
Dissolved Oxygen TMDL
Dispute Resolution

Hayden Area Regional Sewer Board, 
Idaho

• April 5, 2010



This presentation will:

Join concerns raised by Coeur d’Alene
Introduce HARSB
Outline HARSB’s concerns with the 
TMDL and needed changes
Discuss phosphorus allocations  

Other needed changes discussed in Post Falls 
presentation



Introduction to HARSB

Four things to know about HARSB 
Serves a substantial area
Serves growing communities
Has already done a lot to reduce nutrient 
loading
Is willing to do significantly more to reduce  
discharges



HARSB Service Area
HARSB Future Service Area

21,180 acres



HARSB serves growing communities

Current capacity: 2.0 mgd
Currently serves population of more than 16,000:  

City of Hayden (11,500) 
Hayden Lake Rec’l Water and Sewer District (4,800) and 
Kootenai County Airport (325)

2030 projection:  
service area population will double to 32,400

3.2 mgd needed to serve 2030 population
Future service area population: 56,000



HARSB Already Does A Lot to 
Reduce Nutrient Loading

Plant performs well: Better than 96% TSS and 
BOD removal (permit requires 85%).
Includes advanced treatment processes:  

Activated sludge
Secondary clarification
Chlorine disinfection
Biosolids composting and reuse (3rd party).

Growing season water reuse farm largest in the 
Spokane River watershed.



HARSB Is Willing To Do More

Master planning is underway for 2.4 mgd including 
biological nutrient removal
nitrification/denitrification 
phosphorus removal
tertiary filtration and 
upgraded disinfection

If TMDL makes it feasible, HARSB is willing to: 
install and operate technology sufficient to reduce 
phosphorus levels to 50 ug/L on a seasonal average



HARSB’s concerns with the TMDL

Inadequate allocations
Severe economic impact



TMDL Allocates Too Little to 
HARSB

The TMDL allocates HARSB only 0.96 lbs/day 
phosphorus and ~18.8 lbs/day ammonia
Stretches compliance season to March, and 
moves to monthly maximum from seasonal 
average, eliminating advantages of land 
application
Allocation is only sufficient to serve a 
population of about 23,000



Part of the problem is the 36 ug/L 
treatment assumption

As stated by Coeur d’Alene, treatment plants 
cannot achieve 36 ug/L phosphorus on a 
reliable basis
Statistical analysis of variability shows that  
higher limits are required
The lowest achievable level on a reliable basis is 
50 ug/L on a seasonal average



Part of the problem is the monthly 
maximum

TMDL eliminates the effective use of reuse 
during growing season by moving to monthly 
maximums
This means HARSB will be unable to meet load 
limits outside of growing season (March, April, 
May and October are problematic)
Effectively imposes growth cap on Idaho



TMDL would have severe economic 
impact

TMDL’s effective growth cap reduces 2027 GDP by 
$3.5 billion per year:

TischlerBise, February 26, 2010 at 19.

($3,572)



HARSB’S needed Changes

No concentration-based limits for Idaho permits;
Increase in ammonia load to 107 lbs/day June thru 
September;
Include load allocation for the Spokane River east of 
the Idaho border;
Load sufficient to serve future population based on 50 
ug/L phosphorus seasonal average:

1.33 lbs/day seasonal average

Clarify criteria and applicability of bio-availability 
studies to Idaho dischargers.



Phosphorus Allocations

Inequities in current allocations
Sources of additional allocations without 
harming the river, other dischargers or Avista



Current allocations are 
inequitable

Overall allocations between Washington and 
Idaho are grossly disproportionate
Allocations among municipal service providers 
are grossly disproportionate to expected 
population



Allocations Between Washington and 
Idaho Are Grossly Disproportionate

Idaho has 65% of land mass in watershed
Idaho provides 90% of the water to Lake Spokane
Idaho will have 27% of 2027 population
Idaho given 2.2% to 9.2% of load
HARSB needs less than 1/2 add’l lb out of 78 in critical season

Month and 
season 

Total human 
load (lbs/day) 

Load 
allocated to 
Washington 

(lbs/day) 

Washington 
percentage 

Load 
allocated to 

Idaho 
(lbs/day) 

Idaho 
percentage 

March-May 329 321.8 97.8 7.2 2.2 
June 119 111.8 93.9 7.2 6.1 

July-October 78 70.8 90.8 7.2 9.2 





Sources of Additional Allocations for 
HARSB

Attenuation/modeling errors
Septic tanks
City of Spokane re-allocation
Delta management re-allocation
Groundwater allocations
Tributary allocations



Attenuation

Spokane contributes 3.75 times the phosphorus 
concentration as Post Falls:

LimnoTech, March 11, 2010  at 3 (Exh 14).



Attenuation (cont’d)

And 3.1 times the chlorophyll-a:

LimnoTech, March 11, 2010 at 4 (Exh 14).



Problems With Ecology’s 
Attenuation Analysis

Idaho introduces only 4% of phosphorus
Idaho’s impact only 15% of total under PSU 
modeling not 50% to 75%
FERC-mandated flows not included
Idaho DO modeling is unreliable

Why would 4% of phosphorus create 15% of DO 
impact?
Model is unstable



DO Model Instability
The DO model shows unexpected flow variations, calling TMDL modeling 
into question:

LimnoTech, March 11, 2010 at 6 (Exh. 14).



Attenuation (cont’d)

Bottom line:
Something is probably wrong with modeling of 
Idaho DO impacts
Evidence of attenuation is overwhelming
Loads can be adjusted without affecting other 
dischargers

Dave Dilks from LimnoTech can answer your 
questions



Septic Tank Re-allocation

Septic tanks are illegal point source dischargers.
It is unlawful to include loads for septic tanks  in the 
TMDL.
This applies both to Spokane County and Stevens 
County
The septic tank loads should be estimated and removed 
from the TMDL.
Spokane County should receive sufficient offset for 
operation.
The remainder should be re-allocated.



City of Spokane Re-Allocation

City of Spokane received an allocation disproportionate to future population:

TischlerBise, February 26, 2010 at 12 (Exh. 5)



City of Spokane (cont’d)

The City of Spokane received an allocation including 
9.6 MGD of I/I:

City of Spokane Cap. Fac. and Utilities Plan, Vol. 2 at 28 (highlighting added) (Exh. 7).

LimnoTech analysis shows loads can be 
transferred without harming water quality



Delta management Re-allocation

What Ecology told Idaho dischargers about 
achievability of limits:

TMDL at C-38.



Delta Management (cont’d)

What Ecology told Washington dischargers:

TMDL at 37.



Delta Management (cont’d)

Bottom line:
TMDL acknowledges Idaho does not have delta 
management opportunities
It is not legal or right to ask Idaho service providers 
to pay Washington entities for things like septic tank 
elimination that have been Washington’s obligations 
all along
Idaho loads should be adjusted to reflect achievable 
discharge levels



Adjust Ground Water Allocations

TMDL assumes 25 ug/L phosphorus in 
ground water in lake watershed
Results in anthropogenic load between 24 and 
79 lbs/day  
Data weak and Ecology admits loads probably 
overestimated
Additional data gathering underway
Minor adjustment warranted



Adjust Tributary Loads

Tributary allocations could be reduced:

TMDL at 40.



Tributaries (cont’d)

TMDL offers no support for amount of 
tributary reductions
At least one point source (Spokane Fish 
Hatchery) is not accounted for
Explore modification of loads and minor re-
allocation



Conclusion

HARSB is willing to 
install  tertiary treatment sufficient to meet 50 ug/L on seasonal 
average

HARSB needs five modest changes to TMDL
No concentration limits
Increase in ammonia load to 107 lbs/day June thru September
Include load allocation for the Spokane River east of the Idaho 
border
Load sufficient to serve future population based on 50 ug/L 
phosphorus seasonal average:

1.33 lbs/day
Clarify criteria and applicability of bio-availability studies to 
Idaho dischargers



Questions
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