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Chapter 6 : Sanitary Sewer Overflows (SSOs) 
6.1 Introduction & Trends  

 
To benchmark wet weather regulations related to SSOs, U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) 
Headquarters (HQ) and Regional personnel, as well as State SSO personnel were surveyed on their SSO 
programs including enforcement standards, elimination requirements, and funding sources, as well as 
stormwater and wastewater blending policies. 
 
The following 34 agencies responded to one or more questions in the SSO Survey: U.S. EPA HQ, U.S. EPA 
Region 1, U.S. EPA Region 4, U.S. EPA Region 5, U.S. EPA Region 6, AZ, CO, CT, FL, GA, IN, IA, KS, 
KY, LA, MA, MI, MN, MO, MT, NV, NJ, NY, NC, ND, OH, OK, OR, RI, TX, VA, WA, WI, WY.  In some 
cases, the survey responses were supplemented with internet based research.  Out of the 34 agencies that 
responded, only VA and WY stated that their jurisdictions do not contain any SSOs.   
 
9% of respondents (3 agencies) stated that their agency issues permits allowing SSOs.  42% of respondents (14 
agencies) exercise enforcement discretion for SSOs above a set size or level.  Of the 31 agencies with SSOs, 
only 9% (3 agencies) do not require SSOs to be eliminated.  Only 37% of respondents (11 of 30 agencies) 
have established standards for identifying excessive inflow and infiltration (I/I).  32% of respondents (10 of 31 
agencies) allow the blending of treated wastewater with a mixture of stormwater and untreated sewage in one 
or more of their wastewater treatment plant permits.  In addition, California (CSWRCB) responded after the 
survey collection period and added that they have a statewide program devoted to sanitary sewer overflows 
which may be accessed at http://www.waterboards.ca.gov/water_issues/programs/sso/.1    
  
6.2 SSO Permits 
 
U.S. EPA HQ 
All publicly owned treatment works (POTW) permits issued by the EPA prohibit SSOs to waters of the US.2 
 
U.S. EPA Region 1 
EPA Region 1 does not issue permits for SSOs.3 
 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
EPA Region 4 does not issue permits for SSOs.4 
 
U.S. EPA Region 5 
EPA Region 5 does not issue permits for SSOs.5 
 
U.S. EPA Region 6 
EPA Region 6 does not issue permits for SSOs.6 
 
Arizona 
Arizona Department of Environmental Quality (AZ DEQ) does not issue permits for SSOs.7 
 
Colorado 
Colorado Department of Public Health & Environment (CDPHE) does not issue permits for SSOs.8 
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Connecticut 
Connecticut Department of Environmental Protection (CT DEP) does not issue permits for SSOs.9 
 
Florida 
Florida Department of Environmental Protection (FL DEP) does not issue permits for SSOs.10 
 
Georgia 
Georgia Department of Natural Resources (GA DNR) does not issue permits for SSOs.11 
 
Indiana 
Indiana Department of Environmental Management (IDEM) does not issue permits for SSOs.12 
 
Iowa 
Iowa Department of Natural Resources (IA DNR) does not issue permits for SSOs.13 
 
Kansas 
Kansas Department of Health & Environment (KDHE) does not issue permits for SSOs.14 
 
Kentucky 
Kentucky Department of Environmental Protection (KY DEP) does not issue permits for SSOs.15 
 
Louisiana 
Louisiana Department of Environmental Quality (LA DEQ) does not issue permits for SSOs.16 
 
Massachusetts 
Massachusetts Department of Environmental Protection (MA DEP) does not issue permits for SSOs.17 
 
Michigan 
Michigan Department of Environmental Quality (MI DEQ) does not issue permits for SSOs.18 
 
Minnesota 
Minnesota Pollution Control Agency (MPCA) does not issue permits for SSOs.19 
 
Missouri 
Missouri Department of Natural Resources (MO DNR) does not issue permits for SSOs.20 
 
Montana 
Montana Department of Environmental Quality (MT DEQ) does not issue permits for SSOs.21 
 
Nevada 
Nevada Department of Environmental Protection (NV DEP) does not issue permits for SSOs.22 
 
New Hampshire: See U.S. EPA Region 1. 
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New Jersey 
New Jersey Department of Environmental Protection (NJDEP) does not issue permits for SSOs.23 
 
New York 
The New York State Department of Environmental Conservation (NYSDEC) has developed three different 
classifications for SSOs: 

• Type I: Approved emergency bypass to protect treatment work or pump station from damage.  Bypass 
reporting is required and approval is listed in a facility’s permit. 

• Type II: Overflow Retention Facilities.  Specified in a facility’s permit with specific limits and 
monitoring requirements. 

• Type III: All other SSOs.  Type III SSOs are illegal and subject to enforcement. 24 
 

North Carolina 
North Carolina Department of Environment and Natural Resources (NCDENR) does not issue permits for 
SSOs. 25  All SSOs are violations. 
 
North Dakota 
North Dakota Department of Health (ND DoH) does not issue permits for SSOs.26 
 
Ohio 
Ohio Environmental Protection Agency (OH EPA) does not issue permits for SSOs.27 
 
Oklahoma 
Oklahoma Department of Environmental Quality (OK DEQ) does not issue permits for SSOs.28 
 
Oregon29 
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (OR DEQ) stopped issuing permits for SSOs in the fall of 2007, 
due to objections from the U.S. EPA.  As a result, Oregon’s SSO policies are currently in transition, as OR 
DEQ and U.S. EPA work together to devise a feasible solution.  Prior to 2008, there were no treatment 
requirements for SSOs, as SSOs were simply prohibited, except in response to storm events greater than the 5 
year, 24 hour duration winter storm or 10 year, 24 hour duration summer storm. 
 
Rhode Island 
Rhode Island Department of Environmental Management (RI DEM) does not issue permits for SSOs.30  
 
Texas 
Texas Commission on Environmental Quality (TCEQ) does not issue permits for SSOs.31 
 
Virginia 
Virginia Department of Environmental Quality (VA DEQ) has not identified any SSOs and SSOs are not 
permitted.32 
 
Washington 
Washington Department of Ecology (WA DOE) does not issue permits for SSOs.33 
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Wisconsin 
Wisconsin Department of Natural Resources (WI DNR) does issue permits for SSOs.  All individual 
Wisconsin Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (WPDES) permits, as well as general permits issued to 
satellite sewage collection systems, contain SSO reporting requirements.34 
 
Wyoming 
Wyoming has not identified any SSOs.  Violations identified to date have been operation and maintenance or 
construction based.  SSOs are “addressed as unpermitted discharges through the Wyoming Enforcement 
Management System (EMS).”35 
 
6.3 SSO Enforcement: Discretion, Standards, Requirements 

 
U.S. EPA HQ 
U.S. EPA does not exercise enforcement discretion for SSOs associated with a certain size storm.  There are 
no written enforcement standards, but EPA has issued guidance on setting priorities for the enforcement of 
SSOs in Chapter 10 of “The Enforcement Management System: Setting Priorities for Addressing SSOs”. See 
pages 372 to 381 of http://www.epa.gov/compliance/resources/policies/civil/cwa/emscwa-jensen-rpt.pdf for a 
chart detailing circumstances and recommended responses.  In 1995, the SSO Federal Advisory Subcommittee 
was created to further develop EPA’s SSO policies.  The Subcommittee has since been focusing on the 
following issues: compliance costs, enforcement consistency between state and federal authorities, feasibility 
of zero wet weather SSOs, watershed scale SSO impacts.36 
 
U.S. EPA Region 1 
EPA Region 1 does not exercise SSO enforcement discretion.  A community with a significant number of 
overflows that “does not respond appropriately by immediately addressing ongoing overflows and 
implementing a strategy to prevent future overflows could be subject to enforcement.”37 
 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
EPA Region 4 does not exercise SSO enforcement discretion.   
 
U.S. EPA Region 5 
EPA Region 5 does not exercise SSO enforcement discretion.   
 
U.S. EPA Region 6 
EPA Region 6 does exercise SSO enforcement discretion, but conditions under which enforcement discretion 
is permitted are unknown. 
 
Arizona 
AZ DEQ does exercise enforcement discretion, but the associated storm size which allows for discretion is 
dependent on the history of noncompliance, the volume of the SSO, and the proximity to waters of the U.S.  
AZ DEQ does not have specific standards or requirements for enforcement of SSOs. 
 
Colorado 
CDPHE does not exercise enforcement discretion with SSOs. 
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Connecticut 
CT DEP does not exercise enforcement discretion.  If an SSO is discovered and cannot be quickly and easily 
eliminated, then CT DEP issues an administrative order to the municipality.   
 
Florida 
FL DEP does not exercise enforcement discretion and enforcement standards & requirements are specified in 
the Guidelines for Characterizing Wastewater Violations of FL DEP’s Enforcement Manual.38 
 
Georgia 
GA DNR does exercise enforcement discretion, but it is independent of storm size.  The State of Georgia has 
spills requirements which include: immediate verbal notification and written notification within 5 days to the 
State; postage of signs at the location of the spill and point of the entrance to the waterways which includes the 
volume, date, and a contact phone number; reporting to audio and video broadcasts.  For a major spill, greater 
than 10,000 gallons, monitoring of dissolved oxygen, fecal coliform, pH, and temperature is required for one 
year.  For a major spill less than or equal to 10,000, the following is required: public notice to the county, 
including, date, location, estimated volume, and corrective actions; downstream user notice within 20 miles, 
and local health department notification. 
 
Indiana 
IDEM does exercise enforcement discretion, but it is not based on an individual storm event.  Enforcement is 
based on the history of overflows in each system.  SSOs are considered non-permitted discharges and, “once a 
threshold is crossed for excessive number of SSO events in a calendar year, we pursue formal enforcement,”39 
which requires a plan to eliminate SSOs. 
 
Iowa 
IA DNR does not exercise enforcement discretion and requires cities and communities to address all SSOs.  IA 
DNR has issued some Administrative Orders with a schedule to require cities to move forward, while some 
cities have elected to address their SSO problems without requiring enforcement action.  If a city refuses to 
address its SSOs, IA DNR will take enforcement action, including penalties. 
 
Kansas 
KDHE does not exercise enforcement discretion and does not have specific enforcement standards or 
requirements for SSOs.  KDHE takes “enforcement based upon the permittee’s SSO record, circumstances 
surrounding the SSO event, and the permittee's response or lack thereof to SSO events in general and/or SSO 
events at particular locations.”40 
 
Kentucky 
KY DEP does exercise enforcement discretion, but it is associated with frequency, duration, volume, and 
number of overflows rather than a storm event of a certain magnitude.  SSOs are illegal under the Clean Water 
Act; any SSO constitutes an illegal discharge.  Enforcement standards are determined on a case by case basis.   
Communities with a small number of less voluminous SSOs will be addressed with less stringent enforcement 
than communities with a large number of recurring wet weather SSOs. 
 
Louisiana: No response. 
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Massachusetts 
MA DEP does not exercise enforcement discretion, and considers all SSOs to be a permit violation.  In some 
cases, the facility must pay a penalty. 
 
Michigan 
MI DEQ does exercise enforcement discretion for a 25 year, 24 hour storm (3.9 inches of precipitation or 
equivalent during a 24 hour period) during the growing season (April1 thru October31) and under normal soil 
moisture conditions.  Enforcement discretion is also exercised for outfalls with an average frequency of one 
discharge per ten year period during the growing season. 
 
MI DEQ requires the elimination of SSOs that occur during storms less than the remedial design standard or in 
some cases equivalent storm, with a goal of one or fewer overflow events every ten year period, on average.  
For any overflows that result from a storm that is believed to be in excess of remedial design standard, it is the 
onus of the collection system owner to demonstrate that the storm experienced was in excess of the design 
storm.  Under these conditions, case enforcement discretion is considered. 
 
Minnesota 
MPCA does exercise enforcement discretion.  The sanitary sewer system design capacity standard is a 25 year, 
1 hour storm; this design standard is used in combination with consideration of whether a SSO was 
preventable to determine if enforcement is necessary. 
 
All SSOs in Minnesota are unauthorized, unless the following state and federal rule conditions are met: “Does 
not exceed limits; is necessary for essential maintenance; the regulatory authority is notified at least 10 days 
before the date or as soon as possible under the circumstances.”41  Permittees are required to report, minimize, 
and recover, if possible.  Reported SSOs are entered into an MPCA database and those that are preventable 
and repeated or significant are included in MPCA’s Enforcement Response Plans.  Response Plans can include 
Schedules of Compliance to be included in a NPDES permit or, “formal enforcement actions requiring 
evaluation of the collection system and corrective action plans to eliminate SSO problem areas.  Most actions 
requiring elimination are negotiated settlement agreements between MPCA and the regulated party.”42 
 
Missouri 
MO DNR does exercise enforcement discretion when floods occur. 
 
Montana 
MT DEQ does not exercise enforcement discretion.  There exists statutory prohibitions against violations of 
permit condition and discharging without a permit; MT DEQ has statutory authority to issue notice of 
violation, administrative orders and penalties, and order corrective action, as well as statutory authority to 
initiate civil and criminal penalties. 
 
Nevada 
NV DEP does exercise enforcement discretion, with candidates for enforcement action determined if the SSO, 
“appreciably affects human health or the environment.”43  NV DEP’s enforcement standards are as follows: 
SSOs must be eliminated in a “timely fashion”, the SSO affected area must be sanitized, and “all sewage that 
is practical to capture must be captured and returned to the collection system.” 44 
 
New Hampshire: See EPA Region 1. 
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New Jersey 
NJDEP does not exercise enforcement discretion.  All SSOs are prohibited and enforceable commitments to 
correct and/or eliminate SSOs are required. 
 
New York 
Enforcement discretion is not exercised, other than specified above for the different SSO types.  NYSDEC has 
developed a draft enforcement response and penalty guideline for all State Pollutant Discharge Elimination 
System (SPDES) priority violations.  Enforcement standards are difficult to generalize, but NYSDEC takes 
enforcement actions for all SSOs, with few exceptions. 

 
North Carolina 
NC DENR does not exercise enforcement discretion.  North Carolina state statute requires consideration of the 
following when determining enforcement actions: harm to natural resources, duration/gravity, effect on 
receiving water quantity and quality, cost of rectifying damage, money saved by non-compliance, 
willful/intentional violation, prior record of violator, and enforcement costs to the State.  In March 2009, NC 
DENR issued guidelines for SSO enforcement and compliance, which can be found at 
http://h2o.enr.state.nc.us/percs/Collection%20Systems/documents/07-24-2009.pdf. 
 
North Dakota 
ND DoH does exercise enforcement discretion on a case by case basis; enforcement discretion is not exercised 
for a storm of a certain magnitude. 
 
Ohio 
OH EPA’s enforcement standards and requirements vary among communities; each community’s Capacity 
Assurance, Management, Operations & Maintenance Program (CMOM) and System Evaluation Capacity 
Assurance Program (SECAP) are evaluated to determine whether the SSO is capacity related or due to 
operation and maintenance (O&M).  
 
Oklahoma 
SSOs are required to be reported to OK DEQ, and OK DEQ has identified significant noncompliance (SNC) 
for chronic SSOs when more than one SSO is reported from the same location in the same 12 month period.  
SNC facilities are reviewed periodically and issued formal enforcement actions requiring correction as needed. 
 
Oregon 
OR DEQ does exercise enforcement discretion for storm events greater than the 5 year, 24 hour winter storm 
or the 10 year, 24 hour summer storm.  SSOs that occur in response to such storm events are not prohibited. 
 
Rhode Island 
RI DEM does exercise enforcement discretion with SSOs, but there is no set level which warrants enforcement 
discretion; enforcement determination is made on a case by cases basis.  The general rule is that enforcement 
discretion is used if a storm event causes flooding.  RI DEM also does not pursue enforcement when the SSO 
is "accidental."  An accidental release is “a non-routine release of pollutants that (1) was caused by a 
mechanical failure which is not the result of inadequate maintenance, human error, or caused by failure to 
comply with regulations; and (2) was not foreseeable and/or was a force majeure. The following criteria must 
also be met: (1) remediation of the site will not exceed three months (if applicable); (2) the person took 
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appropriate steps in response to the SSO (i.e. did a plan exist and was it followed); and (3) the person notified 
appropriate personnel and DEM in a timely manner of the release.”45  Even if all the above requirements are 
met, RI DEM may choose to pursue enforcement action if the SSO resulted in significant environmental harm 
such as causing closure of shellfishing areas. 
 
Texas 
TCEQ does not exercise enforcement discretion with SSOs.  Enforcement standards and requirements are 
complex and vary depending on the characteristics of the SSO, including how long it will take to be corrected 
and whether it is an “unauthorized or noncompliant discharge, release, spill, or emission which results in a 
documented effect on human health or safety or a documented serious impact to the environment.”46  There are 
two main categories of violations.  Category A violations require an automatic initiation of formal enforcement 
action as soon as they are discovered.  Parties responsible for Category B violations are given an opportunity 
for compliance by a Notice of Violation, which specifies a compliance due date, but allows the responsible 
party to determine a compliance schedule.  See reference 46 for details on TCEQ’s enforcement criteria. 
 
Washington 
WA DOE does exercise enforcement discretion, but the conditions are unknown. 
 
Wisconsin 
WI DNR does exercise enforcement discretion, on a case by case basis; enforcement guidance/criteria exist for 
case specific SSO enforcement actions.  Also, if an overflow occurs as a result of a precipitation event with “a 
probable frequency of once in 5 years or less,”47 WI DNR can impose a ban on any expansion or extension 
(additional hookups) of the sewer system until the problem is corrected.  See Wisconsin Administrative Code 
NR 110.05 (2) (c) at http://www.legis.state.wi.us/rsb/code/nr/nr110.pdf.  Each SSO enforcement action may 
consist of different requirements (including studies, evaluations, I/I removal, upgrades) depending on each 
community’s situation, with the ultimate goal being the “reduction and elimination of SSOs and basement 
backups.”48 
 
6.4 SSO Elimination 

 
U.S. EPA HQ 
Elimination is required, but the specific storm event which requires elimination is determined on a case 
specific basis.  If SSOs occur as the result of a storm event greater than the specified magnitude, clean up and 
public notice are required.  Schedule of SSO elimination is also determined on a case specific basis. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 1 
Region 1 requires SSO elimination, and it is not associated with a specific storm event.  SSO elimination 
schedule varies by community; there is no overall schedule. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
Region 4 requires SSO elimination, and it is not associated with a specific storm event. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 5 
Region 5 requires SSO elimination, and it is not associated with a specific storm event. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 6: No response. 
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Arizona 
AZ DEQ requires elimination of SSOs, but there is no discrete schedule for SSO elimination. 
 
Colorado 
CDPHE requires elimination of SSOs, and it is not associated with a specific storm event.  
 
Connecticut 
CT DEP requires SSO elimination, and it is not associated with a specific storm event.  There remains just one 
district with SSOs in the state, and they are under order to eliminate them. 
 
Florida 
FL DEP requires SSO elimination, and it is not associated with a specific storm event.  All SSOs must be 
eliminated as soon as possible. 
 
Georgia 
GA DNR requires SSO elimination, and it is not associated with a specific storm event.  SSO elimination 
schedule varies, as it is typically achieved through a consent order. 
 
Indiana 
SSO elimination is required and is not tied to a specific storm event.  The schedule for elimination is 
determined on a case specific basis, as described in Section 6.2. 
 
Iowa 
IA DNR requires elimination of SSOs, except for storm events with an intensity greater than 2 inches per hour, 
for which SSOs are not prohibited.  There are no specific requirements for SSOs due to storm events greater 
than 2 inches per hour.  SSOs must be eliminated as soon as possible, and the case specific elimination 
schedule is determined by assessment of fees and available financing for cities to determine what time frame 
would be appropriate for corrective action. 
 
Kansas 
KDHE does require elimination of SSOs and it is not tied to a specific storm event.  The elimination schedule 
varies by community. 
 
Kentucky 
KY DEP requires elimination of SSOs and it is not associated with a specific storm event.  SSO elimination 
schedule varies by community and is based on several factors, including “frequency, duration, volume, human 
health and environmental impacts.”49 
 
Louisiana 
LA DEQ does not require elimination of SSOs. 
 
Massachusetts 
Elimination is required and is not tied to a specific storm event.  The schedule for elimination is dependent on 
the cause of the SSO. 
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Michigan 
Elimination of SSOs is expected to occur within 10 years of identification of such overflows, with a maximum 
of 20 years for communities with funding shortages.  The schedule for corrective action is dependent on the 
extent of the problem and the ability of the community to quickly address them.   
 
Minnesota 
Elimination of SSOs is required and is not tied to a specific storm event.  The elimination schedule is 
determined on a case by case basis, according to causes and negotiated settlements between MPCA and the 
regulated party. 
 
Missouri 
Elimination of SSOs is required and is not associated with a specific storm event.   
 
Montana 
Elimination of SSOs is required and is not associated with a specific storm event.  There is no discrete 
schedule for elimination of SSOs. 
 
Nevada 
Elimination is required and is not tied to a specific storm event.  The schedule for elimination varies. 
 
New Hampshire: See EPA Region 1. 
 
New Jersey 
NJDEP does require elimination of SSOs and this elimination is not tied to a storm event.  The SSO 
elimination schedule is case specific, dependent on a variety of factors, such as affordability, complexity of 
infrastructure deficiencies, and inter-municipal relationships. 
 
New York 
Elimination of SSOs is required, and it is not tied to a specific storm event.  The elimination schedule follows 
an internal guideline created for review and approval of SSO abatement plans.  For large severe SSOs, 
“NYSDEC recognizes that abatement measures need to be prioritized and the SSO will take longer to 
eliminate.”50 

 
North Carolina 
All SSOs are prohibited, regardless of the magnitude of the corresponding storm event.  There is no schedule 
for elimination of SSOs. 51 
 
North Dakota 
ND DoH does require elimination of SSOs, and it is not associated with a specific storm event.   
 
Ohio 
OH EPA does require elimination of SSOs, and it is not tied to a specific storm event.  The elimination 
schedule varies by community. 
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Oklahoma 
OK DEQ does require elimination of SSOs, and it is not tied to a specific storm event.  SSO elimination 
schedule varies by community, as defined in a consent order or other formal enforcement action schedule. 
 
Oregon 
OR DEQ requires elimination of SSOs below the design storm event by January 1, 2010.  From November 1 
through May 21, the design storm event is a 5 year frequency, 24 hour duration storm.  From May 22 through 
October 31, the design storm event is a 10 year frequency, 24 hour duration storm.  The Oregon 
Environmental Quality Commission (EQC) may approve a bacteria control management plan prepared by the 
permit holder, which specifies specific hydrologic conditions under which numeric bacteria criteria would be 
waived, as well as public notification practices and the water quality assessment conducted to determine 
bacteria sources.  OR DEQ may also require a more aggressive schedule for elimination of SSOs that 
discharge to a stream with sensitive beneficial uses.52 
 
The EQC is “a five-member citizen panel appointed by the governor for four-year terms to serve as DEQ’s 
policy and rulemaking board. In addition to adopting rules, the EQC also establishes policies, issues orders, 
judges appeals of fines or other department actions, and appoints the DEQ director.”53 
 
Rhode Island 
RI DEM requires elimination of SSOs regardless of the storm event magnitude.  There is no set schedule for 
SSO elimination, but some individual communities have specific schedules to reduce I/I in order to eliminate 
wet weather SSOs. 
 
Texas 
TCEQ requires elimination of SSOs, and this elimination is not associated with a certain storm event.  
Elimination schedule is case specific, as detailed in reference 46.  
 
Washington 
WA DOE requires elimination of SSOs, and this elimination is not associated with a storm event of a certain 
magnitude. 
 
Wisconsin 
WI DNR requires elimination of SSOs, regardless of the magnitude of the storm event.  The elimination 
schedule is dependent on the individual permit compliance schedule. 
 
6.5 Inflow/Infiltration (I/I) Identification & Reduction 

 
U.S. EPA HQ 
“EPA uses the term excessive I/I when considering adjustments to percent removal requirements under the 
secondary treatment requirements.”  According to 40 CFR 133.103(d), a lower percent removal requirement 
may be authorized as long as the less concentrated influent is not determined to be the result of excessive I/I.  
Excessive I/I is defined by the Construction Grants program in 40 CFR 35.2005(b)(16) to be, “quantities of 
infiltration/inflow which can be economically eliminated from a sewer system as determined in a cost-
effectiveness analysis that compares the costs for correcting the infiltration/inflow conditions to the total costs 
for transportation and treatment of the infiltration/inflow.”54 
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U.S. EPA Region 1 
Region 1 has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 4: No response. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 5: No response. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 6: No response. 
 
Arizona 
AZ DEQ has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Connecticut 
CT DEP has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Florida 
FL DEP has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Georgia 
GA DNR has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Indiana 
IDEM has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Iowa 
IA DNR has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Kansas 
KDHE uses the U.S. EPA’s definition of excessive I/I. 
 
Kentucky 
KY DEP established standards for identifying excessive I/I in Kentucky Administrative Regulations, 401 KAR 
5:005, Sections 8 & 9 (reference 55).  These regulations require the integrity of newly constructed gravity 
sewer lines to be verified using either the infiltration-exfiltration test method with a positive head of two feet 
or the low pressure air testing method.  Also, new gravity sewer lines must not allow groundwater to enter the 
system or waste to exit the system at a rate greater than 200 gallons per day (gpd) per inch of diameter per mile 
of sewer line.  Owners of treatment plants must study the conveyance system to evaluate “the cost-
effectiveness of transportation and treatment versus correction of the infiltration-inflow sources by using a 
twenty year present worth cost analysis.”55  
 
Louisiana 
LA DEQ has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
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Massachusetts 
MA DEP has established standards for identifying excessive I/I, which can be found in “Guidelines for 
Performing Infiltration/Inflow Analyses and Sewer System Evaluation Survey” at 
http://www.mass.gov/dep/water/laws/iiguidln.pdf. 
 
Michigan 
MI DEQ generally uses the U.S. EPA recommended standards for identifying excessive I/I.  U.S. EPA 
designated the cost effective solution to I/I above 120 gallons per capita per day (dry weather) and 275 gallons 
per capita per day (wet weather) is to reduce I/I. 
 
Minnesota 
MPCA examines the flow data included on Discharge Monitoring Reports to see trends (spring and fall spikes) 
in I/I at least annually, prior to inspections, or reviewing repeated SSOs at a facility.  If Average Annual 
influent flow exceeds the Average Wet Weather design flow of the facility, additional flow extensions will be 
denied and enforceable schedules are established to reduce I/I. 
 
Missouri 
MO DNR has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Montana 
MT DEQ has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Nevada 
NDEP has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
New Hampshire: See EPA Region 1. 
 
New Jersey 
NJDEP has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
New York 
New York has established standards for identifying excessive inflow and infiltration, modeled after those 
developed by U.S. EPA under 40 CFR 35.  40 CFR 35 states that an analysis of infiltration and inflow should 
include analysis of night flows and/or water consumption records and rainfall and stream flow data, 
respectively.   

 
North Carolina 
For grant purposes, NC DENR has defined excessive inflow and infiltration as 3000 gallon per inch diameter 
per mile.  Also, if I/I is found to be the cause of an SSO, it must be eliminated by permit requirement. 
 
North Dakota 
ND DoH has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Ohio 
OH EPA has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
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Oklahoma 
OK DEQ has established standards for identifying excessive I/I, included in the determination of SNC 
communities. 
 
Oregon 
OR DEQ has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Rhode Island 
RI DEM has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Texas 
TCEQ has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Virginia 
VA DEQ has not established standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Washington 
WA DOE uses U.S. EPA’s standards for identifying excessive I/I. 
 
Wisconsin 
WI DNR uses U.S. EPA’s standards for identifying excessive I/I (infiltration >120 gpcd, inflow > 275 gpcd).  
I/I may also be identified as excessive if it causes SSOs, basement backups, or WWTP problems or diversions. 
 
Wyoming 
WY DEQ has not developed standards for identifying excessive I/I. 

 
6.6 SSO Funding Sources 
 
U.S. EPA HQ 
Loans, primarily from State Revolving Funds (SRF). 
 
U.S. EPA Region 1: Not applicable. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
Grants, loans, other (general budget, etc.) 
 
U.S. EPA Region 5: No response. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 6: No response. 
 
Arizona 
Utilities may apply for loans or grants from the Water Infrastructure Finance Authority of Arizona. 
 
Connecticut 
When funds are available, the Clean Water Fund provides a 2% loan for 20 years to cover SSO project costs. 
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Florida: No response. 
 
Georgia 
Georgia's SSO Compliance and Enforcement Program is funded by the Federal Clean Water Act Section 106 
grants and State funds. 
 
Indiana 
Loans are available through the SRF. 
 
Iowa 
SRF loans, state grants, individual sewer fees, Community Development Block Grants (CDBGs), and Rural 
Development Grants. 
 
Kansas 
CDBGs, Rural Development Grants, and loans from the Kansas SRF are available for SSOs. 
 
Kentucky 
Special appropriation grants, state infrastructure authority low interest loans, conventional funds (e.g., bonds). 
 
Louisiana 
SRF loans, CDBGs, and private sources. 
 
Massachusetts 
Loans. 
 
Michigan 
SRF loans. 
 
Minnesota 
Grants and loans are available.  The Minnesota Public Facilities Authority maintains a loan and grant program, 
which ranks facilities on a Project Priority List.  This list is based on many factors, including whether a facility 
has SSOs.  Also, the State Legislative authority provides funding to the SRF annually and facilities that qualify 
and meet state design standards for the project they are designing receive loans accordingly. 
 
Montana 
Grants and loans. 
 
Nevada 
SRF loans and grants. 
 
New Hampshire: See EPA Region 1. 
 
New Jersey 
SRF loans and state grants.  SSOs are among those projects that are assigned the highest priority in 
determining SRF eligibility. 
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New York 
Primarily loans from New York SRF program, as well as some state grants available through the American 
Recovery and Reinvestment Act of 2009.  State assistance is generally limited to loans rather than grants. 

 
North Carolina 
Both grants and loans are available, administered by the Construction Grants and Loans Section of the North 
Carolina Division of Water Quality and occasionally by the North Carolina Clean Water Management Trust 
Fund. 
 
North Dakota 
Grants and loans are available. 
 
Ohio 
Funding sources for SSOs are the same as those for other wastewater system needs: SRF loans, Ohio Public 
Works loans, Ohio Water Development Authority loans and grants, federal state/tribal assistance grants 
(STAG). 
 
Oklahoma 
USDA Rural Development Grants, SRF loans, HUD CDBGs, Bureau of Indian Affairs (BIA) Indian Health 
Service grants and loans, local banks, and sales taxes. 
 
Oregon 
SRF loans only.  No grants exist. 
 
Rhode Island 
Communities may be eligible for SRF loans for SSO related construction projects. 
 
Texas: No response. 
 
Washington: No response. 
 
Wisconsin 
Loans, WDNR Clean Water Fund, many other funding sources (from which communities may seek loans for 
collection system projects). 
 
Wyoming 
Funding to increase sewer system capacity or reduce I/I is available through SRF loans. 
 
6.7 Blending Policies 

 
U.S. EPA HQ 
The permit for the Blue Plains facility (in Washington DC), which has a combined sewer system, allows 
blending of primary treated wastewater with secondary treated wastewater.  Blending operates with an interim 
authorization, but there is no schedule or plan to eliminate this blending in the future. 
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U.S. EPA Region 1 
Region 1 does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 4 
Region 4 does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 5: No response. 
 
U.S. EPA Region 6: No response. 
 
Arizona 
AZ DEQ does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Connecticut 
CT DEP does allow blending in at least one of its wastewater treatment plant permits, and blending does not 
operate with an interim authorization. 
 
Florida 
FL DEP does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Georgia 
GA DNR does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Indiana 
Some of IDEM’s stormwater permits allow communities with CSOs to recombine effluent during wet weather.  
Blending operates with an interim authorization and the schedule of elimination is defined in an approved long 
term control plan. 
 
Iowa 
IA DNR does allow blending in at least one of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Kansas 
KDHE does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Kentucky 
KY DEP allows the blending of secondary effluent with partially treated effluent during wet weather events in 
several of its discharge permits.  In each permit, blending operates with a temporary authorization, with each 
permit addressing the elimination schedule and/or plan on a case-by-case basis. 
 
Louisiana 
LA DEQ does allow blending in at least one of its wastewater treatment plant’s permits, and blending does not 
operate with an interim authorization. 
 
Massachusetts 
Blending of treated wastewater with a mixture of untreated wastewater and stormwater is not permitted. 
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Michigan 
MI DEQ does allow blending at a limited number of facilities (less than five).  At these facilities, the blending 
operates with an interim authorization and the facilities’ NPDES permits contain a requirement to eliminate 
the blending. 
 
Minnesota 
Blending is not allowed in any of MPCA’s wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Missouri 
MO DNR does allow blending at wastewater treatment plants, and does not consider blending to be a 
temporary solution.  The U.S. EPA recently objected to the issuance of such permits. 
 
Montana 
MT DEQ does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Nevada 
Blending is not allowed in any of NV DEP’s wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
New Hampshire: See EPA Region 1. 
 
New Jersey 
Blending is not allowed in any of NJDEP’s wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
New York 
Wastewater treatment plant permits issued by NYSDEC contain provisions for the blending of treated 
wastewater with the mixture of storm water and untreated sewage, and this blending does not operate with an 
interim authorization or schedule for elimination. 
 
North Carolina 
Blending is not allowed in any of NC DENR’s wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
North Dakota 
ND DoH does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Ohio 
Blending is not allowed in any of OH EPA’s permits. 
 
Oklahoma 
Blending is not allowed in any of OK DEQ’s wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Oregon 
Blending is not allowed in any of OR DEQ’s permits. 
 
Rhode Island 
Two of Rhode Island’s wastewater treatment plants that have combined sewer systems have both dry weather 
outfalls and wet weather outfalls.  All discharges from the dry weather outfalls must meet secondary treatment 
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requirements, while wet weather discharges must meet only primary treatment requirements.  All effluent from 
wastewater treatment plants with separate collection systems must meet secondary treatment requirements. 
 
Texas 
Blending is not allowed in any of TCEQ’s wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Virginia 
Blending is not allowed in any of VA DEQ’s wastewater treatment plant permits. 
 
Washington 
WA DOE does not allow blending in any of its wastewater treatment plant’s permits. 
 
Wisconsin 
In some cases, in-plant diversions are allowed, but the discharged effluent must still meet any WPDES permit 
effluent limits.  Such blending operates with an interim authorization and WI DNR is in the process of 
preparing a set of “SSO Rules” that will address blending. 
 
Wyoming 
Blending is not allowed in any of WY DEQ’s wastewater treatment plant’s permits. 
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