA 2015) and other EPA resources 
(https://www.epa.gov/eg/national-study-nutrient-removal-and-
secondary-technologies#fact-sheets). Since the Lower Yakima River 
downstream of the facility is impaired for DO, and because the facility 
is a source of nutrients, EPA has included a requirement to develop 
and implement a Nutrient Optimization Plan in the proposed permit 
(Section II.1 of the draft permit).  

pH 

The Washington WQS at WAC 173-201A-200(1)(g), require pH values 
of the river to be within the range of 6.5 to 8.5 with a human-caused 
variation within the above range of less than 0.5 units. The minimum 
effluent pH measured between January 2016 and December 2020 was 
6.7 standard units and the maximum effluent pH was 8.0 standard 
units.  

Mixing zones are generally not granted for pH, therefore the most 
stringent water quality criterion must be met before the effluent is 
discharged to the receiving water. The proposed permit requires that 
the effluent have a pH of no less than 6.5 and no greater than 8.5 
standard units. Effluent data indicate that Wapato WWTP can comply 
with these effluent limits.  

Silver 

https://www.epa.gov/eg/national-study-nutrient-removal-and-secondary-technologies#fact-sheets
https://www.epa.gov/eg/national-study-nutrient-removal-and-secondary-technologies#fact-sheets
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The Washington WQS include a hardness-dependent acute criteria for 
protection of aquatic life. Using a 5th percentile hardness of 29.4 mg/L, 
the acute water quality criteria is 0.42 µg/L.  

Using information submitted by the WWTP with the permit application, 
EPA determined that the facility has reasonable potential to exceed the 
aquatic life water quality criteria. Therefore, the proposed permit 
includes effluent limits for silver of 0.29 µg/L (0.003 lbs/day) average 
monthly and 0.42 µg/L (0.004 lbs/day) maximum daily. See 
Appendices C and D for reasonable potential and effluent limit 
calculations for silver. 

EPA has evaluated the WWTP’s effluent data and determined that the 
WWTP will be consistently able to comply with the new silver effluent 
limits immediately upon the effective date of the permit. Therefore, no 
compliance schedule is included for the silver limits in the proposed 
permit. 

Temperature 

The Washington WQS include temperature criterion in WAC 173-
201A-200(1)(c), 210(c), and Table 602. The site-specific annual 
maximum temperature criterion applicable to the receiving water at the 
closest point of Washington water quality standards, WRIA 37, Lower 
Yakima, is “temperature shall not exceed a 1-Dmax of 21°C due to 
human activities. When natural conditions exceed a 1-DMax of 21°C, 
no temperature increase will be allowed which will raise the receiving 
water temperature by greater than 0.3°C; nor shall such temperature 
increases, at any time, exceed t=34/(T+9).” 

 
Based on upstream monitoring data from 2016 – 2020, the 95th 
percentile of ambient temperature upstream of the outfall in WIP 
Drainage Way No. 2 is 23.1 ºC and the 95th percentile of temperature 
downstream of the outfall is 22.8 ºC . The 95th percentile of the effluent 
temperature is 25 ºC. Since the maximum temperatures of the natural 
conditions of the receiving water is above 21°C, the temperature 
increase must not raise the receiving water more than 0.3°C. 
 
EPA evaluated the reasonable potential to exceed the temperature 
criteria. The max temperature of the receiving waters and the max 
temperature of the effluent are both above the aquatic life criteria. 
Considering a 25% mixing zone during the summer season, the 
effluent will not raise the temperature more than 0.3°C (Figure 1). 
Based on this analysis, a temperature limit is not required.  
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Figure 1 Temperature Reasonable Potential Analysis 

 

WET 

The federal regulations require POTWs with design influent flows equal 
to or greater than 1.0 mgd or POTWs with approved treatment 
programs to submit results of WET testing  (40 CFR 122.21(j)(1). 
Additionally, Washington WQS for toxics states, “Toxic substances 
shall not be introduced above natural background levels in waters of 
the state which have the potential either singularly or cumulatively to 
adversely affect characteristic water uses, cause acute or chronic 
toxicity to the most sensitive biota dependent upon those waters, or 
adversely affect public health (WAC 173-201A-240-1)”. 

The current permit has WET limits and requires quarterly WET 
monitoring. Using the WET results from the previous 5 years, EPA 
determined that the facility’s effluent does not have reasonable 
potential for acute and chronic WET. Since the current permit was 
issued in 2011, the facility upgraded to an MBR and has reduced the 
toxicity in the effluent.  

When relaxing limits, the facility must meet antibacksliding and 
requirements consistent with CWA section 303(d)(4) or 402(o)(2). 
Since EPA did not find reasonable potential for WET and the facility 
qualifies for an exception to antibacksliding as described in Section 
III.A.3.e, and the revised effluent limit complies with Washington’s 
antidegradation policy as described in Section III.A.3.d, the proposed 
permit removes the current WET limits. The proposed permit also 
proposes to reduce the frequency of WET monitoring to once a year.  

Zinc 

The Washington WQS at WAC 173-201A-240 establish hardness-
dependent acute and chronic zinc criteria for the protection of aquatic 
life and human health criteria for consumption of water and fish and 
water only. Using the 5th percentile hardness value from facility surface 
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monitoring of 29.4 mg/L, the hardness-dependent calculated acute and 
chronic aquatic life criteria are 34.2  µg/L and 31.2 µg/L, for acute and 
chronic respectively. The human health criterion for protection of water 
and organisms is 2,300 µg/L.  

Using facility effluent monitoring data for zinc and the mixing zones 
described in Section III.A.3.b above, EPA conducted a reasonable 
potential analysis. EPA determined there is reasonable potential to 
exceed the aquatic life criteria for zinc on an annual basis. There is no 
reasonable potential to exceed the human health criteria for zinc. 

The calculated monthly average effluent limits for zinc during the 
irrigation season are less stringent than the limits in the current permit, 
and the calculated maximum daily effluent limits are more stringent 
than the current effluent limits. When relaxing limits, the facility must 
meet antibacksliding requirements consistent with CWA section 
303(d)(4) or 402(o)(2). EPA has determined the monthly average zinc 
limits can be relaxed by 10% in accordance with antidegradation 
requirements described in Section III.A.3.d. and antibacksliding 
requirements as described in Section III.A.3.e. 

Therefore, the proposed permit contains WQBELs for zinc. The 
proposed limits are 27 µg/L (0.261 lbs/day) average monthly and 47 
µg/L (0.451 lbs/day) maximum daily. See Appendices C and D for 
reasonable potential and effluent limit calculations for zinc.  

Other Parameters 

40 CFR 122.21(j)(4) requires that certain priority pollutants be 
monitored, and results be submitted with the permit application. In 
addition to the pollutants discussed above, antimony, arsenic, 
beryllium, chloroform, chromium, lead, nickel, selenium, thallium, and 
toulene have been detected in the Wapato WWTP effluent. As shown 
in Appendix C and D, the discharge does not have the reasonable 
potential to cause or contribute to excursions above water quality 
standards for those pollutants, thus, no effluent limits are required for 
any of those pollutants. 

d. Antidegradation 

Overview 
EPA is required under Section 301(b)(1)(C) of the CWA and 
implementing regulations (40 CFR 122.4(d) and 122.44(d)) to 
establish conditions in NPDES permits that ensure protection of the 
downstream State water quality standards, including antidegradation 
requirements. Since the receiving water WIP Drainage Way No. 2 is 
located within the Yakama Reservation, but the YN does not have 
approved WQS, this permit is based on Ecology’s WQS, including 
antidegradation Therefore, EPA has prepared an antidegradation 
analysis consistent with Ecology’s antidegradation implementation 
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procedures. EPA referred to Washington’s antidegradation policy 
(WAC 173-201A-300) and Ecology’s 2011 Supplemental Guidance on 
Implementing Tier II Antidegradation 
(https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/documents/1110073.pdf)   
 
The purpose of Washington’s Antidegradation Policy is to:   
 

• Restore and maintain the highest possible quality of the surface 
waters of Washington.   
 

• Describe situations under which water quality may be lowered 
from its current condition.   
 

• Apply to human activities that are likely to have an impact on the 
water quality of surface water.   
 

• Ensure that all human activities likely to contribute to a lowering of 
water quality, at a minimum, apply all known, available, and 
reasonable methods of prevention, control, and treatment (AKART); 
and   
 

• Apply three tiers of protection (described below) for surface 
waters of the state.  

o Tier I ensures existing and designated uses are maintained 
and protected and applies to all waters and all sources of 
pollution.  

o Tier II ensures that waters of a higher quality than the 
criteria assigned are not degraded unless such lowering of 
water quality is necessary and in the overriding public 
interest. Tier II applies only to a specific list of polluting 
activities.   

o Tier III prevents the degradation of waters formally listed as 
"outstanding resource waters," and applies to all sources of 
pollution.   

 

Tier I Protection  
According to Washington’s antidegradation policy, a facility must first 
meet Tier I requirements. Existing and designated uses must be 
maintained and protected. No degradation may be allowed that would 
interfere with, or become injurious to, existing or designated uses, 
except as provided for in Chapter 173-201A WAC. WIP Drainage Way 
No.2 at the point of discharge has the following designated beneficial 
uses:  
 

Aquatic Life Uses: Salmonoid Spawning, Rearing, and Migration  
 

Recreational Uses: Primary Contact  
 

Water Supply Uses: Domestic Water; Industrial Water; Agricultural 
Water; Stock Water  
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Misc. Uses: Wildlife Habitat; Harvesting; Commerce/Navigation; 
Boating; and Aesthetics.  
 

The effluent limits in the draft permit ensure compliance with 
applicable numeric and narrative water quality criteria. The numeric 
and narrative water quality criteria are set at levels that ensure 
protection of the designated uses. As there is no information indicating 
the presence of existing beneficial uses other than those that are 
designated, the draft permit ensures a level of water quality necessary 
to protect the designated uses and, in compliance with WAC 173-
201A-310 and 40 CFR 131.12(a)(1), also ensures that the level of 
water quality necessary to protect existing uses is maintained and 
protected.  
 
If EPA receives information during the public comment period 
demonstrating that there are existing uses for which WIP Drainage 
Way No.2 is not designated, EPA will consider this information before 
issuing a final permit and will establish additional or more stringent 
permit conditions if necessary to ensure protection of existing uses.  
 
Tier II Protection  
Whenever a water quality constituent is of a higher quality than a 
criterion designated for that water under the Washington WQS, new or 
expanded actions within certain categories, including NPDES permits, 
that are expected to cause a measurable change in the qualtiy of the 
water may not be allowed unless Ecology determines that the lowering 
of water quality is necessary and in the overriding public interest.  
 
With the exceptions of chlorine, WET, ammonia, copper, and zinc, all 
the effluent limits in the reissued permit are as stringent as or more 
stringent than the corresponding limits in the current permit. For those 
parameters with limits that are as stringent or more stringent than the 
corresponding limits in the current permit, the proposed permit will not 
allow lower water quality. Of the effluent limits that are not as stringent 
as the current permit, Chlorine and WET limits are removed from the 
proposed permit and ammonia, copper, and zinc effluent limits in the 
proposed permit are in some cases less stringent than the current 
permit.  
 
Chlorine limits are not included in the proposed permit because the 
facility now uses ultraviolet disinfection. Since there is no longer a 
source of chlorine in the discharge, the removal of chlorine limits will 
not allow lower water quality.  
 
WET limits are not included in the proposed permit because EPA has 
determined that there is not reasonable potential to exceed water 
quality criteria. The WET effluent data shows that there have been no 
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exceedances of the limits since the facility upgraded the plant to an 
MBR facility after the current permit was issued. Therefore, the 
removal of WET limits will not allow lower water quality. 

 
The ammonia, copper and zinc limits are, in some cases, less 
stringent than the corresponding limits in the current permit. Since 
there is no water quality data to determine the status of WIP Drainage 
Way No. 2, and the goal is to track the incremental effect on water 
quality caused by the action under evaluation, it is appropriate to 
assume the zero as a background concentration according to 
Washington Tier II policy and therefore that the receiving water is of 
higher quality than the water quality criteria for these parameters. 
However, as explained below, the revised limits are nonetheless 
consistent with Washington’s Tier II antidegradation policy.  

 
Washington’s antidegradation policy states that Tier II reviews will only 
be conducted for new or expanded actions conducted under certain 
authorizations, including NPDES permits (WAC 173-201A-320(2)). 
The State of Washington has published the Supplemental Guidance 
on Implementing Tier II Antidegradation (“Washington Tier II 
Guidance”) which defines the actions that are considered “expanded” 
in the context of its Tier II antidegradation requirements (Ecology 
2011). The Washington Tier II Guidance states that:  
 
 “Expanded” means: 

• A physical expansion of the facility (production or 
wastewater system expansions with a potential to allow an 
increase of the volume of wastewater or the amount of 
pollution) or activity 

• An increase (either monthly average or annual average) to 
an existing permitted concentration or permitted effluent 
mass limit (loading) to a water body greater than 10% 

• The act of re-rating the capacity of an existing plant greater 
than 10%.” 
 

The Wapato WWTP has not been physically expanded or re-rated to a 
higher capacity since the current permit was issued. However, 
increases to existing concentration or mass limits are considered 
“expansions” within the Washington antidegradation policy. Therefore, 
the applicable limits are increased by no more than 10% above the 
current permits limits to ensure consistency with Washington’s 
antidegradation policy. 

 
The calculated effluent limits for ammonia result in a more stringent 
average monthly limit and a less stringent maximum daily limit during 
both the irrigation and non-irrigation season. Since the Tier II guidance 
defines an expansion as an increase in the monthly or annual 
average, a change to the maximum daily limit, in accordance with 
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water quality criteria, is allowed under Washington antidegradation 
policy.  
 
The calculated effluent limits for copper result in less stringent monthly 
average and maximum daily effluent limits. The calculated monthly 
average copper effluent limit results in a less than 10% increase from 
the current limit, and thus meets the Tier II antidegradation 
requirements. As discussed above, the maximum daily effluent 
requirements can be relaxed in accordance with Tier II guidance. 
Therefore, the proposed permit contains less stringent copper limits. 
 
The calculated effluent limits for zinc result in less stringent monthly 
average and more stringent maximum daily effluent limits. The 
calculated monthly average copper effluent limit results in a more than 
10% increase from the current limit, however, as discussed above, the 
monthly average limits can not be relaxed more than 10% without a 
Tier II antidegradation review. Therefore, the monthly average effluent 
limit for zinc will only be relaxed by 10%. Therefore, the proposed 
permit contains less stringent monthly average zinc limits and more 
stringent maximum daily zinc limits. 
  

e. Antibacksliding 

CWA § 402(o) and 40 CFR §122.44 (l) generally prohibit the renewal, 

reissuance, or modification of an existing NPDES permit that contains 
effluent limits, permit conditions or standards that are less stringent 
than those established in the previous permit (i.e., anti-backsliding) but 
provides limited exceptions. For explanation of the antibacksliding 
exceptions refer to Chapter 7 of the Permit Writers Manual Final 
Effluent Limitations and Anti-backsliding. 

Section 303(d)(4) of the CWA states that, for water bodies where the 
water quality meets or exceeds the level necessary to support the 
water body’s designated uses, WQBELs may be revised as long as the 
revision is consistent with the State’s antidegradation policy. 
Additionally, CWA § 402(o) contains exceptions to the general 

prohibition on backsliding in 402(o)(1). According to the According to 
the U.S. EPA NPDES Permit Writers’ Manual (EPA-833-K-10-001) the 
402(o)(2) exceptions are applicable to WQBELs (except for 
402(o)(2)(B)(ii) and 402(o)(2)(D)) and are independent of the 
requirements of 303(d)(4). Therefore, WQBELs may be relaxed as 
long as either the 402(o)(2) exceptions or the requirements of 
303(d)(4) are satisfied.  

Even if the requirements of Sections 303(d)(4) or 402(o)(2) are 
satisfied, Section 402(o)(3) prohibits backsliding which would result in 
violations of WQS or effluent limit guidelines. 

According to Section 402(o)(2), one of the exceptions when EPA may 
propose a less stringent limit is if “material and substantial alterations 
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to the permitted facility occurred after permit issuance, justifying 
application of a less stringent effluent limit.” This exception applies to 
WET limits and chlorine limits, since the facility upgraded to an MBR 
treatment facility after the previous permit was issued. The upgraded 
facility consistently achieves lower toxicity in the effluent and therefore 
the facility upgrade justifies the removal of WET effluent limits. The 
proposed permit continues to include yearly WET monitoring to 
continue to monitor effluent toxicity. 

In addition, the chlorine disinfection system was replaced with UV 
disinfection, and chlorine is no longer used in the treatment process. 
The replacement of the chlorine disinfection system with UV 
disinfection is a material and substantial alteration to the permitted 
facility, which occurred after the current 2011 permit was issued, and 
which justifies the deletion of the chlorine effluent limits. 

Another listed exception to antibacksliding is if “information, not 
available at the time of permit issuance…would have justified applying 
a less stringent effluent limit at the time of permit issuance.” This 
exception is applicable to ammonia, copper, and zinc effluent limits.  

In the case of ammonia limits, more accurate and recent flow data is 
available at the time of this proposed permit that was not available at 
the time the current permit was issued. The current permit used 
receiving water flow data collected from 1988 through 1997, a 7Q10 of 
11.9 mgd during the irrigation season. Flow data collected during 
2016-2020 results in a 7Q10 of 44 mgd during the irrigation season. 
Therefore, the ammonia limits meet the exceptions for antibacksliding. 

The revised copper and zinc effluent limits are also based on 
information not available at the time of permit issuance. The current 
permit used a hardness of 37 mg/L based on 11 samples during two 
months, however, the proposed permit uses a hardness of 29.4 mg/L 
based on more extensive and recent receiving water data, from 2016-
2020. In addition, the copper and zinc limits in the current permit are 
based on limited effluent sampling during July and August 2010 
whereas the proposed limits are based on weekly effluent sampling 
during 2017-2022. Therefore, the copper and zinc limits meet the 
exceptions for antibacksliding based on new flow and water quality 
data available at this time. 

As discussed in Section III.A.d above, the revised effluent limits in the 
proposed permit for chlorine, WET, ammonia, copper, and zinc are 
consistent with Washington’s antidegradation policy. The proposed 
effluent limits are adequately stringent to ensure compliance with water 
quality for those pollutants, and furthermore, the effluent limits are 
consistent with Washington’s antidegradation policy. Therefore, the 
revised effluent limits comply with Section 402(o)(3). 
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B. MONITORING REQUIREMENTS 

CWA § 308 and federal regulation 40 CFR 122.44(i) require monitoring in 

permits to determine compliance with effluent limitations. Monitoring may also 
be required to gather effluent and surface water data to determine if additional 
effluent limitations are required and/or to monitor effluent impacts on receiving 
water quality.  

The permit also requires the permittee to perform effluent monitoring required 
by the NPDES Form 2A application, so that these data will be available when 
the permittee applies for a renewal of its NPDES permit.  

The permit also requires the permittee to perform effluent monitoring required 
by Tables B, C, D, and E of the NPDES Form 2A application, so that these data 
will be available when the permittee applies for a renewal of its NPDES permit.  

The permittee is responsible for conducting the monitoring and for reporting 
results on DMRs or on the application for renewal, as appropriate, to EPA. 

1. Effluent Monitoring 

Monitoring frequencies are based on the nature and effect of the pollutant, 
as well as a determination of the minimum sampling necessary to 
adequately monitor the facility’s performance. Permittees have the option 
of taking more frequent samples than are required under the permit. These 
samples must be used for averaging if they are conducted using EPA-
approved test methods (generally found in 40 CFR 136) or as specified in 
the permit. Proposed monitoring changes from the current permit are 
summarized in Table 8.  

2. Surface Water Monitoring 

In general, surface water monitoring may be required for pollutants of 
concern to assess the assimilative capacity of the receiving water for the 
pollutant. In addition, surface water monitoring may be required for 
pollutants for which the water quality criteria are dependent and to collect 
data for TMDL development if the facility discharges to an impaired water 
body. Table 11 presents the proposed surface water monitoring 
requirements for the proposed permit. Surface water monitoring results 
must be submitted with the DMR. 

Table 11. Surface Water Monitoring in Proposed Permit 

Parameter 
 

Units 

Upstream 
Sampling 
Frequency 

Downstream 
Sampling 
Frequency 

Sample 
Type 

Flow mgd 1/week 1/week Meter 

Temperature ⁰C Continuous Continuous Meter  

BOD5 mg/L 
1/week 1/week 24-hour 

composite 

TSS mg/L 
1/week 1/week 24-hour 

composite 
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Parameter 
 

Units 

Upstream 
Sampling 
Frequency 

Downstream 
Sampling 
Frequency 

Sample 
Type 

Dissolved Oxygen mg/L 1/week 1/week Grab 

pH Standard units 
1/month 1/month 24-hour 

composite 

Hardness as CaCO3 µg/L 
1/month 1/month 24-hour 

composite 

Total Phosphorus Mg/L 
1/month 1/month 24-hour 

composite 

Total Nitrogen Mg/L 
1/month 1/month 24-hour 

composite 

Source: Facility DMR Data, 2016-2021 

 

3.  Electronic Submission of Discharge Monitoring Reports 

The proposed permit requires that the permittee submit DMR data 
electronically using NetDMR. NetDMR is a national web-based tool that 
allows DMR data to be submitted electronically via a secure Internet 
application. 

EPA currently conducts free training on the use of NetDMR. Further 
information about NetDMR, including upcoming trainings and contacts, is 
provided on the following website: https://netdmr.epa.gov. The permittee 
may use NetDMR after requesting and receiving permission from EPA 
Region 10.  

Permit Part III.C requires that the Permittee submit a copy of the DMR to 
the YN. Currently, the permittee may submit a copy to the YNin one of 
three ways: 1) a paper copy may be mailed; 2) The email address for the 
YN may be added to the electronic submittal through NetDMR; or 3) The 
permittee may provide the YN viewing rights through NetDMR. 

C. SLUDGE (BIOSOLIDS) REQUIREMENTS 

EPA Region 10 separates wastewater and sludge permitting. EPA has authority 
under the CWA to issue separate sludge-only permits for the purposes of 
regulating biosolids. EPA may issue a sludge-only permit to each facility at a 
later date, as appropriate. 

Until future issuance of a sludge-only permit, sludge management and disposal 
activities at each facility continue to be subject to the national sewage sludge 
standards at 40 CFR Part 503 and any requirements of the State’s biosolids 
program. The Part 503 regulations are self-implementing, which means that 
facilities must comply with them whether or not a permit has been issued. 
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IV. OTHER PERMIT CONDITIONS 

A. COMPLIANCE SCHEDULES 

Compliance schedules are authorized by federal NPDES regulations at 40 CFR 
122.47 and Washington WQS WAC 173-201A-510(4). Compliance schedules 
allow a discharger to phase in, over time, compliance with WQBELs when 
limitations are in the permit for the first time. 

The proposed permit contains new effluent limits for mercury, and silver, and 
more stringent revised effluent limits in some cases for ammonia and zinc. 

Effluent data indicate that the permittee can immediately comply with all of the 
new  water quality-based effluent limits proposed in the proposed permit, 
except for mercury and zinc. 

Although the maximum daily zinc limit is more stringent, the average monthly 
zinc limit is less stringent. Therefore, EPA is not authorizing a compliance 
schedule for zinc in this permit.  

EPA has found that a compliance schedule is appropriate for mercury because 
the facility cannot immediately comply with the new effluent on the effective 
date of the permit. Refer to Section 9.1.3 Compliance Schedules in the Permit 
Writers Manual. While the schedules of compliance are in effect, the permittee 
must comply with the monitoring requirements in Section III.B.   

EPA proposes a compliance schedule that begins with source reduction 
achieved through a Mercury Minimization Plan (MMP), see Fact Sheet Part 
IV.B and Permit Part II.E. Source reduction is a quicker and more cost-efficient 
method of achieving compliance with mercury effluent limits. In the event that 
effluent limits are not met after 36 months of source reduction efforts, the 
compliance schedule requires the facility to improve its treatment process for 
mercury in order to meet the mercury effluent limits. If compliance with the final 
mercury effluent limits is achieved sooner than required in the compliance 
schedule, the permittee may submit the supporting documentation. The 
permittee must provide written notice to EPA that the mercury limitations are 
achieved. The mercury effluent limits must be fully met by 96 months from the 
effective date of the permit. 

 

1. Mercury Minimization Plan 

Potential sources for mercury include residential, institutional, municipal, 
and commercial sources (such as dental clinics, hospitals, medical clinics, 
nursing homes, schools, laundries, and industries with potential for 
mercury contributions). Other potential influent mercury sources are 
stormwater inputs, ground water (inflow & infiltration) inputs, lift station 
components, and waste streams or sewer tributaries to the wastewater 
treatment facility. 

The permittee must develop and implement a MMP that identifies potential 
sources of mercury and the measures to reduce or eliminate mercury 



Fact Sheet:  WA0050229 - City of Wapato    Page 39 of 72 

loading. The MMP must be submitted to EPA and YN within 6 months of 
the effective date of this permit. The MMP must include the following: 

 

a. A  Program Plan which includes the City of Wapato’s commitments 
for:  

• Identification of potential sources of mercury that contribute to 
discharge levels; 

• Reasonable, cost-effective activities designed to reduce or 
eliminate mercury loadings from identified sources; 

• Tracking mercury source reduction implementation and mercury 
source monitoring; 

• Meeting effluent and influent mercury monitoring requirements 
in permit Section I.B; 

• Resources and staffing. 

b. Implementation of cost-effective control measures for direct and 
indirect contributors, including: 

•  An evaluation of past and present WWTP operations to 
determine those operating procedures that maximize mercury 
removal.  

•  A summary of any mercury reduction activities implemented 
during the last five years. 

For more guidance, see the EPA Region 5 Mercury Pollutant Minimization 
Program Guidance, November 2004. 

2. Annual Status Reports 

The permittee must submit annual status reports at 12, 24, and 36 months 
from the effective date of the permit. The annual status reports must 
include:  

• Identification of potential sources of mercury that contribute to 
discharge concentrations; 

• Reasonable, cost-effective activities to reduce or eliminate 
mercury loadings from identified sources; 

• Mercury source reduction implementation, source monitoring 
results, influent and effluent, and results for the previous year 

• Proposed adjustments to the MMP based on findings from the 
previous year. 

 

 

https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/pt_region5_mercury_pmp_guidance.pdf
https://www3.epa.gov/npdes/pubs/pt_region5_mercury_pmp_guidance.pdf
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Table 12. Compliance Schedule for Mercury 

 

Task 
No. 

Due By Task Activity 

1 6 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
the 
permit 

Mercury Minimization Plan 

The permittee must complete a Mercury Minimization Plan as 
described in permit Section II.E.  

Deliverable: The permit must submit the Mercury Minimization 
Plan to EPA. The permittee must submit the plan as an 
electronic attachment to the DMR. The file name of the 
electronic attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Minimization_Plan_CS
011, where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee 
submits the document. 

2 12 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
the 
permit 

Annual Status Report 

Deliverable: The permit must submit the annual status report to 
EPA. The permittee must submit the plan as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic 
attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Annual_Report_CS01
0, where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee submits 
the document. 

4 24 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
this 
permit 

Annual Status Report 

Deliverable: The permit must submit the annual status report to 
EPA. The permittee must submit the plan as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic 
attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Annual_Report_CS01
0, where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee submits 
the document. 

5 36 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
this 
permit 

Annual Status Report 

Deliverable: The permit must submit the annual status report to 
EPA. The permittee must submit the plan as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic 
attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Annual_Report_CS01
0, where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee submits 
the document. 

6 48 
months 
from the 
effective 

Facility Planning  

The permittee must develop a facility plan that evaluates 
alternatives to meet the final effluent limitations for mercury 
and select a preferred alternative. The facility plan will include 
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date of 
this 
permit 

 

 

a cost estimate for design and construction of the preferred 
alternative. If final effluent limitations are met through source 
reduction efforts, facility may submit supporting documentation 
instead of proceeding with compliance schedule requirements. 

Deliverable: The permit must submit the facility plan to EPA. 
The permittee must submit the plan as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic 
attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Facility_Plan_CS011, 
where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee submits 
the document. 

7 54 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
this 
permit 

 

Facility Funding 

The permittee must acquire the funds necessary to complete 
all facility upgrades/changes in facility operations outlined in 
the facility plan required to meet the final effluent limitations for 
mercury by the end of this schedule. 

Deliverable: The permit must submit the funding plan to EPA. 
The permittee must submit the plan as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic 
attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Funding_Plan_CS011, 
where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee submits 
the document. 

8 66 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
this 
permit 

 

Final Design 

The permittee must complete design of the selected alternative 
for meeting the final mercury effluent limitations. 

Deliverable: The permit must submit the final design to EPA. 
The permittee must submit the plan as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic 
attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Final_Design_CS011, 
where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee submits 
the document. 

9 72 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
this 
permit 

 

Award Bid for Construction 

Deliverable: The permit must submit a letter to EPA certifying 
that the facility has awarded a bid for construction for meeting 
the mercury effluent limits. The permittee must submit the plan 
as an electronic attachment to the DMR. The file name of the 
electronic attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Construction_Bid 

_Certification_CS011, where YYYY_MM_DD is the date that 
the permittee submits the document. 
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10 84 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
this 
permit 

Construction Complete 

The permittee must complete construction to achieve the 
mercury effluent limitations. 

Deliverable: The permit must submit a letter to EPA certifying 
that the facility has completed construction for meeting the final 
mercury effluent limits. The permittee must submit the plan as 
an electronic attachment to the DMR. The file name of the 
electronic attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Mercury_Construction_ 

Complete_Certification_CS016, where YYYY_MM_DD is the 
date that the permittee submits the document. 

11 96 
months 
from the 
effective 
date of 
the 
permit 

Meet Effluent Limitation for Mercury 

Training and optimization of process such that compliance with 
the mercury effluent limitations are achieved. 

Deliverable: The permittee must provide written notice to EPA 
that the mercury effluent limitations are achieved. The 
permittee may submit the written notification as an electronic 
attachment to the DMR. The file name of the electronic 
attachment must be as follows: 
YYYY_MM_DD_WA0050229_Limits_FELMC_CS017, where 
YYYY_MM_DD is the date that the permittee submits the 
written notification. 

Note: If compliance with the final mercury effluent limits is achieved sooner than 
the listed deadlines, the permittee may submit the supporting documentation 
earlier than the dates listed above. The permittee must provide written notice to 
EPA that the mercury limitations are achieved. 

 

 

B. NUTRIENT OPTIMIZATION PLAN 

The City of Wapato is required to submit a Nutrient Optimization Plan within 48 
months of the effective date of the permit and identify the optimization strategy 
selected for implementation within 18 months of the effective date of the permit. 
The Nutrient Optimization Plan must evaluate and implement operational 
strategies for maximizing nitrogen and phosphorus removal from the existing 
treatment plant during the permit term. The plan must be submitted to EPA and 
the YN. 

C. QUALITY ASSURANCE PLAN 

The City of Wapato is required to update the Quality Assurance Plan (QAP) 
within 90 days of the effective date of the permit. The QAP must consist of 
standard operating procedures the permittee must follow for collecting, 
handling, storing, and shipping samples, laboratory analysis, and data 



Fact Sheet:  WA0050229 - City of Wapato    Page 43 of 72 

reporting. The plan must be retained on-site and made available to EPA and 
the YN upon request. 

D. OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE PLAN 

The permit requires the City of Wapato to properly operate and maintain all 
facilities and systems of treatment and control. Proper operation and 
maintenance are essential to meeting discharge limits, monitoring 
requirements, and all other permit requirements at all times. The permittee is 
required to develop and implement an operation and maintenance plan for their 
facility within 60 days of the effective date of the permit. The plan must be 
retained on site and made available to EPA and YN upon request. 

E. SANITARY SEWER OVERFLOWS AND PROPER OPERATION AND 
MAINTENANCE OF THE COLLECTION SYSTEM 

SSOs are not authorized under this permit. The permit contains language to 
address SSO reporting and public notice and operation and maintenance of the 
collection system. The permit requires that the permittee identify SSO 
occurrences and their causes. In addition, the permit establishes reporting, 
record keeping and third party notification of SSOs. Finally, the permit requires 
proper operation and maintenance of the collection system.  

The following specific permit conditions apply:  

Immediate Reporting – The permittee is required to notify EPA of an SSO 
within 24 hours of the time the permittee becomes aware of the overflow. (See 
40 CFR 122.41(l)(6)) 

Written Reports – The permittee is required to provide EPA a written report 
within five days of the time it became aware of any overflow that is subject to 
the immediate reporting provision. (See 40 CFR 122.41(l)(6)(i)). 

Third Party Notice – The permit requires that the permittee establish a 
process to notify specified third parties of SSOs that may endanger health due 
to a likelihood of human exposure; or unanticipated bypass and upset that 
exceeds any effluent limitation in the permit or that may endanger health due to 
a likelihood of human exposure. The permittee is required to develop, in 
consultation with appropriate authorities at the local, county, tribal and/or state 
level, a plan that describes how, under various overflow (and unanticipated 
bypass and upset) scenarios, the public, as well as other entities, would be 
notified of overflows that may endanger health. The plan should identify all 
overflows that would be reported and to whom, and the specific information that 
would be reported. The plan should include a description of lines of 
communication and the identities of responsible officials. (See 40 CFR 
122.41(l)(6)). 

Record Keeping – The permittee is required to keep records of SSOs. The 
permittee must retain the reports submitted to EPA and other appropriate 
reports that could include work orders associated with investigation of system 
problems related to a SSO, that describes the steps taken or planned to 
reduce, eliminate, and prevent reoccurrence of the SSO. (See 40 CFR 
122.41(j)). 
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Proper Operation and Maintenance – The permit requires proper operation 
and maintenance of the collection system. (See 40 CFR 122.41(d) and (e)). 
SSOs may be indicative of improper operation and maintenance of the 
collection system. The permittee may consider the development and 
implementation of a capacity, management, operation, and maintenance 
(CMOM) program.  

The permittee may refer to the Guide for Evaluating Capacity, Management, 
Operation, and Maintenance (CMOM) Programs at Sanitary Sewer Collection 
Systems (EPA 305-B-05-002). This guide identifies some of the criteria used by 
EPA inspectors to evaluate a collection system’s management, operation, and 
maintenance program activities. Owners/operators can review their own 
systems against the checklist (Chapter 3) to reduce the occurrence of sewer 
overflows and improve or maintain compliance.  

F. ENVIRONMENTAL JUSTICE 

As part of the permit development process, EPA Region 10 conducted a 
screening analysis to determine whether this permit action could affect 
overburdened communities. “Overburdened” communities can include minority, 
low-income, tribal, and indigenous populations or communities that potentially 
experience disproportionate environmental harms and risks. EPA used a 
nationally consistent geospatial tool that contains demographic and 
environmental data for the United States at the Census block group level. This 
tool is used to identify permits for which enhanced outreach may be warranted.  

The City of Wapato WWTP is located within or near a Census block group that 
is potentially overburdened based on the State Wastewater Discharge Indicator 
(93rd percentile) and the State EJ Index for Wastewater Discharge Indicator 
(98th percentile). In order to ensure that individuals near the facility are able to 
participate meaningfully in the permit process, EPA will work collaboratively 
with the to conduct enhanced outreach activities such as posting the proposed 
permit and fact sheet in public places, the YN website, and other media the YN 
feels is necessary to ensure membership are able to participate in the review 
and comment period.  

Regardless of whether a facility is located near a potentially overburdened 
community, EPA encourages permittees to review (and to consider adopting, 
where appropriate) Promising Practices for Permit Applicants Seeking EPA-
Issued Permits: Ways To Engage Neighboring Communities (see 
https://www.federalregister.gov/d/2013-10945). Examples of promising 
practices include: thinking ahead about community’s characteristics and the 
effects of the permit on the community, engaging the right community leaders, 
providing progress or status reports, inviting members of the community for 
tours of the facility, providing informational materials translated into different 
languages, setting up a hotline for community members to voice concerns or 
request information, follow up, etc.  

For more information, please visit https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice 
and Executive Order 12898, Federal Actions to Address Environmental Justice 
in Minority Populations and Low-Income Populations. 

https://www.federalregister.gov/d/2013-10945
https://www.epa.gov/environmentaljustice
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G. DESIGN CRITERIA 

The permit includes design criteria requirements. This provision requires the 
permittee to compare influent flow and loading to the facility’s design flow and 
loading and prepare a facility plan for maintaining compliance with NPDES 
permit effluent limits when the flow or loading exceeds 85% of the design 
criteria values for any two months in a twelve-month period. 

H. PRETREATMENT REQUIREMENTS 

The City of Wapato does not have an approved POTW pretreatment program 
per 40 CFR 403.8. EPA is the Control Authority of industrial users that might 
introduce pollutants into the Wapato WWTP. 

The Permittee may not authorize discharges which may violate the national 
specific prohibitions of the General Pretreatment Program under 40 CFR 
403.5(b). 

Although, not a permit requirement, the Permittee may wish to consider 
developing the legal authority enforceable in Federal, State, or local courts 
which authorizes or enables the POTW to apply and to enforce the requirement 
of CWA §§ 307 (b) and (c) and 402(b)(8), as described in 40 CFR 403.8(f)(1). 

Where the POTW is a municipality, legal authority is typically through a sewer 
use ordinance, which is usually part of the city or county code. EPA has a 
Model Pretreatment Ordinance for use by municipalities operating POTWs that 
are required to develop pretreatment programs to regulate industrial discharges 
to their systems (EPA, 2007). The model ordinance should also be useful for 
communities with POTWs that are not required to implement a pretreatment 
program in drafting local ordinances to control nondomestic dischargers within 
their jurisdictions.  

I. STANDARD PERMIT PROVISIONS 

Permit Parts III., IV. and V. contain standard regulatory language that must be 
included in all NPDES permits. The standard regulatory language covers 
requirements such as monitoring, recording, and reporting requirements, 
compliance responsibilities, and other general requirements. 

V. OTHER LEGAL REQUIREMENTS 

A. ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT 

The Endangered Species Act requires federal agencies to consult with National 
Oceanic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries (NOAA Fisheries) and the 
U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) if their actions could beneficially or 
adversely affect any threatened or endangered species. A review of the 
threatened and endangered species located in Washington finds that the 
following federally listed endangered and threatened species may be located in 
the vicinity of the discharges: Middle Columbia River steelhead (O. mykiss), 
Bull Trout (Salvelinus confluentus), and Ute Ladies’-tresses (Spiranthes 
diluvialis).  

Middle Columbia River Steelhead are found in Wanity Slough and Marion 
Drain, downstream of the outfall from Wapato WWTP. With regards to Bull 
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Trout, the Athanum local population is the only population found in the action 
area. Ahtanum Creek is 15-20 miles north of the action area and are seasonally 
isolate (from July through October) from fish in the Yakima River due to thermal 
barriers and dewatering of lower Ahtanum Creek below river mile 19.7 by 
irrigation withdrawals. Ute Ladies’-Tresses are endemic to moist soils in near 
bodies of water. Since the action addresses the effluent discharge and the in-
stream water quality, it will not affect areas where the orchid is likely to be 
found. 

A Biological Assessment was completed for the prior permit, in March 2011. 
Since there have been no changes in endangered species found in the action 
area since the prior Biological Assessment, and the proposed permit similar to 
the prior permit and will continue to protect water quality, the no effect 
determination still applies.  

Therefore, EPA has determined that the issuance of this permit will have no 
effect on Bull trout, Mid Columbia River steelhead, or Ute-Ladies’-tresses. EPA 
made the determination that Bull trout are not in the area of the discharge, and 
Ute Ladies’-tresses is not found within streams and therefore will not be 
impacted. Mid Columbia River steelhead are within the area of discharge, and 
EPA made the determination that there will be no effect on steelhead because 
the proposed permit contains effluent limitations based on criteria that are 
designed to be protective of aquatic life.  

B. ESSENTIAL FISH HABITAT 

Essential fish habitat (EFH) is the waters and substrate (sediments, etc.) 
necessary for fish to spawn, breed, feed, or grow to maturity. The Magnuson-
Stevens Fishery Conservation and Management Act (January 21, 1999) 
requires EPA to consult with NOAA Fisheries when a proposed discharge has 
the potential to adversely affect EFH (i.e., reduce quality and/or quantity of 
EFH). A review of the Essential Fish Habitat documents shows that Chinook 
and Coho Salmon in the Lower Yakima River, and all streams, estuaries, 
marine waters, and other waterbodies historically accessible to Chinook and 
Coho in the Lower Yakima (see 73 FR 60991).  

The EFH regulations define an adverse effect as any impact which reduces 
quality and/or quantity of EFH and may include direct (e.g. contamination or 
physical disruption), indirect (e.g. loss of prey, reduction in species’ fecundity), 
site specific, or habitat-wide impacts, including individual, cumulative, or 
synergistic consequences of actions. EPA has prepared an EFH assessment 
which appears in Appendix D. 

EPA has determined that issuance of this permit will not affect any EFH species 
in the Yakima River. 

C. CWA § 401 CERTIFICATION 

CWA § 401 requires a Certification that any permit requirements comply with 

the appropriate sections of the CWA, as well as any appropriate requirements 
of Tribal Law. See 33 USC § 1341(d). Since this facility discharges to tribal 
waters and the YN has not been approved for TAS from EPA under the CWA, 
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EPA is the certifying authority. EPA is taking comment on EPA’s intent to certify 
this permit. See Appendix F for the draft certification. 

D. ANTIDEGRADATION 

EPA has completed an antidegradation review which is shown in Appendix G.  

E. PERMIT EXPIRATION 

The permit will expire five years from the effective date. 
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 Facility Information 

 
Figure 2 Wapato Area Map 
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Figure 3 Facility Layout Diagram 
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Figure 4 Process Flow Diagram 
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Figure 5 Sludge Flow Diagram 
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Appendix B. Water Quality Data 

Treatment Plant Effluent Data
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Receiving Water Data 
 
Upstream  

         

  Receiving 
water 
(cfs) 

BOD 
(mg/L) 

TSS 
(mg/L) 

DO 
(mg/L) 

Phosphorus 
(mg/L) 

Nitrogen 
(mg/L) 

Temp 
(⁰C) 

PH (S.U) Hardness 
(mg/L) 

Average 121.5 2.0 9.3 9.2 0.07 0.57 18.1 7.9 45.5 

Minimum 20.0 0.1 1.0 8.0 0.05 0.10 9.1 7.0 24.0 

5th percentile 29.0 0.5 1.0 8.1 0.07 0.15 12.5 7.2 24.0 

95th percentile 205.0 5.7 21.0 10.6 0.09 1.43 23.1 9.1 77.8 

Count 660 130 53 132 35 35 659 69 34 
          

Downstream 
         

  Receiving 
water 
(cfs) 

BOD 
(mg/L) 

TSS 
(mg/L) 

DO 
(mg/L) 

Phosphorus 
(mg/L) 

Nitrogen 
(mg/L) 

Temp 
(⁰C) 

PH (S.U) Hardness 
(mg/L) 

Average 121.5 1.8 8.4 9.3 0.11 0.57 18.0 7.7 45.8 

Minimum 20.0 0.1 1.0 8.0 0.07 0.16 9.1 6.4 28.0 

5th percentile 28.5 0.2 1.0 8.2 0.07 0.17 12.7 7.2 29.4 

95th percentile 205.0 5.4 22.8 10.8 0.44 1.26 22.8 8.8 77.3 

Count 659 130 44 138 34 35 660 64 33 

 
 
 



Appendix C. Reasonable Potential and WQBEL Formulae 

A. Reasonable Potential Analysis 

EPA uses the process described in the Technical Support Document for Water 
Quality-based Toxics Control (EPA, 1991) to determine reasonable potential. To 
determine if there is reasonable potential for the discharge to cause or contribute to an 
exceedance of water quality criteria for a given pollutant, EPA compares the maximum 
projected receiving water concentration to the water quality criteria for that pollutant. If 
the projected receiving water concentration exceeds the criteria, there is reasonable 
potential, and a WQBEL must be included in the permit. 

1. Mass Balance 

For discharges to flowing water bodies, the maximum projected receiving water 
concentration is determined using the following mass balance equation: 

CdQd =  CeQe +  CuQu Equation 1 

where, 

Cd = 
Receiving water concentration downstream of the effluent 
discharge (that is, the concentration at the edge of the 
mixing zone) 

Ce = Maximum projected effluent concentration 

Cu = 
95th percentile measured receiving water upstream 
concentration 

Qd = 
Receiving water flow rate downstream of the effluent 
discharge = Qe+Qu 

Qe = 
Effluent flow rate (set equal to the design flow of the 
WWTP) 

Qu = 
Receiving water low flow rate upstream of the discharge 
(1Q10, 7Q10 or 30B3) 

 

When the mass balance equation is solved for Cd, it becomes: 

Cd =  
Ce × Qe +  Cu × Qu

Qe +  Qu
 Equation 2 

The above form of the equation assumes that the discharge is rapidly and 
completely mixed with 100% of the receiving stream.  

If the mixing zone is based on less than complete mixing with the receiving water, 
the equation becomes: 

Cd =  
Ce × Qe +  Cu × (Qu × %MZ)

Qe +  (Qu × %MZ)
 Equation 3 

Where: 

% MZ = the percentage of the receiving water flow available for mixing. 
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If a mixing zone is not allowed, dilution is not considered when projecting the 
receiving water concentration and,  

Cd = Ce Equation 4 

A dilution factor (D) can be introduced to describe the allowable mixing. Where 
the dilution factor is expressed as: 

𝐷 =
Qe + Qu × %MZ

Qe
 

 

Equation 5 

After the dilution factor simplification, the mass balance equation becomes:  

Cd=
Ce-Cu

D
+Cu Equation 6 

If the criterion is expressed as dissolved metal, the effluent concentrations are 
measured in total recoverable metal and must be converted to dissolved metal as 
follows: 

Cd=
CF×Ce-Cu

D
+Cu Equation 7 

Where Ce is expressed as total recoverable metal, Cu and Cd are expressed as 
dissolved metal, and CF is a conversion factor used to convert between dissolved 
and total recoverable metal.  

The above equations for Cd are the forms of the mass balance equation which 
were used to determine reasonable potential and calculate wasteload allocations. 

2. Maximum Projected Effluent Concentration 

When determining the projected receiving water concentration downstream of the 
effluent discharge, EPA’s Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based 
Toxics Controls (TSD, 1991) recommends using the maximum projected effluent 
concentration (Ce) in the mass balance calculation (see equation 3, page C-5). To 
determine the maximum projected effluent concentration (Ce) EPA has developed 
a statistical approach to better characterize the effects of effluent variability. The 
approach combines knowledge of effluent variability as estimated by a coefficient 
of variation (CV) with the uncertainty due to a limited number of data to project an 
estimated maximum concentration for the effluent. Once the CV for each pollutant 
parameter has been calculated, the reasonable potential multiplier (RPM) used to 
derive the maximum projected effluent concentration (Ce) can be calculated using 
the following equations: 

First, the percentile represented by the highest reported concentration is 
calculated. 

pn = (1 - confidence level)1/n Equation 8 

where, 

pn = the percentile represented by the highest reported concentration 
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n  = the number of samples 

confidence level = 99% = 0.99 

and 

RPM=
C99

CPn

=
𝑒Z99×σ-0.5×σ

2

𝑒ZPn
×σ-0.5×σ

2
 Equation 9 

Where, 

σ2 = ln(CV2 +1) 

Z99 = 2.326 (z-score for the 99th percentile) 

ZPn = 
z-score for the Pn percentile (inverse of the normal 
cumulative distribution function at a given percentile) 

CV = coefficient of variation (standard deviation ÷ mean) 

 

The maximum projected effluent concentration is determined by simply multiplying 
the maximum reported effluent concentration by the RPM: 

Ce = (RPM)(MRC) Equation 10 

where MRC = Maximum Reported Concentration 

3. Maximum Projected Effluent Concentration at the Edge of the Mixing Zone 

Once the maximum projected effluent concentration is calculated, the maximum 
projected effluent concentration at the edge of the acute and chronic mixing 
zones is calculated using the mass balance equations presented previously. 

4. Reasonable Potential 

The discharge has reasonable potential to cause or contribute to an exceedance 
of water quality criteria if the maximum projected concentration of the pollutant at 
the edge of the mixing zone exceeds the most stringent criterion for that pollutant.  

B. WQBEL Calculations 

1. Calculate the Wasteload Allocations (WLAs) 

Wasteload allocations (WLAs) are calculated using the same mass balance 
equations used to calculate the concentration of the pollutant at the edge of the 
mixing zone in the reasonable potential analysis. To calculate the wasteload 
allocations, Cd is set equal to the acute or chronic criterion and the equation is 
solved for Ce. The calculated Ce is the acute or chronic WLA. Equation 6 is 
rearranged to solve for the WLA, becoming: 

Ce = WLA = D × (Cd − Cu) + Cu Equation 11 

Some quality criteria for some metals are expressed as the dissolved fraction, but 
the Federal regulation at 40 CFR 122.45(c) requires that effluent limits be 
expressed as total recoverable metal. Therefore, EPA must calculate a wasteload 
allocation in total recoverable metal that will be protective of the dissolved 
criterion. This is accomplished by dividing the WLA expressed as dissolved by the 
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criteria translator, as shown in equation __. As discussed in Appendix ___, the 
criteria translator (CT) is equal to the conversion factor, because site-specific 
translators are not available for this discharge. 

Ce=WLA=
D×(Cd-Cu)+Cu

CT
 Equation 12 

The next step is to compute the “long term average” concentrations which will be 
protective of the WLAs. This is done using the following equations from EPA’s 
Technical Support Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (TSD): 

LTAa=WLAa×e(0.5𝜎2− 𝑧 𝜎) Equation 13 

LTAc=WLAc×e(0.5𝜎4
2 – 𝑧𝜎4) Equation 14 

where, 

σ2 = ln(CV2 +1) 

Z99 = 2.326 (z-score for the 99th percentile probability basis) 

CV = coefficient of variation (standard deviation ÷ mean) 

σ4² = ln(CV²/4 + 1) 

For ammonia, because the chronic criterion is based on a 30-day averaging 
period, the Chronic Long Term Average (LTAc) is calculated as follows: 

LTAc=WLAc×e(0.5𝜎30
2  – 𝑧𝜎30) Equation 15 

where, 

σ30² = ln(CV²/30 + 1) 

The LTAs are compared and the more stringent is used to develop the daily 
maximum and monthly average permit limits as shown below. 

2. Derive the maximum daily and average monthly effluent limits 

Using the TSD equations, the MDL and AML effluent limits are calculated as 
follows: 

MDL = LTA × e(zmσ – 0.5σ2) Equation 16 

AML = LTA × e(zaσn – 0.5σn
2 ) Equation 17 

 

where σ, and σ² are defined as they are for the LTA equations above, and, 

σn
2 = ln(CV²/n + 1 

za = 1.645 (z-score for the 95th percentile probability basis) 

zm = 2.326 (z-score for the 99th percentile probability basis) 

n = number of sampling events required per month. With 
the exception of ammonia, if the AML is based on the 
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LTAc, i.e., LTAminimum = LTAc), the value of ‘‘n’’ should is 
set at a minimum of 4. For ammonia, In the case of 
ammonia, if the AML is based on the LTAc, i.e., 
LTAminimum = LTAc), the value of ‘‘n’’ should is set at a 
minimum of 30. 

C. Critical Low Flow Conditions 

The low flow conditions of a water body are used to determine WQBELs. In general, 
Washington’s WQS require criteria be evaluated at the following low flow receiving 
water conditions (See Table 12. Applicable Criteria/Design Conditions for Determining 
the Acute and Chronic Dilution Factors for Aquatic Life, Department of Ecology Water 
Quality Program Permit Writer’s Manual page 190 at 
https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/summarypages/92109.html) as defined 
below: 

Acute aquatic life 1Q10 or 1B3 

Chronic aquatic life 7Q10 or 4B3 

Non-carcinogenic human 
health criteria 

30Q5 

Carcinogenic human health 
criteria 

Harmonic Mean Flow 

Ammonia 30B3 or 30Q10 

1. The 7Q10 represents lowest average 7 consecutive day flow with an average 
recurrence frequency of once in 10 years. 

2. The 30Q5 represents the lowest average 30 consecutive day flow with an average 
recurrence frequency of once in 5 years. 

3. The harmonic mean is a long-term mean flow value calculated by dividing the 
number of daily flow measurements by the sum of the reciprocals of the flows. 

https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/summarypages/92109.html


Appendix D. Reasonable Potential and WQBEL Calculations 
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Appendix E. Essential Fish Habitat Assessment 

Pursuant to the requirements for Essential Fish Habitat (EFH) assessments, this appendix contains 
the following information: 

• Listing of EFH Species in the Facility Area 

• Description of the Facility and Discharge Location 

• EPA’s Evaluation of Potential Effects to EFH 

Listing of EFH Species in the Facility Area 

Essential Fish Habitat in the Lower Yakima consists of all life stages of Chinook and Coho 
Salmon according to NOAA Fisheries 
(https://www.habitat.noaa.gov/application/efhmapper/index.html - accessed October 26, 
2021) 

 Description of the Facility and Discharge Location 

The activities and sources of wastewater at the Wapato wastewater treatment facility are 
described in detail in Part II and Appendix A of this fact sheet. The location of the outfall is 
described in Part III (“Receiving Water”). 
EPA’s Evaluation of Potential Effects to EFH 

Water quality is an important component of aquatic life habitat. NPDES permits are 
developed to protect water quality in accordance with WQSs. The standards protect the 
beneficial uses of the waterbody, including all life stages of aquatic life. The development 
of permit limits for an NPDES discharger includes the basic elements of ecological risk 
analysis. The underlying technical process leading to NPDES permit requirements 
incorporates the following elements of risk analysis: 

Effluent Characterization 

Characterization of the effluent was accomplished using a variety of sources, including: 

▪ Permit application monitoring 

▪ Permit compliance monitoring 

• Statistical evaluation of effluent variability 

▪ Quality assurance plans and evaluations 

Identification of Pollutants of Concern and Threshold Concentrations 

The pollutants of concern include pollutants with aquatic life criteria in the Washington 
WQSs. Threshold concentrations are equal to the numeric water quality criteria for the 
protection of aquatic life. No other pollutants of concern were identified by NMFS. 

Exposure and Wasteload Allocation 

Analysis of the transport of pollutants near the discharge point with respect to the 
following: 

• Mixing zone policies in the Washington WQS 
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• Dilution modeling and analysis 

• Exposure considerations (e.g., prevention of lethality to passing organisms) 

Statistical Evaluation for Permit Limit Development 

Calculation of permit limits using statistical procedures addressing the following: 

• Effluent variability and non-continuous sampling 

• Fate/transport variability 

• Duration and frequency thresholds identified in the water quality criteria 

Monitoring Programs 

Development of monitoring requirements, including: 

• Compliance monitoring of the effluent 

• Ambient monitoring 

Protection of Aquatic Life in NPDES Permitting 

EPA’s approach to aquatic life protection is outlined in detail in the Technical Support 
Document for Water Quality-based Toxics Control (EPA/505/2-90-001, March 1991). EPA 
and states evaluate toxicological information from a wide range of species and life stages 
in establishing water quality criteria for the protection of aquatic life.  

The NPDES program evaluates a wide range of chemical constituents (as well as whole 
effluent toxicity testing results) to identify pollutants of concern with respect to the criteria 
values. When a facility discharges a pollutant at a level that has a “reasonable potential” 
to exceed, or to contribute to an exceedance of, the water quality criteria, permit limits are 
established to prevent exceedances of the criteria in the receiving water (outside any 
authorized mixing zone). 

Effects Determination 

Since the proposed permit has been developed to protect aquatic life species in the 
receiving water in accordance with the Washington WQSs, EPA has determined that 
issuance of this permit is not likely to adversely affect any EFH in the vicinity of the 
discharge. EPA will provide NMFS with copies of the proposed permit and fact sheet 
during the public notice period. Any recommendations received from NMFS regarding 
EFH will be considered prior to reissuance of this permit. 
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Appendix F. CWA § 401 Certification 

 

 
UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL 

PROTECTION AGENCY 
REGION 10 

1200 Sixth Avenue, Suite 155 
Seattle, WA 98101-3188 

 

 

 
                
WATER DIVISION 

 
 

Clean Water Act (CWA) Section 401 Certification for 
Discharger Located within Tribal Boundaries 

 
Facility: Wapato WWTP 
NPDES Permit Number: WA0050229 
Location: Yakama Nation 
Receiving Water: WIP Drainage Way No. 2  

Facility Location:           69172 Highway 97 
                                                    Wapato, WA 98951 
 
 
EPA hereby certifies that the conditions in the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 
(NPDES) permit for the Wapato wastewater treatment plant, are necessary to assure 
compliance with the applicable provisions of Sections 301, 302, 303, 306, and 307 of the 
CWA. See CWA Section 401(a)(1), 33 U.S.C. 1341(a)(1); 40 CFR 124.53(e). 
 
The State in which the discharge originates is responsible for issuing the CWA Section 401 
certification pursuant to CWA Section 401(a)(1). When a NPDES permit is issued on Tribal 
Land, the Tribe is the certifying authority where the Tribe has been approved by EPA for 
Treatment as a State (TAS) pursuant to CWA Section 518(e) and 40 CFR § 131.8. Where a 
Tribe does not have TAS, EPA is the certifying authority. The Yakama Nation does not have 
TAS for the Wapato WWTP discharging into WIP Drainage Way No. 2. Therefore, EPA is 
responsible for issuing the CWA Section 401 Certification for this permit. 
 

 

D R A F T 
Mathew J. Martinson  
Capt, USPHS 

 Branch Chief 
      Permits, Drinking Water, and Infrastructure 
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