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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

The objective of this report is to determine whether there are point source discharges 

into navigable waters that, in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not 

significant, and to determine the most effective and appropriate methods of regulating any 

such discharges. This report is required by Section 516 of the Water Quality Act of 1987. 

This Report to Congress addresses the requirements of Section 516 by identifying 

potential de Minimis discharges and recommending effective and appropriate methods of 

regulating those discharges. The Report includes five major elements: (1) legislative history 

and background, (2) classification of de minimis discharges, (3) regulatory options, (4) unit 

resource and cost savings of the regulatory options; and (5) recommendations. 

Legislative History and Background 

In 1972 under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act Amendments (FWPCA), the 

National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) was established. The NPDES 

Program requires all point source discharges of pollutants to have a permit (except as 

provided in Section 404 of the Water Quality Act, which regulates dredge and fill activities). 

Considerable resources for both permitting agencies and permittees are involved in the 

NPDES permit process. Permits for major discharges average 30 pages, consume four 

months’ processing time, and cost thousands of dollars to issue. 

Since 1972, approximately 65,000 dischargers in the United States have been issued 

NPDES permits, which require renewal at a maximum of five-year intervals. EPA and State 
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Executive Summary 

permitting agencies are faced with an increasing backlog of permits that have expired and 

should be reissued. EPA has always been concerned about how to set priorities for permit 

writing. The Agency has grappled with this problem in a number of ways. One of the first 

steps EPA took in setting priorities was to classify all discharges as either major or minor. 

Confronted with the enormous task of reviewing permits for major point source discharges, 

EPA and State agencies have not been able to act on over 10,000 permit applications and 

numerous permit renewals, nearly all of which are minor point source discharges. 

In 1982, during public hearings before Congress, modifications to the NPDES permit 

regulations that address insignificant discharges were suggested as possible amendments to 

the FWPCA. During these hearings, the term de minimis was used to reflect insignificant 

discharges. The de minimis concept under the NPDES program was further discussed during 

public hearings before Congress in 1983 and 1985. In 1987, Congress passed the Water 

Quality Act, which mandated this study of de minimis discharges in lieu of amending NPDES 

permit requirements for such discharges. 

Classification of De Minimis Discharges 

Potential de minimis discharges are classified in this report through a two-part process 

using readily available data and supporting information from permitting authorities. The first 

part screens the potential number of de minimis discharges by evaluating the type of facility, 

type of effluent, current Federal effluent regulations, and permit limitations. This initial 

screening had to be conducted on a very limited data base since most permitting and 

compliance monitoring activities have concentrated on major discharges, which by definition 

are not de minimis. Because the data on most minor facilities are limited, entire groups of 

dischargers were screened out from the category of potential de minimis if there was reason 

to conclude that a group of permittees contained at least a reasonable number of dischargers 

that could not be considered de minimis. The Agency approached the de minimis 
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Executive Summary 

classification in this manner to avoid overestimating the number of de minimis discharges. 

As a result, the projected number of potential de minimis discharges may be underestimated; 

some facilities that were categorically excluded could be determined to qualify as de minimis 

if it were possible to examine them on a case-by-case basis. The second part applies 

site-specific criteria to confirm that the discharges are insignificant. Based on the initial 

screening, the number of facilities classified in this study as potentially de minimis is 

projected nationwide. 

Screening and Evaluation of Discharges 

The first part of the classification procedure evaluated and sorted NPDES facilities 

into four categories: 

l Primary Industrial Facilities: Primary industries are considered to have a high 
potential for toxic pollutant discharges. All primary facilities are excluded from 
de minimis. 

l Sewage Treatment Facilities: Facilities classified as sewage treatment facilities 
have a high potential for toxic pollutant discharges, ammonia, and chlorine, as 
well as pathogens. Consequently, all sewage treatment facilities are excluded 
from & minimis. 

l Unknown Facilities: All facilities with incomplete or insufficient data that could 
not be classified in any industrial category are considered to be potential 
dischargers of toxic pollutants for the purposes of this study and are excluded 
from de minimis. 

l Secondary Facilities: Secondary facilities were categorized into three groups: 
(1) facilities with significant potential for toxics in their discharge; (2) facilities 
with effluent guidelines; and (3) all others. Facilities classified as “all others” 
were further classified into facilities with permit limitations for any toxics, 
ammonia, or chlorine and facilities projected to be potential de minimis. 

. . . 
Ill 



Executive Summary 

Application of SaeS~ic Criteria 

Once a facility is categorized as potential de mini&, the second part of the 

classification procedure would apply site-specific criteria, used by the Agency’s OfIke of 

Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC) for major/minor designations, to confirm 

a facility as tie Mknis. This portion of the procedure would be performed by the permitting 

authorities. The criteria address six characteristics of the discharge: 

l Toxic pollutant discharge; 
l Flow/stream flow volume; 
l conv~tional pollutants; 

l Public health impact; 
l Water quality factors; and 
l Proximity to near coastal waters. 

Nationwide! Projections 

An estimated 893 fkilities (1.2 percent of all active NPDES kcilities) are projected, 

as a group, to be potentially de minimis, applying the classification system previously 

discussed (See Table 1). Each facility would require site-specific evaluation before being 

confirmed as insignificant in terms of volume, concentration, and pollutant type. 

Table 1 
Projection of Potential De Minimis Discharges 

. . . ve NPDES FacJ~tia . 
Pomtd De Minim& 

Facilitv Tm Percent Number Percent 

Prii Industrial 17,463 23.4 0 -- . 
Sewage Treatment 21,073 28.3 0 -- . 
UnhnoWn 4,03 1 5.4 -.- 
Secondary Facilities 31.958 42.9 1.2 

TOTAL 74,525 893 

iv 
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Regulatory Options of De Minimis Discharges 

De minimis discharges may be suitable for alternative regulatory approaches. 

Existing regulatory options include the standard NPDES program (including model permits) 

and the general permit. Possible alternative regulatory options that would require statutory 

change include the ten-year permit, over-thecounter permits, exclusion by waiver from the 

NPDES program, and the national rule approach. These options are described below: 

0 Model Permit: Uses an “example” standard permit to reduce burden. Requires 

complete application and processing. 

l Generai permit: Extends broad coverage for a class of similar discharges. 

Contains many of the standard permit provisions at a considerable reduction in 

administrative burden. Requires review by EPA Region and/or Headquarters. 

0 Ten-Year Permitz Extends the lifetime of the permit from 5 to 10 years. 

Requires a statutory change. Difficulties perceived in responding to changes in 

effluent, regulations, etc. 

0 Over4J~+Counter Permits: Abbreviates application and permit process. 

(Applicants receive same-day or 24-hour service.) May require statutory 

change. Difficulties perceived in maintaining public notice and establishing 

suitable Regional/State permitting procedures. 

l Exclusion by Waiver from the NPDES Program: Excludes certain categories 

of discharges from NPDES Requires a statutory change and case-by-case 

designations. May eliminate some discharges from regulation; possible water 

quality impacts. 

V 
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l National Rule: Allows the instantaneous regulation of large groups of 

de minimis discharges by coverage under a general rule. The rule would state 

coverage of specified activities and corresponding national standards (similar to 

EPA National Ambient Air Quality Standards) that would apply to the facility. 

Requires confirmation of de minimis status. A Notice of Intent may also be 

required. 

Unit Resoume and Cost Savings of Regulatory Options 

Analyses were conducted to determine the potential unit savings in resources 

(person-hours) and costs attributable to the alternative regulatory options. These addressed 

only savings for permitting agencies (EPA and approved States); savings for industry and 

other permittees were not considered. Primary data were obtained from two sources: (1) the 

1986 North Carolina Effort and Cost of Permitting Study, which outlines the permit steps 

and effort involved in a standard/model permit program; and (2) the 1987 EPA Permit 

Issuance Workload Model, which predicts levels of effort involved in permitting various 

discharges. Supporting information was obtained from the EPA Regional permitting 

authorities and State permitting agencies. 

In comparing the projected resources (person-hours) and costs of the various 

alternative regulatory options, unit (per plant) governmental savings are as follows: 

1. Exclusion by Waiver 

2. General Permit 

3. Over-the-Counter Permit 

4. Ten-Year Permit 

Pf=m (%I cost (96) 
92 94 

20 23 

19 22 

16 17 
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Savings are in relation to the Standard/Model (baseline) Permit requiring an estimated 147 

person-hours and $1,807 per facility over a 5 year term. 

The national rule approach was not evaluated since it requires that classes of 

discharges be confirmed as de minimis before any site-specific investigations are conducted. 

EPA’s limited data base on these potential de minimis discharges prevents this confirmation. 

Recommendations 

An estimated 893 facilities (1.2 percent of all active NPDES facilities) belong to 

industrial types that can readily be projected as potentially de minimis. In part, because it is 

the best regulatory option available under current law, the general permit is recommended as 

the most effective and appropriate method of regulating these discharges (Iable 2). Although 

a prudently managed system for exclusion by waiver or a national permit by rule approach 

for de minimis discharges may ultimately offer the greatest savings to government and the 

economy, quite possibly at little risk to the environment, those options are not available 

under current law. General permits can be issued with unit resource and cost savings of 20 

and 23 percent, respectively. No statutorv change is reouired as general permit regulations 

were promulgated in 1979. General permits are currently used by a number of EPA Regions 

and approved States with noted success in reducing the burden for permitting agencies. A 

positive consensus was received from EPA Regional and State permitting authorities on the 

applicability of general permits. However, the general permit will be effective only if the 

number of potential de minimis discharges within a specified geographical or political 

boundary is adequate to make the permit administratively worthwhile. (General permits are 

rulemakings that require substantial data gathering on the part of permitting agencies.) In 

such cases where the general permit is not effective, individual 5 year permits would be 

appropriate based on standard “models” issued by EPA as guidance. Model permits can be 
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Table 2 
Summary of Regulatory Option Evaluations 

Permitting 
w+ utilization 

Positive 
Unit Savians consensus 

ResourCe cost from Permitting 
P-t) (Pe-t) Authorities 

Genexal Permit No 28 NPDES 
states plus 
16 non- 
NPDES 
states or 
Territories 

20 23 YES 

Ten-Year 
permit 

YeS califomia 
IlOll- 
NPDES 
extaded- 
life permits 

16 

OVtSHht2- 
Counter Permit 

urybe New Jersey 19 
for non- 
NPDES 
permits 

Exclusion by 
Waiver 

Y&3 cdifomi8 92 
for lad 

dischug=J 

(-- 
NPDES) 

17 

22 

94 

YeS 

No 

YeS 

. . . 
vlll 
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helpful by giving generic permit requirements and guidelines for certain types of discharges. 

This template can then be tailored to a specific discharge with less burden than it takes to 

develop a permit from scratch. 

ix 



INTRODUCTION 

The objective of this study is to determine whether there are point source discharges 

into navigable waters that, in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not 

significant (i.e., de minimis). The Agency is required to submit a Report to Congress on the 

results of the study, along with recommendations concerning the most effective and 

appropriate methods of regulating such discharges. This study was required by Congress in 

lieu of revisions to this aspect of the National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System 

(NPDES). 

As established by Section 402(a)(1) of the Clean Water Act (CWA), all point source 

discharges of pollutants to navigable waters must have a NPDES permit (except as provided 

in Section 404 which regulates dredge and fill activities). The time and resources involved 

in the NPDES permit process are considerable for both the regulatory agency and industry. 

Permits for major discharges average 30 pages, consume 4 months’ processing time, and cost 

thousands of dollars to issue. 

Since 1972, approximately 65,000 NPDES permits have been issued, which require 

renewal at a maximum of five-year intervals. EPA and State permitting agencies are faced 

with an increasing backlog of permits that have expired and should be reissued. EPA has 

always been concerned about how to set priorities for permit writing. The Agency has 

grappled with this problem in a number of ways. One of the first steps EPA took in setting 

priorities was to classify all discharges as either major or minor. Confronted with the 

enormous task of reviewing permits for major point source discharges, the EPA and State 
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agencies have not acted on over 10,000 permit applications and numerous permit renewals, 

the majority of which are minor point source discharges. 

If discharges are de minimis, based on concentration, volume, and type of discharge, 

and do not significantly impact water quality, regulatory options may be recommended to 

reduce their regulatory/administrative burden on the regulatory agencies as well as industry. 

Resources could then be concentrated on permit compliance rather than permit 

administration. 

Chapter One of this report provides background information on the evolution of the 

De Minimis Discharge Study. The legislative history is presented, beginning with the 1982 

public record, which mentions excluding “insignificant discharges” from the requirements of 

NPDES permits. A description of the Regional/State survey conducted for this study is also 

included. 

Chapter Two presents the data and information pertinent to classifying a discharge as 

de minimis using criteria established by the Agency. The methodology and data sources used 

in the assessment are discussed. The assessment was severely hampered by the lack of data 

since most permitting and compliance monitoring activities have concentrated on major 

discharges, which, by definition, are not de minimis. The specific criteria used in the 

classifications, such as Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) code and effluent 

characteristics, are defined. The chapter concludes with a classification of potential 

de minimis discharges. 

Chapter Three discusses existing regulatory options currently in use and other 

potential regulatory options compiled by the Agency. Regulatory options are described and 

evaluated. 

2 



Introduction 

Chapter Four assesses the potential unit cost savings to permitting agencies in terms 

of resources and dollars that could be attributed to the alternative regulatory options used to 

permit de tin&n& discharges. The development of a permitting resource model is discussed, 

and unit savings to government are projected and evaluated for each regulatory option. This 

chapter concludes with a comparison of savings. 

Chapter Five presents the conclusions and recommendations of the Agency. It 

provides an overview on the Agency’s findings, as well as recommendations concerning the 

most effective and appropriate methods of regulating de minimi.s discharges. 

Various appendices are attached to this report, providing more detail on the specific 

issues and options addressed in the main text. Appendix A presents, in chronological order, 

all information found in the public records concerning the legislative evolution of the study 

of de &zimis discharges. Appendix B provides the questionnaire used to survey permitting 

authorities on the types or categories of discharges that could be considered de minimis, as 

well as to recommend regulatory options. Appendices C and D summarize the results of the 

Study’s survey of Regional and State permitting authorities. Appendices E through J contain 

additional information on the classification of de minimis discharges. Appendix K provides a 

summary of the States approved to issue permits under the standard NPDES program. 

Appendix L provides general permit information, including current program status and a 

listing of categories currently covered by general permits. Appendix M includes the North 

Carolina Case Study on the Effort and Cost of Permitting. Appendix N presents the EPA 

workload model that estimates outputs, workloads, and resources for various types of 

NPDES permits. 
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Chapter One 

BACKGROUND 

LEGISLATIVE HISTORY 

The evolution of the De Minimis Discharges Study was obtained from the 

Congressional Record, which was reviewed for all references to the Federal Water Pollution 

Control Act (FWPCA) or the Clean Water Act (CWA) for the years 1981-1987. The 

legislative record for previous years was examined with respect to amendments to the 

FWPCA. Appendix A presents, in chronological order, all information found in the public 

records concerning the legislative evolution of the study of de minimis discharges. All page 

references cited in this chapter are contained in Appendix A. 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) was established with 

the passage of Public Law 92-500, called the FWPCA Amendments of 1972 (also known as 

the Clean Water Act), by the second session of the 92nd Congress on October 12, 1972. 

The NPDES program requires all point source discharges of pollutants (other than dredged or 

fill material regulated under Section 404 of the CWA) to United States waters to have a 

permit, the term of which may not exceed 5 years. Subsequent amendments to the FWPCA 

were produced by Congress, but contained no references to insignificant (de minimis) 

discharges. 

Modifying regulations for insignificant discharges under the NPDES permit program 

were first proposed during public hearings held in 1982 on possible amendments to the 

FWPCA. Hearings were again held in 1983 and 1985. The bill passed by Congress in 

February 1987 became Public Law 100-4 (PL 100-4), amending the FWPCA. Section 516 
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Background 

of the Water Quality Act (WQA), a “Study of De Minimis Discharges,” mandated the study 

of insignificant discharges of pollution, as well as recommendations for methods to best 

regulate them. The following paragraphs present the legislative evolution of the De Minimis 

Discharges Study. 

The 1982 hearings before the Subcommittee on Water Resources of the U.S. House 

of Representatives Committee on Public Works and Transportation produced the first 

mention in the public record of the exclusion of “insignificant discharges” from the 

requirements of the NPDES permit program. The idea was first set out by J.C. Hildrew, 

speaking for the American Petroleum Institute on July 28, 1982. He quoted a 1979 report of 

the Association of State and Interstate Water Pollution Control Administrators (ASIWPCA) 

as source of the assertion that “about 51 percent of all permits issued . . . involved relatively 

insignificant facilities with respect to point source pollution concerns,” which places a heavy 

burden, in terms of both time and cost, on government and industry. He concluded that “the 

EPA Administrator should be given specific authority to exempt environmentally insignificant 

discharges from the requirements of the NPDES permit program” (p. A-1). On July 29, 

R.F. Flacke, Commissioner of the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation, estimated the number of “dischargers of a minor nature” to be “about eighty 

percent of the permittees.” He stated that these minor discharges do not require review 

every 5 years due to “the unchanging nature of the waste streams and/or the lack of 

additional treatment requirements” (p. A-5). J.W. Haun, speaking for the National 

Environmental Development Association (NEDA) on July 29, introduced the term 

“de minimis” for those discharges that“. . . based on concentration, volume, and type of 

discharge . . . are insignificant to the protection of water quality...” and advocated their 

exemption from NPDES requirements (p. A-6). Following these hearings, a bill (H.R. 3282) 

was introduced by Rep. Howard on June 13, 1983, and contained Section 35 entitled “Study 

of Regulation of De Minimis Discharges” (p. A-9). 
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The Committee on Public Works and Transportation, U.S House of Representatives, 

held hearings in the fall of 1983 on possible amendments to the PWPCA. On September 20, 

H.G. Williams, Commissioner of the New York State Department of Environmental 

Conservation, reported that “in New York, ninety percent of the point source pollution 

comes from ten percent of the sources.” He recommended the extension of NPDES permits 

to a duration of 10 years to “. . . give regulating agencies the ability to concentrate their 

resources on permit compliance rather than permit administration” (p. A-11). 

O.G. Simpson, Atlantic Richfield Company, urged the exemption of “de minimis classes of 

point source dischargers of conventional pollutants” (p. A-12). K.E. Blower of the Standard 

Gil Company of Ohio, vting the American Petroleum Institute Water Program 

Committee, on November 10 urged Congress “. . . (a) to exempt appropriate discharges 

from categories of point sources, and (b) to exempt specific point source discharges on a 

case-by- basis” (p. A-13). J.W. Haun, appearing again for NEDA, recommended that 

“the EPA Administrator should be allowed to exempt de minimis point source discharges and 

channeled stomwater runoff containing de minimis quantities of pollutants from the NPDES 

permit procedure’ (p. A-15). After this phase of hearings, the text of H.R. 3282, ordered to 

be printed by the Committee of the Whole House on June 6, 1984, retained its Section 35 @. 

A-16). 

On June 20, 1984, Rep. Gberstar and cosponsors introduced H.R. 5903; Section 35 

of that act required a study of regulation of & minimis discharges, which was identical in 

wording to that of H.R. 3282 (p. A-18). A subsequent amendment (p. A-20) merged the two 

bills into H.R. 3282, which was passed by the House on June 26 (p. A-22), sent to the 

Senate, and placed on the calendar on July 24. H.R. 3282 died for lack of action. 

When the 99th Congress convened in 1985, Rep. Howard on January 3 introduced 

H.R. 8, which was a virtual copy of his H.R. 3282 of 1983; Rep. Gberstar on March 7 
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introduced H.R. 1509, which was a virtual copy of his H.R. 5903 of the previous year. 

Both bills contained de minimis discharges study sections identical in wording (pp. A-26 and 

A-28). J.L. Ledbetter, Commissioner, Department of Natural Resources, State of Georgia, 

appeared at a hearing before the Subcommittee on Water Resources of the House Committee 

on Public Works and Transportation on April 30, 1985. Speaking for ASIWPCA, he 

estimated that “in most states, seventy-five percent of the permits are for relatively small 

dischargers with nontoxic wastewaters, and lO-year permits would enable the states to spend 

more time developing and re-opening the permits for major sources” (p. A-29). 

Amendments were added to H.R. 8 in July; renumbering of the sections caused the study of 

de minimik discharges to become Section 43, but the wording was unchanged (p. A-30). 

On July 23, H.R. 8, as amended, was passed by the House. The House then agreed 

to consider Senate bill 1128. Rep. Howard amended it by substituting its contents with the 

text of H.R. 8 as passed. This brought about another renumbering of sections, and the 

& minimis discharges study became Section 67 (p. A-36). The Senate disagreed with the 

House amendments and requested a conference. S. 1128 emerged from the conference on 

October 15, 1986, in drastically altered form, but the de minimis discharges study was 

retained and became Section 516 (p. A-38). S. 1128 was pocket vetoed by President 

Reagan. 

On January 6, 1987, S. 1 was introduced in the Senate by Sen. Byrd and numerous 

cosponsors, and H.R. 1 was introduced in the House of Representatives by Rep. Howard and 

a multitude of cosponsors. The bills were identical and contained the exact wording of 

S. 1128. In the House debate, Rep. Hammerschmidt expressed his belief that most 

stormwater discharges would not have significant environmental impacts and would not 

require permits @. A-47). The House passed H.R. 1 on January 8, 1987 (p. A-49). As a 

part of the Senate consideration of H.R. 1, Sen. Dole proposed an amendment that would 
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reduce the funding. This amendment had two sections dealing with the de minimis 

discharges study, 511 and 526, which were identical in wording and unaltered from Section 

516 of S. 1 and H.R. 1. The Dole amendment was rejected by a vote on January 21, 1987, 

after which the Senate passed the original bill. President Reagan vetoed the bill on 

January 30. The House voted on February 3, 1987, to override the veto, and the Senate 

followed suit on February 4. The study of de minimis discharges was thus mandated. 

REGIONAL AND STATE PERMWIIN G AUTHORITY CONTRIBUTIONS 

The NPDES permitting program is administered by Regional (EPA) and authorized 

State permitting agencies throughout the United States. EPA Regional permitting authorities 

were initially contacted to provide suggestions on the types or categories of discharges that 

could be considered de minimis, including data and supporting rationale. A detailed 

questionnaire was then developed on the basis of the responses (Appendix B). 

The ten EPA Regional permitting authorities and nine State permitting agencies 

(Maine, New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Wisconsin, Texas, Missouri, California, and 

Washington) recommended by the Regional offices (Figure l- 1) were surveyed to obtain 

information on the types or categories of discharges that could be considered de minimis, as 

well as to obtain recommendations for regulatory options and to identify associated 

procedural implications with respect to the classification of de minimis discharges. Results of 

the survey were assessed and compiled. Regional and State permitting agencies 

recommended several categories of de minimis discharges that national data bases have 

identified as having a potential discharge of toxics (Appendices C and D). As a result, these 

recommendations were not carried forward in this report. 
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I ---- -----_-- - _~.__ __ ___- - I 
Figure l-l. EPf3 Reg i ona 1 and Stalt! Contacts for the De Minirnis 

Discharges Study. 



Chapter Two 

CLASSIFICATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES 

Over 74,000 facilities nationwide are currently discharging into navigable waters. 

From an environmental standpoint, any discharge may have a potential for water quality 

impacts. However, some types of discharges may not be significantly impacting water 

quality. This chapter classifies those discharges identified as potentially de minimis using 

readily available data, supporting information, and guidelines established by the Agency. 

The classification process was severely hampered by the lack of data since most permitting 

and compliance monitoring activities have concentrated on major discharges, which, by 

definition, are not de minimis. The classification is a two-part process involving (1) 

screening and evaluation of discharges according to the type of facility, type of effluent, 

current Federal regulations, and permit limitations to quantify potential de minimis discharges 

and, subsequently, (2) application of site-specific criteria to confirm a discharge as 

de minimis. Based on the initial screening, which is the level of analysis conducted for this 

report, the number of facilities classified in this study as potentially de minimis is projected 

nationwide. The criteria to confirm a discharge as de minimis under the second part of the 

process are outlined, but none of the facilities classified as potentially de minimis have 

actually been confirmed from the initial screening as part of this report. 

METHOD OF CLASSIFICATION 

Data were retrieved from four EPA data bases (Permit Compliance System (PCS), 

Industrial Facilities Discharge (IFD) file, PEACH, and GAGE), and subsequently compiled 

and analyzed using a computerized software system. Facilities identified in PCS as actively 

discharging into “waters of the United States” were retrieved by State or Territory for the ten 
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Classification of De Minimis Discharges 

EPA Regional Divisions of the United States (Table 2-1) and classified into four categories 

based on the facilities’ 1972 Standard Industrial Classification (SIC) codes: (1) primary 

industrial, (2) sewage treatment, (3) unknown, and (4) secondary (Table 2-2). The four 

categories were defined in order to determine industries that discharge or have the potential 

to discharge pollutants (toxics, conventional pollutants, and nonconventional pollutants 

(ammonia and chlorine)) into receiving streams. The secondary facilities category contains 

the largest number of active facilities (Figure 2-1). The four categories were then screened 

and evaluated for potential de minimis status. 

Screening and Evaluation of Discharges 

The screening and evaluation of a facility’s discharge were based on four criteria: (1) 

category of industry; (2) effluent characteristics, such as the type of effluent and its potential 

for toxic pollutants; (3) promulgation of Federal effluent limitation guidelines and standards 

for toxics, conventional pollutants, and nonconventional pollutants; and (4) permit limitations 

for any toxics, ammonia, or chlorine. 

Several assumptions and limitations were made in applying these criteria. 

1. Differences may exist in the level and types of discharges of toxic substances 
between subcategories of the same SIC code. However, a nationwide data base 
of facilities by subcategory was unavailable to complete this study. Therefore, 
the number of facilities projected with toxic pollutant discharges may be 
overestimated since toxicity data were extrapolated to the entire industry (i.e., 
SIC code). 
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Table 2-l 

States and U.S. Territmies Addmsed by the 
De Minimis Discharges Study 

GION 1 

Connecticut (cl-) 
Maine (ME) 
Massachusetts (MA) 
NewI-hmphh(NH) 
Rhode Island (RI) 
Vermont (VT) 

New York (NY-) 

New J-Y (NJ) 
Puerto Rico (PR) 
VirpinIShdS(VI) 

Delaware (DE) 
Washington, D.C. (DC) 
Mwu (MD) 
Pennsylvania (PA) 
Virginia (VA) 
west Virginia (WV) 

GTON IV 

AlabaxM w-1 
Plolidm (Ix) 
Georgia (GA) 

K-=h (KY) 
Mississippi (MS) 
North Carolina (NC) 
south Carolina (SC) 
T-=-VW 

GION V 

nlinoii (IL) 
IndiaM(IN) 
Michigan (MI) 
M- (MN) 
Ohio (OH) 
WkXXMill(WI) 

- WV 
Louisiana (LA) 
Oklahoma (OK) 
Texas (TX) 
New Mexico (NM) 

ION VlI 

Iowa 0 
KansM (KS) 
Missouri (MO) 
Nehsh (NE) 

c!ololado (CO) 
Montana (MT) 
North Dakota (ND) 
South Dakota (SD) 
ua(uT) 
WYOminp 0 

California (CA) 
Nevada (NV) 
Arimlla (AZ) 
Hawaii(HI) 
American Samoa (AS) 

Guam WI 

GION X 
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Table 2-2 

categories used to Define Poteatid 
Dr Minimis Discbargea 

~h?ory Dehition 

1 Primpry Id&rid Frilitia: FacilitiaincludeduptutoftheiDdustry 
(17,463 Facilities) categories listed in the National Rseourcae Defense Council 

(NRDC) eettlement agreamt (Table 2-3). ‘Any permit issued 
after Jima 30, 1981, to dihugem in the following categories shall 
include efflwnt limitati~ and a complipnce schedule to meet the 
=qi==- of Section 301@)(2)(A), (C),(D),@), and (P) of 
CWA, wkther or not applicable efflued limitio~ guideline.5 have 
beea promulgated.’ (CFR, Appadix A of Part 122, as identified 
in PCS). llbese facilities have 8 high potadd for toxic pollutant 
-* 

2 Sewage Treatmud FaciIitica: J2stablishmmb prim&y algaged ill the cAAlection 
(21,073 Facilities) and dispoml of wasta conducted through a sewer system, including 

such batmeat p- aa may be provided (SIC 4952). 

3 Unknown Facilities: Facilities with en unknown Stpndnrd Industrial 
(4,031 Facilities) classification or listed as nonclassiEable. 

4 Secondary Facilities: All filcilitie8 ultegorid other than 
(31,958 Facilities) primary facilitiso, sewage &aUment fklities, of unknown facilities. 
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Table 2-3 

QwvY 1 
NPDES Primary Industrial Categorisa 

Adhesive8 and dad6 
Aluminum forming 
Auto and other laundries 
Battery mMufacturing 
ccdmirling 
coil mating 
copper forming 
Electlid and electronic compo=.nt8 
Eledroplating 
Exploaivea lMn*tig 
Foundries 
Gum and wood chemicals 
InorgMic chemi43 manufacturing 
Iron and steel manufacturing 
Leather tanning and finishing 
Mechanical producte manufacturing 
Nonferrous metals manufacturing 
oremining 
organic chemicals mMufacturing 
PaintmdinkforIndath 
Pcdicidea 
Petroleumdining 
Pllammcddpe 
Photographic equipmalt uld mappliea 
PhsticaprUcasing 
PInstic and rynthetic lnaaiah lnaxlufm 
Pofcelain amcling 
Printing and publishing 
PUlpMdppfXUlillJl 
Rubber processing 
soap and detergent nUallfac~g 
SteJlm eledric power plant6 
Textile milh 
Timber producta procasing 

Source: CFR, Appendix A of Part 122 
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1 

31, 

42. 

lb PRIPtRRY FACILITIES - CRTECORY ? I 

I SEWCE FACILITIES - CATEGORY 2 I 

0 UNKNOWN FACILITIES - CBTEGORY 3 

m SECONOFIRY FXILITIES - CRTEGORY 4 

=lgure 2-1. NationwIde Distrlbutlon of R1I 
Active NPOES Fact I ~tles. (74,525) 
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2. Limitations existed in the identification of secondary facilities with potential for 
discharging toxics, ammonia, or chlorine. Because of the limited data, if one 
facility was identified as having a limit for one of these pollutants, the entire 
industry was projected within a SIC code to have a potential impact on water 
quality. Therefore, the number of facilities with projected impacts from these 
pollutants may be overestimated. 

3. Limitations existed in all of the national data bases. Since most data- gathering 
activities have concentrated on major discharges, data were incomplete, in 
particular, regarding the characterization of the type and amount of minor 
discharges and the identification of the receiving stream to which the facility 
discharges. Therefore, the number of facilities projected to bc potential 
de minimis represents only a rough estimate of the total number. 

The application of criteria to the four major levels of categories to identify a facility 

as potential de minimis was as follows (Figure 2-2): 

Primary Industrial Facilities (Category 1): Industries in this category have been 

defined, through research and evaluation by the Agency, as having a high potential for toxic 

pollutant discharge. Therefore, facilities with process wastewater discharges (which have 

come into direct contact with or result from the production or use of any raw materials or 

product) were excluded from de minimis. 

Primary facilities with only noncontact cooling discharges were also excluded from 

potential de minimis. These discharges would have potential for water quality impacts 

because of the potential for toxics due to the use of algicides, slimicides, and corrosion 

inhibitors in noncontact cooling waters. 

Sewage Treatment Facilities (Category 2): Facilities classified as sewage treatment 

facilities are defined as facilities primarily engaged in the collection and disposal of wastes 

conducted through a sewer system including both privately and publicly owned treatment 

16 
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Prlmaiy 
Industrial 

P 
Facllltlas 

Potential 
PMrtty 

Pollutant Q blscharge 

EXCllJdOd 

From 
De Mlnlmb I 

Crlteti Applied 

Facllltles With 

Excluded 
From 

De Mlnlmls 

* Includes Ammonia 
and/or Chlorine 

Figure 2-2. Schematic Diagram of Nationwide Classification of 
Potential De Minimis Discharges. 
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works. Facilities in this category have a high potential for toxic pollutant discharges, 

ammonia, and chlorine, as well as pathogens. Ammonia is frequently found in the effluent 

because of the nature of the waste, with chlorine being used as a disinfectant. Ammonia and 

chlorine are known to be toxic to fish; EPA has established national water quality criteria for 

the protection of aquatic life at 1.15 mg/L-N (pH 7.75, temperature 20°C) for ammonia and 

0.11 mg/L for chlorine. Consequently, all sewage treatment facilities were excluded from 

de minimis, regardless of discharge flow, including both privately and publicly owned 

treatment works. 

Unknown Facilities (Category 3): AU facilities that could not be classified in any 

industry had an unknown potential for toxic pollutant discharge. Unknown facilities were 

excluded from de minimis. 

Secondary Facilities (Category 4): Secondary facilities were classified into one of 

three groups: facilities with a significant potential for toxics in their discharge, additional 

facilities with effluent guidelines, and facilities classified as “all others.” Facilities classified 

as “all others” were further classified into facilities with permit limitations for any toxics, 

ammonia, or chlorine, and facilities projected to be potential de minimis. 

Facilities in industries with significant potential for toxics were identified through four 

evaluations: 

1. Industries defined by the National Enforcement Investigative Center (NEIC) with 
a probable discharge of toxic pollutants (Appendix E). 

2. Industries regulated by Federal effluent limitation guidelines or standards for 
toxic poliutants. 
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3. Industries identified in the Domestic Sewage Study (DSS) as having a high 
potential for toxic discharge. The DSS evaluated the impacts of hazardous wastes 
discharged to local wastewater treatment plants. 

4. Industries currently being evaluated for possible effluent limitation guidelines 
development (by the Engineering and Analysis Division @AD)). 

All facilities in industries with a significant potential for toxics were excluded from 

de minimis, including facilities with only noncontact cooling water discharges. Noncontact 

cooling water discharges were eliminated because of the potential for being contaminated 

with algicides or slimicides. 

Facilities in industries regulated by Federal effluent limitation guidelines or standards 

for conventional or nonconventional pollutants were excluded from de minimis based on the 

potential for significant water quality impacts. All facilities were excluded, including 

facilities with only noncontact cooling water discharges. 

Facilities classified as “all others” with permit limits (PCS) for any toxics, including 

ammonia or chlorine (which are classified as nonconventional pollutants but are also known 

to be highly toxic) were also evaluated. Because of the limited available data and small 

sample size within an industrial category, a statistical analysis was not feasible. Therefore, if 

one facility was identified as having a limit for toxics, the entire industry (i.e., SIC code) 

was projected to have a potential impact on water quality. 

The remaining facilities were classified as potential de minimis. Based on available 

information, there is no evidence that any facility in the industries so classified would cause a 

significant water quality problem. 
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Confirmation of Classification 

Once a facility is identified as potential & rninirnis, site-specific criteria should be 

applied to confirm a facility as & minimis or non-de minimis. Such an effort is appropriate, 

but beyond the scope of this report. The following criteria are currently in use by the 

Agency’s Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC) to designate an 

industrial discharge as major or minor. The criteria are based on an assessment of six 

characteristics of a facility’s discharge (Appendix F). Generally, permitting agencies should 

already have available adequate information from permit applications to determine final 

status. 

l Toxic Pollutant Discharge: 

Are toxics present in the discharge? 

l Flow/Stream Plow Volume: 

(1) Does the quantity and type of wastewater discharge alone indicate a 
potential significant impact? 

(2) Does the dilution capacity of’ke receiving stream, in addition to the 
quantity and type of discharge, indicate a potential significant impact? 

l Conventional Pollutants : 

Do the loads (or concentration) of oxygen-demanding (BOD, COD, TOC etc) , 
total suspended solids (TSS), and ammonia (NH3, TK.N) pollutants indicate a 
potential significant impact? 

l Public Health Impact: 

Is a public drinking water supply located within 50 miles downstream of the 
effluent discharge? 
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l Water Quality Factors: 

Is (or will) one or more of the effluent discharge limits based on water quality 
factors of the receiving stream or has a wasteload allocation been assigned to the 
discharge? Is the receiving water in compliance with the applicable water quality 
standards for pollutants that are water quality limited in the permit? Does the 
effluent discharged from this facility exhibit the reasonable potential to violate 
water quality standards due to whole effluent toxicity? 

l Proximity to Near Coastal Waters: 

Does the facility discharge to near coastal waters or the Great Lakes? Does the 
facility discharge to one of the estuaries enrolled in the National Estuary 
Protection Program or discharge any of the pollutants of concern into one of the 
Great Lakes areas of concern? 

SOURCES OF DATA 

Data used in this assessment were compiled from various EPA data bases and 

sources: 

Permit Compliance System (PCS), December 1987: A computerized management 

information system for tracking permit, compliance, and enforcement status data for the 

NPDES under the Clean Water Act (CWA). The PCS data base is the national inventory for 

NPDES permit issuance and compliance/enforcement data. The Agency is required by law 

(PL 92-500) to maintain this inventory and to ensure its integrity. The data in the PCS data 

base were initially loaded by EPA several years ago. Currently, data may be entered or 

edited by the Regions and States. 
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Industrial Facilities Discharge File (IF’D), December 1987: A comprehensive data 

base of industrial and municipal point source dischargers. The data base includes general 

information about each facility, including discharge and location information, Standard 

Industrial Classification (SIC) codes, and categorization of process and discharge type. PCS 

was used to identify NPDES permitted facilities to be included in the IFD file. NPDES 

permits were used to provide general information, and various State and local agencies 

provided additional and more recent information. The Needs Survey was used to add 

information on existing Publicly Owned Treatment Works (POTWs). Updates are made by 

EPA Headquarters as needed. 

REACH File: A digital data base of streams, lakes, reservoirs, and estuaries divided 

into segments called “reaches.” Each of the 68,000 reaches included in the file is uniquely 

identified by an lldigit reach number. The data base includes stream names, open-water 

names, stream and shoreline traces, and mileage information. EPA Headquarters is adding 

new reaches to increase the utility of the REACH File for data integration and water quality 

ilMlpS. 

GAGE File: A data base containing information on approximately 36,000 stream 

gaging locations throughout the United States. Information includes the location of gaging 

stations, types of data collected, frequency of data collection, media in which data are stored, 

identification of the collecting agency, and mean and annual flow and 7410 low flow, where 

available. These stations are considered to have the longest period of record of natural flow. 

Updates are made by EPA Headquarters as needed. 

EPA Regional and State Permittii Offkes: Supporting information was obtained 

from the ten EPA Regional Permitting Authorities and nine State permitting agencies (Maine, 

22 



Classification of De Minimis Discharges 

New Jersey, Pennsylvania, Kentucky, Wisconsin, Texas, Missouri, California, and 

Washington) recommended by the EPA Regional Offices. 

Additional Sources: 

- 1972 Standard Industrial Classification Manual 

- Federal Effluent Limitation Guidelines and Standards 

- National Enforcement Investigative Center in Denver, Colorado 

- 1985 Report to Congress on the Discharge of Hazardous Waste to 
Publically Owned Treatment Works (Domestic Sewage Study) 

- Engineering and Analysis Division 

CLASSIFICATION PROJECTIONS 

The following section summarizes the classification of potential de minimis 

discharges. Data are projected nationwide based on the four major categories: primary 

industrial, sewage treatment, unknown, and secondary. A total of 893 facilities were 

projected to be potentially de minimis (Figure 2-3). As mentioned previously, the data base 

supporting this analysis is extremely limited. Because the data on most minor facilities are 

limited, entire groups of dischargers were screened out from the category of potential de 

minimis if there was reason to conclude that a group of permittees contained at least a 

reasonable number of dischargers that could not be considered de minimis. The Agency 

approached the & minimis classification in this manner to avoid overestimating the number 

of de minimis discharges. As a result, the projected number of potential de minimis 

discharges may be underestimated; some facilities that were categorically excluded could be 
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Figure 2-3 

Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges 

mber of Facilities 

74,525 Active Facilities 
NPDES facilities currently discharging into navigable 
waters. Includes facilities with permit applications 
and expired permits. 

pi-,,, ..,,*,,.............*............. Primary Industrial Facilities (Categoty 1) 
Industries in this category have been defined through 
research and evaluation by EPA as having a high 
potential for toxic pollutant discharge. 

I 35,989 I 

Sewage Treatment Facilities (Category 2) 
Facilities in this category have a high potential for 
the discharge of toxic pollutants (including ammonia 
and chlorine), as well as pathogens. 
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Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges (cont.) 

. 
of- of Fw 

Excluded 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

i 

pq 

l ,..........*................*... 4,155 w 

Unknown Faclllties (Category 3) 
Facilities classified as unknown coukf not be classified 
in any industry, and, therefore, had an unknown 
potential for discharges containing toxic pollutants. 

Secondary Facilities (Category 4) 

t 

Q 2,305 
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Q 736 

Facilltles with Slgnlficant Potential for Toxlcs 

NEIC FacllWkr: 
FadHUes i&Wed through in&W&l evaluatbns 
completed by the Nalional Enforcemenl lnvesligalive 
Center that delined the probabfe discharge of foxk 
poYutanls from an inWIry based on assignmeti of 
toxkity hckes. 

Fadylies in kufustries regulated by Federal effluent 
IimItation guideUnes or slandarcis for toxic poilulanls. 

DSS: 
Facilities in industries identified in Ihe Domestic Sewage 
Study as having a high polential for toxic discharge. 

EAD: 
Facilaies in industries currenlly under evalualion by EAD 
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Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges (cont.) 
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Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges (cont.) 

17,345 Faciiitbs with Effluent 
Limitations (Permit) 
Not Lk M/nhls A 

9365 Facilitbs with ’ 
Efftuent Guideiine~ for 
Conventionai or 
Nonconventional 
PoltutWlts. 
Mot 1R, Mhlmh 

4,155 Faciiitbs with Significant 
Potentbi for Toxics 
Not Lh Minhlln 

893 Potential Da M/n/m/s 

Note: Total does not equal 
100% due to rounding to 
nearest whole number. 

17,463 Prlmaty Industrial 
Faciiitbs (Category 1) 
(industries in this category have 
been detined through research 
and evaluation by EPA as having 
a high potiential for toxic pollutant 
discharge.) Not Da klkrlmls 

21,073 Sewage Treatment 
Facilftbs (Category 2) 
Facilities in this category have a 
high potential for discharge of toxic 
pollutants (inciuding ammonia and 
chlorine), as well as pathogens. 
Not lh hUnlmls 

4,031 Unknown Fsciiitbs (Category 3) 
Facilities classified as unknown could not be classified 
in any industry and, therefore, had an unknown 
potential for discharges containing toxic pollutants 
Not Do Mhlmls 

Total Active Facllttiss = 74,525 
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determined to qualify as de minimis if it were possible to examine them on a case-by-case 

basis. 

primary Industrial Facilities (Category 1) 

Out of a total of 74,525 active NPDES facilities, 23.4 percent or 17,463 facilities 

were classified as primary industrial. Approximately 16,222 of the facilities were identified 

as having process wastewater discharges or incomplete data and were excluded from 

de minimis. The remaining 1,241 facilities were identified as having only noncontact cooling 

discharges and were also excluded from de minimis because of the potential for 

contamination with algicides and slimicides. 

Sewage Treatment Facilities (Category 2) 

The 21,073 facilities classified as sewage treatment (SIC 4952) account for 

28.3 percent of all active NPDES facilities. All sewage treatment facilities were excluded 

from de mkirnis. 

Unknown Facilities (Category 3) 

Facilities classified as unknown (4,031) account for 5.4 percent of all active NPDES 

facilities. Such facilities could not be classified in any industry and, therefore, had an 

unknown potential for discharges containing toxic pollutants. All unknown facilities were 

excluded from & minimis. 
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Secondary Facilities (Category 4) 

Secondary facilities represent the largest (43 percent) single category of all active 

NPDES facilities. The 31,958 facilities identified as secondary facilities were further 

classified into four groups: 

1. Facilities with a significant potential for toxics in their discharge - 4,155 
facilities (Appendix G). 

2. Additional facilities regulated by Federal effluent guidelines for conventional 
or nonconventional pollutants - 9,565 facilities (Appendix II). 

3. Facilities in industries classified as “all others” with effluent limitations 
(permits) for any toxics, as well as ammonia or chlorine - 17,345 facilities 
(Appendix I). 

4. Facilities projected to be potential de minimis - 893 facilities (Appendix I). 

In Groups 1 and 2, 13,720 facilities identified with process wastewater discharges or 

with only noncontact cooling water discharges were excluded from de minimis. In Group 3, 

all facilities (17,345) were excluded. 

The remaining 893 facilities were classified as potential de minimis. Based on 

available information, there is no evidence that such facilities would cause a significant water 

quality problem. 

An indeterminate number of minor discharges may be informally recognized by the 

permitting authority as de minimis discharges, even though they belong to a category of 

facilities that was screened out through the classification scheme used in this report, This 

subset of minor discharges bears little regulatory burden. Once the initial NPDES permit of 
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such discharges is issued, it may be administratively extended for a lengthy time before 

reissuance, while the permitting agency concentrates on major discharges. These minor 

discharges may also be covered by general permits. 

Summary of Potential Zk Minimis Fdlities 

A total of 893 facilities are projected nationwide to be potential de minimis, 

accounting for 1.2 percent of all active NPDES facilities. Once identified, potential 

& minimis facilities would be subject to site-specific criteria to con!kn the facility as 

de minimis. The level of regulation imposed on a facility confirmed as de minimis may be a 

function of the permitting agency’s degree of concern. The available regulatory options 

currently employed for the permitting of discharges, as well as other potential regulatory 

options that have been compiled by the Agency, are presented in the following chapter, 

Regulation of De Minimis Discharges. 
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Chapter Three 

REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES 

Discharges that have been determined to be de minimis based on a facility’s industrial 

and effluent characteristics are currently subject to the same regulatory burden as all 

discharges. However, alternative regulations that would reduce the regulatory and 

administrative burden to the regulatory agencies, as well as to industry, have been 

recommended to the Agency. This chapter provides a discussion of (1) regulatory options 

that are currently employed for the permitting of discharges, (2) other potential regulatory 

options that have been recommended, and (3) a technical evaluation of the various options. 

The standard permit program (including model permits) and the General Permit Program 

currently exist under Clean Water Act legislation and involve certain permitting steps ranging 

from application to compliance monitoring and inspection. Other potentially applicable 

regulatory options include ten-year permits, over-the-counter permits, exclusion by waiver, 

and the national rule approach. These options may involve reduced or modified permitting 

steps to lessen the permitting burden. Table 3-1 presents the steps involved in these 

permitting procedures, which are discussed in detail in the following sections. 

EXISTING REGULATIONS 

The National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) “requires permits for 

the discharge of pollutants from any point source into waters of the United States,” except as 

provided in Section 404 of the CWA, which regulates dredge and fill activities. Currently, 

two regulatory approaches exist for NPDES permitting agencies (EPA Regions or States) to 

meet this requirement. These options are the Municipal and Industrial Permit Program 

(standard NPDES permit program including model permits) and the General Permit Program. 
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Steps Involved in Potential De Minimis Regulatory Options 
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Table 3-l 
Steps involved in Potentiel De Mini&s Regulatory Options 

Regulatory 
stepn 

Stenderd NPDES Permit Over-the-Canter 
end 10.Veer Pet-ml Model Permit General Permit Permit Neticmel Rul 
PN PA EtH PN PA 

$XClusion bv Uaiver 
EH PM PA EH PN PA EH PN PA EH PM PA :" 

11. Atiinistrative R-For EPA- R-For EPA- R-For EPA- P R-For rule 
Record ISSUed issued issued 

pal-ml ts permits permits 

12. Discharge 
Monitoring 
Reports 

R R R R P 

13. Colnpliance P P P P 
tkmitoring 6 

P 

tnspectim 

WEV: # - Permittee 
PA - Permitting Agency 
EH - EPA Heedqusrters 

P - Potmtiat Step 
R - RequirsdStep 
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As of September 1991, 39 States and Territories have been authorized to issue permits under 

the standard NPDES program. In addition, 28 of the 39 States and Territories have been 

approved to administer general NPDES permits (See Appendix K). A Federal Facilities 

Program and a Pretreatment Program are also a part of the NPDES program authority, but 

do not include additional means by which facilities can be permitted. 

Standard NPDES Permit 

The standard NPDES permit is the most commonly used permitting procedure and 

involves application filing, application processing, developing a draft permit, formulating a 

statement of basis (or fact sheet), participation of the public, and issuing a final permit. 

Slight modifications to this procedure are used for both municipal and industrial facilities. 

All standard permits must contain effluent limits, monitoring requirements, and standard 

conditions, as well as special permitting conditions. The duration of a standard permit is a 

maximum of 5 years. 

The steps involved in the standard permit program are described below: 

Application: Filing information is submitted by a permittee for issuance or renewal 

of a permit on prescribed EPA or State application forms. Information may vary according 

to the type of discharge, but generally contains facility location, operations, types of 

discharge, a listing of related permits, a topographic map, outfall location, a line drawing of 

water flow, design flow information, production capacity, and effluent characteristics 

(40 CFR 122.21). 

Application Proce&rg: Processing a permit application involves the determination 

of whether the application is complete and accurate by the permitting agency. This process 
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may involve the review of discharge monitoring reports (DMRs) and effluent limitation 

guidelines, and direct correspondence with the permittee. 

Development of a Draft Permit: A draft permit is the core of the permitting process 

and requires considerable time and effort to complete. It involves the following four steps: 

(1) determination of effluent limits based on EPA effluent limitation guidelines, water quality 

considerations, best professional judgment (BPI), or a combination of these methods; 

(2) develonment of monitorine reuuirementS, consisting of parameters to be monitored, 

monitoring points, frequency, and types of sampling; (3) inclusion of standard conditions, 

which support the actual effluent limits by delineating legal, administrative, and procedural 

requirements of the permit, through the use of definitions pertaining to the permit, testing 

procedures as defined by EPA, requisites for records retention by the permittee, notification 

requirements for monitoring data and noncompliance, permittee responsibilities, and reopener 

clauses, as well as reference to applicable Federal and State laws; and (4) ddition of snecial 

conditions that apply to the specific dischargers and may include compliance schedules, 

biomonitoring requirements, best management practices (IMPS), and other site-specific 

items. 

Fact Sheet or Statement of Basis: A fact sheet is required for major dischargers 

(facilities designated as major by permitting authorities) and includes factual, legal, 

methodological, and policy data considered in the draft permit. A segment of these data is 

the statement of basis, which is required for EPA-issued permits that do not require fact 

sheets (permits for minor dischargers). The statement of basis is a brief summary of the 

basis for the draft permit conditions (40 CFR 124.8 and 124.56). 

Public Notice, Comment, and Hearings: Public notice is the vehicle for informing 

interested parties of the permitting of a new facility and gives an opportunity for comment on 
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the decisions made in the permit. Thirty days of public notice are required for draft NPDES 

permits. The notice must be submitted in at least two ways: (1) the publication of a notice 

in a daily or weekly newspaper within the area affected by the facility or activity (for major 

permits) and (2) the direct mailing of the notice to various designated parties, including the 

applicant; any other agency required to issue a Resource Conservation Recovery Act (RCRA) 

Underground Injection Control (UK) permit, a RCRA Prevention of Significant 

Deterioration (PSD) permit, or a CWA Dredge or Fill Discharge (404) permit for the 

facility; all appropriate government agencies (e.g., U.S. Fish and Wildlife Services, 

neighboring States, etc.); and users identified in the permit application of a privately owned 

treatment works (40 CFR 124.10). Public notice must also be submitted in accordance with 

corresponding State regulations. Comments and requests for hearings may be elicited by 

public notice. Any interested party may request information, dispute the draft permit, or 

request a public hearing. The regulatory agency is obliged to respond to all significant 

comments. The response to a request for a public hearing is based on judgment, and a 

hearing should be granted by the permitting agency if there is a significant amount of interest 

expressed during the public comment period. 

Issuance of a Fti Permit: A t7na.l permit may be issued after the close of the 

public participation period, which includes public notice, any public hearing, any extension 

or reopening of public comment, and permit certification. 

Administrative Record: For EPA-issued permits, the record must consist of the 

application and supporting information, the draft permit, the statement of basis or fact sheet 

(with cited items and calculations), and all other items in the supporting tile. The record for 

the final permit consists of the record for the draft permit, all comments received on the 

draft permit and corresponding responses, the transcripts of any hearings, and any written 
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material received at a hearing. Approved States must provide access to all supporting 

information and must include the fact sheet (if applicable) within this information. 

Discharge Monitoring Reports (DMRs): DMRs arc required to be Ned by the 

permittee on a regular basis (with a duration not to exceed 1 year), as stated in the permit. 

These reports include parameters specified under monitoring requirements. 

Compliance Monitoring and hpection: Compliance monitoring and inspection are 

additional means of evaluating the effectiveness of the permit and the compliance of the 

permittee. They include compliance evaluation inspections (CEIs), compliance sampling 

inspections (CSIs), compliance biomonitoring inspections (CBIs), and operation and 

maintenance (O&M) inspections. 

Model Permit 

The concept of the model permit is a streamlining of the standard permit. It uses an 

example permit for a related facility and modifies it to fit the facility in question. 

This permitting process is generally used for facilities with similar operations and 

effluents. Once an original permit is developed for a facility within a category, it can be 

tailored to fit each discharger within this group. Changes should be minor, encompassing 

facility name, location, receiving stream, date, effluent limit and monitoring requirements 

(optional), and qualitative guidelines (optional), including standard conditions and special 

conditions. 
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The final permit is identical to a standard 5-year NPDES permit in that it covers one 

facility, requires complete application information, and is bound to all regulatory 

requirements set forth in the CWA. 

General Permit 

A general permit is one permit covering multiple dischargers that (1) involve the same 

or substantially similar types of operations, (2) discharge the same types of wastes, 

(3) require the same effluent limitation or operating conditions, (4) require the same or 

similar monitoring, and (5) are deemed to be more appropriately controlled under a general 

permit than under individual permits. These five criteria must be met prior to the 

development of a general permit for the class or category of dischargers in question. All 

facilities must also be within a designated geographical or political boundary. 

The General Permit Program is an optional program for States with NPDES authority 

and must be approved by EPA Headquarters. Permits under this program are still issued, 

modified, revoked, and reissued or terminated in accordance with the procedures followed 

for standard NPDES permits, but cover more than one discharger. General permits are ideal 

for, but not limited to, minor dischargers. Currently, 28 States have general permit authority 

(Alabama, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Georgia, Hawaii, Illinois, Indiana, Kentucky, 

Maryland, Minnesota, Mississippi, Missouri, Montana, Nebraska, New Jersey, North 

Carolina, North Dakoka, Oregon, Pennsylvania, Rhode Island, Tennessee, Utah, Virginia, 

Washington, West Virginia, Wisconsin, and Wyoming). Also, EPA Regional Offices can 

issue permits in 16 States or Territories that & list have NPDES authority (Alaska, 

American Samoa, Arizona, Florida, Guam, Idaho, Louisiana, Maine, Massachusetts, New 

Hampshire, New Mexico, Oklahoma, Puerto Rico, South Dakota, Texas, and Washington, 

DC). 
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To develop a general permit, a permitting agency would identify a category of 

discharges that appear to be applicable for coverage under a general permit. Available 

information on these types of discharges would be studied to make certain that the five 

aforementioned criteria are met for the category. If the criteria are met, development of a 

general permit can proceed with in-depth study of the category using any applicable effluent 

guidelines, industrial permit abstracts, treatability manuals, guidance documents, etc. These 

tools are used to develop a draft permit that contains the same provisions as an individual 

NPDES permit (e.g., effluent limits, monitoring requirements, and standard conditions). 

Sometimes effluent limits and monitoring requirements are tiered so as to pertain to specific 

subclasses within a general permit category. Once a draft general permit is completed, it 

must undergo required reviews and public notices. 

A draft general permit must be reviewed by the EPA Regional Office only if it is a 

State-issued permit. The EPA Headquarters Office of Wastewater Enforcement and 

Compliance (OWEC) must review all draft and final offshore general permits, but may 

request at any time to review all other categories of general permits. Regionally issued 

general permits can be issued only within the 16 States or Territories that do not have 

NPDRS permit authority. Public notice for EPA-issued permits need only be published in 

the Federal Register and where required by State statutes. Public notice for State-issued 

general permits must be published in a daily or weekly newspaper, distributed to interested 

parties, and provided as required by State statutes. 

A final general permit may be issued after the close of the review and public 

participation period, and permit certification. The final permit is subject to the same public 

notice requirements as the draft general permit. 
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Upon final issuance of a general permit, coverage of individual potential permittees 

can be issued to any discharger meeting the criteria for the given permit category without 

application (automatic coverage) or with an abbreviated application (Notice of Intent). 

Currently, EPA highly recommends the use of a Notice of Intent to confirm that a facility is 

applicable for coverage under the general permit (i.e., to overcome the presumption that an 

individual permit is required), and to allow for tracking and record keeping of facilities 

covered. A Notice of Intent (NOI) generally requires the name, address, and telephone 

number of the permit applicant; the location of the facility; the name of the responsible 

on-site official; and the name of the receiving water. Other information that may be required 

is qualitative process and effluent descriptions and a justification for coverage under the 

general permit. The Notice of Intent generally does not require the detailed process 

descriptions, effluent sampling and analysis, and other information encompassed by standard 

applications. However, facilities covered by general permits are bound to the same 

self-reporting requirements that apply to facilities issued standard NPDES permits. Facilities 

must submit discharge monitoring reports (as specified by the general permit) with a duration 

not to exceed 1 year. 

POTENTIAL REGULATORY OPTIONS 

In addition to the existing regulatory options, three other options (originating from 

Agency, Region, or State suggestions) are presented as potential means to regulate 

de minimis discharges. These options may require statutory changes. Closer legal and 

technical scrutiny would be required if further consideration of these options is deemed 

WiXEUlted. 

40 



Regulation of De Minihis Diiharges 

Ten-Year Permit 

The ten-year permit extends the term of a standard NPDFS permit from 5 to 10 years 

(statutory change). This would delay the reissuance of permits for minor facilities so that the 

backlog of expired and unpermitted facilities could be reduced. 

Over-theCounter Permits 

Over-the-counter processm g is currently used in New Jersey for minor stream 

encroachment, sewer extension, and riparian permits (non-NPDES permits) that meet specific 

criteria. Applicants can receive same-day or 24-hour service. Permit applications are 

handled by appointment only, and requirements are essentially the same for all projects. A 

pre-application phone conversation is generally required. 

Application, review, and approval of minor permits occur on the same day at the 

same location. This process could be applied to de minimis discharges in one of two ways: 

(1) by developing a draft permit and still incorporating public notice or (2) by issuing a final 

permit and eliminating public notice (statutory change). 

Exclusion from the NPDES Permit Program 

Facilities excluded from the NPDES permit program would not be obligated to obtain 

or be regulated by a NPDES permit. Under an exclusion by waiver process, pre-application 

discussion and/or application (Notice of Intent) may be required to exclude discharges on a 

site-by-site basis. 
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National Rule 

The national rule approach is the concept of devising a law or rule covering a specific 

category of de minimis discharges. The rule would present qualifying criteria for the types 

of facilities or activities that would be covered under the rule, as well as guidelines or 

national standards that must be met (similar to EPA National Ambient Air Quality 

Standards). No application or permitting, as such, would have be to completed; however, if 

a facility were found to be in violation of the rule, it would be required to be permitted 

under the standard NPDES permit program. EPA would follow standard administrative 

procedures for developing a rule, including proposal, public notice and comment, formal 

record, and promulgation. 

EVALUATION OF POTENTIAL REGULATORY OPTIONS 

The evaluation of each potential de minimis regulatory option considered the technical 

effectiveness of the option; that is, whether or not the concept of the option is feasible to 

implement. Also, the question of whether an option is workable and advantageous to 

permitting agencies, permittees, and the Agency was addressed. Regulatory options that will 

involve statutory changes were noted; however, an analysis of legal issues is not within the 

scope of this study and is not discussed. 

The evaluation of technical effectiveness is discussed for all of the options, with the 

exception of the standard NPDES permit. The standard permit (in conjunction with model 

permitting) is the current method of permitting utilized by all Regional and State permitting 

agencies. This process (and its corresponding burden to regulatory agencies) is the 

underlying basis for the De Minimis Study and serves as a baseline of comparison for the 
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other permitting options. An evaluation of potential de minimis regulatory options is 

presented in Table 3-2 and is discussed in detail below. 

Model Permit: The model permit is a concept that has been promoted 

by the Agency in various forms. One form is the “NPDES Model Permit Format,” which 

describes the standard form of a NPDES permit with standard and special conditions written 

in a prescribed format. Another form is “The NPDES Permit Abstracts,” which outlines 

examples of actual permits that can be used as models for various industries. Currently, 

permitting agencies are using these streamlining tools. Some agencies have entered 

boilerplate language and qualitative guidelines onto word processors and modify this format 

as appropriate. It is also common practice to tailor a new discharge permit using another 

similar permit on file. Because this concept is so widely used and is merely a streamlining 

of the standard process, Regional and State agencies feel that it is not an option that would 

significantly reduce the administrative burden associated with the regulation of de minimis 

discharges. 

General Permit: As stated previously, the general permit is currently utilized by a 

number of Regions and approved States (Appendix K). The consensus on the applicability of 

this option to de minimis discharges is positive, and general permits have had noted success 

in reducing burden for permitting agencies. Use of the general permit by permitting 

authorities allows the coverage of moderate to large numbers of facilities with one permit 

action, rather than multiple actions, and allows for new industries entering the area and 

meeting general permit criteria to be covered without new permit action. Where large 

numbers of related facilities contribute to permit backlogs, general permits can reduce this 

backlog, with substantial reductions in resources and costs when compared to individual 

permitting. In addition, potential savings can be realized by having to process only Notices 

of Intent (as opposed to complete applications) and not having to issue individual public 
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Table 3-2 
Evrluatfon of Potential DC Minimis Regulatory options 

optim Advantages Dissdvmtages 

1. )lodcl Permit 

2. GmoraL Pot-ml t 

. 

s. Tan-Vow Pormi t 

4. Dver- the-Canter Pet-ml ts 

I. Exclusion by Uaiver from 
the RPDES Program 

Does not raquire l strtutory change. 
Cm be ussd m uord processors. 
GeneraLly involves minor permit changes. 

Does not rqiro a rtatutory change. 
Covers ultiple dischargera udcr am prmit. 
by not r-ire caqlotr indivicbst rpplicetions or plblic 
notlce. 
Covers the I areas es s stnbrd perAt. 
hcilltir ry k prmittd u&r the stmdard YPDES progrr 
if they are wH mting genereL permit rcgrirammts. 
Rsquires lam tirr urd llQIcy to process a fuility. 
Redces pemit imuance becklogs. 
Cm cover dischsrm previamly upermi ttad br to resource 
cmtraintr. 
ky eutaticelly cover m discherges. 

Uarld delry the reissuance of permits for minor facilities 
so the bckbg of l npired and wrpenittai faciLitbs could 
be rtisd. 
Hay fru 19 mre resources for carptime, mftoring, nd 
inqJection. 
Uay involva abbrevieted qlicrtions. 

Could involve rbbrevietad qplicetion nd permit issumce. 
Uoutd r&e the time mquirad for pemi t procaring. 
Mould still yieLd m indivi&sL pwmit. 

gay trmfer reguletim for sqa types of discharges to more 
wcpriate agencies. 
t4ey eliminate Loopholes for noneffluent-type discharges. 
Hw been show to reduce rosourcos rquired to carduct m 
effectivedischarge regulatoryprogran (CR Landdischarges). 

Requires complete application and application 
processing. 
Is rrreLy l modification of the standsrd 
permit. 
Is currently king used; would not r&e the 
Durden associated uith the Permitting of 
de ninimis facilities. 
An indivibl permit wst be processed for l ech 
discharger. 

Currently in use by only 17 Stetes. 
Rcqulra Regional and/or EPA Hea@arters 
revieu. 
gey be difficult to l ppLy to uaters uith uideLy 
different mater vlity stsndards. 

Requires a statutory change. 
Too wrny rogulrtory changes may occur over the 
extended term. 
Term my De too long for process-oriented 
discharges. 
Inspection still wy De required. 
Effluent change could occur over this period. 

May require a statutory change. 
Ray eliminate ptblic notice. 
Hey cause Regional/Strte procedural problems. 

Requires l statutory change. 
flay l limirurte all meens of regulation. 
Uould require case-by-case designetion. 
May promote the inpairmsnt of receiving waters. 



fable 3-2 
EvaLuatlon of Potsntiel Be RinimiR Regulatory Options (continued) 

aption Advmtages Disadvmntagn 

6. Yational Rub - Mould intent answsly provids ragulation for qormittsd - Raquirss cmfirsmtion 4s de ninimis before 
discharges. rite-spscific investigations are coobctcd. 

. Uould imolve a Notice of Intent or no qzplicetim process. . Probsbly raquires statutory change . 
- Dischargars could k racaptursd u-&r the standard pa-it - 

program if nssdsd. 
Hay require inspections and possibly audits. 

. lb7 r-ire monitoring b7 f4ciLities. 
* May cause difficulty in canpliwre and 

enforcement. 
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notices for each discharger. Although the general permit has noted advantages, some 

potential drawbacks do exist. The development of a general permit is a rulemaking that 

requires substantial data gathering on the part of the permitting agencies rather than the 

applicants. General permits may be difficult to issue in areas with varying State standards, 

and a significant number of similar discharges must exist within a category for a general 

permit to be administratively worthwhile. 

In addition, during the survey conducted for this study, both Regional Offices and 

State agencies expressed concern that, although the General Permit Program appears to be an 

appropriate regulatory option for minor facilities, streamlining State delegation and EPA 

review of draft permits is necessary to maximize its potential (Appendix D). 

Ten-Year Permit: The idea of a ten-year permit provoked mixed reactions from 

Regional and State agencies during the survey conducted for this study. The basis of the 

long-term permit is to extend the reissuance dates of many minor permits so that the backlog 

of these permits and unpermitted discharges could be reduced. Note that, pursuant to the 

Administrative Procedures Act, 5 U.S.C. 558 (c), an otherwise expired permit is 

automatically extended until the effective date of the new permit provided that a timely and 

sufficient permit application is filed. Statutory change increasing the maximum life of 

permits may not have a significant effect on the frequency at which permits for de minimis 

discharges are re-issued, but it could significantly reduce the opportunity to incorporate 

regulatory changes when necessary (e.g., effluent guidelines or State water quality standards) 

and would delay receipt of the detailed information required in permit applications. Because 

of the extended life of the permit, it would be essential that the discharge be of a truly 

de minimis nature, so that the potential for environmental impact would remain low over the 

term of the permit. 

46 



Regulation of De Minimis Discharges 

Some specific concerns expressed by various agencies included the following: (1) the 

N-year term may be too long for process-oriented technologies, which change more 

frequently (Appendix D); (2) inspection of facilities or activities should still remain a part of 

the regulatory process; and (3) the ten-year permit may not easily be integrated into all 

permitting programs. 

Over-the-Counter Permits: Over-the-counter processing could reduce the expected 

burden of permitting de minimis facilities in two ways. The application submittal and 

processing for de minimis facilities could be abbreviated. Permittees could come to the 

permitting office following a pre-application phone conversation, and a draft permit could be 

developed at that time using a standardized permit format. If public notification could be 

bypassed for these facilities or activities, a final permit could be issued at the same time. 

Bypass of public notification would require a statutory change. Publication of a list of 

permittees covered by over-the-counter permits could be an alternative to public notice. 

In the survey conducted for this study, Regional and State permitting agencies felt that 

this option may be applicable for only a few types of de minimis discharges and may cause 

procedural problems (Appendix D). 

Exclusion from the NPDES Program: Industry representatives who originally 

proposed the concept of de minimis to Congress believed that many types of discharges could 

be excluded from the NPDES system because they have effluents that contain nothing that 

could degrade the water quality of the receiving waters. As originally stated in this report, it 

is the belief of the Agency and permitting agencies alike that all discharges (particularly 

process-oriented discharges) to surface waters may have an environmental impact at one time 

or another because of constantly changing process, climatic, and ecological parameters. 

Still, some Regional and State permitting offices feel that there are certain instances or 
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certain groups of discharges that may be excluded from the NPDES program. Most 

permitting agencies mentioned that a case-by-case designation of discharges or activities that 

could be excluded from NPDES would be the only appropriate means of utilizing this option, 

and that a means to recapture discharges under the NPDES program, should the situtation 

change, must be available (Appendix D). 

The State of California uses a system of exclusion for non-NPDES land discharges. 

It allows site-specific or categorical exclusion of certain types of discharges, as well as a 

clause that makes the exclusion conditional. The program is described as follows: 

l Exclusion by Waiver: The permitting agency has a statutory obligation to 
prescribe discharge requirements (permits), except where a waiver is not 
against the public interest; and the agency stipulates that any waiver of 
application and permitting shall be conditional and may be terminated at any 
time by the permitting agency. A waiver may be used when it is not against 
public interest; it enables the agency resources to be used more effectively; 
and discharges fall within one of the following categories: (1) the discharge is 
effectively regulated by other public agencies; (2) the discharge is effectively 
regulated by the facility pursuant to State regulations or guidelines; or (3) the 
discharge does not adversely affect the quality or the beneficial uses of the 
waters of the State. 

National Rule: A national rule approach would allow the instantaneous regulation of 

large groups of de minimis discharges by coverage under a general rule. The rule would 

state the coverage of specified activities and corresponding national standards that would 

apply to the facility. A notice of intent may or may not be a part of the permit-by-rule 

process. Although this process would not yield an individual permit for facilities covered by 

the rule, it would provide a means of regulation for many de minimis activities that currently 

cannot be permitted because of resource and financial restraints of the permitting agencies. 
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Two variations on the concept of national rule have been developed by the Agency and are 

presented as follows: 

l The Self-Elimination Process: After the Agency has published definitive 
guidance on the characteristics of a de minimis discharge, the facility would 
submit an NPDRS application (or Notice of Intent), which includes sworn 
affidavits affirdng the facility or activity as a conftrmed de nMrnis 
discharge. The Region/State would accept this evaluation and certify 
de minimis status. Facilities would not be required to report monitoring data, 
but would be subject to unannounced inspections. If inspection shows failure 
to hold to de minik.s standards, the owner or operator of the facility or 
activity would be liable for fines and/or jail sentences. Should the facility 
report itself in the event of an unforeseen accident, the regulator would have 
the option of either returning it to de minim& status or requiring standard 
NPDES status. 

l The No Response procesS: After the EPA definitive guidance is published, 
the facility would identify itself as de minimk. The choice of the “no 
response” mode may carry a specific schedule of monitoring on the part of the 
discharger, but the monitoring records would not be submitted to Regional or 
State offices unless they are requested. This request could be sudden, 
unannounced, and require immediate hand-over. All covered facilities or 
activities would be subject to unannounced inspections. The punishment for 
violations would be the same as described in the above option. 
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UNIT RESOURCE AND COST COMPARISONS FOR 
POTENTIAL REGULATORY OPTIONS 

In this chapter, the unit (per facility) resources and costs to the permitting agency of 

the potential regulatory options are assessed and compared to evaluate relative economic 

feasibility. The national rule approach will not be evaluated since it requires that classes of 

discharges be confirmed as de minimis before any site-specific investigations are conducted. 

EPA’s limited data base prevents this confirmation. 

The following topics are discussed: (1) development of a permitting resource model, 

(2) sources of data used in the analysis, and (3) a comparison of unit cost savings of 

alternative regulatory options when compared to the standard/model (baseline) permitting 

procedure. Administrative costs to industry were not evaluated. 

DEVELOPMENT OF PERMITTING RESOURCE MODEL 

Using a modification of a North Carolina case study (Appendix M) that includes only 

secondary discharges, a permitting resource model was developed as a baseline for 

comparison to other regulatory options. The resources required to perform various 

permitting steps (in terms of person-hours) represent empirical values relevant to a national 

analysis; however, generic costs associated with the various permitting steps had to be 

developed to estimate average national permitting costs and cost savings. 

Ten geographically distributed permitting agencies that were contact agencies or work 

group members were surveyed to determine the average skill levels and salary profiles of 
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personnel administering the various permitting steps (Table 4-1). Six permitting levels of 

personnel were identified, along with corresponding base salaries (excluding fringe and 

indirect costs), for each of the permitting steps. The hourly salary rates were then averaged 

to derive six national generic costs associated with the various permitting steps. These 

generic costs were incorporated into the permitting resource model to yield average costs of 

permitting steps and total costs of permits for secondary facilities using a “minimum 

reputable standard/model permitting procedure.” These data are summarized in Table 4-2 

and represent the resources and costs associated with baseline permitting of a secondary 

facility. 

Tables 4-3 through 4-6 arc similar tables that incorporate the various steps involved in 

the four alternative regulatory options (General Permit, Ten-Year Permit, Over-the-Counter 

Permit, and Exclusion by Waiver), and represent the estimated resources and costs associated 

with typical scenarios of coverage under these options. 

SOURCES OF DATA 

Data used in this assessment were compiled from the sources listed below: 

North Carolina’s Department of Natural Resources and Community Development 

Effort and Cost of Permitting Study, April 1986: A detailed case study by the State of 

North Carolina Water Quality Section outlines permitting steps involved in a “minimum 

reputable standard/model permitting program.” Effort, in terms of person-hours, was 

estimated for each permitting step, and weighted average salaries based on North Carolina 
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Development of Average Generic Costs Associated with Various Permitting Steps 

Permitting Anencv - Hourlv Rates 
General Title/Permit Steps Region I NJ PA NC WI Region VI MO Region VIII CA WA 

Clerk/Typist (Data Entry) $1.43 $6.25 $1.36 $5.20 $8.03 $7.27 $5.11 

Env. Technician Low $9.00 $11.85 $10.22 $8.25 $8.65 
(Permit Issuance, Renewals) 

$7.27 $7.49 

Env. Technician High or 
Env. Chemist Low or 
Env. Biologist Low 
(Field Inspections, DRM 
Review, Lab Work) 

$13.33 $11.85 $11.08 $10.28 $12.50 $11.01 $9.81 

Engineer I Low $14.03 $14.34 $11.08 $12.15 $11.60 
(Development of Draft Permit) 

$11.70 $11.55 

Engineer II Mid 
(Supervises 3-5 people, 
Public Hearings) 

$15.09 $15.16 $14.31 $14.32 $14.47 $16.34 $13.68 

Program Supervisor 
(Supervises 5-15 People) 

$18.99 $16.73 $16.33 $15.13 $16.78 $18.99 $14.26 

$7.27 $8.11 $8.08 
AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: s7.07= = = > $7.00 

$9.00 $12.98 $10.36 
AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: s9.44= = = > $9.50 

$15.97 $13.44 s11.94 
AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $12.12= = = > $12.00 

$16.33 $13.21 $12.85 
AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $12.88= = = > $13.00 

$18.99 $20.53 $14.91 
AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $15.78= = = > $15.50 

$18.99 $22.50 $15.28 
AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $17.40= = = > 517.50 

NOTE: Data were gathered by written and phone surveys and represent 1988 base salaries. 
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Table 4-2 

Effort and Cost of Standard/Model NPDES Permitting 
(Secondary Facilities) 

Generic 
Permitting Steps Pen3on-Hr 

Pre-Application Discussion $13.00 

Application Procekng $7.00 

Development of a Draft Permit: 
a) Initial Engineer Review 
b) Staff Report 
c) Wasteload Allocaticm (Level B)+ 
d) Review Monit. Data Baecm 
e) Data Entry 
f) Final Engr. Rev./Draft Permit 

Public Notice (Lbor) 
Public Notice (Publication) 

Public Heaxing 

Final Permit Issuance 

$13.00 9.4 
$13.00 12.6 
$13.00 6.3 
$12.00 0.6 
$7.00 0.6 

$13.00 3.6 

$7.00 

$15.50 

$9.50 

Records/Data Mauagemeat $7.00 

CQmplipnce Monitoring and Izlspedon 
a) 5-Year Composite Inspections*+ 
b) DMR Review 

$12.00 
$13.00 

Renewal Notice $9.50 

Supervisiont $17.50 

4.7 $61.10 

2.4 $16.80 

$122.20 
$163.80 

$81.90 
$7.20 
$4.20 

$46.80 

0.6 $4.20 
$50.00 

54.4 $843.20 

0.6 $5.70 

4.4 $30.80 

99.9 $1,198.80 
0.6 $7.80 

0.6 

Total Effort aui Cost: 146.9 $1,807.00 
If Hearing IE Required: 201.3 $2.65020 

+simp1e allocation using a package modeI. 
**Does not include chemical laboratory cata. 
tDue to difficulty in eetimpting, omitted from analysis. 
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Table 4-3 

Effort and Cost of Issuing General Permit Coverage 
(Secondary Facilities) 

Permitting Step0 
Generic 
cost/Hr Person-Hr 

Notice of Intent Processing 

Data Entry 

tZ.edification of Coverage 

(I-C4 

$7.00 2.4 

s7.00 0.6 

$9.50 0.6 

Reuxds/Data Management $7.00 

compliance Monit. and Inspection 
a) 5-Year composite InspectioM* 
b) DMR Review 

GP Developmentpl Co&s** 

Supervisiont 

$12.00 
s13.00 

s14.25- 

s17.50 

4.4 

99.9 S1,198.80 
0.6 $7.80 

9.1 $129.68 

Sl6.80 

$4.20 

$5.70 

$30.80 

Total Effort and cost: $117.6 $1,393.78 

+ Doeanotincludechemiallaboratorycosts. 
- Avage devehpmmt co&a per faciIity = 6OOhoumfortbcdevelopnx?.ntof~non-ocS 

peaed permit (EPA workhad model)/66 faciIitier per geaeraI permit (based on survey 
dataaverage-AppeadhL) = 9.1houfa. 

+** AverPgeofthegmericcoetsformEnOiaserI~rnEnOineerII. 
t Due to difficulty in e&mating, omitted from analysis. 

NOTE: Public notice costs are assumed to be negligible on a per hcility basis. 
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Table 44 

Effort and Cost of Ten-Year Permitting 
(kndary Facilities) 

Permitting step6 
GUMliC 

Peluon-Hr cost 

F’rdppliutior~ Diacusim $13.00 4.7 $61.10 

2.4 $16.80 

9.4 5122.20 
12.6 $163.80 
6.3 ss1.90 
0.6 $7.20 
0.6 $4.20 
3.6 $46.80 

0.6 

54.4 

0.6 

4.4 

$12.00 199.8 
s13.00 0.6 

0.6 

$4.20 
S50.W 

$843.20 

$5.70 

S30.80 

s2,397.60 
$7.80 

s5.70 

Applic8tion-g $7.00 

Developmau of a D& Pexmit: 
l )hithlEUgiIlWRCViCW 
b) Staff Report 
c) Wasteload Allocati~ (Level B)* 
d) Review Monk Datm Basee 

@D&Entry 
f) Final Engr. RevJDnfk Permit 

s13.00 
s13.00 
$13.00 
$12.00 

SG:“, 

Public Notice (Thor) 
Public Notice (Publication) 

57.00 

SlS.50 Public Heahg 

Final Permit Iasunce s9.50 

RecorddDat~Managemmt S7.W 

compliance Mod. a Inspection 
a) 5-Yar composite I.Iqahm** 
b) DMR Rwiew 

Rawwal Notice $9.50 

supetisiollt $17.50 

Total Effort and Cost: 246.8 $3,005.80 
If Hearing Is Required: 301.2 $3,849.00 
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Table 4-5 

Effort and Cost of Over-the-Counter Permitting 
(secondrvy Facilities) 

Pexmitting steps 
Weighted 

Pelaon-Hr cat 

513.00 8.0 s104.w 

$7.00 0.6 

s7.w 0.6 

54.20 

$4.20 
s50.w 

PrApplicationDiscuion s13.w 4.7 

Application processing* 

Development of a Draft Permit:* 
a) Initial Engineer Review 
b) Review Monit. Data Basee 
c) Final Engr. Rev./Draft or 

Final Permit 
d) Data Entry 

Public Notice (Labor) (Optional) 
Public Notice (Pubkation) (Optional) 

Records/Data Management 

Compliance Monk & Inspeaion 
a) 5-Year composite Inspections*+ 
b) DMR Review 

RUlCWdNOtiCC 

supervisimt 

57.00 4.4 

$12.00 99.9 
513.00 0.6 

s9.50 0.6 

s17.50 - 

$61.10 

$30.80 

SlJ98.80 
37.80 

$5.70 

Total Effort and Cost: 118.8 $1,412.40 
If Public Notice Ia Requind: 119.4 $1,466.60 

+ Assumeatbattbeover-- prca!aa of applicatioa processinO andpermit 
development can occur in one working day. 

++DosrrlKlth&ldeChIlicllloborotoryCU&. 
t Due to difficulty in eutim&q, omitted from aaalyti. 
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Table 4-6 

Effort d Cost of Exclukn~ by Waiva 
(secondnry Frilitica) 

Generic 
Pesnlon-Hf 

PraNoticc of Intent Dkukon $13.00 4.7 $61.10 

Notice of Intmt Prow&g $7.00 2.4 $16.80 

Certification of Waiva $9.50 0.6 $5.70 

ReuxddData Mauagemcnt $7.00 4.4 $30.80 

Supervisiont $17.50 

Total Effort d &et: 12.1 $114.40 

tDuetodifCadtyineetimhg,omittulfromutaly&. 
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data were also included. This study and its corresponding methodology are included in 

Appendix M. 

EPA Permit Issuance Workload Model, 1987: This EPA model predicts levels of 

effort involved in the permitting of various types of discharges (e.g., minor municipal, minor 

industrial, and general permits). The model, including outputs, workloads, and resources, is 

included in Appendix N. 

EPA Regional and State Permitting Agencies: Supporting information was obtained 

from the EPA Regional permitting authorities and State permitting agencies to assist in the 

economic assessment of the various regulatory options. Statistical information on the 

resources required for the development of options, permitting staff salary information, the 

average number of discharges covered under a general permit, and other pertinent data were 

compiled and assessed. 

UNIT COST COMPARISONS 

The projected resources, costs, and unit savings (in relation to the standard/model 

baseline) are presented in Table 4-7. 

If unit savings are ranked in descending order, the following results are obtained: 

1. Exclusion by Waiver: 
2. General Permit: 
3. Over-the-Counter Permits: 
4. Ten-Year Permit: 

Resource cost 
Savings Savings 

TF %? 
19:9 22:9 
19.1 21.8 
16.0 16.8 
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Unit- unit sa-+ 
Regulatory options Pason-Hour Dollars Re4mmxs Dollars 

standardlh4odel permit 

(BpselW 146.9 s1,807.w 0.0 (0%) saw (0%) 

General Permit 117.6 SL393.78 29.3 (19.9%) $413.22 (22.9%) 

Ten-Year Permit+* 123.4 s1,50290 23.5 (16.0%) $304.10 (16.8%) 

Over-tbe-cWnta Permit 118.8 S1,41240 28.1(19.1%) $394.60 (21.8%) 

Exclusion by Waiva 121 $114.40 134.8 (91.8%) $1,692.60 (93.7%) 

+savingsaminrelationtotbeS tpndprd/Model Pad @Meline). 
+ICostsnredividadby2bnpnsentcoebovar5-yePrtsrm. 
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Chapter Five 

CONCLUSIONS AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

The preceding chapters have summarized EPA’s current information about the type of 

discharges that may be classified as de minimis, evaluated the existing and alternative 

methods of regulating such discharges, and assessed the potential unit cost savings to the 

permitting agency in terms of resources and dollars that could be attributed to the alternative 

regulatory options used to permit de minimis discharges. This chapter provides conclusions 

on the Agency’s findings, as well as recommendations concerning the most effective and 

appropriate methods of regulating de minimis discharges. 

IDENTIFICATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES 

Based solely on readily available data systems within the Agency, approximately 

1.2 percent of discharges into navigable waters can be identified as potential de minimis 

(e.g., not significant) discharges. The data base used to make this determination was 

extremely limited since most data gathering and permitting activities have concentrated on 

major discharges. Because the data on most minor facilities are limited, entire groups of 

dischargers were screened out from the category of potential de minimis if there was reason 

to conclude that a group of permittees contained at least a reasonable number of dischargers 

that could not be considered de minimis. The Agency approached the de minimis 

classification in this manner to avoid overestimating the number of de minimis discharges. 

As a result, the projected number of potential de minimis discharges may be underestimated; 

some facilities that were categorically excluded could be determined to qualify as de minimis 

if it were possible to examine them on a case-by-case basis. All potential de minimis 

facilities should be subject to site-specific criteria (e.g., toxic pollutant discharge, 
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Conclusions and Recommendations 

flow/stream flow volume, water quality factors) to confirm the discharge as de minimis or 

non-de minimis and to ensure that water quality is not significantly impacted. 

The best data systems available to the Agency for use in the classification of 

de minimis discharges are not up-to-date and are known to lack information on minor 

discharges, which are the only candidates for potential de minimis classification. EPA is 

currently updating its data systems. In addition, the designation of SIC codes has been 

refined by the Agency’s Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC) for the 

probable discharge of toxic pollutants from an industry, based on assignment of toxicity 

indices. The criteria used by OWEC to designate a discharge as major or minor have also 

been revised and full implementation occurred on July 1, 1991. The revised criteria will be 

applicable for use by permitting authorities to confirm a facility’s discharge as de minimis or 

non-de minimis. This information updating may enable EPA to develop a more accurate and 

complete profile of de minimis discharges in the future and to develop regulatory and 

management programs as needed. 

REGULATORY OPTIONS 

Alternative types of regulations were considered for discharges that are determined to 

be de minimis, which may reduce the regulatory/administrative burden on the regulatory 

agencies as well as on industry. Potential regulatory options include general permits 

(currently administered under existing regulations), the ten-year permit, over-the-counter 

permitting, exclusion by waiver from the NPDES program, and a national rule approach. As 

previously mentioned, the national rule approach was not evaluated because of the limited 

data base. Options other than the general permit approach may require statutory changes. 

As this report does not review these legal issues, closer legal and technical scrutiny would be 

appropriate if further consideration of other options is deemed warranted. 
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General Permits 

The technical and economic evaluations performed in this study indicate that general 

permits are the most effective and appropriate method, from the permitting agency’s 

perspective, of regulating de minimis-type discharges at this time, if a sufficient number of 

potential de minimis discharges are confirmed within a specified geographical or political 

boundary (Table 5-l). This conclusion is based on the following information: 

l Resource and Cost Savings: Unit resource and cost savings attributed to the 
permitting of de minimis discharges using general permits, although approximate, 
are shown to be significant. Twenty and 23 percent unit savings are projected for 
resources and costs, respectively. 

l Regulatory Authority: The regulatory authority for the General Permit Program 
is already in place. EPA proposed general permit regulations in 1977; they were 
published as final in June 1979. 

l Utilization: The General Permit Program is currently utilized by a number of 
Regions and approved States with noted success in reducing the burden for 
permitting agencies. The State of Wisconsin has an extensive and effective 
General Permit Program that covers one-half of the faciities or activities within 
the State. The majority of these discharges are minor discharges. 

l Positive Consensus: A positive consensus was received from EPA Regional and 
State permitting authorities on the applicability of the general permit. 
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Table 5-l 

Summary of Regulatory Option Evaluations 

SUltUtO~/ 
Permitting 
Option Utilhth 

Estimated 
unit savinns 

ResourCe 

P-t) (P-t) 

Positive 
consensus 
from 
Permitting 
Authorities 

General 
Petit 

No 28 NPDES 
states plus 
16 non-NPDES 
States or 
TeXlitorki 

20 23 Y&i 

Ten-Year 
Permit 

YeS California 
non-NPDES 
extedxl- 
life permits 

Over -the- 
Counter 
Permit 

Maybe New Jersey 
non-NPDES 
permits 

Exclusion 
by Waiver 

YeS California 
for land 
discharges 
(non-NPDES) 

16 17 Ye.6 

19 

92 

22 

94 

No 

YeS 
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Concern has been expressed by EPA and State authorities that although the general 

permit appears to be an appropriate regulatory option for de minimis discharges, the need 

exists for better communication and coordination in the State approval and permit review 

process to help streamline State authority and permit approval. The Agency has developed 

guidance in the form of manuals, briefing papers, and other documents that describe the uses 

and benefits of the General Permit Program; has assisted authorities in the development and 

issuance of general permits; and has identified model general permits that have already been 

developed. 

Ten-Year Permits 

The ten-year permit concept shows estimated unit savings of 16 and 17 percent for 

resources and costs, respectively, and a positive consensus among permitting authorities. 

However, a statutory change would be required. 

Over-the-Counter Permits 

Over-the-counter permits are estimated to have low applicability within the current 

NPDES program and did not generally receive positive reactions from permitting authorities. 

Unit resource and cost savings are estimated at 19 and 22 percent, respectively. If this 

process is to incorporate a bypass of public notice, a statutory change would be required. 

Exclusion by Waiver 

Exclusion by waiver would be a siteqecific means of excluding discharges from the 

NPDES program. Permitting authorities felt that there may be a need for site-specific 

exclusion for special types of discharges because they are regulated by other agencies, they 
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are short-term and intermittent, or they have a unique noneffluent nature. Unit resource and 

cost savings were estimated at 92 and 94 percent, respectively. Exclusion by waiver would 

require a statutory change. Additional study would be needed to determine whether 

exclusion by waiver, which would result in the greatest cost savings, could provide an 

effective measure of dealing with & minimis discharges under the appropriate site-specific 

circumstances, including ensuring insignificant risk to the environment. 

National Rule 

A national rule approach would be a means of regulating classes of de minimis 

discharges without having the administrative burden of processing permit applications or 

issuing permits at the State level. The national rule approach may require a statutory 

change. 

EPA recognizes that there may be point source discharges into navigable waters that, 

in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not significant (i.e., 

de minimis). The general permit is recommended as the most effective and appropriate 

method, at this time, of regulating such discharges to reduce the regulatory and 

administrative burden on permitting agencies as well as industry. However, the general 

permit will be effective only if the number of potential de minimis discharges within a 

specified geographical or political boundary is adequate to make the permit administratively 

worthwhile. Because of the low number of projected de minimis discharges (893 facilities), a 

general permit may not be effective in all cases. Implementation of individual 5-year permits 

based on standard “models” issued by EPA as guidance would be appropriate. 
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Implementation of other options may also not be cost-effective if there is a low number of 

de minimis discharges. 

The following activities should be undertaken if further evaluation of a de minimis 

regulatory program is deemed warranted: 

l EPA should continue to strongly encourage States that currently do not have 
general permit authority to seek such authority. (Eleven States were granted 
general permit authority between January 1, 1991, and September 30, 1991. 
Eleven States with NPDES authority still do not have general permit authority.) 

l A strong technical assistance and information transfer effort should be established 
between the Agency and permitting authorities to ensure that a de minimis 
regulatory program would proceed smoothly and expeditiously. 

l Data systems and site-specific criteria should be updated and fully developed to 
assist the permitting authorities in determining which discharges are truly 
& mini??tis. 

l The general permit program should be reviewed to determine whether it can be 
further simplified and streamlined, allowing for flexibility in implementation and 
processing. 

l EPA should consider conducting further legal and technical evaluations of 
alternative regulatory options. 

l EPA should consider assessing, through on-site surveys in watersheds, whether 
de minimis discharges are found in groups categorically excluded from 
de minimis through the methodology used in this report. 

l EPA should consider consulting with potentially affected industrial groups to 
determine the relative cost savings to de minimis dischargers of the regulatory 
options identified. 

l To the extent that the Agency determines that an option which requires statutory 
change is the more appropriate approach, such change should be dealt with as 
part of the CWA reauthorization process. 
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APPENDIX A 

Legislative History 

This appendix provides the legislative history of the De Minimis Discharge Study 

beginning with the first mention in the 1982 public record of the exclusion of “insignificant 

discharges” from the requirements of the NPDES permits. 



Statement of James C. Hildrew, Manager, Environmental Affairs, 
Mobil Oil Corporation, on July 28, 1982, on behalf of the 
American Petroleum Institute before the Subcommittee on Water 
Resources of the Committee on Public Works and Transportation, 
U.S. House of Representatives [As printed in Committee Print 97- 
73, Possible Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control 
Act, pp. 1013 - 1016, published by U.S. Government Printing 
Office, Washington, 1982]. 

II. National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) 
Permits Program 
Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) establishes the 

NPDES permit program. Under this program, all point source 
discharges of pollutants to navigable waters must have an NPDES 
permit. Because the permit program imposes an unnecessarily 
heavy burden in terms of time and resources on government and 
industry, some modification of the program requirements is 
necessary. Specifically, the petroleum industry is concerned 
with the lifetime of NPDES permits and the fact that insignifi- 
cant discharges are included in the NPDES permit program. 

A. NPDES Permit Term Extension -- Under Section 402 of the 
CWA, NPDES permit may be written for a period not to exceed 
five years. The proposed revision to Section 402 would extend 
this period up to ten years. 

The existing five year maximum lifespan for NPDES permits 
imposes unnecessary burdens on industry, EPA and states alike. 
It may take as long as a year for a final permit to be issued. 
Additionally, up to three years may be required to install 
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Testimony of New York State Commissioner of Environmental 
Conservation, Robert F. Flacke, on July 29, 1982, before the 
Subcommittee on Water Resources of the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, U.S. House of Representatives [As printed in 
Committee Print 97 - 73, Possible Amendments to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, pp. 1506 - 1507, published by U.S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, 19821. 
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Statement of J. William Haun, Chairman of Clean Water Project, 
National Environmental Development Association, on July 29, 1992, 
before the Subcommittee on Water Resources, Committee on Public 
works and Transportation, U.S. House of Representatives [AS 
printed in Committee Print 97 - 73, Possible Amendments to 
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, pp. 1829 - 1830, 
published by U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 19821. 
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Union Calendar No. 480 
9818 CONGRESS 

23, SESSION H. R. 3282 
[Report No. S&827] 

To amend the Federal rater Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of 
the quality of the Puation’r watera, rod for other purpoms. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JUNE 13. 1983 

Mr. HOWRIUD introduced the foUowing bill: which u-as refemed to the Committee 
on Public Worka and Truupomion 

SEPTBMBB 14. 1983 

Additional sponson: Mr. UDALL, Mr.a OBLBSTAB, Mr. JFFFOBDIL Mm. &mm- 
DEB. bfr. Toma, Mr. LMTOS, &. BONIOB of Michigan Mr. OU~NI, Mr. 
OTTINOEB, Mr. RODINO, Mr. KABKET, Mr. FAONTBOY, Mr. TN&ON, Mr. 
hMJlL bfY. 8UNU. k. hf.ITCHELL, hb. %XULEiXI, 5k. SEIBBBLLNO, bb. 
hORIO. Mr. EVAHS of Illinois, Mr. D’A~omts, Mr. CIOCKETT. Mr. CLAY, 
Mr. CONYEW, Mr. Va-ro, Mr. RATCEFOBD, Mr. Bum, Mr. COUOEUN, 
Mr. STOXBS, Mr. DIXON, MI. KUTTJB, Mr. WEISB, Mr. JONES of Ohho- 
ma, Mr. EC-T, Mr. DE Luoo, Mr. LYMAN of Florida. Mr. Scmmm, 
MY. MINISH. MY. BEILINM)N, Mr. MOBBIBON of Connecticut, Mr. QBJD~N- 
@JON, bfr. DOmBuT, Lit. LONO of yyrlmd, a. FAEIO, a. FOBSTTEE, 
bir. TOB~CELLI. hfr. CABPEB, aad Mr. YATBS 

FBBBur 2, 1984 

~dditiond rponum: hfr. FIREI, Mr. LOWET of Wuhington, Mr. Haoars, Mr. 
hm~~ of California, Mrs. SCHB~BDBB, Mr. Dm~tns, b¶rs. BOXBB, Mr. 
Wtrar, Mr. McD~E, Mr. Emu, Mm BCWON of Cdifoti, Mr. 
NEAL, M~.BATEs,M~. KOLTBR, M~.YMzs~.M~.WEUAT,M~,HOTBB, 
bfTJ. UrncUT, &. h8t%, hb. WBBBB. w. SEANNON, k. CLABIR, 
Mr. KO~MATIBB. Mr. M~vrou~~r, Mr. MOAIWT, Mr. SXITE of New 
Jersey, blr. Br~xm, Mr. HABKXN, Mr. WYDBN, Mr. hENI. Mr. Sum, 
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STUDY OF REGULATZON OF DE YZNZMZS DZSCEZARGES 

SEC. 35. Tie Administrator of the Environmental Pro- 

tection Agency shall study the feasibility and dtwimbility of 

eliminating the reguhtion of dticharges of pollutants into the 

navigable waters in amounts which, in tenu of volume, con- 

ctntmion, and type of pollutant, am not significant. The Ad- 

mintitmtar shall submit a report of such stl:dy along with 

mwmmendatio72J to the Committee on Puh’ic W&Y and 

Tmnaportation of the Howe of Repwentatitws and the Com- 

mittee on Enwirvnment and Ptlblic Wmb of the Senate not 

later than one year after the c&ate of enactment of thti Act. 

A-10 



Testimony of New York State Commissioner of Environmental 
Conservation, Henry G. Williams, on September 20, 1983, before 
the Committee on Public Works and Transportation, U.S. House of 
Representatives [As printed in Conimittee Print 98 - 33, Possible 
Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, p. 369, 
published by U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 19841. 
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Statement of 0. G. Simpson, Atlantic Richfield Company, Dallas, 
Texas, on October 24, 1983, before the Committee on Public Works 
and Transportation, U.S. House Of Representatives [As printed in 
committee Print 98 - 33, Possible Amendments to the Pederal Water 
Pollution Control Act, p. 3604, published by U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, 19841. 

lhlllr the Clrrn Afr lut md otmr Wllutlm control statutu. 
tM Clrn YltU Act -IS Ip rllamcr in tts pemlt mqulmnts 
far small point source dlscfwgors of wnwntlonrl pollutnts. 
TklS lur of Consiar~tlm wows unmcIssuJ control rrglJlr+ 
mts 011 lns~gnlflcant OlSclbu~S md pmrmts full con~trrtlm 
d msowcu m conwo~ d um moralt solrcu of pollutlm. 
nu cirrn utrr kt SIIOMI~ m - u rlla VA LO l taiisn 

mlnlmls clusrs of @at sovu dlscMrqors of Mvaltlalrl 
$ZZK. A * ;lnMs alsdugu 8m~la m fe~~lfad to flh I 
mowest for uwt al ud mwo@rlrta 6ocUnt~tlm relrtlva fa 
me proparea alscn~qe wItJt EMor the state. 4s tm usa MY m; 
If tk wfmlttlnq urtllorlty m m utlm QII tk request wltnln 
10 ays. mm uwtH(m wla m 1ooma utoutwslly. 
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Statement of Kenneth E. Blower, Manager of Environmental Affairs, 
The Standard Oil Company of Ohio, representing The American 
Petroleum Institute as Chairman, API Water Program Committee, on 
November 10, 1983, before the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, U.S. House of Representatives [As printed in 

Committee Print 98 - 33, Possible Amendments to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, pp. 2491 - 2493, published by U.S. 
Government Printing Office, Washington, 19841. 

API tecorrwnds that kction 402(a)fl)(B) of the Clam Wator 
Act be l nsn0e0 to rsa0 as follows (changes are un0erscorsd): 

l lB) Sxcept as providS0 undSr pSragraph (C1 of this sub 
soctionr srs for f&red terms not l rcewd~ng ten ysars. unless 
a pomlt inclubss s uaivsr or l od~ficet~on of any othsruiss 
l pplicabh rSquirSmsnt pursuant to Ssctions 301:~). IQ), lh) 
*no (a) Of thrs Act. in which cass such psmlt shall be for a 
tared tom not sacrwdinp five years;‘. 

uhsre s facility 1s granted an economic or watwr quality bssed 
waiver unbar the set, 
to fbvo years. 

ths parrit lifetime would still bs lirrtsd 
tior*ver , other minor modificstions would not 

prevent a facility from obtsining b ten ye4r peralt. 

The msndmont rscommrnded by API would ~110~ a lo-yesr parrit 
term that corrects rho problsas sncountsrod with the five-you 
term. The existing five-yssr uxirun lifespan for NPDES pemits 
has imposed unnecessary burdens sn0 costs on inbustry. EPA sn0 
+ha stats8 aliks. It mey tske ss long ss l year for 1 fins1 
pmit to be issued. Up to thrss yssrs nsy be rsqurrcd to 

dnStsl1 trostmwnt technology nocesssry to comply ~1:‘ pemit 
renditions. This scensrio leaves little time to obL.rn dsts on 
l ffluents before the permit hss to bs conewad. 

It has besn l stimteo that aOout 6S,OOO penolts I.ave been 
.~SSuSd Sinea 197&l CPA an4 the states are nor fsclq an 
3ncressing backlog‘of peraitr which have l xpirsd an4 must be rc 
dssu~o. This problem could be sllsvieted in the future by amend- 
ing ths act to provide permit authorities the flsxibility to 
188~s pemits for tenus up to 10 ywars. 

Roteover, the 100yssr liferims .~ould rake thr NPOES permit 
program more consistent with permit programs enforcing othsr 
environments1 lsw . Congreso hss not plsced rsstrictlons on the 
duration of permit terms under the Resourcs Conservstion and 
Aecovsry Act and ths Clssn Air Act. 

8. Excluding lnsignificsnt Dischsrges 

5. 431’s Section 13 rscognisss the nsed to exempt from the 
KP3fS pemlt progrsr discharges that havs llt~ls or no l dvSrSS 
:-pet On wa:er puSlity. The provlsi3n rxeaps Cischarg~r of 
I:anbwsctr runoff from nrning operrLlons and Oil or ~JS 
l x;lora::on, production, processing, or treatment operstlons that 
are not contarrnsts0 with process wentes, overburden, raw 

1 
0+;1~:zf 4C71-1~n:rrL?r, Dr. John iletnsnd~z, Jr., Y.S. E?v:rm- 
~c:Sl Prstettion AqSnty, Tsrtlmony before the Su3corrziLter 
on Envirsnnen:sl Pollution, Senate Comiccee on En-irmnenc 
and Pu3lic Uorka, Fetwuary S, 1982. 
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mScSriSls, toxic pollutants. haxardous l ubSCanCOS in l XCOSS Of 
roportablo qu4nticios. or oil or graaso Iron the CloSn Water 
let’s roqu~romont to obram an NPDW flrmrt. 

llo~vor, the proposed 1SnguSgo CSils to explain whSt consri- 
tutas 'eontuinStbd by or1 or grease.’ API rocoamonds that line 
17 of Socrion 13 be ckangod co road -or oil or gtmso ln excess 
of raporrrblo quSntxCLSS.* Thrs 1s the phrasing urn04 to drfino 
l contaminac&on by harardous substSncos.* 

In Sddltlon to the specific l xaptlon ptOVldOd Dy SmZtLOn 13 
of S.431. Congress should considrr uondlng cho act to prOvldS 
aucnorrty for CPA co aromp ochoc l nvrronmontally inSignlfLcSnt 
disckSrgos from cho NPDCS porrit program. That is, CPA should k 
l llorod IS) co l xomgc l pproprlato dlrchargos trots cato9orloS of 
polnc sources and [bl to Sxom~t specific point source discharges 
on a c~so-Dy-car0 basis. 

A Clan USeor kc l mondaont excluding insignificant 
dracnargos from the NPDES ponic program ~~11 hole addrosa A 
probhm that CPA, scaco l goncros and industry have ml1 
l cknowlodgod . Thousands of insagn&ficSnC discharges are 
currently rogulacod undrr cho NPDLS pemlt prograr. tacad u‘th 
the wiomous cask of ronowing porrits for major point sourcrss 
pomit issuing l uthoritlas probably will not ba able to act on 
most minor discharpo prmlt Sppl&cations during the noxc SwOrSl 
yarrs. 

During the Llrst round of NPDCS pormit lssuancos under the 
FodSrSl Hater Pollutaon Control Act of 1972. CPA attempted to 
l xcludo many stomwtor dischSrgos containing 1naignilicSnt 
quSntitros of pollutant9 fra NPDU porcrit roquirmunts. This 
Sxcluslon was challongod by the Matural-Rosourcor kfonu Council 
(NRDC) whrch clamod tnar CPA had no authority under the act to 
l xcludr my point source drschSrgos oi pollutSntS.2 The court 
l arood with NRDC, and, as l result. CPA now kliovoo that it has 
little or no discretion in its SpplicStion of the pormit program. 
Bawd on a survey of 39 statos, the Association ot Stata and 
Interstaco-Vator Pollution Control Mmioi8trators in Ilay .1979 
roportod that a total of 5,008 major and 36,090 air.st NPDCS 
dimchargo pornits had boon iasuod to both lnduatriai and munici- 
pal disckargors. ho report stated: wAbout I1 perant of all 
por~ri Lssuod . . . involve:! rolStiv*ly~lrlsignificc~~~ fScilicios 
WL:% rrspe:: to porqt so~:co pollution concor3s:? In spit* ot 
ZP4’s rI?~r:s, :hzwsaz:s J: p--It SppliCStionS (x7-0 s;13?L:tod 
as loag ago as 19721 tar ma:1 sourers are still ;endxng. 

‘ NRDC Y. trr1n. 296 P.S<pp 1393 (3.D.C. 19tSl. l tf’d. 
&?3Z?O. 569 F.~J ?369 13.C. ;;r. iYTf1. 

NWC V. 

By oxeluding insignificant dischwgos fra NPDCS prrrit 
roquirounts. both Industry and governrunt will bo ablo to bmttor 
Locus on l lminatlng mayor sources of pollutron tra the nation’s 
waters. 
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Statement of J. William BaUn, Vice President, General Mills 
Corporation, as Chairman, Clean Water Project, National 
Environmental Development Association, on November 10, 1983, 
before the Committee on Public Works and Transportation, U.S. 
House of Representatives [As printed in Committee Print 98 - 33, 
Possible Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, 
PP. 2546 - 2547, published by U.S. Government Printing Office, 
Washington, 19841. 

The ma)ocAry of Clean Water Ace pettats are for mlnor 

dracharqer . Literally thousands of tGR5tS saall-rource discharp* 

perait l pplxrtAons, some rrirtm as lofts l qo as 1972, are rwutinq 

action. 

An rllustration of the probhm is an actual case uharr A 

campany's drrnrinq fountarn, bmcause 0: its location, drsrns its 

overflow into s water body. T+mt dtinrrnq fountain requires an 

NPDCS permit, and there is I# prodrim allwinq it '.o be l xmlpted. 

TM -A Abinistrator 8bould # allawed to l xer;;e de Binhis 

point l ourca dirharpes and chmnlad stormwator runoff containinq 

do miniris qurntitiom of plloturts fra tne WIoes permit 

promdure. Datmmination ot l liprbility for l xwtion should bx 

based on concantratlon, ~01~ and typ of dfachar9e. 

The Senate Committee has, rn part, recognized tbhls porn: and 

has mcluded in L.431 eXemptionS for channeled scomwxter runoff 

which contains no pol~utanr8 for oil, 9a8, and lining lndurtrios. 

Bowwet, w mea no reaxon to limit this uemption to cmttain 

industries or tyms of drocharpe. All dirharpoo which contdn 

little or no pollutantr should ba 8ligiblo for l xwtion. 
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WATER QUALITY RENEXAL ACT’ OF 1984 

J~WE 6. 19&.-Gnnmittd m the Camitmo of the Whole How on the Sum of t&u 
UNonMdordoradtOoprillud 

Mr. HOWARD, from the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation, submitted the following 

REPORT 

together with 

ADDITIONAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS 

(To accompany H.R 3292) 

@dadiag owls acinum of the Congrwuional Budget ‘Mice] 

The Committee on Public Works and Transportation. to whom 
was refed the bill (H.R. 3282) to amend the Federal Water Pollu- 
tion Control Act to 
Xation’s waters, an B 

rovide for the renewal of the wality of the 
for other purposes, having considered the 

wne. report favombly thereon with an amendment and recom- 
mend that the bill aa amended do pass. 

The unendment strikes out all after the enacting clause of the 
billand~~a~~~whichappearsinitalictypcinthers- 
ported bill. 

43 

StCfION 35 

This saction directs the Administrator to study the feasibility 
and desirability of eliminating the regulation of ducharges of pol- 
lutants into the navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of 
volume, concentration, and type of pollutant. are not significant. A 
report, with recommendations. is to be submitted to the House 
Gxnmittae on Pub.& Works and Tqns rration and the Senate 
CoZ~mi~~~ on Envwonment and Pubhc r arks within one year of 

enactment of H.R. 3282. 
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PROVIDING FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 32& 

Jum 13.19&.-Refed to the Hour Cdendm ukdodmdtobepklltad 

A- 17 



98TH COSGRESS 
SD SESSION H. R. 5903 

To amend the Federal rater Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of 
the qualit? of the Nation’s waters. and for other purposes. 

IX THE HOUSE OF REPRESEKTATI’VES 

JL-NE 30. 1984 

Mr. OBEIMTAE (for himself. Mr. MAVI~O~..ES. Mr. BON PAT. Mr. LEVINE of 
California. Mr. STOKES, Mr. MITCHELL, ht. SHANNON, Mr. JEFFOBDS, Mr. 
Smorsx~. Ms. KAFTTX. Mr. COUGHUS, !klr. FAUNTBOT, Mr. ASPIS, Mr. 
BATES, Mr. SPMTT, Mr. CARPER, Mr. Lowar of Karhington. Mr. 
KILDEE, Mr. GREEN, Afr. BAIWXS. Mr. EDWARDS of CUornia, Mr. Moa- 
BISON of Connecticut, Mr. ACKEEIUK, ht. FBANK, Jklr. &UILTOK, Mr. 
MINETA. Mr. BONEB of Tennessee, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. DZTBBIIU, bfr. FAS- 
CELL, Mr. DASCIXLE, and Hr. BOEHLERT) introduced the following bii: 
which was referred to the Committee on Public Korks Rnd Transportation 

A BILL 
To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide 

for the renewal of the quality of the Nation’s waters, and 

for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and Howe of Representa- 

2 rives of the United States of America in Congress assembled, 

3 SHORT TITLE 

4 SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “mater Qual- 

3 itg Renewal Act of 1984”. 
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66 

3 STUDY OF REGVLATIO3i OF DE JIINIJIIS DISCHARGES 

4 SEC. 35. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro- 

3 tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirability of 

6 eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the 

i navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con- 

8 centration, and type of pollutant, are not significant. The Xd- 

9 ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with 

10 recommendations to the Committee on Public Vorks and 

11 Transportation of the House of Representsrives and the 

12 Committee on Environment and Public Fork: of the Senate 

13 not later than one pear after the date of enactment of this 

14 Act. 

HR 5903 IH 
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Jwu 22, 1984 

H 6360 

CONGRESSIOSAL RECORD - HOUSE 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 

H6331 
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iI 

June 96.1964 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 

Mr. ROE tduriac the llmdnm. Mr. 
~I*uaanim~c.oaaent 
th8t the 8mandmmt ln the Mture of a 
suMltute be cons&d u read and 
prmedlnuleRuo8D. 

The -. Is there oblecuon 
to the mquat of thi~tlenxii from 
New Jerwy? 

Therewuaoob)cction 
(Mr. ROE uked 8nd wu dven per- 

adsdon to rerk and extend his n+ 
UbUkS.1 

(BY lulanimous aonsent. Mr. Ror 
wu allowed to proceed for 5 addItional 
miuUta.) 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman. will 
the 6enUemaa field? 

Mr. RDE. I Jltld to the gentleman 
from Niw J&l. 

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the 6entk 
m8n for *MiIu. 

Mr.ChaimaIjustvlshtot8ke 
this time to amnmtulate the rentl~ 
mm in the aelI.-the gentlemai from 
New Jenev tMr. Roll. the natlcman 
from Mlakou Mr. BTA~c~&D~. the 
r8nUng minority member on the Sub 
commfucC on W8ce~ Resourcea. all the 
menderr of the PubUc Works and 
Tr8rzrportation Committee. 8nd to a 
very m de6?u!e the malority and mt- 
n0rk.y r*alfr of thb sub~~~mmlttee. 
which have worked 10 loa6 and eo 
h8rd to praent this, the flaest clean 
water bill ever prmeaced to the Con- 
gress. I congratulate them on their 
work and effort, and I uk for the 
ormhelmtnr suvpofl of our col- 
Icuua on thb ~It8l muure. 

Mr. ROE. Mr. cm I thank 
the 6entlemaa from New Jersey [Mr. 
HOWAMI for his comment& and L too, 
want to extend my 8ppreci8tlon to 
him and to the 6entlem8n from Ken- 
tucky mfr. SWTDW 1. the -ff ml- 
nority member of the committee. and 
thb gentleman from Ktanesota CM?. 
SrAmnuml. the nalyllrr~~K, 
member of the subwmml 
my countarpul al the su~tta 
on W8ta Raourca I alao want to 
putfculult~aur~rcntlcnun 
from FenasYIT8al8 tyr. mm81 
MonlrtoIpGtarM-whoh8ve 

dOfHruch8~JObOZlthi81e@& 
Was 8nd uuUuhdy the cuff for 
the ouuUadia9 Job aad the work that 
they have whducted on this most im- 
portult wuer Qualit Reaew8l Act of 
1994. 

Mr. CZmlmu~ thi8 unendment b 8n 
unendment In the nature of l subat- 
tutc to the bill, ILIZ 2262. the Water 
Quautr - Act of 1964. whkh 
wu regottd by OUT committee on 
June 6. 1964. ThL amendment b de- 
ri6aed to addrea a number of pmb 
lcmr which MI after the bill w86.r~ 
ported. The amendment wu uublkhed 
In the Colrtmmsmm~ Raam~ for June 
22 for the laionnaloa of the Yan- 
hem A detalkd umlysis of the mend- 
mea follorr 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 

June at r96.b 

H 6885 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOME H7017 

The uuercion vu taken; and the 
Weaker samunccd Lhu the aya l p 
pared to hare It. 

Mr. FRENZEL Mr. Sneaker. I object 
to the vow on the ground that a 
quonun is not present and make the 
point of o&r that a quorum Is not 
present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum 
Is not present. 

The Sergeant at Am.3 s-ill notify 
absent Wemberr. 

The vote wzs t&en by electromc 
device. md there were-yeas 405. nays 
11. not voting 17. u follors: 

[Roll No. 2671 

The CIWUUAN pro tanpore. The 
question Ir on the amendment la the 
mture of l rubstituw offered by the 
lcntleman from New Jersey tWr 
Rot]. u unended 

The unendment Ia the nature of a 
SUbtiCUt.6 u unended. wu Meed to. 

The CHMRbLW pro tenwore. 
Wader the rule. the Commicee rises. 

0 1715 
AccoWly. the Commltwe rose. 

and the Smaker havine resumed the 
chair. Yr. Kunt, Clmhmn pro wm- 
mm of the Conututwe of the Whole 
House on tbr saw of the union. IV- 
mrWd that that Commlttn. hmlng 
h&d under consde.mlon the bill t&R. 
2222) to unend the FbdeW W8ter pal- 
IuUo21 Caatml Aa to provide for the 
- of the qualky of the Nulon’s 
-tifO?OfhO?OurpowrDW- 
ubccOHoIm~1uuoo322.hemP 
~~~~~her.O~wI 

. 
mmeo0fth~wboh 

T?uSPEAEERUnderthoruIe.the 
mWloMauatbnLordusd 

L~wmmWvoWdemmndedon~y 
amawmalwthe-tlnchC 
nnture of l su&Utuw ad- by the 
CszUo;f EzfLnok we 

The unendment w ureed to. 
ThesFEAEERTlwquathIrcm 

thtenamamnruldthmremdlngof 
t&bill. 

Theullwuordrrdbkenrrord 
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CONGRESSlOb-AL RECORD - SENATE 

utait&wtto8mendtbo?bdmi 
W- PoUu~om Control Art to movlde for 

S 90i7 
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99TH CONGRESS 
1 ST SESSION H.R.8 

To amend the Federal Eater Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of 
the quality of the Sation’s waters, and for other purposes. 

IX THE HOCSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

JILWABY 3, 1985 

Mr. HOWABD (for himself, Mr. AVDEI~SON, Ms. ROE, Mr. SNYDEB, and Mr. 
STANCELAND) introduced the following bill; which was refed to the Corn- 

mittee on Public Works and Transportation 

A BILL 
To amend the Pederal Water Pollution Control Act to provide 

for the renewal of the quality of the Nation’s waters, and 

for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted’by the Senate and Howe of Repeaenta- 

2 tives of the Unired States of America in Conps assembled, 

3 SHORT TITLE 

4 SECTION 1. This Act map be cited as the “Water Qual- 

3 it? Renewal Act of 1985”. 
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19 STrDT OF BEGULATION OF DE MININU’IS DISCHUiGES 

20 SEC. 36. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro- 

21 tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirability of 

22 eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the 

23 navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con- 

24 centration, and tqe of pollutant, are not significant. The Ad- 

25 ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with 

26 recommendations to the Committee on Pcblic Works and 

1 Transportation of the House of Represercatives and the 

2 Committee on Environment and Public Korks of the Senate 

3 not later than one year after the date of enactment of this 

4 Act. 
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%TH CONGRESS 
1ST %BSION H. R. 1509 

To amend the Federal Rater Pollution Control Act to proride for the renewal of 
the qualit? of the h’ation’s waters, and for other purposes. 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESEhrATIVES 

MMiCH i, 1983 

Mr. OBEBBTU (for himself, Mr. EDGO, Mr. MOODY. md bfr. &NET& irmo- 
duced the following bii; which was referred to the Committee on Public 
Worth and Tmnsportation 

A BILL 
To amend the Federal Eater Pollution Control Act to provide 

for the renewal of the qualit? of the Nation’s waters, and 

for other purposes. 

1 Be it enacted by the Senate and House of RepTesenta- 

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress usembled, 

3 SROBT TITLE 

4 SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Water Qual- 

5 ity Renewal Act of 1985”. 
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19 STUDY 0FBEGCZbT:ONOFDE MINIMIS DISCELBGES 

20 SEC. 36. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro- 

21 tection Agencv shall studv the feasibility and desirability of . . 

22 eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the 

23 navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of voiume, con- 

24 centration, and type of pollutant, are not significant. The Ad- 

25 ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with 

?6 .-ecommendations to th? Committee on Public Works and 

69 

1 Transportation of the House of Representatives and the 

2 Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate 

3 not later than one year after the date of enactment of this 

4 Act. 
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Testimony by J. 
Natural Resources, 

Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner, Department of 

Vice President, 
State of Georgia, appearing in his capacity as 
Association of State and Interstate Water 

Pollution Control Administrators, on April 30, 1985, before the 
Subcommittee on Water Resources, 
Transportation, U.S. 

Committee on Public Works and 

Committee Print 99 - 
House of Representatives [As printed in 

9, Possible Amendments to the Federal Water 
Pollution Control Act, p. 484, published by U.S. Government 
Printing Office, Washington, 19851. 

IV. TItIJ IV 

sectton 402 - (NPDES Pomit Prolru) 

This Section should ba rovisod to allow partid usumptfon 
by States of the APDES program pursuant to Joint Pederal/Stato 
&gTUOOOtS. 10 sdditloo. it is l ss*ot:a1 aat tbo Act bo 
amesded to proviQo for the lssu~ce of RPDIS pamits up to 
ton pew, provided ilexlbtllt~ is’ rtntbloed to m-open 
a permit ior good cause. Tbo Statas support re-opwlog the 
peruts to lacludo proulgatod l ffluoat ltrltation8 or to 
address vlohtioo of water quality standards. IO most stata. 
suoot7-five percent-of the permit8 are for rol~tivoly aaall 
dischargers with non-toxic Tutowters aad ten yeu psmlts 
wuld l aablo the States to spsnd are tia dor~lopia~ aad 
re-owning the pemitr for mjor sources. 
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SIO~AI. Ftrcoti of July 16. LStlb by md 
lf offered by Ftmraentatlve Joolrrr of 
Nbrt~lorts.,.,e~~ be consid- 

The ClerL wfll desigaate section ‘1. 
The tea of SectIon 1 b u folloumt 
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Excerpt from House Report 99 - 189, page 49, on The Water Quality 
Act of 1985, 
discharges. 

concerning the study of regulation of de minimis 

SRCrtON 43 -Y W REOVUTION O? DE YINIMUS DISCHARGES 

This ttctioa dirsts tht Administrator to study tht fttsibilit 
and dttirability of tiiminating tht rtgulation of ditchargtt of po - r 
lutants into tbt navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of 
volume, concentration, and type of pollutant. art not significant. A 
rtport. with rtcommtndations, is to bt submitted to the How 
Committee on Public Works and Trans rtation and the Senate 
Committee on Environmtnt and Pubiic c orks within one year of 
tht date of enactment of H.R. 8. 
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Tht c?LAlRMAN. Tht quutloo bon 
tht Commlttet amendmalt lo tht 
natuvt of l subeltutu Y amtpdad 

Tht Commlttet ~cadmcnt la tht 
Daulre of a rubtltute. u uncpdcd 
Nagrttdto. 

Tht CEAlRALAN. Uadtr tht nalt. 
tht commlttcr rba 

Aaordlngly tht commlttet mu; 
~&JM&%m&~~~ z 

co&tK; of tht wholt How on tht 
state of tht OnlOP rrported that that 
Coamlttet, htving bad undtr oDeaId- 
cralon the bill C&R. 8) to amend tht 
Fedcrhl War PolluUoa Control Act 
to provlda for tht renewal of tht qua- 
lty of tht Natlon’r raters, and for 
other puroow, vunuaat b Eouae 
Resolution 222 ht rtwrttd cht bill 
brk to tht Roust with M amendment 
adopted by the Commlttet of tht 
wtlolt. 

Tht SPENCER. Under tht rule. tht 
previous 4uesUon b ordered 

Is a sepuatt vott demanded on any 
uaendment to the CommIttee amend- 
ment tn tht nature of l iubstituu 
dopttd by tht Committee of tht 
Whole? If not, the questIon b on the 
uoendmenf 

The amtndmcnt wu 4rttd to. 
The SFSAEER. Tht 4ueatlon b on 

ulll~rossmMt and third rtadlng of 

Theblllwuorderedtokengrowd 
and read a third tlmt, and ma reti 
the third time. 

YOTION TO -- O- II YL D-1 
Mr. D-Y. Mr. Speaker, I offer t. 

mouotl to recommit. 
The SPEAEEFL Is Lhe gentleman 

opposed to tht bill? 
Mr. DxLAY. I un. Mr. Spt8ker. in Its 

prtsent form. 
Tht m Tht Clerk will 

report tht motion to mcommk 
Tht clerk rad u follovr 
x7.Drf*TaleTato r.mmmlttbebUL 

R.n.8.totlla~ttttoaF+ublkWoPu 
and ~tlolL 

Tht BpEbKER. Without objectfoP, 
tht wtvloun 4uesUon b ordered on 
the motion to rtuwnmlL 

Them wu no objectlon 
Tht SPEAKER. Tht qumtlon b on 

tht motion to mctmml+ 
Tht motloa to rtcommlt wu rtjtct- 

ed. 
Tht SPEAXER Tht question b on 

thtpuunofthtblll. 

Mr. LuNORmC Hr. speaker. I 
dtmtnd t rtctrdtd vote. 

A~rdcdTOttNOrbmd. 
Tht vote wu t&at by l lectmalc 

dwlct. tad Chart wtr+tyts 340. noes 
82 Dot voun# 10. u follows 

moxlNo.wl 
A- 

AkAhn 
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Wb?lh 
Wr(r 

The SPEARER. Is them objection 
Wolf to the rtquat of the eentlemrn from 
‘ROM New Jeney? 
wo7uc7 
Wrbchl 

There WM no objection. 

zz 
The Clerk read the Senate bill, u 

foUowK 
YW 8. 1128 

iz I% B~U~tib#Uu&R~WldHOW#d 

Younc MO, Reprumltatuxa of (hr vaed atam al 
Am&catnConqnuauembfdThatthlr 
Act may be cud u the “ckaa wam7 ACI 
Amendmenu of 1BW. 

0 1730 
Mr. HUNTER and Mr. ZSCHAU 

changed their votes from “&ye” to 
“no.” 

Mr. LIVINOSTON changed hlr tote 
from “no” to “rye.” 

So the bill was passed. 
The result of tht vote wts ta- 

nounced u above rtcorded. 
A motion to reconsider ~8s l&Id on 

the table. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Spttktr, I uk 
urunlmoue conunt that, ln the ta- 
arossment of the bill ER. 8 the clerk 
be l uthortzed Lo correct &on num- 
km emu refenncta, 8nd the table of 
contentr tad omke tuch other ttchb 
cayyoldormh rmtadmaltr u 

cauutmtnccttht- 
of the How la amending tht bill H.R. 
a. 

The SPENCER. k them obJecUon 
to the request of the gtntltmta from 
New Jtrtey? 

Ttwre wu no objtttlon. 
Mr. HOWARD. nr. SQtaktr, I uk 

uaMlmoWcoMenttolaktlromtht 
Sptaker’a tablt tht Sttmtt blU (S. 
1128) tt amtnd tht Clttn Water Act, 
8nd for other purpowa MdukforltJ 
lmmedl8te cons&ration la tht Efome. 

The Cltrk. ‘rttd tht tltlt of tht 
&rue blu 

H 6103 
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ronon owns 87 n 8owmo 
Mr. HOWARD. Kr. Speaker. I offer 

l motion. 
The clerk read u follou%z 
Mr.. Howuo mover to attIRe out all tiler 

rtrc enutln# ckua of Llm Senair bill. S. 
1128. and ta tnrrn In Iku thereof the text 
of H.R. a. u D&Ed. Y f0lh-s 

July%9, 1985 
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Sec. 1. Short tick table crlcon&nl: amend- 
menu to ce&?ul water Pouu- 
tion contml Act’ danition of 
Adminutmbr. 

See 2. AuLhoneatamu q/appmp6atimu 
see 2. AuthoHatw for cowtnution 

PmnLr 
see 4.comp1laneedeaa1na 
See 5. Indauidud control rtmfeoiu for 

laac poUu&nl* 
SW&PO& for control Qf nonpoint 

8oxrca dpouxticm 
su ?. cwntrd 8f aaavoint wurcea ofmllu- 

See t. L&e nutomUon mdd8nce wwauol 
See 9. Swadlflow clrorin&owc 
Su 19. &fivib& cate9onu qlprojects 
See 11. Time irmsf on maoMing main dir. 

sec. 14. 
see 15. 

su 16. 

su 17. 

su ia. 
see 19. 

see 20. 

see 21. 

su 22. 

su 23. 
see 24. 
su 2s. 
su 26. 
see 2l. 
su 22. 
See 29. 

z if 
su 3i 
see 33. 

Aumelulat on ellVtble cortx wantee 
cerf~8tlon Qf tnotmmt pmc- 
u*’ tundy eatmet& 

Gmrf condition*’ wer charw on 
bl~income ruidcntial wtrs 

Ar&tmcnl Q/ mwtnctim gmnt 
/undr 

Afodim8twn for nonmnmmon8l 
9oUvLonLr 

Dirchmpu In& mwiru waten 
Filing deadlrne lor tre8fmmt work 

modiBcotimL 
Awhcatwn for ocean discharge 

nodtnc8tion+ 
Inwvatiue &chnologv compliance 

deadlinea for dimt direharp 

Vo& fbvm the application oj 
efnunt limltatCon+ 

Tut moceduru 
Pretredment rl8nd8* 
flugectaon and entry. 
Criminal pmdtiu 
ceil pm8ztiu 
AdminiAmtioc tiffa. 
Relotwuhip b other brr 
Marine ronttation dmicu. 
C7mn loL;u 

Su 34. NPDEs~tl 
Su 3% Audit& 
See 36. C’om~mon~~l~Uu Northem 

Su 37. AstkxUuml rtomwater diacharprr 
see 11.atism8m1lr 
sa 39. RePorutoen9Tu4 
Su 40. Indim Mbu 
See 41. Dc/%aUion dpolnl arcs 
Su 42. CTauavmke and Nawwaauett B8p 
Sec. 43. NW York 8ad New Jm hmbor 

See 44. Son ELco B8v. 
sec. 45. Jfd$aa*a u war orultr, in u- 

see 46. Reauuh on Cnect~ afmUxhnLr 

See 55. San m C&bmia 
See 5& Naco. ANona 
Sa 57. Llmltatlon on dlecJ8arOr d mw 

mwwc bu New Yorlr WV. 
Su II. h&~~~m8tment *nL Mwm- 

See 59. Great L&U In&national Coordi- 
natane OMCC 

Su 80.08kwod Beach and llrd Hook 
prrdrcta New York 

Su 61. chlppewa TowwhIR Pnwkmnia 
su 62. Du Yoh?a xowa 
Su 63. Ww&w&r mc&m8tion demon- 

JtmtiOS 

Su 84. Brwton Harbor and a&cent 
w&n 

Set IS. Treatment wrkm in Wwhln#on 
St&& 

SK 66. Impro#moll~l 
Su 67. Study d mm&tion al & minimis 

dUCh8rWr 
Set 62. Study a/ effectlueneu J lnnouatice 

and altematiw pmcrvu and 
techniquu 

Set 69. Wok aualitv immt rtudy. 
Su 70. StIldv a/ t&in9 pmceduru 
su 72. stxdu of ptctm8tment al foh vol- 

rtdv. 
su 74. swde comdon rtxdy. 
Su 7s. pulp mtll rtdv. 
Set 76. Stdr al mlrJdl (ndn4xd lwlltm- 

Lion In& -eye&k 
Su 77. Study a! pH in diachama mm 

mining opuationr 
su 78. S’udvct&~l la Lake rmd 

Sec. 79. tlmltution on wpncnta 
See 10. RigAL, and ltobilitles xnde? 0th~ 

Pedeml8t81Uta?A. 

see 52. D8aas~lon prwmm on acidi- 

&e. 54. Newt%-?k New Yotk 
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CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE 

WATEFt QUALITY RENEWAL Am 
OP 1965 

Xr. SIMPSOK Mr. Restdent. I uk 
the Chair to ky before the Senate 8 
meuaoe from the House of Represent 
8tives in S. 1 X28. 

The rYistent legislative clerk hid 
before the Senate the amendment of 
the Row of Representatives to th? 

S 10260 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SE.‘;.ATE 
bill CS. 1128) to amend the Clean 
Water Act. and for other purposes. 

(The amendment of the House is 
primed in the Rzcono of July 23. 1985. 
kcinww at page Hbll?. 

Mr. SIMPSON. A6r. President. I 
move that the Senate dlutzree to the 
House amendmentr and request a con- 
ference on the dbgreeing votes there- 
on and the Ch&ir be authorized to rp- 
point conferees on Lhe part of the 
Same. 

The motion vu a6?wd to. md the 
Presldin6 Officer [Mr. Hlrrrrrl w- 
pointed Mr. JTArrouD. Mr. -. Mr. 
S~y;$Cr. D-ucn. Mr. B-- 

- and Mr. MO~~IXAN 
coniereb on the part of Sen8te. 

July 29, 1985 

s 10239 

July 29, 1985 
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H 11119 

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 

AFPorNrBmNT OP CONFZREES 
ON s. 1128. CIEAN WATER ACT 
AhENDMENT’S OF 1985 
Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Svealter. I uk 

llwtiotls mnseat to tic from the 
Speaker’s tatle the Senate bill (S. 
112f?i) to amend the Clan Water Acf 
and-for other purpuses. insist on t!x 
House amendments and agree to the 
conference reuuesred by the Senate. 

The SPEAXER Is there objecaon 
ta the revest of *the gentleman f&n 
New Jeney? The Chair h- nor,e. 
and opwintr the IoIJoving wnfe- 

Mr. Now& ro!el~ far sections 59 
md 73 of the House uneadment r?d 
modlflatlons committed to wnfer- 
enccmd 

Mr. Ro- ofGeortia.sokIyfor 
sections 5: l&bKlKbl: l&hx3,ca,; 
24teX7): 26tbKS): and Il(aX2) of the 
Htwse amendment and modUuCions 
colnmittcd Lo to- 

COKGRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON 
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU- 
TIONS 
Under clause 2 of the rule XIII. re- 

portr of committees were delivered to 
lhe Clerk for printing and reference to 
the proper calendar. ps follous: 

September 4. 1385 

Mr. HOWARD: Committee of Conference. 
Confcnnce report on 8. 11a tRcpt. W- 
1004 ). Ordered to be printed. 
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u.s House of Representatives, Conference Report 99 - 1004, 
Amending the Clean Water Act, ordered to be printed October 15, 
1986. 

Action of the Conference (page 172) 

Final Wordinq (pages 83 & 84) 

WC 518 SIVDY OF DK MINIYIS DlSCi?ARGSS 
(0, sraOr.-l7ie Adminirtmbr ahail ctnuiuct a rtudy of dia- 

cw of iluhnt8 in& the navigo6te watrrr and their ryluiation 
udu the f&d Wahr Adution Control Act to dttemine wheth- 
er ar not then an dim- of pdluhnh into muh wten in 
amounh which in ~amr of v&me cenmatdion, and pe of pd. 
lutonS~nat~aJuito&hrminethemo8t sctiwand 
appmpmwnwhc&ofm@atinganymchdiahaqps. 

2 
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& 1128, Clean W8ter An hnenc&neno. Pocka Vmwd. 

Calendar No. 1 
IOOTH CONGRESS 

1ST SEl38ION Sl l 

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of 
the quality of the Nation’r waers, and for other purpo~~ 

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES 

JANCLUT 6, 1987 

Mr. BID (for Mr. BUBDICX) (for himelf, Mr. &UFEE, Mr. Mmmgz~, &. 
STATOBD, Mr. BTXD, Mr. YOTNIEAN, klr. hAMf5, bb hM3TBONO. ti. 

BAUCUS, Mr. BENTBEN, Mr. BLDLN, Mr. BIN~ULU. Mr. BOBEN. Mr. 
BBADUY, Mr. BUMPEM, Mr. CHILW Mr. COBEN, Mr. Co-, Mr. 
CBANBTON, Mr. D’UATO, Mr. DAIWO~H, Mr. DA~CUE, Mr. D&ON- 
cm, Mr. DXXON, Mr. DODD-, Mr. D~MENICI, Mr. DLBZNBEBGLB, Mr. 
EVANS, Mr. EXON, Mr. FORD, Mr. FOWLEB, Mr. GLEN-N. Mr. GOBS, Mr. 
~~ARAW Mr. Huum, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. HOLLINOB, Mr. HUXPHBEY, Mr. 
INoumt, Mr. EASTEN, Mr. Kmmr, Mr. KBNNEDY, Mr. LAUTENBEBG, Mr. 
b-, k. hVm, klr. hMt, a. M&ONNELL, k. bfELCHEB, hb. 
~TZxN8nm,~s.M~H,~.NUNN,Ibr.PAClrarooD,~.~u,~. 
~EMLEB, Mr. Pro-, Mr. ~TOB, Mr. &ID, Mr. Rmu, Mr. 
~IOMELLEB, Ik.hm,~.~~'~~,LL.Smr~,ti. SL~BMEB, 
lhfr. 8~eaEB, btr. &MON, a. ~PBCTIB, fi. STMM~, k[r. TEUBYOND, hfr. 
TBIBLE, Mr. W-B, Mr. WBI~B, Mr. WILEON, Mr. WIETE, md Mr. 
ZOXINSKT) introduad the following hill; which wu red twice and ordered 
tohepluxdontheulend8r 

A BILL 
To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide 

for the renewal of the qu&y of the Nation’s waters, and 

for other purposes. 
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1 Be it enacted by the Senate and Lowe of Repnmenta- 

2 tivea of the United Stata of America in Clmgrw men&led, 

3 SECI’ION 1. SHORT TITLE TABLE OF CONTENT% AMEND- 

4 MENTS TO FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON- 

5 TROL ACR DEFINITION OF ADMINISTRATOR 

6 (a) SHOBT TITLE .-This Act may be cited aa the 

7 “Water Quality Act of 1987”. 

8 fb) TABLE OF CONTENTS.. 

Sec. 1. Shon title; table of contents; unendmcnu ta Federal Water PoUutioa Coa- 
trol Acr;d&itioa of Aimiaismtor. 

Sec. 2. Limiutioa oa pi~ymcau. 

TITLE I-A.!ifENDKEXTS TO TITLE I 

Sec. 101. Authoridom of rppropticionr. 
see. 102. sd nom C~*OWG. 

Sec. 103. Chcupeake Bay. 
sec. 104. chat Laker. 
Sec. 105. IkKvcb 00 effecta of pollutanta. 

TITLE II-CONSTIiUCTION ORANTS AMESCLIENTS 

Sec. 201. Tii limit oa molviag cemin disputer. 
See. 202. Federalsbare. 
Sec. 203. Apemeat on eligible costa. 
sac. 204. De+/buildproject#. 
!hc. 205. Chat conditiow; w chugw oa loAncome residenti8l uacn. 
See. 203. Allotmeat form& 
sec. 207. Rumlwruide. 
sec. 208. IIlamuh Md 8lunutiva proj8cu. 
sec. 208. I&#kld tlqubuhfuadiag. 
sec. 2lO.:brim cwr ad -. 
sec. 211. Autbairrtioaforooarapccioo#rulu. 
see. 212. Bt8ulmterpouutioaoaauolnrd~fua&. 
See. 213. Im -Pm-- 
See. 214. chicago haad aad reaamirpw 
sec. 215. Ad rdolvm tu ddidoa. 

TITLE III--sTANDAEDs AND ENFoRcEMENTs 

A-40 



3 

kc. 308. 
8ec. 303. 
sec. 310. 
8ec. 311. 
Sec. 312. 
sec. 313. 
sec. 314. 
8ec. 315. 
8ec. 316. 
see. 317. 
See. 318. 

Iadividu4l oonuol atmqier for tosic pouuuau. 
Preue4uaent mtduds. 
Impecho aad earn.. 
YuiDctiutiondevicer. 
himinrl peadtier. 
Civil pea&es. 

. . 
AW ‘ve pea4lties. 
Cleuh lakes. 
hmgemeat of aoapoiat mucen of pollution. 
Nuioad estuq program. 
Uacoaaoiidated qurt4mw-y quifer. 

TITLE IV-PERMITS AND LICENSES 

See. 401. Stmaaater nmoff from oil, gu. aad miaiag operations. 
Sec. 402. Additional pnuewnwat of conventional polluunts aot required. 
8ec. 403. Puthl NPDES program. 
8ec. 401. Anti-buhiidiag. 
Sec. 405. Municipal md iadurtrhl ttmnwrtcr diacb~ges. 
8ec. 406. 8elvqe Bludge. 
Sec. 40i. Log trder f4ditkr. 

TITLE V-MSCEWOUS PROVISIONS 

sec. Ml. Audit& 
8ec. 502. Coauaoawdtb of the Norrhmr LLriuu IhA. 
sec. 503. Agricdtur4l rtormw4ter diDch8rgea. 
Sec. 504. Fkmction of iateren, of United Sum ia citizen LU*S. 
See. 505. Judichl review and mwd of fees. 
&c. 506. Iadiul tribea. 
Sec. 307. Dhition of poiat murce. 
8ec. 508. Special provbioaa regdng certain dumping rites. 
8ec. MB. oamdiscbugereKluchproject. 
8ec. 510. &a Diego, c4iifotni4. 
8ec. 511. LimitUioa oa dhcharge of raw ww8ge by New York City. 
Sec. 512. hhood Bach and Red Hook Projecta, New York. 
8ec. 513. Boaa Hubor md 8dj4ceat wu4ra. 
8ec. 514. Wwtemterrawhhoa &moaarr4tha. 
&le. 515. Dem MoiDm, Iowa. 
sac. 516. study d & minimi dhtbuger. 
See. 517. Study d dfectivaaea d iamvstive rod brnative prowarea md tech- 

Sec. 518. Study d-& pamcdmm. 
8ec. 518. Study d lblwmmmt d uxic p8ihat4nu. 
8ec. 520. btudies d water polhtion pmhhu i aquifera. 
&c. 521. hmt bkea aHtmlm* am mtady. 
8ec. 522. 8d6de eomob atudy. 
8~. 623. Smdydninfg~idil~iatorcrcn~. 
8u. 524. D4m w4ter qdty 8tady. 
be. 825. &mdydpohioah~Pend~,~. 
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20 SEC. 516. STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES. 

21 (a) STunY.-The Administrator shall conduct a study of 

22 discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters and their 

23 regulation under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 

24 determine whether or not there are discharges of pollutants 

25 into such waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con- 

204 

1’ centration, and t,ype of pollutant, are not si,$icant and to 

2 determine the most effective and appropriate methods of reg- 

3 ulating any such discharges. 

4 (b) REPoBT.-Not later than 1 year after the date of 

5 the enactment of this Act, the Administrator shall submit to 

6 the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the 

7 House of Representatives and the Committee on Environ- 

8 ment and Public Works of the Senate a report on the results 

9 of such study along with recommendations and findings con- 

10 ceming the moat effective and appropriate methods of regu- 

11 lating any discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters 

12 in amounts which the Administrator determines under such 

13 study to be not significant. 

A-42 



100~~ CONGRESS 
1 ST SESSIOS H.R.l 

To amend the Federal Karer Pollution Control Art to provide for the renewal oi 
the qualit? of the Sation‘s waters. and for other purposes. 

IS THE HOL-SE OF REPRESEST,iTIJ-ES 

Mr. HOWARD (for himself. Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. Roe. Mr. ST.ASGEL.~SD. 
Mr. Sw\..*R. Mr. .isDErfsos, Mr. ASDREKS. Mr. APPLEGATE. jlr. 
ARCHER. Mr. .ATKISS. Mr. BATEXU . .Ilrs. BESTLEY, Mr. BEVILL, Nr. 

HLILEI.. Mr. BOEHLERT. Mr. BORNCI. Yr. Bosco, 3lr-i. BOXER. Mr. 

BROW of California. !blr. BI-STAZIASTE. Mr. CALLAHAS. Nr. CARDIS. l\lr. 

C’ARPER. Sir. CHASDLER. Mr. CHAPMAX, Mr. CLARKE. Nr. CLISGER. Mr. 

COLEMA?; of Texas. Mrs. COLLISS. Mr. COI.RTER. Mr. CROCKETT. 11:. 

DABDEs, b!r. L)EFAzIO, llr. DE Lcc,o. air. ~CKS. Ilr. L)Isc.ELL. air. Dlo- 
GI ARDI, Mr. DCWGAS of Sorth D&urn. Mr. DOWSEI of Sew York. Ilr. 
DIXRIX. Mr. I~VYER of Sew Jercey. Nr. D~s;rl--. Mr ECKART. 1lr. 

EVASS. Ilr. FASCELL. Jlr. FAZIO. Jlr. FEIGHAS. Y-l- FIELW. .\lr. FISH. 
Mr. FLORIO. >lr. FWLIETTA, !Ur. FURD o! blich.::ln. Mr. FRASK. Ilr. 

GALI.O. 1lr. GEJIXSSO~. Mr. GILZIAS. Mr. Gosz .I.EZ. Mr. GOODLISC. 

!Ur. GUDISOS, hlr. GRAST, Jlr. GREES. Mr. GI.AR:SI. Yr. GVSDERWS. 

.Ilr. HAXILTOS, Jlr. HAIEJ of Louiskm. 3lr. HE.NH~. Mr. H~RTOS. Mr. 

HOFER, !Ur. HUGHES, blrs. JOHSSOS of Connecticut, Mr. J~STZ. Mr. Kas- 
JORSKI. blr. ~~~STENMEIER, blr. KILDEE, Nr. KLECZU. Mr. LAFALCE. 

Jlr. LASTOS. Mr. LEHDUN of Florida, Mr. LELAND, Nr. LEVIS of Michigan. 
blr LEWIS of Florida. blr. LIGHTFOOT. Mr. LIPISSLI. Ur. LOWERT of Cali- 
fornia, Nr. THOMAS A. LC’KEX. MT. MAC&I’, 3lr. NASTOS, Yrs. MARTIS 

of Illinois. blr. MATSCI, Mr. MCCOLLVB~. Mr. &DADE. 1lr. !UCGRATH. Ilr. 

NCHVGH. Mr. MCKINNEP, Mr. MCNILLAK of h’orth Carolina, Mr. MILLER 
of California, Mr. MINETA, Mr. M~LINARI, Mr. Moon, Mr. Irla~2E#. blr. 
M~RPHS, Nr. NATCHEB. Mr. KEAL, Mr. NELSON of Florida. Ns. OAKAR, 

Nr. OBEBSTAB, Mr. OLIE;, Mr. OWENS of New York. blr. PACUED. Jlr. 

PUIETTA, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RAHALL, Mr. RICHARDSOS, Mr. RIULM). 

JUr. RODINO, Mr. ROSE, Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, Mrs. ROG'KEMA, blr. Row- 
LAXD of &orgia, Mr. ROULWD of Connecticut, blr. Russo, blr. SAVAGE, 

Mr. SAXTON, Mr. SWEUER, Miss SCHNEIDER, Mr. SCHUETTE. Mr. SCHC- 
YEB,MS.SLAUOHTER of New York, ~~~.SENSENBBENNEP, Mr. SHATV,N~. 

SHUSTER, Mr. SIKOBSXU, Mr. SKAOOS, Mr. SMITH of Iowa, Mr. SIWTH of 

NewJeraq,Mr. S~LOMON,M~.ST GESBAAIN, Mr. STALLINOS, Mr. STBAT- 
TON, Mr. STUDDS, Mr. SUNDQUIBT, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. SWIPT, Mr. THOMAS of 
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To 

Georgia, Mr. TOBBES. Mr. TOPBICELLI, Mr. TOWNS. Mr. TBAFICANT. Mr. 
vALENTINE, &. VESTO, bfr. VIScLO8KY, &. w ILLlAMS. hff. WILSON, 
Mr. WISE, Mr. KoLPE.M~. WOBTLEV,&. WIDEN, and Hr. YATES) intro- 
duced the following bill; which was referred joiritly to the Commirtecs on 
Public Works and Transportation and Merchant Marine and Fisheries for 
consideration of such provisions of the bill as fall within thar committee’s ju- 
risdiction pursuant to clause l(n), de X 

A BILL 
amend the Federal Kater Pollution Control Act to provide 

for the renewal of the quality of the Nation’s waters, and 
for other purposes. 

Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa- 

tit.es of the United States of Amwica in Congress assembled, 

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF COSTEYI'S: AMEND. 

MEYI'S TO FEDERAL W.QTER POLLUTION COS- 

TBOL AC'RDEFINTION OF AD3II.~ISTRATOR. 

(a) SHORT TITLE .-This Act may be cited as the 

“Water Quality Act of 198i”. 

(~)TABLE OFCONTENTS.- 

Sec. 1. Shott title; table of contents; amendments to Federal Katcr Pollution Con- 
trol Act; definition of Mministrator. 

See. 2. LAnication on paSmcou. 

TITLE I-AMWDMENTS TO TITLS I 

sac. 101. Authtiutiolu of approprktiom. 
sec. 102. salau flow8 clekqgllouse. 
sec. 103. Chesapeake Ray. 
sec. 104. emu Laker. 
Sec. 105. Emouch on effecta of pollututts. 

TITLE II-CONSTBI.WTION ORANTS AMZXDMENTS 

see. 201. Tii hit 00 resoi* certain disputes. 
sec. 202. Federal sham. 
Sec. 203. Apeowot 00 eligible costs. 
sec. 204. Desigo/lntildprojects. 
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SC. 512. Oakwood Beach and Red Hook Projecu, New York. 
Sec. 513. BoMo Harbor and adjacent vatem. 
Sec. 514. Wastew~~r reclamation demonation. 
Sec. 515. Der Moines. Iowa. 
Sec. 516. Study of de minimis discharger. 
Sec. 51 i. Study of effectiveness of innovative and ahernuive processes and tech- 

niques. 
Sec. 51@. Study of testing procedures. 
Sec. 519. Study of pretreatment of toxic pollutu~~. 
Sec. 520. Studies of water pollutioo problems in aquifers. 
Sec. 521. Great I&es consumptive use study. 
Sec. 522. Sulfide corrosion study. 
Sec. 523. Study of rainfall induced infiltration into sewer systems. 
Sec. 324. Dun water quality rtudy. 
Sec. 525. Study of pollution in UC Pead Omille, Idaho. 

20 SEC. 616. STL’DY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES. 

21 (a) &my.-The Administrator shall conduct a study of 

22 discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters and their 

23 regulation under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to 

24 determine whether or not there are discharges of pollutants 

25 into such waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con- 
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centration. and type of pollutant, are not significant and to 

determine the most effective and appropriate methods of reg- 

ulating an? such discharges. 

(b) REPORT.- ?jot later than 1 year after the date of 

the enactment of this Act, the Administrator shall submit to 

the Committee on Public Works and Transportation of the 

House of Representatives and the Committee on Environ- 

ment and Public Works of the Senate a report on the results 

of such study along with recommendations ai3t.i findings con- 

cerning the most effective and appropriate methods of regu- 

lating any discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters 

in amounts which the Administrator determines under such 

study to be not significant. 



COSG)ZESSlOSAL RECORD - HOL’SE 

Mr. HAhfMERSCHMIDT. 
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ledslauon l8 the rutlIt of conferenu 
dlscwrlOM In the 99th congress apart- 
nin6 over 6 months ubd york, by 
Xow and Senate committeu apan- 
nlns over 4 ycan. Week8 of hearings. 
thousands of w of tatlmony. urd 
countless hours of w~Iysia, discwsfon 
md dcbte led to development of this 
vitally lmporbnt environmental lc6is- 
Irtlon. 

H.R. 1 should look rtrfkfn6ly funfl- 
lar to csch of us. Thk lexlslatlon-like 
IU countcruut 8. l--L) viku8lly ldcntb 
ul to the conference report on S. 
1126. which 9~~3 the ISow & 
Senate unutlmously-by combined 
votaof5O4tOO-Iea8thanSmonth8 
a60 but wu pocket vetoed by the 
PresIdenat oa November 6. AS a nwtter 
off8cLER1LtheurneuS.1~22 
l xceet for l few purely bchnk8l 
chm6u. such u rcgbcin6 1966 with 
1967 In the &‘a nune to reflect the 
new year. 

I rhould 8lso polat out UU despite 
Its Immediate coadderataln In the 
190th Con6reu, RR. 1 hu l complete 
lelitlatlve hIstory ia the form of docu- 
ments from the oah Conmu. To de- 
temlne con6reufonal intent ln HA. 1. 
one should fht consult the confer- 
ence report on S. 1126 urd thm If 
necessuy. comznktee reports uad floor 
statetuenu for the 90th Congrew 
House- and &nateqused bllla (KR I 
and 8. 11261. These documentr. par- 
Ucuhrly S. 1126% conference report. 
provide a detalled le6lsl~tlve hlstwy 
for X.R. I even thou6h the aew le6b 
lath introduced Just 2 days uo hu 
no commltue muoft, conkrenu 
repoti or ataWment of mumen from 
the 109th Coaeruh 

H 175 
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duke, aad there -ye& 406. Mm 
8. not toting IL u folIoa 

Mr. BURTON of Indhna changed 
his vote from “yea” to -nay.- 

SothebiUwu~ 
The result of tba vote wu an- 

nounced u above readed. 
A motloll to lxondder wu laid on 

the tablt 
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S 802 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENA January 14, 1987 
sea 312 Civil gllulua 
se 214. Admlnlal~Uvr DeMlUa. 
se& a1s. Cleul l8ka 
Se 318. Ymyrmcnt of nonpoInt aourcu 

of polluuon 
see. JlI. NauonJ CltuarY progrun. 
see 312 Uncoaolldad quuemw7 awl- 

TITLE IV-P;SLHITS AND ZJCZNSES 
sec. 401. Stonaruer runoff from 0P pr. 

and mlnln8 ooenClory. 
8s~ 402 Addluonal pretmmcnt of wn- 

vcnUonal wllutrntr noC re- 
AMENDlKE3-m suEh¶m aulmd. 

see 40% wrthl NPDES Procram. 
See 404. AntI-butrlldlna. 

WAlEEL QUALlTY Am brc 405. tann~~~~luslrl~ Itann- 

See IO& &rue sludge. 
DOLE AMEN’DMDJT NO. 1 

Mr. DOLE prowsed 8n unendmcnt 
to the bill MR. 1) co amend the Fed- 
cd Water Pollution Control Act to 
provide for the renewal of the quallty 
of the Natlon’s vatem. and for other 
purposcx u follorsz 

Srr(ke out all alter the enactIn elaune 
urd insert in lieu thereof the follovuwz 

TABLE OF CO- 
fa) Snon TITU-This Act may be cited 

as &he “Water Quality Act of 1967”. 
( b I TABU OI Corm- 

&c. I. short UUc: table of conccnW emend- 
menu (0 FederJ Waler Pollu- 
tloR Conlml AcL; definllion of 
Admlnlstnur. 

See 2. LimltaUon on pamen& 
nTLE 1-m MMIsTomTLEf 

sec. 101. Aulhorlatlorw of ~DmDrlauons. 
Set 102. Cha8ve8ke Say. 
see 103. Grnl Laka 
Sec. 104. Research on effects of polluUnU. 

TlTLE IX-CONSIRUCI7ON ORANTS 
AMEND- 

Sec. 201. Ellglbilities. CSOs. Dispute Rae 
lutlon. Linuuliona 

Se. 202. Ftdeml share. 
Sec. 203. Agreement on l lfglblc co+. 
&C. 204. Dcd~nlbUild DrOj- 
Sec. 205. Orant conditiona user chuma on 

lor-income r&denW usem. 
Sec. 206. Allotmen( fonnulr 
See. 207. RunJ set tide. lnnomtive and al- 

temaUuc ~rolect* and Non- 
B&U SOUm DroCrrmr. 

Sec. 206. R.eglotul orlvllzmtlon fundlng. 
Sec. 209. Authortalon for construct!oa 

sec. 210. Grs%wa for makIng wu8r 
pollurlon cenwol louu.. 

Sec. 211. Ad v8lorem tu dedlallon 
&c. 212. Imorovement ProJecta. 
sec. 2ii Ch”i kd Rarrolr 

“-mw - 
see. 301. camplluwed8tu. 
see 202. Modiifk4.cuc~for nonoonvmuonal 

z g Dl&t-C~~ waera 
ueuawnc 

rorks modmauon. 
sec. 305. hnovulve technO1~ eompllulce 

dmdllna for direct dluhu#- 

set 306. Yurtzrlenullr dIffelwa I- 
sa 307. coal rwnlnllu ope~uons. 
Se. 309. IndlvIdtd concml atruesia for 

tmuc wllucaflu. 

m v--YIs-~us 
FROVISIONS 

See 501. Audi& 
See SO2 Cotgn~~~~l~ Ihe Nonhem 

. sec. 563. A6rlculruml stalar~t l r dls- 
chuses. 

see 504. Rotcctlon of Interau of United 
S:atu ln dlxen sulfa 

See 505. Jud~c:J mlcr md award of fea 
see 504. Indlrn tnbcr 
See 507. Deflnitlon of potnt souse. 
Sa 506. Special provblotu resuding Qr- 

&in dunwin situ. 
kc 509. Oceen dischw rmeuch PrOlca. 
See 510. Lbltation on dlrchvte of mw 

sewage by NW York CW. 
Ssr 511. Study of de mlnfmu diachuccl. 
Sac 512 Study of l ffectlvenea of Innon- 

Uv; ~an~sn=tlve vmawas 

Sec. 512. Srudr Of tatIn PnmdlKU. 
See 514. Slug,,;~~treatment of toxic 

Sec. 515. Studlea of vattt pollution prob 
Iems tn a4wfen. 

Sec. 516. Gresr Lska consumptive use 
study. 

Sec. 517. Sulfide cormslon sfudy. 
Sec. 516. Study of mlnfall Induced lnfiltra~ 

tlon Inca sewer syswmv. 
Set 519. Dun rater guallly study. 
Set 520. Study of pollution In kke Pend 

Oreille. Idaho. 
bee 521. SM Dlero. Cbifomfr 
Set 522. Oakrood Bach md Red Rook 

ProJccu, New York. 
Sac 522. Eosgt~arbor and Adla@nC 

Set $24. Wzuyz Reclunrtlon DewIOn- 

&c 12s. Da Yolna, 108-r 
Su S26. Study of De Mlnlrois Dkhvta 
& 82% Amendmenr to the Water Rt 

sources Developmenl Act. 
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(a) hr.-The AdoUnIt- hall con- 
duct a study of d&W of ~ollutaatr into 
tht rwigable vuen and thel? ~#~Mlon 
under the IWcrrl Water Pollutlm C-l 
Mtbdetermtnerhethnoraotthmare 
dlschAr#a of DOIIU~U hco tuch wturt Ia 
-U whkh ln tams of volumt. to- 
trauon and LYDt of pollutant ue noLOt rig- 
aifiant tnd to dttamlnt the mott tfftctive 
and WDfODdk methods of R8ululM my 
mch diacturgw 

lb) Rmom.-Not la&r thm 1 year titer 
tht data of the ermaoent of thl8 AcL cht 
Mmtn(rtmor shll rubmtt to tht Cannut 
tet on Pub& Worh and Wtloa of 
tht Rouse of RcOnwntatlvea and tht Com- 
mlttee on Emlmnmtnt and Publlc Worb of 
tht Senate a reptfi on the raultr 01 such 
xtudy alow slth rnOm~EIdrt,ON tnd 
flndlnu umNmlng the momt effective and 
souromlate mtthodr of recukting ulY dig 
thugts of polluttnta lmo tht ntvlgsble 
wtttn in unount~ uhlch tht AdmUUstntor 
dtttmlnts under cuth ttudy to be not tl#- 
nlfktnt 

OONGRESSIONAL RECORD - SENATE 

January I/, 1987 

Janwy 14, 1987 
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WATER QUALITY ACT OF 1967 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the prwloua order, the hour of 2 pm. 
havlnc awIved. the Senate will now 
resume conslderatlon of the unfln- 
ished business. B.R. 1. which the clerk 
will now report. 

The aulutant Ieglslatlve clerk read 
u follows 

A bill (RR. 1) to amend tht Ftdeml 
Weter PoUuUon Control Act m Dror(dt for 
tht renewal of tht OuUlcY of the WaLlon’s 
rnren 8nd for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed conslderrtlon 
of the bill. 

*yL*Dwnw 10. I 
The PRESIDING OFFICER The 

pendlng question b on amendment No. 
1 on which there shall be 2 hours of 
debate to be cpually dlvlded. con- 
trolled by the maJoricr and rnhorlty 
leaders or their desimeer. 

s1003 
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The P?tFSXDINO OFFICER. Under 
the urevious order, the hour of 4 
o’clock having arrived. the &nate will 
now vote on amendment No. 1. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The usbtant Ieeislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. SIMPSON. I announce that the 
Senator from Miuouri Mr. Bolrol k 
absent due to 1Uness. , 

The PRESIDING OPF’ICER Gdr. 
Bmvr). Are there my other &KU- 
tort ln the Chamber who desire to 
vote? 

The result m-;u mnounced-yeu 17. 
nass 82. u follows 

cRollcau vote No. 3 kc.1 

NAY-2 

NOT V-O-1 
m 

So the untndment (No. 11 wu m 

Mr. MITCHEL Mr. Presldent. I 
move to reconsider the vote by rhlch 
the amendment vu rejected. 

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. Preafdent. I 
move to lay that motlqn on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER The 
question Is on the third reading of the 
bill. 

The bill was ordered to a third read- 
ing and ~86 read the third time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 
the previous order, the Senate will 
now have a rollcall vote on adoption of 
RR. 1. 

The bill havlnr been red the third 
time. the question is. Shall the blll 
PUS? 

The yeu and nays have been or- 
dered, and the clerk will calI the rolL 

The bU clerk called the roll. 
Mr. SIMPSON announced that the 

Senator from Mimourl Mr. Bond L 
absent due to Illness. 

I further announce thaf U present 
and votin#, the Senator from Mksourl 
II$.lo~v~lN ote “yea.” 

L OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators ln the Chun- 
kr desiring to vote? 

The result w8s announced-yers 03, 
nays 6. u follors: 

tRollcal Vote No. 4 L&r.1 

NOT VOTINO-1 

So the bill (HR. 1) vu wed. 
Mr. MITCHELL Mr. PreaidenL I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill wu p-d. 

Mr. BTJRDICK. I move to l8y thst 
motlon on the table. 

The motion to by on the t8blc wu 
named to. 
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-s¶Abyorl~.nulm~ri~ll. 
theNo lsuronthaSuprr(und~B~W~ 
ly kst n RtmM. NJ. I know tuw UronQQ ttw 
rosidulm0fRtmM~~~~.b 
onu agam fish l nd rwm n m~s Irhr and I 
know mu ltw IS l lulmg shmd by many 
comm~n~bu l xns me Naton. 

In sum, Mr. Sglakr, oMnmrnt 01 m0 
Uun Wur Ad ruuthoru8t1on ir sofnufung 
W.~~CWQWSS.OW~~bWCO+ 
stitwnts bul us0 lo blur Qenu8bPns. wo 
owantowchl~MurdwQfuukhlkfNnlo 
mstm thu me legacy w fuvo tham C one 
mu WIY lncluda w best ofform 0 puuw 
w nuud rnouus and pwvmc futua dep 
rsdrbon of w enwommlt I UQa my a- 
W-Jroplnm- w annmtnwnt 
to I dun MU nfr emnronmant and anufmg 
HR. 1. 

0 1333 
Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr. 

Speaker. I do not have MY further re- 
quesu for Lime. but before I Held back 
the balance of my time. I yield myself 
such time Y I m8y ainwne so that I 
may say this: 

I want to exciresa my auprecktfon 
for the leadership given on this leris- 
lotion for the put 6 year& urd even 
before that. by the chainnan of the 
subcommittee. tM gentleman from 
New Jemey. Mr. Boa Ror md hL 
counterpwt. the gentleman from HID- 
nesotk Mr. Amu* Sr~~oarwp. I 
served at one time with the gentleman 
from New Jersey IY rankIng member 
on the W8ter Resources Subcommit- 
tee. and I know the prodigious wont 
he did. 

I also wish to thank md congratu- 
lste the gentleman from New York 
[Mr. NOWAJLI who will be usumlnv 
the responsibilltles u chairman of thz 
subcommlttee. 

Also. Mr. Speaker. -Y 1 wish 
to expreu my appreciation to the 
chalrman of the ful! committee. the 
gentleman from New Jem. Mr. JIM 
HOWARD. for hk leadership and hbh 
cooperaUon. and I alao expreu my 8~ 
preciation to the very professiorml 
coamlttee ruifa. Their help and their 
cooperrtlon have brought UI to this 
golnt. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker. before 
I yield bock the balance of my the. I 
yield myself ruch time u I may con- 
mune. 

Mr. Speaker. I wish to thank my col- 
leaguea all the mexnkrs of the Com- 
mlttee on PubUc Work8 and Twapor- 
t8tlon. u well u our counterpuU over 
ln the other body. 

I eapeclally thank the gentleman 
from New Jenny tMr. Rocl md our 
new subcommIttee chahnan of the 
subcomallttr on water Reuurca. 
the gentlenmn from New York Mr. 
NOWAK~. I umeciata the l ffortr of 
our ranJcln# minortry member. the 
matlam from Ithmuu Mr. 
Plruroruaol. and I thank all the Me 
kn for the wor& they have done on 
this vltaliy Inwow luue. 

In Just a titer of weeka thh marks 
really our third the iround on thtr 
vi&l 1egialaUon. We were V la 
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the Conlrcu the flnt two times. Usu- 
ally If you win the third time. you #cc 
to retire the trophy. 

We are not looking for MY trouhlcs 
here, Mr. Speaker. What we ue look- 
Ing for ls a mlndrte by thb COnUTCu 
for clean water for our children and 
our mndchildren. We can do that by 
voting yes on this vote to override the 
Presldent’r veto. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal- 
ance of my time. and I move rhe previ- 
ous question. 

The previous QueStiOn VU ordered. 
The SPEAKER Pro tempore (Mr. 

KILDLL). The quesflon Is, Will the 
House. on reconsideration, PUS the 
bill. the objecttons of the Resident to 
the contrary notrlthstanding? 

Under the Constitution. this vote 
must be determined by the yeti and 
MYS. 

The vote WM taken by electronic 
device. and there were-yeu 101. nws 
26. not votln6 6. LI follows: 

tRoll No. 141 
Yru-400 

Dudrn 
DAUB 
Dwb tlLl 
DAVU tY1) 
dCIAOrn 
DC-0 
Deulmu 
nwrlCk 
bWUW 
DICRJ 
DIM*11 
DIOOUUd 
Dixon 
Donneu7 

Olnrnch 
GUCunM 
Goma 
ChdIIrm 

orua 
Guulnl 

awm 
ltucnrr 

HAWkIN 
Howa tw 
HAya CU) 
mflr7 
Hctncr 

Henn 
Hen81 
Hikr 
Rahbrucdar 
Wollora7 
NODXIM 

llortan 
HOUIhLon 
HOWAM 
Hoyrr 

HubbUd 
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YOWh 
N-n tCf) 
Mormon (WA) 
Yruck 
Yum’w 
Ybmhb 
YYrn 
NUIC 
Nbtrho? 
Ncrl 
N*btl 
NlChOb 
NkLar 
NOW 

COh’GRESSIONAL RECORD - HOUSE 
wth tfL1 
emlth CIA) The result of the vote l u M- 

EKz; 
nounced u 4bovc recorded. 

The SPEALCER The clcrt will 
mmml ax> 
Y%-’ 

notify the Senate of the rctlon of the 
HOW. 

UrnIlk- 
Wtl, 

%h- 
Ez 
solomoo 

z 
moenoun 

izz 
i2-r” 
Stonholm 

iii% 
227 
EL 
%x 
nuke 
Tbuun 
TOYlOt 
Thomu (CA) 
Thoma tOA) 
TO- 
TOmcClll 
roxm 
slant 

EE 
u#oa 
vuenune 
VOUIB 
v-7 
vokmer 
Vumnmich 
WW 
wuka 
WUkLn 
W- 
WrCbW 
WCh 
WDtMOll 
what 
!!!F- 

so. two-thkde hwfng voted tn favor 
thereof. the btll wu wlcd the obhe 

Februav $1987 

UON oi the Reelde~t to the Contrvr 
n0tWithHMdh8. 
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w~7-m euALITy ACT OF 1987- 

The PRESIDfNC3 OFFfCER. Under 
the previous order, the hour of 2 p.m. 
having urived. the Senate u-ill now 
proceed to the consldcntion of the 
President’s veto mervre on H.R. 1. 
which the clerk a-ill report. 

The bill clerk read ti follows: 
Vcro message on H.R. 1. bn Act to amend 

the Fkderbl Wbter Polluuon Control Act 
and LO prorIde for rmerbl of the quality of 
the Nation’s valen. and for other ~urpoaea. 

The message from the Resident Is 
u follows: 

S 1691 
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xki of 1987.” Biacmm all regliiim~, 
m cnfomemcnl and pennJt b- 
8W acuvltla m mnunued under 
permanent law and cumnt approprt~- 
uons-lnclttdtnl gnntr to nnMce the 
cvnstrucU00 of sevye trutment 
planta- emphasize that my veto WI 
h8ve no lmp8ct wh8tsoerer on the Lm- 
mecUte rtrtus of any water audlty 
PV 

The chnup of our Nation’s rivers. 
labs. and estuules is. and hu been 
for the put IS yea 8~n8110nal prlori- 
ty of the hlfhest order. This AdminIs- 
tntion remiins committed to the ob 
Jectlvu of the Clean W8ter Act md to 
continuinc the outstrndlnc ~rocras 
we have made ln reducing water poilu- 
tion Rut the &sue facinl me today 
does not concern the exmuinl of clern 
wuer for future gencntlons. The rcrl 
issue Ir the Pederrl deficit--md the 
pork-b8rrel 8nd xpendlnl boondogOlu 
th8t increue It. 

The Clean Water Act construction 
frnt program. which thb leglsl8tlon 
funds, is a clvstic example of how well- 
lntentloned, short-term progr8ms bal- 
loon lnta open-ended. lone-texm cam- 
mltmenta vvsting billions of dollars 
more th8n 8ntidp8tcd or needed. 
Since 1972. the Federal rwenunent 
hrr helped fund the constrnctlon of 
10aI 8tw8ge tmtment f8cllltla This 
k l mrtkr th8t historic8UY and urog 
erly vu the resp0nsibillty of State 
and local ?ove&enU. The Pedelrl 
government’s first mending in this 
ue8 vu Intended ta be 8 short-km 
effort to usist in firmming the b8ck- 
log of frcllltles needed 8t the time to 
meet the orlm81 Clean Water Act re- 
quimnenta. When the progrun stut- 
ed. the cost of th8t commitment to the 
Pedenl turpayer wzs esthnued U $18 
blllion. Yet b d8te. $47 Mlllon hu 
been wxmmi8ted. R.R. 1 oroposes to 
put still another $10 bllllon of tup8y- 
en’ money into this prow Despite 
all thb money. only 67 percent of all 
munklu8lltla hrve 8ctu8llg completed 
the construction nccdcd to comply 
with the Cle8n W8ter Act polhtlon 
llmlts. On the other h8nd. non-munlci- 
paI tre8tment systems, whkh h8ve re- 
ceived no Pcdenl fundlng. h8ve cam- 
pleted 94 percent of the conxtauctlon 
needed for compliance with Federal 
pollutlon stu&rds. I w8nt 8 bill that 
wend8 only what we need to mend 
and no more-not 8 blank check. Por 
thue reasons I must dlupprove X.R. 
1. 8 bill vlrtu8ll~ IdentlcrJ to S 1128. 
which I dlumrvked ht November. 

Money ls not the only problem with 
thla lerlsl8tlon. Ia my November 6th 
memorkdum of d&p&a, I n0ttd 
that S. 1128 was unacceotable not only 
kaW it Pt’orlded +x&sire fundG 
for the uwue tmtmcnt mt pro- 
m=n but ah becuI# it revtrud lm- 
uorclnt reforma enacted in lD81. for 
l xrmulc Lncre88lnc the Fe&ml shw 
Of OOIU on ~ODW ProJecta that mu&l- 
mltl- we= molnc to build 8nyw8y. 
Mherroon. both S. 1128 and chb 

CONGRES~ONAL RECORD - SENATE 
bUlwauldabo&ablkh a fedeuuy 
contfDIhd and dhctd progmm to 
controi what b a&d “non-point” 
uuru uolhauon Ihl new proglun 
thmUens ta become the uMm~te whip 
hand for pcdcml ralulrtarr ?or l x- 
8mple. La wlp8tinr Statu. U frnn- 
en have more nm4f from their land 
than the Jhnhnmm LI Protactlan 
Agency decider Is rtlhf that Agency 
will be 8ble b in-de into decisioaa 
ruch u how md when the fanners 
must plow their fields what fertIlizera 
they must uu and what kind of wver 
crop6 they must ulmf, To take an- 
other example. the Aleaf wlIl be able 
to become a maJor force In loal 
zoning de&ions that VU detennlne 
whether fuaiiia an do such basic 
ChlnpubuUdanewhomcThatb 
too much power for 8nyoIIe b h8ve. 
ltut of alI the Pedeml Govemment. 

As put of my FY 1OOU Budget. I urn 
Docd 1cllti~Uon that would avoid ail 
these PK8blem.% while CaainuCnf our 
cornmltment to clean w8ter. It would 
Drhde $12 billion for the - 
ireument progrun halfway betrein 
the 80 billion I had Dmcmed In lB8S 
and the $18 billion the tincress pro- 
pues. senator Dou wroduced this 
prvpoul u l substitute for H.R. 1. 

Speciflcall~. the Dole rubszltute th8t 
wu voted on by the Senate 8’8s Identl- 
ul to all prvvisions of &FL-l for pm- 
snms other than rewue truunent, 
with one important cxcepUon--lu pm 
lrun for non-point utme pollution 
wu not M open end for Pederal regu- 
ktms. It kept Federrl environmentll 
reguluon off of our fumr. off of our 
m6rtlcipo) xonlng baud% bd out of 
the lives of ordln8r~ citlxens. The Dole 
sutwtituk would have given States 
complete discretion over puLici~tlon 
in the non-point source pollution pro- 
gram and complete discretion over 
how they used 

7 
denI fund8 ln the 

progrun Let m retmt-cvntmllltu 
non-point source pollution hu the oo- 
tenttal to touch, in the mast intlm8t.e 
w8y8.DrWt~IY8llOfUrUCltttar 
wh&h&r lumen, business ueoule. or 
homeownen. I do not believe State 

%F should be subJat to PMer8I 

The 813 bIllIon reauested in the Dolt 
8ub#tituk would kve flmncwd the 
Tedeni ahue” of ail of the trt8b 
ment phau that have tireMy been 
start& It would 8lso h8vc wo\*ded 
the “Fkderrl rhuC of fimndna for 
all f8cllltles needed to meet the July 1. 
18U. comoli8nce reauhmentrklthe 
Clan W8ter AC+ It oy u much 
money u we needed to cet the Job 
done-mriod. 

The Dole substitute offered the Con- 
mes8~genulneamwromisetb8tmtt 
111 of the natid obkctlvm 8nd 
mals. Neverthelerr the Coarrtrr 
cha# ta more that ~ro9arl. forcolru 
even the normal hcvtru DroocIL and 
repwed lut yeah leitilxtfon wtth 
vtrtudly no ch8ngea. The HOwe Rule8 
CommIttee even pmventd condder- 
auon of thb compromise by the full 
Hourc. They uu#llt to dwkwe me. 

Febnmy4, 1987 
But !n SO dolns they an rndtng s 
musue to the Amerlan people md 
the world that thae who want to raise 
taxes md t8ke the lid off spending ue 
back aah This ir Peruous. 

H.R. 1 g8ve the cOagre8s the opp0r. 
tunlty to demonstnte whether or not 
It i8 serloor about letting Federal 
apendlxu under control The Congress 
tiwuld fulfill Ita responsibility u) the 
American People and supuort me on 
these imporfurt fiscal krues. Together 
we an cut the de&It 8ad reduc+ 
spending. But by pasing such me=- 
uru u R.R. 1. the Conereu dlvjdes 
our interexta 814 thre8tms our future. 

RWALD Ruc~r. 
ntX WWm ROWS& Januoy 30. X SE?. 
The PRESIDING OPTICER (Mr. 

Da,. Time for debate is limited to 
I hour. to be eagually ditided between 
the &nUor frvnt North Dakota and 
the Sen8tor from Vemont. Ihe vote 
the-n wlIl oaur 8t 3 pm. 
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The PRESIDINO OFFICXR (Mr. 
Ao*ur). AU time Ir glelded back. The 
aueation la shall the bill w the ob 
Jmtloru of the President of the Unlrtd 
Sata to the contnw notrlthrtmd- 
Ina? The yeu md MYS ue reuulred. 
The clerk will uU the roll. 

The leglslattve clerk called the roll. 
The PRESIDINO OFFICER. Are 

there my other Senators In the Cham- 
her de&Ins U vou? 

The yeu md nays resultedz Yeu 86. 
nays 14, u tolloar 

t~llall Vota No. 1B &g.l 

The PRESIDINO OFFICER. On 
thts vote. the yeu are 80 and the nays 
M 14. hethlrda of the Sumton 
present md voting havinl voted In the 
affimaclve. the bill. on reconsider- 
l tiOll. L @uwd, the obJectIons of the 
Praldent of the DaNed St&a to the 
confrvl notwlthamUn8. 
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APPENDIX B 

Regional Contact Questionnaire 

This appendix provides the questionnaire used to survey EPA regional permitting 

authorities on the types or categories of discharges that could be considered de minimis, as well 

as to recommend regulatory options and associated procedural implications, with respect to the 

classification of de minimis discharges. A similar questionnaire was developed for the State 

permitting agencies. 



REGION: 

CONTACT: 

AGENCY: 

ADDRESS: 

PHONE #: 

DE MINIMIS REGIONAL CONTACT QUESTIONNAIRE #1 

ADDITIONAL INFORMATION: 
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1. Discuss the region's initial responses regarding categories of De Minimis, 
if applicable. 

a. Rationale for Each Category? 
b. What Type of Effluent? 
c. Any Other Suggestions for De Minimis? 
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2. Discuss other potential candidates for De Minimis. 

a. Candidates from Other Regions. 

a-l. Fish Hatcheries - Trout Farms: 
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a-2. Oil Storage Facilities - Oil/Waste Separators: 

a-3. Seafood Packaging/Processing: 
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a-4. Water Filtration Plants: 

a-5. Mine Detiatering: 
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a-6. Pit Dewatering: 

a-7. Sand Dredging: 

B-7 



a-8. Quarries: 

a-9. Swimming Pool Filter Backwash: 
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a-10. Aquifer Restoration: 

a-11. Car Washes (regulated): 

B-9 



a-12. Brine Discharges (stripper wells): 

a-13. Steam Condensate: 

B-10 



a-14. Heat Pumps: 

a-15. Hydrostatic Testing: 
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a-16. Wholesale Trade, Retail Trade, Finance, and Real Estate: 

a-17. Services: 
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3. Discuss special cases of De Minimis and how classification can be achieved: 

POTWs & Other Sewaae Treatment Facilities (minor municipals) 

a. Pretreatment. 
b. Plant Flow. 
c. Dilution Factors. 
d. Population Served. 
e. Seasonal. 
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3. Discuss special cases of De Minimis and how classification can be achieved: 

Noncontact Coolina Water 

a. Plant Flow. 
b. Heat. 
c. Stream Flow or Dilution Factor. 
d. For Specific Operations or Industries (i.e., no toxics). 
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3. Discuss special cases of De Minimis and how classification can be achieved: 

Individual Homes (define) 

a. Type of Treatment. 
b. Septic Systems. 
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4. Discuss regulatory options. 

a. Exclusion from NPDES Permit Requirements: 
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4. Discuss regulatory options. 

b. Model Permit (rubber stamp): 
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4. Discuss regulatory options. 

c. General Permit: 

B-18 



4. Discuss regulatory options. 

d. Ten-Year Permits (as opposed to five-year): 
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4. Discuss regulatory options. 

e. Over-the-Counter Processing: 
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5. Request any information helpful in evaluating cost savings attributed to 
regulatory options: 
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6. Miscellaneous: 

7. State Contacts: 
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APPENDIX C 

De Minimis Discharge Survey Results 

Potential De Minimis Discharges 

EPA Region Responses C1-C4 
EPA Responses C5-C8 

This appendix provides the results of the Study’s survey on the types or categories of 

discharges that could be considered de minimis. Results were compiled for the ten EPA regional 

permitting authorities and nine State permitting agencies recommended by the regional offices. 



EPA REGION RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES 

Region I Region II Region III Region IV Region V 

Aquifer 
Restoration 

Brine 
Discharger 
(Stripper 
Wells) 

Car Washes 

fish Hatcheries 

Heat Pumps 

Homes 

Hydrostatic 
Testing 

Mine Dewatering 

Noncontact 
Cooling 

No comment 

No comment. 

No comment. 

OK - Originally 
suggested.’ 

No comment 

OK - Many coastal or 
island discharges only 
2-300 6PD.* 

No comment. 

No comment 

OK - Must have criteria 
based on heat.’ 

No comment. 

? - Preliminary results 
of a study indicate 
potential impacts in NY. 

NO - hesitant because of 
phosphorus, salt. and 
oil and grease. 

? - Can have severe 
nutrient problems 

OK - If heat is considered 
in relation to flow. 

? - Septic systems 
should be a Department 
of Health concern. 

OK - If strictly hydro 
testing. Beware of acid 
and chemicals being 
rinsed from new pipe. 

No comment. 

OK - Needs criteria based 
on fraction of flow or 
temperature rise.’ 

NO - Can be dealing with 
highly toxic chemicals 
(Superfund). 

? - A NEIC report 
indicates some situations 
where impacts can be 
minimal.* 

No comment. 

OK - Originally 
suggested by region.* 

OK - VA may have permits 
for these dischargers. 

OK - A high number in 
PA (septic discharges). 

No comment. 

NO - Mines. especially 
coal mines, are a serious 
problem in Region III. 

OK - Logical choice; 
some situations where it 
could be covered 

OK - Originally 
suggested from NC.* 

NO - A lot of problems, 
however, may fit under a 
general permit. 

NO - Should be kept under 
a regular permit - dirt 
detergents, oil. 

? - Depends on type of 
operation, fish, and size 
(*-NC trout farms Only). 

No comment. 

? - Are county regulated 

No comment. 

NO - You are pumping 
contamination, should not 
eliminate public notice. 

NO - Strong argument for 
zero discharge in Michigan. 

No comment. 

? - Chemicals used to 
control fish disease. 
However. are generally 
minor permits. 

OK - MN is working on d 
general permit for these’ 

No comment 

No comment 

NO - Varies too much, coal NO - Location of 
IS a problem (“-NC). discharges can move. 

? - Can’t be too general. OK - WI has a general 
should not exempt power permrt.* 
plants. Temperature 
should be a criteria 
(*-NL) 
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EPA Rf6lotf REsPafsES 10 PoIEltlIu of 11ttlttlS OIsCfMRaS (coot mued) 

lkglrn Ul Region VII llegloll VIII k!gm IX lltglrn x Iota Is 

+ifer 

Ratorat im 

artn 

Oiadwger 

(StrIpper 

Ihllr) 

Car Umhn 

f tsh I(rtdmria & - for spcclal cases. 1 - Only a handful z- Sl2.e must be a J@ Can be yulte Idlye & for smdll fam 

ll@rostst ic 

lat tng 

line Oeuterq 

tbncmtrt 

Cooling 

1 - Varlablt dependmy & If punptny No cannent 

0” COntdmlndl IO” contdmlnilt IOIl 

er; - Currently 

~ynored. left 

up to lndlvldurl 

No camntnt i- Fran *ate1 

softenmy cylmdets 

could be a problem 

1 - Fatrly g - only d few 

mstynlf Icant, but dlrtcts w,thln 

very quest mnrb le. ’ rsy ton 

g Can be d 

problem. deqreastr. 

hot rater. 

ttc 

trout and shrlnp farms wIthIn the regton. my conslderatlon 

be d problm. 

err 

& - See small sewage 

treatment frctlltres 

g& - Constantly 

bodmrdtd rlth 

appllcattons. hard to 

deal rcth. 6ood 

candIdate. 

p - Coal optrdt IO”5 

Cd” be slqnlf 1cant 

on 

and cause pro11 Iems. 

art easy permlts lo 

wr I te md keep 

a: No comment or 

& - Indrvadual stpttc & - Generally a la 

systems perrlttrnq prlorlty. 

but nay be htyh- 

strength effluent 

1 - Public health & See smd I1 

concerns. tredhnent plsn1s 

Oc, One state IS 5 belleI’d I Iy minor, Q& - If addltlves are 

~ssumy * general however. rate of not used. 

1 Naybe. If conld(ll~f~- g NoI aldressed I” 

at 10” meets dr ur,k 1~9 Req ton 

water standards. 

or for short. term 

punpnny tests 

:’ Possibly to mrlne No conrent 

envlromnts. but nol 

f rtshmater 

permtt for these dlscharqe. water source. 

dlscharqers. men VS and type of line 

exlsttny pIpelInes should be cons l&red. 

IS a ConsIderat ton 

No cannent No comwnt no !!Q (nrl re ledbe Idrye b NO 

&I& ElOClde should be &. 

a conslderatlon. 

pond types, riot large 

or racerdy fact 11, 163 

!& 

or; 

I Oh 

J 7 

?-NO 

3 No COIIIIWII 

I Oh 

( ? 

3-NO 

~-NO ramnent 

401. 

5 7 

I NO 

7 Oh 

3 No cmnnent 

6-M. 

j. z 

I-No camnent 

601 

4. No camrmt 



EPA RE6lOU RESPONSES TO POTEWTIM DE MlWMlS O1SCliRfWS 

Oil Storaqs 

Facilities 

Oil-Uaste 

sepllraton 

R4zgiwl1 

No ctmment. 

Region II Region 111 Region IV- Region V 

1 - Perhaps, may fit I- May be a rnlnor & - Many are covered & _ But do have 

under a general permit category, however. spiffs under generd 1 perm I t s potential for spells. 

but would not exe lude are a serious concern. (‘-NC). 

f ran NPDES. 

Pit Oeuatering & - Construction No conmwnt. No cowrent. & - for certain types No LMnnent 

denatering: 

@harries No carment. 

SandOrsdging No cannent. 

Se4food No camwt. 

PackagingI 

Pta;crainp 

Smll Semage 

Treatwet 

Fwilities 

stem 

culthnsrtc 

Suiting Pools 

Uattr 

Filtrattm 

Plants 

No carment. No comment. 

No conwnt. 1 - Have not seen many 

problems wlthw the 

region. 

a - Tuna packers have 

been shown to be a real 

problem (BDO). 

Q& - Perhaps less than 1 - Small facilities tend 

0.1 HGD.’ to be poorly operated 

and maintained. 

No carment. s - If heat is 

considered in relation to 

flow. 

E - Generally, only a 

few concerns (chlorine). 

t & - But should not be 

deregulated. 

N - Problems have 

occurred within 

Region III. 

& - VA and MD are 

working on genera I 

permits for these types.* 

No conwnt 

& - Minimal type 

problem. 

&. - For small 

dischargers into large 

streams; the converse of 

this may be a problem 

No comment 

& - No long-standwg 

harm. are mob] le 

operations (‘-NC). 

g - Especrally for 

process ing operdt 10ns. 

Small packing or dock 

operations may be DK 

(*-NC pack Ing) 

7 - Health depdrtmnt L 
cou Id better hand te 

these dlschdrgers; some 

are currently neglected 

or; 

oh - Are currently belnq 

over looked. exempt ton 

would be a good opt (on 

Q& - However, specldl 

cases should be looked 

at (I.e.. aluminum 

sludge. 51x. etc.) 

No comnent 

No colnnent 

No cant 

No comnent 

&C A lot of this type 

nlthtn regton. volume 

IS smdll.’ 

& - bOOd cdndlddte. 

generally small 

1 - lhere are a lot 

that could f It IO the 

region, but ensure 

they are De H~ntmts 
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[PA RltiIoN R[sPoNsls IO Pollnllu ol nlNlnlS olscluyus (cmll”wd) 

Reglrn VI Peglrn VII rfeglrn VIII Region IX Ytglrn x lida Is 

Oil Storage on &t - Probably I IIS & It hcwsekeep~nq 15 1 5lo1rqr fdcllltIrs cm 11 wly ruwll 

frilitfcs category of 9OOll. no *o,se lfu” only. wd~lr-separdlors 

01 Waste de ll”llllS park I”9 lots Cd” lIdYe 1wll‘S 

SepJrJlors 

PI1 DeuaterIllg No comwnt No cmnenl No cannent Ho 

@nrr iss No ccmnent 

SandDredtfing & 

or, Orly~ndlly 

su99estcd ’ 

1 - A few sctc 

prob Ims. 

sdwd g - I” saw? cases. No c-111 

Packaging 6 slqnlf Icant BOO 

P-sing proll lms 

No umeuznt 

No cmment 

No comment 

sull Saage & - Genera1 permit for * - IfI takes a lot no caulent. 

1mJtmt severe I thwsend of (me to&l1 

Fril1t les dischargers m LA *Ith these. located 

Relet Ire size of strem m high-qurllly 

should be cons&red. wll stredms 

SlSr !& No care”1 

-SJte 
No comment 

&I Cdrl”erles can 

cou5e severe 

prob leas. 

1 Perhaps 5md I I I ‘: 

psckdymq fsc 1 I II aeo 4 NO 

(rl”se water wly) 5 No cannrnl 

H - Swl I systems have & tbny sllldll) 

wet st operdt ion and srdsond I csmps. etc , 

marntenance. potent ~21 m lhls regw” A waste 

for fwalth mpacts. of Ilm2 to mn)tor ’ 

: 
I Mr 

2 Oh 

1 NO 

I No ~anne~rt 

I Oh 

tI NO 

I : 

LI Nu ~annent 

2 Oh 

1 NO 

2 ! 

4 No ~unnenl 

501; 

I ? 

4 No ~anne1-11 



SlAlt RESPWSES TO POTE1TlM M MINIHIS OlSCtW?GES 

Main New Jersey Pennsylvania Kentucky Yisconsin 

Aquifer Restoration M( - Is in need of sane 

kind of regulation, 

should meet applicable 

water standards. 

Brine Dischmges 

(Stripper Mells) 

No camnent. 

Car Uadms & - Soaps and 

nutrients. 

lbdPlq4s 

Ibrr 

Fish lietcheries JQ - Can be a 

significant nutrient 

problem. may fit a 

general permit scheme. 

& - Hay be possible to 

exempt this category. 

g - Coastal package 

plant discharges have 

caused shellfish harvest 

problems due to bacteria. 

Hydrostetic Terting & - Exemption. over-the- 

counter, or a rule may 

fit this category. 

lliee Dewatering & - Over-the-counter 

processing or general 

permit. 

lbncontect Cooling & - Covered under a 

general permit in 

Region I. site specif its 

must be addressed. 

!jQ - Can be a problem 

(well drilling 

chemicals). 

No conmrent. 

g - NJ has tried to & - PA tries to dis- 

convert rmst to indirect charge these subsurface 

or zero drschargers. in non-sewered area. 

3 - Significant 

contributor of BOO. 

bacteria, and solids. 

@ - Are a significant 

problem on high-quality 

streams. 

& - But there are not 

many in NJ. 

a - See Sewage 

Treatment Plants. 

No cannent 

1 - NJ does not have a 

coal problem, localized 

nuisances have 

occurred. 

ok; - Has issued a 

general permit for 

small discharges. 

H - Contaminated water 

should not be consrdered 

de minimis. 

& - A ma.)or problem, PA 

has a separate bureau to 

handle these dischargers. 

& - Not a problem 

1 - Significant from a 

public health standpornt 

(raw sewage). 

f&J - Can cause 

substantial envtronmental 

problems. 

& - Acid mine drainage 

IS a maJor problem in 

PA. 

J& - Not a problem 

No cormrent 

u - All are permrtted 

III KY with a new 

chloride standard. 

s - Are steering toward 

zero drscharge. 

H - Have denied 

permits. 

fi - If less than 

2,500 gal/d. a general 

permit may fit. 

4 - Some PCBs have been 

detected, currently 

involved rn I it igat ions 

g - Has been a problem 

in KY; 3.100 dischargers 

are under a general 

permit. 

fjQ - Are currently 

permitted. new toxlcs 

standorcls must be 

cons tderetl 

g - 1OXlCS 

s - Industrral brine 

dischargers are 

permitted in Ul 

E - Are encouraged 

to be indrrect 

dischargers. 

u - Anvnonia can be a 

problem. 

& - See Noncontact 

Cooll”g. 

No camnent. 

M( - Are considered 

de minimls by state 

m - Should be 

addressed individually. 

& - Under a general 

permit 
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STAlE RESPONSES TO POIEITIM DE MlNlftlS OlXtiMGES (continued) 

Texas Missouri California Yashington Iotals 

Aquifer Restoration a - Are currently 

regulated. 

7 - Dependent upon ;. 
contaminant. 

& - Genera 1 ly no 

problems 

2 OK 

I - 7 

5 NO 

I No cMrment 

No comment I ? 

5-NO 

3 - No comnent 

j4lJ - Soaps and 

detergents 

1 - OK 

‘3 - NO 

&J - Is of current 

pub1 ic interest; have 

seen sorw problems. 

1 - OK 

1 ? 

I NO 

x - If not large, 8 - Ok 

comnercial units. 1 NO 

g - See Sewage 

Treatment Facilities. 

2-OK 

I ? 

4 NO 

2 - No comnent 

1 - If short-term could 

be regulated by some 

other means than NPDES. 

5 - OK 

I-? 

2 - NO 

1 - No cotnnent 

No comnent 1 - Oh 

1 ? 

6 - NO 

1 - No comment 

& - If low f low and 

temperature 

7 - OK 

1 - ? 

I NO 

Brine Discharges 

(Stripper klls) 

& - Regulated by 

railroad commission. 

1 - HO returns brine to s - Large number of 

aquifer. abatement orders 

currently. 

CarUask3 !!!J & - Solids and soaps. & - No problems. 

Fish tlntchcries & - State does not 

issue permits for 

these. 

3 - When cleaning 

operat ions are inc luckd 

in discharge. 

7 - Oischarges to small i 
streams can cause 

problems. 

JQ - See Steam 

Condensate. 

& - For households. L!!i Heat PIqs 

HareD & - Health concerns & - Not regulated, 

therefore, are 

potentially de mInimis. 

No comment. 

Hydrostrt ic lest Ing & - Currently regulated 

by letters. working on 

a rule or general permit 

Ittee Deutcring 4 - Lignite mines 

are covered by state- 

wide rules. 

NJ - Coal and lead 

have been a 

problem. 

M - There have 

been problems 

in these areas. 

nmcont~tcoolifKJ 1 - Generally permitted. & - For small 

dischargers. 
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STATE RESPCMSES TO POTEITIM M WlIMlS DI!iCfWtGcS (continued) 

Maine lku Jersey Pennsylvan ia Kentucky Yiscons in 

Oil Storage Facilities 

Oil-Waste Sepmators 

1 - Separators are 

currently under a general 

permit, however. there 

IS concern whether thus 

regulation is adequate. 

PAH’s have been detected. 

no - Are currently not 

being adequately 

regulated. 

& - Probably fits 

into a de mtnrmis 

category. 

& - A general permit 

may fit here 

o)c Covered under a 

general permit, 

Pit lkmstering 

Quarries 

Seafood Padwing 
b Processing 

Smll krapc 1re4tmnt 

Facilities 

M( - Over-the-counter 

or general permit. 

No comnent & - Genera 1 permr t 3 - Covered under a 

generd I permit 

& - Covered under a 

general permit 

M( - Covered under a 

genera 1 permit 

No ccmnent 

& - Over-the-counter a - Can be a 

or general permit. problem. 

No conmtent. 

& - Does not appear to 

be a srgnrficant problem 

I& - Ooes not appear to 

be a srgnrficant problem 

1 - Not famtliar nrth 

these types of 

facilltles. 

& - Not a real problem. 

3 - General permrt 

& - Over-the-counter 

or genera 1 pennit. 

& - General permit. 

& - Receiving water 

specific. Hay fit into 

a general pennit scheme. 

u - Even minor 

facilities can cause 

major problems. 

3 - NJ would not 

support de minimis 

classif icat ion of 

these plants. 

& - If discharge is 

is uncontaminated. 

7 - Category where A 
there Is a potent ial 

problem. but would 

llke to ignore. 

I- In NJ, water plants 

draw large percentages 

from streams and want 

to put back the solrds 

No cmmnent 

a - See Homes. & L KY has had a 

signrflcant problem 

with package plants 

& - May be covered 

under a general permit. 

occ Stew Condmsate 

Sriring Pmls 

No cmnnent &C See Noncontact 

Cooling. 

& - The use of a rule 

may fit this category. 

& - Not a problem. !!i 

Water Filtratim Plants & - This category needs 

to be addressed somehow; 

perhaps a general permit 

& - Probably a de 

mlnrmls category. 

g Just Issued a lot & Covered under 

of permjts to grt theIn d grllerd t permll 

111 Ilne 

c-7 



STATE RESPONSES TO POlElTlAl M NlNlltlS DISCMRGES (continued) 

Texas Missouri California Uashington lotsls 

Oil Storage Frllittes 
Oil-Maste Sepsrrtorr 

Ptt tlemstwlng 

Qusrrios 

SeufoodPackaging 

b ProcesrIng 

Sw11SmBge1matmnt 

Frcilities 

St- Gmbnwte 

suiting Pool1 

Water Filtration Plants 

!)& - For small tank 

farms or bulk stations. 

0 - If they discharge, 

they are permitted. 

3 - Potent ial for & - Limestone is not 

slgnlficant pollution. a problem. 

7 - General ly zero i 
discharge; a general 

permit may fit. 

1 - Based on nature 

of water, HO and MS 

Rivers are OK. Ozark 

pristine waters - NO. 

NJ - Are currently 

regulated. 

&Q - Are currently 

regulated. 

3 - Regulated with 

other operations 

in a permit. 

$& - Not regulated in 

TX. 

1 - Most decant 

and recycle, close to 

zero discharge. 

g - Generally just 

stormrater. 

!!!2 

No carment. 

1 - Possibly for small 

dischargers, MO 

is trying to write 

a general permit. 

B - For small 

dischargers. 

& - If dischdrglng to 

large rece Iv ing waters. 
In MO, only the MO and 

L- Series of cleanup 

and abatement actions 

on these types In CA. 

1 - No operations in 

CA region. 

& - Generally no 

problems 

& - Generally no 

problems. 

i - Do not think 

they are generally 

a problem. 

1 - A few under 

enforcement actions. 

1 Facilities down 

to and Including 

bulk stations and 

dlstr,butlon terminals 

may be signIf icant. 

& - If the volume IS not 

too high. Currently 

unregulated; a general 

permit may fit here. 

& - See Pit 

Dewdter lng. 

& - See Pit 

Deraterlng 

7 - Only small operations i- 
such as oyster shucking 

are inslgnlf icant. 

g - Genera 1 ly 

discourage sma 11 

sewage discharges. 

3 - If small heating 

steam condensate. 

& - Generally; d 
few fish kills 

have been noted 

1 - Controversial 

issue. problems 

sett,ng IllnIts 

5 on 

3 - ? 

I - NO 

4 OK 

I ? 

3 - NO 

1 - No comnent 

7 - OK 

2 - NO 

6 - OK 

2 - ? 

I - No ctvmwnt 

3 7 

3 - NO 

3 No cotmwt. 

I - OK 

3 - ? 

5 - NO 

7 - OK 

1 - NO 

1 - No cement 

8 - OK 

I-1 

5 OK 

3 ? 

I NO 

MS Rivers 
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APPENDIX D 

De Minimis Discharge Survey Results 

Potential Regulatory options 

EPA Region Responses D1-D2 
State Responses D3-D4 

This appendix provides the results of the Study’s survey on the potential regulatory 

options. Results were compiled for the ten EPA regional permitting authorities and nine State 

permitting agencies recommended by the regional offices. 



EPA REGION RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS REGULATORY OPTIONS 

Region I Region II Region III Region IV Region V 

Model Permit NO - Still requires 
individual notification 
requirements. 

General Permit 

Ten-Year Permit 

Over-the-Counter 

OK - Essentially a OK - Good idea. 
letter stating that a especially for stripper 
standard permit is wells and oil storage 
not needed. facilities. 

OK - As long as 
notification of changes 
is still mandatory. 

OK - If mandatory 
monitoring and 
inspect ions are still 
required. 

? - No comment OK - If it can actually 
streamline the process 

Exclusion from NPDES ? - Perhaps facilities 
and POTWs with less 
than 1,000 GPD. 

OK - May fit certain 
situations such as 
constructon runoff and 
other high burden 
temporary operations. 

NO - These operations 
can have effects on 
small, high quality 
streams. Also makes 
permittee aware of 
environmental concerns. 

? - Already being used 
to some extent. 

OK - Good option, is 
being considered for 
oil & gas and small 
sanitary discharges. 

OK - Hay be a viable 
opt ion in some cases. 

NO - Does not feel this 
type of process would 
be helpful. 

OK - May be a viable 
option for certain 
categories. 

NO - Is not any 
different from a 
standard permit put 
in a word processor. 

OK - Is used in KY for 
coal mines and private 
residences. 

NO - If it is not 
important. it would be 
better to regulate under 
a general permit or to 
exempt from requirements 

NO - Would not have 
public participation. 
also similar to general 
permit in terms of 
regulations. 

? - If unimportant, 
it may be an option. 
See comments on the 
IO-year permit. 

NO - States have used 
this and it is not a 
great advantage. 

OK - Except process to 
get state authority 
is too time consuming. 

OK - Good idea. 
Should include short 
application format and 
simplified procedures. 

? - No comment 

NO - Regulations say 
that all point sources 
must be permitted. 
would not change this. 

KEY: OK - generally in agreement with the option. 
NO - generally in opposition with the option 
? - maybe, undecided. or no comment. 
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EPA REGION RESPONSES TO POlEIlTIAL M l4lRlWi REGULATORY OPTloWS (continued) 

Region VI Region VII Region VIII Region IX Region X Totals 

kldel Pamit 1 - Not familiar with 

process, but msy be 

approprtate. 

Gmeral Peruit & - The region needs 

to utilize this more, 

and interaction with 

EPA headquarters needs 

to be streamlined. 

Ten-Year Pemit j& - Good idea, perhaps 

even IS years for 

reissued permits. 

Over-tkdomter & - Circumventing 

USEPA regulations and 

the Clean Uater Act, 

not much better than 

not addressing 

discharges. 

E~~lu~im fra Ip#S & - l&al for some 

categories. minor 

sources which are less 

srqnif icant than 

runoff 

7 - No convnent A 

g - States are using 

this, effective for 

De Minimis categories. 

s - Yould delay the 

reissuance of 

thousands of minor 

facilities. 

1 - Sounds close to 

the concept of a 

general permit. may 

be dpp l icab le 

to nondelegated 

states. 

3 - Perhaps, but A 

some mechanism 

for regulation is 

st i 11 needed. 

1 - For guidance only, 

must modify permits to 

suit specif 1c needs. 

E - however, approval 

and interaction with 

EPA headquarters needs 

to be expedited. 

1 - Mixed emotions, 

maybe OK, if the opt ion 

to reopen is there. 

& - A modification 

of the genera 1 perml t , 

d good concept. 

s - Perhaps, prefer 

to determine 

on d case-by- 

case basis. 

4 - Is in use & - Could work for 

and does not certain categories 

tend to eliminate (placer mines and 

processing burden. fish hatcheries). 

M: - But needs to be 

eds ier gett ing 

through EPA 

headquarter’s review. 

fi - Hay be useful In 

some instances. 

1 - Hay be d useful 

dlternat ive. 

7 - Perhaps, but some A 
allowances must be 

set for permitting 

authorities to permit 

facilities on a 

case-by-case basis. 

2-ou 

4-? 

41150 

& - But issuance 

through EPA 

headquarters needs to 

be stream1 ined. 

IO-OK 

E - Many facilities G-OK 

where discharge w11l l-? 

not change. and not If i- I-NO 

cation is requrred rf 

changes do occur. 

Oc; - Good idea. 

especrally for 

unique. noneffluent 

discharges and 

emergency permitting 

needs. Option to 

revoke if a problem. 

g - tspecid)ly for 

unique, noneffluent 

type discharges. 

3-OK 

4-7 

3-NO 

3% 

s-? 

2-NO 

KEY: UK - generslly in agreement with the category 

NO - generally 1n opposltlon to the category 

? - maybe, unclecrded. or no comnent D-2 



STATE RESPONSES IO POTENTIAL M lllNlllIS REWlAlORY WllollS 

Haine NEW Jersey Pennsylvania Kentucky Yisconsin 

6cnrrl Permit 

Ten-Year Peruit 

Over-th-Counter 

Ho&l Perrit g- Is a modification 

of the standard procedure 

being used currently. 

& - Agency would 

probably not object. 

& - A lot of potential, 

would also support an 

effort to make the 

process more flexible. 

f& - Can be effective 

to balance resources 

and priorities. however, 

something is lost with 

this process. 

I& - Particularly for 1 - NJ has previously 

genera 1 permit been opposed to this 

categories. concept. 

M(-Maybeagood 

concept for particular 

categories. 

1 - Probably would not 

fit by itself, maybe 

combined with the 

genera 1 penal t 

Exclusion fra RPDES g - In sane cases. 

Rulings for de minimis 

categories may be d 

related alternative. 

L!!i! 

5 - Would have limited 

application withrn PA 

due to intricate water 

quality standards. 

& - May be applicable. 

& - Good administrative 

action for dealing with 

minors. 

NJ - If the process is 

that simple. why bother 

with d permit? 

J$ - Should be scme 

exclusions. Perhaps. 

swirnning pools and 

noncontact cooling. 

& - Is currently 

used. 

& - HdS been effective 

in KY program for cod 1 

mines and individual 

homes. 

1 - Only for general 

permit categories. 

!!Q 

& - For suns 

categories. 

& - Good concept, 

one-half of WI 

facllttles are covered 

under genera 1 permits. 

mostly de minimis. 

g - In favor of this 

option for mlrior 

permits. 

& - Elimlnatlon of 

pub1 IL not Ice would 

be extremely helpful. 

5 - In some cases 

KEY: OK - generally in agreement with the category 

ND - generally in opposition to the category 

? - maybe, undecided 

No camvent - not discussed or no feeling toward category 
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S1AlE RtSPONSES 10 PDTCRTIM M HIllHlS REWLAIORY DPlloWS (continued) 

Texas Risswri California Mashington lotals 

bdel Pemit 7 - Is currently used -: & - Standard procedure 

for domestic permits. already in use. 

6enerrl Pemit 

Ten-Year Pemit 

Oc: - Good tool for & - Good for some 

large minor categories. classes. working on d 

general permit for 

sewage dischargers. 

M - For process-oriented 1 - Might be all rrght. 

discharges. the IO-year but would have to 

term is too long. change state law. 

1 - Not much different & - Does not help get 2 - OK 

than what is being done. around regulatory and P - 7 

adnlnlstratlve problems. 5 - NO 

& - Good Ides. have &i 9 - OK 

applied for authority. 

& - Use a similar system !Q - Permits and 

for land discharges; 

3. 5. and ID-year permit 

basis based on potent ial 

environmental impact. 

regulations change too 

much. May be used only 

as a temporary means to 

eliminate back log 

“extension provlslons.” 

4 - OK 
3-; 

2 - ND 

KEY: OK - generally in agreement with the category 

NO - generally in opposition to the category 

? - maybe. undec lded 

No comnent - not discussed or no feeling toward category 

N - State law requires s - Would cause J& - Allow use of own 

not if lcat ion. would not ackninistrat ive problems public not if Icat ion 

change. requirements. 

Exclusion fm RPDES 1 - Zero discharge 1 - A general permit 

permits are excluded. with no monitoring 

requirements would be 

better. 

&L - By medns of a 

waiver with a set of 

conditions. 

g - Should not eliminate 

public notlficstlon. 

&- May fit some 

categories. Short-term 

discharges should be 

under scxne other 

regulatory mechanism, 

possibly a rule. 

3 - OK 
, - y 

5 - NO 

6 - OK 

2-? 

1 - NO 
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APPENDIX E 

Toxicity Indices for Industrial Subcategories 

This appendix provides the industrial evaluations completed by EPA’s National 

Enforcement Investigative Center, which defined the probable discharge of toxic pollutants from 

an industry, based on an assignment of toxicity indices. Industry types and subcategories in 

Groups II through VI had a high probability of toxic pollutant discharge and were excluded from 

de minimis. 



TOXICITY INDEXES FOR INDUSTRIAL SUBCATEGORIES 

Major Industry Industry Subcategory SIC Code(s) 
Toxicity 

Index Group 

Adhesives & Sealants 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Aluminum Forming 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Auto & Other Laundries 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Battery Manufacturing 
Carbon Black 
Carbon Black 
Carbon Black 
Carbon Black 
Coal Mining 
Coal Mining 
Coal Mining 
Coal Mining 
Coal Mining 
Coil Coating 
Coil Coating 
Coil Coating 
Copper Forming 

Adhesives & Sealants 
Can Making 
Casting 
Cleaning & Pickling 
Cold Rolling 
Drawing 
Extruding 
Foil Rolling 
Forging 
Heat Treating 
Hot Rolling 
Car Wash 
Carpet A Upholstery Cleaning 
Coin-Operated laundries 
Diaper Service 
Dry Cleaning Plants 
Industrial Laundry 
Linen Supply 
Power Laundries 
Alkaline Manganese Batteries 
Carbon-Zinc Air Batteries 
Carbon-Zinc Paper Lined Batteries 
Carbon-Zinc Paste Batteries 
Lend Acid Batteries 
Lead Acid Reserve Batteries 
Lithium Batteries 
Magnesium Reserve Batteries 
Magnesium-Carbon Batteries 
Mercury (Ruben) Batteries 
Mercury (Weston) Cells 
Miniature Alkaline Batteries 
Nickel Zinc Batteries 
Nickel-Cadmium, Dry Process Batteries 
Nickel-Cadmium, Wet Process Batteries 
Silver oxide-Zinc Batteries 
Channel Process 
Furnace Process 
Lamp Process 
Thermal Process 
Acid or Ferruginous Mines 
Alkaline Mines 
Anthracite segment of acid mine subcategory 
Coal Preparation Plant 
Regrade/Revegetation 
Aluminum & Aluminized Steel 
Cold Rolled Steel 
Galvanized Steel 
Cold Rolling 

E-1 

2891 
3411 
3353 3355 
3471 
3353 3355 
3154 3357 
3354 
3353 
3463 
3398 
3353 3355 
7542 
7217 
7215 
7214 
7216 
7218 
7213 
7211 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
3691 3692 
2895 
2895 
2895 
2895 
1111 1211 
1111 1211 
1111 
1111 1211 
1111 1211 
3479 3497 
3479 
3479 
3351 

206 
129 
129 
129 
129 
129 
129 
129 
65 
129 
129 
15 
15 
15 
15 
15 

150 
150 
15 
78 
39 
78 78 
78 
8 

39 
39 
39 
78 
39 
39 
39 
78 
78 
78 
12 
12 
12 
12 

252 
252 
126 
252 
252 
31 
31 
31 
58 

v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 

III 
v 
v 
II 

II 
II 
II 
II 
V 
v 

II 
III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
II 

III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
II 
II 
II 
II 
v 
v 
v 
v 
v 

III 
III 
III 
III 



lonlcilr Iwolxts rnn mousIwbi s~~~wo~iis 
-_---_ 

Hrjur Induslry InJu,try subcJtcgory SIC Codr(r) lTE%k,G 
- 

Cnpprr folrlng 
Copprr Intrlnq 
Copper lo~rluq 
Copper lurring 
Cflpprr lulmiclg 
Ilrctiricrl ~roclucls 
tlcctrirrl hotlucls 
~lrclrltrl hoduc1s 
[ lrclrlcrl rrohc1s 
IlcclrirJl hducls 
Ileclricrl Prohrls 
1l~clrlcJl ho&u18 
Ilrchicrl lroducls 
IlcclrlrJl frmduc~s 
tI*clrlcJl ho&cl8 
tlrclrlcrl hoducls 
lleclrlr*l ho+acl* 
ElrclrlcJl hoducls 
tlcclricrl Proctwc~s 
CIPNL~I~JI rmdr 
Ilcclrlcrl Prodtwlr 
[IrclricJl rr~hd8 
tk~trk~i hoJucu 
llrclrl~DlrlhBg 
IlrclroplJlin9 
Inploslrrr (C-rclrl Sccl) 
t~plerivrs (C-rcIJ) Srcl) 
fr(~loslr*s (C-rclrl Sccl) 
trplosiuer (C-rclrl Secl) 
[qlorivcs (C-rcIJ) Secl) 
trplorivcr (C-rclrl Stcl) 
taelorlrcs IC-rclJl Secll 
L~plorivcs (~lilllrry Swl) 
I~ploslvcr (HlIilJry Secl) 
lrploslvcr (IillllJry Src1) 
l*plnsirrs (WllllJry SlCl) 
I~~lloslrrs (HllllJry SlCl) 
[~ploriws (Mllllrry Srcl) 
'owdry 
otrdr y 

r owwlry 
owwlry 
owrlr y 
otmlry 
ouwlry 
Owldl y 
oundl y 

he A Ylmd CllcrlcrI, 

Copper Coil 
OrruIng 
talruslon 
forylng 
lb01 lollIn 
C.rpJcllrrs 
Carbon 6 9rJphlle produclr 
CJlhoda rJy h IV plclurr lubes 
Cryrlals & Cryslrl y~~odacls 
fleclrlc 1 rltclronlc cdmponenls 
fl~clrIc lvps 
[leclror lubes & 9lJrr encJpsulJlrd derlcrr 
frrrllr rltclrodc pJrlr 
Fuel crllv 
fuel crlls 
Inrulrld wlrr I crblr 
losulJlllq dwlccr 
Holors, gcturJlor8 A Jilernrlors 
Irslslmncr herlers 
Srml-roruluclors 
SuilclpeJr 
11JrsfLerr. dry 
Irmrlorwrs. Ilquld #alled 
JobShops 
Processes rllhln Zlcclroplrllng category 
L~ploslrrs 
Ilplorlr~s 
InlllJlors 
InlllJlorS 
1AI L Dry Mla 
Propcllmlr 
PropellJnlr 
h~llltJrt#JtfW 
frplorlr~c 
InlllJlors 
1Ul 
ProorIlJnlS 
ry&tddcr 
Aluminum CJ,llllg 
Copper CJStlnp 
Iron & Slccl 
ied CJlth”, 
HJ~wsI~ CJsllng 
nlckrl CJsling 
lifl CJStlflg 
lllrnlln CJIlll~9 
liw CJSt Ing 
Char 6 Clh4rcorl brlqwcllcr 

3151 
1151 
II51 
3461 
3151 
1629 
IL?4 

3691 3619 :z 
206 

3611 206 
206 
206 
101 3679 

1151 
3644 
I621 
X42 
3614 
1613 
ICI2 
3612 
3411 
3411 
2U92 
2092 
2U92 
2092 
2n92 
2892 
In92 

206 
206 

3694 206 
206 
206 
206 

3611 206 
J687 206 
1419 116 

I16 
14 

I 
I4 

I 
I 

I4 
1 

2n92 
2u92 : 

71192 2U92 : 
2U92 1 
2n92 I 
3161 51 
3162 51 
1121 3322 3124 )I25 $1 
I I69 51 
1 )L9 51 
1169 29 
II69 29 
3 169 29 
II69 51 
2116 I 9 

:: 
50 

:: 
206 
206 
206 

Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 

V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
v 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 

II 

:I 

tl 
II 
II 

ii 

II 

:i 
Ill 
III 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
Ill 

II 
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IOXlClll lW1 ‘IS IOI IrlwsIIIAl slmcAILrQalfs 

H.tjor iwloslry 

--- 

Indurlry $lfbCJt~QOry 

-. 

sic Code(s) 
Ionlclly 

lncl?" Grotto 

cl- & UOOd ChrmlCJbS 
cm A unncl ClKIlcJls 
h. & ,hed ChrmkJlS 
lhm & UfbOd CkrmlCJlS 
Car & Uund ChrmicJts 
Cam & t,Ond ChtmkJlS 
Ctm & UOnd chc*tCJlS 
Car I, Uond ClumlcJls 
Ctn 6 Wood ChtlrlCJlS 
Ctm & UWd ChcdCJlS 
Cum 6 Wand ChcrkJlS 
itloryrclk ChcdCJiS tiJWf. 
IrU(.!~mI/C CkmlCJtS fhUt. 
Inurq.iric CkrlcJiS IbId. 
irurgJ8blc ChtmicJis )(mul. 
inorgmlc ChJdCJiS Bhul. 
inorqrlllc ChcmlcJls HJwf. 
IworqJrlc Clwmlcrls )(mmd. 
InargJnlc tlwmlcrls lhuf. 
Iuorq.tnic ChcriCJls MJrd. 
IrborqJnlc ClrricJls Mrnd. 
inorgrrtic thcmicris Mrtd. 
ithorqJr*lc UbemlcJls bhwl. 
IrlorVJrtiic Clrmlcrls MJnuf. 
irwrqnrfiic Ctwmicrls IbInd. 
irborq.wic ClumlcJlS IlJnd. 
IwrqJoir CIwrlcJls )(rwaf. 
inorymlc ChmicJls Hntwf. 
ltirqrolc thr-ICJIS nrNuul. 
iwryrctic CluricJlS l4Juuf. 
ilturq.wlC ChmkJiS kI141i. 
Ictoo,q.mir tlvmlcrls Ibnuf. 
II~~~IJ.III/C ChrmicJls MJnul. 
inorq.ink tkmkJlS fbIlff. 
lfMC~~.Iffk Cht-iCJlS ttJfIUf. 
luurrp~ic Chcricrls HJrlut. 
InOrqaffiC ChmiCJlS nJfUf. 
IffffrqmfiC ClmlCJlS ~IIU(. 
lmorqaflic ChmkJlS &Ind. 
IworcJJoic Ck=lCJlS Manul. 
lnorq.wir ChemlcJts Mmuf. 
Iw19qmic ClrrlcJlr M.wwf. 
I t~of qw ar Chrmlc J Is Hrnuf . 
IIM~!)MI~C chr-ItJlS Hems. 
IIMN~.WII~ Clwrlc~ls Hawl. 
lnolq.‘nic CIIWICJIS Hantrf. 
IIIOr()4RiC ChrmlcJlr HJfluf. 
IIIIUI(.I~~~ ~IIcI~~ JlS Hmarf 

EsscnCirl 011 2861 
Cm rosin 2e6l 
(lusla brrcd JcrlvJllv-s 2e6i 
Rosin hrscd JcrlvJllr-s In SIC Code 2821 
nOSin dcrlVJtbrt8 2RCI 
Sulfrlr turpwtllnr 2llGl 
hilrlr turprrlltu 2861 
1Jii l ii 2061 
1Jll Oil 2061 
hod rosla 2061 
Uood rorln 2BGi 
Alumina ChlorlJI 2819 
AlumimumCapoutds 2elJ 
Alulnu fluorlde 2019 
Aluminu Hydroride 2819 
Aluluum Oalde 7e19 
AlIM~tfllN $UltJte 2819 
Alus 2el9 
kronlJ Alar 2019 
hniu Chlorlbc 2819 
Amonlu Compoutrls 2619 
*ronlum I(ydr011idc 2eI9 
*uHtum ItOlybdJlJ 2BlJ 
Aamoniu rcrchlorrh 2lll9 
Arronita IhiOsulfJlJ tOI9 
Brr ilrn CJrbonJlr 2819 
Oar Itr Coryounds 2019 
fiJrllN hlfJt@ 2016 
IJryllu Oalde 2019 
BI~JC~~~I$J rOWdW 2019 
Borrr 2819 
eurlc Actd 2el9 
Ooron Coopounds (no1 prod. P mlnrs) 2019 
BoroslllcJlc 2019 
I)rluJ 2019 
OromlnJ 7Rl9 
lyrylcs tlprnls 2Bl6 
CJlCil- 2ei9 
LJlclu CJrblrk 2eJJ 
CJlCiU CJrbOnJle 2819 
C~lcitr Chloride 2019 
CJlclar Capwwls (inorq) ZUl9 
C~lclu llypwhlurilc 2Al9 
tJbC!U. thlfk 2819 
CJrbon OlorlJc 281 I 
CJrbon l4onoxIde Ml9 
Ccrlu SJltS 7HlY 
Clslorldc Procrsr ZII I6 

9 
9 

92 
46 
46 
92 
46 
92 
46 
92 
46 
01 
II 

162 
ei 
el 
16 
ei 
el 

:: 
16 
ei 

:: 
I6 
01 
el 
II 
el 
I6 
ei 

it 
Al 
I6 
ei 
I6 
I6 
I6 
01 
UI 
ei 
81 
I6 
I6 
61 

I62 

ii 
I: 

Ill 
Ill 

IV 
ill 

1;: 
IV 

ill 
IV 
IV 
V 

IV 

I: 
IV 
IV 
ii 
IV 
Ii 
IV 

:: 
II 
IV 
IV 
IV 

I: 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 

;: 
II 
Ii 
Ii 
IV 

1: 
IV 
II 
II 
IV 

V 
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kjor Induslry 
--- 

IndMlly Subcrtc9ory 

--- 

sic Code(s) 
Gly- 

riuler Croup 
-_- 

twrqric ClrCmicJls MJIWI/. 
ilcwq.anic ChrmkJlS HJwur. 
lwvrl.wir Clwmltrlr )(rnc8f. 
it+Olq.mlC th?miCJlS 8tJItUf. 
inorq.rctic OumicJIs WIwi. 
I8r0g.n~lr ClKIiCJiS HJlSllf. 
in~%qwtlC thrrlCJl8 )k8Ulf. 
Imrq.wlC CkmiCJlS hut. 
iJO,.~SL’iC t@UdCJlS ihd. 
Irwry.*nic ClwmlcJis fbnuf. 
IurqJric Chrrlcrls ibid. 
iamrq.wic Ckcrlcris fknuf. 
IemrqJablc ChrmiCJlS )(rnuf. 
~mrq.WiC CbdCJiS ))Muf. 
imrq.inic ClrmicJis lbnuf. 
imrqmlc thrmtCJb8 tt~nd. 

iNOrc).lllk CkcBiCJlS )(mISd. 
InorqJmic Chemkris fbnuf. 
hOrq.,dC ChrmiCJtS #tJUl. 
Iwrq.wic ClrrlcJls W~ua~l. 
bw~q.WiC ChWiCJlS ~ISd. 
iwrqrnic CkmiCJlS Nt~nuf. 
inorq.trtic ChCdCJlS HJnul. 
iwrq.w*ic tkrmkJl8 ItJwu~. 
inOu,~~liC CtIMkJlS fhd. 
i!molfpSnlc tlwmicJis HJIwf. 
Imlw!)*nlc ChJmicJls l@Jnuf. 
inorqrcllc tlwmlcJl8 HJld. 
iWy.dC CIIdCJlS iblld. 
inD0~~).10iC thHiCJi8 @tJWf. 
10ury.tnic CkmiCJiS lbnuf. 
inorqmic CI*mLcris fbnuf. 
iMrq.Wk ChniCJiS ttJrUlf. 
Inurq.wllc ChemicJls fbnctf. 
innrc).u9ic thlWiCJlS MJnuf. 
Iwwqaric ChmkJlS )(mnul. 
i#rq.WiC ChcmiCJlS fbd. 
,lSOr~SoiC Ch?mkJlS ~Jlld. 
inorq.wic Chrmicrls )(rnd. 
,lW#lc(.Wk ChPdCJlS thd. 
l~U#oq.lsk ClUmlCJlS ttJllWf. 
inorqJnlc ChMkJlS lbnof. 
iwbe~~waic ClumicJls lbocf. 
IW,,.WliC ChMlCJbS bt.lId. 
Irlorqrcck CbcOiCJiS H*nul. 
lrcor+wic Clwmicrls Hand. 
I88nrqmlc t)lWlCJlS nrwf. 
I~lul,JJlllC ChcmlCJlS f,JWf. 

Chlurlm 
Chlorosulfurlc Acid 
Chrw PJyruls 
Chrric Acid 
Chrrlu OBIJI 
Chrwlu SulfJlr 
CObJll Chiori& 
bIbJit $lllfJlJ 
CObJlt m (rJdiOJcliVw) 
Copper ChioridS 
Cmppor indlds 
C-r $IIifJi@ 
Cqwous Oirlr 
DlJphryy crii 
ferric ChIoridS 
ferrous Suilrlr 
flssion~Ible ~trrirls rroauciion 
fltwrino 
trso. Iwkslriri Cm. IiquldISolid 
IkJVy tdJt@r 
IlytlrJled Alumln~ SilicJlr Mr. 
ltydrqchlorlc Acid 
Ilydrofluorlc Acid 
llydrogrn 
nydregea CyJnltk 
llydroger Pwoalda 
llydropcn Suifld~ 
llydrqdtmsphllrs 
Iwliw Chioritk 
h;b;ic Acldr (Jnc.MOZ or I(2roI) 

iodiw 
iron Colors 
Iron OIlI&. Ilwh 
iron O~ldr. lbqnellc 
Iron OJiOe. yJllou 
isol~@JS AJdieJcllrJ 
lcrd ArSJilJlJ 
trrd OioJld~. Brown (bO2) 
1CJdHJn~~dJ 
lrrd 011tdr. &cd (Pb3G.i) 
t*Jd $lllCJtr 
lilhitr Carbonalc 
lltlbl9r cuqawlr 
lwminus ~OryolUdS (rrcilln) 
flJylWSim ~~MMWdS ( InOrq) 
Ibnpm*sc OlomiJr (powlcr 8y1~1IbclIc) 
Mnllgrncs~ Sullr1t 

2812 
2019 
2816 
2019 
2019 
2019 
2819 
2619 
2019 
2819 
2019 
2919 
2819 
2012 
2919 
2919 
2819 
2619 
?8II 
2019 
2019 
2819 
2019 
2019 
2019 
2819 
2el9 
2019 
2019 
2e19 
2ei9 
2019 
2916 
PI16 
2016 
2816 
2919 
2019 
2016 
2919 
2816 
2ai9 
2019 
2019 
78J9 
7ni9 
7Al9 
2019 

162 
01 

162 
16 

2 
81 

f : 
01 

1:: 

1:: 
16 

:: 
I6 

f : 
01 
16 

162 
I6 

162 
16 

:: 
81 
91 
01 
16 
81 
ei 
61 
01 
ei 
01 
ei 
I6 
01 
01 
I6 
ei 
81 
01 
01 
I6 

V 
IV 

I: 
IV 
IV 
IV 

I: 
IV 
IV 

I: 

1: 

:: 
II 
IV 
IV 
IV 
ii 

I: 

I: 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
II 

:: 

:: 
IV 
IV 
IV 
II 

I':: 
II 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
II 
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lUIlcllr Itttt(XL5 IOA IttltlJSIaIAl SImCAICwttI(S 

-- --_-. 

Bl.tjw Itwturlry I*wlur 1ry StllcalrgnD~y SIC Co&(r) 
lorlclty I-- -- 

Ii&r (;I Ollp 
-._ -- _---- - 

Mercury cell 
t)I!ixiu y Cli tortab 
tbrcury Oai9lr 
ttlckct Amwitr \wltrlc 
tricrrl C~l-bolIalr 
Nickel Cl~tortde 
Nickel fluloboratc 
Wlcbrl Nilrrlt 
Nlcbil Sulfate 
ttilrlc kid 
NiIrk kid (Slrong) 
Nllrous Oalde 
Nuclear rut1 Rtrclor Crrts, lnorganlc 
Nuclear fuel Scrap Re-Processing 
Ocher8 
Olrw (fwing rlllturlc acid) 
Onldrllm Ctlalyrl from Porcetalr 
Oaygtn 6 Nllrqel, 
Pcrclorlc kid 
Icroatdes. Inorfianlc 
r0im a0 
Potrrh tb~~~sir 
Polrrslw Altrincm Llfrre 
r0irsrtw Bromide 
lolrsslw Clrbniutr 
Potacrlw Chlornlt 
Potasrlu Cbtnritk 
Polasslw Compowwts Iilor 
PoIaSSllr Cydde 
PoleSslam Otchromrlc 
PolaSriu tlyp4xhlorr*e 
~olrsstu Iodide 
Pnlrrrlln t4e1rl 
Polrtrilll, WIlrtlc k 5bllf 
Polrsr Iir Ptr*tcbgnnatt 
C9Ila~tllw 5ultrlt 
kwttlr Chtor iate 

g.(c*c.Mtt-a2COJ) 

t1t 

RatLlrn 1IrIlwcr coqbundr 
Rare [rrlli tktrl Srllr 
Rrqeid Grade Chtr (itwrg. ref. fra itch. grtdtr) 
Sal11 ot Rrrt trrlh HelaIr 
Salhi White Pigged 
Slcnn~r 
Slllcr Amnrptuws 
Sillcr crt 
Stlvcr Oroaldc 
SI Irrr Ca~l~on.~te 
Sltvcr Chlorlatt 

ml2 
2019 
7RI9 
2a19 
2019 
2019 
2019 
211¶ 
2819 
2819 
2619 
261) 
2819 
2619 
2016 
Ml9 
2619 
281) 
2619 
2dlY 
2ttlY 
2119 
2019 
2819 
2812 
2619 
2619 
2619 
261) 
2819 
2619 
2019 
2819 
2619 
2619 
2ttt9 
2ttt9 
2819 
2019 
2bl9 
2tt19 
2016 
2816 
2019 
2819 
2019 
2019 
2019 

I62 
01 
nt 
111 
01 
81 
01 
BI 

162 
16 
lb 
al 
(II 
II 
II 
81 
al 

it 
81 
111 
81 
01 
81 
bl 
81 
I6 

t: 
16 
81 
IG 
I6 
tJI 
I6 
81 
II 
01 
81 
01 
01 
@I 
01 
01 
II 

if 
61 

V 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
V 

t f 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 

:: 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 

Iv' 
IV 
II 
IV 

I: 
IV 
II 
II 
IV 
II 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
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ttJ)n~. Iuduslry 
- -- 

Iodurlry Subcrlegory SIC Co&(r) 
loalcl1y 

liaz--- CrotrQ 

Im03t.mic Chraicrlr ))rnuf. 
Il*Bl~t.lllic f3wmicJlS HJlnlf. 
Itm~t.wic CtwmicJlS )Irm~f. 
Irmclcu~90Ir thwicrlr thbuf. 
IWM u.koir Ctrricrts ILmuf. 
)1101c(.Utk CtWdCJtS thd. 
InorctJuic CtrricJtr bbul. 
Innrq.,8tlc Cherlcrls Haul. 
l#&?rcpctic CtKlltJls ftaul. 
InnrctJcttc cturtcrlr #tatnIl. 
Iwrc)ratic ChrmtcJls IlJnuf. 
InorrtJcllC CtbrrlcJls HJnMf. 
IMrct.lniC t)urkJlS I(mUf. 
InorqJclic CbeoicJls ftauf. 
I*wlct.ultc ChWlcols lblll. 
Illorlt.~~ItL rtlertcrts tad. 
fllolJJ”tC CtWdCJfS WnUf. 
JnorqJniC Ck-lcols IhId. 
Innrqa0ic ChCnlcJls M~nuf. 
Inn8qJnic Chcrlcrls Manuf. 
Inorqrnlc ChrrlcJlr knuf. 
Inorq.~ctic Chr~icals knuf. 
Inorq.tnic Cht~lcrls tlanul. 
ItullI(.uttc Chcrlcals ItJmd. 
InorqJnic ChrrlcJls ttawf. 
hlOlVtJdC ttldCJtS )IrWf. 
I~~~tJnic ChcricJts tt~nuf. 
Irmrctnnic Ct,micrls MJnuf. 
ltbnnc.~pwic ChcricJlr Haid. 
Ilmrl).Bltic Clrmlcrts MJnuf. 
Illorct.cc~tc CtwmtcJtS ttJ(Iuf. 
lnoryroic Chrrlcals MJnllf. 
Innc‘cpnic Ch*ricals Mama/. 
IlwDIt.Iaic ctlnicrts ttJtuf. 
InorqJ~~ic ttvricrls hn~l. 
IIbOrltJniC Ctwcricrls HJW~. 
Innrct.utiic ChcricJtr tt~nuf. 
InorqJnic ChrricJlr HJnul. 
InnrqJrlic Chcrlcals H~nuf. 
Inor!trnic Chratcrls tlJnuf. 
Itmrqrulc Chrmicrls IClnuf. 
IwrqJ~0ic Cbcolcrls HJnuf. 
I~WqArtit OWmiCJt, knuf. 
I88ortlJuic ChrmicJlS ttr~wf. 
tWl~qJ~~iC CtWmtCJt, nJllU/. 

IIIOI u.~Ic ChraicJls HJnuf. 
ltnn 6 Slcrl 
Iroo 6 Slttl 

SI Ivtr Cyrnicle 
Sflrcr IWtfJc 
Silver HtlrJlc 
Sllwer Oath 
SOIIJ Alu 
soam hlltmolIlJle 
Sodlw Ilcrtboorle 
Sodlw Ilsulflle 
Sodlu CJrbonJl8 
Sdlu Chlorale 
Idlw Chlorldt 
SoOlw Coopounds, InorgJnlc 
Sodlw Cyrnlde 
Sodtw Olchroorle 
Sodiw f lwrltte 
Soatlw tly*rorutfltt 
Sodlw ttydrosulf Iate 
SOdlU Ht1al 
Sodlw sillcalt 
SoOil- $lllcoflwrtk 
sodiw Sulrftr 
Sodiw Ihiorulfale 
Wnnlc & JlenmouS Cttorldc 
Slrlutlc Oalde 
Slronlfu CJrbonrlr !preclpltJltd 6 orlk) 
Slronllw NkrJle 
Sulfrle Proccru 
lulfldes 6 Sulfiles 
Sitlfncymldes 
Sulfur (rtc.or ref. Incl. sour nrl. grs) 
Suttw thlortck 
Sulfur Olo*lde 
Sulfur IlcrJf lwr Iate 
Iul fur Ic AC Iat 
It~locyJnrtts, InorgJnic 
Ill8 C~WfUfS, hlOrQ”k 
I IlJniu olorl~lc 
Ullrurrlne Pigoenl 
Itiers 
UrWiW Alog, @JdlOJrt tvt 

Uhflt lead Ph#w111 (Pb(OtI)2*PbCO)l 
bfhillng 
I tnc Chlortde 
l/M oatttt 
lint SulfJlc 
Zinc Sultldc 
BJrlc Orygen furnrce (Ucl Air Pulls. Co~~l~,ol Hrlh~~ls) 

flJslc Oaygcn IurnJcc; 3rr1-Wet Air Pot10 fonlrul tbtldr 

21119 
2819 
2019 
2619 
2619 
2619 
2612 
2019 
2812 
2819 
2019 
2819 
2019 
21119 
2019 
2119 
2819 
2019 
2819 
2019 
2919 
2819 
2619 
2019 
2ll9 
2lll9 
2616 
2819 
2019 
2919 
2819 
2819 
2et9 
2119 
2819 
2019 
2Al6 
2916 
2816 
2019 01 
2616 111 
2016 Al 
2819 LII 
2819 I6 
2019 I6 
7tt19 01 
11t2 4s 
))I2 5 

61 
01 
e1 
bl 
III 
01 
I6 

I62 
81 
81 
61 
01 
61 

162 
I6 

I62 
I6 
I6 

:: 
II 
16 
81 
I6 
II 
81 

I62 
81 
61 
01 
01 
16 
01 
I6 
81 
01 

IQ2 
L)L 
61 

IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 

:: 
V 

IV 
IV 

f V’ 
IV 

I: 
V 

:: 
II 
IV 
IV 
II 
IV 
II 
IV 
IV 

V 
IV 
IV 
IV 
IV 
II 
IV 
II 
IV 
IV 

V 
IV 

1: 
IV 
IV 
IV 
II 
II 
IV 

I11 
II 
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1t.1 ,w Iwhtrlvy Idoslry Suhcrlrgory 5IC collc( I) 
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lru11 A '*IvcI 
11.W~ & Slccl 
IIll,, A \lcel 
trnn A \lCCl 
lru11 & urrt 
ICllIl h slccl 
II un A ‘.I c* I 
lrnn A 5lcrl 
run & 3trel 

Iron 1 Slccl 
lrnn 4 Steel 
IrOn b SlCCl 
con 4 Sleel 
Iron & SlCCl 
ron A Iteel 

iron 6 Slrtl 
ron & Sleel 
iron 6 Steel 
con 6 Steel 
Iron & Ilcel 
ron 1 Steel 
run b Steel 
ron I Stcrl 
crlher Iwu~Lng & f Inlrhlng 
l rttw Irnnlnq & f Inlrhlng 
rallwr Irrtnl~q 1 f Inlshlng 
c.tlh~w lrrwtitul & f lrcl3/8l,q 

Ml2 
1112 
3112 
3112 
1112 
3112 

Bccllivc ClAr 
Blrrl furnrrc (lcrrorrnqanctc) 
fllrrl fiirrwr (Iron) 
lly-Producl Coke 
Cold Roll II(O 
Cw)~Illrl~on AC16 ?lcLllnq (lla1ch 1 Col~tIlwour) 

Conllnuous AILaliiw Clrmln~ 
Co1111nuous Carting h Pressure Slab Holcllng 
fleclrlc Arc Iwsrce (WeI Air Follu. Control fklOo~ls) 
L lrclrlc Arc furnace; Scrl-We1 Air Pollu. Conlrol tlclhodr 
llol Coal Iltggr - Calvrllr hg 

l&l Coatings - Icriu 
I(01 forrlng - flat 
Ikl formliq - Prlorry 
Ilol forrlng - Srcllon 
Opm Ilearlh furwce 
Plckltng - Ilydruchlor ic AC Id - Balch 6 Conllnwouc 
Pickling - Swlluric Acid - Batch 6 Conllnuour 
Pipe I lube 
Scale lraovel (Nolene 6 Hydride) 
linlcrliq 
Vacimm Orgarrlnq 
Ylre whitng 1.Coaling 
Boot 6 Woe Cul Stuck I flndlnw 
f oolweer. face@ I)ubber, Wft .- 
Ilrir pulp, chro+ Ian, rclan-we1 flnlrh 
Mrlr saw, clcrhr l*u. retan-wrl Ilalsh 
Ilrlr save. non-clwoM Can. irles-we1 llnlrh 
Illwsc SI Ipprrr 

Irrlher Clover 6 Hlllec~r 
Lrrlhrr Goods. Wft 
~‘Ylv!P 
Ilcn’s foolwar, Iaccy: Athlellc 
Mu IwaahoU%c 
Frrrnnrl It&her CooZs crccpl Uoaen’r Ilandbrgs 
Ielro-we1 1 lnlrh 
Shear I lng 
I hrouyh- 1 be-b I UC 
Uown’r foolwear, frtrpl Alhlellc 
Uuorn’s llandlegr I Purser 
Jhlp 08llldlng 6 Icpalrlay 
Altcrlmn 
Iron 
5lWl 
Slrlp Slccl 
llirro, Jolrcnl Precrss 
Yhologrrphic [quil~mrt~l 6 Supltllrs 
Iltcrrrl. JolYctIl Flurrss 

3316 

MI2 
1712 
3112 
Jll2 
Ml2 
3112 
3112 
1112 
3112 
3112 

3112 
3113 
3111 
3419 

3315 

3317 

Ill2 

5 
4s 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 

5 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 
45 

3112 
1112 
3112 
Ill2 

45 
4’5 

3112 
3111 

45 
45 
45 
45 

II49 
3111 

45 
20 

1111 
1111 

20 
197 
19) 
191 
20 
20 
20 
20 
20 

19) 
20 

191 
191 
I91 
70 
20 
86 
I2 
I? 

1619 1611 I2 
16 )9 61 

II 
Ill 
III 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
111 
111 
III 

II 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
III 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
III 

:I 
V 
V 
V 

II 
II 
II 
II 
II 
V 

II 
V 
V 
V 

II 
II 
IV 

111 
Ill 
III 
III 

V 
V 
V 

1142 
3151 
J199 
316 
1141 
1111 
II?2 
3111 
1111 

JGII 
1411 
16 1 I 
1611 
#6 I 
Mb I 
ml i 

3632 
16 12 

I74 
240 
I?4 
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Iiickrr~ry Subcalegory SIC Code(s) 
lorlcll~ 

In;krroc* 

Copper 
huh I le 
ldhm 
Prlury Aluiotr 
Prlmry &nl Immy 
rr lwry Arrroic 
Pr lury #rr Itr 
Prlury Iccylllm 
Prlury I,Irulh 
Prbary kroa 
rrlury Ca&lum 
trlury Calclir 
Pr fury Ces lu 
Prlury Cobrll 
Primary tobblu 
Prtury Copper 
Fr iury Cal I lu 
Fr loary Cerunlu 
Prlmrry Cold 
rrlury OIalnlu 
Prlury &red 
Prlury 1Ilklu 
Pr fury Mqpwr lum 
Pr lury Mercury 
Frlury Holybdenbr 
Primary ~lchel 
Primary Plrllru Grow 
Primary Rare trrlhr 
Pr lury Rlunltr 
Primary Rubidium 
Primary Selenium 
Prlury lllver 
Pr lmrry Iatrlrltr 
Primary Iellurlt~ 
Prloary Iin 
Primary tllanitr 
Pr Imary Iungslr~ 
Pr iwry Uranltu 
Pr Ioary 1 low 
Prlrary llrconlu 
Srcondrry Altrl~~tr 
Scrwulrr y 1.115~1 I 1 
Icrodrry Yeryl f Itr 
Sccowhry 001 on 
Srcotrlrry cnlon I1 
Sccowlary Cnlumbltm 
Ircondrry Copper 

up 

3911 
3139 
IJM 
1134 
3139 
3339 
3J39 
3119 
3319 
3339 
3139 
3139 
3139 
3139 
3139 
3131 
3119 
3339 
3339 
3119 
3332 
3339 
3139 
3139 
3319 
3119 
3319 
3339 
3139 
3119 
3339 
3139 
)I19 
3139 
3139 
1119 
3319 
3139 
JIJI 
1119 
3141 
1141 
1141 
1141 
1141 
1141 
1141 

I2 
I19 
I?9 
158 

16 
36 
36 

350 
36 

119 
350 

1:: 
I19 
I’d 
351 
119 
I?9 
II9 
II9 
350 
I19 
119 
119 
119 
II9 
179 
119 
I79 
II9 
351 
358 
358 
351 

16 
I?9 
351 
119 
3511 
I19 
35e 

If* 
16 

119 
113 
It9 
150 

Ill 
V 
V 

VI 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 

I:: 
V 

1:: 
V 
V 

VI 
VI 

V 
V 
V 
V 

VI 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 

VI 
VI 
VI 

1:: 
V 

VI 
V 

VI 
V 

VI 
III 
Ill 

V 
V 
V 

VI 
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N.I jw Iiwiwsl I y Illdll~try suiKrlr~~y SIC CoJc( s) &:p;foG 
--. --. -.____ 

Sccoudary Lr*tl 
Srcnndrry iiaqws itr 
scrcr*lrc~y MeI rrwy 
Ircnini.wy Ilc kr I 
Srcotnlary Plitlnuicr 
kcandrry Prcclour filalr 
Secondary Ihrnlu 
Sccuwiary Si lvrr 
Srcoudrry lanlrlir 
Ircntdrry Ii* 
5ecoidary Illaniw 
5ecrndrry luqplen 
Sccuwirry Urrctium 
Iccmwkry 2 IIU 
AlumilW 
Ursr A Prrciour ktalr 
Rrrr A Prrclour flelrls 
f error1 lay 
icwoal ioy 
Iron Orr 
Iron Ore 
Mercury 
klrl Ore 
Urrlllum 
Cycilc Cruder A Inlerwd., Oycr A Organic PIgmvnlr 
Induslrlal Organic Chcmlcrlr, WC 
Caurllc or Waler Ya5ied 111k 
Causlic or Waler Y.3rlwd Prlnl 
Soivrnl Yash Ink 
Solvcnl Wash Pain1 
kilkr 
formulrllon A Packaging of Agricullurrl Chrmlcris 
ilringwwted Orgaolcr 
Ilrirrocyclic Wilroyco 
Melal lo Organic 
Hircrilrnrour 
tlu Uirchrrgc Hanclfaclurcrs 
Organoyl~rfiiwi~r 
Pclroirum Icf iulng 
Ci~rrlcai lynihr%lr (Hedlclorls A ilolal,icrlc) 
Irlrrcllon (Alologicri Produclr) 
ErlrrcIIon (Mrdiclnalr A Ooianlcrlr) 
fownlrllon (Hrdlclnalr A flolanicrlr) 
Mislng A forlnti~lion (Ph.wrrcvulitrl Prcparaiio~~s) 
Ocf luorlnrlrd AC Id 
Ocf iuorinalcd AC itl 
Dcli8~orlnalrd ilo,rh 
Orf iuorinalcd lion h 
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XMI 
3141 
1141 
)WI 
3141 
3141 
3139 
1141 
1141 
II41 
M4I 
3141 
3341 
1341 
1051 
I021 1011 
IOZI 1041 
IO61 
IO61 
I011 
1011 
1092 
1099 
1094 
2065 
2869 
2893 
2llI 
2891 
7115 I 
2819 2Ob9 
2ii19 
till9 2069 
2(IIJ 7tlb9 
2819 2B69 
2819 2fI69 
2919 2n69 
2819 2869 
2911 
?Oll 
2631 
2031 
Zl311 
2814 
2019 
2819 
2819 
2019 

xi0 
119 
If9 
I19 
I)9 
II9 
119 
150 

16 
lI9 
II9 
119 
189 
II9 
54 

1041 1044 54 
2l 
54 

:: 
2? 

1 
54 

202 
202 
229 
229 

23 
23 

640 
120 
640 
640 
640 
b4li 

64 
(40 
211 
391 
191 
J9i 
391 
391 
26 

:1 
Ii 

VI 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 

I:: 
V 
V 
V 
V 
V 

III 
Ill 

II 
III 

lfl 
II 

:: 
Ill 

V 
V 
V 

I: 
II 
VI 
VI 
Vl 
VI 
VI 
Vi 

ill 
VI 

V 
VI 
VI 
VI 
Vi 
VI 
II 
II 
Ii 
II 



IUUIC I IV INIll XI 5 I on Ilw~lRlAl SUOCAILCmII I 
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Il., jw Indurl8y 
-- 

Iwlu~try Subcrlqory SIC Code(s) 
Io~lc Ity -- 

la* Cr0Up 

pri10ti~nl 6 r1*114hi0~~ 
hid ittq L rhi IshIn 
rIbitb. r.qwr b rapmaorrd 
rdp. r.wr b Pa~~rrh0ard 
I’Ull9. l’.qbcr & rapI borrd 
hip, rapw & PJpJrboJrd 
rulp. r.v8tr A raprrlborrd 
htlp , PJlWr & l’a(lWbOard 
ruill. i’.0pr I P+v48oJrd 
rulp. rrlw 6 rybrlbOJrd 
rulp. r.rler 6 Pywborrd 
tub. Pqlw 6 Prpcrborrd 
l%lp. I’*prr I rynrborrd 
Pulp. r.tlwr 6 PJpcrboJrd 
rulp. r.>prr i py~r~borrd 
rblilb. l’.ylrr 6 rrprtbOJrd 
rlIijb. P.rlbrr & PJprrhoJrtl 
Pulv. raprr 6 PJpJrboJrd 
rUb, r.llbrr & &8)~rbOJ~d 
rfitlll. I*apcr 6 rJprrbOJrd 
hip. Paper 6 Yapcrborrd 
rIbhI. t’.Iprr & r.tperbOJrlt 

r0lp. l’.aprr 6 Pnlwrborrd 
hIhI, l’J(Wr & raperbOJrd 

ru 118. l’.lprr L PJprrborrd 
roilb. rJ(Wr & ra(bWbOJrli 

ruip. rJ(Wr 6 rrl,crborrd 
Pulp. l’.*lw L rrprrborrd 
Rul~lwr 
hhhrr 
AIII~IICC 
hldbrr 
Ruhhcr 
nulbhrr 
R&bc r 
Iluhlc r 

f lrW’l,lJl phosphorus 
I i~11hI rhO~lbhob~Il~ 

I’ltocldborur Ocrlvcd Clkmlcrls 
rl~~pl,Jirr 
sotub- rh05pha~ 

5ubJllr PIlorphrtcr 
CJI luloslc H~n-kd~ I lbrrr 
riJttk ktJriJl%. SyAhcllc KJtlns, kMiVulCJnl~Jblt t ,J:. 
Sy111h~lIc OrqJnic f Ibrrr, faccpl Ccllulorlc 
~isCellJlwOu5 ri45iiCS ~rOth#ClS 
rbJstks procrrrlng Yllboul Conl~cl Process UJlJr 
SOllIttm cJStll$J 
YJlo’ Slurry Prrlormlg Proccrro 
Prrtrroom - Waler brrcd luh 
rrinting b rIwlaic~ 
AibJih nJmi rulp 
Ilc.~Owd KrJIl - NC1 Prpcr 
Blc~cl~rd KrJll - Dlrsolvl~y 
8lcJcbcd KrJll - clfw )Jpcr, 
llrr~hcd Krrll kwrprl1~1 
ch~d-~Ch~~kJi rUip-ctw 
Orinb. rulp - f It* lisstw 
00111k hip - WOWS 
ol,rnlvtltg Slll1LlO 
Croutbduood-CW 
br0w&ood-f Inc 
ni~CriiJIbWbIb5 nOWbbOd rUip 

MOW lnlrgrrlcd - I IN 
Une- lnlrgrrled - I lllcr 6 Wnn-Uovcn pnlber 
lloa- Irl*grJlrd - 1 I~hti~rlfg81 A 11~1~ Pywr 
Won- Inlc9rrlJd - PrpcrboJrd ’ 
)(on-Inlrgrrlcd - SpcciJIly 
Wow InlrqrJlcd - I irwr 
Pappcr GrJdJ Sull Ilr 
srmi - Ch+mlCJl 

lhcrmo-)(cchJnicJl hip 

Unblcrchrd KrJtl/Seml-CheakJl K-Kccovcry 
u.1~1~ Paper - BoJrd 
ua~tr Paper - Co0lrtrucllon 
b!JStc rJ(W - Woldtd 
uasir rJper - IlssUe 
tJrQc-sired CrnrrJl cbldrcl. (xlroclrd 6 fnhr. Rubber rlJnlS 
Irlca roJ* 
lrlca-Dlpprd, Irlrr-f rlrutlccl 6 IJIcN kk801lcd Goods 
Mrdiu-sltrd Grnctrl ruItl~0, Inlr~tlr~l 6 Iahr Ithhrr rlJl.t8 
ran, Dry Dlgrslion. L firtha~~lrrl h Iai= 
ball-rllrd Crwrrl tluldrtl, Lnl~wtlccl A fator. Athbrr Flrnts 
Synthrllc Crush Iuhlwr Plod - Iruls~nu PulyrrrlrJl Ion 
Synlhellc Crwth Ruhbrr Prod. - Solulioc~ Pulwrrl8rl ION 

2819 
21119 
2019 
2019 
2nr9 
2819 
2921 
2821 
2824 
3019 
loo)9 
xl19 
3019 
2100 
2100 
2611 
2611 2631 
2611 
2611 
2611 
2611 
2611 
2611 
2611 
2611 2631 
2611 
2611 
262 I 
2621 
2671 
2621 
2621 
2621 
2611 
7611 2611 
2611 
2611 2631 
2611 2661 
266 I 
2611 
2611 
1021 3041 
1069 
1021 3069 
1021 ,a41 
JUII 
1071 3041 
2012 
?0?2 

26 
II 
26 

:: 
11 

460 
468 
468 
III 

II 
5J 
51 

5 
I 

61 
0 
61 
61 
bl 
bl 
61 
Cl 
61 
61 
bl 

:: 
bl 
bl 
bl 
61 
61 
61 
61 
61 
61 
61 
61 
61 
b? 

3069 3291 IO 
IO 
IO 

Jo69 129) IO 
100 

JO69 1291 IO 
IU 
IO 

II 
II 
II 

II 
II 
VI 
VI 
VI 

V 

1:: 
III 

;f 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
III 
III 
III 
III 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
III 
III 
111 
III 
III 
111 
III 
111 
III 
III 
III 
III 

II 
II 
II 
II 

1: 
II 
II 
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th JW IWbl%l 1’y I81aburtry Subcrlrqory SIC Code(s) 
-_ - --- ----- --.--. 

RtllJN~l 
hlOlWl 
hldW9 
So.*j~-. 4 WI rrqwl s 
SN.r(V. % II* lru~rds 
SUJjV. A Ikl c, ‘j’wt, 
Su.tp*. A llrl~*rcjvulr 
Swp~ 4 Wrlrr4jwls 
Snap% A Ilrl l r8jmt s 
Snye 4 lkter*mls 
So.qo% A lMlrr!jec*lr 
SOJpS 4 htWjlC)cntS 
Soaps & Delrrqenls 
So.y*r & (klrrg)oilr 
Soaps & Oelerqwls 
Snap* 4 lletrrmls 
Su~pc 4 Ilrlergrml s 
Soaps L hlrrgenls 
50411 4 nrte,cpmir 
Soya K Drlrrqrml I 
fO*l(B% 1 ICleeIpllr 
So.ya A lklr~qeols 
SnJpr K gclerqewls 
Su*ps & g~lr8gvnls 
Soya & gcl*rgenl~ 
Soaps I D1lerqenls 
Surpr 4 Uclrrqmlr 
Soaps A Oelrrqrnlr 
So+% & lklrrqcnlr 
snJ(8r 4 uelerqelllr 
Swpr K Orlrrqrmlr 
Snaps 4 llrlr~ t)rnlr 
SIrM I lrclric 
Slram llccl~.ic 
Slrnr I Irclrlc 
Slrw I lrctrlc 
Slrnr I lrclrlc 
Stew I IEclr ic 
Ilrw 1 lrclrlc 
I~alil* tllllr 
Ialilr Itills 
Irml I I* Ililt% 
Irmlilr lllllr 
Irllil* llillr 
Irmlilc llillr 
Ir~ltilr Wills 
Iralllc Hills 
lc~tllr Nillc 

Synthellc lnlra Rubbrr ProductIon 
I Ire I liuwr It&- I’roduc 1 Ion 
We1 Olgrrllnll Krc Iri - 
ALr-SOI SultJllon L, Ltillonrllon 
Cl~lworullonlc At Id Gil fat ton 
~hhlUSUltOU~C kilt .UltJtlA,n 

Ially Acid HJoolrtlurlnq by 1~1 Splllllng 
Cllyrrrlme Cnnccolrrl Ion 
tlycerlne Oirllllrlion 
b~~~~l~clurl~y 01 bar Sorps 
thuu(JCtU,-,ltfj Of hlr SOJ(,S 

lkwtulrclurlng 0I Delergenl Urrs & CJKes 
Ikmul~lurlng ot Ikl. rgrnl hrr & Cakrr 
ll.a~w~aclwlitq 01 Oem Dried Orlcvge~tls 
Wmutwlurlmg Of lku Orled Orlcrgwblr 
HtmufwlurIng of Dry @lrwbd Drlrrynlr 
lCmrf~c1w11~1 o# Ory ~lcndvd lklrrqenls 
W~cktlwlurlng of liq~+ld Snips 
tLwwlwluri~y cl 1 Iqmld grlcr*nlr 
ILwwlwlur Ing of 1 Iq..ld 50~s 
M.wdwlvrIuu( ol 1 lqilld Mergenls 
llJlN,fJClur hug 01 soap f IrLes & Yowlers 
thbdJCtUr~lq Of SOJp flJbe8 & hIUdJrs 

Hannlwlur ing 01 Sprry Or ied gelrrgrnls 
WrulrJlirJlion of Sulfuric Acid tslcrs & Sullonlc kids 
Oleur SullonJllom & Sullrllon 
SOJfl HJnulJcltrring by Orlch Krllle 
IOJE lbmu~rcl~~rlng by fJlly Acid UetrlrJII~Jllon 
$01 Solvc~~l A VWIW bl#OlbJtlOn 

SOB Solvrml I VIclwr h,ltOnJtlA,” 

Sullwlc ACM SollJlion 
Sulfwic Acid SulfJllon 
Ash r i le h10t f 
AsIt Irmrporl YJlrr 
(011 ri IC Hoff 
Coollng lover 0loudw.n 
low VnlrNe YJslrs 
ttrIJl CIeJninfj Ua,lr1 
Owr Ihrough Coollng UJlrr 
AWJrr I 
Crrpel f lnlrhin9 
Cordage 1 lwlne 
fill tlJnulJclurlng 
I inishlnq 
Crriclr Hlllr 
trrlgr Hills 
Crrigr Hills 
llur lrry 

2022 
1011 
3031 
2041 
2114 1 
284 1 
2114 I 
284 I 
704 I 
284 I 
284 I 
204 I 
2l4 I 
284 I 
204 I 
204 I 
2841 
2841 2842 2944 
2841 2@42 
284 I 
204) 
2141 
2041 
2041 
204 1 
2143 
284 I 
284 I 
2843 
2041 
2041 
2041 
4911 4911 
4911 4911 
4911 4911 
4911 4911 
4911 4911 
4911 4911 
4911 4911 
2 100 
2211 2212 2219 
2298 
2291 
2211 

I00 
bl 
b3 
J2 
b) 

:: 
bl 
32 
bl 
12 
b3 
32 
b3 
32 
b# 
bJ 

:: 
b3 
12 

f : 
b3 
bJ 
bl 
b) 
32 
b3 
32 
19 
31 
4 

11 
31 
4 

31 
I5 

IS2 
IS 

IS2 
152 

2211 2221 2211 2241 15 
2251 2211 2212 2201 15 
2282 2201 15 
225l 2Z!tZ 152 

:: 

11: 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
III 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
Ill 
Ill 
Ill 
III 
111 
III 

II 
III 

II 
Ill 
Ill 

II 
Ill 

II 

1: 
V 

1: 
II 
II 

V 
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All olher lrtitrtry types bn4 rtd~c~lryorlrr WI IlstcJ arc rrrlfywb Croqv I 

225) 2254 
22',1 2250 
2?Yl 
2I'JJ 
2711 2262 
22s) 
2211 2211 
2?b2 22b9 
2LbL 
2499 
242b 
266 1 
2411 
2492 
205 2Ob 
2421 
3429 
2415 24# 
2499 
2449 
2414 
2491 
24'Jl 
2491 
2499 

2255 22% I52 
2259 IS2 

I’*2 
I5 

2261 2204 IS2 
IS2 

2241 2261 152 
I42 

0 
0 
0 

82 
0 

x 
8 
0 
a 

62 
B 
0 

82 
82 

0 
B 
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APPENDIX F 

Classification of Major and Minor NPDES Industrial Permits 

This appendix provides the classification of major and minor permits that is currently in 

use by the Agency’s Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC). The 

classification uses a rating system that is based on assessment of six characteristics of a facility’s 

discharge. 



Classification of Major and Minor 
NPDES Industrial Permits 

The Office of Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance designates an industrial 

discharger a major NPDES permit by applying a numerical permit rating system to each 

industrial permit. This rating system assigns points to an individual permittee based on an 

assessment of six characteristics of the permittee’s discharge. The six characteristics or 

“rating criteria” are: 

1) Toxic Pollutant Potential 
2) Flow/Streamflow Volume 
3) Conventional Pollutants 
4) Public Health Impact 
5) Water Quality Factors 
6) Proximity to Near Coastal Waters 

To rate an industrial permit, an NPDES Industrial Permit Rating Worksheet must be 

filled out. Attached is an example of a worksheet which is filled out by evaluating the 

current permit application, the permit itself, and other monitoring forms kept in the 

individual permit file. The sum of these weighted point values is the permit’s ranking. The 

point totals range from zero to a maximum of 265. 

To generate the major industrial permit lists for each NPDES State and EPA Region, 

the data for each permittee is loaded into an OWEC computer system. The numbered boxes 

on the worksheet correlate to specific point values programmed into the computer. The 

computer adds the points for each criteria for each permit and arranges each permit by State 

in descending numerical order. 

Currently, a permit assigned a point total of 80 points or higher is designated a major 

permit. Ail permits below 80 points are designated minor permits. This is an artificial 

cutoff point but one which maintains the total number of majors at a level consistent with 

the total number of major permits originally designated major during the first round of per- 

F-l 



mitting. It also includes most permits which the NPDES permitting authorities collectively 

believe should be considered major dischargers. 

In addition, each Region, in consultation with their NPDES States, is allowed to 

designate a certain number of their minor permits “discretionary” major permits. These are 

permits which the region or state believes should be accorded major status but for one reason 

or another did not achieve sufficient points to be rated a major permit. A “discretionary” is 

assigned an additional arbitrary 500 points to its raw score to give it major status and to flag 

it as a discretionary major permit. There are 576 discretionary majors at this time. 

Also, if the facility is a steam electric power plant (SIC =4911) with a power output 

of 500 MW or greater (not using a cooling pond/lake), or that is a nuclear power plant, or 

that has a cooling water discharge greater than 25 percent of the receiving stream’s 7410 

flow rate, the facility is given a score of 600 automatically. Likewise, an automatic score of 

700 is given to municipal separate storm sewers serving a population greater than 100,009. 

Approximately 49,Oo industrial permits have been rated. No secondary minor per- 

mits were rated because they would fail to qualify as major permits almost 100% of the time. 

There are currently 3,803 major NPDES industrial permits. A Regional breakdown is 

as follows: 
. aiors* 

339 (9%) 
435 (11 w 
429 (11%) 
762 (20%) 
533 (14%) 
512 (14 w 
122 (3%) 
179 (5%) 
138 (4%) 
334 (9%) 

3,803 ww 

* “Majors” column shows permitees classified as majors. The revisions to the classification 

system took effect July 1991. 
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Of the 3,803 current major industrial permits, 2,731 are state-issued permits and 

1,072 are EPA-issued permits. 
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NPDES Petmit Rating Work Sheet 

NPOES No.: I I I I I I I I I I e-----w-- 

Facility Nunc: 

I I I I I I I I I I I ----ML I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I -----------------me---------- 

City: I ,,I-I,-----,---------,-,-,, I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I 

Receiving Water: I I I I I I I III II I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I I -----------------------B-s---- 

ReachNumbeI I I l I I l I I I I I 

/! t/l/s lbclury a rtrml dutrfc polou phnt (SIC%49 11) 
1~4th one or more of ttu hhwhg c/mrostujsUa? 
1. Power output 500 MW or Qsrter (not using a cooling pond/lake) 
2. A ndeu pouwr #ant 

b this pmnlt br 0 munkipd separate slwm mwf 
smhg 0 pqndation greotcr than 100,0007 

3. Cooling water diuhrrge gmatu dun 2% d the rueking slreun's 7410 tlev rate 
OYE%loa-eis7oo(stophere) 
0 NO (-) 

0 YES; score is 600 (stop hem) 0 NO (contlnue) 

FACTOR 1: Toxic Polhdmt Potential 

KS SK Code LLLLI PrlrnwySKCodc: I I I I I 

Other SKCodcs: I I l l I LLLU l-U-I-I u-u-1 

Industfid subcategofy~ I I I I(CodeOOOHnosubcategoly) 

Oetermfru ttu Toxklty potentld hm Appendix A. & wre to VW the TOT. tox&lty~~bnUd cdumn and check one) 

loalcftr croup code hblts 

0 Noprocess 
waste streams 0 0 

0 1. 1 s 

0 2. 2 10 

FACTOR 2: FJow/Slmm Flow Vdum. 

Tallldtycmup &da hints 

0 3. 3 15 

0 4. 4 20 

0 5. 5 2s 

0 6. 6 30 

ToxkftyGmup cnde wnta 

0 7. 7 3s 

0 8. 8 40 

0 9. 9 45 

010. 10 so 

cdelunblrowbd:I I I 

lad PollIfs Fmor 1: l-12 

kctlon A -W8stewata Flow Only ConsIdered 

wastumtuT)Qe 
(see In-s) 
Type I: FlOW<SffiO 11 

Fknusto10m : 12 
Flow.10toSoucD 13 
Flmw>soffio 00 14 

Typell: Fbw<l MC0 21 
fbwl tosMc0 : 22 
Row.sto1oMco 23 
Fbw.10ffi0 : 24 

0 

ii 
30 

10 
20 
30 
so 

Type Ill: Aow <l MC0 0 
Aowl tosMc0 : :: 10 
Fbw.sto10Mco 33 

: 34 
20 

Row+10Mc0 30 

WPEVII: <lmb 0 41 0 

Llmbtom 0 42 10 

aso% 0 43 a 

Typrr: <lmb a Sl 0 

LloRaoJOW 0 s2 20 

Llwm 0 s3 30 

f-4 



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet 
FACTOR j: Comfon- PORutanis NPDESNo.:I I I I I I I I I I -----e--m 
(OtllY--by~~~ 

A oxjqen Dmmdlng Pollutmt (check one) 0 BOO OCOD oothc 

cods porn 
Petmit l.imitx(chakone) 

: 
~loolbs/day 1 0 
100to1000lbsby 2 s 

: 
>looO to 3ooo Ibs/day 3 1s 
>moo wday 4 20 

code- 1-t 

Phtskord:l I I 

P-it limk (chack one) 
co&hhts 

: <loo b/day 1 1ootolooolbs/day 2 0 S 
: >1oootosooolbs/dBy 

.sooolbs/day 
4 3 20 1s 

code- l-1 

Pdllukmd:I I I 

C. Nitrogen Pollutant: (ckk one) 0 knmonh 0 Uhec 

co& hbus 
Pefmit Limit% (chak ale) 

: 

Ntropnrvt 
c3mlbs/day 1 0 
300to10009#8/* 2 S 
>1oooto3ooobs/day 3 1s 
aooolbs/* 4 20 

coda- t-1 

wntlkmd:I I I 

T&d Pdnta Fatw 1: It-l 

Qw== 0 3. 3 0 0 7. 7 1s 

waeestreamr 0 0 0 1. 0 4. 4 0 0 6. 6 20 1 0 

02. 0 1. s s 0 9. 9 2s 2 0 

0 6. 6 10 010. 10 30 
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FACTOR 5: W&t QudRy Faciots NPDESNo.:I I I I I I I I I I v-w------ 

C. Daesthref#umtdkhuqaikomthhhadlfiyexhib/tthrmmsomo& potmUdtotMotewolnqudltystand~duetowhdr 
eaknttoJddty7 

coda Polntl 
0 Yes 1 10 

ON0 2 0 

codet&nbaclmckd AlJ 8 l-l c t-1 

hkleFacta5: Al I I + 81-l + CIJ - I t ITOTAL 

FACTOR 6: RoxMiy k Neu Co&d W&m 

Check rpproptlate facility HPRI Code (horn PCS): 

Hml# codr HmIscom 
a 1 1 20 

0 2 2 0 

cl 3 3 30 

cl 4 4 0 

0 S S 20 

HPRI code cl-m&d: l-1 

hado hkdtlpl- Futa 
11,3l,a41 0.00 
11 aa42 
13.33.a43 

0.0s 
0.10 

i4&w 0.1s 
21 aS1 0.10 
22aS2 0.30 
23aS3 0.60 

24 1.00 

co& )ohb 
0 Yes 

code Pdaa 
1 10 0 Yu 1 10 

0 No 2 0 ON0 2 0 



NPDE’S Permif Rating Work Sheet 
I SUMMARY NPOESNo.:I I I I I I I I I I ---m-m--- 

Fwtor -ptlon Totdklnts 

1 Toak-potrnthl 

2 Fbwlftrrem6owVdunc 

3 CamntlaJ PolkJtmts 

4 PubtkHulthlmputs 

S WIIn QurHty Futors 

6 Pfoxknity to Near brrtrl wlta 

TOTM(hctas1thmugh6) 

S1.Irthetotdaareequdtoa~terthmW? ~Ya(Fuilityir~~) 0 NO 

NEW SCORE: 

OLD scoaf: 
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APPENDIX G 

Secondary NPDES Facilities with Toxic Discharge 

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities classified as secondary with a 

significant potential for toxics in their discharge. 



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES WITH 
SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL FOR TOXICS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

0711 
0721 
0729 
1081 
1389 
1475 
2449 
2492 
2511 
2512 
2514 
2517 

2519 
2521 
2522 
2531 
2541 
2542 
2789 
2842 
2843 
2844 
2870 
2873 
2874 
2992 
2999 
3229 
3296 
3999 
4011 
4013 
4171 
4172 

Soil preparation services 
Crop planting and protection 
General crop services 
Metal mining services 
Oil and gas field services 
Phosphate rock 
Wood containers 
Particle board 
Wood household furniture, except uph. 
Wood household furniture, uph. 
Metal household furniture 
Wood, TV, radio, phonograph, and sewing machine 

cabinets 
Household furniture 
Wood office furniture 
Metal office furniture 
Public building and related furniture 
Wood partitions, shelving, and lockers 
Metal partitions, shelving, and lockers 
Book binding and related work 
Specialty cleaning, polishing, and sanitizing 
Surface active agents 
Perfumes, cosmetics, and other toiletry preparations 
Agricultural chemicals 
Nitrogenous fertilizers 
Phosphate fertilizers 
Lubricating oils and greases 
Products of petroleum - coal 
Pressed and blown glass, NEC 
Mineral wool 
Manufacturing industries, NEC 
Railroads and line-haul operations 
Railroads and switching terminal services 
Terminal and joint terminal maintenance facilities 
Bus service facilities 

4 
1 
1 
7 

136 
33 
4 
21 
40 
13 
8 

1 
2 
7 

15 
3 
5 
7 
1 

31 
11 
28 
4 

56 
33 
49 
22 
65 
19 
79 

238 
83 
30 
81 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES WITH 
SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

4212 
4231 
4463 
4469 
4582 
4742 
4789 
4953 
5161 
5171 
5172 
5541 
7261 
7391 
7395 
7538 
7539 
7699 
7819 
9711 

Local trucking without storage 
Trucking terminal facilities 
Marine cargo handling 
Water transportation 
Airport and flying fields 
Rental of railroad cars, including car cleaning 
Services incidental to transportation, NEC 
Refuse systems 
Chemicals and allied products - wholesale 
Petroleum bulk stations 
Petroleum products 
Gasoline service stations 
Funeral service and crematoriums 
Research and development laboratories 
Photo-finishing laboratories 
General auto repair shop 
Automotive repair shops 
Repair shops 
Services allied to motion pictures 
National security 

29 

ii: 
91 
68 

1: 
387 

55 
1,009 

110 
410 

3 
104 
22 
47 
10 
41 

2 
484 

TOTAL 4,155 

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987. 
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APPENDIX H 

Secondary NPDES Facilities With Effluent Guidelines 

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities classified as secondary with effluent 

guidelines for conventional or nontoxic pollutants. 



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES WITH 
EFFLUENT GUIDELINES 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

facilities 

0211 
0213 
0214 
0219 
0241 
0251 
0252 
0253 
0259 
0272 
0291 
1311 
1381 
1382 
1411 
1422 
1423 
1429 
1442 
1446 
1452 
1453 
1454 
1455 
1459 
1472 
1473 
1474 
1476 
1477 
1479 
1492 
1496 
1499 
2011 
2013 
2016 
2017 
2021 
2022 
2023 
2024 
2026 

Beef cattle feedlots 713 
Hogs 115 
Sheep and goats 
General livestock 
Dairy farms 
Broiler, fryer, and roaster chickens 
Chicken eggs 
Turkey and turkey eggs 
Poultry and eggs 
Horses and other equines 
General farms 
Crude petroleum and natural gas 
Drilling oil and gas wells 
Oil and gas exploration services 
Dimension stone 
Crushed and broken limestone 
Crushed and broken granite 
Crushed and broken stone, NEC 
Construction sand and gravel 
Industrial sand 
Bentonite 
Fire clay 
Fuller earth 
Kaolin and ball clay 
Clay and related minerals, NEC 
Barite 
Fluorspar 
Potash, soda, and borate minerals 
Rock salt 
Sulfur 
Chemical and fertilizer mining, NEC 
Gypsum 
Talc, soapstone, and pyrophyllite 
Nonmetallic minerals, NEC 
Meat packing plants 
Sausages and other prepared meats 
Poultry dressing plants 
Poultry and egg processing 
Creamery butter 
Cheese, natural and processed 
Condensed and evaporated milk 
Ice cream and frozen desserts 
Fluid milk 

12 
3 

88 
7 

27 
10 
30 
2 
4 

3,749 
102 
22 
61 

689 
64 

126 
499 
45 
5 

31 
7 

83 
24 
11 
9 
3 
5 
7 
3 
8 
10 
63 

245 
53 
79 
22 
35 

131 
49 
21 

118 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES WITH 
EFFLUENT GUIDELINES 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

2032 
2033 
2034 
2035 
2037 
2038 
2041 
2043 
2044 
2046 
2047 
2048 
2061 
2062 
2063 
2077 
2091 
2092 
2099 
2591 
2599 
2875 
3211 
3221 
3231 
3241 
3273 
3274 
3281 
3292 
3295 
5143 
5422 
5423 
7534 
8062 
8063 
8069 
8922 

Canned specialties 
Canned fruits and vegetables 2:: 
Dehydrated fruits, vegetables, soups 9 
Pickles, sauces, and salad dressing 31 
Frozen fruits and vegetables 62 
Frozen specialties 17 
Flour and other grain mill products 14 
Cereal breakfast foods 10 
Rice milling 
Wet corn milling 2: 
Dog, cat, and other pet food 26 
Prepared feeds 
Raw cane sugar 2 
Cane sugar refining 
Beet sugar :i 
Animal and marine fats and oils 56 
Canned and cured seafood 123 
Fresh or frozen packaged fish 479 
Food preparations 55 
Drapery hardware and window blinds and shades 1 
Furniture and fixtures, NEC 3 
Fertilizers, mixing only 
Flat glass 2: 
Glass containers 54 
Products of purchased glass 30 
Cement, hydraulic 121 
Ready-mix concrete 136 
Lime 39 
Cut stone and stone products 86 
Asbestos products 
Minerals, ground or treated :i 
Dairy products 12 
Freezer and locker meat provisioners 
Meat and fish (seafood) markets 1: 
Tire retreading and repair shops 4 
General medical and surgical hospitals 149 
Psychiatric hospitals 56 
Specialty hospitals 10 
Noncommercial educational, scientific, and research 

organizations 
TOTAL 9.6 

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987. 
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APPENDIX I 

Secondary NPDES Facilities With 
Permit Limitations for Toxics 

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities classified as secondary with permit 

limitations for toxics including ammonia and chlorine. 



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Agricultural Production - Crops 

0116 Soybeans 3 
0181 Ornamental floriculture and nursery products 6 
0189 Horticulture specialties, NEC 

Agricultural Production - Livestock 

0279 Animal specialties, NEC 

Agricultural Services 

0742 Veterinary services for animal special 
0752 Animal specialty services 

Forestry 

0821 Forest nurseries and tree seed gathering 

Fishing, Hunting, and Trapping 

0913 Shellfish 
0921 Fish hatcheries and preserves 

Oil and Gas Extraction 

1321 Natural gas liquids 

Building and Construction 

1 

54 

ties 8 
3 

and extracting 3 

35 
502 

429 

1521 
1522 

1531 
1541 
1542 

General contractors - single family houses 91 
General contractors - residential buildings, other than 

single family 20 
Operative builders 34 
General contractors - industrial buildings and warehouses 21 
General contractors - nonresidential buildings 32 

Construction Other than Building Construction 

1611 
1622 
1623 

1629 

Highway and street construction 
Bridge, tunnel, and elevated highway construction 
Water, sewer, pipe line, and communication and power 

line construction 
Heavy construction, NEC 

16 
22 

38 
123 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERHIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Construction Special Trade Contractors 

1731 Electrical work 
1781 Water well drilling 
1799 Special trade contractors, NEC 

Food and Kindred Products 

2051 
2052 
2065 
2067 
2075 
2076 
2079 

Bread and other bakery products 
Cookies and crackers 
Candy and other confectionary products 
Chewing gum 
Soybean oil mills 
Vegetable oil mills, except corn, cottonseed, and soybean 
Shortening, table oils, margarine, and other fats and 

oils, NEC 
2082 Malt beverages 
2083 Malt 
2084 Wines, brandy, and brandy spirits 
2085 Distilled, rectified, and blended liquors 
2086 Bottled and canned soft drinks and carbonated waters 
2087 Flavoring extracts and flavoring syrups, NEC 
2090 Miscellaneous food preparations 
2095 Roasted coffee 
2097 Manufactured ice 

Tobacco Manufacturers 

2100 Tobacco manufacturers 
2111 Cigarettes 
2121 Cigars 
2131 Tobacco and snuff 

Lumber and Wood Products, Except Furniture 

2451 Mobile homes 

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products 

3251 
3253 
3255 
3262 
3264 

Brick and structural clay tile 
Ceramic wall and floor tile 
Clay refractories 
Vitreous china table and kitchen articles 
Porcelain electrical supplies 

I-2 

4 
2 

49 

8 
1 
8 
2 

30 
a 

11 
34 
10 

:: 
52 
21 

7 

2; 

10 

;: 
39 
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SECONDARY NPDES FAC I L IT1 ES 
WITH PERHIT LMITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products (continued) 

3269 Pottery products, NEC 11 
3271 Concrete block and brick 
3272 Concrete products, except block and brick :: 
3275 Gypsum products 24 
3291 Abrasive products 16 
3297 Nonclay refractories 21 
3299 Nonmetallic mineral products, NEC 8 

Railroad Transportat ion 

4041 Railway express services 

Local and Suburban Transit and Passenger Transportation 

4111 Local and suburban transit 
4119 Local passenger transportation, NEC 
4131 Intercity and rural highway passenger transportation 

Motor Freight Transportation and Warehousing 

10 

: 

4213 Trucking, except local 18 
4214 Local trucking with storage 11 
4221 Farm product warehousing and storage 13 
4222 Refrigerated goods warehousing and storage 40 
4225 General warehousing and storage 41 
4226 Special warehousing and storage, NEC 109 

U.S. Postal Service 

4311 U.S. postal service 

Water Transportation 

4411 Deep sea foreign transportation 
4431 Great Lakes - St. Lawrence Seaway transportation 

Transportat ion by Air 

4511 Air transportation, certificated carriers 11 
4521 Air transportation, noncertificated carriers 5 
4583 Airport terminal services 8 

1 

6 

2 
2 

I-3 



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Pipe Lines, Except Natural Gas 

4612 Crude petroleum pipe lines 
4613 Refined petroleum pipe lines 
4619 Pipe lines, NEC 

Transportat ion Services 

4782 Inspection and weighing services connected with 
transportation 

4783 Packing and crating 
4784 Fixed facilities for motor vehicle transportation, NEC 

Communication 

4811 Telephone communication, wire or radio 
4899 Communication services, NEC 

Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services 

4922 Natural gas transmission 
4923 Natural gas transmission and distribution 
4925 Gas production and/or distribution 
4939 Combination utilities, NEC 
4941 Water supply 
4959 Sanitary services, NEC 
4961 Steam supply 

Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods 

5014 Tires and tubes 
5051 Metals service centers and offices 
5052 Coal and other minerals - wholesale 
5063 Electrical apparatus and equipment 
5065 Electronic parts and equipment 
5081 Commercial machines and equipment 
5082 Construction and mining machinery and equipment 
5084 Industrial machinery and equipment 
5092 Miscellaneous durable goods 
5093 Scrap and waste materials - wholesale 

38 
64 

7 

3 

8; 

25 
6 

393 
11 

:: 
2,434 

69 
67 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods 

5111 Printing and writing paper 
5113 Industrial and personal service paper 
5141 Groceries, general line 
5142 Frozen foods 
5146 Fish and seafood 
5147 Meats and meat products 
5191 Farm supplies 
5199 Nondurable goods, NEC 

Building Elaterials, Hardware, Garden Supply, and Mobile Home Dealers 

5251 Hardware stores 

General Elerchandise Stores 

5311 Department stores 
5331 Variety stores 
5399 Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 

Food Stores 

5411 Grocery stores 
5441 Candy, nut, and confectionary stores 
5462 Retail bakeries 

Automotive Dealers and Gasoline Service Stations 

5511 Motor vehicle dealers (new and used) 

Apparel and Accessory Stores 

5611 Men's and boys' clothing stores 

Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 

5719 Miscellaneous home furnishings 

Eating and Drinking Places 

5812 Eating places 302 
5813 Drinking places 10 

1 

ii 
8 

43 
10 

:s 

3 

11 

: 

52 

: 

33 
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SECONDARY NPDES FAC I L IT1 ES 
WITH PERMIT LIIUTATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Miscellaneous Retail 

5921 Liquor stores 
5941 Sporting goods stores and bicycle shops ; 
5946 Camera and photographic supply stores 
5947 Gift, novelty, and souvenir shops : 
5999 Miscellaneous retail stores, NEC 7 

Banking 

6022 State banks, members of FRS 
6023 State banks, not members of FRS 
6025 National banks, members of FRS 

Credit Agencies Other than Banks 

6162 Mortgage bankers and loan correspondents 

Insurance 

6311 Life insurance 
6324 Hospital and medical service plans 
6371 Pension, health, and welfare funds 

Insurance Agency, Brokers, and Service 

6411 Insurance agency, brokers, and service 5 

Real Estate 

6512 Operators of nonresidential buildings 
6513 Operators of apartment buildings 
6514 Operators of dwellings other than apartment buildings 
6515 Operators of residential mobile home sites 
6517 Lessors of railroad property 
6519 Lessors of real property, NEC 
6531 Real estate agents and managers 
6552 Subdividers and developers, except cemeteries 

466 
478 
690 

1,824 

i 
37 

390 

Holding and Other Investment Offices 

6732 Educational, religious, and charitable trusts 2 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Lodging Places 

7011 Hotels, motels, and tourist courts 
7021 Rooming and boarding houses 
7030 Camps and trailering parks 
7032 Sporting and recreational camps 
7033 Trailering parks and camp sites for transients 
7041 Organization hotels and lodging houses 

Personal Services 

7212 Garment pressing and agents for laundries and dry cleaners 
7249 Barber shops 
7299 Miscellaneous personal services 

Business Services 

7374 Data processing services 
7392 Management, consulting, and public relations services 
7397 Commercial testing laboratories 
7399 Business services, NEC 

Automotive Repair, Services, and Garages 

7512 Passenger car rental and leasing 
7513 Truck rental and leasing 
7531 Top and body repair shops 

Miscellaneous Repair Services 

7629 Electrical and electronic repair shops, NEC 

Notion Pictures 

7833 Drive-in motion picture theaters 

Amusement and Recreational Services, Except Notion Pictures 

7932 
7933 
7941 
7948 

Billiard and pool establishments 
Bowling alleys 
Professional sports clubs and promoters 
Racing, including track operations 

I-7 

658 
ia 

35: 
398 
48 

3 
1 

110 

3 
9 

10 
91 

3 
8 
2 

5 

3 

2 
11 
3 

16 



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERUIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Amusement and Recreational Services, Except Notion Pictures 
(continued) 

7992 
7996 
7997 
7999 

Public golf courses 
Amusement parks 
Membership sports and recreation clubs 
Amusement and recreation services, NEC 

(including swimming pools) 

Health Services 

8011 Offices of physicians 10 
8051 Skilled nursing care facilities 167 
8059 Nursing and personal care facilities, NEC 80 
8071 Medical laboratories 13 
8081 Outpatient care facilities 21 

Education Services 

8211 Elementary and secondary schools 
8221 Colleges, universities, and professional schools 
8222 Junior colleges and technical institutes 
8231 Libraries and information centers 
8241 Correspondence schools 
8244 Business and secretarial schools 
8249 Vocational schools, NEC 
8299 Schools and education services, NEC 

Social Services 

8321 Individual and family social services 
8331 Job training and vocational rehabilitation services 
8351 Child day-care services 
8361 Residential care 
8399 Social services, NEC 

Museums, Art Galleries, Botanical, and Zoological Gardens 

8411 Museum and art galleries 12 
8421 Arboreta, botanical, and zoological gardens 12 

7 
17 

183 

554 

2,727 
136 
35 

5 
2 

3: 
27 

23 

2: 
137 

6 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERNIT LINITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Membership Organizations 

8641 Civic, social, and fraternal associations 
8661 Religious organizations 
8699 Membership organizations, NEC 

Private Households 

33 
159 

5 

8811 Private households 

Miscellaneous Services 

221 

8911 Engineering, architectural, and surveying services 
8999 Services, NEC 

Executive, Legislative, and General Government, Except finance 

9111 Executive services 
9121 Legislative bodies 
9199 General government, NEC 

Justice, Public Order, and Safety 

15 
18 

9221 Police protection 
9222 Legal counsel and prosecution 
9223 Correctional institutions 
9224 Fire protection 

Administration of Human Resources Programs 

9451 Administration of veteran's affairs, except health and 
insurance 

13 

1: 

7 

21: 
17 

1 

Administration of Environmental Quality and Housing Programs 

9511 Air and water resource and solid waste management 58 
9512 Land, mineral, wildlife, and forest conservation 181 
9531 Administration of housing programs 29 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
WITH PERNIT LINITATIONS FOR TOXICS 

(continued) 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Administration of Economic Programs 

9611 Administration of general economic programs 4 
9621 Regulation and administration of transportation programs 114 
9641 Regulation of agricultural marketing and commodities 2 

9661 Space research and technology TOTAL 1732 

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987. 

1664m 
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APPENDIX J 

Secondary NPDES Facilities 
Potential De Minimis 

This appendix provides a listing of NPDES facilities (secondary) classified as potential 

de minimis. 



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Agricultural Production - Crops 

0112 
0115 
0119 
0131 
0132 
0133 
0134 
0161 

1 
1 
3 
1 
1 
2 
1 
4 
3 
1 
1 
6 

10 

0171 
0175 
0179 
0182 
0191 

Rice 
Corn 
Cash grains, NEC 
Cotton 
Tobacco 
Sugar crops 
Irish potatoes 
Vegetables and melons 
Berry crops 
Deciduous tree fruits 
Fruit and tree nuts, NEC 
Food crops grown under cover 
General farms, primarily crop 

Agricultural Production - Livestock 

0212 Beef cattle, except feedlots 
0254 Poultry hatcheries 
0271 Fur-bearing animals and rabbits 

Agricultural Services 

37 
21 

1 

0723 Crop preparation services for market, except cotton ginning 135 
0751 Livestock services 9 
0762 Farm management services 3 
0781 Landscape counseling and planning 1 

forestry 

0849 Gathering of forest products, NEC 2 
0851 Forestry services 5 

fishing, Hunting, and Trapping 

0912 Finfish 
0919 Miscellaneous marine products 
0971 Hunting and trapping, and game propagation 

Mining of Nonmetallic Minerals 

1481 Nonmetallic minerals (except fuels) services 

9 
2 
3 

7 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENTIAL DE CllNIRIS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Construction Special Trade Contractors 

1711 Plumbing, heating (except electric), and air conditioning 
1721 Painting, paper hanging, and decorating 
1741 Masonry, stone setting, and other stonework 
1752 Floor laying and other floorwork, NEC 
1771 Concrete work 
1791 Structural steel erection 
1794 Excavating and foundation work 
1796 Installation or erection of building equipment, NEC 

Food and Kindred Products 

2045 Blended and prepared flour 
2066 Chocolate and cocoa products 
2069 Sugar and confectionary products 
2071 Fats and oils 
2074 Cottonseed oil mills 
2080 Beverage 
2098 Macaroni, spaghetti, vermicelli, and noodles 

Tobacco Manufacturers 

2141 Tobacco stemming and redrying 

Lumber and Wood Products, Except Furniture 

2448 Wood pallets and skids 
2452 Prefabricated wood buildings and components 

Furniture and Fixtures 

2515 Mattresses and bedsprings 

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products 

3259 Structural clay products, NEC 
3261 Vitreous china plumbing fixtures 
3263 Fire earthenware table and kitchen articles 

4 
2 

: 
3 
3 
5 
2 

: 
1 

1: 

: 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENTIAL DE ClZNZlnZS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Local and Suburban Transit and Passenger Transportation 

4142 Passenger transportation charter service, except local 
4151 School buses 

Motor Freight Transportation and Warehousing 

4224 Household goods warehousing and storage 

Water Transportation 

4421 
4441 
4452 
4453 
4454 
4459 
4462 
4464 

Transportation to and between noncontiguous territories 
Transportation on rivers and canals 
Ferries 
Lighterage 
Towing and tugboat service 
Local water transportation, NEC 
Water transportation services 
Canal operation 

Transportation Services 

4712 Freight forwarding 
4722 Arrangement of passenger transportation 
4723 Arrangement of transportation of freight and cargo 

Communication 

4832 Radio broadcasting 
4833 Television broadcasting 
4841 Cable and other pay television services 

Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services 

4924 Natural gas distribution 
4932 Gas and other services combined 
4971 Irrigation systems 

1 
4 

2 

1 
2 
2 

: 
1 

ii 
51 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENTIAL DE NZNZNZS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods 

5012 Automobiles and other motor vehicles 
5013 Automotive parts and supplies 
5023 Home furnishings 
5031 Lumber, plywood, and millwork 
5039 Construction materials, NEC 
5041 Sporting and recreational goods and supplies 
5074 Plumbing and heating equipment and supplies 
5078 Refrigeration equipment and supplies 
5083 Farm and garden machinery and equipment 
5085 Industrial supplies. 
5086 Professional equipment and supplies 
5087 Service establishment equipment and supplies 
5088 Transportation equipment and supplies 
5099 Durable goods, NEC 

Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods 

5112 Stationery supplies 
5122 Drugs, drug proprietaries, and druggist sundries 
5134 Notions and other dry goods 
5144 Poultry and poultry products 
5148 Fresh fruits and vegetables 
5149 Groceries and related products, NEC 
5153 Grain 
5154 Livestock 
5159 Farm product raw materials, NEC 
5181 Beer and ale 
5182 Wines and distilled alcoholic beverages 
5198 Paints, varnishes, and supplies 

Building Elaterials, Ha&are, Garden Supply, and Elobile Home Dealers 

5211 Lumber and other building materials dealers 
5231 Paint, glass, and wallpaper stores 
5261 Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores 
5271 Mobile home dealers 

Food Stores 

5431 
5451 
5499 

Fruit stores and vegetable markets 
Dairy products stores 
Miscellaneous food stores 

J-4 

4 
4 
1 

5; 
1 
3 
3 
7 
7 

: 
1 
4 

: 
1 
3 

:: 

:: 
3 
1 
2 
1 

29 

: 
13 

1 
3 
5 



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENT I AL DE UZNZEIZS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Automotive Dealers and Gasoline Service Stations 

5521 Motor vehicle dealers (used only) 
5531 Auto and home supply stores 
5551 Boat dealers 
5571 Motorcycle dealers 

Apparel and Accessory Stores 

5651 Family clothing stores 
5661 Shoe stores 

Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores 

5712 Furniture stores 

Miscellaneous Retail 

5912 Drug stores and proprietary stores 
5931 Used merchandise stores 
5944 Jewelry stores 
5961 Mail order houses 
5963 Direct selling establishments 
5982 Fuel and ice dealers 
5983 Fuel oil dealers 
5984 Liquified petroleum gas dealers 
5992 Florists 

Banking 

6011 Federal reserve banks 
6026 National banks, not members of FRS 
6032 Mutual savings banks, members of FRS 
6044 State nondeposit trust companies 
6059 Related banking functions, NEC 

Credit Agencies Other than Banks 

6122 Federal savings and loan associations 
6123 State savings and loan associations 
6159 Miscellaneous business credit institutions 

2 
1 

4 

t 
1 
1 

1: 
20 

2 
1 

: 
4 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENTIAL DE NZNZllZS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Security and Commodity Brokers and Services 

6211 Security brokers, dealers, and flotation companies 6 

Insurance 

6321 Accident and health insurance 
6331 Fire, marine, and casualty insurance 
6361 Title insurance 

Real Estate 

6553 Cemetery subdividers and developers 

Combinations of Real Estate, Insurance, Loans, and Law Offices 

6611 Combinations of real estate, insurance, loans, and 
law offices 

Holding and Other Investment Offices 

6711 Holding offices 

Persona 1 Services 

7231 Beauty shops 

Business Services 

7333 Commercial photography, art, and graphics 
7349 Cleaning and maintenance services, NEC 
7372 Computer programing and other software services 
7379 Computer-related services, NEC 
7394 Equipment rental and leasing services 

Automotive Repair, Services, and Garages 

7519 Utility trailer and recreational vehicle rental 
7523 Parking lots 
7525 Parking structures 
7549 Automotive services, except repair and car washes 

: 
1 

1 

1 

2 

1 

1 
1 

: 
14 

14 
2 
4 
9 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENTIAL DE NZNZHZS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Miscellaneous Repair Services 

7623 Refrigeration and air conditioning service and repair shops 
7692 Welding repair 
7694 Armature rewinding shops 

Mot ion Pictures 

7814 Motion picture and tape production for television 
7832 Motion picture theaters, except drive-ins 

Amusement and Recreation Services, Except Motion Pictures 

7911 Dance halls, studios, and schools 
7922 Theatrical producers and miscellaneous services 
7929 Entertainers and entertainment groups 

Health Services 

8021 Offices of dentists 
8049 Offices of health practitioners, NEC 
8091 Health and allied services, NEC 

Legal Services 

8111 Legal services 

Education Services 

8243 Data processing schools 

Membership Organizations 

8611 Business associations 
8621 Professional membership organizations 

Justice, Public Order, and Safety 

9211 Courts 
9229 Public order and safety, NEC 

1 
5 
2 

3 
1 

3 

: 

2 

ti 

1 

1 

6 
3 
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES 
POTENTIAL DE NZNZCIZS 

SIC Code Industrial Category 
No. of 

Facilities 

Administration of Human Resources Programs 

9411 Administration of educational programs 1 
9431 Administration of public health programs 7 
9441 Administration of social, manpower, and income 

maintenance programs 2 

Administration of Environmenta Quality and Housing Programs 

9532 Administration of urban planning and rural development 4 

Administration of Economic Programs 

9631 Regulation and administration of utilities 4 
9651 Regulation, licensing, and inspection of miscellaneous 

cofmnercial sectors 
TOTAL & 

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987. 
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APPENDIX K 

State NPDES programs Status 

This appendix provides a summary of the States approved to issue permits under the 

standard NPDES programs. 



STATE NPDES PROGRAM STATUS 
9/30/91 

Approved State Approved to Approved State 
NPDES permit regulate Federal pretreatment 
program facilities program 

Approved 
general 
permits 
program 

Alabama 10/19/79 
Arkansas 11/01/86 
California 05/14/73 
Colorado 03/27/75 
Connecticut 09/26/73 
Delaware 04/01/74 
Georgia 06/28/74 
Hawaii 11/28/74 
Illinois 10/23/77 
Indiana 01/01/75 
Iowa 08/10/78 
Kansas 06/28/74 
Kentucky 09/30/83 
Maryland 09/05/74 
Michigan 10/17/73 
Minnesota 06/30/74 
Mississippi 05/01/74 
Missouri 10/30/74 
Montana 06/10/74 
Nebraska 06/12/74 
Nevada 09/19/75 
New Jersey 04/13/82 
New York 10/28/75 
North Carolina 10/19/75 
North Dakota 06/13/75 
Ohio 03/11/74 
Oregon 09/26/73 
Pennsylvania 06/30/78 
Rhode Island 09/17/84 
south Carolina 06/10/75 
Tennessee 12/28/77 
Utah 07/07/87 
Vermont 03/11/74 
Virgin Islands 06/30/76 
Virginia 03/31/75 
Washington 11/14/73 
West Virginia 05/10/82 
Wisconsin 02/04/74 
Wyoming 01/30/75 

10/19/79 10/19/79 
11/01/86 11/01/86 
05/05/78 09/22/89 

06/26/91 
11/01/86 
09/22/89 
03/04/83 

01/09/89 06/03/81 

12/08/80 
06/01/79 
09/20/79 
12/09/78 
08/10/78 
08/28/85 
09/30/83 
11/10/87 
12/09/78 
12/09/78 
01/28/83 
06/26/79 
06/23/81 

11/02/79 
08/31/78 
04/13/82 
06/13/80 
09/28/84 
01/22/90 
01/28/83 
03/02/79 
06/30/78 
09/17/84 
09/26/80 
09/30/86 
07/07/87 

03/12/81 
08/12/83 

01/28/91 
09/30/91 
01/04/84 
04/02/91 

06/03/81 

09/30/83 
09/30/85 
06/07/83 
07/16/79 
05/13/82 
06/03/81 

09/30/83 
09/30/91 

12/15/87 
09/27/91 
12/12/85 
04/29/83 
07/20/89 09/07/84 

04/13/82 04/13/82 

06/14/82 09/06/91 
01/22/90 

07/27/83 
03/12/81 

09/17/84 
04/09/82 
08/10/83 
07/07/87 
03/16/82 

02/23/82 
08/02/91 
09/17/84 

04/18/91 
07/07/87 

02/09/82 

05/10/82 
11/26/79 
05/18/81 

04/14/89 
09/30/86 
05/10/82 
12/24/80 

05/20/91 
09/26/89 
05/10/82 
12/19/86 
09/24/91 

TOTALS 39 34 27 28 

Number of Fully Authorized programs (Federal Facilities, pretreatment, General Permits) = 20 
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APPENDIX L 

General Permit Information 

State General Permit Program status .............................. L-1 

Existing General Permit Classification Categories ........................ L-3 

This appendix provides a summary of State NPDES and general permit authority with 

the number of general permits and discharges under general permits, as well as a listing of 

categories currently covered by general permits. 



NPDES APPROVED 
STATES 

Alabama 
Arkansas 
California 
Colorado 
Georgia 
Hawaii 
Illinois 
Indiana 
Kentucky 

Maryland 
Minnesota 
Mississippi 
Missouri 
Montana 
Nebraska 
New Jersey 
North Carolina 
North Dakota 
Oregon 
Pennsylvania 
Rhode Island 
Tennessee 
Utah 
Virginia 
Washington 
West Virginia 
Wisconsin 
‘Wyoming 
SUBTOTAL 

3 

2 

4 
5 

12 

8 

36 

2 

2 

Connecticut 
Delaware 
Iowa 
Kansas 
Michigan 
Nevada 
New York 
Ohio 
south Carolina 
Vermont 
Virgin Islands 

States with General 
Permit Authority 

State General Permit Program status 

Discharges Covered 
Under 

General Permits 

236 

3,142 
(includes 3,100 coal mines) 

16 
99 

Unknown 

1,024 

18 

820 

5,355 

Number of 
General Permit 

EPA STATE 

09/30/91 
L-1 



State General Permit Status 
(wntinued) 

PJON-NPDES STATES 

Discharges Covered Number of 
Under General Permits 

General Permits EPA STATE 

227 1 

Americansamoa 
Alimna 
Florida 
GUlIl 
Idaho 
L4wisiaM 
Maine 
Massachusetts 
NeWHUUphh 
New Mexico 
OkhhOIIUl 
Puerto Rico 
South Dakota 
Texas 
Washington, D.C. 

1 
20 
3 

42 1 
< 630** 2 
< 80** 1 
< 80** 1 
< 80** 1 

<500** 1 
45 1 
3 2 

< 500** 1 

*+Givm on a combined regional basis. 

Average number of discharges covered under a general pemd (excluding coal mines) = 3,302/50 = 66 

SOURCES: EPA Regional Survey, 1988; EPA Headquarters, 1991. 
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EXISTING GENERAL PERMIT CLASSIFICATION CATEGORIES 

Agricultural Production Livestock 

Aquifer Restoration 

Coal Mining 

Concrete Products 

Construction 

Deep Seabed Mining 

Fish Hatcheries and Preserves 

Hydrostatic Testing 

Laundry/Cleaning/Garment Services 

LOG Transfer 

Meat Products 

Mine Dewatering 

Noncontact Cooling Waters 

Offshore Oil & Gas 

Oil b Gas Extraction 

Petroleum Bulk Stations 

Placer Mining 

Private Households 

Processed Fruit & Vegetables 

Salt Extraction 

Sand b Gravel 

Seafood Processing 

Sewage Systems 

Stormwater Runoff 

Swimming Pool Filter Backwash 

Water Supply 

Sources: EPA Regional and State Permitting Authorities, 1988 
Permit Compliance System, December 1987 
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APPENDIX M 

North Carolina's Department of Natural Resources 
and Community Development 

Effort and Cost of Permitting Study, April 1986 

This appendix includes the North Carolina Case Study that outlines the effort and cost 

of permitting steps involved in a "minimum reputable standard/model permitting program,” 

including a methodology of analysis. 



DRAFT (4/16/86) NPDES 
ESTIMATED PERMITTING EFFORT 

(PERSON-HOURS PER PERMIT OF 5-YEAR DURATION) 
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MAPT (4/16/661 ItPDas 

WTIMTm PImlIRfm Q)BTs 
(PER ?lrnIT OP s-TBAR mMPIOW 

PC.4 
ApPl 
Init 
Bloc 
Prot 
rt4c 
UIA 
WLA 
alA 
InA 
IILA 
Revi 
D8tm 
?lnr 
?ubl 
war 
MaI 

01 
PII 

wr 
GRADE 

ACTION 

Y 
llcation conforonca 

cation l binimtrrtion 
141 wglnwrlnp rwlw 
ida rwlw 
remtment progrm 

f.: :’ p” 

2: : 
- modoling 
- field work 

1~01 C/add roaaratiom 
level C ronourl rovlw 
ou monitoring dmt4bru4 

wtry 
1 on91 rev/draft pornit 
lc notlco 
In9 
l m / uoo rttahabillty 
lit Irw4nco 
m&/bt4 uMpaMt 

2: blamonltorinq 

I-yr campoolto lnopectiona 
6nnunl nondircharqo lnmp(Sl 
Intonmlvo toriaity era1 
~~IC-mnltorinp data rev 
*mow41 not lco 
8uporrlmlon 
Authorlution to construct 
?a1 c~rtiflcatlon 

YOTAL co6T--wIc 
ADrl#OmeTPoILEwmC 
ADDED CO8T FOR IICARIM: 

lS.11 
B.29 

15.0. 
IS.68 
1S.D. 
lS.lS 
lS.lS 
16.67 
12.70 
12.70 
16.67 
13.66 

8.2) 
lS.8. 

8.29 
10.24 
lS.lS 
11.62 

0.29 
13.84 
13.64 
13.27 
13.04 
13.6s 
13.6s 
12.70 
1s.w 
11.62 
19.12 
lS.60 
15.11 

Ho: 

168 
47 

403 
lSS2 

313 
64 

3 

f f 
51 
26 

1s3 

tub 
‘ml 
II 

.4 
1.S 
I.7 
1.0 
.4 

8.2 

'.I 
I.5 
1.9 
I.3 
I. 0 
;.r 
1.0 
!.3 
I.7 
I.0 
I.0 
1.7 
I.5 
1.3 
'.I 

S 
co 
1.7 
1.6 
I.0 
I.9 
!.2 
8. 5 

OR 
'IIU I 
1 <lot IA, >lOU 

71.43 7 
19.s4 1 

1 149.15 14 
/ 0.00 
' 1601.49 161 

3s7.17 3s 
71.43 7 

4030.01 403 
1 lSS27.lS 1552 

3838.50 383 
I 644.93 64 

0.37 
s.01 

' 76.80 3 
39.01 

; 3113.78 992.35 311 9: 

, 7.02 

I 36.08 1 200.79 2: 
I 749.58 74 
1 513.39 49 

! 267.72 1 lS3l.S3 1:; 
I 0.00 

30.71 3 
I 9.60 
I 7.02 
) 571.90 57 

522.21 52 
146.53 14 

1 3661.11 359 
23396.53 2339 

992.35 99 
' lu3JO a11 
1 1061.0 106 

330Sl.26 3297 

11xnDm 
‘WICIPAL 
IND (101 IIm 

.43 71.43 
1.54 19.s4 
1.75 149.75 
I.00 0.00 
.I9 1ae1.49 
.17 3s7.17 
.43 71.43 
I.01 4030.61 
'.I5 lSS27.15 
l.SO 3636.5. 
I.93 644.93 
I.37 0.31 
'.Ol 5.01 
1.40 36.40 
1.01 39.01 
!.35 992.35 
I.78 3113.70 
'.02 7.02 
i.OB 36.01 
1.79 200.79 
1.58 749.58 
I.35 497.35 
1.26 234.26 

1.3; . 1493.31 0.00 
1.71 30.11 
1.60 9.60 
.02 1.02 

I.90 511.90 
‘.21 522.21 
'.53 146.53 

l.Sl 3590.51 
8.53 23396.53 
!.35 992.35 
121 3u3*7a 
.49 1661;49 

1.66 32914.66 

WOR ll1tu3n 
IHDDSTRIAL I!JmmTRIAL 

71.43 71.43 11.43 
19.54 19.54 19.54 

399.34 149.75 24.96 
0.00 0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 0.00 

300.98 190.49 190.49 
95.25 95.25 0.00 

4030.61 4030.61 0.00 
15527.15 15527.1s 0.00 

3036.56 3638.56 0.00 
644.93 644.93 0.00 

0.37 0.37 a.37 
5.01 5.01 5.01 

115.19 57.60 19.20 
39.01 39.01 0.00 

992.35 992.35 992.3) 
3113.78 3113.78 3113.7. 

7.02 7.02 7.02 
36.01 36.06 12.03 

200.79 167.33 0.00 
749.sa 682.65 0.00 
513.39 489.32 0.00 
267.72 234.26 63.66 

1531.53 1363.64 45.0s 
0.0. 0.00 0.00 

30.71 30.71 0.00 
9.60 9.60 9.60 
7.02 1.02 7.02 

577.90 571.90 llS.SO 
522.21 522.21 0.00 

0.00 0.00 0.00 

71.43 71.43 
19.s4 19.54 

149.75 19.20 
0.00 149.15 
0.00 0.00 

357.17 357.11 
0.00 71.43 
0.00 4030.01 
0.00 15527.15 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 
r.37 
5.01 

153.S) 
39.01 

992.35 
3113.7. 

7.02 
12.03 

0.00 
498.59 

0.00 
0.00 

191.10 
0.00 
0.00 
9.60 
1.02 

115.50 
0.00 
0.00 

0.00 
0.31 
5.01 

19.20 
39.01 

992.3s 
3113.70 

7.02 
36.08 

133.66 
615.12 
256.69 

13.66 
657.22 

0.00 
0.00 
9.60 
1.02 

115.56 
527.97 

0.00 

3056.20 3190.64 535.30 1146.23 2320.62 
23396.53 23396.53 0.00 0.00 19551.96 

992.3s 992.35 992.35 992.35 992.35 
3U3.78 3113.10 3113.10 3113.76 3113.10 

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
31356.@6 30693.29 4641.43 5252.36 25964.10 

SIRGLS STOWWATER C0OLING 
FAMILY WATER 

Totah Include public notico co&o , orarhud (Cagut@d at $6000 par person-year), and laboratory comtm 
of 67BSO par law1 C wasteload allocmtlon l nd 6340 pmr CSI lnmpmction. 
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DRAR (4/16/66) NONDISCRARGC 

ACTION 

ProRpplicrtlon conteronco 
Appllutlon l &inlmtration 
Inlthl l ngInwrlng rovieu 
BIoclde rwiw 
?rotrutmont program 
St&f rwort 
WLA 1n.l i 
NIA 1~01 C - modolinp 
WLA hvol C - flold work 
NLA 10~01 C/add r*aorRtion 
WLA lwol C ronouR rwiau 
Rwlw monltorlng dmtabww 
Data entry 
PinRl l npr rw/drRtt pomlt 
Pub1 ic not lco 
IIwrlng 

RocloSS / um attainmbllity 
PomIt lwumneo 
Rworda/dmta l anagrent 
lxx 

Err COST 
GRADE /RR 

71 lS.15 

;I 1f:fi 
72 lS.66 
72 15.6. 
71 15.15 
71 15.11 
73 16.67 
67 12.70 
67 12.70 

i3 if-f:: . 

:I I:% 
57 6:29 
75 10.24 

71 lS.lS 
6S 11.62 
57 6.29 
69 13.64 

CSI 69 13.04 
CSI bIamonltorla6 66 13.27 
OLN 69 13.64 
S-yr compomIt0 lnspwtionm 69 13.65 
Rnnual nandiachargo ~aqac0) ft i3.f: 
Intonmlw toxicity owl 
Self-monitorIn data rev 72 IS:66 
Renoval not Ice 65 11.62 
Supervimlon 76 19.12 

TOTAL STAFF TINtI-MSXC 115.2 69.2 193.2 69.2 42.2 50.1 14.9 
ADDlTlONAL STAW TIRE-PRETRSATRBNT 0.0 0.0 90.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 

SLGDGE BUSSURPAC 
DISPOSAL 

3.0 
1.5 
4.0 

i-t 
72:0 

0.0 

ii:: 

t :: 

i:! 

Xi 
0.0 

f :i 
1.2 

ii:: 
0.0 

0”:: 
40.0 
0.0 

20.0 
1.5 

25.0 

c LPI 

3.0 

f :i 
0.0 

1::: 

ii:“0 

oO:t 

::i 
0.5 

2: 
0.0 

2; 
1.2 
0.0 

0”:: 

o”*o” 
1s:o 

13:: 

f :: 

MTIMTID PElll(IlTXffi B?lbRT 
IPSRSOM-llOORS PER PRllllIT 01 S-TEAR DURATION) 

EPRAT COASTAL ATC RECYCLING, SaCal EXT 
IRRIG PKG PLANT EVRP.PLR /PCSlP STA 

i:; 
. 

9::: 
30.0 

Ii:: 

0”:: 
0.0 
0.0 

52 
0.0 
0.0 

t:: 

2: 

i:t 
12.0 
60.0 
40.0 

2::: 
1.5 

25.0 

3.0 

:*a 
0:o 
0.0 

15.0 
0.0 
0.0 

ko” 

t:: 

Ki 
0:o 
0.0 

i:‘: 

o’:f 

Zi 
0.0 

105:: 

1~:~ 
1.5 
5.0 

::f 
4.6 

i:X 

::t 
0.0 

0”:: 

::X 
0.5 

f :i 
0.0 

t :i 

kX 
0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

1% 
0.0 
0.0 

::; 

3.0 0.0 
::: 1.5 

0.0 ::: 
0.0 0.0 

t:: t:: 
X:X 0.0 

ii:: 
0”:: 

t :S 
X:i 
0.5 

o’*i 
0:o 

2: 
0.0 

i:; i:“? 
2X 1.2 

0.0 
0.0 
0.0 

0”:: 

H:% 

0:o 
15.0 0.0 
0.0 

15.0 ::t 
::i 5.0 1.5 

SSWER DELSGATED SINGLE 
MT NUN SEWER YAMILY 

0.0 
1.5 

::i 

::i 

ii*: 
0:o 

i:: 
0.0 
0.s 

t:: 
0.0 

ii:“1 
1.2 

t:3 

2: 

i:: 
0.0 
0.0 
1.5 
5.0 

13.9 
0.0 

0.0 
1.5 

8:: 

t:: 

t 2 

0”:: 

E 
0.5 
2.0 

::t 

3.0 

::i 
0.0 

2::: 

t 2 

0”:: 
0.0 

I:S 
6.0 

::i 

::“2 
1.2 

x-i 
a:0 

0”:: 

8:: 
0.0 
1.5 
5.0 

kf 
1.2 

::o” 
0.0 

o”~oo 
0:o 
0.0 
0.0 
1.5 
5.0 

12.4 41.2 
0.0 0.0 
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IMm (4/16/00 I(M(DIIQILRDB 

CSTIMTLD PIWITTIRD COSTS 
(PER PLlllIT OP S-YEAR DURATION) 

SLulGC SUBSURPAC SPRAT COASTAL 
DISPDSAL 6 LPP IRRIGATIOPRO PLANT 

ATC RRCTCLIRC, SSWYIR CXT SBNER DEL&CD SIRGLE 
BVAP,Pbll /Pu(P STA MT RUN SCIIER PARILY 

ACTION 

Proqpllc~tIon conformco 
Appllcmtlon R&inirtrRtlon 
Initial l nginoorinp roviov 
Biocldv rvvlor 

nnt rwlw 
mt 

5 - aodolinp 
C - field work 
C/add remration 
C ronourl rrvhw 

mltorinp datobwoo 

k:v/drmft permit 

Icing 
tlar~ / umo attainability 
mlt iamwnw 
rordo/dRta monagaont 

biomonltorlng 
I 
‘r campoalto 1nRpoctionm 
1w1 nondimcharpe imp(S) 
wmlvo toxicity ~81 
fwnitorlng dmtm rev 
10uel not ice 
rrvlrion 

YQTU Q)ST--MSIC 3191.00 1234.56 4902.67 1235.31 736.70 696.20 263.90 
ADDED CWT CDR PRBTRMTNBNT 0.00 0.00 lSS6.24 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 
MXI)IDII ZOTAL 0082 3191.00 1234.SO 6S36.91 1235.31 736.70 696.20 263.90 

WI COST 
GRADE /lIR 

71 lS.15 

;‘? 1t::t 
72 lS.00 
72 lS.00 
71 15.1s 
71 11.15 
73 16.67 
67 12.70 

f: xt 
ff 13:r4 

6.29 
72 15.00 

;3 1:::: 
71 15.11 
6) 11.62 

i3 1X 
69 13.64 
60 13.27 
69 13.04 
69 13.65 
69 13.65 
67 12.10 
72 lS.00 
65 11.62 
76 19.12 

45.45 
12.44 
63.12 

0.00 
0.00 

1060.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
6.15 

9S.20 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

iw:; 
Loo 
0.00 

xi 
0:oo 

S46.00 
0.00 

317.60 
17.43 

470.00 

45.45 
12.44 
63.52 

0.00 
0.00 

242.40 
0.00 
0 .oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
4.15 

9S.20 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
5.01 
9.9s 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

204.75 
0.00 

230.20 
17.43 
95.60 

45.45 
12.44 
63.52 

0.00 

%*fd 
0:oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
4.1s 

9S.20 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
5.01 
9.95 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

166.06 
019.00 
S46.00 

0.00 
317.60 

17.43 
470.00 

45.45 
12.44 
63.S2 

0.00 
0.00 

227.2s 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
4.15 

111.16 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
5.81 
9.9s 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

x 
204:75 

0.00 
230.20 

17.43 
95.60 

41.45 
12.44 

‘X 
0:oo 

60.60 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
s4.15 

9S.2. 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
1.01 
9.9s 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

204.75 
0.00 
0.00 

17.43 
95.60 

45.45 0.00 
12.44 12.44 
15.00 23.02 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

60.60 7 .sa 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0 .oo 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
4.15 4.1s 

39.70 47.64 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
S.01 2.32 
9.95 9.9s 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0 .oo 

204.7s 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

236.20 0.00 
17.43 17.43 
95.60 95.60 

0.00 
12.44 
15.00 

0.00 
0.00 
7.50 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
4.15 

39.70 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
2.32 
9.95 
0.00 

:*oo: 
0:oo 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

17.43 
95.60 

24iw:i 
245:13 

0.00 45.4s 
12.44 12.44 

7.94 63.52 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 363.60 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0 .oo 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
4.15 4.1s 

31.76 9S.20 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
2.32 5.01 
9.9s 9.9s 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 
0.00 0.00 

17.43 17.43 
95.60 9S.60 

217.35 049.37 
0.00 0.00 

217.35 049.37 

Noto: Total comtm lncludo overhamd caputod at 66000/permon and l&oratory coota. 
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DMR 4/16/66 

BSTI)(ATED SICDRT VS. 

HNlBwYMR 
IN CATBGORY 

mjor municipal-protroatmt 
Hmjor l uniclpml-no 

protroatavnt 
Ninor munlclpal-protrutmont 
Minor municipal*0 

protroatwnt 
major industrial 
Minor industrial 
Pxckxge planta (a~bdivi~lonm, 

l choola, inetitutlomm, Ill-1 
#in610 fully 
Stormvator 
Cooling rmtor/boilmr bloudwn 
Othot (minor, WP?R, l to.) 

mTu ItPDM PBmxTa 

NLA - level c 
Pamit hearing 
Rmclmmm/ume RttRinability 

lpDM loTAL 

6lud6m dirporl 
lubourtrcr l nd LPI 
Spray Irrigation 
Spray lrrip~tlon-protrvotoont 
Coaatal pxckxpo pleat 
Aathoriratlon to camotruct 
Rwyoling, wap, pug 6 haul 
Iwer wtrnrlon vltb pq l ta 
Iwor oxtendon 
klogatod municipality 

wwor l rtwmion 
shple fully Rpray irrigation 

NoND10cMRG# mu 

TaTAL UL PCMITS 

Y 
100 
SO 

926 

2x 
5 

954 

30 

19s3 

2907 

ANUYSXS 01 DATA 

AVAILARLR PRRSDN-YEARS 

P-111 RRTIMTLD ?MSON-IIOUM 
/PBHlIT =AL AVAI LADLB 

371.6 
252.9 

6016.7 
2470.4 

310.3 5123.7 
239.0 74s7.0 

256.6 1337.3 
212.4 S097.6 
239.0 119900.0 

36.2 
74.9 

157.3 
36.0 

S792.0 

1573::ao 
1040.0 

174773.) 

1140.6 344s.o 
s4.4 1000.0 

205.5 1027.5 

175601.0 

17S.2 12264.0 
69.2 6220.0 

193.2 212s2.0 
291.2 073.6 

69.2 1304.0 
42.2 10972.0 
50.7 2535.0 
14.9 5364.0 
13.9 7220.0 
12.4 S456.0 

47.2 1416.0 

74972.6 

250773.6 154960.0 

Hondiacharpo pormltm do not lnclodr ronwmlm of S-yr and 2-yr duration pormitr. 
ATCa and Wwr xxtams@nx have indoflnlto dmratlonm. 
Total pereon-hourr l vmilmblo derived fra RO6 program plan, po9v 19. 
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Draft 4/16/1906 

TYPE OP PCIWITS 

CSTIMTCD ACTUAL a)ST VS. PRESENT PCAHIT 

NO/Y1 PEE TOTAL COST PER 
mm PEES PEWIT 

Major municlpel-pratraetmnt 16 $100.00 $1,620.00 
Rajor nunlclpal-no 10 $100.00 

;;,;$A; 
$900.00 , . 

pratrcetmcnt 
Minor l unlclpel-pratraetunt 14 0100.00 
Rlnor l unlcIpel-no 31 $100.00 

RSVSNUES 

YOTU COST POTENTIAL 
INCRGASE 

S91,616.25 090.196.25 
031,104.56 $36.124.56 

$70,249.60 $76,019.60 
6lllr664.66 0106,554.06 

pretreetmont 
Rejor lnduetriel 
Rinor induetrlol ._. 

21 $100.00 62,000.00 03,056.20 
24 $100.00 $2,400.00 63,190.64 

600.200.96 $70,120.96 
$76,S75.36 674,175.36 

Pecxe9a plente ~ruMlvlolooe, 500 $100.00 $50.000.00 $3,590.51 01,799,155.00 $1,749,755.00 
l cboole, lnetltutione, lEPm) 

Sin910 fully $535.30 $05,640.00 801,640.00 
Stormueter 
Cooling ratcc/bollar bloudwn 

Hrl46.23 $0.00 $0.00 

Other Wnex, WfPm, etc.) 
$2,320.62 $232,062.00 $224,S62.00 

$174.31 $20,715.50 $23,715.50 

YOTAL NPWS PS#IITS 926 - $70,120.00 - $2,621,000.10 $2,543,600.10 

NLA - love1 c 
Pamit hearlnp 
Racleer/uee l tteinebility 

NPWS nxAL 

Slud9a dirpoul 
Subwrfmce end LPP 
Sprey irrlgxtion 
Sprey irri9etlon-pratraetwnt 
Coeetel pecke9e plent 
Autboriution to conetruct 
Rwyclinpr l vep, pup 6 beul 
Swat cxtanmlon rlth DB l te 

- - bwar l xtanmiw 
Dolagatod l unkipelity 

wwer cxtenei-Gn - 
Single fuily eproy irrigotio 

NoNDIscSAnGB T0Tu 

lOTAL UL PCMITS 

3 
20 

S 

9s4 

3: 
110 

2: 
260 

3:: 
520 
440 

$7.000.00 
$6,750.00 
to,2s0.00 

(7S.00 $22S.O0 
$7S.O0 $1,500.00 

$0.00 $0.00 
sls.Oo $3,150.00 
$50.00 $10,000.00 

30 $25.00 $150.00 

19s3 063,625.00 

2907 - 0141,145.00 

::*t: 
oo:oo 

::*:t 
$o:oo 

$70,120.00 

$23,396.53 $70,109.59 $70,109.59 
$992.35 $19,047.00 $19,047.00 

$3,113.70 015,S60.90 $15,560.90 

$2,727,405.59 $2,649,265.59 

$3,191.00 $223,426.00 $216.426.00 
$1,234.50 $111,112.20 $104,362.20 
$4,902.67 $s40,093.70 t539ro43.70 
;f#;;;.f: $19.616.73 $19,391.73 

i736:70 
$24,706.20 $23,206.20 

$191,542.00 tl9lrS42.00 
$696.20 $44.010.00 $41,060.00 
$263.90 $9s,004.00 $77,004.00 
$245.13 $127,467.60 $114,467.60 
0217.35 $95,634.00 $91.234.00 

$649.37 125.401.10 $24,731.10 

$1,506,093.53 $1.443.266.53 

$4,234,299.12 $4,092,554.12 

All RPDCS rmarah era troetod like nor prmltm mince procaerlng end corplienco 
effort are the game. IWndiecher a 
ohould b. 

renwelo era not Included in these tebloo but 
Pow 8re nor wt l t 0 29.00 

parmite never l xpiro. 
for l ll ranwele but 799 of l ll nondlechorgo 
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EFFORT AN0 COST OF PEWITTING 

Purposes of Study : 

(11 To determine current actual costs of each step in petmltting and 
compl lance on each type of WOES (Natfonal Pollution Discharge Elimination 
System) pennit and state nondischarge permit. 

(2) To determine the total costs to the Dfvfslon of Envfronmental 
Management (DEM) for each type of permit over thefr full duration from 
preappl lcatlon conference to expf ratfon (1 lfe cycle costs). 

(3) To devise a revised water quality pennit fee schedule which would 
recoup a set proportfon of these costs. 

(4) To evaluate the adequacy of present fundlng to ful ffll our current 
programmatic commftments. 

Methods: 

Structured one-on-one Intervlews with knowledgeable persons in DEM 
constituted the primary method used In this study. For each topic or process 
step, from three to twelve persons were fntervfewed. For each step or 
processI at least one person from each regional office was interviewed. 
Initial Interviews were used to define the steps In WDES and nondischarge 
permfttfng and compl lance , and a draft sequence of steps was reviewed by each 
regfon and by numerous central office personnel. Sfmflarly, prel lmfnary 
categorfes of permit types were developed In fntervfews and then revfewed. 

From these llsts two matrfces were developed with sequence of steps versus 
categories of permft types, one for WDES penfts and the other for 
nondlscharge permits. The cells of the matrices were f fl led durfng Interviews 
with regional and central office personnel, generally wlth the persons 
directly performing each step and their supervlsor. Each Interviewee was 
asked to estfmate the time spent on each step both as a range and as a 
“typIca n value. In nearly every case at least three fndependent estimates 
were gf ven for each step, and the medfan value was used. The two resulting 
draft matrices were circulated to the regfonal supervlsors, regfonal 
engineers, and central offfce unft supervisorsfor review, and their comments 
were used to make final revisions. 

Laboratory costs were taken directly from the laboratoryVs cost charge 
sheet. Laboratory costs for level C studies were complied by the Intensive 
Survey Unit from thelr experfence over the past two years. Laboratory costs 
for compl lance sampl fng Inspections (CSIs) were cmuted by getting the 
Compliance Unit to Identify which analyses are taken In m CSI and those 
which are sometimes taken. The unft costs of all every-time Items and 25% of 
the unit costs of all sunetfmes items were added to estfmate the laboratory 
cost for one CSI Inspection. The actual median cost of hearlng public notlces 
over the past year was used. 

An fmagfnary 5-year composite Inspection was created for WOES compl lance 
inspections: Its tlme requirements are the welghted averages of the four 
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fnspectfon types wefghted by the number of each type of Inspection committed 
to fn the FY86 program plan. This artificial construct was necessary because 
there Is no wrftten guidance ConCemlng &Ich tvoq of inspection any gfven 
facfl ity should undergo and because none of the interviewees were will fng to 
commit to estimate the actual rel atfve frequencies of the four types of 
Inspectlons. As a fair estimate of effort, the S-year composfte inspectfon 
seems to work well and showed little sensitivity to large changes in the 
effort estimates fn any one type of inspectfon or in the weightlng 
coef f fc lents. 

The overall estimates of effort, in terms of person-hours, were then 
adjusted to account for leave taken by employees and for “real world” 
appl fcations. Throughout the interviewing processI fntervlewees were asked to 
deal wfth “perfect” applications which did not require additional information, 
phone call s, conferences, or mail fngs. After the effort matrices were 
complled, those permitting steps up through final engineering review were 
multiplied by a factor of 1.3 to convert from perfect to real world 
appl icatfon qua1 ity. Level C wasteload allocation steps were not adjusted in 
this manner. 

The effort matrices were then multfplied throughout by a factor of 1.299 
to correct for leave taken by employees (vacatfon , sick leave, military leave, 
but not compensatory time). The 1.209 factor was computed from the management 
information system (MIS) figures for petmfttlng actfvfties for the year endlng 
9/30/85. 

For each pennfttlng and compl lance step , a weighted average classification 
of employee doing that step was computed, based on fndividual classifications 
and relative fndivfdual effort In that step. All employees were presumed to 
be at step 48 which is accurate to’withln 5% of the actual steps when tested 
agafnst at 10% sample of the full Mater Quality Sectfon. 

Cost matrices were generated from the two effort matrices using these 
weighted costs, and costs for all steps for each permit type were summed to 
give the total permft cost for that type permit. 

A ffnal round of interviews was used to estimate the number of ‘benits 
wh fch is expected In FY87 in each category. For municipal permits, this 
estimate is very accurate because it Is based on the list of expiring permits. 
For fndustries and package plants , the estimates are based on the high levels 
of activities experienced since January 1986 during a period of very high 
economic activity In most parts of the state. In any case the cost per permit 
data are independent of the number of permits issued or active during any 
period of time. 

Results 

The results of thls survey are given in the six attached spreadsheets. 



APPENDIX N 

EPA Permit Issuance Workload Model, 1987 

This appendix provides the EPA workload model that estimates outputs, workloads, and 

resource-s for various types of NPDES Permits. 



PERMIT ISSUANCE 
FY 1987 WORKLOAD MODEL 

I. General Description 

The FY 1987 Permit Issuance Model was developed based on a 
Workgroup meeting between Regional and Headquarters represen- 
tatives. As a result of the meeting, several new activities 
have been added to the model. These activities are: minor 
permitting, modifications/reopeners, general permits maintenance, 
state consistency reviews, local limits technical assistance, 
POTW audit activities and modifications to reflect national 
pretreatment program changes. The activities, pricing factors 
and assumptions regarding outputs in the FY87 model are essentially 
the same as in the FY86 model. However, some changes have been 
made to existing activities regarding assumptions and pricing 
factors. These changes include: the percentage of water quality- 
based permits has increased, the pricing factor for state program 
development and review has decreased, and the pricing factor for 
NPDES State assessment has increased. The workloads and associated 
resources are presented in three parts: Permitting: State Programs: 
and Pretreatment. Each part consists of: 1) a discussion of the 
approach taken: 2) a table showing the activities, descriptions, 
pricing factors, outputs, and comments explaining any important 
features or assumptions related to the outputs: 3) regional 
workloads: and 4) regional resources associated with the workloads. 

Two assumptions underlie most of the output projections 
contained in this model. First, it is assumed that 20% of the 
total number of major permits (EPA and NPDES States) will be 
reissued in FY87. Second, to avoid a complex and prematurely 
speculative exchange of outputs between State program related 
activities and EPA permitting and pretreatment activities, the 
model assumes the current status of State program approvals. 

The last part of the FY87 model presents the Regional 
resource distribution derived from the activities and workloads 
included in the model, the actual FY86 resource distribution 
and an adjusted FY87 resource distribution. 
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II. p8dttin9 

psrmitting activities include major and minor permit issuance 
to cities, industries and federal facilities as well as issuance 

of general permits and other activities associated with assuring 
cowlets and fully l ffsctive permits (responding to requests for 
hearings and variances). A coquter printout of current PCS 
data on the status of permits was used to project the permit 
issuancs workloads. Additional estimates vere made of the number 
of these permits which will be water quality-based and will have 
request for hearings and variances. Estimates vere also made on 
the number of significant minor permits, nsv source and general 
permits which will be issued. 

Tablo 1 presents the permitting activities, pricing factors, 
outputs and commmts, including assuaptions. The Regional workloads 
for permitting and related activites are provided in Table 2. 
The resources (in FTE’s) needed to complete the vorkloads for 
the permitting activities are provided in Table 3. 
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Assunes20%of thetotalnunbfAr 
of mjor sunicipal permits. 

(c) wdificatiau&/ bcbsngs tithe-t 20 cwd 
-8 triggered w specific per perolit 

ewmta (i.e., prcmdgatim 
ofefflumt glicIslin8sr 
biamitxxirrg,mwinfOma- 
tion, etc.). 

(a) waterQual.it~ 18SWpSdutith 60 daya/ 
effluent Umtta tmmd P=perrait 
@marily an bmter 
qUality 8tAtdEdS. 

(b) MT 

(4 Mmwr 

Issw pennits in imale- 40 says/ 
trialcategarieo Sordaich perpennit 
efflumt&3elinssare 
pradgatedard &fFne MT. 

Iesw pamits in iram- 25daysl 
trial categories ford&h per permit 
effluent &lelines are 
pramlgatedardckfine 
MTequaltoBPT. N-3 

146 

40 

80 

1% 

23 

15 

809of themnicipalpendts to 
beisauedareestimatedtabe 
IRE&X quslity-twed. 

Asswes 10% of permits issued in 
FX83, -4, FY85, and FYI36 till be 
nxdifiedor reopened. 

Jksuws20%ofthetotalnmber 
of mm* idmtrial permits. 

fM%of the industrial permits 
to be issued are estimated to bs 
water quality-based. 



TABLE1 
Rennitting 

(f) Federal Is6wpemiteto 25 CWS/F 7 
RbCilith3 ma* federal facilitiee. pennit 

(9) New -c?e Is6iuepennito tonmjor 40 says/P= 43 mtpltequa1s 2% of the total 
Fbndte n&J BouToBe. pemnit nunber of major permits. 

(h) kMificatiane/ Achangeinthpennit 20 wdper 
-8 triggered by specific pedt 

evente (i l . , pnulgaticn 

of effluent gl.hlinear 
bicmmitoriq,requestfran 
the pfmnittee, etc.). 

110 A6sunes10%ofmajorpermits 
issuedin FW33, FY84, Fy85and 
IV86 will be mdifid or rmpefmd. 
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TABLE1 
Rmitting 

ACUVithl 

3. MiIxxc4midpal 

(b) - 

4. Minor IIXhStXidl Iseueteigkifiomtminor 
in&fStrialpemits. 

(a) *ter O.mlity- Issue permits with 
Basal effluent limita txmed 

prhrily aI wdster 
qlmlity ataduds. 

lb) MT 

(4 BAT#?T 

(d) paragraph 

(4 seoondary 

(f) Fderal 
Facility 

Assulms that 10% of the 20% 
oftotalminornunicipalpnnits 
will be eignificant minors. 

37 80% of the signficant minors are 
eskimat43d to be 'clater quality-based. 

10 

Aesuaes that 10% of the 20% of 
totalmimrin&strialpermits 
will be significant mimrs. 

60 *YS/P= 
permLt 

101 (See minor mmicipl petit amnents). 

40 %dper 7 
narmit 

25 days/per 2 
penait 

25 days/per 1 
permrit 

25 aayfh= 12 
pennit 

25 days/per 3 
penait 
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TABLE1 
Fwnitting 

Activitial 

5. General Petxdts 

(a) Ocs 

b) tkmdc8 

(c) MainteMlloe 
of gamral 
pernd- 

6. Varbnoem 

(a) FE' for 65 &ydper 
Indirect3 varianm 

7. maringa 

(a) settled 

Descripttcns 

L#rsgeneralpmrdt~3 
alwring alter mti- 
nmtal mhelfactivities. 

Settle requesti for 
evidentialy hearinge 
thrargh namtti-* 

Pricing 
Facmra 

65?avs/per 
vari?mce 

SOdayrr/per 
requsst 
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!?B!!s 

23 

10 lhieoueprthclties EPA 
draftkrgofpermit.eandEPA 
aseieting tbNPDSStatea in 
draftingpennite. 

10 

63 lhisoutputie estimated 
aesudng5%ofthetotal nudxr 
ofmajor ird8trialpennittees 
willrque8tavariance. 

8 Thiaakputis e&kited 
aaauning 10% of the organic 
dmnical plantswill request 
anEllFvariance. 

59 This cutput is estimated assunity 
the follcwing percentages of 
permittees will request evidentiary 
~ingstic3IwiLlbe settled 
without fonnaladjrdication: 

5% of lnlnicipal 
10% of MT 
6O%ofENWBPr 
60% of Paragraph 8 
10% of seoandary 
15% of Wter Quality-Bad 



TABLE1 
Pmnitting 

aicing 
Facwrs 

-t-s/ 
Aaaubpticm8 

lhisoutputie ef~timatedassuning 
adju3icxkoryhearingswillbeheAd 
cm 2% of themajar incbtrialand 
water quality-based pennite. 
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TABLE 2 
Permitting Workload - EPA 

II III 

32 6 - 18 70 9 4 
9 11 5 18 3 1 

18 2 - 12 36 6 2 

13 - 
3 - 
- 0 
- 0 
- 0 

1 
2 - 
6 - 

2 - 
0 0 

2 1 
0 0 
0 0 
0 0 
0 L 
0 0 

3 3 
11 

4 - 
2 - 

3 - 
- 0 

4 

1 

2 
2 

4 
1 

4 
1 

11 

2 

2 

rota1 

146 
40 
80 

47 

12 

8 
30 

196 
23 
15 

1 
5 
7 

43 
110 

1 1 
1 

37 
10 

2 14 
1 
1 

1 
1 

101 
7 
2 
1 

12 
3 

3 8 23 
1 1 10 

2 
1 

63 
8 

2 59 
4 

Major Municipal: 

Water Quality 
Routine 
Modifications/ 

Reopeners 

Major Industrial: 

Water Quality 
BAT 
BAT-BPT 
Paragraph 8 
Secondary 
Federal 
New.Sourcer 
Modifications/ 

Reopeners 

25 
4 

1 
1 
7 

14 

Minor Municipal: 
Water Quality 
Routine 

2 
1 

Minor Industrial: 
Water Quality 
BAT 
BAT-BPT 
Paragraph 8 
Secondary 
Federal 

11 
2 
1 

General Permits: 
ocs 
Non-OCS 

1 
1 

Variances: 
Direct 
Indirect-FDP's 

0 
i-e 

Hearingrr 

Settled 8 
Conducted 1 

26 
5 

2 

5 
14 

76 
LO 
2 
1 
2 
5 

18 
42 

1 26 
7 

10 
2 

57 
1 

1 
11 

2 

4 
1 

1 
1 

24 
3 

0 

7 
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TABLE 3 
Permitting FTE - EPA 

v m Iv 

2; 
1.1 

19.1 2.5 
1.6 0.8 
3.3 0.5 

20.7 
1.8 
0.2 
0.1 
0.2 
0.6 
3.3 
3.0 

1.1 

0.1 

0.4 
0.2 

7.1 
0.6 

15.5 
0.2 

0.1 
1.3 
0.2 

0.9 
0.3 
0.1 

7.1 
0.8 

5.0 
2.0 

95.9 

1.1 

-- 

1.1 
0.2 

0.3 
0.1 

0.3 
0.1 

0.6 

0.5 

0.4 9.5 

L 

I II 

8.7 1.6 
0.8 - 
1.6 0.2 

6.8 3.5 
0.7 0.5 

0.1 - 
0.1 - 
1.3 0.4 
1.3 0.5 

0.1 

7.0 
0.9 

0.2 

0.9 
1.3 

0.5 0.5 0.3 

o- 

3.0 0.5 
0.3 - 
0.1 - 

a. 

0.3 2.7 
0.3 

0.9 1.9 1.9 2.4 
0.3 0.3 0.3 0.3 
0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

2.4 1.2 
.- 0.6 

1.8 0.7 
1.0 - 

31.8 12.5 

2.4 

1.6 

2.; 26.9 

Mayor Municipal: 

Water Quality 
Routine 
Modifications/ 

Reopener8 

Major Industrial! 

Water Quality 
BAT 
BAT-BPT 
Paragraph 8 
Secondary 
Federal 
New Sourcer 
Modifications/ 

Reopeners 

Minor Municipal: 
Water Quality 
Routine 

Minor Industrial: 
Water Quality 
BAT 
BAT-BPT 
Paragraph 8 
Secondary 
Federal 

General Permit8: 
ocs 
Non-OCS 
General Permit 

Maintenance 

Variancert 
Direct 
Indirect-FDP'r 

Hearings: 
Settled 
Conducted 

Total 

0.3i 10.1 
0 0.6 

I 

3.13 27.4. 
0.2 1.2 
0.1 0.2 

0.1 
0.1 1.4 
0.1 c.3 

7.3 18.0 
0.3 3.0 
0.1 1.0 

4.4 18.7 
2.3 

3.4 13.2 
1.0 4.0 

42.0 231.0 

0.5 

2.1 
0.1 
0.1 

0.3 
0.1 

0.6 
0 .3 0.6 

0 .i 
0 

0 ,3 
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III. State Programs 

State program activities include: the development and 
approval of new State NPDES programs and modification of approved 
NPDES State programs: the assessment of approved State programs; 
assistance to States in the preparation of major and minor permit 
terms and conditions and resolution of challenges to major permits; 
and the review of major permits and State regulations to ensure 
consistency with the NPDES regulations and the Clean Water Act. 
Tables 4 and 7 lists these activities along with pricing factors, 
outputs, and the assumptions used in developing the outputs. 

Table 4 shows the basic State permit issuance data used to 
project EPA workloads for assisting States in major and minor 
permit issuance and in reviewing State permits. Table 4 also 
includes the estimated number of hearings or appeals of permit 
terms or conditions. Table 5 shows the resources (FTE’s) needed 
to complete the workloads. 

The State programs approval and assessment workload and the 
regional resource needs are presented in Tables 8 and 9. The 
outputs are based on the number of States not yet approved to 
administer the NPDES permit program and those States for which 
modifications to add pretreatment and federal facility permit 
authority expected in FY87. 

N-10 



TABLE4 
StateProgram 

ktivitiee 

NPLIES state - 
Fennit Assistance 

PriCiIlg 

mscriw F-8 s?!s!!& 

'lbdmiml asaisb4nce 

r;ti%Yf in 
ra* psnnit axxuans 
fcarthevarioustypee 
0fpcmdteJandforthe 
reaolutimofd-ballengee 
to pad-. 

1. major l4micipa.l 

(a) wBa"seao""'y- 

b) mehe 

(c) mdifhtims/ 
-9 

2. Major In&atria1 

(a) hhter Qmlity- 

(b) wr 

(4 - 

(d) Paragraph 8 

(4 -J--Y 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

0) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) = See lhble 1 Descriptions and OJmwts 

30 days/per 
persPit 

20 aaya/per 
petit 

N-11 

219 

9 

186 

203 

2 

(1) 

SO%of Statepemitwxkload. 

10% of State permit bmrkLoad. 

(1) 

(1) 

SO%ofStatepmnit~rkload. 

10% of State permit wxkload. 

50% of State permit uxkload. 

50% of State permit b0rkload. 

10% of State permit ~rkload. 



TABLE4 
StateRogranm 

Activities 

Mbjor In&strial 

(f) FWbral Facilitim (1) 

(9) #eu -tee 

(h) Mxlificadons/ 
-9 

3. Hi.mrb%mkQsl 

(a) Water Cbslitr 

b) mtins 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

4. MtmrI.fxklstrial 

(a) m~-ity 

b) MT 

(1) 

(1) 

(1) 

(4 - 0) 

Pricing 
Factore 

20 says/per 
petit 
15aayslper 

10 &ye/per 
penait 

20% of State permit bnrklosd. 

20 

180 

20% of State permitbmkbad. 

(1) 

75 

1 

2 lO%of statepxmitwxkload 

16 SO%of statepermitwxkload 

(1) 

5OOof statepemit~rklaad 

108of state permitwxklod 

(1) 

SO%of statepemitwxklod 

(1) = See Table 1 lhscripticms and Cbnmnts 
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TABLE4 
StateProgram 

Activities Dsscriptiau 

Minu In&strial 

(d) Paragraph 8 (1) 

b) aaordary 0) 

(f) Fedeta (1) 

5. mdt Iwfiad kivi~pebndts for 
onnaistency with 
rqplatiamard 
standards. 

6. Hearings 

(a) settled (1) 

7. irarianms (1) 

10 %dper 7 M%of statepennitworkbad 
petit 

17 10% of state pemitwxkluad 

20 aaye/P= 2 20% of state permitkmrkloxl 
pedt 

3daya/F= 
l=dt 

760 Assunes that EPA will review 
allstatemajop:permitsand 
25% of others. lhe nunber 
tx3bereviewdis the total 
permit8 issued less the r-umber for 
tich EPA provided assistance. 

50 says/per 
request 

12 

65 *YS/E= 128 
request 

10% of State hearing wxkload. 

(1) 

(1) Seelbblelbscriptimm andCbsmmts 

N-13 



TABLE 5 
Permitting Workload - NPDES State Assistance 

llII m 
44 21 
18 10 

15 10 

26 

10 

A 

-23 

8 

1 
6 

T- I II TII -ET VI 
Major Municipal: 25 85 73 ii3m 

Water Quality 10 34 30 46 52 
Routine 1 2 1 2 3 
Modifications/ 8 24 28 35 48 

Reopeners 

Major Industrial: 30 w 32 miii 

Water Quality 12 27 32 55 44 
BAT 0 0 
BAT=BPT 1 1 - 
Paragraph 8 0 0 
Secondary 0 0 
Federal 0 0 
New Sources 1 3 3 5 5 
Modifications/ 9 18 28 55 41 

Reopeners -m 

Minor Municipal: 2 8 24 35 64 

Water Quality 1 3 9 14 25 
Routine 1 

-m 

Minor Industrial: 13 81 153 198 173 

Water Quality 5 32 61 79 69 
BAT 1 1 
BAT-BPT 1 6 2 4 
Paragraph 8 1 1 12 
Secondary 3 2 4 4 
Federal 11 

Permit Review n- m m mm 
-- 

Hearings: 
Settled 3 2 3 3 -m 

Variances 7 17 20 35 28 -- 

l NPDES State Permitting Workloads for FY87. 

7 X 
33 

13 

13 

73 

9 

m 
1 

1c 

x 
16 

6 

5 

15 

6 

5 

'otal 
550* 

219 
9 

186 

515f 

203 

2 

20 
180 

192* 

75 
1 

40 

16 

11 

4 

6 

2 

. 

35 

14 

1 

1 

-37 

775' 

308 
2 

16 
7 

17 
2 

-760 

83 

33 

2 

1 

71 

12 

4 128 
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TABLE 6 
Permitting FTE - NPDES State Assistance 

III: 

4.1 

1.3 

4.4 

0.5 
1.3 

II Iv v VI VII E-T-i 

1.4 

0.5 

rx X Total 

4.6 

1.1 

6.3 

1.6 

7.1 
0.1 
2.2 

2.5 

0.7 

1.0 0.8 

0.6 0.2 

30.0 
0.1 
8.6 

3.7 7.5 6.0 1.4 0.8 27.7 

0.5 
0.8 

0.9 0.9 
2.5 1.9 

3.6 
8.3 

0.4 1.2 1.9 10.1 

4.4 0.3 

0.3 

10.8 9.4 

0.2 

4.5 1.9 42.1 

0.5 

1.4 1.7 2.4 2.3 0.8 0.5 0.5 0.3 10.4 

0.4 0.3 0.4 0.4 

5.0 5.9 to.3 0.3 

22.3 29.3 14.6 42.2 

0.1 

1.8 

14.6 

1.6 

37.9 

180.9 

Major Municipal: 

Water Quality 
Routine 
Modificationa/ 

Reopeners 
Major Industrial: 

Water Quality 
BAT 
BAT-BPT 
Paragraph 8 
Secondary 
Federal 
New Sources 
Modifications/ 

Reopener8 

Minor Municipal: 
Water Quality 
Routine 

Minor Industrial: 
Water Quality 
BAT 
BAT-BPT 
Paragraph 8 
Secondary 
Federal 

Permit Review 

Hearingat 
Settled 

Variances 

Total 

N-15 



1. Rogran Develop- Ass-inthe 45 &ya 18 
nmlt Assietsnce &wklqrmentof~ 

pqrm slhDiesi.als 20 daya 15 

(b) EIsdfun 

2 mllNPDEsRogratnB 
4 RetreatnmtRograma 
2 Ebderal Rogrrme 

1.3 WDrkyearl 11 
perNPDlS8tate 
with>2OOmajore 

0.8 warkyearl 10 
per Nwes state 
with 100-200 
major6 

n.lllRogr~ 

PretreatmemtProgrm 
Mxiifications 
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Acdvitiee 

(cl Sal1 

4. cbnaiettmoy 
I(leViWS 

TABLE7 
stateprOgram 

0.6 workyear/ 17 
per-State 
with~lOOmajars 

4 

N-17 



TABLE 8 
State Program Approvals/Assessment Workload 

4 
2 

rota 

18 
15 

Program Development 
Assistance 

Full Program 
Pretreatment 

Modifications 

Program Application 
Review/Approval 

Full Program 
Pretreatment 
Federal Facility 

NPDES Program 
Aase8ament 

Large 

Medium 

Small 

NPDES State 
Consistency Review 

2 
4 
2 

11 

10 

17 

1 

3 2 

N- 18 



TABLE 9 
State Program Approvala/Aaaaaament FTE 

I 

3.6 

X Tota 7 
0.2 
0.2 

1 I 

I 

I 

/ 

Program Development 
A88i8tanC8 

Full Program 
Pretreatment 

Modifications 

Program Application 
Review/Approval 

Full Program 
Pretreatment 
Federal Facility 

NPDES Program 
Aaaeaament 

Large 

Medium 

Small 

NPDES State 
Consistency Review 

Total 

2.4 3.6 
1.2 2.0 

Q.2 
0.2 

1.3 

1.6 

1.2 

2.6 

0.6 

3.9 3.9 

2.4 1.6 

0.6 0.6 

1.3 

0.8 

1.2 

0.8 

1.8 

0.8 

1.8 

0.5 2.0 4 1.8 41.7 

0.5 0.5 0.5 

3.6 5.3 7.6 6.5 1.2 3.5 4.6 

N-19 



IV. Pretreatment 

The primary focus Of pretreatment activities will shift 
from local program approval to implementation and program 
oversight where the State is not approved to administer the 
pretreatment program. 

Table 10 presents the pretreatment activities, pricing 
factors, total outputs and commenta, including aaaurcptiona. 
The Regional workloads for pretreatment activities are provided 
in Table 11 and the associated resources needed to complete 
the workloads are provided in Table 12. 

N-20 



TABLE 10 
Retreatnrent 

Acdvitiea Dellscriptiam 
Ricing 
Fi%CtCZS output 

1. Knw Progran Revi~dapprovalof 15 dwhf= 20 
review/~ale/ finalKmJaldnhaiona Knw 
pemitmdifi- and imorpratim of rraJ 
ticmu rquirommnta into the 

et* 

2. Annualmport IIevia~ofanmalreprW 2 days/w 700 
Revieus raguirdtobealjraitted report 

by-. 

3. m11cwdp to Rxneorwrittenarrtact 15 days/per 210 
Ammlfbpart WithFUIbJpetsUIIIf!lto repofi 
mview remolvepmblmm. 

4. A&it Activities 

(a) pr-ple File revi&s,capliance 4 aaye/P- 141 
analysis atxl mkeriale audit 
praparatim. 

(b) on-site a&it Actual staff visit 3?ays/P= 141 
to KYIW site. aulit 

Meuaes2 nedprapimm will 
berequiredperkgion. 

Allofthe700 EPAapproved 
progrrme will be required to 
auhnit annualreporte. 

A8sums3O%ofthe7OOanmal 
reports subnitted will require 
follow-q?. 

Of th?7OOEPAapprovedpmyrams, 
209will receiveanon-siteaulit. 

20% of 700 approved proyranre will 
receive an omite a&it. 

(c) aldit report Pro&cefonmlreprt 8 dayslper 141 
reoauneda- cnauiitccmpletewLth report 
tiam remdialactiau3 for 

EVIW. 
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AC6AVit.h 

(d) follm-up an 
a&it 

5. EFS Aaeiatanrt tn 
&pmvedRekremt- 
mentstataem 
~ttn 

6.LcmdLi.dts Develop i.rdvi&al 
-0a1 loonll~~with 
Aaeiatanm WIW. 

7. bMificatiaMl to 
EIleflectNaticmal 
PrograR (J-w- 

AChWpinthl3 
Progtcatmg=d 

P Tfic evaha a* .# reviad 
regulatiam,lcml 
lilaitapoli~and 
mxicitv lildtd. 

TABLE 10 
pretreatment 

Ricing 
F-8 

5days 69 

2Odays/audit 99 

143 

10 days 

Assum35O%ofKnwa auditedwill 
require mmm follcatwp. 

Assures 10% of State approved 
pretreatmentprogratlswillbe 
vieitedbyEP#/Stateevaluatim 
temmduri.rqauW~13. 

292 

Ass- mqhly 10% of 1463 
refq.i.redFUIWprograrnswill 
require technicalasais~on 
local limits. 

Aasunes 20% of the 1463 required 
pre!trea~tprogralnl3willbe 
maifiea. 



TABr.8 10 
Pretreatment 

ActivitiaB 

8. BMR F&Niallm 

Pricing 
Descriptiam Fm 

mviaJofbaseline 2 day&u 
amiMing report required 
by --Ye 

(a) App1icxd.m 
I&views 

(b) Chadstent Evaluate the amdetent 5-w 
Rmuwal rmwal for existing 
Evaluaticm credit recipiente. 

11. amtrolof Iue 
in mm-pretreat- 
ImntIxYIw-e 
ERf4isomtml 
ahlthrity 

Evaluating i.divw 1s days 
Knw StissioM damn- 
straw pollutant 
removal. 

100 Aesmm3about1OOIVe requiredto 
eubdtBM~arelocatedvbrereEPA 
ie the ontrol autbrity. 

34 

35 

43 

Idmtifying categxical 5 days 1015 
ilxblstries Iwt awerd 

itidzzzdSE 
thdr discharges. 

Rqhly l/3 of the 100 industrial 
u~ersintheorgan.icchmical 
categorywillreque&acategory 
cktenninaticn. 

590fthetota17001oca1 
PUTW will request rerrrval 
credits authority. 

EPAwillreviewcont3istent 
remval for all recipients. 
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M nr VIII 

2 2 2 2 

L3 52 -20 

4 16 

3 10 

3 10 
3 10 

1s 

36 

24 

24 
24 

12 

24 0 11 0 0 

12 7 s 12 

24 16 10 

s s 

24 

10 

6 

70 175 

2 2 

13 
1 

35 210 

3 

6 
3 

10 

X Tbtal 

2 20 

24 700 

7 210 

S 141 

S 141 
5 141 

2 69 

2 99 

4 143 

I 
Annual Paport Review 
whereEPAisApproval 68 57 116 20 
Autbriw 

-Fre-planning for 
onsits al&it 

-Actual cnsite aldit 
-Audit Rapit 

-ti.a3s 
-mm al Audit 

14 

14 
14 

7 
witi* I 

Em Asd.staxe to Approvd 
Retr~elmntStatesal 11 
Audi- 

9 292 -I S 100 

2 34 

1 35 

f 

43 

70 1019 
axltrolofIuiD 
ncm=PrmtrmlamtWlW 
WhueEPAis- 
autkxity 

105 70 140 35 
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TAmE 12 
RetreabrmntETE 

I 
JI VII VIII Ix x 

3.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

3.1 0.4 0.9 0.2 

5.2 1.0 2.4 0.4 

VII VII X 

3.1 0.1 

R 
0.1 0.1 

3.1 0.4 0.9 0.2 

5.2 (1.0 12.4 (0.4 

- - 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 

- - 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.1 
- - 0.3 0.3 0.8 0.8 0.2 0.2 

3.1 3.1 0.6 0.6 1.6 1.6 0.2 0.2 

3.9 3.9 - - - - ‘0.2 ‘0.2 

1.9 1.9 1.3 1.3 3.2 3.2 1.0 1.0 

D.6 D.6 0.4 0.4 0.9 0.9 0.4 0.4 

3.1 3.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 

3.1 3.1 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 .O.l .O.l 

D.1 D.1 0.2 0.2 0.4 0.4 0.1 0.1 
- - 0.1 0.1 0.1 0.1 - - 

I.6 I.6 1.6 1.6 0.8 0.8 0.6 0.6 

0.1 1.0 0.1 0.1 0.1 

0.9 0.2 0.8 1.0 

2.3 0.5 2.0 2.5 

0.4 0.1 0.4 0.5 

0.3 0.1 0.3 0.3 
0.7 0.2 0.7 0.8 

1.6 0.8 1.3 3.2 

0.2 3.3 1.9 

3.8 10.9 9.0 3.2 

1.1 3.1 2.6 0.9 

0.1 0.1 0.2 0.2 

0.1 0.1 0.3 

0.4 0.1 0.3 
0.2 0.1 0.4 

L.l 0.3 0.6 1.3 

5.4 wheueEpAi8 

Audit Activitiem 

-Re-plrmnkrg for 
onsite a&it 

,3.7 

2.6 

1.9 
4.6 

LO.9 

7.8 

38.5 

L1.2 

1.3 BMRmJimsA8raEPA 0.1 0.2 
is--ity 

catqory Deandnaa 0.1 0.3 

I(naenrdl credits 
-Applicad.al rev&am 0.2 0.2 
4ad.2btmt - 0.1 0.1 

ewaluaw 

marolof ILh h 
nakPretrm- #IRsI 0.8 0.6 
wheremi8e 
autbrity 

1.8 

2.4 
1.2 

8.3 

. 

J2.6 
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