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Background
• Two Advanced Wastewater 

(AWT) Plants

• Combined Sewer Area with 

~ 34 square miles, 131 

outfalls

• Service area population of 

~ 800,000

• 20-year Combined Sewer 

Overflow Long-Term 

Control Plan (CSO LTCP) 

approved December 2006

• Amended Three Times

• Completion 2025



Background

Indiana:  All waterbodies are 

primary contact recreation

• 1998 Indianapolis 

waterbodies on 303(d) list

• 2004 Total Maximum 

Daily Load Developed

• 2005 Indiana codified the 

UAA process

• Includes CSO Wet Weather 

Limited Use Subcategory



What is a Use Attainability Analysis?

• Component of Citizens’ Consent Decree 

• Scientific assessment of the factors affecting the 

attainment of designated uses in a water body

• Used to support a change to the designated use 

of a water body

• Based on six possible factors defined in the EPA’s 

UAA guidance documents  



• One of Five Pathways Identified in EPA’s Post-

Construction Monitoring Guidance

What is a Use Attainability Analysis?

Source: US EPA, 2012
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1. Develop a plan to get to zero overflows

2. Beg for mercy

3. Revise the stream TMDL

4. Get an approved Use Attainability Analysis (UAA)

5. Get an approved variance



Citizens’ UAA seeks suspension of the 

fishable/swimmable standard on its receiving waters 

during and for up to four days after the end of any 

remaining CSO discharges  

History of the Indianapolis UAA

2005

Indiana Water 
Pollution Control 
Board adopts the 
Wet Weather 

Limited Use 

Subcategory

2007

A UAA is included 
with the City of 
Indianapolis’ 
approved Consent 
Decree. 

Dec 2007

Indiana DEM 
accepted the UAA

2008

Indiana 
Environmental Rules 
Board scheduled but 
did not meet

2011-2012

IDEM requested an 
update to the UAA 
request to move 
forward

2017

Five-Year LTCP 
Update

2019

Updated UAA 
submitted

April 27, 2020

Indiana 
Environmental Rules 
Board Approval

July 29, 2020

US EPA Region 5 
Approval

Total UAA Development Period:  2000 – 2020



• Factor 1: Pollution

• Naturally-occurring pollutants prevent attainment of use  

• Factor 2: Flow Conditions

• CSO-impacted waterways unsuitable for recreation during and following large 

storm events

• Factor 3: Human-Caused Conditions

• Human-caused conditions prevent the attainment of the use and cannot be 

reasonably remedied

• Factor 4: Hydrologic Modifications

• Heavy urbanization has modified the natural hydrology of streams increasing 

peak stream flows to unsafe levels

• Factor 5: Natural Features

• Physical conditions and features preclude attainment

• Factor 6: Economic and Social Impact

• Attaining a designate use results in substantial and widespread economic and 

social impacts

UAA Supporting Factors



Factor 2: Flow Conditions

CSO-impacted waterways are especially unsuitable for 

recreational use during and following large storm 

events due to high stream flows, velocities, and depths
Modeled Instream Flow for a 3-Month SCS Storm Compared to Flow considered Unsafe for 

Wading by USGS Staff

Watershed
Flows Considered Unsafe for Wading by 

USGS Staff (cfs)

Peak (Modeled) Stream Flows after 

LTCP Implementation (cfs)

Fall Creek >340 990

Pleasant Run >160 770

Pogues Run >25 205

Eagle Creek >140 1,020

White River >540 4,490

White River (with CSO 

Tributaries)
>540 5,600



Factor 2: Flow Conditions

Pleasant Run Fall Creek

CSO-impacted waterways are especially unsuitable for 

recreational use during and following large storm 

events due to high stream flows, velocities, and depths



Factor 3: Human Caused Conditions

Three Scenarios Evaluated in Water Quality Model

Scenario Bacteria Description Purpose Anticipated Results

1 CSOs only Evaluate impact of CSOs
CSOs do not cause 

exceedance

2

CSOs and non-CSO 

bacteria sources in 

compliance

(ALIGN TO TMDL)

Evaluate impact of CSOs 

assuming other bacteria 

sources are also in 

compliance

With other bacteria sources 

in compliance, CSOs do not 

cause exceedances

3
CSOs and existing 

bacteria loading

Evaluate impact of CSOs 

assuming other bacteria 

sources remain unchanged

Further reducing CSOs post-

LTCP will not impact water 

quality compliance



Comparison of Federal Bacteria Standard to Indiana Bacteria Standard

Criteria

Current 

Indiana 

Standard

2012 Federal 

Standard 

Recommendation 

No. 1

30‐day Geometric 

Mean

(E. coli cfu/100 mL)

125 126
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Maximum
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Value (Federal)
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Factor 3: Human Caused Conditions
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• CSOs are not the 

main cause or 

contributor to WQ 

violations

• Limited sensitivity 

to 410 or 235 

cfu/100 mL
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Factor 4: Hydrologic Modification

Urbanization has modified the natural hydrology of the 

streams, increasing peak stream flows to unsafe levels.

Analysis of Stormwater Reduction Practices to Reach Safe Wading Thresholds

Watershed
Flows Considered Unsafe for 

Wading by USGS Staff (cfs)

Peak (Modeled) Stream 

Flows after LTCP 

Implementation (cfs)

Peak (Modeled) Stream Flows 

after LTCP Implementation  with 

Stormwater Controls (cfs)

Fall Creek >340 990 980

Pleasant Run >160 770 760

Pogues Run >25 205 205

Eagle Creek >140 1,020 1,000

White River >540 4,490 4,410

White River (with 

CSO Tributaries)
>540 5,600 5,500



Factor 6: Economic and Social Impact

Attaining a designated use would result in substantial 

and widespread economic and social impacts.

Substantial and 

widespread economic 

and social impact

Cost

Residential Indicator 

(2017 FCA)

Service Area Center Twp.

LTCP including SEP 

and SSD Projects & 

Integrated Planning

2.02%
(High Burden)

3.07%
(High Burden)

*Residential Indicator measures Cost per Household as a 

percentage of Median Household Income

*Per Section XIII of IDEM’s December 2001 Nonrule Policy Document for CSO LTCP 

and UAA Guidance describes evaluation of financial capability



Key Elements for Approval

• What Did Citizens Submit?

• What Did EPA Emphasize in their Approval?

• What Supporting Data was Necessary?



CSO Limited Use 

Subcategory 

Request:

• Spatial Extents

• Temporal 

Extents

Key Elements:  What did Citizens Submit?



Key Elements:  What did Citizens Submit?

Stream Segment

Factor 2: 

Natural or 

Intermittent High 

Flow Conditions

Factor 3: 

Human‐Caused 

Conditions

Factor 4: 

Hydrologic 

Modifications

Factor 6: 

Substantial and 

Widespread 

Economic and 

Social Impact

Fall Creek

SM 6.1 to 0
96 hours 72 hours 96 hours

High Burden /

Substantial and 

widespread 

economic and social 

impact

(FCA Residential 

Indicator)

Pleasant Run

SM 7.8 to 0
48 hours 96 hours 48 hours

Pogues Run

SM 5.3 to 0
96 hours 96 hours 96 hours

Eagle Creek

SM 4.2 to 0
96 hours 96 hours 96 hours

White River

RM 251 to 146
96 hours 96 hours 96 hours



Key Elements:  What did EPA 

Emphasize in their Approval?

• Approval is defined as a 

“site-specific criteria”

• Indiana’s water quality 

standards and UAA process 

are consistent with Federal 

Law

• IDEM and the state 

Environmental Rules Board 

followed the law



Key Elements:  What did EPA 

Emphasize in their Approval?

• Factor 3: Human-Caused 

Conditions ONLY

• Other factors were not 

explicitly rejected

• Does not remove an 

existing use

• Endangered species, Tribal 

lands, Great Lakes do not 

apply



Key Elements: What supporting data 

was necessary?

• > 10 years of USGS Stream 

measurement data

• Receiving Stream Water 

Quality Model

• Positive dialogue with state 

and federal regulators

• Compliance with intermediate 

consent decree milestones March – April 2017 

Stormwater Magazine



Summary & Discussion

• A UAA is a pathway for regulatory certainty in 

CSO consent decree programs

• Elements in the UAA process are specific to 

the state and region

• Non-financial factors require an 

understanding of stream hydrology and water 

quality
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