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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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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 tliese 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 dischérges 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

ii
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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 i)ossible 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:

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

¢ 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 de minimis.

® 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.

* 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.
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Application of Site-Specific Criteria

Once a facility is categorized as potential de minimis, the second part of the
classification procedure would apply site-specific criteria, used by the Agency’s Office of
Wastewater Enforcement and Compliance (OWEC) for major/minor designations, to confirm
a facility as de minimis. This portion of the procedure would be performed by the permitting
authorities. The criteria address six characteristics of the discharge:

Toxic pollutant discharge;
Flow/stream flow volume;
Conventional pollutants;

Public health impact;

Water quality factors; and
Proximity to near coastal waters.

Nationwide Projections

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

Active NPDES Faciliti p ial De Minimi
Facility Type Number Percent Number Percent
Primary Industrial 17,463 23.4 0 -
Sewage Treatment 21,073 28.3 0 -
Unknown 4,031 54 0 -
Secondary Facilities 31.958 429 893 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-the-counter permits, exclusion by waiver from the
NPDES program, and the national rule approach. These options are described below:
e  Model Permit: Uses an "example” standard permit to reduce burden. Requires
complete application and processing.

e  General 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.

¢ Ten-Year Permit: 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.

¢  Over-the-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.

e  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.
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e 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 Resource 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:

Resource (%) Cost (%)
1. Exclusion by Waiver 92 94
2. General Permit 20 23
3. Over-the-Counter Permit 19 22
4. Ten-Year Permit 16 17



Executive Summary

Savings are in relation to the Standard/Model (baseline) Permit requiring an estimated 147
person-hours and $1,807 per facility over a S 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 (Table 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 statutory change is required 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

vii
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Table 2
Summary of Regulatory Option Evaluations

Positive
Statutory/ Unit Savings Consensus
Permitting Regulatory Resource Cost from Permitting
Option Change Utilization (Percent) (Percent) Authorities

General Permit No 28 NPDES 20 23 Yes
States plus
16 non-
NPDES
States or
Territones

Ten-Year Yes California 16 17 Yes
Permit non-

NPDES

extended-

life permits

Over-the- Maybe New Jersey 19 22 No
Counter Permit for non-
NPDES

Exclusion by Yes California 92 94 Yes
Waiver for land

discharges

(non-

NPDES)
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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.



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.
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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 minimis 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 minimis 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 minimis 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.



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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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 (ASTWPCA)
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 FWPCA. 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
Oil Company of Ohio, representing 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-case 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 stormwater 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 (p.
A-16).

On June 20, 1984, Rep. Oberstar and cosponsors introduced H.R. 5903; Section 35
of that act required a study of regulation of de 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. Oberstar 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 10-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 minimis 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
de 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 (p. A-47). The House passed H.R. 1 on January 8, 1987 (p. A-49). Asa
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 PERMITTING 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 1-1) 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.



Figure 1-1.

EPA Regional and Stale Cantacts for the De Minimis

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, REACH, 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

10
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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).

11



States and U.S. Territories Addressed by the
De Minimis Discharges Study

Table 2-1

Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Connecticut (CT)
Maine (ME)
Massachusetts (MA)
New Hampshire (NH)
Rhode Island (RI)
Vermont (VT)

New York (NY)
New Jersey (NJ)
Puerto Rico (PR)
Virgin Islands (V)

REGION III

Delaware (DE)
Washington, D.C. (DC)
Maryland (MD)
Pennsylvania (PA)
Virginia (VA)

West Virginia (WV)

REGION [V

Alabama (AL)
Florida (FL)
Georgia (GA)
Keatucky (KY)
Mississippi (MS)
North Carolina (NC)
South Carolina (SC)
Teanessee (TN)

REGION V

Tlinois (IL)
Indiana (IN)
Michigan (MI)
Minnesota (MN)
Ohio (OH)
Wisconsin (WI)

REGION V]

Arkansas (AR)
Louisiana (LA)
Oklahoma (OK)

Texas (TX)
New Mexico (NM)

REGION VII

Iowa (IA)
Kansas (KS)
Missouri (MO)
Nebraska (NE)

REGION VIII

Colorado (CQO)
Montana (MT)
North Dakota (ND)
South Dakota (SD)
Utah (UT)
Wyoming (WY)

REGION IX

California (CA)
Nevada (NV)

Arizona (AZ)

Hawaii (HI)
American Samoa (AS)
Guam (GU)

REGION X

Alaska (AK)
Idaho (ID)
Oregon (OR)
Washington (WA)

12



Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Table 2-2

Categories Used to Define Potential
De Minimis Discharges

Category

Definition

1  Primary Industrial Facilities:

(17,463 Facilities)

2 Sewsge Treatment Facilities:

(21,073 Facilities)
3 Unknown Facilities:
(4,031 Facilities)

4  Secondary Facilities:
(31,958 Facilities)

Facilities included as part of the industry

categories listed in the National Resources Defense Council
(NRDC) settlement agreement (Table 2-3). "Any permit issued
after June 30, 1981, to dischargers in the following categories shall
include effluent limitations and a compliance schedule to meet the
requirements of Section 301(b}2)(A), (C),(D),(E), and (F) of
CWA, whether or not applicable effluent limitations guidelines have
been promulgated.® (CFR, Appendix A of Part 122, as identified
in PCS). These facilities have a high poteatial for toxic pollutant
discharge.

Establishments primarily engaged in the collection
and disposal of wastes conducted through a sewer system, including
such treatment processes as may be provided (SIC 4952).

Facilities with an unknown Standard Industrial
Classification or listed as nonclassifiable.

All facilities categorized other than
primary facilities, sewage treatment facilities, or unknown facilities.

13



Classification of De Minimis Discharges

Table 2-3

Category 1
NPDES Primary Industrial Categories

Adhesives and sealants

Aluminum forming

Auto and other laundries

Battery manufacturing

Coal mining

Coil coating

Copper forming

Electrical and electronic components
Electroplating

Explosives manufacturing
Foundries

Gum and wood chemicals
Inorganic chemicals manufacturing
Iron and steel manufacturing
Leather tanning and finishing
Mechanical products manufacturing
Nonferrous metals manufacturing
Ore mining

Organic chemicals manufacturing
Paint and ink formulation
Pesticides

Petroleum refining

Pharmaceutical preparations
Photographic equipment and supplies
Plastics processing

Plastic and synthetic materials manufacturing
Porcelain enameling

Printing and publishing

Pulp and paper mills

Rubber processing

Soap and detergent manufacturing
Steam electric power plants
Textile milis

Timber products processing

Source: CFR, Appendix A of Part 122

14
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31,988 =
42.9% =\
4,031 |
S.4% '
i .
i |
o7 |
‘ 28.2%
; i
| ==} PRIMARY FACILITIES - CATEGORY !
B SEWRGE FACILITIES - CARTEGORY 2
(] UNKNOwWN FACILITIES - CATEGORY 3
B SECONDARY FACILITIES - CATEGORY ¢
Figure 2-1. Nationwide Distributian of Al
Rctive NPDES Facilities. (74,525)
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Classification of De Minimis Discharges

2. Limitations existed in the identification of secondary facilities with potential for
discharging toxics, ammonia, or chiorine. 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 be 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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All Active
Facliities

Y Y

Category 1 Category 2 Category 3 Category 4

Sewage Unknown Secondary
Treatment Faclllt Fac!lmes
Facliities Faciiities
Excluded From Excluded From Excludod From
De Minimis De Minimis Do Minimis

Potential
Priority

Poilutant

Discharge
Exciluded Permit Potentlal Excluded
From Limitations De Minimis From
De Minimis for Toxics* De Minimis

Primary
Industrial

Y

Addltional
Facilities With
Effluent Guidelines

Excluded
From
De Minimis

Shte-Specific
Criteria Appfied

* Includes Ammonia
and/or Chiorine

Confirmed
De Minimis

Non
De Minim!s

Figure 2-2. Schematic Diagram of Nationwide Classification of
Potential De Minimis Discharges.
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Classification of De Minimis Discharges

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): All 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 pollutants.

18
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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 (EAD)).

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 de minimis, site-specific criteria should be
applied to confirm a facility as de 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.

¢ Toxic Pollutant Discharge:
Are toxics present in the discharge?
¢ Flow/Stream Flow Volume:
(1) Does the quantity and type of wastewater discharge alone indicate a
potential significant impact?
or
(2) Does the dilution capacity of the receiving stream, in addition to the
quantity and type of discharge, indicate a potential significant impact?
¢ Conventional Pollutants :

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

* Public Health Impact:

Is a public drinking water supply located within 50 miles downstream of the
effluent discharge?
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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?

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

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 (IFD), 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 11-digit 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

analyses.

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 7Q10 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 Permitting Offices: Supporting information was obtained
from the ten EPA Regional Permitting Authorities and nine State permitting agencies (Maine,
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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 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
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Figure 2-3
Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges

ber of Facilit Number of Facilit Descrinti
Excluded

NPDES facilities currently discharging into navigabie

74.525 Active Facllities waters. Includes facilities with permit applications
! and expired permits.

Primary Industrial Faclilities (Category 1)
Industries in this category have been defined through
research and evaluation by EPA as having a high
potential for toxic pollutant discharge.

57,062

Sewage Treatment Facilities (Category 2)
21.073 Facilities in this category have a high potential for
.................................. )

the discharge of toxic pollutants (including ammonia
| 35,989 I

and chlorine), as well as pathogens.
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Figure 2-3

Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges (cont.)

Excluded

Unknown Facillities (Category 3)
.................................. 4,031 Facilities classified as unknown could not be classified

in any industry, and, therefore, had an unknown

potential for discharges containing toxic potiutants.

31,958

Secondary Facllities (Category 4)

__________________________________ 4155 Facilities with Significant Potential for Toxics

NEIC Faclities:

Facilities identified through industrial evaluations
completed by the National Enforcement Investigative
Center that defined the probable discharge of toxic
pollutants from an industry based on assignment of
toxicity indices.

Effiuent LimRations:
Facilities in industries regulated by Federal effluent
limitation guidelines or standards for toxic poliutants.

DSS:
Facilities in industries identitied in the Domestic Sewage
Study as having a high potential for toxic discharge.

EAD:
Facilities in industries currently under evaluation by EAD.



9¢

Figure 2-3

Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges (cont.)

Number of Facilities

#

18,238

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

893

Description
Excluded
Facllities with Effluent Guidelines for Conventional
9,565 or Nonconventional Pollutants
17,345

Facilities with Effiuent Limitations (Permit)

©

Facilities in industries with toxic pollutant limits.

@ Ammonlia and Chiorine:

Facilities in industries with ammonia and/or chiorine limits

Potential De Minimis



LZ

Figure 2-3
Classification of Potential De Minimis Discharges (cont.)

893 Potential De Minimis

17,463 Primary Industrial

17,345 Facllities with Effluent Facliitles (Category 1)

Limhations (Permit) (Industries in this category have

Not De Minimis been delined through research
and evaluation by EPA as having
a high potiential for toxic pollutant
discharge.) Not De Minimlis

9,565 Facliities with

Effluent Guidelines for

Conventional or

Nonconventional

Pollutants,

Not De Minimis

21,073 Sewage Treatment
Facilitles (Category 2)

Facilities in this category have a
high potential for discharge of toxic
potiutants (including ammonia and
chlorine), as waell as pathogens.
Not De Minimis

4,155 Facliities with Significant
Potential for Toxics
Not De Minimis

4,031 Unknown Facliities (Category J)

Facilities classified as unknown could not be classified
in any industry and, therefore, had an unknown
potential for discharges containing toxic pollutants.

Note: Total does not equal Not De Minimis

100% due to rounding to
nearest whole number. Total Active Facllities = 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 minimis.
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 de 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 H).

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 J).

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 De Minimis Facilities

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
de minimis facilities would be subject to site-specific criteria to confirm 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.



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 nizmis Regulatory Options
Standard NPDES Permit Over-the-Counter
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tion Notice of Intent process Notice of Intent Notice of Intent
3. Application R R R R P P
processing
4. Development of a R R R) P-Could be
draft permit bypassed
] . )
e) Efftuent limits R P | May have R{ One permit
to be covering a
by Monftoring R pjaltered to R designated
requirements R }fit indiv. group of
facil. dischargers
c¢) Standard conditions R R
d) Speciai conditions P PJ P
S. Statement of Basie R-Unless 2 .'!'-U.'-.'.ess B
fact sheet fact sheet
is required is required
(EPA only) (EPA only)
6. Fact Sheet P-For major P-For major R
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Table 3-1
Steps Involved in Potential De Rinimis Regulatory Options

Regulatory
Steps

Standard NPDES Permit

and 10-Year Permit
PM PA EH

Over- the-Counter
Model Permit General Permit Permit
PM PA EN PM PA EH PH PA EH

Exclusion by Maiver
PN PA EH

National Rute
PM PA EM

.

12.

13.

Administrative
Record

Discharge
Monitoring

Reports

Compl iance
Monitoring &
Inspection

R-For EPA-
issued
permits

R-For EPA- R-For EPA- P
issued issued
permits permits

R-For rule

KEY:

PM
PA
EH

- Permittee

- Permitting Agency
- EPA Headquarters
- Potential Step

- Required Step
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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 Processing: 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 (BPJ), or a combination of these methods;

(2) development of monitoring requirements, 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) addition of special
conditions that apply to the specific dischargers and may include compliance schedules,
biomonitoring requirements, best management practices (BMPs), 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 (UIC) 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 Final Permit: A final 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 file. 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 are required to be filed 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 Inspection: 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 (CEls), 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 do not 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
NPDES 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

warranted.

40



Regulation of De Minimis Discharges

Ten-Year Permit

The ten-year permit extends the term of a standard NPDES permit from S 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-the-Counter Permits

Over-the-counter processing 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
Evaluation of Potential De Minimis Regulatory Options

Option Advantages Disadvantages
1. Model Permit Does not require a statutory change. Requires complete application and spplication
Can be used on word processors. processing.
Generally involves minor permit changes. Is merely & modification of the stendard
permit.
Is currently being used; would not reduce the
burden associated with the permitting of
de minimis facilities.
An individual permit must be processed for each
discharger.
2. Genarsl Permit Does not require a statutory change. Currently in use by only 17 States.
Covers multiple dischargers under one permit. Requires Regional end/or EPA Headquarters
May not require complete individual applications or public review.
notice. May be difficult to apply to waters with widely
Covers the same areas as a standard permit. different water quality standards.
Facilities may be permitted under the standard NPDES program
if they sre not meeting general permit requirements.
Requires less time and money to process a facility.
Reduces permit issuance becklogs.
Can cover discharges previously unpermitted due to resource
constraints.
Nay automatically cover new discharges.
3. Ten-Year Permit Would delay the reissusnce of permits for minor facilities Requires a statutory change.
30 the backlog of expired and unpermitted facilities could Too many regulatory changes may occur over the
be reduced. extended term.
Nay free up more resources for complience, monitoring, and Term may be too long for process-oriented
inspection, discharges.
May fnvolve sbbreviated spplications. Inspection still may be required.
Effluent change could occur over this period.
4. Over-the-Counter Permits Could involve abbreviated application and permit issuance. May require a statutory change.
Woutd reduce the time required for permit processing. May eliminate public notice.
Wwould still yfeld an individusl permit. May cause Regional/State procedural problems.
5. Exclusion by Waiver from May transfer regulation for some types of discharges to more Requires a statutory change.

the NPDES Program

asppropriate agencies.

May eliminate Loopholes for noneffluent-type discharges.
Has been shown to reduce resources required to conduct an
effective discharge regulatory program (CA land discharges).

May eliminate all means of regulation.
Would require case-by-case designation.
May promote the impairment of receiving waters.



Table 3-2

ST 2

Evaluation of Potential De Minimig Regulatory Options (continued)

Optfion Advantages Disadvantages
6. National Rule +  dould instentanecusly provide regulation for unpermitted +  Requires confirmation as de minimis before
discharges. site-gpecific investigations are conducted.
Would involve a Notice of Intent or no application process. +  Probably requires statutory change .
Dischargers could be recaptured under the standard permit *  May require inspections and possibly audits.
program it needed. . May require monitoring by facilities.

May ceuse difficulty in compliance and

PN PN Ve

SNTUTComeTiL .
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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.
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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

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

4 o K

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

=
(=¥
g

=

3

[1)-]

£Yd

g9 .
) .
3

')

I)

R,

3

-

=

—

=

[ T

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:

e 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:

* The Self-Elimination Process: After the Agency has published definitive
guidance on the characteristics of a de minimis discharge, the facility would
submit an NPDES application (or Notice of Intent), which includes sworn
affidavits affirming the facility or activity as a confirmed de minimis
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 minimis 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 minimis status or requiring standard
NPDES status.

¢ The No Response Process: After the EPA definitive guidance is published,
the facility would identify itself as de minimis. 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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Chapter Four

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 are 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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Table 4-1

Development of Average Generic Costs Associated with Various Permitting Steps

Permitting Agency - Hourly Rates
General Title/Permit Steps  Region | NJ PA NC WI  Region VI MO Region VIII CA WA

Clerk/Typist (Data Entry) $7.43 $6.25 §$7.36 $5.20 $8.03 $1.27 $5.717 $7.27 $8.11 $8.08

AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $7.07===> $7.00
Env. Technician Low $9.00 $11.85 $10.22 $8.25 $8.65 $1.27 $7.49 $9.00 $12.98 $10.36
(Permit Issuance, Renewals) AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $9.44===> $9.50

Env. Technician High or
Env. Chemist Low or

Env. Biologist Low $13.33 $11.85 $11.08 $10.28 $12.50  $11.01 $9.81 $15.97 $13.44 $11.94

(Field Inspections, DRM AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $12.12===> $12.00
Review, Lab Work)

Engineer | Low $14.03 $14.34 $11.08 $12.15 $11.60 $11.70 $11.55 $16.33  $13.21 $12.85

(Development of Draft Permit) AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $12.88===> $13.00
Engineer II Mid $15.09 $15.16 $14.31 $14.32 $14.47 $16.34 $13.68 $18.99  $20.53 $14.91

(Supervises 3-5 people, AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $15.78===> $15.50
Public Hearings)

Program Supervisor $18.99 $16.73 $16.33 $15.13 $16.78  $18.99 $14.26 $18.99  $22.50 $15.28

(Supervises 5-15 People) AVERAGE GENERIC SALARIES: $17.40===> $17.50

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

Resource and Cost Comparisons

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

Geaeric
Permitting Steps Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost

Pre-Application Discussion $13.00 4.7 $61.10
Application Processing $7.00 2.4 $16.80
Development of a Draft Permit:

a) Initial Engineer Review $13.00 9.4 $122.20

b) Staff Report $13.00 12.6 $163.80

c) Wasteload Allocation (Level B)* $13.00 6.3 $81.90

d) Review Monit. Data Bases $12.00 0.6 $7.20

¢) Data Entry $7.00 0.6 $4.20

f) Final Engr. Rev./Draft Permit $13.00 3.6 $46.80
Public Notice (Labor) $7.00 0.6 $4.20
Public Notice (Publication) $50.00
Public Hearing $15.50 54.4 $843.20
Final Permit Issuance $9.50 0.6 $5.70
Records/Data Management $7.00 4.4 $30.80
Compliance Monitoring and Inspection

a) 5-Year Composite Inspections** $12.00 99.9 $1,198.80

b) DMR Review $13.00 0.6 $7.80
Renewal Notice $9.50 0.6 $5.70
Supervisiont $17.50 - -
Total Effort and Cost: 146.9 $1,807.00
If Hearing Is Required: 201.3 $2,650.20

*Simple allocation using a package model.
**Does not include chemical laboratory costs.

tDue to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.
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Table 4-3

Resource and Cost Comparisons

Effort and Cost of Issuing General Permit Coverage

(Secondary Facilities)

Generic

Permitting Stepe Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost

Notice of Intent Processing $7.00 2.4 $16.80
Data Entry $7.00 0.6 $4.20
Certification of Coverage $9.50 0.6 $5.70

(Issuance)
Records/Data Management $7.00 4.4 $30.80
Compliance Monit. and Inspection

a) 5-Year Composite Inspections* $12.00 99.9 $1,198.80

b) DMR Review $13.00 0.6 $7.80
GP Developmeatal Costs** $14.25¢0+ 9.1 $129.68
Supervisiont $17.50 - -
Total Effort and Cost: $117.6 $1,393.78

* Does not include chemical laboratory costs.
*+ Average development costs per facility = 600 hours for the development of a non-OCS
general permit (EPA workload model)/66 facilities per general permit (based on survey
data average - Appendix L) = 9.1 hours.

*++ Average of the generic costs for an Engineer I and an Engineer II.
t Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.

NOTE: Public notice costs are assumed to be negligible on a per facility basis.
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Effort and Cost of Ten-Year Permitting

Table 44

(Secondary Facilities)

Resource and Cost Comparisons

Generic
Permitting Stepe Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost

Pre-Application Discussion $13.00 4.7 $61.10
Application Processing $7.00 2.4 $16.80
Development of a Draft Permit:

a) Initial Engineer Review $13.00 9.4 $122.20

b) Staff Report $13.00 12.6 $163.80

¢) Wasteload Allocation (Level B)* $13.00 6.3 $81.90

d) Review Monit. Data Bases $12.00 0.6 $7.20

¢) Data Entry $7.00 0.6 $4.20

f) Final Engr. Rev./Draft Permit $13.00 3.6 $46.80
Public Notice (Labor) $7.00 0.6 $4.20
Public Notice (Publication) $50.00
Public Hearing $15.50 54.4 $843.20
Final Permit Issuance $9.50 0.6 $5.70
Records/Data Management $7.00 4.4 $30.80
Compliance Monit. & Inspection

a) 5-Year Composite Inspections** $12.00 199.8  $2,397.60

b) DMR Review $13.00 0.6 $7.80
Renewal Notice $9.50 0.6 $5.70
Supervisiont $17.50 - -
Total Effort and Cost: 246.8 $3,005.80
If Hearing Is Required: 301.2 $3,849.00

* Simple allocation using a package model.
*+ The resources associated with monitoring and inspection are two times that of the standard
permit to achieve the same annual levels of inspection over the 10-year term. Does not

include chemical laboratory coéts.
+ Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.
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Table 4-5
Effort and Cost of Over-the-Counter Permitting
{(Secondary Facilities)
Weighted
Permitting Stepe Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost
Pre-Application Discussion $13.00 4.7 $61.10

Application Processing*

Development of a Draft Permit:*
a) Initial Engineer Review $13.00 8.0 $104.00
b) Review Mouit. Data Bases
c) Final Engr. Rev./Draft or

Final Permit

d) Data Entry $7.00 0.6 $4.20
Public Notice (Labor) (Optional) $7.00 0.6 $4.20
Public Notice (Publication) (Optional) $50.00
Records/Data Management $7.00 4.4 $30.80
Compliance Monit. & Inspection

a) 5-Year Composite Inspections** $12.00 99.9 $1,198.80

b) DMR Review $13.00 0.6 $7.80
Renewal Notice $9.50 0.6 $5.70
Supervisiont $17.50 - -
Total Effort and Cost: 118.8 $1,412.40
If Public Notice Is Required: 119.4  $1,466.60

* Assumes that the over-the-counter process of application processing and permit
development can occur in one working day.

*+ Does not include chemical laboratory costs.

t Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.
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Table 4-6

Effort and Cost of Exclusion by Waiver
(Secondary Facilities)

Generic

Cost/Hr Person-Hr Cost
Pre-Notice of Intent Discussion $13.00 4.7 $61.10
Notice of Intent Processing $7.00 2.4 $16.80
Certification of Waiver $9.50 0.6 $5.70
Records/Data Mansgement $7.00 4.4 $30.80
Supervisiont $17.50 - -
Total Effort and Cost: 12.1 $114.40

t Due to difficulty in estimating, omitted from analysis.
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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:

Resource Cost
Savings Savings
(Percent) (Percent)
1. Exclusion by Waiver: 91.8 93.7
2. General Permit: 19.9 22.9
3. Over-the-Counter Permits: 19.1 21.8
4. Ten-Year Permit: 16.0 16.8
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Table 4-7

Unit Resource and Cost Comparison

Resource and Cost Comparisons

Unit Resources  Unit Costs Unit Savings*
Regulatory Options Person-Hour Dollars Resources Dollars
Standard/Model Permit
(Baseline) 146.9 $1,807.00 0.0 (0%) $0.00 (0%)

General Permit 117.6 $1,393.78 29.3 (19.9%) $413.22 (22.9%)
Ten-Year Permit** 123.4 $1,502.90 23.5 (16.0%) $304.10 (16.8%)
Over-the-Counter Permit 118.8 $1,412.40 28.1 (19.1%) $394.60 (21.8%)
Exclusion by Waiver 12.1 $114.40 134.8 (91.8%) $1,692.60 (93.7%)

*Savings are in relation to the Standard/Model Permit (Baseline).
**+Costs are divided by 2 to represent costs over a 5-year term.
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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 5-1). This conclusion is based on the following information:

* 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.

¢ 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.

o 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 facilities or activities within
the State. The majority of these discharges are minor discharges.

* 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 5-1

Summary of Regulatory Option Evaluations

Positive
Estimated Consensus

Statutory/ Unit Savings from
Permitting Regulatory Resource Cost Permitting
Option Change Utilization (Percent) (Percent) Authorities
General No 28 NPDES 20 23 Yes
Permit States plus

16 non-NPDES

States or

Territories
Ten-Year Yes California 16 17 Yes
Permit non-NPDES

extended-

life permits
Over-the- Maybe New Jersey 19 22 No
Counter non-NPDES
Permit permits
Exclusion Yes California 92 94 Yes
by Waiver for land

discharges

(non-NPDES)
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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

EVIEW

d coordination in the State approval and permit

val and pern

exists for better communication and coordination in th ppr
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 site-specific 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 de 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.

RECOMMENDATIONS FOR IMPLEMENTATION

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:

e 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.)

® 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.

® Data systems and site-specific criteria should be updated and fully developed to
assist the permitting authorities in determining which discharges are truly
de minimis.

® The general permit program should be reviewed to determine whether it can be
further simplified and streamlined, allowing for flexibility in implementation and
processing.

¢ EPA should consider conducting further legal and technical evaluations of
alternative regulatory options.

* 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.

¢ EPA should consider consulting with potentially affected industrial groups to
determine the relative cost savings to de minimis dischargers of the regulatory
options identified.

e 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].

I3. National Pollutant Discharge Tlimination System (WPDES)
Permits Program

Section 402 of the Clean Water Act (CWA) estadlishes the

upDELS permit program. Under this program, all point saurce
discharges of pollutants to savigable vaters must have an NPDES
persit. Bscauss the permit program imposes an unaecessarily
heavy burden ia terms of time and rescurces oa government aad
iadustzy, some modificatioa of the program requiremeats is
secessary. Specifically, the petrolens iadustry is coaceraed
with the lifetime of WPDES permits aand the fact -hat iasigaifi-
cant discharges are {acluded is the FNPDXS iotﬂlt progras.

A. ¥NPDRES Permit Ters Extessioa =~ Uader Sectioa 402 of the
C¥A, WPDRS permits may be writtea for a perieod aot ts exceed
five years. The propesed revisien to Section 402 vorld exteand
this period up te tea years.

The exigting five year maximum lifespas for NPDES peraits
iaposss unaesessary durdeas oa iadnstry, EPA and states alike.
It may take as lomg ae & year for a fisal permit to be Lasued.

Additionally, up to three Yyears may be required to install



treatment techaology sacessary to comply vith permit condi-
tions. Onder this scenario, the effesctiveness of existing per-
wit conditions say 20t be ascertainasble by the time the permit
applicatios asd Lssusnce process must De repested since the ‘
permittee maY have osly one year of actual experience i3 the
effectiveness of the particular technology.

Extending the lifetime of an NPDES permit weoeuld not
adversely impact vater quality. Section 122.9(e) of EPA’'s Coa=~
solidated Permit Regulations authorises issuance of permits for
durations less than the full allowable term. MNoreover, Sectioa
402({Dd) (1) (C) of the Act provides for the tesrmination or modifi-
cation of an extaant NPDES permit for cause. Therefore, EP2A aag
the states have adequate flexidility to issue fixed lifse per-
2its of less than ten years duration aad to recper A& parmit
which wvas fssued for & full taan~-year ters if indi-idual cendi-
tions wvarrant such treataent.

API supports the Adaiaistratioa’s efforts to place the
Cleaa Water Act o8 parity with other eavironmental statutes.
Congress bhas net placed restrictioas oa the duratiocn of permit
terms aader ether saviroameatal statutes such as the Resource
Conservations and Macevery Aet (BCRA)} aad the Clean Alr Aet.

5. ZExeluding Insigunificast Discharges -~ An additional
»urdenscme predblem vith Sestien 402 is the application of per-
it requiresents te eaviresmestally lasignificaat poiat source
discharges. Thousands ef discharges, iacluding many sources of

storm water runcff, have little or no advarse impact on vater
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quality yet are regulated under the NPDES peramit progras. 7This
is both time conausmiag aad costly and imposes &b unreasonable
and unnecessary burdem on bothk state and EPA permit igsuing
autborities and indestry. Paced vith the enormousd task of
reneving permits for major poiant source discharges., it is
doubtful that permit issuing authorities will be able to act on
most minor discharge permsit applications during the next sev-
eral YyYears.

During the first round of WPDES permit issuances undar the
Pederal Watsr Pollution Comtrol Act of 1972, EPA attemptad to
exclude many stors water discharges containing iansignificant
quantities of pollutaats froa NPDIS permit requirements. 7This
exclusion was cballesged 2y ths Nationmal Rescurces Dafense
Council (WRDC) which elaimed that EPA had no authority under
the Act te axclude asy point socurce discharges of jpollu-
tlucl.l/ The court agreed with URDC aad as a rss-_t EPA novw
believes that it has little or so discretion ia i s applicatioa
of the pearmit prograa.

Basad on & survey of )9 states, the Association of Btate
and Iaterstate Water Pellutios Ceatrol Admiaistrators is May
1979 reportead that & tetal of 5,808 major and 36,090 minor
HPDES discharge permits had been lssued to both ipdustrial aad
muaicipal dinchcr'.r-.il fhe report stated: “adout Sl per-
ceat of all permits isssed ... involved relatively imsigesifi-
caat facilities vwith respect to poiat source pollutiom con~-

ceras.” Ia spite of EPA's efforts., there are still thounsands
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of permit applications (some submitted as long ago as 1972} for
small sources that heve a0t yet been acted upon and on vhich
the permit issuing aunthorities have little interest in acting.
The resources 0f government and industry should be directed
toward eliminating major sources of pollution te the nation's
waters and should not be diluted Dy the necessity to i{naclade
minor or iasiguificant discharges under the NPDIS permit pro-
grzas. By reducing the FPODRS permit requirement from slmost
uaiversal coverage to a sore realistic level, both industry and
Jovernsent vwill be able te better focus om the real problem
areas affecting the enviroameat.
API believes that the Clean Water Act needs further amend-~
mest in this area. Specifically:
© The EPA Admianistrator should be given eprcific
authority to exempt eaviroanmentally insigjaificant
discharges from the requirements of the NPOES per-
mit progras. This asthority should be sufficiently
flexible to allov beth exclusion of appropriate
discharges such as stors vater run-off froms a cate-
gory or class of peiat sources as vell as case-dy-~

case exsmptions: Aa expedited procedure should bde
established for case-by~case exemptions.



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, 1982].

1l. NFDES Permut Term Extengion (Section 402)

This amendment provides for extension of NPOES permit tarms frum five
YeArs to no more than tan years.

The paper, time, and resawrves imvolved in issuing a NPOES delegatad
permit are consicderable, both on the part of the regulating agercy and the
source owner. Permits for mMjOr sources now average thirty pages, four
sonths processing tise, and cost thousands of dollars to issue. Since DEC
was delegated NPFDES authority in October of 1975, over 7,000 dischargers have
received permits. The first group of pagmits issued in late 1975 and those
ismuad by EPA pricr to dalegation have expired and are now subject to
rensval.

The original legal requiresants far industry and mnicipalities under
e-unmmmmmau-meommw
1977 and 1983. The 1977 date was within a five-year tirm frame from the
ouctmant date but the 1963 date was not. As a result, first time permits
ware issusd by EPA and/or IEC with sy @piring within a few years of the
naExt platesu, i.e. .mly 1, 1983, with oo lagel right to include the 190)
requirwnants (besides the chrunological difficulties, the lack of promulgetad
standards was parsmount and mch mxe highly publicized) .

Mow we are at a point whare the so~called sscxrd round <rafting of
miumuampw“&ymmﬂ-mmunﬂmn-
to maat the anq:.rnllsumx-lu proposed far ext nsion to 1988).
1f parmits are issusd in a timely ssmner during 1982, the e :iration would be
in 1987 under the present five (S)-ysar duration limit. Thui; end date may or

substantially if permit duyration were allowed beyond five (5) years. As
well, resources saved from permit administration of minor sources could be
reallocated to higher priQraty program areas, such as inspesction and
mnitoring of mejor facilities.



Statement of J. William Haun, Chairman of Clean Water Project,
National Environmental Development Association, on July 29, 1982,
before the Subcommittee on Water Resources, Committee on PpPublic
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, 1982).

Deminimis Discharges

The Act requires that a NPCOES permit must be obtained for a point
source dischazge even (f tbe discharge is small or coatains only
minute quantities of benign pollutants. In shott, every source
discharging water requires a permit. This is significantly
ditferent than such lawvas as the Clean Air Act which zegulates

sources only sbove certain sisze limits.

The NPDES permit Progras imposes tiBe-CONSUALNG requirements not
ooly on industry dut upon permit-issuing autborities. Isplesenting
regulations are complex and can require considerable effort and
expense. The permit process Bay take months, and ia some cases,
ysars. Ip sany cases the discharge is of little or mo -onsequence
to improved water quality but & permit (s still required. ®or
ezample, the lav is s0 £igid that & permit is required for
ancontaainated stormwater ronoff channeled into ditches azound am

industzrial plant.

Bearly everyone involved in the administration of the law
acknowledges that & significant portion of the 60,000 permits

iavelves insiganificant sources.

It appears sensible to direct the Clean Water Act esfforts of
government and industry toward cleaning up significant pollutiocn of
the nation's watess, vitbout unnecessary time, money, and attention
aimad at permits for insignificant discharges. IPA is soving in
this direction by setting priorities £0rf renewal. But more can be

done to unclog the systes.
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If discharges ace de¢ 3inimis, based on concentration, volume and
type of discharge, and asre insignificant to the protection of wvater
quality, EPA sbould be given the flexibility to exzempt sources or

categozies of sources from EPDES permit requirements.

APDES Perait Life

OUnder the present law, lnis permits must be renewved every five
years even though it frequently takes more tham one year for the
final permit to ba isseed and up to three years to install treatment
technology. A five-year perait life allows little time for the
permit bolder to test the effectiveness of the treatment before the
permit renewval application process begins again. Tie need for
reneval of permits every five years, Or even @ore :r:quently in many
inscances, subjects BPA and the state agencies to s.bstantial
administrative burdens especially when considecring -ne volume of

permits in the systes.

There is a groving cosseasus that the saxisum allowvable life of &
BPDES permit sbould be extended from five to ten years. A 1980
Bouse Subcommittee oa Oversight and Reviev repocrt titled
‘Isplessntatioa of the Pederal Watsr Pollution Control Act® states
that lengtheaing the period for which a permit resains valid will
*provide greats: stability end certainty to the BPOES progras.®
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Union Calendar No. 480
"3 H, R, 3282

[Report No. 98-827]

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.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JuNe 18, 1983

Mr. HowARD introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Committee
on Public Works and Transportation

SEPTEMBER 14, 1983

Additional sponsors: Mr. UpaLL, Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mrs. SCHNEI-
DER, Mr. Towns, Mr. LaNTOs, Mr. BontoR of Mictigan, Mr. GuanDv, Mr.
OrTingER, Mr. RoDINO, Mr. MARKEY, Mr. FaUNTROY, Mr. TALLON, Mr.
FpaNk, Mr. Sunia, Mr. MiTcHELL, Ms. MIkULSK1, Mr. SEIBERLING, Mr.
Frorto, Mr. Evans of Dlinois, Mr. D’'AMours, Mr. CrockETT, Mr. CLaY,
Mr. ConvERs, Mr. VENTO, Mr. RATCHFORD, Mr. BARNES, Mr. COUGHLIN,
Mr. Stoxes, Mr. Dixon, Ms. KarTUs, Mr. WEIss, Mr. JONES of Oklaho-
ma, Mr. EckarT, Mr. DE Luco, Mr. LEaMAN of Florida, Mr. ScHEUER,
Mr. MmisH, Mr. BErLExsON, Mr. MozRIsON of Connecticut, Mr. GEJDEN-
soN, Mr. DoNNELLY, Mr. LONG of Marvland, Mr. Fazio, Mr. Forsrras,
Mr. TorriCELLI, Mr. CAzPER, and Mr. YATES

Femzuany 2, 1984

Additional sponsors: Mr. Fisu, Mr. Lowny of Washington, Mr. HucaEs, Mr.
LevINE of California, Mrs. ScHROEDER, Mr. DELLUNMS, Mrs. Boxex, Mr.
WeaveR, Mr. McDape, Mr. Epgaz, Mrs. BurTON of California, Mr.
NzaL, Mr. Bates, Mr. KoLTER, Mr. MrazEX, Mr. WHEAT, Mr. HoYER,
Mrs. KEnNNELLY, Mr. Bosco, Mr. Wener, Mr. SHanNNON, Mr. CLARKE,
Mr. KoaTMAYER, Mr. MAvOULES, Mr. MoaKLEY, Mr. SMITH of New
Jersey, Mr. Beruan, Mr. Hazxan, Mr. WypnEN, Mr. Owens, Mr. Sano,
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70

STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES

SEc. 35. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirability of
eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the
navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-
centration, and type of pollutant, are not significant. The Ad-
ministrator shall submit a report of such st::dy along with
recommendations to the Committee on Pub'ic Works and
Transportation of the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate not

later than one year after the date of enactment of this Act.
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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 Committee Print 98 - 33, Possible
Amendments to the Federal Water Pollution Control Act, p. 369
published by U.S. Government Printing Office, Washington, 1984].'

4. NPDRS PERMIT DURATION

Ten-year its would give regulating agencies the ability to concentrate their

resources oD permit compliance rather than permit administration. Obvious advan-

to the parmittse are a reduction in paperwork and a more stable besis on
which to make business decisions.

In New York, ninety percent of the point source pollution load comes from ten
percent of the sources. Ten-year permits will allow us to concantrate our resources
on the more significant discharges. We've always had, and should continue to have,
the authority to revise permits prior to their expiration to update permit require-
tents or schedules. It is recommended that the durstion of NPDES permits be ex-
five o Do more than ten years.

;
]
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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 Federal Water
Pollution Control Act, p. 3604, published by U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, 1984].

7. Authorize og sinimis exemptions.

Unlike the Clean Afr Act and other pollution control statuytes,
the Clean Water Act maxes no allowance in its permit requiremsnts
for small point source dischargers of conventiona! pollytants.
This lack of consideration tmposes unnecessary control require-
ments on insignificant dischargers and prevents full concentration
of resources on control of more important sources of pollytion.
The Clean Water Act should be amended to allow EPA to estadlish
ge sininis classes of point source dischargers of conventional
poliutants. A ainints discharger would de required to file a
request for exemption and aporopriate documentation relative to
the proposed discharge with EPA or the stats, as the case may de;
1f the permitting authority took no action on the request within
30 days, the examption would be aporoved utomatically.
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Statement of Kenneth E. Blower, Manager of Environmental Affairs,
The Standard 0il 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, 1984].

APl recommends that Section 402(>)(1)(B) of the Clean Water
Act bDe amended to read as follows (changes are underscored):

“(B) except as provided under paragraph (C) of this sub-
section, are for fixed terns not exceeding ten years, unless
4 permit includes a wvaiver or modification of any othervise
applicable requirement pursuant to Sections 30l!¢), (g}, (h)
and (m) of this Act, in which case such permit shall be for a

Tixed term not exceeding five years:".

Where a facility is granted an economic Of water quality based
waiver under the act, the permit lifetime would still be limited
to five years. However, other minor modifications would not
prevent a facility from obtaining a ten year permit.

The amendment recommended by API would allow a 10-year permit
term that corrects the prodblems encountered with the five-year
tern. The existing five~year maximum lifespan for NPDES permits
has imposed unnecessary burdens and costs on industry, EPA and
®the states alike. It may take as long as a year for 3 final
pernit to de issued. Up to three years may de required to
dnstall treatment technology necessary to comply wi:- permit
eonditions. This scenario leaves little time to ob:.:n Gata on
@f{fluents before the permit has to be renewed,

It has been estimateo that about 65,000 permits l.ave been
issued since 1972.1 EPA and the states are now facing an
increasing backlog of permits which have expired and must be re-
dssued. This problem could be alleviated in the future by amend~
ing the act to provide parmit authorities the flexibility to
issue permits for terms up to 10 years.

Moreover, the l0-ysar lifetime sould make the NPDES permit
program more consistent with permit programs enforcing other
environmantal laws. Congress has not placed restrictions on the
duration of permit terms under the Resource Conservation and
Recovery Act and the Clean Air Act.

B, Excluding Insignificant Discharges

S. 431's Section 13 recognizes the need to exempt from the
RPOES permit program discharjes that have litile or no adverse
L=zact on water quality. The provision exempts discharges of
a:ormwater runoff from mining operations and oil or gas
exzlocation, praduction, processing, o treatnment operitions that
are not contaminated with process wastes, overburden, raw

1 Sapity A¢miqistrator, Or., John Hernandez, Jr., T.S. Envicone

mertal Protecszidn Agency, Testimony before the Sudcommitiee
on Eavironmental Pollution, Senate Committee on Enwirdnment
and Pudlic Works, Fedbruary 5, 1982.
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materials, toxic pollutants, hazardous sudstances in excess of
ceporzable quantities. or oil or grease from the Clean Water
Act's requirement to ObBtain an NPDES permit.

However, the proposed language fails to explain what consti-
tutes “contaminated Dy 0il or grease.® APl recommends that line
17 of Section 13 de changed to read ®or oil or grease in excess
of reportable quantities.® This is the phrasing used to define
"contsmination by hazardous substances.®

In addition to the specific exeamption provided Dy Section 11
of S.431, Congress should consider amending the act to provide
authority for EPA to exempt other environmentally insignificant
discharges from the NPDES perait program. That is, EPA should de
allowed (a) to exempt appropriate discharges from categories of
point sources and (d) to exempt specific point source discharges
on a case~by-case basis.

A Clean Water Act amendment excluding insignificant
discharjes from the NPDES permit program will help sddress a
problem that IPA, state agencies and industry have all
acknowledged. Thousands of insignificant discharges are
currently regulated under the NPDES permit program. Faced with
the enormous task of renewving Dermits for msjor point sources,
pecrmit issuing authorities probadly will not be able to act on
most minor discharje permit applications during the next several
years.

During the first round of NPDES permit {ssuances under the
Federal Water Pollution Control Act of 1972, EPA attempted to
exclude many stormwater discharges containing insignificant
quantities of pollutants from NPDES pernit requirements., This
exclusion was challenged Dy the Natural-Resources Defense Council
(NRDC) which claimed that EPA had no authority under the act to
exclude any point source discharges of pollutants.? The court
ajreed with NRDC, and, as & vesult., EPA now Delisves that it has
little or no discretion in its application of the permit progras.
Based on a survey of 39 states, the Associstion of State and
Interstate -Water Pollution Contzrol Administrators in May 1979
reported that a total of 5,808 major and 36,090 minor NPOES
discharge pernits had been issued to both industrie. and munici-
pal dischargers. The report stated: “About 51 pec-czent of all
permi1ts issued ... involved relatively insignifica-= facilities
with respec: to 2017t scurce pollution conceras."? In spite of
TPA's alforts, thousanis 3! permit applications (3:~e sudlitted
as long ago as 1972) for small sources sre still sending.

NRDC v. Train, 196 F.Scpp 1393 (D2.0.C. 197%), aff'd. NRDT v.
CS3z.e., 364 F.23 3369 (D.C. <Sir. ivTT). -

By excluding insignificant discharges from NPDES permit
requirements, both industry and government will be able to better
focus on eliminating major sources of pollution from the nation's
wvaters.
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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.
Bouse 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, 1984].

De M:nimis Exemptions

The majority of Clean Water Act percits are for minoc
discharges. Litecrally thousands of NFDES saall-soucce discharge
perait applications, some written as long ago as 1972, are awaiting

action.

An i1llustration of the problem is an actual case where &
company's drinking fsuntain, because ¢! its location, drains its
overflow into a vater body. That drinking fountain requires an

NPDES permit, and there is no provision allowing it <o be exempted.

The EPA Administrator should be allowed to exer:: de minimis
point source discharges and channsled stormwater runocff containing
de minimis quantities of pollutants from the NPDES permit
procedure. Deteraination of cuqxblitty for exesption should be

based on concentration, volume and type of discharge.

The Senate Committee has, in part, recognized this poin:t and
has included in $.431 exemptions for channeled stormwater runoff
which contains no pollutants for oil, g9as, and mining industries.
Bowever, we see NO reason to limit this axesption to certain
industries or types of discharge. All discharges wvhick contain

little or no pollutants should be eligible for exemption.
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'd Session HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 98-827

WATER QUALITY RENEWAL ACT OF 1984

jung 6. 1984. —Committed to the Committee of the Whole House on the State of the
Union and ordered to be printed

Mr. Howanrp, from the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, submitted the following

REPORT
together with
ADDITIONAL AND SUPPLEMENTAL VIEWS

(To accompany H.R. 3282]

[Including cost estimate of the Congressional Budget TiTice)

The Committee on Public Works and Transportaiion, to whom
was referred the bill (H.R. 3282) to amend the Federa. Water Pollu-
uon Control Act to provide for the renewal of the 1uality of the
Nation's waters, and for other purposes, having considered the
same, report favorably thereon with an amendment and recom-
mend that the bill as amended do pass.

The amendment strikes out all after the enacting clause of the
:;lln:g%nul:nmlmuxtwhich appears in italic type in the re-

45
SECTION 35

This section directs the Administrator to study the feasibility
and desirability of eliminating the regulation of discharges 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
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works within one year of
the date of enactment of H.R. 3282.
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PROVIDING FOR THE CONSIDERATION OF H.R. 3282

Juwe 13, 1984. —Referred to the House Calendar and ordered to be printed
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98TH CONGRESS
29 H, R. 5903

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.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JUNE 20, 1984

Mr. OBERsSTAR (for himself. Mr. MAvROULES, Mr. Wox PaT, Mr. LEVINE of
California, Mr. STokes, Mr. MiTCcHELL, Mr. SHANNON, Mr. JEFFORDS, Mr.
Stxorskl, Ms. EapTUr, Mr. CoucHLIN, Mr. FaUNTROY, Mr. AsPIN, Mr.
Bates, Mr. Speart. Mr. CaABPER, Mr. Lowey of Washington, Mr.
KiLpeg, Mr. GrREEN, Mr. BARNES, Mr. EDWARDS of California, Mr. Mor-
RISON of Connecticut, Mr. ACKERMAN, Mr. FrRANK, Mr. Hamrrron, Mr.
MINETA, Mr. BONER of Tennessee, Mr. WEAVER, Mr. DUurBIN, Mr. Fas-
CELL, Mr. DascHLE, and Mr. BOEHLERT) introduced the following bill:
which was referred to the Committee on Public Works and 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 House of Representa-
2 tiwes of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
3 SHORT TITLE

4 SEcTION 1. This Act may be cited as the “Water Qual-

[4]]

ity Renewal Act of 1984"".
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STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES

SEcC. 35. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirability of
eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the
navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-
centration, and tvpe of pollutant, are not significant. The Ad-
ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with
recommendations to the Committee on Public Works and
Transportation of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public Work: of the Senate
not later than one vear after the date of enactment of this

Act.

HR 5903 IH
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June 22, 1984

H 6360

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

AMENDMENTS

Under clause 8 or rule XXIII. pro-
posed amendments were submitted as
follows:

HR. 3282
By Mr. ROE:

Amendment in the nature of s substitute.
«~8trike out all after the enacting clause
and insert in lieu thersof the following:

SHOR? TITLE

Sactiow 1. This Act may be cited as the

“Water Quality Renewal Act of 1984,

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

STUDY OF REGULATION OF D& MINTMIS
PISCRARGES
Szc. 35. The Administrator of the Envi.
ronmental Protection Agency shall study

¢
|
@
s
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June 26, 1984

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

Mr. ROE (during the reading). Mr.
Chairman, I ask unanimous consent
that the amendment in the nature of &
substitute be considered as read and
printed {n the RECORD.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

‘There was no objection.

(Mr. ROE azked and was given per-
mission 10 revise and extend his re-
marks.)

(By unanimous consent. Mr. Roe
was aliowed to proceed for § additional
minutes.)

Mr. EOWARD. Mr. Chairman, will
the gentleman yield?

Mr. ROE. 1 yield to the gentleman
from New Jersey.

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentle-
man for yielding.

Mr. Chairman 1 just wish to take
this time to congratulate the gentle-
man in the well, the gentleman from
New Jersey (Mr. Rog). the gentleman
from Minnesota [(Mr. 8TamcriLaND], the
ranking minority member ob the Sub-
committee on Water Resources, all the
members of the Public Works and
Trarsportation Coramittee, and to &
very great degree the majority and mi-
oority siaffs of this subcommittee,
which have worked so long and so
hard to preserit this, the finest clean
water bill ever presented to the Con-
gress. 1 congratulate them on their
work and effort, and I ask for the
overwhelming support of our col-
leagues on this vital measure.

Mr. ROE. Mr. Chairman, | thank
the gentleman from New Jersey [Mr.
Howaxp] for his comments. and L. too,
want to extend my appreciation to
him and to the gentleman from Ken-
tucky (Mr. Svypzr), the ranking mi-
nority member of the committee, and
the gentleman from Minnesota [Mr.
STANGELAND). the ranking minority
member of the subcommittee, who is
my counterpart on the Subcommittee
on Water Resources. [ also want to
particularly single out the gentleman
from Pennsylvania (Mr. Encan)
amongst our other Members who have

done such a splendid job on this legis-
lation, and particularly the staff for
the outstanding job and the work that
they have conducted on this most im-
r’:.r:nt Water Quality Renewal Act of

Mr. Chairman, this amendment is an
amendment in the nature of a substi-
tute to the bill, HR. 3282, the Water
Quality Renewal Act of 1984, which
was reported by our committee on
June 8. 1984. This amendment is de-
signed to address a number of prob-
lems which arose after the bill was re-
ported. The amendment was published
in the ConGazssioNal Racorp for June
22 for the informstion of the Mem-
bers. A detailed analysis of the amend-
ment follows:

SECTIOR-2Y-SECTION ARALYSIS
(AMENDMENT IN THE RATURE OF A SUBSTITUTSE
T0 KA. 3283 OFFRAED §Y MR RO
EECTION 3

Section 1 provides that this Act may be
t‘:l’t::utbc'umamwutd

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

study the feasibility and desirability of
eliininating the reguiation of disccherges of
pollutanta into the navigable waters I
amounts which. in terms of voluibe, conoen-
tration. and type of pollutant, are not eig-
nificant. A report. with recommendstions. is
to be submitied to the House Committies on
Public Works and Transportation and the
Senate Commitles an Envircament and
Public Works within one year af the date of
enactment of H.R. 3282
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June 26, 1984 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE H 7017

The Question was taken. and the
Speaker announced that the ayes ap-
peared to have it.

Mr. FRENZEL Mr. Speaker. I object
to the vote on the ground that a
quorum is pot present and make the
point of order that a quorum is not
present.

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum
Is not present.

The Sergeant at Arms will notify
absent Members.

The vote was taken by electronic
device. and there were—yeas 405. nays
11, not voting 17. as follows:

(Roll No. 26T
YEAS—405
Ackerman ‘Daris Haves
Addabdo oe la Garna Hefner
Akaks Deilums Heftel
Aldbosta Derrick Rerte)
Mmr:‘! g;:h.no lgizfm-ower
Ande tneon 1ier
Andrews (NC: Dicks Hils
Andress (TX: Dingel Hoit
vy
ons rSan 0! r
::?ln‘u gway Howarg
r. H
Asoun Dreter | RV
Badham Duscan Hucxady
Barnard Durtin Hughes
Barmes Duyer Hunter
Bateman Dryson Huyt'o
Bates Larly Hyde
Bedel Texan yvu:a
Belsiscn Edgar ALO
Bennett Bowards (gl.) j'nom
Bereuter Eowwrds (CA) enkins
Berman Edwards (OK) Johmson
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The Jenune ogush ‘:ﬂ-fgﬁ‘,
question is on the amendment in the pgn nmﬂ'm .J:x\nu
nature of a substitute offered by the ::::ruu l.\ml;n.: :::‘u:r
3 e Cr
) e umengen, o7 Jemey Mr Bl BR' Kl
. g e
The amendment in the nature of a lom?w n;‘: x:::
substitute, as amended. was agreed to. Boner Plegler Keruelly
The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. pooior Pelds e
Under the rule. the Commitee rises. Borsx) Puppo Kieczka
C1ms Bocen Focie Eowim
.4 s QELInA Y
Accordingly. the Committee rose, =°::' Poiey b ,"m
1nd the Spesker having resumed the i » r’:'u:#)) eromarino
chair, . KaZEN, Chairman pro tem- Brooaf! er 08
pore of the Committee of the Whole BrowniCA)  Pranma Laita
House on the State of the Union, re: BrowmicC’  prenadn tportd
ported that that Committee, having Bryant Prost Lehroan (CA»
il;:zunder considersation the bill (H.R. :mn €Ay Fugus }:.".'.3:" L
)} to amend the Federal Water Pol- Campbe 8“""‘,“
lution Control Act o provide for the cCamey v Gejdermon 'i::'x;
renewal :.l‘ t?e Quality of the Nation's 8:,,"‘" g:um }:-:n‘:‘
waters. 'or other purposes, pursu- ;
ani to House Resolution 522. he re- Srarass p-thareg it
ported the bill back to the House with Chappie gw-u gm:u
uwuopudbyme(:cm-w ucxman T er
mittee of the Whole. Cinger Oueodling Loag (LA}
SPEAKER. Under the rule, the couu g.n Lang (MD)
Cosiho radison Lott
Is & separate vote demanded on any Solemsn (MO)  Ormm it
amendment t0 the amendment in the Soam® il (W
nature of a substitute adopted by the Cenadie Oress Luken
Committee of the Whole? If not, tpe Conte Guarin Lundine
question is on the amendment. Soayers iyl
'rheunendmemmumdw.u Corsoran Hall. Raiph Magigan
The SPEAKER. The question is on Csoeniln Eetl, Sam Margey
gumntmmm“ Coryoe m‘:‘mm:«lm
Craig Marun (NC)
The bill was ordered to be engroesed Cresssst Harees (UT) m:n)
uu: read 8 third time, and was read g::m m Maruo
third time.
The SPEAKER. The question is on 2v%% -viiooly —
the passage of the bill Daud Mavking MsCain



H 17018 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE June 25, 1984

MeCandlon Pureel) Sprats
MeCloakey Quihen = COermain
MeCollum Raball Ragsers
MeCurdy Rangsl SRanguinned
MceDunde Ratchiord Sark
Melwen Ray Stenholm
MeHugh Reguls Swie
WeKernan Rad Strattan
MeNulty Richardeon Studas
Mics Rudge Surdquist
Michel Rinalde t
Mixueki Ritter Synar
Miller (CA) Robsrta Talln
Miller (OH) Robunson Tauke
Mineta Rodine Tawnn
Minmh Roe Taylor
Mitchall Rosoer Thataas (CA)
Moakiey Roger Thomas (Q4)
Mollnart Rostenkowski  Torres
MoUohan Rotn
Mootgomery Roukstaa Towes
Moedy Rowiland Trazier
Moare Roybal COdall
Moorbeasd Rucd Valeotine
Morrison (CT) Russo Vasder Jugt
Morrison (WA) Sabo Vandergrff
Murphy Bavage Vento
Muruns Sawyer Volkmer
Myers Schaefer Vucasovich
Natcher Scheuer Walgren
Neal Schneider Walker
Nalson Wstios
Nichols Schulse Watman
Nownk Sehumer Weunver
O'Brien Seiberling Weber
Quakar Sharp Welm
Oberstar Shaw
Obey 8heldy Whitshumt
Olm Bhumway Whitley
Oony Shuster Whittaker
Ottinger Stkorski Whitien
Owens B8iljander Wlilliazes (MT)
Ozxley Stmon Williams (OH)
Packard Sisuky Wisan
Pabetta Sxeen Wina
Puarris Suelton wWirth
Pasbayan Siattery Wise
Pauman Smith (PL) Waolf
Patierson Bmith (1A) Wolps
Pease Smith (NE) Wrignt
Penny Smith (KD Wydea
Pepoer Smith, Denny Wyl
Pertins Smith, Rosart Ystes
Petrt Snowe Yatron
Pickle 8nyder Young (AK)
Parter Solarz Young «FL)
Prics Soloman Young (MO)
Pritchard Spenoe

NAYS-11
Bartiett Crane, Phflip Nicissa
Burtos () Danbemeyer Pal
Cheney Lungren Stump

Crune. Dunis! Marienwes
NOT VOTING~17

AuCotn Ball (DO Mragsk
Brooks Haasen (ID) Rose
Dixoa Kogovaek Seuseabrenner
Dymally Lawis (CA) Shannoa
Emersoa MeQGrath Wortie?
Erienborn MeKinney
D 1730

80 the bdill was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.
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Jui 24, 1954

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

MESSAGES PROM THE HOUSE

At 11:16 am., a message from the
House of Representatives, delivered by
Mr. Berry, one of ita reading clerks,
announced that the House has passed
the following bills, in which it requests
the concurrence of the Senate:

HR 3281 An act 0 amend the Federal
Water Poliution Control Act to provide for
the renewul of the quality of the Nation's
waters, and for other purposes; and

MEASURES PLACED ON THE
CALENDAR

The following bilils were read the
first and second times by unanimous
consent, gnd placed on the calendar:

AR 3282 An act 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.
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99Ty CONGRESS
1sT SESSION ° ° 8

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.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 3, 1985
Mr. Howarp (for himself, Mr. ANpERsON, Mr. RoE, Mr. SNYDER, and Mr.
STANGELAND) introduced the following bill; which was referred to the Com-
mittee on Public Works and 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 House of Representa-

2 tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,

3 SHORT TITLE
4 SecTion 1. This Act may be cited as the “Water Qual-
5 ity Renewal Act of 1985”.
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STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES
Sec. 36. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirability of
eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the
navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-

centration, and type of pollutant, are not significant. The Ad-

-ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with

recommendations to the Committee on Public Works and

Transportation of the House of Represertatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate

not later than one vear after the date of enactment of this

Act.
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222 H. R. 1509

To amend the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to provide for the renewal of

To

v W W N

the quality of the Nation's waters, and for other purposes.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

MaRcH 7, 1985

OBERSTAR (for himself, Mr. Epcar, Mr. Mooby, and Mr. MINETA) intro-

duced the following bill, which was referred to the Commitiee on Public
Works and Transportation

A BILL

amend the Federal Water 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-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SHORT TITLE

SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the ‘“Water Qual-
ity Renewal Act of 1985".
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STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES
Sec. 36. The Administrator of the Environmental Pro-
tection Agency shall study the feasibility and desirabiliiy of
eliminating the regulation of discharges of pollutants into the
navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-
centration, and type of pollutant, are not significant. The Ad-
ministrator shall submit a report of such study along with

-ecommendations to th: Committee on Public Works and

69

Transportation of the House of Representatives and the
Committee on Environment and Public Works of the Senate
not later than one vear after the date of enactment of this
Act.
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Testimony by J. Leonard Ledbetter, Commissioner, Department of
Natural Resources, State of Georgia, appearing in his capacity as
Vice President, Association of State and Interstate Water
Pollution Control Administrators, on April 30, 1985, before the

Subcommittee on Water Resources, Committee on Public Works and
Transportation, U.S. House of Representatives [As printed in
Committee Print 99 - 9, Possible Amendments to the Federal Water

Pollution Control Act, p. 484, published by U.S. Government
Printing Office, Washington, 1985]).

Iv. TITLE IV
Section 402 - (NPDES Permit Program)

This Section should be revised to allow partial assusption
by States of the NPDES progras pursuant to joiant Federal/State
agreeasents. Iz addition, 1t 1is essential that the Act be
amesded to provide for the issuance of NPDES permits up to
ten years, provided flexidbility is saintaigsed to re-open
& permit for good cause. The States support re-opeaing the
permits to include promulgated effluent limitatioms Or to
address violatios of water quality standards. Ino most States,
seveaty-five percent- -of the permits are for relatively sasll
dischargers with pon~-toxzic wastewsters and ten Year permits
would enadble the States to spend more time developing and
re-opening the permits for major sources.
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Last year this House adopted similar
legisiation, H.R. 3232 by a sisable
margin. Unfortunately the other body
was unshle te act on this legizlation
priot (o  adjournment and another
year. passed without Congress resu-
thorizing the Clean Water Act. HR. §
ia, I belisve, an even better bill and de-
serves our strong support. According-
1y. 1 urge my colleagues to smupport

this measure Inclusive of ths commit- -

tes amendments, 30 that we can con-
tinpe our efforts to make our Nation’s
within the next 10 years.

The CHAIRMAN. The question ison
the amendments offered by the pen-
tleman {rom New Jersey (Mr.
HowaaplL

The amendments were agreed to.

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the
rule, the substitute commitiee amend-
ment recommended by the Committee
on Putlic Works and Transportation
now printed {n the reportad hill as
modified by ths amendments affered
by ths gentleman from New Jersey
{Mr. Howann] shall be considered as
an original Yill for the purpose of
amendment under the S-minute rule
by sectlons, and each section shall be
considered a3 bhaving been read It
shall also de In order to consider an
amendment printed In the Comcrrs-
SIONAL Rzconrd of July 16, 1988, by and
if affered by Representative Jones of
North Carolina, which shall be consid-
ered as having been read )

The Clerk will designate section 1.

The text of section 1 is as follows:
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLR: TASLE QF COATEMXTS

ANEYDNEST TO FEDERAL WATER
zumwn CONTROL ACT: DEFINITION

/a) Snvoar TITLE —TALs Act may b¢ ciled as
the “Watsr Quality Renswal Act of 1385°.
18) Taars or Conyzars.—
See. 1. Shovt titly table of contents; semend-
ments o Jederal Water Pollu-

|

LY T Ea wre
f
§
?

projects.
Time limit on resolviag certain dis-

RS KEXR X K BK %%

oy gy g by
e R

14 am mlmau.' user charges on
ncome residential usere
of construction grent

P
ik
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Junds

Sec 18 Greals o Statas for establishment
o/ walsy poliution conirol se-
volving funds

Sec. 12. Innovetive lechnslogy compilgnce
deadlings for direct discharg-

e
Sec. 18 Varéignoes from ihe applicetion of
aFusnt [smilstions.

Sec. 42 I'mprouement profecte
Sec. 43. Study af regulation of de miwmimis

dlscharges
Sec. 44. Study of effectivensss of innovetive
snd alternative procesyes gad

m
Sec 45. Waler qualily improvement sludy.
Sec. 46 Study of lesting proocedures.
Sec. 47. Smwauym: of tazic pol

Sec. 43. Sulfids corrosion study.
Sec €9. Pulp mill study.
Sec. 50. Study of reinfall induced in/utra-
tion {xt0 sewer systema
Sec. 51 Study of pH_ tn discharpes from
opevations. .

mining
S&i&l&d’d%hmw
Orvilla, ldsha.

Sec. 52 Limilation on payments.
() Azroumwy or Freensl Wirza PoLiLD-
Don CosTROL ACT.—Kz0ept a8 olharvise &z-
wieneuer in (his 4cf an

mvmrmwmm

< Dm—hrmdmsm
he torm “Adminisirator” means the Admin-
istrator of the Encisonmental Prolection
Agency

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Chairman, I ask
unanimous consent that the remain-
der of the committese amendment in
the nature of a substitute be printed
in the Recoan and open 0 amendment
at any point.

The CHAIRMAN. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

The text of the remainder of the
bill, beginning with section 2, is as {o)-
lows:
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SEC. ¢ STUDY OF REGULATION OF DB MININMIS DIS-
CRARCES

ta) StupY.—The Administrator shall study
the fearidility and desirability of eiminat-
ing the regulation of discharpes af pollut-
anls inlo the navigable valers (n amounts
which in terms of volume, concenirglion,
and lype of pollutant, are not significant

1d) Rrront.—Not later than one year afler
the date of the enactment of this Act, the Ad-
ministrator shell submil ¢ report on ke re-
sulls of such study elong wtth recommenda-
tions Lo the Commitles on Public Works snd
Trensportslion of the House of Representia-
tives and the Commitles on Environment
end Public Works of the Senele.



Excerpt from House Report 99 - 189
Act of 1985, ’

discharges.

. Page 49, on The Water Qualit
concerning the study of regulation of de minimiz

SECTION 43—STUDY OF REGULATION OF DE MINIMUS DISCHARGES

This section directs the Administrator to study the feasibilit
and desirability of eliminating the regulation of discharges of pol-
lutants into the navigable waters in amounts which, in terms of
volume, concentration, and type of poilutant, are not significant. A
report, with recommendations, is to be submitted to the House
Committee on Public Works and Transportation and the Senate
Committee on Environment and Public Works within one year of
the date of enactment of H.R. 8.
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Alezander Pord (TH) MiDer (CA)
Anderson Powier Miller (ON)
The CHAIRMAN. The question is 0n  Assunste Prost Mitehell
the Committee amendment in the Astheny Pugua Moakley
nature of a substitute, as amended. yracsiand Quie, rounart
The Committee amendment {n the suine Oaydos Montgomery
nature of a substitute, as amended, AuCotn Oejdensea Moody
was agreed to. Badham Gekas Moore
The CHAIRMAN. Under the rule, pemerd Ooharst  Moorhesd
the Committee rises. Co Beteman Oliman u x
Accordingly the mmittee rose; Beims Qingrich urphy
and the Spesker having resumed the Begeasn Sonmales Ny
chair, Mr. Rz, Chairman of the zeanett Gradison Neal
Committee of the Whole House on the Bentey Ony (L) Nelson
State of the Union, reported that that permes SRy PA)  Nechos
Committee, having had under consid- peq Guarin OBrien
;r:tion v.%e bill ;g.l}!.u!) to uncll the Biey m 8:"
deral Water ution Control Act Boshlert jhannd
to provide for the renewal of the qual- 352, L haoh Qe
lt'?;l of the Nation's 'mmwmg {Or Boner (T Hammerschmidt Owens
other purposes, pursuant ouse Booker Hatcher
Resolution 222, he reported the biil Ronk! :‘J:‘"' Horioy
back to the House with an amendment poucher Heftel Pashaysn
adopted by the Committee of the Bozer Hertel Pease
Whole. Breaux gu Penny
The SPEAKER. Under the rule, the posvcar  Boron Portte
previous question is ordered. Bruce Howsrd Petrt
Is a separate vote demanded on any Brnst Hoyer Pickle
amendment to the Committee amend- Bunen(CA}  Bucuby poar
ment in the nature of a substitute gyren Butto Quillen
adopted uby th:h Commlutteeh of the c-u-hnm ?g-. WMI
Whole? If not, the question is on the
amendment. poviieid Jfore yedt
The amendment le; agreed to. Care :ohmu,l‘c’ Raid
The SPEAKER. e question is on Chappell ooes ( Richardson
the engrossment and third reading of Shaoek Jam e R
the bill Clnger Robinson
The bill was ordered to be engrossed Coelho Kaptur Rodine
and read a third time, and was read Soemad (MO) Xassnmelsr Row o
the third time. Collins Kenpelly Rose
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERID 5Y MR. PRLAY  Coate Kildes :::EN"ﬂ“
Mr. DILAY. Mr, Speaker, I offer & Goomer -atyent Roukema
motion to recommit. Coughlin Kostmayer m:::: (g:))
The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman Courter LaPalcs ¢
opposed to the bill? e, lmamm, R
Mr. DELAY. I am, Mr, Speaker, in {tS paniel Lehman (PL)  Russo
present form. A\ Cl will Duschie Lemt ::=¢l
The SPEAKER! The erk
report the motion o recommit. SeGarsa  LembetCA)  Sensater
The Clerk read as follows: Dellums Lewis :c’:: Scheuer
Mr. Delay moves to recommit the blll DFTick Lewis Schroeder
HR. 8. to the Committee on Public Works Sia™®  pehtios  Schul
and Transportation Dingell Livingston Seideriing
The SPEAKER. Without objection, DicQuarst  Lord Fiowis
the previous question is ordered on poanelty . Lowery (CA)  Shelby
the motion to recommit. Dorwan (ND)  Lowry (WA) Shuster
There was no objection. Dowdy Lwas Sikoraxi
The SPEAKER. The question is on D200 ke e
the motion to recommit. Dwyer MacKay Skelton
The motion to recommit was reject- Dymaly Madigan
ed . Sy dames P
The SPEAKER. The question is 0N  gexart (OM) Martn (v Saith (LA)
the passage of the bill. Cdgar Martin (NY) Smith (NJ)
Spenber e et e s hy Dmem | Mami S
er AnNo! the ayes ap- Mavroules Solars
peared to have it. g:’:::.» :n.oll :om
RECORDED YOTS Evans ( cCain pence
? McCandl
Mr. LUNGREN, Mr. Speaker, 1 maei =  Meclosxey 8t Germain
demand s recorded vote. Puato McCollum Staggers
A recorded vote was ordered. Prigtan Loyt oind Frpp i)
The vote was taken by electronic mem McEwen Surk
device, and there were—ayes 340, noes PFan McOrath Stokes
83, not voting 10, as follows: g m oo
(Roll No. 280) mm MeKinney mm
AYES-340
Askarman Addabao Akska Ford (MD) Mk Synar
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Tallon Visclasky Wirth
Tuuzin Volkmer Wise
Tayior Vucanevich Wolf
Thamas (CA) Walgren Wolpe
Thomas (GA)  Watkins Wortley
Torres Waxroan Wright
Torricelll Weaver Wyden
Towrs Wetss Yatas
Traficant Wheat Yatron
Traxler Whitehurat Young (AK)
Udall Whitiey Young (PL)
Valentine Whitten Young (MO)
Vander Jagt Williams
Vento Wison
NOQES—83
Archer Prensel Morrison (WA)
Armey Goodling Nielson
Bartlett Gregs Olin
Barton Grotoery
Bereuter Hansen Pursell
Bilirakis Hartnett Ritwer
Boulter Hendon Roberta
Brown (CO) Henry Roemer
Broyhil Hiler Schuette
Burton (IN) Hopkins brenner
Chandler Hunter Shumvwsy
Cheney Lreland
Coats Kaach Samith (NL)
Cobey Kindness Saith (NB)
Coble Kolbe Smith. Denny
Combest Krumer Smith, Robert
Cralg Lagomarsino Stenholm
Crane latta Strang
Dannemeyer Lesch (IA) Stump
Deaubd Loetfler Sweepey
Delay Lott Swindall
DeWine Lungren Tauke
Dornan (CA) Mack Walker
Dreler Marienee Weber
Eckert (NY) MeMillan Whittaker
Edwards (OK) Meyers Wylle
Fawell Michel Zachau
Miller (WA)
NOT VOTING—10
Bonlor (M1) Belner Murths
Broomfield Hubbard Schoeider
Downey ‘Lantos
Glickman Monson
o 1730

Mr. HUNTER and Mr. ZSCHAU
changed their votes from “aye” to
“no."”

Mr. LIVINGSTON changed his vote
from “no" to “aye.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded.

A motion to reconsider was laid on
the table.

AUTHOWIZING THE CLERK TO MAKE CORRECTIONS
IN ENGROSSMENT OF E.R. 8, WATER QUALITY
RENEWAL ACT OF 1988
Mr. BOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that, in the en-

grossment of the bill H.R. 8 the Clerk
be authorized to correct section num-
bers, cross references, and the table of
contents and make such other techni-
cal and conforming amendments as
may be necessary to reflect the actions
of the House in amending the bill HR.

8.

The EPEAKER. 1Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no objection.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, 1 ask
unanimous consent to take from the
Speaker’s table the Senate bl (8.
1128) to amend the Clean Water Act,
and for other purposes, and ask for its
immediate consideration In the House.

The Clerk read the title of the
Senate bill,

The SPEAKER. 1s there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey?

There was no abjection.

The Clerk read the Senate bill, as
follows:

8 1128

Be it enacted by the Senate end House of
Reprasentatives aof the United Stales of
America in Congress assemdled, That this
Act may be cited as the “Clean Watsr Act
Amendments of 1985,
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MOTION OFFERED 8Y MR. ROWARD

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I offer
a motion.

The Clerk read as follows:

Mr. Howard moves w0 strike out all after
the enacting ciause of the Senate bill. S.
1128, and to insert in Ueu thereof the text
of H.R. 8, as passed, as foliows:
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SECTION ). SNORT TITLE TABLE OF CONTENTS:

ANENDNMENTS TO JFEDERAL WATER
POLLUTION CONTROL ACT, DEFINITION
OF ADNINISTRATOR.

{a) SHORT Trrixr. —This Act may be cited a3
the “Waler Quality Renecval Act of 1985°.
(d) Tasrz or CONTENTS. —

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec
Sec

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec
Sec.
Sec

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec

Sec

Sec

Sec.
Sec

Sec

Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.

Sec._

Sec.
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec
Sec.

1. Short tille: tabdle of contenls’ amend-
ments to Federal Water Polu-
tion Control Act definition of
Administrator.

2. Authorizations of appropriations.

3. Authorizgtions Jor construction
prants

4. Compliance deadlines.

5. Individual control strategies for
taric poliutants.

& Policy Jfor comtrol of mnonpoint
sources of pollution

7. Control of nonpoint sources of pollu-
fion

8. Lake restoration guidance manual

9. Small flows clearinghouse

10. Eligible calepories of projects.

11. Time Limit on resolving certain dis-

pules.

12. Federal share

13. Agreement on eligidle costs grantee
certification of treatment proc-
€33, turmkey coniracts.

14. Grant conditions, wser charpes on
low-income residential users.

18. Allotment af construction grant

SJunds

16. Grants to States for estadblishment
aof water pollution control re-
volving funds.

17. Modification for monconventional
pollutantie

18. Discharpes into marine waters

19. Fuing deadline for treatment works
modification

20. Application Jor ocean discharpe
modyications.

21. Innovative technology compliance
deadlines for direct discharp-
ersy.

22. Varignces from the application of
effluent limitations.

23. Coal remining operations

24. Waler quality criteria.

25. Test procedures.

26. Prelreatment standards.

27. Inspection and entry.

28. Crimingal penallies

29. Ciril penalties.

30. Administralive penallies

J1. Relationship to other laws.

J2. Marine sanitation devices

35. Audits

36. Commonwealth of the Northern
Mariang Islands.

37. Agricultural stormwater discharpes.

38. Citizen suils.

39. Reports to Congress.

40. Indian trides.

41. Definition of point source

42. Chesapeake and Narrapansel! Bays.

4. New York and New Jersey harbor
area.

44. San Francisco Bay.

45. Maintenance of waler quilily in es-

tuaries
46. Resegrch on ¢ffects of pollutants
47. Sewape sludge
48. Puget Sound
49. Ocean discharpe resecrch projects.
$0. Granis for replacement of contami-
' nated groundwater.

Sec. 51. Unconsolidaled guariernary sQui-

Sec.
Sec.

Jer.
$2. Orants for protlecting groundwaler
: quality.
§3. Demonstralion progrem om ecidi-
fed lakes

Sec. §4. Newtown Creek, New York

Sec.

sS.
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San Diego, Cal{/fornia.

Sec. 58 Naco, Arizona.
Sec. 57. Limitation om discharpe of raw

Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec
Sec.

Sec.
Sec.

Sec
Sec.
Sec.
Sec.
Sec
Sec.
Sec.
Sec
Sec
Sec.
Sec.

Sec.

58
59.
60.
81.
62.
83.
64.
§5.

6s.
67

88.
89.
70.
71
72,
2.
.
75.
78
77.
.

79.

sewage by New York City.

Deer Island treatment plant, Massa-
chusetts.

Great Lakes International Coordi-
nating Office

Beach and Red Hook

projects, New York

Chippewa Township, Pennsylvanic

Des Moines, Jowa

Wastewater reclamation demon-
stration.

Boston Hardor and edjacent

walers.

Treatment works in Washington
State

Improvement prajects.

Study of regulation of de minimis
diuscharpes.

Study of effectiveness of innovative
and aiternalive processes and
techniques.

Water quality improvement study.

Study of testing procedures

Study o/ pretreaiment of toxic pol-
lutants.

Studies of water pollution problems
in gquifers

Great Lakes consumplive wses
study.

Sulfide corrofion study.

Pulp mil study.

Study of reinfall tnduced infiitra-
tion {nto sewer yysiems.

Study of pH in discharpes Sfrom

. mininp operalions.

Study of pollution in Lake Pend
Oreille, 1doho.

Limitation on payments.

Sec. 80. Rights and ligdilities under othe-

Federal statutes.
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bill ¢(S. 1128) to amend the Clean
Water Act. and {for other purposes.

(The amendment of the House is
printed in the Recorp of July 23, 1985,
beginning at page H8117.

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President., I
move that the Senate disagree to the
House amendments and request a con-
{ference on the disagreeing votes there-
on and the Chair be authorized to ap-
point conferees on the part of the
Senate.

The motion was agreed to, and the
Presiding Officer (Mr. Hrcwr] ap-
pointed Mr. STAPPORD, Mr. CHAFzE, Mr.
Siurson, Mr. DURDNBERCER. Mr. Rewr-
SEN. Mr. Mrrcuzil, and Mr. MOYNIHAN
conferees on the part of Senate.

SEC &7, STIDY OF RECTLATION OF DE NININIS DIS-
CNARGES.

‘a) STUDY.—The Administrator shall study
the feasibility end dewiradility of elimingt.
ing the regulation of discharpes of pollut-
anis into the narigable vaters fk amounis
which, {n lerms of volume, conceniraiion,
end type of polluient ere not significant

(5 Rzroar.—Not later Ohan one year afler
e date of the enactment of (his Act the Ad-
ministrotor shall rudmil ¢ report on he re-
uits of such study along with recommenda-
tions to the Commitise on Public Works end
Trensportation of he Hfowse of Representa-
tives gand the Commititse ow Incvironmen(
and Pyublic Works of the Senste.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

WATER QUALITY RENEWAL ACT
OP 1985

Mr. SIMPSON. Mr. President, I ask
the Chair to lay dbefore the Senate &
message {rom the House of Represent-
ativeson S. 1128.

The assistent legislative clerk lald
before the Senate the amendment of
the House of Representatives to th2
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APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES
ON S. 1128. CLEAN WATER ACT
AMENDMENTS OF 1885

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker. I ask
unatimous consent to taxe from the
Speaker’'s tatle the Senate bill (S.
1128) to amend the Clean Water Act,
ard-for other purposes. i{nsist on the
House amendments, and agree to the
conlerence requested by the Senate.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection
to the request of the gentleman from
New Jersey? The Chair hears nore,
and appoints the following conferees:
Messrs. ROE. ANDERSON, MINETA, Ongn-
STAR. EnGar, Towns, Syyorr, Basoorn-
SCHXTIDT, STANCELAND, and CLINGER;

Arad additional conlerées as follows:

Mr. Nowax, solely for sections 59
and 73 of the House amendment and
modifications committed to confer-
ence: and

Mr. Rowianp of Georgia. solely for
sections 5. 16(bX1Xb) 16(hxX3Ixa);
24(eX7x 26(bX3); and 31(aX2) of the
House amendment and modifications
committed to conference.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

REPORTS OF COMMITTEES ON
PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLU-
TIONS
Under clause 2 of the rule XIII, re-

ports of committees were delivered to

the Clerk for printing and reference to
the proper calendar, as follows:

Nr. HOWARD: Committee of Conference.
Conference report on 8. 1128 (Rept. 99-

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)

STUDY OF RBGULATION OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARCES
Senate bill
No comparable provision.
House amendment

The House amendment directs the Administrator to study the
feagibility and desirability of eliminating the regulation of dis-
g:hlmofdpollunnu into the navigable waters in amounts which,
in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pollutant, are not
significant.

Conference substitute

The conference substitute adopts the House amendment with
modifications to direct a study of discharges of pollutants to deter-
mine whether or not there are discharges in amounts which, in

tarms of volume, concentration, and of pollutant, are not sig-
nificant, and to determine the most eflective and appropriate meth-
ods of regulating such discharges.

final Wording (pages 83 & 84)

SEC. 516 STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES.

(a) Stupy.—The Administrator shall conduct a study of dis-
charges of ;ollutmm into the navigable waters and their regulation
under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to determine wheth-
er or not there are discharges of pollutants into such waters in
amounts which, in terms of volume, concentration, and type of pol-
lutant, are not significant and to determine the most effective and
appropriate methods of regulating any such discharges.
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S¢ 1128, Clean Water Act Amendments. Pocket Vetoed.

Calendar No. 1

100TH CONGRESS
18T SESSION S. 1

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.

IN THE SENATE OF THE UNITED STATES

JANUARY 6, 1987

Mr. BYyep (for Mr. BUrDICK) (for himself, Mr. CHAFEE, Mr. MiTCcHELL, Mr.
Starrorp, Mr. BYrp, Mr. MOYNTHAN, Mr. ApAMs, Mr ARMBTRONG, Mr.
Baucus, Mr. BEnTseN, Mr. BipEN, Mr. BmNgaMaN, Mr. BomeNn, Mr.
BeaDLEY, Mr. BuwpeERs, Mr. CurLEs, Mr. ConeN, Mr. CoNmaDp, Mr.
CRANSTON, Mr. D'AMAaTO, Mr. DaNroRTH, Mr. DaABcHLE, Mr. DECON-
civ1, Mr. Dixon, Mr. Dopp, Mr. DoMENIci, Mr. DURENBERGER, Mr.
Evans, Mr. Exon, Mr. Forp, Mr. FowLER, Mr. GLENN, Mr. GoRrE, Mr.
GrAHAM, Mr. HazKIN, Mr. HEIiNz, Mr. HoLLINGs, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr.
INouYE, Mr. EASTEN, Mr. KERRY, Mr. KENNEDY, Mr. LAUTENBERG, Mr.
LEAmY, Mr. LEVvIN, Mr. LucaR, Mr. McCoNNELL, Mr. MELCHER, Mr.
METZENBAUM, Ms. MIKULSKI, Mr. NUNN, Mr. PackwooDp, Mr. PELL, Mr.
PeeEssLER, Mr. Peoxuize, Mr. Pryox, Mr. REw, Mr. Rizcre, Mr.
RockerELLER, Mr. RoTH, Mr. RUDMAN, Mr. SANPORD, Mr. SARBANES,
Mr. SassEz, Mr. StMON, Mr. SpxcTER, Mr. SYmMms, Mr. THURMOND, Mr.
TamBLE, Mr. WanNER, Mr. WeickER, Mr. WiLsON, Mr. WiRTH, and Mr.
ZORINSKY) introduced the following bill; which was read twice and ordered
to be placed on the calendar

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.
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Be it enacted by the Senate and House of Representa-

tives of

SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS; AMEND-

(a)

“Water

(b)

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents; amendments to Federal Water Pollution Con-

2

the United States of America in Congress assembled,

MENTS TO FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON-
TROL ACT; DEFINITION OF ADMINISTRATOR

SHoRT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the

Quality Act of 1987"".

TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

trol Act; definition of Administrator.

Sec. 2. Limitation on payments.

101.
102.
103.
104.
105.

888y

SRR RN A
g

FEEEERE
§§§§§§§

TITLE [—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I

Authorizations of sappropriations.
Small flows ciearinghouse.
Chesapeake Bay.

Great Lakes.

Research on effects of pollutants.

TITLE O—CONSTRUCTION GRANTS AMENTMENTS

. Time limit on resolving certain disputes.

. Federal share.

. Agreement on eligible costs.

. Design/build projects.

. Grant conditions; user charges on low-income residential users.
. Allotment formula.

. Rural set aside.

. Innovative and alternative projects.

Regional organization funding.

. Marine CSO’s and estuaries.

. Authorisation for construction grants.

. State water pollution coatrol revolving funds.
. Improvement projects.

. Ad valorem tax dedication.

TITLE [II--STANDARDS AND ENFORCEMENTS

. Compliance dates.
X lodlﬁumn for meonvennonl pollutants.

:WMmﬂmm&mm"
. Fuadamentally different factors.
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808.
. Pretreatment standards.
310.
811.
312.
313.
314.
815.
316.
317.
318.

401.
. Additiona) pretreatment of conventional pollutants not required.
403.
404.
405.
. Sewage sludge.
407.

501.
502.
503.

507.
508.
. Ocean discharge research project.
510.
511.
512.
518.
514.
515.
516.
517.

518.
519.
520.
521.
. Sulfide corrosion study.

. Study of rainfall induced infiltration into sewer systems.
. Study of pollution in Lake Pend Oreille, Idabo.

3

Individusl control strategies for toxic pollutants.

Inspection and entry.

Marine sanitation devices.

Criminal penalties.

Civil penalties.

Administrative penalties.

Clean lakes.

Management of nonpoint sources of pollution.
National estuary program.

Unconsolidated quaternary squifer.

TITLE IV—-PERMITS AND LICENSES

Stormwater runoff from oil, gas. and mining operations.
Panial NPDES program.

Anti-backsliding.
Municipal and industrial stormwater discharges.

Log transfer facilities.

TITLE V—MISCELLANEOUS PROVISIONS

Audits.

Commonwealth of the Northern Mariana Islands.
Agricultural stormwater discharges.

Protection of interests of United States in citizen su's.

. Judicial review and award of fees.

Indian tribes.
Definition of point source.
Special provisions regarding certain dumping sites.

San Diego, California.

Limitation on discharge of raw sewage by New York City.

Oakwood Beach and Red Hook Projects, New York.

Boston Harbor and adjscent waters.

Wastewater reclamation demonstration.

Des Moines, Iowa.

Study of de minimis discharges.

Study of effectiveness of innovative and alternative processes and tech-

niques.
Btudy of testing procedures.
Study of pretreatment of tozic pollutants.

Studies of water pollution problems in aquifers.
Great Lakes consurptive use study.
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203

SEC. 516. STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES.

(a) STupY.—The Administrator shall conduct a study of
discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters and their
regulation under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to
determine whether or not there are discharges of pollutants

into such waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-

204

centration, and type of pollutant, are not siznificant and to
determine the most effective and appropriate methods of reg-
ulating any such discharges.

(b) REpORT.—Not 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 and 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.
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100TH CONGRESS
1ST SEssION H. R. 1

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.

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES

JANUARY 6. 1957
Mr. Howagp ifor himself. Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT, Mr. ROE. Mr. STANGELAND.
Mr. Nowak. Mr. AxpErsON, Mr. ANDREWS, Mr. APPLEGATE. Mr.
ARCHER, Mr. ATkKINs, Mr. BaTeEMax., Mrs. BExTLEY. Mr. BeEvipL, Mr.
BrLiLey. Mr. BoeHLERT, Mr. BORskl. Mr. Bosco, Mrs. Boxgr. Mr.
Browx of California, Mr. BUSTAMANTE, Mr. CaLLaHaxn, Mr. Carpin. Mr.
CARPER. Mr. CHANDLER, Mr. CHaPMaN, Mr. CLARKE. Mr. CLINGER. Mr.
CoLEMAaN of Texas, Mrs. Corrins, Mr. CoUrrTER. Mr. CROCKETT. M:.
DARDEN, Mr. DEFaz10, Mr. DE Luco, Mr. Dicks. Mr. DinGgeLr, Mr. Dio-
GUARDL, Mr. DorGgax of North Dakouta. Mr. Dow~sey of New York. Mr.
Duvepin. Mr. DwyErR of New Jercev, Mr. Dyso-. Mr. ECKART. Mr.
Evass. Mr. Fascerr, Mr. Fazio. Mr. FElGHAN. M- Frenns, Mr. Fisu,
Mr. Frorio. Mr. FoGLIETTA, Mr. Forp of Mich.zin. Mr. FrRank., Mr.
GaLLo. Mr. GEJpENsON. Mr. GriMman, Mr. Goszi.ez. Mr. GooODLING,
Mr. GeaDISOX, Mr. GRANT, Mr. GREEN, Mr. Guraeint, Mr. GUSNDERsON,
Mr. Ha:zirtos, Mr. Haves of Louisiana, Mr. HExky. Mr. HorTOoN, Mr.
Hoyer, Mr. HuGHES, Mrs. Jounson of Connecticut, Mr. JoxTz, Mr. Kax-
JORSKI, Mr. KaSTENMEIER, Mr. KiLDEe, Mr. KLECZKa. Mr. LaFaLCE.
Mr. LaxTos, Mr. LEHMAN of Florida, Mr. LELAND, Mr. LEVIN of Michigan,
Mr Lewis of Florida, Mr. LiGHTFOOT, Mr. Lipixski. Mr. LOWERY of Cali-
fornia, Mr. THOMAS A. LUKEN, M:. MacKay, Mr. MaNTON, Mrs. MARTIN
of Nlinois, Mr. MaTsU1, Mr. McCoLLum, Mr. McDaDE, Mr. McGRATH, Mr.
McHuveH, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. McMILLAN of North Carolina. Mr. MILLER
of California, Mr. MINETA, Mr. MoLINARI, Mr. MooODY, Mr. MRAZEK, Mr.
MuvepPHY, Mr. NATCHER, Mr. NEAL, Mr. NELSON of Florida, Ms. OAKAR,
Mr. OBERSTAR, Mr. OLIN, Mr. OWENS of New York, Mr. Packarp, Mr.
PANETTA, Mr. PERKINS, Mr. RaHALL, Mr. RicHARDSON, Mr. RINALDO.
Mr. RopiNo, Mr. Rosg, Mr. RosTENKOWSKI, Mrs. ROUKEMA, Mr. Row-
LAND of Georgia, Mr. RowLAND of Connecticut, Mr. Russo, Mr. SAvaGE,
Mr. SaxTON, Mr. SCHEUER, Miss SCHNEIDER, Mr. SCHUETTE, Mr. ScHu-
MER, Ms. SLAUGHTER of New York, Mr. SENSENBRENNER, Mr. SHAW, Mr.
SHUSTER, Mr. SikorsKi, Mr. SKaGGS, Mr. SMITH of Jowa, Mr. SMITH of
New Jersey, Mr. SoLOMON, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. STALLINGS, Mr. STRAT-
ToN, Mr. STuDDs, Mr. SUNDQUIBT, Mr. SUNIA, Mr. SWiPT, Mr. THOMAS of
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Georgia, Mr. Torres, Mr. TorricELLI, Mr. TowNs, Mr. TRAFICANT, Mr.
VALENTINE, Mr. VENTO, Mr. ViscLosxy, Mr. WrLLiaMs, Mr. WiLsON,
Mr. Wisg, Mr. WoLpz, Mr. WorTLEY, Mr. WYDEN, and Mr. YATES) intro-
duced the following bill; which was referred jointly to the Committees on
Public Works and Transportation and Merchant Marine and Fisheries for
consideration of such provisions of the bill as fall within that committee’s ju-
risdiction pursuant to clause l(n), rule X

A BILL

amend the Federal Water 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-
tives of the United States of America in Congress assembled,
SECTION 1. SHORT TITLE; TABLE OF CONTENTS; AMEND.

MENTS TO FEDERAL WATER POLLUTION CON-
TROL ACT: DEFINITION OF ADMINISTRATOR.

() SHORT TITLE.—This Act may be cited as the

“Water Quality Act of 1987"".

(b) TABLE OF CONTENTS.—

Sec. 1. Short title; table of contents; amendments to Federal Water Pollution Con-
trol Act; definition of Administrator.
Sec. 2. Limitation on payments.

TITLE I—AMENDMENTS TO TITLE I

101. Authorizations of appropriations.
102. Small flows clearinghouse.

108. Chesapeske Bay.

104. Great Lakes.

105. Research on effects of pollutants.

FEELY

TITLE O—CONSTRUCTION GRANTS AMENDMENTS

201. Time limit on resolving certain disputes.
. Federal share.
208. Agreement on eligible costs.

204. Design/build projects.

8Ly
8
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Sec. 512. Oskwood Beach and Red Hook Projects, New York.

Sec. 513. Boston Harbor and adjacent waters.

Sec. 514. Wastewater reclamation demonstration.

Sec. 515. Des Moines, Iowa.

Sec. 516. Study of de minimis discharges.

Sec. 517. Study of effectiveness of innovative and alternative processes and tech-
niques.

Sec. 518. Study of testing procedures.

Sec. 519. Studv of pretreatment of toxic pollutants.

Sec. 520. Studies of water pollution problems in aquifers.

Sec. 521. Great Lakes consumptive use study.

Sec. 522. Sulfide corrosion study.

Sec. 523. Study of rainfall induced infiltration into sewer systems.

Sec. 524. Dam water quality study.

Sec. 525. Study of pollution in Lake Pend Oreille, Idaho.

203

SEC. 516. STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES.

(8) STUDY.—The Administrator shail conduct a study of
discharges of pollutants into the navigable waters and their
regulation under the Federal Water Pollution Control Act to
determine whether or not there are discharges of pollutants

into such waters in amounts which, in terms of volume, con-
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centration, and tvpe of pollutant, are not significant and to
determine the most effective and appropriate methods of reg-
ulating any such discharges.

(b) REPORT.—Not later than 1 vear 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 ai'd 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.
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Mr. HAMMERSCHMIDT.

The -~ew ianeuage will properly
reduce ine unanerce of pernuts re.
Q.:rcd for storm aater from miilions
to trousands without reducing the
proteciion of the environment. \We es.
tabishied 2 mechanism that will re-

uire perrots only where necessary-—
ratlier tnan (1 every instance. Without
these changes. iocal. Siste, and Feder.
A valiClals viouid e 1nundated with an
enorrmous perrmutuing workioad even
thiough mest of the discharges sould
not kave sigrulicant environmertal im.
pacts.
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Mr. STANGELAND. Mr. Spesker, 1
rise to address provisions in H.R. 1,
the Water Quality Act of 1987. This

legislation is the result of conference
discussions in the 9#9th Congress span-
ning over 6 months and work, by
House and Senate commitiees span-
ning over ¢ years. Weeks of hearings.
thousands of pages of testimony, and
countless hours of analysis, discussion
and debate led to development of this
vitally important environmental legis-
lation.

H.R. 1 should look strikingly famil.
lar to each of us. This legislation—like
its counterpart 8. 1—1s virtually identi-
cal to the conference report on 8.
1128, which passed the House and
Senate unanimously—by combined
votes of 504 to O—Jless than 3 months
ago but was pocket vetoed by the
President on November §. As & matter
of fact, HR. 1 is the same as 8. 1128
except for s few purely technical
changes. such as replacing 1966 with
1987 in the act's name to reflect the
new yesr.

1 should also poilnt out that despite
its immediate consideratoin in the
100th Congress. H.R. 1 has a complete
legislative history in the form of docu-
ments from the 99th Congress. To de-
termine congressional intent in HR. 1,
one should first consult the confer-
ence report on 8. 1128 and then, if
necessary, committee reports and floor
statements for the 99th Congress’
House- and Senate-passed bills (HR. 8
and S. 1128). These documents, par-
ticularly 8. 1128's conference report,
provide a detaliled legisiative history
for H.R. 1 even though the new legis-
1ation introduced just 2 days ago has
no committee report, conference
report, or statement of managers from
the 100th Congress.
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{ER pro lempore. Under
::‘;-\llc. the previous auestion Is or

Tha question is on the engroument
g resding of the bl

The bill was ordered to be engromed
and read a third time, and was read
the third time.

reats pro tempore. The
question is on passage of the bill.

The question was taken:*and the

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, on thas
1 demand the yeas and nays.
The yeas and nays were ordered
. a8 taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 406, nays
8. not voting 18, as fol)

[Roll No. 8)
A YEAS-—408
Akaka p.'.,m.‘ Cuoarinl
Alsxander Derdes Cunderson
Aadersen Daub Rall (OR)
Andrews” Hall (TX)
thon. Davis (L) HamOton
pronewad AR Davis (MD
Archer de la Garm lammerschmidt
Armes DePasio Bansen
Aspin Delay Basris
ALRing Delhams Rastart
uColn Derrich ..ml
:“""‘" D.M':u Rayes (IL)
Mayes LAY
..n“' Dicks
Barnard Dingell ld' "’
Sartea m-n." a Renry
Raleman Donnai} Harger
Bates Dorgaz y Rertal
Bailenscn (ND)  Hler
Bennets. Dm'""" {CA)  Hoehbrusckner
Downey Holloway
.""..M.w Drwier Hopkins
Bevill Dudess Hortea
Biagst Durtin Heughton
Rlbray Dwyer Hownrd
trakie Dymally Hoyer
m‘“” Dyson Hubbard
Boehlert Huckaby
‘."“'“ . Mm.'ﬂ Hughes
Huntar
Benior Edwards (CA)  Mutwo
MDD Cowards (OK) Kyde
Borsx! Ih..-um“ labofe
Boson Erdreset 1reland
Bouchar Tepy Jasoba
“’". Evans Jatiords
- Pascsll Jenking
Brecks Johnson (CTY
BroomS "’-'dl. Johmson (ED?»
Brown cA Puighan Jene (FOY
Brus = Jenuss (TW)
Brown (CO) Piaide
Beyant m'.. Kanjorski
Buschiner Plippe Kaptur
naing Piorte Kastenmeier
Bustamante Poghietts Kennedy
Byren Poley Kennelly
Callahan Pere - Klides
Campbal) (MI)» Kecaka
Caret Perd (TI0) Koibe
Carpar Prense] Kaoltar
Carr Prost Konnye
Chandier OGaliegty Kostmaye
Chapman Callo b 3]
Chaspel Gerda LaPuice
Carks Cayées Lagemarsine
nger Jenson Lanmaster
g““ “00 ol Lantos
Coble foion Latta
Coeihe 0“-. a Leach (1A)
Col - Leath (TD)
Coleman (MO? Oingrich D,
Calline o-..lll Lehman (FL)
Combest Lelang
Conte M:I "“. Sevim OMD)
Conyers Oradiso Levime (CA)
Cosper rangy Lewia (CA)
Coughilta 8.... Lewila LY
Ovarter . Lewis (QA)
Coyne gres (L Lightfest
Cruig Wﬂ PA) Liptnaitt
Livingstan

b
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MsOrath
Melugd
MeKinney
Meblillan (NC)
MeMillens (MDY -
(GA)
Miume
Mes
Miehel
Ser (CA) Rowiaad (CT3
Miller ¢OH) Rowiand (QA)
Miller (WA) Roybal
Meakicy 1..,' Uptan
Motinart Saiki Valantine
Mabohan Savage Vander Jagt
Menigomery Venta
Msody -ha,.-l Viaclosky
Meorhsad Schaad Volkmer
Morella Schever Vucasovieh
Mortison | Walgren
(CT)  Schoeider bbb
‘1 orrisan (WA)  Schroed L
u W‘ stie Warman
'"'ll'll Schulse Weber
s Schumer Weis
Sensenbrenner Weldon
Naghe Sbarp
e Shaw whi
l‘deu Shumway 'mml
’m Shuster Wison
S Swisky Wes
Yrelson Sxorskt wee
O""N ol Woipe
Oberst Shom Wordey
Obey g.,.::' Wyden
Otin ter (NY) Wylie
Owens (NY) Slaughter (VA) Yates
Owens Smith (FL) Yatron
(402 ¢] Smith (IA) Young (AK)
Packard b (N Young (FLY
Panetia Smith (NJ)
Saih (TX)
NAYS-—-8
Bartiett Crane
Burten (IN) Daan Marienes
’ Lukens Donald 0
NOT VOTINO-18
Berman Pickle
Boner Quiien
SioA Rose

0 1440

Mr. BURTON of Indiana changed
his vote from “yes” to “nay.”

So the bill was passed.

The result of the vote was an-
nounced as above recorded

A motion to reconsider was lald on
the table.
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AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED

WATER QUALITY ACT

DOLE AMENDMENT NO. 1

Mr. DOLE proposed an amendment
to the bill (H.R. 1) to amend the Fed-
eral] Water Pollution Control Act to
provide for the renewal of the quality
of the Nation's waters, and for other
purposes; as follows:

Strike out all after the enaciing clause
and tnsert in lleu thereol the following:

TABLE OF CONTENTS

() SHORT Tz —This Act may de cited
as the "Water Quality Act of 1987,

(b) TAnLE OF CONTENTS. —

Sec. 1. Short title: tabdle of contentis. | mend-
ments to Federal Water Pollu-
tiort Control Act. definition of
Administrator.

Sec. 2. Limitation on payments.

TITLE I-AMENDMENTS TO TITLE

Sec. 101. Authorizations of appropriations.
Sec. 102. Chesapeske Bay.

TITLE I1-CONSTRUCTION GRANTS
AMENDMENTS

h

201. Eligibilities, CSOs, Dispute Reso-
lution. Limitations.
202. Fedenal share.
203. Agreement on eligible costs.
204. Design/duild projecta.
205. Grant conditions: user charges on
low-tncome residential users.
Allotment formula
Rural set aside. [nnovative and al-
ternative projects. and Non-
point source programs.
Regional organizaticn funding.
Authortzation for construction
grants.
Grants to States for making water
pollution control loans..
Ad valorem tax dedication.
Improvement Projects.
Chicago Tunnel and Reservolr
Project.
TITLE LII-STANDARDS AND
ENFORCEMENTS
8ec. 301. Compliance dates.
Sec. 302. Modification for nonconventional

208.
207.

208.
209.
210.
211.

212.
213.

$5% B BR 89 WARY ¥

Sec. 305. Innovative technology compllance
deadlines for direct discharg-

ers.

Sec. 306. Fundamentally different factors.

Sec. 307. Coal remining operations.

Sec. 308. Individual control strategies for
toxic pollutants.

Sec. 309. Pretreatment standardsa.

Sec. 310. Inspection and entry.

Sec. 311. Marine sanitstion devices.

Sec. 312, Criminal penalties.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

Sea. 313. Civil penaities.

Sec. 314. Administratve penaities.

8ec. 315. Clean lakes.

Sec. 316. Management of nonpoint sources
of pollution.

Sec. 317. National estuary program.

Seec. 310 Uno;onsoudned quaternary squl-
er.

TITLE [V-PERMITS AND LICENSES

Sec. 401. Stormwater runoff from oil, gas,
and mining operstions.
Sec. 402 Additional pretreatment of con-
ventional pollutants not re-
Quired.
Sec. 403. Partial NPDES program.
8ec. 404. Anii-becksliding.
8ec. 40S. Municipal and industria) storm-
water discharges.
See. 406. Sewage sjudge.
8ec. 407. Log transfer facilities.
TITLE V--MISCELLANEOUS
PROVISIONS
Sec. 501. Audita.
Sec. 502 Commonwesith of the Northem
Marians Isiands.
Sec. 503. Agricultursl stormwater dis-
charges.
Sec. 504. Protection of interests of United
: S:ates (n citizen suits.
Sec. 505. Juci-ial review and award of fees.
Sec. 506. Indian tribes.
Sec. $07. Definition of point source.
Sec. 508. Special provisions regarding cer-
tain dumping sites.
Sec. 509. Ocean discharge research project.
Sec. 510. Limitation on discharge of raw
sewage by New York City.
Sec. 511. Study of de minimis discharges.
Sec. 512. Study of effectiveness of innova-
tive and alternative processes
and techniques.
Study of testing procedures.
Study of pretreatment of toxic
pollutants.
Studies of water pollution prod-
lems in aquifers.
Great Lakes consumptive use
study.
Sulfide corrosion study.
Study of rainfall induced infiltra.
tion into sewer systems.
Dam water quality study.
Study of pollution in Lake Pend
Oreille, Idaho.
San Diego, Cllifornia
Oakwood Beach and Red Hook
Projects, New York.

Sec. 313.
Sec. S14.

Sec. 518.
Sec. 516.

Sec. 517.
Sec. 318,

Sec. 519.
Sec. $20.

Sec. 521.
Sec. 522.

Sec. 523. Boston Hardbor and Adjacent
Waters.

Sec. 524. Wastevater Reclamation Demon-
stration.

8Sec. 525. Des Moines, Iowa.

Sec. 326. Study of De Minimis Discharges.

Sec. §27. Amendment to the Water Re-
sources Development Act.
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SEC. 511. STUDY OF DE MINIMIS DISCMARCES.

(3) 8tTuoY.~The Administrator shall con-
duct a study of discharges of poliutants into
the navigable walers and their regulation
under the Federal Water Pollution Control
Act to determine whether or not there are
discharges of pollutants into such waters tn
amounts which, in terms of volume, concen-
tration. and type of poilutant, are not sig-
Rificant and to determaine the most effective
and appropriate methods of regulating any
such discharges.

() Rzrorr.—Not later than 1 year after
the date of the enactment of this Act. the
Administrator shall submit 10 the Commut-
tee on Public Works and Transportation of
the House of Representatives and the Com-
mittee on Environment and Public Works of
the Senate a report on the results of such
study along with recommendations and
findings concerning the most effective and
appropriate methods of regulating any dis-
charges of poliutants Into the navigable
waters in amounts which the Administrator
determines under such study to be not sig-
nificant.

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — SENATE

OF De MINIMIS DIS
SEC. = mmamr‘

<a) StooY.—The Administrator shall con
duct & study of discharyes of pollutants into
the navigable waters and their regulation
under the Pederal Poliution Control Act to
determine whether:or not there are dis-

determines under such study to be not sig-
nificant.
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WATER QUALITY ACT OPF 1987

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 2 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now
resume consideration of the unfin.
ished business, H.R. 1, which the clerk
will now report.

The assistant legislative clerk read
as follows:

A bill (HER. 1) 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.

The Senate resumed consideration
of the bill.

AMENDMINT NO. §

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The
pending question is on amendment No.
1 on which there shall be 2 hours of
debate to be equally divided., con-
trolled by the majority and minority
lesders or thelr designees.

A-52
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 4
o‘clock having arrived, the Senate will
now vote on amendment No. 1. The
clerk will call the roll.

The assistant legislative clerk called
the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON. 1 announce that the
Senator from Missourl (Mr. Bown] is
absent due to {llness. .

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Brravx). Are there any other Sena-

tors in the Chamber who desire to
vote?
The result was announced—yeas 17,
nays 82, as follows:
{Rollcall Vote No. 3 Leg.)
YEAS-11
Armstrong Hatweh Nickies
Cochran Heeht Simpaon
Dole Heflin Bymms
Ixon Helms Thurmond
Gamn Kassebaum Wallop
Gramm McClure
NAYS-—82

Adars Glenn Packwood
Baucus Gore Pell
Benwen Graham Pressler
Biden Crassiey Proxmire
Bingaman Harkin Pryor
Boren Hatlteld Quayle
Boschwits Beins Reid
Bradiey Holwngs Riegle
Bresux Humphrey Rockefeller
Bumpers 1nouye Roth
Burdick Johnston Rudman
Byrd Kasten Sanford
Chafee Kennedy
Chules Kerry Samer
Cohen Lautenberg Shelby
Conrsd Laahy Simon
Cranston Levin
D'Amato Lugar Swfford
Danforth Malsunags Srennis
Duschle MeCaln Stevens
DeConcinl McConnell Trible
Dizon Melcher Warner

Metarnbaum Welcker
Domenict Mikulski Wilson
Durenberger Mitchell wirth
Evana Moynihan Zovinsky
Pord Murkowakl
Powier Nuan

NOT VOTING-1
Bond

80 the amendment (No. 1) was re-
Jected.
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Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the amendment was rejected.

Mr. BURDICK. Mr. President, I
move t0 lay that motion 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 s third read-
ing and was read the third time.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the Senate will
now have a rolicall vote on adoption of
HR. 1.

The bdill having been read the third
time, the question is, Shall the bill
pass?

The yeas and nays have been or-
dered, and the clerk will call the roll

The bill clerk called the roll.

Mr. SIMPSON announced that the
Senator {rom Missouri (Mr. Boxp] is
absent due to lliness.

I further announce that, if present
and voting, the Senator from Missouri
{Mr. BoND) would yote “yea.”

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham-
ber desiring to vote?

The result was announced—yeas 93,
nays 6, as follows:

[Rollcall Vote No. ¢ Leg.)

YEAS—-03
Adams Garn Moynihan
Baucus Glenn Murzowski
Bentsen Gore Nunn
Biden Graham Packwood
Bingaman CGrassley Pell
Boren Harkin Pressier
Boschwits Hateh Proxmire
Bradley Hatfield Pryor
Breaux Heeht Quayle
Bumpers Heflin Reld
Burdick Heinz Riegle
Byrd Hollings Rockefeller
Chatee Humphnrey Roth
Chiles Inouys Rudman
Cochran Johnston Baniord
Cohen Kassebaum Sarbanes
Conrad Kasten Sasser
Cranston Ketunedy Shelby
D'Amato Kerry Sunon
Danlorth Lautenberg Simpeon
Dasenle Leshy Specter
DeConcinl Levin Stafford
Dizon Lugar Stennis
Dodd Matsunags Sevens
Dols McCain Thurmend
Domenict MeClure Tridbile
Durenberger McConnell Warner
Evans Melcher Weicker
Ixon Metsenbsum Wison
Pord Mikulsk) Wirth
Powier Mitehell Zortnaky
NAYE—S
Armstrong Helms Symms
Gramm Nickles Wallop
NOT VOTING -1
Bond
So the bill (H.R. 1) was passed.

Mr. MITCHELL. Mr. President, I
move to reconsider the vote by which
the bill was passed.

Mr. BURDICK. I move to lay that
motion on the table.

‘The motion to lay on the tadble was
agreed to.
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February 3, 1987

Mr. FLORIO. Mr. Speaker, | nse in support
of efforts to overnde the Presidential veto of
H.R. 1, the Clean Water Act resuthorzaton,
and improve the water quaity of our Naton's
mvers., stearns, and lakes. For the second
tme in 3 matter of weeks, Congress aga:n has
the opportumty to reaftirm the message that
was sent to the President on two occasions.
The heatth of our citizens and owr natural re-
sources and the tuture of our Nation's devei-
opment will be severely threatened if we do
not take steps to clean up our Nation's water
supplies.

The lack of a clean water reauthorzation en-
dangers not only the economec heaith of ouwr
Nathon Dut 330 the sanctty of our natural re-
sources. MR. ' provides our municipalites
with an enwwonmentally responsive and fiscal-
ly responsibie combington oOf grants and
loans that would allow them 10 comply with
the law and construct sewags Teatment faciki-
bes. it provides our municipalives with the
means to meet the mandate and ensure that
our communimes can continue to develop.

Without thws vital combination of $18 billion
in grants and loans, our communites will find
thewr economic growth stunted. Without the
mandsted improvements in Our sewer Sys-
tems. economic development and expansion,
with the creaton of new jobs. would be
haited. The $99 mifion per year in grants and
loans that i siated for my own State of New
Jersey through 1992 wouid guarantee that the

my consttuents could be billed $1 for every $1
milion lost in Federal funds because these
improvements need to be made.

Mr. Speaker, when the President vetoed
thes legisiauon last week, he accused the bl
of busting the budget | wouid ke to direct the

CONGRESSIONAL RECORD — HOUSE

hazards as Alcyon Lake, next 1o Lipar landfill,
the No. 1 site on the Superfund natonal prion-
ty list n Prtman, NJ. | know how strongly the
residents of Pitman feel about being abdie to
once agam fish and swim in this lake and |
know that trus 13 & feeling shared by many
communilies across the Nation.

in sum, Mr. Speaker, enactment of the
Clean Water Act resuthorization is something
we, 83 a Congress, owe nOt Only to our con-
stituents but aiso 0 future generstons. We
owe it (o our chuidren and Our grandchiidren to
ensure that the legacy we leave them is one
that will inciude our best eNors 10 preserve
our natural resources and prevent future deg-
radaton of our environment | urge my col-
leagues 10 jon In MaNtaning our commitment
t0 a clean and sale envronment and enactng
HR. 1.

0 1333

Mr. HRAMMERSCHMIDT. Mr.
Spesker, 1 do not have any further re-
quests for time. but before I yield back
the balance of my time, T yield mysel!
such time as I may consume so that I
may say this:

I want to express my appreciation
for the leadership given on this legis-
lation for the past 8 years, and even
before that. by the chairman of the
subcommittee, tie gentleman from
New Jersey. Mr. Bos Rox. and his
counterpart, the gentleman {rom Min-
nesota, Mr. ARrian Stancriano. I
served at one time with the gentleman
from New Jersey as ranking member
on the Water Resources Subcommit-
tee, and 1 know the prodigious worx
he did.

I also wish to thank and congratu-
late the gentleman from New York
(Mr. Nowax.] who will be assuminyg
the responsibilities as chairman of the
subcommittee.

Also, Mr. Speaker, certainly 1 wish
to express my appreciation to the
chairman of the full committee, the
gentleman from New Jersey, Mr. Jiu
Howarp, for his leadership and his
cooperation. and 1 also express my ap-
preciation to the very professional
committee staffs. Their help and their
cool:enuon have brought us to this

t.

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, before
1 yleld back the bsalance of my time, 1
yield mysel! such time as I may con-
sume.

Mr. Speaker, I wish to thank my col-
leagues, all the members of the Com-
mittee on Public Works and Transpor-
tation. as well as our counterparta over
in the other body.

1 especially thank the gentleman
from New Jersey [Mr. Rox) and our
nev subcommittee chairman of the
Subcommittes on Water Resources,
the gentleman from New York (Mr.
Nowax). I appreciats the efforts of
our ranking minority member, the
gentleman from Minnesota (M.
Stancrranp), and I thank all the Mem-
bers for the work they have done on
this vitally important issue.

In just & matter of weeks this marks
really our third time around on this
vital legislation. We were victorious in
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the Congress the first two times. Usu-
ally If you win the third time. you get
to retire the trophy.

We are not looking for any trophies
here, Mr. Speaker. What we are look-
ing for is a mandate by this Congress
for clean water for our children and
our grandchildren. We can do that by
voting yes on this vote to override the
President's veto.

Mr. Speaker, I yield back the bal-
ance of my time, and I move the previ-
ous question.

The previous question was ordered.

The SPEAKER pro tempore (Mr.
Kirtorr). The question Is, Will the
House. on reconsideration, pass the
bill, the objections of the President to
the contrary notwithstanding?

Under the Constitution, this vote
must be determined by the yeas and
nAYyS.

The vote was taken by electronic
device, and there were—yeas 401, nays
26, not voting 6. as follows:

{Roll No. 14)
YEAS—401

Ackerman Conyers Gingrich
Akaks Cooper Glicuman
Alexander Coughlin Gonzalex
Anderson Courter Goodling
Andrews Coyne Gordon
Anthony Craig Gradisoa
Applegate Crocxett Grandy
Archer Daniel Grant
Armey Dusden Gray (IL)
Aspin Daud Gray QPA)
Atins Davts (IL) Green
AuCoin Davu (M1 Gregs
Baker de ia Garza Guannl
Ballenger DeFuazio Qunderson
Barnard Dellums Hall (OH)
Bateman Derrick Hal(TX)
Bates DeWine Hamiiton
Beilenson Dicks Hammerschmidt
Bennett Dingetl Harsen
Bentiey DioG Harts
Bereuter Dixon Hamtort
Berman Donnely Hateher
Bevit] Dorgan IND) Hawkins
Buaget Dowdy Hayes (1L
Bildray Downey Hayes (LA)
Bilirakis Hefley
Bliley Duncan Hefner
Boehlert Durtwn Henry
Bogss Dwyer Hertel
Boland Dymally Hiler
Boner (TN) Dyson Hochbrueckner
Bonior (M1} Early Holloway
Bonker Eckart Hopiins
Borski Lawerds (CA) Horton
Bosto Ldwards 1OK) Houshton
Boucher Emerson Howard
Boulter Hoyer
Boxer Lrdreich Hubbard
Brennan Lpy Huckady
Brooks Evans Hughes
Brown (CA} Fuacell Hunter
Broen (COY Pawell Hutto
Bruce Fazio Ireland
Bryant Perghan Jacobs
Bunning Telds Jeffords
Bustamante Fun Jenkins
Byron Peke Johnson (CT)
Callahan Pippe Johnon (SD)
Campbetl Porie Jones (NC)
Cardin Poglietta Jones (T
Carper Foley Jonts
Carr Pord (M1 Kanjorski
Chandler Pord (TN Kaptur
Chapman Prank Kasich
Chappell Prerual Kastenmeier
Clarke Prost Kansedy
Clay Qallegly Kennelly
Coats Quallo Klilaee
Ceoble CGaren Kecka
Coslbo Oaydos Kaibe
Coleman (MO? Oejdenson Kolter
Colaman (TX) GCetas Konsryw
Collirs Cibbons Rastmayer
Conte Oliman xr



LaPuics Olin Baith (FL)
Lagomarsino ons Smith (1A)
Laacaster Owern (NT) Bmith (NT)
Lantos Owers iUT) Smith (NJ)
Leach (1A) Oxley Seuth (TX)
Leath (TX) Smith, y
Lehman (CA) Panetls [{e) 3]
Lehman (PL) Purris Bmith. Robert
Laland Pashayen (3,44}
Lent Patierson Smith. Robert
Levin (M1) Pease (OR)
Levine (CA) Penny Snowe
Lewis (FL) Pepper Bolars
Lewis (GA) Perzuns Solomon
Lightfoot Petrt Spence
Pickett
Livingston Pickle 8t Germain
Lioyd Porter Staggers
Lowery (CA) Price (IL) Sallings
Lowry (WA) Price (NC) Biangeiand
Lajan Pursetl Swurk
Luken, Thomas Quillen Stenholm
Mack Rahall Stokes
MacKay Rangel Stratlon
Manton Ravene! Studds
Martey Ray Sundquist
Martin (IL) Regula Sweeney
Marttn (NY) Rbodes
Martines Richardson Swindall
Matsul Ridge Synar
Mavroules Rinalde Tallon
Maamol Ritter Tauke
McCandlem Roberts Taunn
MeCQloskey Robireoa Teylor
McCollum Rodino Thomas (CA)
McCurdy Roe Thomas (OA)
McEwen Roemer Torres
McGrath Rogers Torncelll
McHugh Raose Tosns
McKinney Rosenkowski Traficant
McMillan (NC) Roth Truxler
McMillen (MD) Roukema Odall
Meyers Rowland (CT) Upton
M{ume Rowiand (GA) Valentine
Mica Roybal Vento
Milier (CA) Russo Visclosky
Miller (WA) Sabo Volkmer
Mineta Saiki Vucanovich
Moakiey Savags Walgren
Molinart Sawyer Walker
Moliochan Saxton Watkins
M Y Schaefer Waxman
Moody Scheuer Weber
Moorhead Bchneider Weim
Morella Schroeder Weldon
Morrison (CT)  Schuetle Wheat
Morraon (WA)  Schulae Whittaker
Mrazek Schumer Whitten
Murphy Sensenbrenner Williams
Murtha Sharp Wilson
Myers Shaw Wise
Nagle Shumway Wolf
Natcher Shuster Wolpe
Neal Sikorski Wortley
Nelson Slsisky Wyden
Nichols Shages Wylle
Nielson Skeen Yates
Nowak Skelton Yatron
Oukar Slattery Young (AK)
Qberstar Slaughter (NY) Young (FL)
Obey Slaughter (VA)
NAYS-28
Badham Danbemeyer Lot
Bartiett Delay Lukera. Donald
Barton Dormnan (CA) Lungren
Broomfield Herger Madigan
Buechber Hyde Marienee
Burtoa Inhole Michel
Cheney Kemp Stump
Combest Latta Vander Jagt
Crane Lawis (CA)
NOT VOTING—$
Annunsie Dickinson MeDude
Clinger Qephardt Miller (OH)
D 1358

Mr. LIPINSKI and Mr. HEFLEY
changed their votes from “nay” (o
uyu'n

So, two-thirds having voted in favor
thereof, the bill was passed, the objec-
tions of the President to the contrary
notwithstanding. )
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The result of the vote was ap-
nounced as above recorded.

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will
gotlfy the Senate of the action of the
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WATER QUALITY ACT OF 1987—
VETO

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under
the previous order, the hour of 2 p.m.
having arrived, the Senate will now
proceed to the consideration of the
President’'s veto message on HR. 1,
which the clerk will report.

The bill clerk read as follows:
Veto message on H.R. 1, an Act to amend
the Federal Water Pollution Control Act

and to provide for renewal of the quality of
the Nation's waters, and for other purposes.

The message from the President Is
as follows:
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To the House of Represeniclives:

1 am returning herewith without my
approval H.R. ], the “Water Quality
Act of 1987.” Because all regulatory,
research, enforcement, and permit is-
suance activities are continued under
permanent law and current appropria-
tions—including grants (o finance the
construction of sewage treatment
plants—1 emphasize that my veto will
have no impact whatsoever on the im-
mediate status of any water quality

programs.

‘The cleanup of our Nation's rivers,
lakes, and estuaries {s, and has been
for the past 1S years, s nalional priori-
ty of the highest order. This Adminis-
tration remains committed to the ob-
Jectives of the Clean Water Act and to
continuing the outstanding progress
we have made in reducing water pollu-
tion. But the issue facing me today
does not concern the ensuring of clean
water for future generations. The real
issue is the Federal deficit—and the
pork-barrel and spending boondoggles
that increase it.

The Clean Water Act construction
grant program, which this legislation
funds, is a classic example of how well-
intentioned, short-term programs bal-
loon into open-ended, long-term com-
mitments costing billions of dollars
more than anticipated or needed.
Since 1972, the PFederal government
has helped fund the construction of
local sewage treatment facilities. This
is a matter that historically and prop-
erly was the responsibility of State
and local governments. The Federal
government's first spending in this
area was intended to be a short-term
effort to assist in financing the back-
log of facilities needed at the time to
meet the original Clean Water Act re-
quirements. When the program start-
ed, the cost of that commitment to the
Federal taxpayer was estimated at $18
billion. Yet to date, $47 billion has
been appropriated. H.R. 1 proposes to
put still another $18 billion of taxpay-
ers’ money into this program. Despite
all this money, only 67 percent of all
municipalities have actually completed
the oonstruction needed to comply
with the Clean Water Act poliution
limits. On the other hand, non-munici-
pal treatment systems, which have re-
ceived no Federal funding., have com-
pleted 94 percent of the construction
needed for compliance with Federal
pollution standards. I want s bill that
spends only what we need to spend
and no more—not a blank check. For
these reasons 1 must disapprove H.R.
1, a bill virtually identical to S. 1128,
which I disapproved last November.

Money is not the only problem with
this legisiation. In my November 8th
memorandum of disapproval, I noted
that S. 1128 was unacceptable not only
because it provided excessive funding
for the sewage treatment grant pro-
gram, but also because it reversed im-
portant reforms enacted in 1981, for
example, increasing the Federal share
of costs on some projects that muniel-
palities were going to build anyway.
Furthermore, both 8. 1128 and this
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bill would also establish a fedenally
controlied and directed program to
control what is called “non-point”
source pollution. This new program
threatens to become the ultimate whip
hand for Federal regulators. Por ex-
ample, in participating States, if farm-
ers have more run-off from their land
than the Environmental Protection
Agency decides i3 right, that Agency
will be able to intrude into decisions
such as how and where the farmers
must plow thefr fields, what fertilizers
they must use, and what kind of cover
crops they must plant. To take an-
other example, the Agency will be able
to become a major force in local
soning decisions that will determine
whether families can do such basic
things as build & new home. That is
too much power for anyone to have,
least of all the Federal Government.

As part of my FY 1988 Budget, I pro-
posed legislation that would avoid all
these problems, while continuing our
commitment to clean water. It would
provide $12 billion for the sewage
treatment program, halfway between
the $8 billion I had proposed in 1985
and the $18 billion the Congress pro-
poses. Senator Dorx introduced this
proposal as a substitute for HR. 1.

Specifically, the Dole substitute that
was voted on by the Senate was [denti-
cal to all provisions of H.R-1 for pro-
grams other than sewage treatment,
with one important exception—its pro-
gram for non-point source poliution
was not an open end for Pederal regu-
lators. It kept Federal environmental
regulators off of our farms, off of our
municipal zoning boards, and out of
the lives of ordinary citizens. The Dole
substitute would have given States
complete discretion over participation
in the non-point source pollution pro-
gram and complete discretion over
how they used deral funds in the
program. Let me repeat—controlling
non-point source poliution has the po-
tential to touch, in the most intimate
ways, practically all of us as citizens,
whether farmers, business people, or
homeowners. I do not believe State
programs should be subject to Federal
control.

The $12 billion requested in the Dole
substitute would have financed the
“Federal share” of all of the treat-
ment plants that have aiready been
started. It would also have provided
the “Federal share” of financing for
all facilities needed to meet the July 1,
1988, compliance requirements in the
Clean Water Act It was as much
money as we needed to get the jodb
done—period.

The Dole substitute offered the Con-
gress & genuine compromise that met
all of the national objectives and
goals. Nevertheless, the Congress
chose to ignore that proposal, forgoing
even the normal hearing process, and
repassed last year's legislation with
virtually no changes. The House Rules
Committee even prevented consider-
stion of this compromise by the full
House. They sought to challenge me.
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But in 30 doing they are sending s
message 10 the American people and
the worid that those who want to ralse
taxes and take the 1id off spending are
back agsin. This is perilous.

H.R. 1 gave the Congress the oppor-
tunity to demonstrate whether or not
it is serious about getting Federal
spending under control The Congress
should fulfill its responsidility to the
American peopie and support me on
these important fiscal issues. Together
we can cut the deficit and reduce
spending. But by passing such meas-
ures as H.R. 1, the Congress divides
our interests and threatens our future.

RONALD REAGAN,

Tz Wurry House, Jenuary 30, 1987.

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Dascrmpr). Time for debate Is limited to
1 hour. to be equally divided between
the Senator from North Dakota and
the Senator from Vermont. The vote
thereon will occur at 3 p.m.
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The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr.
Adaxs). All time is ylelded back. The
question (s, shall the bill pass. the odb-
jections of the President of the United
States to the contrary notwithstand-
ing? The yeas and nays are required.
The clerk will call the roll.

The legislative clerk called the roil.

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are
there any other Senators in the Cham.
ber desiring to vote?

The yeas snd nays resulted: Yeas 86,
nays 14, as {ollows:

(Rollcall Vote No. 19 Leg.}

YEAS-—-88

Adams Clenn Nunn
Baucus Gore Pack vood
Bentaen Graham Pell
Budany CQremley Prumler
Bingaman Harxin Proxoure
Bond
Boren Hatfieid Quayie
Boschwnts Heeht

Heflin Riegle
Bresux Heurs Rockefeller
Bumpers Hollings
Burdick Humphrey Rudman
Byrd Inouye Sanford
Chafee Johnswe Sarvanes
Chlles Kasten Samer
Cohen Kennedy Sheidy
Conrud Kerry Simon
Cransmon Lautenbery Simpson
D'Amalo Leahy Specter
Danforth Levin Statford
Duschile MeCun
DeConcind MeoConnell Stevers
Drzon Matsunags Trible
Dodd Meicher Warner
Domenict Metaendaum Weicker
Durenverger Mikulskl Wilson
Evars Mitehell wWirth
Pord Moynihan Zonnsky
Powler Murtowsks

NAYS-—-14

Armstrong Gramm Nicgles
Cochuan Helms Symms
Dole Kassebaurs Thurmond
Lzon Lugar Walop
Cearn McClure

The PRESIDING OFFICER. On
this vote. the yeas are 88 and the nays
are 14. Two-thirds of the Senators
present and voting having voted (n the
affirmative, the bill. on reconsider-
ation, is passed. the odjections of the
President of the United States to the
contrary notwithstanding.



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.



DE MINIMIS REGIONAL CONTACT QUESTIONNAIRE #1

REGION:

CONTACT:

AGENCY:

ADDRESS:

PHONE #:

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-1. Fish Hatcheries - Trout Farms:
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a-2. 0i1 Storage Facilities - 0il/Waste Separators:

a-3. Seafood Packaging/Processing:




a-4.

Water Filtration Plants:

a-5.

Mine Dewatering:
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a-6.

Pit Dewatering:

a-7.

Sand Dredging:




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:

B-11



a-16. Wholesale Trade, Retail Trade, Finance, and Real Estate:

a-17. Services:
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Discuss special cases of De Minimis and how classification can be achieved:

POTWs & Other Sewage Treatment Facilities (minor municipals)

. Pretreatment.
Plant Flow.

Dilution Fa

Cc
Danitatinn €
I'UPUIGILIUH I~

. Seasonal.

tors.
er

s
wvad
YEu .«

OO0 o
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3. Discuss special cases of De Minimis and how classification can be achieved:

Noncontact Cooling Water

Plant Flow.

Heat.

Stream Flow or Dilution Factor.

For Specific Operations or Industries (i.e., no toxics).

on oo
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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.

¢. General Permit:
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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 Cl-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 | Region ii Region iii Region iV Region ¥
Aquifer No comment . No comment . NO - Can be dealing with QK - Driginally NO - You are pumping
Restoration highly toxic chemicals suggested from NC.* contamination, should not
(Superfund) . eliminate public notice.
Brine No comment. 2 - Preliminary results 2 - A NEIC report NO - A lot of problems, NO - Strong argument for
Discharger of a study indicate indicates some situations however, may fit under a zero discharge in Michigan.
(Stripper potential impacts in NY. where impacts can be general permit. '
Vells) minimal.*
Car Vashes No comment. NQ - Hesitant because of No comment . NO - Should be kept under No comment.

fish tatcheries

Heat Pumps

Hydrostatic

Testing

Nine Dewatering

Noncontact
Cooling

0K - Qriginally
suggested.™*

No comment.

0K - Many coasta) or
island discharges only
2-300 6PD.*

No comment .

No comment .

QK - Must have criteria
based on heat.*

phosphorus, salt, and
oil and grease.

2 - Can have severe
nutrient problems.

0K - If heat is considered
in relation to flow.

2 - Septic systems
should be a Department
of Health concern.

0K - 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.*

0K - Originally
suggested by region.*

0K - 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 1II.

0K - Logical choice;
some situations where it
could be covered.

a regular permit - dirt
detergents, 0il.

2 - Depends on type of
operation, fish, and size
(*-NC trout farms only).

No comment .

2 - Are county regulated

No comment .

NO - Varies too much, coal
is a problem (*-NC).

2 - Can't be too general,
should not exempt power
plants.
should be a criteria
(*-KnC)

Temperature

? - Chemicals used to

contro) fish disease.

However, are generally
minor permits.

0K - MN s working on a
general permit for these®.

No comment .

No comment .

NO - Location of

discharges can move.

Ok - Wl has a general
permit *




EPA REGION RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES (cont inued)

Region V) Region V1) Region Vi) Region IX Region X Totals
Muifer 2 - Variable depending N0 - If pumping No comment i - Maybe, 1f contamin- Ok - Not addressed in ¢ 0K
Restoration on contamination. contaminat son ation meets drinking Region. -7
water standards, 3 NO
or for short-term 3 No comment
punping tests
Brine 0K - Currently No comment . I - From water I - Possibly to marine  No comnent 2 0N
Discharger ignored, left softening cylinders environments, but nol 37
{Stripper up to individual. could be a problem freshwater 7-NO
Vells) 3 No comment
Car Washes 2 - Ffairly Oh - Only a few NO - Can be a No comnent Ho comnent [N
nsignificant, but directs within problem, degreaser, [
very questionable.* region. hot water, 3-NO
etc. 5-No comment
Fish Hatcheries 0K - for special cases, ? - Only a handful 2 - Si2e must be a NO - Can be qguite large Oh - for smal) farm 40k
trout and shrimp farms. within the region, may consideration. and cause prob lems, pond types, not large 97
be a problem. are easy permits to or raceway facilities 1 WO
write and keep
Heat Pumps oK oK No comment . Ok [N 7-0n
3 No comment
Homes O - See small sewage QK - Individual septic Ok - Generally a low 2 - Public health OK - See small 6-0K
treatment facilities systems permitting priority, concerns. treatment plants 3-7
but may be high- 1-No comment
strength eff luent
Hydrostat ic Ok - Constantly Ok - One state 1s On - Generally minor, 0K - If additives are oK 606
Test ing bombarded with 1ssuing & general however, rate of not used. 4-No comnent

applications, hard to
deal with. Good
candidate.

permit for these

dischargers, new VS
existing pipelines
1S & consideration

discharge, water source,
and type of line
should be considered.

Nine Dewatering NO - Coal operations No comment No comment NO N0 Lan release large 6 NO
can be significant amounts of pollutents to 4 No comnent
prstine enviromments
Noncontact oK 0K - Biocide should be 0O Or  CLonsrder 0N Many minor RNUN
Cooling a consideration. tocides, flow rate. tacihites t
. and temperature
REY: Ok - generally n agreement with the calegary o 0ngnalty sugyested by Region

NO

generally 1 oppusition 1o the categoty

mayhe, unden 1ded

N Orvgona 1y sagae ted by Horth L tong



EPA REGION RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES

Region 1 Region 11 Region 111 Region 1V - Region ¥
0il Storage No comment . 2 - Perhaps, may fit 1 - May be a minor 0K - Many are covered On - But do have
Facilities under a general permit category, however, spills under general permits potential for sprlls.
0i)-Waste but would not exclude are a serious concern. (*-NC).
Separators from NPDES.
Pit Dewatering 0K - Construction No comment . No comment . 0K - For certain types No comment
dewatering.*
Quarries No comment . No comment . No comment . No comment . No comment
Sand Dredging No comment . No comment . 2 - Have not seen many 0K - No long-standing No comnent
problems within the harm, are mobile
region. operations {*-NC).
Seafood No comment . NO - Tuma packers have NO - Problems have NO - Especially for No comment .
Packaging & been shown to be a real occurred within processing operations.
Processing problem {BOD). Region 111. Small packing or dock
operations may be OK
(*-NC packing).
Small Sewage 0K - Perhaps less than 2 - Smail facilities tend 0K - VA and MD are 7 - Healith department No comment
Treatment 0.1 MGD.* to be poorly operated work ing on general could better handle
Facilities and maintained. permits for these types.* these dischargers; some
are current ly neglected.
Stesm No comment . 0K - If heat is No comment . 0K OK - A lot of this type
Condensate considered in relation to within region, volume
flow. ts small.*
Swimming Pools oK OK - Generally, only a OK - Minimal type Ok - Are currently being OK - Goad candidate,
few concerns (chlorine). problem. over looked, exempt ton genrerally small
wou ld be a good opt ion
Vater oK - 0K - But should not be OK - For small 0K - However, special 2 - There are a lot
Filtration deregulated. dischargers into large cases should be looked that could fit in the
Plants streams; the converse of at {1.e., aluminum region, bul ensure

th)s may be a problem.

sludge, size, etc.)

they are De Minimis
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(PA RLGION RCSPONSES 10 POTENIIAL DL MININIS DISCIARGES (cont inued)

Regron Vi Region VI| Region VI{] Region IX Region X lotals
0i) Storage oK 0K - Probably fits 0K - If housekeeping 15 7 - Storage facilities  Uh It oniy runotl b UK
facilities category of good, no worse than only, wasle-separators 3¢
0i)-Waste de minims parking lots Lan have tuxics I No comment
Separators
Pit Dewatering No comment No comment . No comnent . HOo No comnent FALVN
1-NO
1 No comnent
Quarries No comnent Ok - Originally No comnent . 2 Maybe nonmetd| No comnent 106
suggested * bearing pits. 8- NO
[
8-Nu comnent
Sand Dredging 0K 2 - Afew site No comment . NO - Some cause NO - Placer muning ¢ Ok
problems. significant stream needs 5 year ?-NO
pr.ob lems permit Y
4-No comment
Sealood NO - In some cases, No comment . No comeent . NO - Canneries can 2 - Perhaps small (W
Packaging & significant BOD Cause severe packaging facilities 4-NO
Processing problems . prob lems . {rinse water only) 5 No comment
Smal) Sewage Ok - General permit for MO - MT takes a lot No comment . N0 - Smal) systems have Ok ~ Many small 40k
Ireataent severa) thousand of time to dea) worst operation and seasonal camps, etc ., 2t
Facilities dischargers in LA. with these, located maintenance, potential 1w this region. A waste ¢ NO
Relative si1ze of stream on high-quality for health mpacts. of tume to monitor. * 2-No comment
should be considered. smal) streams.
Steam oK No comsent No comment . K Ok 50k
Condensate [
4 No comnent
Swisming Pools Ok - Good 1deas * oK OK - Generally not a Ok - vood candidate [LN 10 Ok
problem.
Vater Ok - Good cendidate Ok - Generally not a ? - Lan be a problem on Ok Lowd candidate O Part of back loy, 8 On
tiltration problem * sima )] streams, Claritier 10 year oplion ¢
Plants undecf low 15 allowed wou ll he suitab e
to be discharged on
e regular basis
NG N Ok - generally 1 agreement with the category Yo Oniginally suygested by Regian
NO - generally v opposttion Lo the category 'ont Otigana lHy wuggested by Hooth Caorobing
Maybe, undec rded
No comment - not discossed o no fee ling toward category



New Jersey

Pennsylvania

Kentucky

Wisconsin

Aquifer Restoration

Brine Discharges

fea_ = ___

=1
{Stripper Wells)

Car Mashes

Fish Hatcheries

Hydrostatic Testing

Hine Dewatering

0K - Is n need of some
kind of reguiation,
should meet applicable
water standards.

No comment .

NQ - Soaps and
nutrients.

NO - Can be a
significant nutrient
problem, may fit a

exempt this category.

NO - Coasta) package

plant discharges have
¢ Nfish h

caused she
lems d

5
problems due to bacteria.
0K - Exemption, over-the-
counter, or a rule may

fit this category.

OK - Over-the-counter
processing or general
permit.

Y _ LPasmoa A imdne =
E wuYcIcu unucr a
general permit n

Region 1, site specifics

must be addressed.

NO - Can be a problem
{weil driiiing
chemicals).

No comment .

NO - NJ has tried to
convert most to indirect
or zero dischargers,
NO - Significant
contributor of BOD,
bacteria, and solids.

NO - See Sewage
Treatment Plants.

No comment .

coal problem, localized
nuisances have

occurred.
N _ Hae 1aecad a
ﬂ oo 199VCu @

general permit for
small discharges.

NO - Contaminated water
shoulid not be considered
de minimis.

NO - A major problem, PA
has & separate buresu to
handle these dischargers

NO - PA tries to dis-
charge these subsurface

in non-sewered area.

NQ - Are a significant
problem on high-quaiity
streams.

2 - Significant from a
public health standpoint
{

\

NO - Can cause
substantial environmental
problems.

n N
NU - AC10 mine arainage

is a major problem in

No comment .

NO - A1l are permitted
in KY with a new

chloride standard.

NO - Are steering toward
zero discharge.

NO - Have denied

permits.

OK

0K - If less than
2,500 gal/d, a general
permit may fit.

NO - Some PCBs have been
detected, currently
involved in litigations

[YT.Y | P WPy W g
M = nas peen a piovicm
in KY; 3,100 dischargers
are under a general
permit.

MO - Ara current lu

NO - Are currently

permitted, new toxics
standards must be
consdered

NO - Toxics.

NO - Are encouraged
to be indirect
dischargers.
NO - Ammonia can be a
problem.

R PN

nu Com M
UR - ote noncontact

Cooling.

No comment .

OK - Are considered

de minimis by state.

Qo v L
nv - onouiag e

addressed individually.

r a gensra ]
i i

permit.




STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES (cont inued)

Texas Missouri California Washington Totals
Aquifer Restoration NO - Are currently 2 - Dependent upon 0K - Generally no NO 2 - 0K
regulated. contaminant . problems . 1 -7
5 - NO
1 - No comment
Brine Discharges NO - Regulated by 2 - MO returns brine to NQ - Large number of No comment . 1 -7
(Stripper Wells) railroad commission. aquifer. abatement orders 5 - NO
current ly. No comment .
Car Washes NO NO - Solids and soaps. 0K - No problems. NO - Soaps and - 0K
detergents. 8 - NO
Fish Hatcheries 0K - State does not NO - when cleaning 2 - Discharges to small NO - Is of current 1 - 0K
issue permits for operations are included streams can cause public interest; have 1 -7
these. in discharge. problems . seen some problems. 7 - NO
Heat Pumps NO - See Steam OK - For households. 0K 0K - If not large, 8 - 0K
Condensate. comnercial units. 1 - NO
Home's NO - Health concerns. 0K - Not regulated, No comment . NO - See Sewage 2 - 0K
therefore, are Treatment facilities. 1 -7
potentially de minimis. 4 - NO
2 - No comment
Hydrostat ic Testing OK - Currently regulated 0K oK 2 - If short-term could 5 - 0K
by letters, working on be regulated by some 1 -7
a rule or general permit. other means than NPDES. 2 - NO
1 - No comment
Mine Dewatering NO - Lignite mines NQ - Coal and lead NO - There have No comment . 1 - 0K
are covered by state- have been a been problems 1 -7
wide rules. prob lem. in these areas. 6 - NO
I - No comment
Noncontact Cooling 2 - Generally permitted. 0K - For small 0K 0K - If low flow and 7 - 0K
dischargers. temperature 1 -7
1 - NO




STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES (cont inued)

New Jersey

Pennsylvania

Kentucky

Visconsin

0i) Storage Facilities
Oil-Waste Separators

Pit Dewatering

Quarries

Sand Dredging

Seafood Packaging
& Processing

Small Sewage Treatment

Facilities

Steam Condensate

Swimming Pools

VWater Filtration Plants

2 - Separators are
current ly under a general
permit, however, there
15 concern whether this
regulation is adequate.
PAH's have been detected.

OK - Over-the-counter

or general permit.

0K - Over-the-counter

or general permit.

0K - Over-the-counter
or general permit.

NO - Receiving water
specific. May fit into
a general permit scheme.

NO - See Homes.

1.9

0K - The use of a rule
may fit this category.

OK - This category needs
to be addressed somehow;
perhaps a general permit

NO - Are currently not
being adequately
regulated.

No comment .

NO - Can be a
problem.

No comment .

NO - Even minor
facilities can cause
ma jor problems.

NO - NJ would not
support de minimis
classification of
these plants.

0K - If discharge is
is uncontaminated.

27 - Category where
there is a potential
problem, but would
like to ignore.

2 - In NJ, water plants
draw large percentages
from streams and want

to put back the solids

0K - Probably fits
into a de minimis
category.

0K - Does not appear to

be a significant problem.

0K - Does not appear to
be

a significant problem.

2 - Not familiar with
these types of
facilitres.

0K - Not a real problem.

No comment .

0K - Not a problem.

Ok - Probably a de
minimis category.

0K - A general permit
may fit here

0K - General permit.

0K - General permit.

0K - General permit.

No comment .

NO - KY has had a
significant problem
with package plants.

NO - Just 1ssued a lot

of permity to get them
in hine

OK - Covered under a
general permit.

OK - Covered under a
general permit.

0K - Covered under a
general permit.

OK - Covered under a
general permit.

No comment

0K - May be covered
under a general permit.

OK - See Noncontact
Cooling.

oK

Ok - Covered under
a general permit

c-7



STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS DISCHARGES (cont inued)

Texas

Missour i

California

Washington

Totals

0i) Storage Facilities
0il-Maste Separators

Pit Dewatering

Quarries

Sand Dredging

Seafood Packaging
& Processing

Small Sewage Treatmant
Facilities
Steam Condensate

Swisming Pools

Mater Filtration Plants

0k - For small tank
farms or bulk stations.

NO - If they discharge,
they are permitted.

NO - Potential for
significant pollution.

21 - Generally zero
discharge; a general
permit may fit.

NQ - Are currently
regulated.

NO - Are currently
regulated.

NQ - Regulated with
other operations
in a permit.

0K - Not regulated in
%.

2 - Most decant
and recycle, close to
zero discharge.

OK - Generally )ust
stormwater.

N

QK - Limestone is not
a problem.

2 - Based on nature
of water, MO and MS
Rivers are OK. Ozark
pristine waters - NO.

No comment.

2 - Possibly for small
dischargers, MO

is trying to write

a general permit.

0K - For small

dischargers.

LS

OK - If discharging to

large receiving waters.

In MO, only the MO and
MS Rivers.

2 - Series of cleanup
and abatement actions
on these types in CA.

2 - No operations in
CA region.

OK - Generally no
problems.

0K - Generally no
problems.

2 - Do not think
they are generally
a problem.

1 - A few under
enforcement actions.

IR

2 - Facilities down

to and including

bulk stations and
distribution terminals
may be significant.

0K - If the volume is not
too high. Currently
unregulated; a general
permit may fit here.

0K - See Pit

Dewatering.

0K - See Pit
Dewatering.

2 - Only small operations
such as oyster shucking
are insignificant.

NO - Generally
discourage small
sewage discharges.

Ok - If small heating
steam condensate.

0K - Generally; a
few fish k1lls
have been noted.

2 - Controversial
1ssue, probilems
setting Limits

—_ w0 —

11

NO

0K

NO
No

0K
NO

0K
No
NO
No

0K

NO

- 0K

NO

comment

comment

comment .

comment

c-8



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 |

Region I1

Region 111

Region IV

Region ¥

Model Permit

General Permit

Ten-Year Perwit

Over-the-Counter

Exclusion from WPDES

NO - Still requires
individual notification
requirements.

0K - Essentially a
letter stating that a
standard permit is
not needed.

0K - As long as
notification of changes
is still mandatory.

2 - No comment .

2 - Perhaps facilities
and POTWs with less
than 1,000 GPD.

0K - May fit certain
situations such as
constructon runoff and
other high burden
temporary operations.

OK - Good idea,
especially for stripper
wells and o0il storage
facilities.

0K - If mandatory
monitoring and
inspections are still
required.

OK - If it can actually
streamline the process.

NO - These operations
can have effects on
small, high quality
streams. Also makes
permittee aware of
environmental concerns.

2 - Already being used
to some extent.

0K - Good option, is
being considered for
0il & gas and small

sanitary discharges.

OK - May be a viable
option in some cases.

NO - Does not feel this
type of process would
be helpful.

0K - 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 1s 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
regulat ions.

2 - If unimportant,
it may be an option.
See comments on the
10-year permit.

N0 - States have used
this and 1t is not a
great advantage.

0K - txcept process to
get state authority
is too time consuming.

OK - Good 1dea.
Should include short
application format and

simplhfied procedures.

2 - 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.

?7 - maybe, undecided, or no comment.



Region VI

Region V11

Region V11

Region IX

Region X

Totals

Mode| Permit

General Permit

Ten-Year Permit

Over-the-Counter

Exclusion from WPDES

2 - Not familiar with
process, but may be
appropriate.

0K - The region needs
to utilize this more,
and interaction with
EPA headquarters needs
to be streamlined.

7 - No comment .

0K - States are using
this, effective for
De Minimis categories.

OK - Good idea, perhaps Q0K - Would delay the

even 15 years for
reissued permits.

NO - Circumvent ing
USEPA regulations and
the Clean Water Act,
not much better than
not addressing
discharges.

OK - ldeal for some
categories, minor
sources which are less
significant than
runoff.

reissuance of
thousands of minor
facilities.

2 - Sounds close to
the concept of a
general permit, may
be applicable

to nonde legated
states.

2 - Perhaps, but
some mechanism
for regulation is
stil) needed.

2 - For guidance only,
must modify permits to
suit specific needs.

OK - However, approval
and interaction with
EPA headquarters needs
to be expedited.

2 - Mixed emotions,
maybe OK-if the option
to reopen is there.

0K - A modification
of the general permit,
a good concept.

NO - Perhaps, prefer
to determine

on a case-by-

case basis.

NO - Is in use
and does not

tend to eliminate
processing burden.

0K - But needs to be
easier getting
through EPA
headquarter’'s review.

OK - May be useful in
some instances.

2 - May be a useful
alternative.

2 - Perhaps, but some
a)lowances must be
set for permitting
authorities to permit
facilities on a
case-by-case basis.

OK - Could work for
certain categories
(placer mines and
fish hatcheries).

0K - But issuance
through EPA
headquarters needs to
be streamlined.

0K - Many facilities
where discharge will
not change, and notifi-
cation is required if
changes do occur.

0K - Good idea,
especially for
unique, noneff luent
discharges and
emergency permitting
needs. Option to
revoke if a problem.

OK - Especially for
unique, noneff luent
type discharges.

2-0K
4-7
4-NO

10-0K

8-0K
1-?
I-NO

3-0K
4-7
3-N0

3-0K
5-?
2-NO

KEY:

OK - generally in agreement with the category

NO - generally in opposition to the category
? - maybe, undecided, or no comment



STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS REGULATORY OPTIONS

Maine

New Jersey

Pennsylvania

Kentucky

Wisconsin

Mode! Perwmit

General Permit

Ten-Year Perwmit

Over-the-Counter

Exclusion from WPDES

NO - Is a modification

of the standard procedure

being used currently.

OK - A lot of potential,
would also support an
effort to make the
process more flexible.

0K - Particularly for
general permit
categories.

0K - May be a good
concept for particular
categories.

0K - In some cases.
Rulings for de minimis
categories may be a
related alternative.

0K - Agency would
probably not object.

0K - Can be effective
to balance resources
and priorities, however,
something is lost with
this process.

2 - NJ has previously
been opposed to this
concept .

2 - Probably would not
fit by itself, maybe
combined with the
general permit.

N0

NO - Would have limited
application within PA
due to intricate water
quality standards.

OK - May be applicable.

0K - Good administrative
action for dealing with
minors.

NQ - If the process is
that simple, why bother
with a permit?

0K - Should be some
Perhaps,
swimming pools and
noncontact cooling.

exclusions.

0K - Is currently
used.

OK - Has been effective
in KY program for coal
mines and individual
homes .

2 - Only for general
permit categories.

0K - For some
categories.

NO - Already in use,
not much benef it

OK - Good concept,
one-half of Wl
facilities are covered
under general permits,
most ly de minimis.

OK - In favor of this
option for minor
permits.

0K - Elimination of

public notice would
be extremely helpful.

OK - In some cases.

KEY:

NO

No comment

generally in agreement with the category
generally in opposition to the category
maybe, undecided
not discussed or no feeling toward category



STATE RESPONSES TO POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS REGULATORY OPTIONS (continued)

Texas

Missouri

California

Washington

Totals

Mode | Permit

General Permit

Ten-Year Permit

Over-the-Counter

Exc lusion from WPDES

2 - Is currently used
for domestic permits.

Ok - Good tool for
large minor categories.

NO - For process-oriented

discharges, the 10-year
term is too long.

NO - State law requires
notif icat ion, would not
change.

2 - lero discharge
permits are exc luded.

NO - Standard procedure
already in use.

0K - Good for some
classes, working on a
general permit for
sewage dischargers.

2 - Might be all right,

but would have to
change state law.

NO - Would cause

administrative problems.

2 - A general permit
with no monitoring
requirements would be
better.

2 - Not much different
than what is being done.

0K - Good idea, have
applhied for authority.

NO - Does not help get
around regulatory and
administrative problems.

oK

0K - Use a similar system NO - Permits and

for land discharges;
3. 5, and 10-year permit
basis based on potential
environmental impact.

0K - Allow use of own
public notification
requirements.

0K - By means of a

waiver with a set of
conditions.

regulations change too
much. May be used only
as a temporary means to
eliminate back log

"extension provisions.”

NO - Should not eliminate
public notification.

0K - May fit some
categories. Short-term
discharges should be
under some other
regulatory mechanism,

possibly a rule.

w

0K
NO

OK

oK

NO

0K
NO
0K

NO

KEY: 0K - generally in agreement with the category
NO - generally in opposition to the category

? - maybe, undecided

No comment - not discussed or no feeling toward category



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 INDFRCS TOR INDUSTRIAL SURCATEGORIES

Adhesives & Sealants
Atwalnum forming
Alumimm torming
Alumlia (orming
Abumbonn §armbng
Aluminie forming
Alumlma 1orming
Alunlnua §oraing
Atuminue foralng
Alumine forming
Alusinue foraing

Battery
Datlery
Baltery
Batievy
Brtlery
Batlery
Battery
fatlery
Batlary
Batlery
Ratteyy
Battery
fattery
Mty
Battery
Sattlery

Cashan Wark
Carhon Bhack
Carbon Black
Carhon Black
Coal) Hinlng
Coal Hining
Cosl Minlng
Coal Mining
Coal Hining
Coll Cuating
Cnit Coating
Colt Coating

Toxlcit

Major Bimlustsy Industry Subcategory SIC Code(s) m“‘ﬁ¥m
Mihesives b Sealants 2n9) 206 v

Can Making il 129 v

Casting 3353 335 19 v

Cleaning & Plckliing i T131 129 v

Cald Rolling bR LS I B ) 129 "]

Oraving 154 )I9? 129 v

Extruding 3154 129 v

fol) Relling 115) 129 v

forging 346) 65 T

lleat Ireating 398 129 v

liol Reliing 33153 3358 129 v

Autlo & Uther Laundries Car Mash 1542 15 1t
Auto 8 Other Laundries Carpet & Upholstery Clraning 1217 )S 11
Auto & Other Laundries Coin-Operated Laundries 1215 15 ]
Auto & Other Laundries Olaper Service 2214 15 1"
Aute § Other Laundries Ory Cleaning Plants 1216 15 "
Auto & Olher Laundries Industreial Laundry 1218 150 v
Auto & Other Laundries 1inen Supply 121) 150 v
Auto & Other Laundries Power Laundvies 1211 15 s
Nanufacturing Alkaline Manganese Balleries 3691 692 78 111
Manufacturing Carbon-linc Alr Batleries 691 3692 9 1
tnulacturing Carbon-linc Paper Lincd Datterles 3691 3692 1, I
Hanufacturing Carbon~linc, Paste Batleries 3691 3692 1 4 1]
Haifacturing lead Acld Batteries 3691 X692 78 m
Hanufacturing Lead Acld Reserve Batleries 3691 3692 [ n
Hamulacturing Lithium Batteries 3691 3692 )9 it

Ml acturing Hagneslum Reserve Antteries 9 3692 39 1t
Hanufacturing Hagnesfum-Carbon Batteries 3691 3692 19 ti
Hanulacturing Mercury (Ruben) Batterves 3691 692 18 11
Nanitacturlug Mercury (Meston) Cells 9L X692 ) (1]
Hanufacturing Mintature Alkaline Batteries 3691 3692 » 1i
Hanulacturing Nickel Linc Batterles 3691 3692 )9 "
Hanulacturing Nicke)-Caimlum, Nry Prucess Batleries W 3692 70 m
Hanutacturing Nicke)-Cadmium, Wet Frocess Ballerles 3691 3692 18 1]
Hanufacturing Silver oxide-linc Batlerles J691 1692 18 1]

Channel Process 7095 12 1

Furnace Process 2895 12 "

Lamp Process 2095 12 i

Ihermal Process 20895 12 1

Aclid or Ferruginous Mines it 1211 252 v

Alkaline Mines 1N 1211 252 v

Anthracite segment of acid mine subcategory 1 126 v

Coal Preparation Plant; i 12n 252 v

Reqrade/Revegetation 1 21 252 v

Aluainue L& Aluminized Steel 479 349/ n i

Cold Rolled Steel /9 n i

Galvanized Steed a9 l 1

351 58 1"

Copper Forming

Cold Rolling



TOXICEVY INDEXLS FOR JHOUSTRIAL SUOCATEGORILS

Toxlcit

Majur Industry Industry Subcategory SIC Code(s) Tnden roup
Copper forming Copper Foll 151 29 11
Copper fovming Oraving 3151 58 m
Copprr Lorming Extrusion 3181 58 1"
Copper luraing forgeling 346) 29 m
Copper luiming ol Rolling sl 50 11
Electrical Products Capacitors 329 3615 206 v
Electrical Products Carbon b graphite products 3024 206 v
Electrical Products Cathode ray & IV picture tubes W12 206 v
(lectrical Products Crystals & Crystal producls RTYL ) 206 "
Electrica) Products Electric & electronic components 3699 369) )69 206 v
Electrical Products Electric Vamps 34l 206 v
Electricel Products Electron tubes & glass 2ncapsulated devices 1 ¥ 206 v
flectrical Producls ferrile electronic paris 3619 206 v
Elecirical Praducts Fuel cells w9 206 v
Electrical Products fuel cells 39 10} v
Elecirical Products Insulated wire & cable 357 206 v
Electirical Products lnsulating devices Juee 206 v
Electrical Products Motors, generators & ailernators 3621 3694 206 v
Electrical Products Resistance healers 3042 206 v
[lecirical Prndicts Semi-conductors 3674 206 v
Electrical Products Swilchgear ol 206 v
Electrical Praducts Tvansformers, dry 3612 3w 206 v
Electrical Products Transformers, liquid filled Jol2 8N 206 v
tlectrigelating Job Shops 3a21 I 136 v
Electroplaling Processes wilhin Electroplating category MmN 136 v
(nplesives (Commercial Sect) Enplosives 2092 14 1]
Enplosives (Commercial Sect) {Enplosives 2092 ? 1]
faplosives (Commercial Sect) Initiators 2092 14 n
Explosives (Commercial Sect) Inltlators 2092 ? 1]
Esplosives (Commerclial Sect) (AP & Ory Mix 2692 1 1]
Explosives (Commerclal Sect) Propellants 2892 14 1]
(xplosives (Commercial Sect) Propellants 2492 7 1]
Explosives (Military Sect) Demilitarization 2092 7 1
Caploslves (Military Sect) Explosives 2892 7 1]
Explosives (Military Sect) Initiators 2092 7 "
Explosives (Military Sect) 1A 2892 ? 1]
Explosives (Military Sect) Propellants 2092 ? 1]
Explosives (Military Sect) Pyrotechnics 2092 7 1
fowndry Aluminua Casting 3361 57 i
Foundry Copper Casting 362 57 It
foundry Iron & Steel 3321 3322 324 M5 S) 1t
foumiry Lead Casting 3169 5’ in
foumiry Magnesium Casting 369 S "
 ounlry Nickel Casting ) 169 29 (11}
Foundry Vin Casting 3169 29 1
foundry Htaniom Castlang 3169 29 nn
foundry linc Casting 3169 LY 111
Gum & Wond Chemicals Char & Charcoad briguettes 21860 9 1"

E-2



10X1CHEY INDEYLS TOR LIIUSIRIAL SUBCATLGORIGS

Toxicit

Hajor Industry Industry Subcalegory SIC Code(s) mﬁ{ﬁ
Gua & Wood Chealcals Essential 01} 2861 9 1]
Gua R Woodd Chemlcals Gua rosin 2861 9 "
Gom L Wood Chemicals Rosin based derivatives 2661 92 Iv
Gua & Vool Chemicals Rosin hased derivalives in SIC Code 2821 46 111
G & Vnod Chemicals Rosin derivatives 206] 4% i
Gum & Woond Chemicals Sullate turpentine 2861 92 v
Gum & Wond Chemicals Sullate turpentine 2861 46 (1]
Gua & Wond Chealcals Tall ol 2061 92 v
Gum § Woud Chemicals Tall ofld 2061 L3 n
Goa & Wood Chenicals VWood resin 2061 92 v
Gua & Muod Chemicals Wood rosin 2661 46 L
Inorganic Chemicals Monuf. Aluainue Chioride 2819 8i tv
lonovganic Chemicals Manuf. Aluninue Compounds 2019 1] w
Invrganic Chemicals Hanuf, Aluainua Fluoride 2819 162 v
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf, Alusinua Hydroaide 2819 81 v
Inorganic Cheaicals Manuf. Alunioum Oxide 2019 al v
inorganic Chemicals Manul. Aluminue Sulfate 2819 16 i
Inorqanic Chemicals Manuf. Aluas 20819 el w
Inorganic Chemicals Manut. Asmonla Alua 2819 8l v
lnarganic Chemicals Haml. Asmonius Chioride 2019 16 11
fnorganic Chemicals Manul. Aswmon lum Compounds 2819 1] Iv
fnoryanic Chemicals Manuf. Asmonium lydronide 2619 16 1
lnorganic Chemicals Manul. Ammonlum Mo lybdate 2019 (1} v
lnorganic Cheaicals Manuf. Asmonium Perchliorate 2019 8l v
Inovganic Chemicals Manuf. Asmoniuve Thiosulfate 2819 el 1
Inorqinic Chemicals Hanul. 8ariua Carbonate 2819 16 1]
faorganic Chemicals Manul. Barlvm Compounds 2019 8l I
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf. BSarium Sulfale 2816 [ ]} 117
Inorymic Chealcals Manuf. RBerylium Oxide 2019 (1} v
Inwrganic Chemicals Manul, Bleaching Powder 2819 8l v
Inorganic Chemicals Hanul. Borax 2819 16 1
Inorgwnic Chemicals llanuf. Boric Acid 20819 81 iv
1norganic Chemicals Manul. Boron Compounds (not prod. @ mines) 2019 81 v
Inorqunic Chemicals Manuf, Borosilicate 2019 8l v
tnorganic Chemicals Hanuf. Brine 2819 a1 v
loorganic Cheaicals Manul, Bromine 819 16 I
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf. Byrytes Pigments 2816 L] v
Inarganic Chealcals Manuf. Calcim 2819 16 1
luorqanic Chemicals Manul. Calchum Carbide 2819 16 "
Inorganic Chemicals Hanul. Calcium Carbonate 2019 16 1]
fuorganic Chealcals Manul. Calclim Chioride 9 al tv
o genic Lhealcals Manuf. Calchim Compowmls (inorq) 2019 ol W
Inovganic Chemicats Manuf. Calclum ilypochlorite 2819 a v
luncganic Chemlcals Hanul . Calcium Oxlde 2019 al v
Inorganic Chemlcals Manuf. Carbon Dionide 281 16 H
Inosganic Chemlcals Hanuf. Carbon Monoxide 2819 16 1
Inorganic Chemicals Manul, Cerfum Salts ;MIQ 81 l:

DG

oo qanie

Chemicals Mamf.

Chloride Process
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1ONICLEY INOCKES FOR INDUSTRIAL SUBCANECORILS

Tonicit
Major Industry Industiy Subcategory SIC Code(s) m‘“t‘.{ﬁ
tosvoqamic Chemicals Manuf. Chilurine 2812 162 v
tonrqwnic Chemicals Manul. Chleresulfuric Acid 2019 ol 1w
Smwrgpsnir Clhemicals MHanuf. Chrome Plgmrnts e M2 v
Inerygmic Chemicals Manul. Chromic Acld 2049 16 I
Inerygnic Chemicals Manul. Chronlus Onide 2019 8i 1]
Iomigwmic Chemicals Manuf. Chronium Sulfate 2019 (1] (1]
Inoigwilc Cheaicals Manuf. Cobalt Chloride 2019 8l Iv
Inorqanic Chemicals Manul. Cobalt Sullate 2019 L1} v
Inergwnic Cheaicaly Manul, Cobalt 60 (vadioactive) 2819 at Iv
Inerganic Chemicals Manul. Copper Chioride 2009 [ ]] 11}
tuerqanic Chemicals Manul. Copper ladlie 2019 [ 1] v
lnergsnic Chemicals Manul. Copper Sullate 2819 162 v
Inerganic Chealcals Manuf. Cuprous Dixle 2819 16 "
lnsrgsnic Chemicals Banuf, Diaphraga cel) 2012 162 v
Imarganic Chemicals Manul. ferric Chiloride 2819 16 1]
Inovganic Chemicals Manuf. ferrous Sulfate 2019 16 11
Inerganic Chemicals Hanuf, flisslonabile Materials Production 20819 (]} 1]
Inerganic Chemicals Manuf. fluorine 2019 16 1
Inorgenic Chealcals Manul. Gases, (ndusteia) Comp. Liquid/Selid 281) [ 1] v
Inorganic Chealcals Manul. Neavy Water 2019 8l Iv
fuorganic Clwaicals Manul, tydrated Alvaina Silfcate fwdr, 2019 1] v
ic Chemicals Manul. Hydrochloric Acid 2019 16 "
Chemicals Manul. Hydralluoric Acid 2019 162 v
Chemicals Manaf. Nydrogen 2019 16 1"
Inorganic Chemicals Manul, Hydrogen Cyanide 2019 162 v
Inorganic Chemicals Manul. ftydrogen Pereanide 2819 16 1]
Inorgwnic Chemicals Manul. Hydrogen Sullide 2019 8l v
lnorganic Chemicals Manul. liydrophosphites 2819 [ 1} Iv
lsnr gnic Chealcals Maml . Jidlivm Chioride 2619 (1] 1y
1nevganic Chemicals Manul. Inarganic Aclds (exc.«NO2 or H2POA) 2019 (1} I
Inaryanic Chemicals Manuf. lodides 2819 ()] v
Inoryanic Chemicals Manuf. fodine 2819 16 i
Insrganic Chemicals Manul. iron Colors 2816 L] (1}
bwrganic Cheaicals Manul. iron Oxide, Black 2816 8l v
Innrganic Chemicals Hanuf. Jron Oxide, Magnetic 2006 1} w
lanrganic Chealcals Manul, fron Oxide, Ye)low 2016 8) 1y
Inorganic Chemicals Manul, Isotopes Radloactive 2819 al iv
Inorganic Cheaicals Hanuf, Lead Arsenale 2819 8l 11
Inorganic Chemicals Manul, Lead Dionide, Brown (Pb02) 2816 [ 1] 1v
Tnwiganic Chemicals Maml, Lead Nenoulde 2819 119 (1]
Innvyganic Chwaicals Manul, tead Oxide, Red (PLICH) 2016 [ 1] v
Inorqanic Chemicals Manwl, Lead Stlicate 2019 1} v
fnsywnic Chemicals Manufl, Lithium Carbonate 2019 16 "
Innsganic Chemicals Manul, Lithium Compounds 2819 1] v
lwoeqanic Chemicals Manul, tuminus Compownds (railim) 2819 a) v
1norganic Cheaicals Manul. Magnesium Comprounds (rnorg) 19 L1} v
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf, Banganese Dlonide (powder synthetic) 2019 8l v
liwusganic Chealcals Manuf, Hanganese Sulfate 2819 16 1
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) Toxnlclty
Ma jor Demdustry Livtustry Subcategory SIC Code(s) m.;;‘_(;.;.’,",
Inorganic CLhemicals Manuf, Mercury el 2002 162 v
loweqaute Chemicals Manul . Hevcwry Chlaride 2019 Py v
tonsgmic Chemicals Manul, Nercury Onile 2019 nt Iv
tnurganic Chemicals Hanuf, Nicke) Ammonium Sullate 2019 ol v
Chemicals Manul. Hicke) Carbonate 2019 el v
Chemicals Manul. Nickel Chloride 2819 8) 1]
lsargmic Chemicals Hanul, Hicked Fluoborate 2019 (1] W
luseganlc Chemicals Mamf . Nicke) Nitrate 2019 LT fv
lwrganic Chemicals Manuf. Nické) Sullate 2819 162 v
Chemicals Manul. titric Acla 2819 16 1
Inorgmic Chemicals Manuf . Nitric Acid (strong) 2819 16 1"
Inorganic Cheaicals Manul. Nitrous Ouide 281) a Iv
Inorqganic Cheaicals Manuf. Nuclear fuel Reactor Cases, Inorganic 2819 a1 I
fnorganic Chemicals Manuf. Nuclear Fuel Scrap Re-Processing 2819 sl I
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf. Ochers 2016 (1] 1y
Inorgenic Chemicals Monuf, Olewum (fuming sulfuric acid) 2819 8l v
Jnorganic Chemicals Manuf. Onldation Catalyst from Porcelain 2619 1] v
Inorganic Chemicals Manul, Onygen & Nitrogen 281) 16 1
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf, Percloric Acid 2019 [ ] v
lnovganic Chemicals Hanof. Peroxides, lnorganic 2819 a1 iy
loorgunic Chemlcals Manud. Folash Alum 20819 )] I
ic Chemicals Hanuf, Potash Haynesia 2019 81 v
Chemicals Manul. Polassium Aluminua Solifate 2019 81 iv
luosgnic Chemicals Manuf. Fotassium Bromide 2019 8l v
inorganic Chemicals Manul. Potassium Carbonate 2812 81 iv
Inoryanic Chemicals Manuf. Potassium Chilorate 2019 ] (1]
Inorgnic Chemicals Hanul. Potassium Chioride 2819 16 1
Inorqanic Chemicals Manul. Polass lum Compounds Inorg. (exc. KOH-K2C03) 2819 ] v
Inovrqanic Chemicals Manuf. Potassiue Cyaniile 2019 1] v
Inorqanic Chemicals Manuf. Potassium Dichromate 2009 16 ] ]
Inorqanic Chemicals Manuf. Potassium Hypochlore'e 2019 ]} v
Inorywmnic Chemicals Manul. Polassivm fodide 2819 16 1l
Inoerganic Chemicals Manuf. Polassium Metal 2019 16 [} ]
lnorganic Chemicals Manul. Potassium Nitrate & “ulfate 2019 81 1]
fnorganic Chemicals Hanul. Potass iwa Permanganate 2019 16 1l
loovganic Chemicals Hanuf . Potasshum Sulfate 2019 81 Iv
Inorgswic Clemicals Hanal. Radive Chloride 2819 L] v
lwrganic Chemicals Hanul. Radive Cuminous Compounds 20019 81 v
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf. Rare Carlh Metal Salts B 2019 81 v
Inuvrganic Chemicals Manuf. Reagent Grade Chem (inorg.refl. from tech. grades) 2019 [ 1] v
tnorgnic Chemicals Manuf, Salts of Rare farth Metals 2819 el v
Ionrgmic Chemicals Manul. Satin White Pigment 2016 8l Iv
tnoeganic Chemicals Nanul. Slennas 2816 ol Iv
Inosyanic Chemicals Manul. Siiica Amorphous 2819 a1 v
Inorganic Chemicals Manul. Silica Ge) 2019 a v
Inorganic Chemicals Manul. Silver Bromide 2019 el v
tnorganic Chemicals Hanuf. Sitver Carbonate 2019 L1} v
Inorganic Chemicals Manuf, Siiver Chloride 2819 L] v
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tonfcity
Major Industry Industry Subcategory SIC Code(s) Tadex Growp
Tnorgwmic Chemicals Hanul. Sidver Cyanide 2819 81 v
ic Chemicaly Manuf, Stiver ludide 2819 al 11
Inoryanic Chemicaly Hanuf, Silver NiLrale 2019 (1) v
Ionrggmic Chemicals Manf . Siiver Oxloe 2809 1] 1
Bt gaie Chiemicals Manuf. Soda Alua 2819 L]} v
lnorganic Chemicals Hanuf. Sodiua Anlimoniate 2819 ]} v
Inorganic Chemicals Manul. Sodium Bicarbonate 2812 16 1]
lnoryanic Chemicals Manul. Sodium Bisullite 20019 162 v
Vnorywmic Chemicals Nanul. Sodlum Carbonale 20)2 8l 1]
Inorganic Chemicals Nanuf. Sodium Chierate 2819 1] (1]
Tnorganic Chemicals Manuf. Sodium Chieride 2019 sl iv
Inoryanic Chemicals Manuf. Sodium Compounds, Inorganic 2019 [ 1] v
lancqanic Chemicals Manuf. Sodiwm Cyanide 289 sl 1]
Inoryanic Chemicals Manuf. Sodium Dichroaate 2019 162 v
Inargwnic Chemicals Manul. Sodium fluoride 2019 16 ] ]
oo ganlc Chenicals Manul. Sodlium liydrosulfite 2819 162 v
Inorganic Chemicals Manul, Sodium lydrosul f ide 2819 16 1
lnorganic Chwalcals Nanul. Sodlum Metal 2819 16 n
Inoryanic Chemicals Manul. Sodium Silicate 2819 16 i
Innrqanic Chealcals Manuf. Sodive Silicofluoride 2009 1] v
Inorqanic Chemicals Manul, Sodiuvm Sulfite 2819 al Iv
Inargwmic Chemicals Manuf, Sodium Thiosulfate 2819 16 ]
Inorganic Chemicals Manul. Stannic & Stannous Chloride 2819 (1} v
L ganic Chemicals Manul. Stannic Onide 2019 16 ] ]
Jnorganic Chemicals Manuf. Stront fus Carbonate ‘precipltated & oxide) 2819 [ }] v
lnorganic (heaicals Hanul. Stront lum Nilrate 2019 [ 1] Iv
Inarganic Chemicals Manuf. Sulfate Process 2816 162 v
Inorganic Chemicals Hanul. Sulfides & Sulfites 2819 sl v
Joarganic Chemicaly Manul. Sulfncyanides 2819 [}] v
lnorganic Chemicals Manuf. Sulfur (rec.or ref. inc). sour nat. gas) 2819 el Iv
lnovguanic Chemicals Manul. Sulfur Clhloride 2819 [.]] (1]
lnorganic Chemicals Manul. Sulfur Dionide 2019 16 1
Inorganic Chesicals Manul. Sulfur Henatl luoride 2019 ]} 117
oo qanic Chemicals Manuf. Sulfuric Acld 2019 16 1
lnorganic Chemicals Manuf. Ihiocyanates, Inorganic 2819 ]} v
Inorqanic Chemicals Manuf. Jin Compounds, Inorganic 2819 .1} v
Inarganic Chemicals Manuf . Titanium Dioxlde 2016 162 v
Inorqganic Chemicals Manuf. Ultramarine Pigeent 2816 (]} v
lanryanic Chemicals Manuf. limbers 2016 8l v
Inorganic Chemicals Manul. Uraniwua Alog, Radioactive 2019 8l 11}
lnorganic Chemicals Manul. While Lead Pigment (Pb(0I1)2+P1CO)) 2816 at iv
lnorqanic Chemlcals Manuf. Whillng 2816 a1 v
Jounrganic (hemicals Manuf. linc Chloride 2819 8l iv
lnornanic Chemicaly Manuf. Linc Oxide 2819 16 1"
Invryanic Chemicals Manul. linc Sullate 2819 16 (1}
Tuorganic Chemicals Manuf, 1inc Sulfide B 2019 81 iv
Basic Oxygen Furnace (Wel Alr Pollu. Control Hethnils) N2 [} I::
mm2 S

leon & Stleel
Jron & Steel

Bastc Oxygen lurnace; Semi-Wet Alr Po)lu. Lontro) Bethods
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Toxicity
Hagor datustyy Indusiry Subcategory SIC Code(s) Tndex ™ Group

lron R “leel Bcehive Coke 32 5 T
fron & Steel 8last Furnace (ferromanganese) 2 45 il
Joonn & Steel Blast Turnace (lron) 32 L1} il
tron A Steel By-Product Cote 332 45 (1]
lron & “deel Cold Ralling N2 IMNb 45 1
lron & Steed Combrinatlon Acla Pickiing (Batch & Continvous) 2 45 141
loon & “teel Continsous Alkaline Cleaning m2 '3 1t
lran A “leel Contlnuous Casling A Pressure S)ab Molding M2z 45 it
leun § Steel Electric Arc furnace (Wet Ale Pollu. Control Hethosls) M2 Ny L} 11
Jron § Steel Electric Arc Furnace; Scal-Wet Alr Pollu. Contro) Methods 1112 1)1} s 1
Jron § Slee! Hot Coatings - Galvanizing 1312 49 45 H
fron § Stee) Hot Coatings - Jerne nn2 45 "
leon & Steel ol foraing - flat 32 L1} nl
Iron & Steel tiot forming - Primary nn 45 1
Iron A Steel ot Forming - Section N2 NS L1 i
Iron & Steed Open Hearth furnace 32 45 (11
lron & Steel Pickling - Hydruchlaric Acld - Batch & Continuous 45 11}
fron & Steel Pickling - Sulfuric Acid - Batch & Continvous 45 (141
Iron § Steel Fipe & Tube e an (13 1
Iron L Steed Scale Remova) (Kolene & Mydride) m2 45 11
lron § Steel Sinlering kR 1Y 45 i
lron & Steel Vacinm Degassing niz N2 45 m
fron & Steel Wire Pickling & Coating e LH (1]
Leather famning & finishing Bootl & Shoe Cul Stuck & Findings BIR1 20 u
Leather Tamning & Fintshing Footwear, Except Rubber, NEC 1149 20 it
Leather lanning & Flnishing Nair pulp, chrome Lan, retan-wet (lnish nn 19 v
Poatinee damiong R Flulshilag  Halr save, chirome tan, retan-wel finlsh i 197 v
teather tanning & Flalshing Halv save, non-chrome tan, vetan-wet finish nn 192 v
Leather lanning & Finlshing llouse S)ippers nee 20 11
teather lanning & Finlshing Leather Gloves & Mitlens 3151 20 i
Lealher damning & Finishing Lealther Goods, NEC 3199 20 1]
Leather laming & [lalshing  Luggage £ 113 20 ] ]
1eathes Lamming & Finishing Hen's foolwear, Excert Athletic 34 20 1]
Leather tanning & Finishing No heamhouse i 197 v
Leather Yamming & Finlshing Personal leather Gools except Women's Mandbags nn 20 1
Leather lanning & Finlshing Retan-wel finish n 19) v
Leather lanning & Finlshing Shearling i 1kl v
teather lanning & Tinlshing Through-the-blue un 197 v
Leather Vanning § Finlshing Women's foolwear, Except Athlellc J144 20 1"
teather lanuing & Tlalthing Woaen's Handuags & Purses Hun 20 i
Mach & tech - Shipbullding Ship Building & Repairing N 86 v
Hache A Hech-Porcerlaln [namel Aliminue 3611 12 i
Hath & Hiech-Porcetain fnamel  lvon a3 12 1l
Hach & tiech-Torcelain Enamel  Stecd 1633 3632 3619 36 12 (1] ]
Hach & Hech-Porcelain Enamel Strip Steel 36)) 36312 I6)9 6/ i
Mach. & tiech -Phota. Suppl. Diare, Salvenl Pracess el 1249 v
Macth & Nech -Phote. Suppl.  Photographic fnuipsent & Suppiles e} 248 v

nnl 124 v

Hach A Mech. -Pholo. Suppl. Iherma), Solvenl Process
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[

Mech & Mach-Porcelain Ename) Copper

Honlevinns Melals
Nusbeosous Metals
Nentessous Metalds
Hunicvinus Hetais
Hanberions Hetals
fonivisouy firiais
Metals

Mad oha
LA 10

Hetals

Maft ale

Hetals

tanfesrsuue Metale

Monlerrous Melals
sus Metals
Bonlerrous Melals
Nonlevraus Metals
Nonlerrous Metals
Honfervous Hetals
Honlferrous Metals
lonlesrous Neltals
Nonlesrons Metals
Honlerirous Melals
fonicisouy Hetais
Hynlrvsous Melals
Runieifous Wrials
Nonlerrvous Metals

[ T VeV JEN Aot abae
O T DS vctlavh

Nosslesraus Metals
Maulesrrane Matale

Nonfeveous Metals
Nonferrous Hetals
Nonferonus Metals
Nonlevious Melals
Nonlesvous Metals
Nonlerrous Helals
Noalessous Metals
Nounfervous MHelals
Bonlersous Melals
Hunierrious Hetals
tnierions Helais

Honlery
Hanldes s uue B
Honferrous
Nonferious Metals

Sauxite

linbium

Primary Alusinua

Frimary Antisony
l'rl-.n-y Arsenic

Frimary Sariue

Frimary Berylilum
Balam.. Blo_..ab

vy vmevy ."_"'l

Frisary Seron

Polmace £adaliuwm
VEiVRATY welun s

Frimary Calclim

Prr l-)rn foclum

Pflnry Cobalt
Primary Columhiue

'rlnry Copper
Primary Gallium
Primary Gersaniue
Primary Gold
Frimary Halniue
Prisary Lead
Primary Lithivm
Primary Ragoesium
Frimary Hercury
Primary Molybdemm

- Maf_a_n
Trmary wictued

Prinary Platinue Grouwp

Bolamace. Bava fooabhe
TTIRaly wavq sarfwas

Primary Rhenlum
Primary Rubidiopm

rimary Bubidices
Primary Selenium
Prisary Silver
Prisary tantalue
Primary Tellurium
Primary lin
Primary VTitanium
Primary lungstien
Primary Uranitim
Primary 2inc
Primary lirconivm
Secondary Aimminue
Secandary Rabds

ATy uv",l-ll-

2¥8
Secondary Boron
Cacondary Coblalt
Secondary Columbfum
Secondary Copper

mi
3139
31
N
k) )
e
15
319

313

3139

2134
I3’

119

1110
EER

1)
110

,Fres

33
n»
3139
31319
1)
132
3139
3339
33
N»
333
19

21118
23T

339

EE R

39
1)
39
119
)9
339
3139
1339
N
119
141
(ALY
3341

1)4)

1141

I
3141

loxicity
Index CGroup
12 1]
19 v
19 v
358 vi
36 1l
36 ii
36 "
358 vi
i 3 iii
179 v
358 Vi
36 11}
i’ v
179 v
Jsa vi
358 vl
179 v
179 v
179 v
19 v
358 vi
i v
134 v
1 ¥4 v
119 v
i7s v
179 v
173 v
179 v
129 U
358 vi
358 vl
)»a vi
158 vl
)6 m
179 v
358 vi
179 v
150 vl
179 v
358 vi
19 1"t
3% HH
179 v
119 v
V9 v
30 vi



TOKICHIY Qrodg MES SOH ENKISTHIAL SUBCATIGURILS

' Toslcity
Hajor Jutuslvy Industry Subcategory SIC Code(s) when Group
Honterssons Medals Secondary Lead EAL)] )58 vi
thentesions Melalsy Secandary Magnes lum 134} 179 v
Nonfessous thetals Secumdary Meocury 3341 119 v
Nunlersons Hetals Secomdary Nickel m) 19 v
Honteveous Hetals Secomdary Plulonium 340 19 v
Honfervous Metals Secandary Preclious Metals 3 179 v
Nonferrous Metals Secondary Rhenium i3} ) 129 v
Honlfervous Metals Secundery Stiver 114} 3% vl
Honbersous Melals Secondary lantalum mi 36 i
Nantervous MNetals Secondary lin 3] 179 v
Nonlerrous Metals Secondary litaniua 30 179 v
Nonlerrous MHetals Secandary Tungsten 141 179 v
Nunfessous Hetals Secondary Uranium 3341 179 v
Nonfervous Helals Secandary linc 3341 179 v
Mie Nining & Uressing Alualnue 1051 54 1
Uve Hindug & Uressing Base & Preclous Metals 1021 1031 1041 1044 S4 1
Ore Nining & Bressing fase & Precious Melals 1021 104} 27 it
Ove Hining & firessing fercoalloy 1061 54 i
Ore Nising & Mressing tevvoalloy 106} 27 1]
Ore Mining & Dressing Jron Ore 1011 5 1]
Ore Mining & Dressing lron Ore 1011 7 11
Ore Nining & Dressing Mercury 1092 S 1"
Ore Nining & Oressing Hetal Ore 1099 $ 1l
Ore Hining & Nressing Uranlum 1094 54 111
Organic Chealcals Cyclic Crudes & Interwved., Oyes & Organic Pigments 2865 202 v
Organic Chemicals Industrial Organic Cheaicals, NEC 2069 202 v
Paint & Ink Caustic or Mater Washed Jnk 269} 229 v
Palul & Ink Caustic or Water Washed Paint 2051 229 v
Palnt & Juk Solvent Wash Ink 269) 2) "
Palnt & Jok Solvent Wash Paint 2051 3 ] ]
Pesticiies Amides 2019 2069 640 vi
Pesticides formulation & Packaging of Agricultural Cheaicals 2809 J20 vi
Pesticides Halagenated Organics 2819 206% 640 vi
Pesticides lirtevocyclic Nitroygers 2019 2809 640 vl
Peaticides Metallo Organic 2819 2669 640 vi
PFesticins Miscellaneous 2819 2069 640 v)
Pesticines to Discharge Manufacturers 2019 2069 64 1
Pesticiiles Organophosghorus 2819 2809 640 vl
Fetralewa Refining Petroleva Refining 2911 211 v
Fhvrmacrul Ical Manafacluring Chealca) Synthests (Medicinals & Botanicals) 20)) )91 vi
Fharmacrut fcal Manufacturing Extraction (Blologlcal Products) 2831 191 vl
Pharmacent lca) Manufacturing Extraction (Hedicinals & Bolanicals) 28)) 91 vi
Fhavmw ratical Manufacturing Fermentalion (Medicinals R folanicals) 281) )9 vi
Pharmacrut Ical Manufacturing Mising & Formulation (Pharmaceutical Preparations) 2034 )91 vl
Phosphale Manufacluring Defluorinated Acid 2819 26 "n
Phasphate Hanufacturing Detivorinated Aclu 2819 1) "
Phosphate Manulacturing Defluorinated Rock 2819 iﬁ 1
2019 "

Phosphate Manufacturing

Delluorinated Rock



TOXRICHIY INDEXES 1OR THDUSIRIAL SUBCANLGORILS

‘ Tonicity
Major Industry tndustry Subcategory SI1C Code(s) rnTkn Croup
Phosphate Hanulfacturing f lementad Phosphorus 2819 26 1
Fhosphate Hanufacturing tlemental Phospluirus 2819 n 1]
e Manulacturing Fhorphorus Derived Clumicals 2019 26 n
Hanviaciuring Fivnspiraies 2019 26 (1]
Hanulac lurlnq Sodie Phosplu!es 2819 26 1]
Fimspliite Hanuiadivring Sudium FPhospiaics 2619 [} ] ]}
astics & Synthelics Cellulosic Man-MHade f lbers 20823 468 T
Plastscs & Syathetics Plastic Materials, Sy.thetic Reslas, Monvulcanizable EVaz. 2821 &6 Vi
Plastics & Synthetics Synthetic Organic Fibers, Encept Cellulosic 2024 460 vl
Plastics Precessing Miscellanesus Plastics "ree!a_neu lore i v
Plastics Processing Plastics Processing Withoul Contact Process Water 3079 1l 1n
Plastics Processing Solutfen Casting e LY} 11
Plastics Processing Water Slurry Pulornlng Processes 719 LY 11}
Printing & Publishing Fressroom - Water based Ink 2100 S 1]
Printing & Pubilishing Frinting & Publishing 2100 1 ]|
Pulp, Paper & Paperboard Atkaline Market Puilp 2611 6’ 1]
Pulp, Paper & Paperhoard Bleached Kealt - HCT Paper 2611 26)) (Y i
Pulp, Faper & Paperiboard Bleached Kraltl - Dissolving 2611 6) ni
Pulp, Paper & Paperboard Bleached Krafl - Tine Papers 2611 67 111
Pulp, Paper b Paperhoard Bleached Krall Mewsprint 2611 (Y ]
Fuip, Faper & iFaperioard Civemi-Hechanicai Fuip-Twe 2oii &7 1l
Pulp, FPaper & Paperboard Deink Pulp - Fine Tissue 2611 67 11
Fuip, Taper & Taperoard Drink Puip - Hews 26ii o7 iii
Pulp, Paper & Faperboard Dissolving Sulfite 2611 67 111
Pulp, Paper & Paperbosrd Groundwood- (M 2688 2631 &7 it
Pulp, Paper & Paperboard Growndwood-F ine 2611 6’ (1]
LI 0'.\.;-99- & Papechoard Miccellancous Non-Weod Pulp 2611 &7 111
'ulp Paper & Paperboard Non- Integrated - Fine 2621 67 (1]
Pulp, Paser L Panerboard Hon- Integrated - |ilter 4 Non-Woven Pager 2621 6) 1t
Paper & Paperboard Nun-Integrated - Lighwwelght & Thin Paper 2621 (34 1
Pulp, Paper § Papecboard Mon-Integrated - Paperboard 2621 &7 m
Pulp, Paper & Paperhoard Mon- Integrated - Specially 2621 6} "l
Fulp, Paper & Paperhoard Noon- Integrated - lissue 20621 6/ i
Pulp, Faper & Paperboard Paper Grade Sullite 2611 67 n
Pulp, Paper & Paperboard Semi - Chemical 2611 2631 6) "t
Pulp, Paper & Paperboard Ihermo-Mechanical Pulp 2611 67 11
Pulp, Faper & Paperboard Unbleached Kralt/Seml-Chemical X-Recovery 261 2631 6/ i
Puip, Paper & Paperboard Waste Paper - Board 2611 2661 67 in
Pulp, Paper & Papechoard Waste l‘.\per - Construction 2661 (Y 1
fuip, Paper & Paperboard Wasie Paper - Hotded Zoii 6} iii
Fulp, Paper & Paperhoard Waste Paper - Tlssue 2611 67 1
Bidilinr large-sized General Molded, Extruded & Fabir. Rubber Plants 1028 30¢1 3069 3293 10 "
Rubihe e latex foam 3069 10 1
fubliar Laten-Dipped, latex-fxtruded & Laten Molded Goods 021 1069 10 "
Rutiber mdlun-shed Genecval rulded, Extruded & fabr  Rubber Plants 1021 J041 3069 129) 10 1"
Ruliier Pan, Dry Digestion, & Hechanical Redlaim on 100 v
Rubher Small-sized General Mulded, Extiuded & fahwr. Rubber Plants 1021 3041 3069 329) 10 H
Rubber Synthetfc Crush Rubber Prod. - {mulsion Polymerization 2822 10 1
Rubiber Synthetic Crumb Rubber Prod. - Solulion Polumerization 2022 1 "
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Reddoloere
Roslrsen
Saape
Suap
Seapes
Soap
Saape
Snaps
Saaps
Soaps
Soaps
Soaps
Soaps
Soaps
Saaps
Suage.
Soaps
Saaps
Soaps
Soaps
Sosps
Snaps
Svaps
Soaps
Soaps
Svaps
Soaps
Saap«
Snaps
Suaps
Snaps
SMeom
Stean
Steam
Steam
Steam
Steam
Ste.m
leati)

wr fwbus ey

TOXKECIEY Tl XES JOR INDUSTRIAL SURCATIGORIC(S

Idusery Subcateqory

A Betergents
R eteryents
A Detesgrals
R Drieryents
K Detergrnts
A Detergyents
& Detergyents
R tetergents
& Detergents
& Delergents
R Detergents
& lietergents
A Deteryents
A lletergents
& Detergents
A Detergents
A Deteryents
A hetergents
A fleteryents
R Detergents
& Detergyents
& Oetergent,
4 Delergents
A Detergents
& Detergents
4 Detergents
A Detergents
& Detergents
A Deteigents
I techric
Lircuric
(lectric
tlectric
tlectric
tlectric
tlectric

e Hilbs

Teatide Mills

lent i)
Veatil
leatil
leatid
Teals)
Veatnl
lest il

e Nilly
e s
e Nilis
e Midls
e Hills
e Nills
c Nillsy

Synthelic Latexn Rubber Production

Iire & lomer Jubie Production

Wel BDigestion Reclai-

Alr-50) Sultation & Zulfonation
Chinrosulfontc Acld Suifation
(hiavosullontc Actid >ultation

fatiy Actd Hanufacturing by Fat Splitting
Glycerine Concentration

Glycerine Distidlativn

anulacturing of Rar Soaps
Mosufacluring of Har Soaps
Manufacluring of Delergent Bars & Cakes
Hwwlactluring of llet. rgeat Bars & Cakes
Hanulacluring of Dium Dried Detergents
Hamufacturing of Urum Oried Detergents
Hanufactluring of Dry Blewmied Detergents
Hanulacturing of Ory Blewierd Detergents
Manvfacturing of Liquld Soaps
Hannlacturing of Liguld Detergents
Haunilacluring of Liq..id Soaps
Hamdacturing of Liquid Delergents
Hanulactluring of Soap flakes & Powders
Mol acturing of Soap Flakes & Powders
Hanwtactluring of Spray Dried Detergents

" Heutralijation of Sulfuric Acid (sters & Sulfonic Aclds

Oleum Sullonation & Sulfatlion
Soap Manulacturing by Batch Kettle
Soap Manulacturing by Fally Acid Neutralization
$03 Solvent & Vacwmm Sulfonation
$0) Solvent & Vacwm Sulfonaliaon
Sulfamic Acid Sullation

Sulfamic Acid Sulfation

Ash Pile Bunoll

Ash Transporl Water

Coal Pile Runoff

Conling lower Blowdo n

Low Volume Wastes

Metal Cleaning Wastes

Onre lhrough Coolding Waler
Apparel

Carpet Finlshing

Cordrge & Iwine

Fell Hanulacturing

Finishing

Greige Ml

Grelge Nills

Greige Hills

Hos lery
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Toxicit

SIC Code(s) Tndex~ Group
2022 10 "
Joh 10 1
R 3]] 100 v
284) 6 i
2043 6 11
204) 3N "
2041 6) m
2041 6 "
2841 (3] ui
2041 6} m
2041 32 1]
2041 6) 1"
2041 ? 1] ]
2841 6) i
2041 £ 7] 1"
2041 6) m
204} S} nm
204) 2842 2004 3] "
2041 2042 63 "
2041 i} "
204) 2 "
2041 6) T
2041 » m
204} 6) mn
204) 6 1
003 6) "
2041 6) "
2041 6) m
2043 6) m
2043 » m
2043 6 "n
204) 2 "t
911 49)) 19 "
911 991 » "
TR 4 1]
4931 49 » n
4911 493 » "l
LTI 13T ' 7]
4911 491 Y] "
2300 113 1"
2n 2212 221 152 v
2298 T3 "
2291 152 v
20 152 v
2210 222y 20 2241 15 "
225) 12N 202 2280 1% "
2282 228) 15 1
22510 2242 )52 v



JOXICHIY 'HOLXES 1OR (MIUSIRIAL SURCATLGORIES

loalotty

Hajar binbustey tidustay Sulicateyery S$1C Code(s) Inden Group
featile Milly Knll Fabric Finishing 22%) 2254 22%% 22% 152 v
lentile Hills Kalt faboic 1 bnlshilng 22%) 22%8 229 152 v
Ieatile HiMDS Homweven Manulac turing 229) 142 v
Teatile MiNIS Padding & Uplwistery 229 1Y i
leatile Mitlsy Stech & Yarn Dyeing 2281 2282 220) 2204 V%2 v
leatile BINNS Wael Scourlng 2299 152 v
leatile Mty Waven Fabeic § lnlshing 241 222% 2240 2260 V2 v
leatile MiINNs Woven fabric Finl hing 27262 2269 152 v
brnderr Pooku s Procerssing Rarking 2661 [ ] "
Vindier Prosbucts Processing Harubeard - Dry Precess 2499 [ ] ]
lisdier Prothcts Precessing Hardweod Dlsension & looring Mills 2426 [ ] 1]
Vimbier Products Pracessing lnsulation Beard (2 sulicatlegories) 26610 a2 v
Vislier Products Precessing Niliverk 2031 e ]
Viahier Producls Process lig Particleboard 29 [ ] "
lisdier Products Processing #iywood 2435 243 8 1]
lisher Preducts Processing Sawmills & Planing Mills 242} ] i
lishier Productls Precessing Spec bal Products Sawmills, MC 2429 [ ] "
Lisdier Products Processing Veneer 2415 2436 [ ] "
liadies Proihcts Precessing Wel Process Hacdbuard (2 subcategories) 2499 82 Iv
limher Proathuls Processing Woud Containers, MC 2449 8 ] ]
lisdier Products Processing Wood Kilchen Cabinels M [ ] 1
lishier Products Processing Wood Preserving - Stean 2491 L} v
liahro Praskuts Procrssing Woad Prescérving © Boulitan 2491 [} Iv
limbier Prowcls Processing Wond Preserving - laviganic 2491 [ ] "
Listier Products Precessing Wuod Froducts, NEC 2499 [ ] 1]

ALD other lnduslry types and subicategories notl Histed are assligued Growp |
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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.



NPDES Industrial Permif

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. All 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-
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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 7Q10
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 100,000.

Approximately 49,000 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:

——Majors*

I 339 9%)
I 435 (11%)
oI 429 (11%)
v 762 (20%)
v 533 (14%)
| 512 (14%)
VI 122 (%)
VI 179 %)
X 138 (4%)
X 354 O%)
TOTAL 3,803 (100%)

* "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.



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet Q Regular Addtion
Q Discretionary Addition
Q Smchmg.. but no
NPOESNo.: I__I__ |t 111 _1_1_1 status change
Q Deletion

i s | — —— —" — —" — —— —— — — — — — — —— — — ———— —— — — —" v— ——— i et S sttt e s

ReceivingWater: | ___I__ ! 1__ I\ 4\ 0\ 0\t 0 0 0 4 e

ReachNumber: I__t__ ! 1__1__ 'V 1 |41 1 |

Is this facility a steom electric power plant (SIC=4911) Is this permit for a municipal separate storm sewer
with one or more of the following characteristics? serving a population greater than 100,0007
1. Power output 500 MW or greater (not using a cooling pond/lake)

2. A nuciear power plant O ves; score is 700 (stop here)
3. Coodling water discharge greater than 25% of the receiving stream’s 7Q10 flowrate [ no (continue)

QO ves; score is 600 (stop here) 1 NO (continue)

FACTOR 1: Toxic Poliutant Potential

PCSSICCode:  1__)__1_ I | Primary SIC Code: |__1__I__I__|
Other SIC Codes: I___I__I__I__| i1 N O I I T
Industrial Subcategory Code: |___I__I___| (Code 000 if no subcategory)

Determine the Toxicity potential from Appendix A. Be sure to use the TOTAL toxicity potential column and check one)

Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points Toxicity Group Code Points

Q No process Qs 3 18 Q. 7 3
wiaste streams 0 0 D 4. 4 20 D 8. s 40

8 1 ! 5 Qs s 25 Q. 9 45
2. 2 Qs 6 30 Qo 10 50

Code Number Checked: |__J__|
Total Points Factor 1: 1__|__1|

FACTOR 2: Flow/Stream Flow Volume (Compisle elither Section A or Section 8; check only one)

Sectlon A —Wastewater Flow Only Considered Section B —Wastewater and Stream Flow Considered
Wastewater Type Code Points Wastewater Type  Percant of instream Code Points
(See Instructions) (See instnuctions)  Wastewater Concen-
Typel: Fow <$MGD Q n 0 tration at Receiving

Flow § to 10 MGD Q 12 10 Stream Low Flow

Flow >10 to 50 MCD Q 13 20

Flow > 50 MCD Q 14 30 TYPE VMi: <10% Q 4 0
Typell: Flow <! MGD Q bl 10 2 10% to <50% Q 2 10

Flow 1 to $ MGD Q 22 20

Fow >3 to 10 MCD Q 23 30 2 50% Q 43 2

Fow >10 MGD Q 24 50

Type & <10% a 03] ]

Type Il Flow <1 MGD Q N o

Flow 1 to § MGD Q 2 10 210%w<son QO 52 »

Flow >$ to 10 MCD Q 33 20

Fiow >10 MGD Q 34 30 250% Q 53 »

Code Checked from SectionAor8: }__[_ ]

Total Points Factor2 |_J__J



NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheef

FACTOR 3: Conventional Poliutants NPDESNo.:I__ 10 1} 11+ 1 |
(only when limited by the permif)
A Oxygen Demanding Pollutant: (checkone) (1800 Qcoo  ( ower:
Code  Points
Permit Limits: (check one) 0 <100 lbs/day ) 0
a 100 to 1000 Ibs/day 2 s
a >1000 to 3000 Ibs/day 3 15
Q >3000 Ibs/day 4 20
Code Checked: I__|
Points Scored: |__J__|
8. Total Suspended Solids (TSS)
Code Points
Permit Limits: (check one) Q <100 Ibs/day 1 0
Q 100 to 1000 Ibs/day 2 s
Q >1000 to $000 lbs/day 3 1s
o >5000 Ibs/day 4 20
Code Checked: |__|
Points Scored: |___1__ 1|
C. Nitrogen Pollutant: (check one) (] Ammonia (1 Other:
Nitrogen Equivalent Code Points
Permit Limits: (check one) Q <300 Ibs/day 1 0
Q 300 to 1000 lbs/day 2 s
a >1000 to 3000 bs/day 3 15
a >3000 Ibs/day 4 20
Code Checked: !__|
Points Scored: I__I__|
Total Points Factor 3: __1___|

FACTOR 4: Public Hedlth impoct

Is there a public drinking water supply located within 50 miles downstream of the efffuent discharge (this indudes any body of
water to which the receiving water is a tributary)? A public drinking water supply may include inflitration galleries, or other
methods of conveyance that ultimately get water from the above referenced supply.

0 YES (1f yes, check toxicity potential number below)
NO (if no, go to Factor 5)

Determine the human health toxicity potential from Appendix A. Use the same SIC code and subcategory reference as in Factor 1. (Be
sure to use the human heaith toxicity group column — check one below)

Toxicity Group Code Points Tonicity Group Code Points Tomicity Group Code Points
O No process Qs 3 0 Q. 7 s
0 waste streams 0 0 Q 4 0 Qs 8 2
Q 1 ! ° Qs s s Q. 9 25

2 2 ° Q . 6 10 Qo 0 B

Code Number Checked: [__J__|
Total Points Factor 4: |__|__}
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NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet

FACTOR 5: Water Quality Factors

A.
technology
been assigned to the discharge?

Code Points
Q Yes 1 10

Q No 2 0

the permit?

Code Points
Q vYes 1 0

Q No 2 s

Is (or wilf) one or more of the efuent discharge limits based on water quality factors of the receiving stream (rather than
-based federal effluent guidelines, or technology-based state effluent guidelines), or has a wasteload allocation

Is the receiving water in compliance with applicable water quality standards for pollutants that are water quality limited in

Does the effluent dischorged from this fadiity exhibit the reasonable potential to violate water quality standards due to whole

effluent toxicity?
Code Points
Q Yes 1 10
Q Neo 2 0
Code Number Checked: Al__| Bi__\ ci__1t
PointsFactorS:  AI_ I I + BI__} + CL_} = {__[__ITOTAA
FACTOR &: Proximity fo Near Coastal Waters
A. Base Score: Enter low code here (from Factor 2): __|__| Enter the multipication factor that corresponds
totheflowcode: |__ |}
Check appropriate facility HPRI Code (from PCS):
HPRI# Code HPRI Score Row Cod Multipit Factor
Q 1 1 20 11,31, 0r 41 0.00
12,32, 0r 42 0.05
Q 2 2 0 13,33,0r43 0.10
Q 3 3 30 l40r 34 0.15
Q 4 4 0 2Alor N 0.10
22 0r 852 0.30
Q J 5 20 oS53 0.60
HPRI code checked: |___| 24 1.00
Base Score: (HPRIScore) ______ x (Multiplication Factor) - (TOTAL POINTS)

B. Additional Points — NEP C. Additional Points — Great Lokes Area of Concern
For a fadility that has an HPRI code of 3, does the focliity For a foditity thot has an HPRI code of S, does the fadlity
discharge to one of the estuaries envolied in the National discharge any of the pollutants of concern into one of the
Estuary Protection (NEP) program (see instructions) or Greot Lokes’ 37 areas of concern (see instructions)
the Chesapeake Bay?

Code Points Code Points
Q Yes 1 10 Q Yes 1 10
Q Neo 2 0 Q Ne 2 0
Code Number Checkad: Al__J si__J CL_J)
PointsFactor& Al__|__| + BI_J)_J + Cl_J_J = §_______ JTOTA
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NPDES Permit Rating Work Sheet

Water Quality Factors
Proximity to Near Coastal Waters

i SUMMARY NPDESNo.:I__I1__|__1_ )11 11|
Factor Description Total Points
1 Toxic Pollutant Potential
2 Flow/Streamflow Volume
3 Conventional Poliutants
4 Public Health Impacts
5
6

TOTAL (Factors 1 through 6)
$1. Is the total score equal to or greater than 807 [ Yes (Facility isa major) I No

S2. if the answer to the above question is no, would you like this facility to be discretionary major?
Q ~
D Yes (Add 500 points to the above score and provide reason below:
Reason:

NEW SCORE:
OLD SCORE:
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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

No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
0711 Soil preparation services 4
0721 Crop planting and protection 1
0729 General crop services 1
1081 Metal mining services 7
1389 0i1 and gas field services 136
1475 Phosphate rock 33
2449 Wood containers 4
2492 Particle board 21
2511 Wood household furniture, except uph. 40
2512 Wood household furniture, uph. 13
2514 Metal household furniture 8
2517 Wood, TV, radio, phonograph, and sewing machine
cabinets 1
2519 Household furniture 2
2521 Wood office furniture 7
2522 Metal office furniture 15
2531 Public building and related furniture 3
2541 Wood partitions, shelving, and lockers 5
2542 Metal partitions, shelving, and lockers 7
2789 Book binding and related work 1
2842 Specialty cleaning, polishing, and sanitizing 31
2843 Surface active agents 11
2844 Perfumes, cosmetics, and other toiletry preparations 28
2870 Agricultural chemicals 4
2873 Nitrogenous fertilizers 56
2874 Phosphate fertilizers 33
2992 Lubricating oils and greases 49
2999 Products of petroleum - coal 22
3229 Pressed and blown glass, NEC 65
3296 Mineral wool 19
3999 Manufacturing industries, NEC 79
4011 Railroads and line-haul operations 238
4013 Railroads and switching terminal services 83
4171 Terminal and joint terminal maintenance facilities 30
4172 Bus service facilities 81
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES WITH
SIGNIFICANT POTENTIAL FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
4212 Local trucking without storage 29
4231 Trucking terminal facilities 43
4463 Marine cargo handling 82
4469 Water transportation 91
4582 Airport and flying fields 68
4742 Rental of railroad cars, including car cleaning 5
4789 Services incidental to transportation, NEC 15
4953 Refuse systems 387
5161 Chemicals and allied products - wholesale 55
5171 Petroleum bulk stations 1,009
5172 Petroleum products 110
5541 Gasoline service stations 410
7261 Funeral service and crematoriums 3
7391 Research and development laboratories 104
7395 Photo-finishing Taboratories 22
7538 General auto repair shop 47
7539 Automotive repair shops 10
7699 Repair shops 4]
7819 Services allied to motion pictures 2
9711 National security 484
TOTAL 4,155

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.

1487m
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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

No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities

0211 Beef cattie feedlots 713
0213 Hogs 115
0214 Sheep and goats 12
0219 General livestock 3
0241 Dairy farms 88
0251 Broiler, fryer, and roaster chickens 7
0252 Chicken eggs 27
0253 Turkey and turkey eggs 10
0259 Poultry and eggs 30
0272 Horses and other equines 2
0291 General farms 4
1311 Crude petroleum and natural gas 3,749
1381 Drilling o0il and gas wells 102
1382 0il and gas exploration services 22
1411 Dimension stone 61
1422 Crushed and broken 1imestone 689
1423 Crushed and broken granite 64
1429 Crushed and broken stone, NEC 126
1442 Construction sand and gravel 499
1446 Industrial sand 45
1452 Bentonite 5
1453 Fire clay 31
1454 Fuller earth 7
1455 Kaolin and ball clay 83
1459 Clay and related minerals, NEC 24
1472 Barite 11
1473 Fluorspar 9
1474 Potash, soda, and borate minerals 3
1476 Rock salt 5
1477 Sulfur 7
1479 Chemical and fertilizer mining, NEC 3
1492 Gypsum 8
1496 Talc, soapstone, and pyrophyllite 10
1499 Nonmetallic minerals, NEC 63
2011 Meat packing plants 245
2013 Sausages and other prepared meats 53
2016 Poultry dressing plants 79
2017 Poultry and egg processing 22
2021 Creamery butter 35
2022 Cheese, natural and processed 131
2023 Condensed and evaporated milk 49
2024 Ice cream and frozen desserts 21
2026 Fluid milk 118
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES WITH
EFFLUENT GUIDELINES

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
2032 Canned specialties 29
2033 Canned fruits and vegetables 245
2034 Dehydrated fruits, vegetables, soups 9
2035 Pickles, sauces, and salad dressing 31
2037 Frozen fruits and vegetables 62
2038 Frozen specialties 17
2041 Flour and other grain mill products 14
2043 Cereal breakfast foods 10
2044 Rice milling 3
2046 Wet corn milling 22
2047 Dog, cat, and other pet food 26
2048 Prepared feeds 47
2061 Raw cane sugar 35
2062 Cane sugar refining 17
2063 Beet sugar 28
2077 Animal and marine fats and oils 56
2091 Canned and cured seafood 123
2092 Fresh or frozen packaged fish 479
2099 Food preparations 55
2591 Drapery hardware and window blinds and shades 1
2599 Furniture and fixtures, NEC 3
2875 Fertilizers, mixing only 7
3211 Flat glass 24
3221 Glass containers 54
3231 Products of purchased glass 30
3241 Cement, hydraulic 121
3273 Ready-mix concrete 136
3274 Lime 39
3281 Cut stone and stone products 86
3292 Asbestos products 16
3295 Minerals, ground or treated 72
5143 Dairy products 12
5422 Freezer and locker meat provisioners 0
5423 Meat and fish (seafood) markets 14
7534 Tire retreading and repair shops 4
8062 General medical and surgical hospitals 149
8063 Psychiatric hospitals 56
8069 Specialty hospitals 10
8922 Noncommercial educational, scientific, and research
organizations 33
TOTAL 9,565
Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.
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DPDEINTY 1

LRA A BALNAFBAR

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

0l1é
0181
0189

Arnvyrald
AYl LWt L

0279

Soybeans
Ornamental floriculture and nursery products
Horticulture specialties, NEC

Animal specialties, NEC

Agricultural Services

0742
0752

forestry

0821

Veterinary services for animal specialties
Animal specialty services

Forest nurseries and tree seed gathering and extracting

fFishing, Hunting, and Trapping

0913
0921

Shellfish
Fish hatcheries and preserves

011 and Gas Extraction

1321

Natural gas liquids

Building and Construction

1521
1522

1531
1541
1542

General contractors
General contractors
single family
Operative builders
General contractors
General contractors

single family houses
residential buildings, other than

industrial buildings and warehouses
nonresidential buildings

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

I-1
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35
502

429

91
20

21
32

16
22

38
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT 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 Bread and other bakery products

2052 Cookies and crackers

2065 Candy and other confectionary products

2067 Chewing gum

2075 Soybean o0il mills

2076 Vegetable oil mills, except corn, cottonseed, and soybean

2079 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 Brick and structural clay tile

3253 Ceramic wall and floor tile

3255 Clay refractories

3262 Vitreous china table and kitchen articles
3264 Porcelain electrical supplies
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products (continued)

3269 Pottery products, NEC 11

3271 Concrete block and brick 10

3272 Concrete products, except block and brick 56

3275 Gypsum products 24

3291 Abrasive products 16

3297 Nonclay refractories 21

3299 Nonmetallic mineral products, NEC 8
Railroad Transportation

4041 Railway express services 1
Local and Suburban Transit and Passenger Transportation

4111 Local and suburban transit 10

4119 Local passenger transportation, NEC 1

4131 Intercity and rural highway passenger transportation 2
Motor freight Transportation and Warehousing

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 4]

4226 Special warehousing and storage, NEC 109
U.S. Postal Service

4311 U.S. postal service 6
Water Transportation

4411 Deep sea foreign transportation 2

4431 Great Lakes - St. Lawrence Seaway transportation 2
Transportation by Air

4511 Air transportation, certificated carriers 11

4521 Air transportation, noncertificated carriers 5

4583 Airport terminal services 8
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Pipe Lines, Except Natural Gas
4612 Crude petroleum pipe lines 38
4613 Refined petroleum pipe lines 64
4619 Pipe lines, NEC 7
Transportation Services
4782 Inspection and weighing services connected with
transportation 3
4783 Packing and crating 7
4784 Fixed facilities for motor vehicle transportation, NEC 86
Communication
4811 Telephone communication, wire or radio 25
4899 Communication services, NEC 6
Electric, Gas, and Sanitary Services
4922 Natural gas transmission 393
4923 Natural gas transmission and distribution 11
4925 Gas production and/or distribution 17
4939 Combination utilities, NEC 36
494] Water supply 2,434
4959 Sanitary services, NEC 69
4961 Steam supply 67
Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods
5014 Tires and tubes 1
5051 Metals service centers and offices 19
5052 Coal and other minerals - wholesale 18
5063 Electrical apparatus and equipment 6
5065 Electronic parts and equipment 4
5081 Commercial machines and equipment 5
5082 Construction and mining machinery and equipment 17
5084 Industrial machinery and equipment 18
5092 Miscellaneous durable goods 26
5093 Scrap and waste materials - wholesale 35
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods

5111 Printing and writing paper 1

5113 Industrial and personal service paper 4

5141 Groceries, general line 9

5142 Frozen foods 8

5146 Fish and seafood 43

5147 Meats and meat products 10

519] Farm supplies 10

5199 Nondurable goods, NEC 15
Building Materials, Hardware, Garden Supply, and Mobile Home Dealers

5251 Hardware stores 3
General Merchandise Stores

5311 Department stores 11

5331 Variety stores 7

5399 Miscellaneous general merchandise stores 7
Food Stores

5411 Grocery stores 52

5441 Candy, nut, and confectionary stores 3

5462 Retail bakeries 3
Automotive Dealers and Gasoline Service Stations

5511 Motor vehicle dealers (new and used) 33
Apparel and Accessory Stores

5611 Men’s and boys’ clothing stores 3
Furniture, Home Furnishings, and Equipment Stores

5719 Miscellaneous home furnishings 3
Eating and Drinking Places

5812 Eating places 302

5813 Drinking places 10
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS
(continued)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Miscellaneous Retail

5921 Liquor stores 6

5941 Sporting goods stores and bicycle shops 3

5946 Camera and photographic supply stores 1

5947 Gift, novelty, and souvenir shops 2

5999 Miscellaneous retail stores, NEC 7
Banking

6022 State banks, members of FRS 9

6023 State banks, not members of FRS 1

6025 National banks, members of FRS 7
Credit Agencies Other than Banks

6162 Mortgage bankers and loan correspondents 1
Insurance

6311 Life insurance 9

6324 Hospital and medical service plans 1

6371 Pension, health, and welfare funds 3
Insurance Agency, Brokers, and Service

6411 Insurance agency, brokers, and service 5
Real Estate

6512 Operators of nonresidential buildings 466

6513 Operators of apartment buildings 478

6514 Operators of dwellings other than apartment buildings 690

6515 Operators of residential mobile home sites 1,824

6517 Lessors of railroad property 2

6519 Lessors of real property, NEC 6

6531 Real estate agents and managers 37

6552 Subdividers and developers, except cemeteries 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)
No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Lodging Places

7011 Hotels, motels, and tourist courts 658

7021 Rooming and boarding houses 18

7030 Camps and trailering parks 2

7032 Sporting and recreational camps 351

7033 Trailering parks and camp sites for transients 398

7041 Organization hotels and lodging houses 48
Personal Services

7212 Garment pressing and agents for laundries and dry cleaners 3

7249 Barber shops 1

7299 Miscellaneous personal services 110
Business Services

7374 Data processing services 3

7392 Management, consulting, and public relations services 9

7397 Commercial testing laboratories 10

7399 Business services, NEC 91
Automotive Repair, Services, and Garages

7512 Passenger car rental and leasing 3

7513 Truck rental and leasing 8

7531 Top and body repair shops 2
Miscellaneous Repair Services

7629 Electrical and electronic repair shops, NEC 5
Motion Pictures

7833 Drive-in motion picture theaters 3
Amusement and Recreational Services, Except Motion Pictures

7932 Billiard and pool establishments 2

7933 Bowling alleys 11

7941 Professional sports clubs and promoters 3

7948 Racing, including track operations 16
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Amusement and Recreational Services, Except Motion Pictures
(continued)
7992 Public golf courses 7
7996 Amusement parks 17
7997 Membership sports and recreation clubs 183
7999 Amusement and recreation services, NEC
(including swimming pools) 554
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 2,727
8221 Colleges, universities, and professional schools 136
8222 Junior colleges and technical institutes 35
8231 Libraries and information centers 5
8241 Correspondence schools 2
8244 Business and secretarial schools 1
8249 Vocational schools, NEC 32
8299 Schools and education services, NEC 27
Social Services
8321 Individual and family social services 23
8331 Job training and vocational rehabilitation services 9
8351 Child day-care services 28
8361 Residential care 137
8399 Social services, NEC 6
Museums, Art Galleries, Botanical, and Zoological Gardens
8411 Museum and art galleries 12
8421 Arboreta, botanical, and zoological gardens 12
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
WITH PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Membership Organizations
8641 Civic, social, and fraternal associations 33
8661 Religious organizations 159
8699 Membership organizations, NEC 5
Private Households
8811 Private households 221
Miscellaneous Services
8911 Engineering, architectural, and surveying services 15
8999 Services, NEC 18
Executive, Legislative, and General Government, Except Finance
9111 Executive services 13
9121 Legislative bodies 3
9199 General government, NEC 18
Justice, Public Order, and Safety
9221 Police protection 7
9222 Legal counsel and prosecution 1
9223 Correctional institutions 217
9224 Fire protection 17
Administration of Human Resources Programs
9451 Administration of veteran’s affairs, except health and
insurance 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 PERMIT LIMITATIONS FOR TOXICS

(continued)
No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category 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 _4
TOTAL 17,345

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.
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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 MININIS

No. of
SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Agricultural Production - Crops
0112 Rice 1
0115 Corn 1
0119 Cash grains, NEC 3
0131 Cotton 1
0132 Tobacco 1
0133 Sugar crops 2
0134 Irish potatoes 1
0161 Vegetables and melons 4
0171 Berry crops 3
0175 Deciduous tree fruits 1
0179 Fruit and tree nuts, NEC 1
0182 Food crops grown under cover 6
0191 General farms, primarily crop 10
Agricultural Production - Livestock
0212 Beef cattle, except feedlots 37
0254 Poultry hatcheries 21
0271 Fur-bearing animals and rabbits 1
Agricultural Services
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 9
0919 Miscellaneous marine products 2
0971 Hunting and trapping, and game propagation 3
Mining of Nonmetallic Minerals
1481 Nonmetallic minerals (except fuels) services 7
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MININIS

SI1C Code

Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Construction Special Trade Contractors

1711
1721
1741
1752
1771
1791
1794
1796

Plumbing, heating (except electric), and air conditioning

Painting, paper hanging, and decorating

Masonry, stone setting, and other stonework

Floor laying and other floorwork, NEC

Concrete work

Structural steel erection

Excavating and foundation work

Installation or erection of building equipment, NEC

Food and Kindred Products

2045
2066
2069
2071
2074
2080
2098

Blended and prepared flour

Chocolate and cocoa products

Sugar and confectionary products

Fats and 0ils

Cottonseed oil mills

Beverage

Macaroni, spaghetti, vermicelli, and noodles

Tobacco Manufacturers

2141

Tobacco stemming and redrying

Lumber and Wood Products, Except Furniture

2448
2452

Wood pallets and skids
Prefabricated wood buildings and components

Furniture and Fixtures

2515

Mattresses and bedsprings

Stone, Clay, Glass, and Concrete Products

3259
3261
3263

Structural clay products, NEC
Vitreous china plumbing fixtures
Fire earthenware table and kitchen articles
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MININIS

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 Transportation to and between noncontiguous territories
4441 Transportation on rivers and canals

4452 Ferries

4453 Lighterage

4454 Towing and tugboat service

4459 Local water transportation, NEC

4462 Water transportation services

4464 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
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MININIS

SIC Code

Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Wholesale Trade - Durable Goods

5012
5013
5023
5031
5039
5041
5074
5078
5083

Automobiles and other motor vehicles
Automotive parts and supplies

Home furnishings

Lumber, plywood, and millwork

Construction materials, NEC

Sporting and recreational goods and supplies
Plumbing and heating equipment and supplies
Refrigeration equipment and supplies

Farm and garden machinery and equipment
Industrial supplies"

Professional equipment and supplies

Service establishment equipment and supplies
Transportation equipment and supplies
Durable goods, NEC

Wholesale Trade - Nondurable Goods

5112
5122
5134
5144
5148
5149
5153
5154
5159
5181
5182
5198

Building Materials, Hardware, Garden Supply, and Mobile Home Dealers

5211
5231
5261
5271

food Stores
5431

5451
5499

Stationery supplies

Drugs, drug proprietaries, and druggist sundries
Notions and other dry goods

Poultry and poultry products

Fresh fruits and vegetables

Groceries and related products, NEC
Grain

Livestock

Farm product raw materials, NEC

Beer and ale

Wines and distilled alcoholic beverages
Paints, varnishes, and supplies

Lumber and other building materials dealers
Paint, glass, and wallpaper stores

Retail nurseries, lawn, and garden supply stores
Mobile home dealers

Fruit stores and vegetable markets
Dairy products stores
Miscellaneous food stores
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS

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 01l 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
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MINIMIS

No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Security and Commodity Brokers and Services

6211 Security brokers, dealers, and flotation companies 6
Insurance

6321 Accident and health insurance 2

6331 Fire, marine, and casualty insurance 3

6361 Title insurance 1
Real Estate

6553 Cemetery subdividers and developers 1
Combinations of Real Estate, Insurance, Loans, and Law Offices

6611 Combinations of real estate, insurance, loans, and

law offices 1

Holding and Other Investment Offices

6711 Holding offices 2
Personal Services

7231 Beauty shops 1
Business Services

7333 Commercial photography, art, and graphics 1

7349 Cleaning and maintenance services, NEC 1

7372 Computer programming and other software services 1

7379 Computer-related services, NEC 1

7394 Equipment rental and leasing services 14
Automotive Repair, Services, and Garages

7519 Utility trailer and recreational vehicle rental 14

7523 Parking lots 2

1525 Parking structures 4

7549 Automotive services, except repair and car washes 9
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SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE MININIS

No. of

SIC Code Industrial Category Facilities
Miscellaneous Repair Services

7623 Refrigeration and air conditioning service and repair shops 1

7692 Welding repair 5

7694 Armature rewinding shops 2
Motion Pictures

7814 Motion picture and tape production for television 3

7832 Motion picture theaters, except drive-ins 1
Amusement and Recreation Services, Except Motion Pictures

7911 Dance halls, studios, and schools 3

7922 Theatrical producers and miscellaneous services 1

7929 Entertainers and entertainment groups 2
Health Services

8021 Offices of dentists 2

8049 Offices of health practitioners, NEC 1

8091 Health and allied services, NEC 8
Legal Services

8111 Legal services 1
Education Services

8243 Data processing schools 1
Membership Organizations

8611 Business associations 2

8621 Professional membership organizations 2
Justice, Public Order, and Safety

9211 Courts 6

9229 Public order and safety, NEC 3

J-7



SECONDARY NPDES FACILITIES
POTENTIAL DE NININIS

SIC Code Industrial Category

No. of
Facilities

Administration of Human Resources Programs

9411 Administration of educational programs
9431 Administration of public health programs
9441 Administration of social, manpower, and income

maintenance programs
Administration of Environmental Quality and Housing Programs
9532 Administration of urban planning and rural development
Administration of Economic Programs
9631 Regulation and administration of utilities
9651 Regulation, licensing, and inspection of miscellaneous

commercial sectors
TOTAL

—

Source: Permit Compliance System, December 1987.
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APPENDIX K

State NPDES Program Status

This appendix provides a summary of the States approved to issue permits under the
standard NPDES program.



STATE NPDES PROGRAM STATUS

9/30/91
Approved

Approved State Approved to Approved State general

NPDES permit regulate Federal pretreatment permits

program facilities program program
Alabama 10/19/79 10/19/79 10/19/79 06/26/91
Arkansas 11/01/86 11/01/86 11/01/86 11/01/86
California 05/14/73 05/05/78 09/22/89 09/22/89
Colorado 03/27175 - - 03/04/83
Connecticut 09/26/73 01/09/89 06/03/81 -
Delaware 04/01/74 - - -
Georgia 06/28/14 12/08/80 03/12/81 01/28/91
Hawaii 11/28/74 06/01/79 08/12/83 09/30/91
linois 1072317 09/20/79 - 01/04/84
Indiana 01/01/75 12/09/78 - 04/02/91
Iowa 08/10/78 08/10/78 06/03/81 -
Kansas 06/28/74 08/28/85 - -
Kentucky 09/30/83 09/30/83 09/30/83 09/30/83
Maryland 09/05/74 11/10/87 09/30/85 09/30/91
Michigan 10/17173 12/09/78 06/07/83 -
Minnesota 06/30/74 12/09/78 07/16/79 12/15/87
Mississippi 05/01/74 01/28/83 05/13/82 09/27/91
Missouri 10/30/74 06/26/79 06/03/81 12/12/85
Montana 06/10/74 06/23/81 - 04/29/83
Nebraska 06/12/74 11/02/79 09/07/84 07/20/89
Nevada 09/19/75 08/31/78 - -
New Jersey 04/13/82 04/13/82 04/13/82 04/13/82
New York 10/28/75 06/13/80 - -
North Carolina 10/19/75 09/28/84 06/14/82 09/06/91
North Dakota 06/13/75 01/22/90 - 01/22/90
Ohio 03/11/74 01/28/83 07/27/83 -
Oregon 09/26/73 03/02/79 03/12/81 02/23/82
Pennsylvania 06/30/78 06/30/78 - 08/02/91
Rhode Island 09/17/84 09/17/84 09/17/84 09/17/84
South Carolina 06/10/75 09/26/80 04/09/82 -
Tennessee 12/28/77 09/30/86 08/10/83 04/18/91
Utah 07/07/87 07/07/87 07/07/87 07/07/87
Vermont 03/11/74 - 03/16/82 -
Virgin Islands 06/30/76 - - -
Virginia 03/31/75 02/09/82 04/14/89 05/20/91
Washington 11/14/73 - 09/30/86 09/26/89
West Virginia 05/10/82 05/10/82 05/10/82 05/10/82
Wisconsin 02/04/74 11/26/79 12/24/80 12/19/86
Wyoming 01/30/75 05/18/81 = 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 . . . ... ... .. ..ttt 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.



State General Permit Program Status

Discharges Covered
Under
General Permits

EPA

Number of
ermits
STATE

NPDES APPROVED

STATES

*Alabama
*Arkansas
*California
*Colorado
*Georgia
*Hawaii
*[llinois
*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

Connecticut
Delaware
Iowa

Kansas
Michigan
Nevada

New York
Ohio

South Carolina
Vermont
Virgin Islands

*States with General

Permit Authority

236

3,142
(includes 3,100 coal mines)

16

Unknown

1,024

18

820

5,355

[ -3
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State General Permit Status
(continued)
Discharges Covered Number of
Under General Permits
General Permits EPA STATE

ON- S 227 1
Alaska
American Samoa 1
Arizona 20
Florida 3
Guam
Idaho 4? 1
Louisiana <630** 2
Maine < §0** 1
Massachusetts < 8Q** 1
New Hampshire < BO** 1
New Mexico
Oklahoma < 500%* 1
Puerto Rico 45 1
South Dakota 3 2
Texas < 500%** 1

| Washington, D.C.

**Given on a combined regional basis.
Average number of discharges covered under a general permit (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

Construction

Deep Seabed Mining

Fish Hatcheries and Preserves
Hydrostatic Testing
Laundry/Cleaning/Garment Services
LOG Transfer

Meat Products

Mine Dewatering

Noncontact Cooling Waters
Offshore 0i1 & Gas

0i1 & Gas Extraction
Petroleum Bulk Stations
Placer Mining

Private Households

Processed Fruit & Vegetables
Salt Extraction

Sand & 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.



DRAPT (4/16/86)

srr  COST MAJO,
GRADE /MR MUNICIPAL
>108 IND <108 IWNn
ACTION

Preapplication conference 71 15.18 4.7 4.7
Application administration 57 6.29 2.4 2.4
Initial engineering review 74 17.34 9.4 9.4
Biocide reviev 72 15.88 0.0 0.0
Pretreatment program 72 15.08 1168.5 118.%
steff report 71 1%.18 31.4 231.6
WLA level B 71 15,18 4.7 4.7
WLA level C - modeling 73 16.67 241.8 241.8
WLA level C - field work €7 12,70 604.% 604.5
WLA level C/add resecation 67 12.70 302.3 302.3
WLA level C renewal review 73 16.67 38.7 38.7
Review sonitoring databases 69 13.84 0.6 0.6
Data entry 57 0.29 0.6 0.6
Pinal engr rev/draft permit 72 15.88 4.8 4.0
Public notice 57 8.29 0.6 0.6
Hearing 75 18.24 54.4 54.4
Reclass / use attainability 71 15.1%5 ~ 205.3 205.5
Perait issuance 65 11.62 0.6 0.6
Records/data managesent 57 8.29 4.4 4.4
CB1 69 13.04 14.5 14.3
cs1 6 13.84 29.0 29.0
C81 biomonitoring 70 14.50 3.7 30.7
osn €9 13.84 19.3 19.3
S-yr composite inspections €9 131.6S 112.2 112.2
Annual nondischarge insp(S) €9 13.65 0.0 0.
Intensjive toxicity eval 67 12.70 2.4 2,
Self-monitocing data rev 72 15.088 0.6 0.
Renewval notice 65 11.62 0.6 0.
Supervision 76 19.12 30.2 Jo.
Authorisstion to construct 72 15.88 32,9 32,
Tax certification 71 15.18. 9.7 9.
TOTAL STAFPF TINB-BASIC 252.9 245,
ADDITIONAL STAPPF TIME-LEVEL C 1148.6 1140.6
ADDITIORAL-STAPP-TINB—SEARING . 544 54.4
ADDITIONAL STAPF TINE-RECLASSIPICATION 205.% 205.5
ADDITIONAL STAPP TINB-PRETREATMENT 110.5 116.5
MAXIRUN TOTAL STAFP TINE 1779.8 17172.0

BSTIMATED PERNITTING ERPPORT
(PERSOR-HOURS PER PERMIT OF 5-YEAR DURATION)

NINOR MAJOR MINOR SINGLE STORMWATER COOLING
NUNICIPAL INDUSTRIAL INDUSTRIAL  PANMILY WATER
>108 IND <10% IND

4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7 4.7
2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4
9.4 9.4 25.1 9.4 1.6 9.4 1.2
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 9.4
118.5 118.9 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
23.6 23.6 25.1 12.6 12.6 2).6 23.6
4.7 4.7 6.3 6.3 0.0 0.0 4.7
241.8 241.8 241.0 241.8 0.0 0.0 241.8
604.3 604.3 604.5 604.3 0.0 0.0 604.5
302.) 302.) 302.3 302.3 0.0 0.0 0.0
38.7 38.7 38.7 3e.7 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
2.4 2.4 7.3 3.6 1.2 9.7 1.2
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 6.0 0.6 0.6
54.4 54.4 S4.4 S4.4 54.4 4.4 S54.4
205.5 205.5 205.5 205.5 205.5 205.5 205.5
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
4.4 4.4 4.4 4.4 1.% 1.5 4.4
14.5 14.5 14.5 12.1 0.0 0.0 9.7
29.0 29.0 29.0 24.2 0.0 10.9 19.3
37.5 37.5 39.7 3.9 0.0 0.0 19.3
16.9 16.9 19.3 16.9 6.0 0.0 6.0
109.4 109.4 112.2 99.9 3.3 14.0 62.8
0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
2.4 2.4 2.4 2.4 0.0 0.0 0.0
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6 0.6
30.2 30.2 30.2 30.2 6.0 6.0 6.0
32.9 32.9 32.9 32.9 0.0 0.0 33.2
9.7 9.7 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
239.8 239.8 256.6 212.4 36.2 74.9 157.)
1148.6 11408.6 11408.6 1148.6 0.0 0.0 846.3
5434 54.4 S4rd S4.4 S4.4 -54.4 -S4-4
205.3 205.5 205.3 705.5 205.5 208.5 205.S
118.5 110.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0
1766.8 1766.8 1665.1 1620.9 296. 334.8  1263.5

Note: Chemical laboratory costs and effort are not included in this table.
Effort values adjusted for "typical® application quality and leave days.
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DRAFT (4/16/86)

[ 144 CosT
GRADE /AR
ACTION

Preapplication conference 71 15.15
Application administration 357 8.29
Initial engineering review 72 13.88
Blocide review 72 15.00
Pretreataent program 72 15.88
staff teport 71 18.1%
WLA level B 71 1S5.18
WLA level C - modeling 73 16.87
WLA lavel C - field work 67 12,70
WLA level C/add reaeration 67 12.70
WLA level C reneval review 73 16.67
Reviev monitoring databases €9 13,04
Data entry 57 8.29
Pinal engr rev/draft permit 72 15.88
Public notice 37 8,29
Bearing 75 18.24
Reéclass / use attainability 71 15.1%
Perait issuance 63 11.62
Recotrda/data management 57  6.29
cR1 69 13.84
Cs1 69 13.84
C8I biomonitoring 60 13.27
ol 69 13.84
S-yr composite inspections €69 13.65
Annual nondischarge inep(S) €9 13.65
Intensive toxicity eval 67 12.70
Self-monitoring data rev 72 15.88
meneval notice 65 11.62
supervision 76 19.12
Authoriszation to construct 72 1S5.00
Tax certification 71 15.18

TOTAL COST~-BASIC
ADDBD COST POR LEVEL C
ADDED COST POR REARING

ADDED COST POR_RECLASSIFICATION

ADDED To8T_ FIR_PRETREATMENT
MAXINUM TOTAL COST

ESTINATED PERNITTING COSTS
(PER PERMIT OF 5-YBAR DURATION)

MAJOR RINOR
RORICIPAL MONICIPAL
>108% IND <108 IND >108 IND <108 IND

71.43 71.43 71.43 71.43
19.54 19.54 19.54 19.54
149.75  149.75  149.75 149.75
0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
1881.49 18061.49 1881.49% 1001.49
476.23 357.17  3%7.17  3%7.17
71.43 71.43 71.43 71.42
4030.81 4030.81 4030.81 4030.81
15527.15 15327.15 15527.15 15527.15
3038.50 3838.58 3810.50 3038.58
644,93  644.93  644.93 644.9)
8.37 8.37 .37 8.37
5.01 5.01 5.01 5.01
76.00 76.80 38.40 38.40
3%.01 39.01 39.01 3%.01
992.35 992.35 992.35 992.33
3113.7¢ 3113.780 3113.78 311).78
7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02
36.08 36.08 36.08 36.08
200.79 200.79 200.79% 200.79
749.58 749.58  749.58  749.50
513.3%  513.39  497.35 497.35
267.72  267.72 234.26 234.26
1531.53 1531.5) 14931.31 1493.31

0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
30.71 30.71 30.71 30.71
9.60 9.60 9.60 9.60
7.02 7.02 7.02 7.02

$77.90 577.90 577.90 877.90
$22.21 522.21 522.21 522.21
146.53 146.5) 146.5) 146.53

3786.10 3667.1) 35%0.51 3590.51
23396.53 23396.53 23396.5) 23396.53
992.35 992.35 992.35 992.3%
113,78 13113.768 )1113.28 3l1i.78
801.49 10081.49 1081.49 188149
33170.34 33051.20 32974.66 32974.66

RAJOR NINOR
INDUSTRIAL INDUSTRIAL

71.43 71.43
19.54 19.54
399.34 149.75
0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
380.98 190.4Y
95.23 95.25

4030.81 4030.81
15527.1%  15527.15
gle.se 3938.58

644.93 644.9)
8.37 8.37
5.01 5.01

115.19 57.60

39.01 3%.01

992.38 992.35
3113.78 3113.78

7.02 7.02

36.08 36.08
200.79 167.3)
749.56 682.6%
513.39 489.32
267.72 234.2¢
1531.53 1363.64

0.00 0.00
30.71 30.71
9.60 9.60
7.02 7.02
577.90 577.90
522.21 522.21
0.00 0.00

3856.20 3190.64
23396.53  23396.5)
992.35 992.35
Jl13.78 3113.78
0.00 0.00
31358.86 10693.29

SINGLE STORMWATER COOLING

PANILY

71.43
19.54
24.96
0.00
0.00
190.49
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
8.37
5.01
19.20
0.00
992.35%
3113.78
7.02
12.03
0.00
0.00
0.00
83.66
45.03
0.00
0.00
9.60
7.02
115.50
0.00
0.00

535.30
0.00
992.35
3113.78
0.00
4641.42

Totals include public notice costs, overhead (computed at $6000 per person-year), and laboratory costs
of $7850 per level C wasteload allocation and $348 per CS1I inspection.

M-2

WATER

71.43 71.43
19.54 19.54
149.73 19.20
0.00 149.75
0.00 0.00
3%7.17 3%7.17
0.00 71.43
0.00 4030.81
0.00 15527.15

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
8.37 8.37
5.01 5.01

153.59 19.20
39.01 3%.01
992.3% 992.35
3113.70 3113.78
7.02 7.02
12.03 36.08
0.00 133,86
498.5% 615.72
0.00 256.69
0.00 83.66
191.10 857.22

0.00 0.00
0.00 0.00
9.60 9.60
7.02 7.02

115.30 115.58
0.00 527.97
0.00 0.00

1146.23 2320.62
0.00 19557.96
992.35 992.35
3113.78 3113.78
0.00 0.00
5252.36 25984.70



NONDISCHARGE

DRAFT (4/16/86)

ESTIMATED PERMITTING BPPORT

(PERSON-BOURS PER PERMIT OF S-YEAR DURATION)

EXT MUN SEWER PAMILY

RECYCLING, SEWER EXT SEWER DELEGATED SINGLE
EVAP,PLR /POMP STA

COASTAL ATC

IRRIG PKG PLANT

SLUDGE SUBSURFPAC SPRAY
& LPP

DISPOSAL

cosT

GRADE /AR

ACTION

osoooooooooosooo

3]‘00‘0000000‘00

CNNO0OoCODOOOOONOOD

© o s 6 3 o 0 & & 9 e s s 0 s @

O~MO000O00O0OOOOMNOO

osooosoooooossoo

¢ ¢ o o o « o o 0

°llooooon°ooozoo

ossoosoooooosooo

e s o ¢ 2 o 8 @ " e e s 0 0 »

°ll°°°°°n°0°°3°°

osoooooooooossoo

31100‘0000000200

osaooooooooosooo

¢ s 0 0 8 o @ " e o o o

31‘00‘°0°°°°osoo

osoooooooooosooo

31‘0050000000700

osonuooooooosooo

* e s b .
;1‘0000000000500

* e 8 o 0 8 0 o « s e 0

31‘00‘0000000‘00

Jl‘b°"0°°°°°°‘°°

NOADBBNNFOOTSRABDAY
AMNODB MmO O®NDNN
® * & 0 e & & O s 2 8 s ¢ 0 s 0
NBODNNNONNEMNBND S
- vt =g = yd ool =4 >{ g 4 g -t -y
A NNNEEEO NSO O NN
OSSR~V ON N
. &

s ¢
oS53 Et2 3

[T ...l.l.l.h "]

o -

§as posles 2
"] 3 - g

o o [ ] - e & Pl
“-ao @ -“O §~ [
E=Eg w ~on -
og— W 0!“9 ™
=% - s
.ﬂ. - f“ B N\

e .“P Ow »
o0ec I 18 w0 oe
- -t wd &) & . - -
tmgvnt.CCCCI -t
- nou”l e
Vet @ M -t oy b e - O
SRaes 222228 E5C o
Wuakn wccoono ue
ot wh b bt O o) o= g o -l ol
Bt & O MW -t @ @ vt
A ERE R EEE
’”ll’. INPP“

oszooooooooso

0010000000015

CNNDOOOODOOOND

COMODOOO0OOOO N

0220000000050

BRI * e o v o

0010000000015

ONNOOOODOOOOWNO

COmMOODO000O0DO N

ONMNOOOOOOOONO

COmMOOOOONONM™MN
e e

0520000000050

e & 8 o o o * e 2 & o

0010000050015

oszooooooooso

e ¢ & o v o s e o »

0010000050515

oszooooooooso

R * o s o o o ¢
0010002000015
~ow ~

oszooooooooso

0010000050515

ONNOOCOOOoOOONS

ONADPIDP NN S NN
MO NODNDOOMN®WO
a0 6 e 6 8 0 s 8 e e 0 e
D @M@ NN -
(o N " ) g ot o=t o= ) 4
MO RORARARANNNY
rOoNnNVwOoVOVLOO~O™
-
"
IS -
u eV
pet §L »
- o Lol kK
a8 HEG M
L T
- ﬂ ”. -
. ©O l9’“
~ & O g u
& s B Q-
aes -t S0
vs - GoU=mgcge
L 3] O SBAN=O
.“. o~ wtowd O o
a - -t PVMOME
'“ [ m 00
e g~
-\ &E®»EC ®
- [ ] l”l‘
V00 -t VRN <>
-t -1 un.“l
RN
=228B883n25222

ADDITIONAL STAFF TINE-PRETREATMENT

TOTAL STAFF TINE-BASIC



BRAFT (4/16/86)

ACTION

Preapplication conference
Application sdministration
Initial engineering review
Blecide reviev

Pretreatment review

staff ceport

WLA level B

WLA level C - wodeling

WLA level C - field work
WLA level C/add reaeration
WLA level C reneval review
Reviev monitoring databases
Data entry

rFinal engr rev/draft permit
Public notice

Bearing

Reclass / use attainability
Permit issuance
agoxdclduu manageaent

co1

C8I biomonitoring

osn

S-yr composite inspections
Annual nondischarge insp(5)
Intensive toxicity eval
Self-monitoring data rev
Reneval notice

Supervision

TOTAL COST--BASIC
ADDED COST PFOR PRETREATHENT
MAXINON TOTAL COST

Erre

CosT

GRADE /MR

15,15

0.29
15.08
15.00
15.08
15.18
15.13
16.67
12.70
12.70
16.67
13.04

19.12

ESTIMATED PERNITTING COSTS
(PER PERNIT OF S5-YEAR DURATION)

SLUDGE SUBSURPAC SPRAY

DISPOSAL

45.43
12.44
63.52
0.00
0.00
1090.00
0.00
.00
0.00
0.00

9.00
0.00
0.00
546.00
0.00
317.60
17.43
478.00

3191.80
0.00
3191.80

& LPP

45.45
12.44
63.52
0.00
0.00
242.40
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.15
95.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.61
9.95
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
204.7%
0.00
230.20
17.43
95.60

IRRIGATIOPKG PLANT

45.45
12.44
63.52
0.00
1556.24
454.50
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
.00
4.15%
95.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.81
9.95
0.00
0.00
0.00
166.00
819.00
546.00
0.00
317.60
17.43
470.00

1234.58 4982.67

1556.24

1234.58 6538.91

COASTAL

45.45
12.44
63.52
0.00
0.00
227.2%
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.13
111.16
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.81
9.93
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
204.75
0.00
238.20
17.43
95.60

1235.31
0.00
1235.31

ATC

45.435
12.44
63.32
0.00
0.00
60.60
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.1%
95.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
5.01
9.95
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
204.75
0.00
0.00
17.43
95.60

736.70
0.00
736.70

Note: Total costs include overhesd computed at $6000/person and laboratory costs.

"4

»
RECYCLING, SEWER EXT SEWER DELEGATED SINGLE

EVAP,PsA  /PUNP BTA

45.45
12.44
15.00
0.00
0.00
60.60
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.15
39.70
0.00
0.00
0.00
s.01
9.9
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
204.75
0.00
238.20
17.43
95.60

096.20
0.00
996.20

0.00
12.44
23.82

0.00

0.00

7.58

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

4.15
47.64

0.00

0.00

0.00

2.32

9.9%

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00
17.43
95.60

263.90
0.00
263.90

EXT  NUN SEWER FARILY

0.00
12.44
15.60

0.00

0.00

7.58

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

0.00

17.43
95.60

245.13
0.00
245.13

0.00
12.44
7.94
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.15
31.7¢
0.00
0.00
0.00
2.32
9.95
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
17.43
95.60

217.3S
0.00
217.3%

45.45
12.44
63.52
0.00
0.00
363.60
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
4.1%
93.28
0.00
0.00
0.00
3.81
9.9%
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.00
17.43
95.60

849.37
0.00
849.37



DRAFT 4/16/86 AMALYSIS OF DATA
ESTIMATED EFFORT V8. AVAILABLE PERSON-YEARS
NUNBER/YEAR P-AR ESTIMATED  PERSON-HOURS

IN CATEGORY /PRRMIT TOTAL AVAILABLE
Major municipal-pretreatment 16 371.4 6016.7
Major municipal-no 10 252.9 2478.4
pretreataent
Minor municipal-pretreataent 14 358.3 5123.7
Ninoc wunicipal-no 31 239.8 7457.0
pretreatment
Major industrial 21  256.6 $337.3
Minor industrial 24 212.4 5097.6
Package plants (subdivisions, 500 239.8 119%00.0
schools, institutions, NAPs)
Single family 160 36.2 5792.0
Stormvater 0 74.9 . 0.0
Cooling water/boiler blowdown 100 157.) 15730.0
Other (mines, WrPs, etc.) 50 36.8 1840.0
TOTAL NPDES PERMITS 926 - 174773.5
WLA - level C 3 1148.6 3445.8
Permit hearing 20 54.4 1080.0
Reclass/use attainability S 205.5 1027.5
WPDES TOTAL 954 - 175801.0
8ludge disposal 70 178.2 12264.0
subsurface and LPP 90 69.2 62208.0
Spray irrigation 110 193.2 212%2.0
Spray ircigation-pretreataent 3 291.2 873.6
Coastal package plant 20 69.2 1384.0
Authorisation to construct 260 42.2 10972.0
Recycling, evap, pusp & haul 50 50.7 2%35.0
Sever extension vith pump sta 360 14.9 5364.0
Sever extension 520 13.9 7228.0
Delegated municipality 440 12.4 545¢6.0
sever extension
8ingle family spray irrigation 30 7.2 1416.0
NONDI SCBARGE TOTAL 1983 - T74972.6
TOTAL ALL PERMNITS 2907 250773.6 154960.0

Nondischarge permits 4o not include renevals of S-yr and 2-yr duration permits.
ATCs and sewer extensions have indefinite durations.
Total person-hours available derived from FYS6 program plan, page 19.



Draft 4/16/1986
TYPE OF PERMITS

Major municipal-pretreatment

Major municipal-no
pretreatment

Minor sunicipsl-pretreatment

Minor municipal-no
pretreatment

Major industrial

ninor industrial

Package plants (subdivisions,
schools, institutions, MNPs)

8ingle family

Storavater

Cooling water/boiler blowdown

Other (mines, wres, eotc.)

TOTAL NPDES PBRMITS

WLA - level C
Permit hearing
Reclass/use attainability

NPDES TOTAL

8ludge disposal
Subsurface and LPP
spray irrigation
Spray irrigation-pretreatment
Coastal package plant
Authorisation to construct
Recycling, evap, pump & haul
Sever extension vith pump sta
Sever extension
Delegated municipality

sever extension
single family spray irrigatio

NONDISCBARGE TOTAL
TOTAL ALL PERNITS

NO/YR

16
10

14
n

21
24
3500
160
0
100
30

926

440
30
1953
2907

PFEE
NOW
$100.00
$100.00

$100.00
$100.00

$100.00
$100.00
$100.00

$25.00
$0.00
$75.00
$100.00

$100.00
$75.00
$75.00
$75.00
$75.00
$0.00
$75.00
$50.00
$25.00
$10.00

TOTAL

rees
$1,620.00
$960.00

$1,430.00
$3,110.00

$2,000.00
$2,400.00
$50,000.00

$7,500.00
$5,000.00

$79,120.00

$78,120.00

$7,000.00
$6,750.00
$8,250.00
$225.00
$1,500.00
$0.00
$3,750.00
$18,000.00
$13,000.00
$4,400.00

$750.00
$63,625.00
$141,745.00

COST PER
PERNIT
$5,667.67
$3,786.18

$3,472.00
$3,590,51

$3,056.20
$3,190.64
$3,590.51

$533.30
$1,146.23
$2,320.62
$574.31

$23,396.53
$992.35
$3,113.7¢

$3,191.80
$1,234.58
$4,982.67
$6,538.91
$1,235.31
$736.70
$896.20
$263.90
$245.1)
$217.35

$849.37

ESTIMATED ACTUAL COST VS. PRESENT PERNIT REVENUES

TOTAL COST

$91,016.25
$37,104.56

$78,249.60
$111,664.06

$80,200.96
$76,575.36
$1,799,755.00

$85,648.00
$0.00
$232,062.00
$20,715.50

$2,621,800.10

$70,189.59
$19,847.00
$15,568.90

$2,727,405.59

$223,426.00
$111,112.20
$548,093.70
$19,616.73
$24,706.20
$191,542.00
$44,010.00
$95,004.00
$127,467.60
$95,634.00

$25,481.10
$1,506,893.53
$4,234,299.12

All NPDES renevals are treated like nev permits since processing and compliance
effort are the same. WNondischarge renewals are not included in these tables but

should be. Pees are nov set at

perasits never expire.

M-6

25.00 for all renewals but 79% of all nondischarge

POTENTIAL
INCREASE
$90,196.25
$36,124.56

$76,819.60
$108,554.06

$70,128.96
$74,175.36
$1,749,755.00

$01,648.00
$0.

$224,562.00

$23,715.50

$2,543,680.10

$70,189.59
$19,847.00
$15,560.90

$2,649,285.59

$216,426.00
$104,362.20
$539,6843.70
$19,391.73
$23,206.20
$191,542.00
$41,060.00
$77,004.00
$114,467.60
$91,234.00

$24,731.10
$1,443,268.53
$4,092,554.12



EFFORT AND COST OF PERMITTING

Purposes of Study:

(1) To detemmine current actual costs of each step in permmitting and
compliance on each type of NPDES (National Pollution Discharge Elimination
System) permit and state nondischarge pemmit.

(2) To detemine the total costs to the Division of Environmental
Management (DEM) for each type of permit over their full duration from
preapplication conference to expiration (11fe cycle costs).

(3) To devise a revised water quality pemmit fee schedule which would
recoup a set proportion of these costs.

(4) To evaluate the adequacy of present funding to fulffll our current
programmatic commitments.

Methods:

Structured one-on-one interviews 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 finterviewed., For each step or
srocess, at least one person from each regional office was interviewed.
Initial interviews were used to define the steps in NPDES and nondfscharge
permitting and compliance, and a draft sequence of steps was reviewed by each
region and by numerous central office personnel, Simflarly, preliminary
categories of permit types were developed in interviews and then reviewed.

From these 1ists two matrices were developed with sequence of steps versus
categories of permit types, one for NPDES permits and the other for
nondischarge permits. The cells of the matrices were filled during interviews
with regional and central office personnel, generally with the persons
directly performing each step and their supervisor. Each interviewee was
asked to estimate the time spent on each step both as a range and as a
"typical®™ value. In nearly every case at least three independent estimates
were given for each step, and the medfan value was used. The two resulting
draft matrices were circulated to the regfonal supervisors, regional
engineers, and central office unit supervisors for review, and their comments
were used to make final revisions.

Laboratory costs were taken directly from the laboratory's cost charge
sheet. Laboratory costs for level C studies were compiled by the Intensive
Survey Unit from their experience over the past two years. Laboratory costs
for complfance sampling inspectfions (CSIs) were computed by getting the
Compliance Unit to fdentffy which analyses are taken in gvery CSI and those
which are sometimes taken. The unit costs of all every-time items and 25% of
the unit costs of all sometimes ftems were added to estimate the laboratory
cost for one CSI inspection. The actual medfan cost of hearing public notices
over the past year was used.

An imaginary 5-year composite fnspection was created for NPDES compliance
inspections: f{ts time requirements are the weighted averages of the four



inspection types weighted by the number of each type of inspection committed
to in the FYB6 program plan, This artificial construct was necessary because
there is no written guidance concerning which fype of inspection any given
factlity should undergo and because none of the interviewees were willing to
commit to estimate the actual relative frequencies of the four types of
fnspections. As a fair estimate of effort, the S5-year composite inspection
seems to work well and showed 11ttle sensitivity to large changes in the
effort estimates in any one type of inspectfon or in the weighting
coefficients.

The overall estimates of effort, In temms of person-hours, were then
adjusted to account for leave taken by employees and for "real world"
applications. Throughout the interviewing process, interviewees were asked to
deal with "perfect” applications which did not require additional information,
phone calls, conferences, or mailings. After the effort matrices were
compiied, those permitting steps up through final engineering review were
multiplied by a factor of 1.3 to convert from perfect to real world
application quality. Level C wasteload allocation steps were not adjusted in
this manner.

The effort matrices were then multiplied throughout by a factor of 1,209
to correct for leave taken by employees (vacation, sick leave, military leave,
but not compensatory time). The 1.209 factor was computed from the management
informatfon system (MIS) figures for permitting activities for the year ending
9/30/8S.

For each permitting and compliance step, a weighted average classification
of employee doing that step was computed, based on individual classifications
and relative individual effort in that step. A1l employees were presumed to
be at step 4B which is accurate to'within 5% of the actual steps when tested
agafnst at 10% sample of the full Water Quality Section.

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 pemit cost for that type permit.

A final round of interviews was used to estimate the number of permits
which 1s expected in FYB7 in each category. For municipal permits, this
estimate {s very accurate because it is based on the 11st of expiring permits.
For industries and package plants, the estimates are based on the high levels
of activities experienced since January 1986 during a perfod of very high
economic actfvity in most parts of the state. In any case the cost per permit
data are independent of the number of permits fssued or active during any
period of time.

Resylts

The results of this survey are given in the six attached spreadsheets.

M-8



APPENDIX N

EPA Permit Issuance Workload Model, 1987

This appendix provides the EPA workload model that estimates outputs, workloads, and
resources 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 FYB6 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 FYS86 resource distribution
and an adjusted FY87 resource distribution.

N-1



II. Permitting

Permitting 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
complete and fully effective permits (responding to requests for
hearings and variances). A computer printout of current PCS
data on the status of permits was used to project the permit
issuance workloads. Additioral estimates were made of the number
of these permits which will be water quality-based and will have
request for hearings and variances. Estimates were also made on
the number of significant minor permits, new source and general
permits which will be issued.

Table 1 presents the permitting activities, pricing factors,
outputs and comments, including assumptions. The Regional workloads
for permitting and related activites are provided in Table 2.

The resources (in FTE's) needed to complete the workloads for
the permitting activities are provided in Table 3.

N-2



(a) water Quality-
Based

(b) Routine

(c) Modifications/
Reopeners

(2) Major Industrial

(a) water Quality-
Based

(b) BAT

(c) BAT=BPT

TABLE 1

Permitting

Pricing
Descriptions Factors
Issus major municipal
permits.
Issue permits with 60 days/
effluent limits based per permit
primarily on water
quality standards.
Issus major municipal 20 days/
permits (technology- per permit

base) .

A change in the permit
triggered ly specific
events (i.e., pramilgation
of effluent quidelines,

biamonitoring, new informa-
tion, etc.).

Issue nnz'or industrial

permits (technology-base).

Issue permits with 60 days/
effluent limits based per permit
primarily on water

guality standards.

Issue permits in indue- 40 days/

trial categories for which per permit

effluent quidelines are
pramilgated and define BAT.

Issue permits in indue-

effluent gquidelines are
pramilgated and define

20 days/
per permit

25 days/
trial categories for which per permit

146

196

23

15

Assumes 20% of the total number
of major mmicipal permits.

80% of the municipal permits to
be issued are estimated to be
water quality-based.

Assuves 103 of permits issued in
FYB3, FYB4, FYB5, and FYB6 will be
modified or reopened.

Assumes 20% of the total number
of major industrial permits.

80% of the industrial permits
to be issued are estimated to be
water guality-based.



Activities

(d) Paragraph 8

(e) Secondary

(£f) Federal
Facilities

(g) New Source
Permits

(h) Modifications/
Reopeners

TABLE 1

Permitting

Pricing
Descriptions Factors
Issue permits in indus- 25 days/
trial categories covered per permit
or expected to be covered
by paragraph 8.
Issue permits to majors 25 days/
in categories other than per permit
primary industry cate-
gories.
Issue permits to 25 days/per

major federal facilities. pemmit

Issue permits to major 40 days/per
new sources. permit
A change in the permit 20 days/per
triggered by specific permit

events (i.e., pramlgation
of effluent guidelines,
biamonitoring, request fram
the permittee, etc.).

Qutput

43

110

Comments/
Assumptions

Output equals 2% of the total
nunber of major permits.

Assumes 10% of major permits
issued in FYB3, FY84, FYB85 and
FY86 will be modified or reopened.



TABLE 1

Permitting
Pricing Comment.s/
Activities Descriptions Factors Output Assumtions
3. Minor Municipal Issue significant minor Assumes that 10% of the 20%
mmicipal permits. of total minor mnicipal permits
will be significant minors.
(a) wWater Quality- Issue permits with 60 days/per 37 80% of the signficant minors are
Based effluent limits based permit estimated to be water gquality-based.
primarily on water
quality standards.
(b) Routine Issue permits to minor 20 days/per 10
pemmits (technology-base). pemit
4. Minor Industrial Issue significant minor Assumes that 10% of the 20% of
industrial permits. total minor industrial permits
will be significant minors.
(a) water Quality- Issue permits with 60 days/per 101 (See minor mmnicipal permit comments).
Based effluent limits based permit
primarily on water
quality standards.
(b) BAT (See major industrial 40 days/per 7
permit description). pemit
(c) BAT=BPT (See major industrial 25 days/per 2
description) . pemit
(d) Paragraph (See major industrial 25 days/per 1
description). permit
(e) Secondary (See major industrial 25 days/per 12
description). permit
(£f) PFederal (See major industrial 25 days/per 3
Facility deacriptian). pemit

N-5



Activities

5.

6.

7.

General Permits

(a) ocs

(b) Non-OCS

(c) Maintenance
of general
permits

Variances

(a) FoP* for

Indirects

Hearings
(a) settled

TABLE 1

Parmitting
Pricing
Descriptions Factors Qutput
Issue general permits 200 days/per 23
ocovering outer conti- permit
nental shelf activities.
Issue general permits 75 days/per 10
covering a category of permit
discharges within a geo-
graphic area.
Oongoing reporting, 0.1 workyear/ 10
monitoring and tracking per Ragion
of general permits.
Act on variances re- 65 days/per 63
quested by major variance
industrial permittees.
65 days/per 8
variance
Settle requests for 50 days/per 59

evidentiary hearings request
through negotiation.

Comments/

This output includes EPA
drafting of permits and EPA
assisting the NPDES States in
drafting permits.

This output is estimated
assuning 5% of the total nuwber
of major industrial permittees
will request a variance.

This output is estimated
assuming 108 of the organic
chemical plants will request
an FDF variance.

This output is estimated assuming
the following percentages of
permittees will request evidentiary
hearings which will be settled
without formal adjudication:

5% of municipal
10% of BAT
60% of BAT=BPT
60% of Paragraph 8
10% of Secondary
15% of Water Quality-Based



Activities

Hearings
(b) canducted

TABLE 1
Permitting

Pricing
Descriptions Factors

Panticipate in formal 220 days/per
adjudicatory hearings. hearing

N-7

©

Comment.s/
Assunptions

This output is estimated assuming
adjudicatory hearings will be held
an 2% of the majar industrial and
water quality-based permits.



TABLE 2
Permitting Workload - EPA

1 IT|JIII] IV V VI|VII|VIII|IX X |[Total
Major Municipal:
Water Quality 32 6 - |18 - |70 - 9 4 7 146
Routine 9 1 1 5 - |18 - 3 1 2 40
Modifications/ 18 2 - (12 - |36 - 6 2 4 80
Reopeners
Major Industrial:
Water Quality 25 3 - |26 - |76 - 4 5 47| 196
BAT 4 3 - S - 110 - - 1 - 23
BAT=BPT - - - - - 2 - 1 - 12 15
Paragraph 8 - - - - - 1 - - - - 1
Secondary 1 - - 2 - 2 - - - - 5
Federal 1 - 1 - - 5 - - - - 7
New .Sources 7 2 - 5 - |18 - 2 1 8 43
Modifications/ |14 6 - (14 - 142 - 2 2 30| 110
Reopeners
Minor Municipal:
Water Quality 2 2 - 1 - 26| - 4 1 1 37
Routine 1 - - - - 71 - 1 - 1 10
Minor Industrial:
Water Quality 11 2 1 |10 - 57| - 4 2 4 101
BAT 2 - - 2 - 1| - 1 - 1 7
BAT=BPT 1 - - - - -1 - - - 1l 2
Paragraph 8 - - - - - l]| - - - - 1
Secondary - - - - - 11| - - - 1 12
Federal - - - - - 2| - - - 1 3
General Permits:
ocCs 1 3 3 4 - 1 - - 3 8 23
Non-0CS 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 ) 10
Variances:
Direct 8 4 - 8 - 124 - 2 2 15 63
Indirect-FDP's == 2 - - 2 3 - - 1 - 8
Hearings:
Settled 8 3 - 7 - |22 - 2 2 15 59
Conducted 1 - - - - 2 - - - 1 4




TABLE 3

Permitting FTE - EPA
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Variances:
Direct
Indirect-FDF'e~

204 -
0.6

18.7

Hearings:
Settled
Conducted

0.7

l.6

13.2
4.0

Total

31.8

12.5

2.7

26.9]1.0

0
(V]
.

w jJOOo

0.4

231.0
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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



Activities

NPDES State -
Permit Assistance

1. Major Municipal

(a) water Quality-
Based

(b) Routine

(c) Modifications/
Reopeners

2. Major Industrial

(a) Water Quality-
Based

(b) BAT

(c) BAT=BPT

(d) paragraph 8

(e) Secondary

(1) = See Table 1 Descriptions and Qomments

Descriptions

Technical assistance
provided to States in

the preparation of

major permit conditions
for the various types
of permits and for the
resolution of challenges

to parmits.

(1)

(1)

(1)
(1)
(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

TABLE 4

State Programs

Pricing
Factors

30 days/per
pemit

10 days/per
permit

10 days/per
pemit
30 days/per
permit

20 days/per
pemit

10 days/per
pemit

10 days/per
permit

5 days/per
pemmit

N-11

i

219

186

203

Conments/
Assunptions

(1)

50% of State permit workload.

10% of State permit workload.

(1)
(1)
50% of State permit workload.

10% of State permit workload.

50% of State permit workload.

50% of State permit workload.

10% of State permit workload.



Activities

3.

4.

Major Industrial

Descriptions

(f) Pederal Facilities (1)

(g) New Sources

(h) Modifications/
Reopeners

Minor Municipal

(a) wWwater Quality-
Based

(b) Routine

Minor Industrial

(a) water Quality
Based

(b) BAT

(c) BAT=BPT

(1) = See Table 1 Descriptions and Comments

(1)
(1)

(1)
(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

(1)

TABLE 4

State Programs

Pricing
Factors

20 days/per
pemit

15 days/per

10 days/per
pemit

30 days/per
pemit

10 days/per
pemmit

30 days/per
pemit

20 days/per
pemmit

10 days/per
pemit

N-12

i

20

180

75

16

Comments/
Assunptions

20% of State permit workload.

20% of State pemit workload.
(1)

(1)

50% of state permit workload

108 of state permit workload

(1)

50% of state permit workload

10% of state permit workload

50% of state permit workload



Activities

7.

Minor Industrial

(d) Paragraph 8

(e) Secondary

(£) Federal

Permit Review

Hearings

(a) settled

Variances

(1)

(1)

(1)

Review pemits for
consistency with
requlations and
standards.

(1)

(1)

(1) See Table 1 Descriptions and Camments

TABLE 4

State Programs

Pricing
Factors

10 days/per
permit

5 days/per
permit

20 days/per
pemit

3 days/per
pemit

50 days/per
request

65 days/per
regquest

N-13

17

760

12

128

Comment.s/
Assunptions

50% of state permit workload

10% of state permit workload

20% of state permit workload

Assumes that EPA will review

all state major permits and

25% of others. The number

to be reviewed is the total
permits issued less the mumber for
which EPA provided assistance.

10% of State hearing workload.

(1)



Permitting Workload - NPDES State Assistance

TABLE 5

I ITI|III] IV V VI [VII|{VIII|IX X Total
Major Municipal: |25 85] 75[115[130] - 44 271 33] 16 S50*
Water Quality 10 [34 |30 |46 |52 - 18 10] 13 6 219
Routine 1 2 1 2 3 - - -1 - - 9
Modifications/ 8 [24 |28 |35 |48 | - 15| 10| 13] 5 | 186
Reopeners
Major Industrial: |30 |69 [82 [139]|1lll] - 26 20| 23} 15 S15*
Water Quality 12 |27 |32 |55 [44 - 10 8 9 6 203
BAT - - - - - - - - - - -
BAT=BPT - 1 - 1 - - - - - - 2
Paragraph 8 - - - - - - - - - - -
Secondary - - - - - - - - - - -
Federal - - - - - - - - - - -
New Sources 1 3 3 S 5 - 1 1 1 - 20
Modifications/ 9 /18 |28 |55 (41 8 6] 10 S 180
Reopeners
Minor Municipal: 2 8 {24 |35 64| - 40 11 2 6 192%
Water Quality 1 3 9 |14 25| - 16 4 1 2 75
Routine - - - - 1] - - - - - 1
Minor Industrial:|1l3 81|153|198|173| - 83 35} 18} 21 775*
Water Quality 5 32| 61} 79| 69| - 33 14 7 8 308
BAT - - l} - 1| - - - - - 2
BAT=BPT 1 - 6] 2 4| - 2 1 - - 16
Paragraph 8 1 - 1l 1 2| - - - 1 1 7
Secondary - 3 2| 4 4| - 1 1 1 1 17
Federal - - -11 l] - - - - - 2
Permit Review 33 TOT{TI#[TTQ‘W - 34| 35| 21 760
Hearings:
Settled - 3 2 3 3| - 1 - - - 12
Variances 7 17| 20] 35] 28| - 6 5 6 4 128

*NPDES State Permitting Workloads for FY87.
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TABLE 6
Permitting FTE - NPDES State Assistance

1 II JIII v \'J VI |VII |VIII|IX X Total

Major Municipal:

Water Quality 1.4/4.6 |4.1 |6.3
Routine - - - -
Modifications/ 0.4]1.1 |1.3 (1.6
Reopeners
Major Industrial:

NO
N
[}

1
]

[}

[}
['NeoNe]
el

Water Quality 1. 4 [7.5 |6.0 8 27
BAT -
BAT=BPT -
Paragraph 8 -
Secondary -
Federal -
New Sources 0

Modifications/ |0

Reopeners

@® wn
- O
wwm
- O
O 0
(o N o]
wN
(o

N

@ w
w o

Lo ]
(o o]

Minor Municipal:
Routine - - - - - - - - - - -

Minor Industrial:

water Quality 007 4'4 8-3 1008 9-4 - 405 1-9 1.0 1-1 42'1
BAT - - - - - - - - - - -
BAT-BPT - - 0-3 - 002 - had - - - 0. S
Paragraph 8 - - - - - - - - - - -
Secondary - - - - - - - - - - -
Federal - - - - - - - - - - -
Permit RQVieW 005 1-4 107 2.4 203 - 008 0-5 005 003 10.4
Hearings:
settl.d - 0.4 °l3 004 004 - 001 - - - 106
Variances 2.1] 5.0} 5.9}10.3} 8.3] - 1.8 1.5/1.8}11.2 37.9
Total 7.4122.3(29.3144.6(42.2] - 14.6] 7.917.7] 4.9]180.9
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Activities

Approval/Asseasament

1.

2.

3.

Program Develop-
ment Assistance

Program Application
Review

NPDES Program
Assesament

(a) Large

{b) Madium

Assistance in the
development of NPDES
program submissions

and program modifications
submdssions.

Review of NPDES state
program submissions and
NPDES State program
modification submissions.

EPA assessment of

approved NPDES State
programs. Includes

permitting and pre-
treatment.

TABLE 7
State Programs

Pricing
Factors

i

45 days 18

20 days 15

40 days

(S N

1.3 workyear/ 11
per NPDES State
with >200 majors

0.8 workyear/ 10
per NPDES State

with 100-200

majors

N-16

Comments/

Assunptions

Full Programs

Pretreatinent Program
Modifications

Full NPDES Programs
Pretreatment Programs
Federal Programs



Activities

(c) small

4. Qmsistency

Doaurd ann
IS ¥V AWS

Raview Of State

racmilations to ansure
consistency with NPDES
requlations and the CWA.

ma a2

1AL /

State Programs

Pricing
Factors

i

0.6 workyear/
per NPDES State
with < 100 majors

-
-3

N-17

Comments/
Assumpt ions




TABLE 8
State Program Approvals/Assessment Workload

— I | ITJIII] IV] V VI JVII|VIII]IX ] X |Total
Program Development
Assistance
Full Program 3 1 - 1 - 5 - 2 4 2 18
Pretreatment - 2 3 - 2 - 1 4 2 1l 15
Modifications
Program Application
Review/Approval
Full Program - - - - - 1l - 1 - - 2
Pretreatment - - 1l - 1 - 1 1l - - 4
Federal Facility 1 - 1 - - - - - - - 2
NPDES Program
Assessment
Large 1 2 1l 3 3 - - - 1 - 11
Medium - - 2 3 2 - 1 1 1 - 10
Small 2 1l 2 1l 1l - 3 3 2 2 17
NPDES State
Consistency Review - - 1 1 - - 1 1 - - 4

N-18



TABLE 9
State Program Approvals/Assessment FTE

T | II]IXII] IV] V |VI JVII]VIII]IX | X |[Total
Program Development
Assistance
Pretreatment - 10.2]0.3] - |O.2] - JO.2] 0.7}10.2[0.2] 2.0
Modifications
Program Application
Review/Approval
Pretreatment - - 10.2] - |0.2] - |0.2] 0.2] - - 0.8
Federal Facility 0.2] - |0.2] - - - - - - - 0.4
NPDES Program
Assessment
Latg. 103 206 1.3 3.9 3.9 - - - 103 - 14.3
M‘dium - - 106 204 1-6 - 0-8 O-B 0-8 - 8.0
Small 1.210.6|1.2]0.6/0.6] - [1.8] 1.8|1.2]1.2]10.2
NPDES State
Consistency Review - - {0.5{0.5] - - {0.5] 0.5] - - 2.0
Total 3.3|/3.6]5.317.616.5}1.2]3.5|4.6 |4.3]|1.8]41.7
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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 comments, including assumptions.
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



Activities

1. POIW Program

review/approvals/
permit modifica—
tions

2. Annual Report
Reviews

3. Followp to
Annual Report
Review

4. Audit Activities

(a) pre-planning

(b) on-site audit

(c) audit report
recamenda-
tions

Deacriptions

Review and approval of
final POIW submissions
and incorporation of new
requirements into the

pemit.

Raview of annual reports
required to be submitted
by POTs.

Phone or written contact
with POIW personnel to
resolve problems.

File review, campliance
analysis and materials

preparation.

Actual staff visit
to POIW site.

Produce formal report
on audit complete with
rawdial actions for
POTW.

TABLE 10

Pretreatment

Pricing
Factors

15 days/per

2 days/per
report

15 days/per
report

4 days/per
audit

3 days/per
audit

8 days/per
report

N-21

:

20

700

210

141

141

141

Comments/
Assunpt ions

Assunes 2 new programs will
be required per Region.

All of the 700 EPA approved
programs will be required to
submit annual reports.

Assumes 30% of the 700 annual
reports submitted will require
follow-up.

Of the 700 EPA approved proyrams,
20% will receive an on-site audit.

20% of 700 approved progyrams will
receive an on-site audit.



Activities

(d) follow—up on
audit

S. EPA Assistance to
Approved Pretreat-
ment States an
Axdits

6. Local Limits
Technical
Assistance

7. Modifications to
Reflect National
Program Changes

Descriptions

Written and ongite
activities to insure
corrections by POIW.

EPA assistance to States
on audits.

Develop individual
local limits with
POTvS .

A change in the
program triggered
by specific events
(e.g., revised
regulations, local
limits policy and
toxicity limits).

TABLE 10
Pretreatment

Pricing
Factors

5 days

20 days/audit

10 days

69

99

143

292

Comments/

Output ~  Assumptions

Assunes 50% of POWs audited will
require same follow-up.

Assumes 10% of State approved
pretreatment programs will be
visited by EPA/State evaluation
teams during audits.

Assumes roughly 10% of 1463
required POTW programs will
require technical assistance an
local limits.

Assumes 20% of the 1463 required

pretreatment programs will be
modified.



Activities
8. BMR Reviews
9. Category
Detarminations
10. Rawoval Credits

11.

(a) Application
Reviews

(b) Consistent
Ranoval
Evaluations

Qontrol of IUs
in non-pretreat-
ment POTWa where
EPA is control
authority

Deacriﬁion-
Review of baseline

TABLE 10
Pretreatment

Pricing
Factors

2 days/I1U

monitoring report required

by industry.

Dstermining what cate-
gorical pretreatment

standard applies to a
apecific industry.

Evaluating individual
POTW submissions demon-
strating pollutant
rawoval.

Evaluate the consistent
removal for existing
credit recipients.

Identifying categorical
industries not covered
by approved States or
POWs and controlling

their discharges.

12 days/IU

15 days

5 days

5 days

N-23

100

35

43

1015

Comments/

Assunptions

Assunes about 100 IUs regquired to
submit BMRs are located where EPA
is the control authority.

Roughly 1/3 of the 100 industrial
users in the organic chemical

category will request a category
determination.

5% of the total 700 local
POTWs will request removal
credits authority.

EPA will review consistent
removal for all recipients.



TARLE 11
Pretreatmant Workload

PRETREATMENT I [II [III [ IV [V [VI [VII [VIII | IX | X |Total
New Program Review

and Approval 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 20
Annual Report Review

where EPA is Approval 68 |57 |116 |28 (99 |123 {13 |[52 120 [24 700
_Authority

Follow=up to Annual

Report Review 20 17 35 8 30 37 4 16 36 7 210
Audit Activities

-Pre-planning for 14 |11 23| 6 [20 25| 3 |10 241 5 141
onsite axdit

-Actual onsite audit 14 |11 231 6 {20 25| 3 j10 24 | S 141
~Audit Report 14 |11 23 | 6 20 25 3 10 24 | S5 141
Recammendations

~Follow-up on Audit 7 5 12 | 3 {10 1211 5 12 | 2 69
with POTW

EPA Assistance to Approved

Pretreatmsnt States on {11 5 31 43 {24 011 ]0 0] 2 99
Audits

local Limits Technical 8 8 14 | 40 [33 121 7 S 12| 4 143
Assistance

Modifications to Reflect

National Program Changes| 16 |16 28 | 81 |68 24 |16 |10 24 | 9 292

BMR Reviews where EPA 5 |15 5[5 [20 [25]|5 |5 10| 5 | 100
is control authority

Categary Determinations 2 5 212 6 8 ] 2 2 312 34

Removal Credits

-Application reviews 3 3 6|1 S 6|1 3 6|1 35
-Consistent removal 4 S 6| 2 119 3] - 1l 3] - 43
evaluations

Control of IUs in

nan=-Pretreatmant POTWs 105(70 (140 | 35 |70 (175 | 35 |210 105 70 | 1015

where EPA is control
authority
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PRETREATMENT T [II [III [ IV [V [VI [VII [ViiI | X[ X [T

New Program Review
arﬂ mproval 001 o'l Ool 0.1 001 0-1 Ool 0-1 0-1 0.1 1-0

Annual Report Review
where EPA is Approval 0.5 [0.4 [0.9 [0.2 |0.8 | 1.0{0.1 [0.4 [0.9 {0.2 | 5.4
Authority

Follow-up to Annual 1.3 j1.1 }]2.3 {0.5 {2.0 | 2.5{0.2 [1.0 (2.4 |0.4 }13.7
Report Review

Axdit Activities:

-Pre-planning for 0.3 [0.2 {0.4 |O.1 |O.4 ]| O.5] - |O0.2 |0O.4 |O.1 ] 2.6
onsite audit

=-Actual onsite audit 0.2 }0.2 j0O0.3 |O.1 |O.3 ] 0.3] - 0.1 ]O.3 jO.1 1} 1.9
-Audit Report 0.5 |0.4 0.7 0.2 10.7 | 0.8] - [0.3 ]0.8 |0.2 ]| 4.6
Recammendations

-Follow—-up on Audit 0.9 |0.6 [1.6 |0.8 |1.3 | 3.2]/0.1 |[0.6 |l.6 {0.2 |10.9
with POTW

EPA Assistance to

Pret.l'elmt St&t“ an 009 004 002 303 109 - 009 - - 0.2 7-8

Audits

Local Limits Technical 2.1 |2.1 }3.8 {10.9|9.0 | 3.2]1.9 ]1.3 3.2 |1.0 |38.5
Aasistance

Modifications to Reflect
National Program ChangeslO0.6 (0.6 1.1 }3.1 |2.6 | 0.9]0.6 (0.4 0.9 |0.4 |11.2

BMR Raviews where EPA 0.1 [0.2 |0O.1 |O0.1 |[0.2 | 0.2{0.1 [O.1 |O.1 {O.1 | 1.3
is control authority

Category Determinations [0.1 |0.3 0.1 ]JO.1 |0.3 | 0.4]0.1 |O.1 10.2 j0.1 | 1.8

Removal Credits

-Application reviews 0.2 [0.2 [0.4 [0.1 |0.3 | 0.4[0.1 {0.2 |0.4 [0.1 | 2.4
-Comi‘m m 0-1 001 0-2 001 00‘ 0.1 - Ocl 0-1 - 102
evaluations

Control of 1Us in
non-Pretreatnent POWs 0.8 0.6 {1.1 |O0.3 jO.6 | 1.3]0.6 {1.6 ]0.8 |0.6 | 8.3
where EPA is contral. [ !
authority

TOTAL 8.7 |7.5 |13.3]20.0]20.9]14.9]4.8 |6.5 }12.2|3.8 |112.6
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